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EDITOR’S PREFACE

T HAS BEEN explained in the preface to other voluma of this

history that the work has been planned in accordance with a

Government directive ‘to provide a broad survey of events from an
inter-Service point of view’. Throughout this book the word ‘military’
is used to cover the activities of all three ﬁghtmg Services.

This volume is the fifth of a series of six on Grand Strategy, or the
central direction of the war. The series is intended to supplement and
provide the background for the volumes devoted to the several cam-
paigns and special aspects of the war, such as the War at Sea, the
Defence of the United Kingdom and the Strategic Air Offensive, just
as from another point of view those volumes supply the background for
the present series.

Grand strategy is concerned with both purely military strategy and
politics; some overlapping into both these fields has been unavoidable,
but the intention has been to leave the story of operations and local
strategy to the volumes assigned to them, and not to trespass further
cither in this direction or in that of political and diplomatic history
than is necessary to explain how the war was conducted from the
centre at the highest level.

The present volume opens with the Anglo-American Conference at
Quebec in August 1943, at which the Allied offensive for the winning
of the war was planned. It closes with the check sustained by this
offensive a year later, and will shortly be followed by the final volume,
Volume VI, which continues the story to the surrenders of Germany
and Japan.

Apologies are due to the reader for the appearance of the last volumes
of a series before the first, but it seems more sensible to publish at once
the volumes now ready than to keep them in storage pending the
completion of those which precede them in time. It may perhaps
be pleaded that Volume V begins at a recognizable starting-point
to a new, and largely self-contained, period of the war.

The breach of chronological order results from the decision, which
may itself require apology, to entrust the volumes on Grand Strategy
to a number of different hands. The excuse must be that any other
plan would have entailed still longer delay.

Our narratives are based mainly on official sources, to which we have
been allowed full access: partlcularly on the voluminous telegrams,
memoranda and minutes preserved in the Cabinet Office and other
Departments. Among these Sir Winston Churchill’s papers are
of outstanding importance. Besides archives in official custody we have



xii EDITOR’S PREFACE

been allowed to use a wealth of private diaries and correspondence,
as well as to consult orally many of the principal actors. To all who have
helped in this way, and to their representatives, we express our thanks.

Apart from these primary sources, we have drawn largely on the
work, published and as yet unpublished, of our colleagues of both the
military and civil histories, and on the narratives, monographs and
summaries prepared by the Service historical sections, under Rear
Admiral R. M. Bellairs, Brigadier H. B. Latham and Mr. J. C. Nerney.
We have also benefited greatly by the arrangements made with the
official historians of the United States and of Commonwealth countries
for an exchange of information and of draft histories.

For help in the presentation and interpretation of enemy documents
we wish to thank Mr. B. M. Melland and Colonel G. T. Wards and
their staffs. The maps have been prepared under the experienced
direction of Colonel T. M. Penney.

As has been stated with respect to earlier volumes, the historians
have not normally included references to documents not open to
public inspection; since our references could not be checked, one of
the main reasons for doing so was absent; full references are, however,
printed in a confidential edition which should be available to students
whenever the archives are opened. This policy has raised the question
whether we should include references to published sources in these
volumes. To do so is open to the objection that, where both un-
published and published sources have been used, the reader may be
misled into thinking that the text relies solely on the published
authorities referred to. Nevertheless we have thought it better to
depart as little as possible from the usual practice, and have accordingly
included references to important published sources; the reader should
understand however that the sources mentioned are not necessarily
the only ones we have used. Further, while not specifically referring
to sources not open to the public, we have indicated the nature of the
authority for statements of fact and opinion when there seemed special
reason for doing so.

In accordance with the recognized British constitutional principle,
the historians have not held themselves free to reveal individual
differences of opinion within the War Cabinet nor to lift the veil of
Civil Service anonymity. We have felt bound, also, to respect
the requirements of military ‘security’.

The Editor would like to acknowledge his personal obligations to
the members of his Advisory Panel, Vice-Admiral Sir Geoffrey Blake,
Licutenant-General Sir Henry Pownall, Air Chief Marshal Sir
Guy Garrod and Lieutenant-General Sir Ian Jacob, and to Mr. A. B.
Acheson of the Cabinet Office.

JR.M.B.



INTRODUCTION

HE LAST TWO VOLUMES of this series on grand strat-

egy, written by one author, are concerned with one main

theme. For the period which they cover, from August, 1943
to August 1945, was the period of the Allied strategic offensive—of the
final offensive in Europe and of the first (and as it proved, final) phase
of the combined offensive in Asia and the Pacific. The volumes thus
deal with two separate wars, in both of which, however, large Allied
forces were engaged continuously in operations whose respective places
within the grand design had to be carefully considered, and constantly
adjusted, in the light of the available resources and of the developments
themselves.

The plans for the strategic offensive were designed at the first
Quebec Conference in August, 1943; and the results, at least for
Europe, followed their intentions with remarkable accuracy for almost
a year, and never departed significantly from the pattern they had
established. But this was not brought about without constant modifica-
tion of detail, and occasionally of principle, natural enough when
events were moving rapidly and on a majestic scale. It is the purpose of
the two volumes to follow the development of the plans in relation to
the events.

As in other parts of this series, operations are accordingly treated in
outline; and since these volumes precede the relevant parts of the
histories of the campaigns, I cannot pretend that such detail or such
conclusions as appear should be taken as finally authoritative. Both are
subject in due course to correction by those qualified to provide it.
Nor does the account seek to describe , in due proportion, the contri-
butions of the different Services. It would indeed be otiose, if not im-
possible, in a brief outline of conjunct operations, to follow the parts
played respectively by land, sea and air forces; and since those opera-
tions mostly served campaigns by land, the emphasis has fallen mainly
on the movements of the armies, which of course depended in varying
degrees on support from the sea and air.

But there is a more fundamental disproportion in these volumes
between the space devoted to the great conjunct operations on the one
hand and to operations at sea and in the air on the other. This is
dictated by the stage which the war had reached. The British and
American strategic offensive rested directly on the basis of maritime
power, and included great bombing campaigns against Germany and
later against Japan. But essential as both these factors were to final
success, neither in this period occupied the foreground of British

xi



xiv INTRODUCTION

strategic thought as did the campaigns by land. Maritime superiority,
gained by the combined efforts of sea and air forces, was by now a fact -
in the West—challenged on occasions, never to be taken for granted,
and at times emerging as an immediate issue, but in general forming
the background to the plans for the offensive; while the bombing of
Germany, which formed an important element of those plans, was also
by now pursuing its own course largely in the background of strategy,
and emerged as a strategic issue at different times as that course
affected, or was affected by, the conjunct operations. The progress and
significance of the air campaign in Europe, highly important as it
was, can therefore best be examined on such occasions, and the detail
of the operations, which occupied the central planners only from time
to time, need seldom occupy us.

A similar result for British strategy occurred, for different reasons, in
the Far East. For most of this period, British operations against Japan
were confined to Burma; and although there was much speculation in
London on the nature of the effort to be put into the Pacific, it re-
mained speculation until a late stage, and the Americans’ great opera-
tions by sea and air in that theatre, which decided the fate of Japan,
need not be followed at any length. In both East and West, therefore,
British strategic thought was concerned more with campaigns involving
the three Services in combination than with independent operations
by sea and air; and this narrative must follow the same pattern.

But the space devoted to the campaigns themselves must in turn vary
considerably on different occasions. For while an account of grand
strategy can aim at describing them only in outline, the relation of
operations to plans in this period demands a more detailed description
of the former on some occasions than on others. It is sometimes im-
possible, for instance, to explain the precise interaction of the strategy
for the Mediterranean with that for north-west Europe, without
following closely the course of the battles in Italy; or to understand the
British strategy for the Far East without a detailed knowledge of the
topography of, and operations in, Burma. The space devoted to local
events therefore varies with their significance in the larger pattern.

It is perhaps surprising at first sight that the greater space should be
devoted to the smaller campaigns. Plans for, and operations in, north-
west Europe, which set the pace and provided the climax for the Allied
strategy in 1944, can normally be followed only so far as is necessary
to know what is going on, and to appreciate their effects. It is the
Mediterranean and south-east Asia which, throughout that year,claim
most attention. But this is not so surprising when the nature of planning
in general, and of the current conditions in partlcular, is considered.
For by the later stages of a successful war, strategxc thought may well.
concentrate chiefly on the marginal campaigns. The main stroke,
which decides the pattern, has been designed, and is being prepared or
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executed. The function of planning is now to see that it is supported,
or is not endangered, by necessary operations elsewhere, This applies
the more strongly if there is no great preponderance of force. In 1943;
it was thought that the main stroke, in north-west France, could be
undertaken provided that opposition was kept within specific limits;
The burden of strategic thought therefore fell on those measures;
principally in the Mediterranean and in the air, which alone could
achieve that end; and the limitations of force and of material which
demanded such a strategy, naturally provided the obstacles to its
success. Similarly, the necessary offensive in south-east Asia, and—as
far as a British history can determine—the campaigns in the Pacific,
were limited by the prior demands of Europe. In these circuuutances,
the lesser undcrtakmgs often attracted, and must now receive, thc
greater attention.

The story that emerges is intricate and sometimes complex, and it
must be followed at some length. The shifts and changes of argument,
as events distort and restore the pattern, are too frequent for a series of
selected occasions either to illuminate the intervals or to account
satisfactorily for the length of the discussion on some of the plans.
Planning is in any case likely to be more complex in a period of
offense than in a period of defence or of preparation. But an important
reason for tracing its detail closely in this instance, arises from the fact
that the fluctuations were often caused by a shortage of critical
material, which forms the connexion between the two wars against
Germany and against Japan, and whose consequences, involving com-
paratively small forces and quantities whose significance however was
considerable, can be appreciated only by close examination. In both
East and West we can therefore appreciate the course of the debates
only by seeing each step against the background of resources, within
whose iron limits the actors moved. In the West, in addition, we must
cover a wider field, for the course of operations on the Continent, from
France to the Balkans, raised diplomatic problems which reacted upon
strategy, and whose course must therefore be followed, in proportion to.
their effect, with that of the campaigns.

It has accordingly proved necessary to devote two volumw to this:
phase of the war: the first covering the period from August, 1943 to-
September 1944, the second from October, 1944 to August, 1945.
Although not greatly unequal in chronology, the two parts are un-.
equal in length. For the first is concerned with the settlement of the
strategy which endured throughout the second, and with its execution
in the period of greatest complexity. The dividing line, however, is
clear, at least for the British. For a distinction must be drawn at this.
point between the position of the British and that of the Allies, The last
two years of the war have generally been seen as the period of inevit-
able victory, in which the long period of preparation and increasing
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production, made possible by a maritime strategy, reaped its due
reward. Neither Germany nor Japan, in that order, could hope to
withstand the pressure of the Allies’ superiority in men and material.
But such a view disregards one important factor, which modifies the
perspective. If victory was inevitable, for the British it must also be
reasonably swift. The limits of their war effort were by now compelling,
and its tempo could not be sustained indefinitely. If they were to main-
tain their full contribution and to keep their place within the Alliance,
the war in Europe must therefore end in 1944. In the summer of 1943,
as Sir Winston Churchill has remarked, ‘the danger which faced the
United Nations was no longer Defeat but Stalemate’.! A year later,
the danger to the British was not Stalemate but Delay.

This theme gives a unity to the period covered by this volume—a
period whose limits are marked by the two Allied conferences at Que-
bec. In August 1943, the first Quebec Conference settled the strategy
for the defeat of Germany. In September 1944, that strategy had been
so far successful that the second Quebec Conference opened in the
immediate hope of a German surrender. Three weeks later, when it had
closed, that hope had disappeared. Thereafter, the war in Europe pro-
ceeded to its inevitable but protracted end, postponing further the full
offensive against Japan which had necessarily been curtailed in 1944.
The delay did not affect the capacity of the Allies to achieve final
victory; but it affected the capacity of the British to maintain their
effort any longer at its peak.

This difference in background fostered a certain difference in out-
look that already existed between the two great Western Allies. And
since these volumes are concerned largely with the relations between
them, they are concerned largely with this difference. There has been
no attempt to conceal the resulting disagreements; but I hope they have
not been exaggerated. For there is perhaps always a danger that dis-
agreement, which may breed discussion, will bulk larger than agree-
ment in an account of this sort; and where the disagreements, as
sometimes here, were profound, the danger is disproportionately
greater. It is therefore as well to remember that the area of consent
remained larger than the area of dispute, and that even when the
partners differed they remained close partners. For the Anglo-Ameri-
can Alliance, in the last resort, must be accounted a remarkable
success. The very frankness of the discussions, perhaps without parallel
between allies, argues a close association that was also unparalleled.
On no occasion, moreover, did the deadlock remain unbroken. One or
other of the allies always gave way, or both reached a compromise
favourable to one, before it was too late. Such an association may be
contrasted with the periods of silence, punctuated by sudden demands

VClosing the Ring (1952), preface.
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or complaints or as sudden concessions, which the Western Allies
experienced in their dealings with the Russians.

Place names in this volume follow official practice. I have referred to
individuals by the styles they held at the time—e.g., Mr. Churchill,
General Eisenhower, Mr. Eden—and, where I have omitted prefixes,
have tried to combine courtesy with convenience. Promotions in rank,
where relevant, are given in an appendix.

I wish to thank all those who, by research, information, or comment
on the text, have helped in the production of the book: the wartime
Ministers, Chiefs of Staff and commanders, staff officers, and officials;
the historians and staff of the United Kingdom Official Histories,
Military and Civil; the members of the Advisory Panel of the Official
Military Histories; the staffs of the Records and Historical Sections of
the Cabinet Office, and of various Departments; and the historians in
Commonwealth and Allied countries. It is, I think, worthy of record
that, despite the novel nature of these volumes on grand strategy in the
writing of official history, no Department or individual has asked me to
censor or to alter anything of substance; nor has there been any
obstacle to quoting the documents from which I have wished to quote.
Her Majesty The Queen has graciously given permission for certain
documents to be reproduced; and Ministers, the Secretary of the
Cabinet, Departments, and the United States Government have
given similar permission where required. Certain cypher telegrams
have been paraphrased for security, but without affecting their sub-
stance or sense. Otherwise, quotations have been shortened, as shown
in the text, only when I have considered a passage irrelevant or
redundant. Where I reproduce substantial extracts from Sir Winston
Churchill’s unpublished Minutes and telegrams, as distinct from the
full text, the full relevant text is given in an appendix: where the
quotation is of one of his Minutes or telegrams already published, in
whole or in part, in his memoirs, I refer for comparison to the volume
concerned. Otherwise, I have cited publications where they contain
statements or quotations not already available in the documents I
have used.

I owe two special words of thanks: to my editor, Professor J. R. M.
Butler, who has borne the ultimate responsibility for the work through-
out; and to my principal Research Assistant, Miss Jean Dawson, who
not only provided much information on detail, but also wrote several
of the long studies on which sections of the book are based. I have been
fortunate in being able to call, over a period of some years, on her
industry, scholarship and judgment.

November, 1955
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CHAPTER 1

STRATEGY AND SUPPLY IN THE
AUTUMN OF 1943
(i)
Outline of Strategy

ETWEEN gth and 17th August, 1943, two large delegatiqns,

from Britain and from the United States, assembled in Quebec.

The British included the Prime Minister, the Foreign Secretary,

and the members of the Chiefs of Staff’s Committee. The American
delegation contained the President, the American Chiefs of Staff, Mr.
Harry Hopkins, and later the Secretary of State, Mr. Cordell Hull.
Other high officers and officials, and ample staffs, attended the princi-
pals. On the 17th, the sixth Anglo-American conference of the war
opened, under the code name of the ‘Quadrant’ Conference.!

Its purpose was to design, on the foundations laid by its predecessors
over the past eight months, a full offensive strategy in Europe and a
limited offensive strategy in the Far East. The emphasis between the
two wars had been defined in January 1942, when the two Govern-
ments agreed—as they confirmed, after some debate, a year later—
that the defeat of Germany should precede the main attack on Japan.
Their ‘over-all strategic concept’ was accordingly given as follows at
‘Quadrant’:

‘.. . 3. In co-operation with Russia and other Allies, to bring
about at the earliest possible date the unconditional surrender of
the Axis in Europe.

4. Simultaneously, in co-operation with other Pacific Powers
concerned, to maintain and extend unremitting pressure against
Japan with the purpose of continually reducing her military
power and attaining positions from which her ultimate sur-
render can be enforced. The effect of any such extension on the
over-all objective to be given consideration by the Combined
Chiefs of Staff before action is taken.

5. Upon the defeat of the Axis in Europe, in co-operation with
other Pacific Powers, and if possible with Russia, to direct the
full resources of the United States and Great Britain to bring
about at the earliest possible date the unconditional surrender
of Japan.’

! For code names, see throughout this volume Appendix I below.
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In the West, the Allies were now preparing to embark on the first
stage of the final attack on Germany. Over the past year, her conquests
had been brought abruptly and dramatically to an end, and she had
in turn been pressed back with heavy losses in the east and in the
south.! In August 1942, the German army stood in the suburbs of
Leningrad and Stalingrad, in the Caucasus some 130 miles from the
Caspian Sea, and, in North Africa, within sixty miles of the Nile delta.
By August 1943, it had been ejected, with the Italians, entirely from
North Africa, was fighting in Sicily, and in Russia had been forced
back slightly in the north, appreciably in the centre from the areas of
Moscow and Voronezh, and far in the south from Stalingrad and the
Caucasus to the Sea of Azov and the west bank of the Don. In all of
these operations probably half a million men had been killed, and at
least as many again had surrendered or were missing. The tide had
turned, Germany was now on the defensive, and the Allies were
gathering strength for her encirclement. But the task remained formid-
able. ‘Festung Europa’, despite a marked weakness in the south, was a
reality; the German army, hard pressed and declining in quality
though it might be, remained a disciplined and effective force em-
bracing some three hundred divisions and supported by a still for-
midable, though progressively unbalanced, air force; and large tracts
of territory lay in every direction between the Allies and the Reich.
The Russians at their nearest point were over three hundred miles
from the eastern German frontier; while the Western Allies had
still to gain a foothold on the mainland of Europe. Somewhere, at some
time, the reconquest of the Continent must begin with the first British
or American soldier wading ashore out of the sea; and while experience
in North Africa had shown that such a venture could succeed, it had
shown equally vividly, and in less critical conditions, the obstacles to
success.

But while the main effort lay ahead, the Western Allies could look
with satisfaction on three clear gains over the past year, without
which it could not have been envisaged. First, they had recently won
a great victory in the Atlantic, and for the first time since the autumn
of 1940 were masters of that ocean. Between August, 1940 and March
1943, merchant shipping was sunk at a steadily increasing rate, and
faster than it could be replaced. In 1940, 3,990,000 gross tong of
shipping were lost, in 1941 4,330,000 tons, and in 1942 7,800,000 fons;
and of these totals, the North Atlantic accounted for 1,810,000 tons,
2,420,000 tons and 5,480,000 tons respectively.? Over the same period,
more U-boats were built than were destroyed. By March 1943, the
danger to survival was as great as in April, 1917. The sinkings in Janu-
ary and February had been very serious, while the enemy’s submarine

3 See Front End-paper. :
8 All to the nearest ten thousa.nd tons.
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fleet continued to grow in numbers and confidence. In January, 1943
there were 212 U-boats and in March 250, of which at least one
hundred were always at sea, highly trained in a type of warfare whose
terms they dictated. But over the next two months a series of counter-
measures appeared, which had been in preparation for some time,
Very long-range aircraft, based on Iceland and Newfoundland, now
closed the gap, and enabled air, as well as surface, escort and support
to be given to the convoys throughout their passage; more escorts,
with more ample training, were available for close defence; and there
was a notable improvement in both seaborne and airborne radar. The
results were decisive. In March 1943, 477,000 tons of merchant
shipping were sunk in the North Atlantic, and twelve U-boats; in
April, 245,000 tons and fifteen U-boats; in May, 165,000 tons and
forty U-boats; in June, 17,000 tons and seventeen U-boats; in July,
123,000 tons and thirty-seven U-boats. These figures tell a tale of
successful defence followed by highly successful attack. In June and
July, when the U-boat packs had been seriously harried along the
convoy routes, aireraft and escort groups carried the war to the Bay
of Biscay, through which the marauders entered and left their ports.
The offensive was successful, and by the autumn larger escort groups,
with more effective support from the air, were able to subdue and
often to destroy the individual U-boats that alone could now reach the
convoys. Their task was made the easier, after September 1943, by the
use of facilities-in the Azores which the Portuguese Government then
granted to the Allies. In the last quarter of the year, fifty-three U-boats
were sunk, while the losses in the North Atlantic dropped to 146,000
tons. Meanwhile new construction was steadily rising, and in October
1943, for the first time, the British and American combined merchant
fleets were larger than at the beginning of the war.

In the second half of 1943, the Battle of the Atlantic therefore gave
no immediate cause for anxiety. This was indeed fortunate, for the next
eight months demanded a heavy flow of men and material from the
United States to the British Isles. The reinforcement of the British
army in the United Kingdom by American troops had been planned
in the spring of 1942, as a necessary condition for an invasion of north-
west Europe. But the programme (‘Bolero’), owing partly to inter-
vening commitments in North Africa and partly to administrative in-
experience, had only recently begun to approach the estimates. In
May 1943, indeed, only one American division was in England,
instead of five as originally designed ; and while the figures improved in
the autumn, a strenuous effort would clearly be needed throughout the
forthcoming winter and spring, which must not however encroach on
the normal imports on which the life of Britain depended. The defeat
of the U-boats was not the only factor involved in meeting thisdemand;
but it was an essential factor, without which the rest could scarcely be
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controlled. The invasion of Europe in 1944 would not have been
possible without the success in the Atlantic in 1943.

Apart from the Battle of the Atlantic, Allied sea power was adequate
to meet most of the tasks demanded of it in the West. A substantial
Allied Fleet dominated the Mediterranean at the beginning of August,
1943. The Italian navy had long confined its activities to submarine
attack, and even this had diminished notably over the past year. Con-
voys passed freely through the area, and the assault on Sicily in July
could be undertaken with every prospect of countering serious opposi-
tion at sea. The earlier danger from the air, which had once crippled
the Mediterranean Fleet, had also largely disappeared, thanks to the
superiority of the Allied air forces and the invasion of Sicily.

In the north, the British Home Fleet, to which an American squad-
ron was attached, pursued its two familiar tasks: the prevention of
raids by German heavy ships or cruisers into the Atlantic, and the
protection of the convoys to northern Russia, when they were resumed
after having been stopped in March, 1943 by a shortage of escorts and
the longer daylight. The effective German surface fleet was by now
very small—one heavy battleship, the Tirpitz, one ‘pocket battleship,’
the Admiral Scheer, one battle-cruiser, the Scharnhorst, four cruisers and
twenty-one destroyers; but of these, the Tirpitz and Scharnhorst, with
one cruiser and twelve destroyers, were concentrated in Norwegian
fjords, and at that point of vantage could not be ignored. The position,
however, was transformed by the end of the year. At the end of
September, in reply to the Russians’ requests, it was decided to resume
the convoys to the Arctic, given the appropriate facilities on arrival;
and on the 22nd, as a preparatory measure, British midget submarines
attacked the Tirpitz at anchor in Norway. The battleship was heavily
damaged, and put out of action for some months. On Boxing Day,
H.M.S. Duke of York sank the remaining German battle-cruiser, the
Scharnhorst, which attempted to attack a convoy. The Home Fleet’s
superiority thereafter was complete, and although the northern con-
voys were still harried by submarine and aircraft, they had no longer to
fear a serious surface attack, while the main strategic problem of pre-
venting the escape of German heavy ships from their home waters was
virtually removed. Throughout 1944, the Allied Fleets in the north and
south of Europe were therefore able to support the main operations
without dlﬂiculty, and indeed largely unopposed

The war in the air was also moving in favour of the Allies. In 1940,
the British had hastened and expanded the programme for a large
force of heavy bombers, which had been started before the war. Their
operations were designed originally as part of the ‘indirect strategy’ of
bombing, blockade and subversion which emerged after Dunkirk; and
alone survived the disappearance of that strategy after the United
States entered the war. But the bombers, ordered in a period when an
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invasion of Europe was not in prospect, could be produced only in time
to serve as the indispensable preparation and adjunct to invasion. In
1041 and 1942, the figures lagged behind the estimates, while the air
authorities’ estimates of the results exceeded the figures. In 1941, some
3,300 heavy and medium bombers were produced, as against a fore-
cast in October, 1940 of some 5,100: in 1942, some 5,400 as against a
forecast in December, 1941 of some 7,200.} Experience soon showed,
moreover, that a bombing campaign raised highly complex problems
of tactics, direction and intelligence, which had not been encountered
before and were far from easy to solve. It was not a question here of
winning a number of important battles over a part of the enemy’s
forces, but of exhausting a whole system of defence and thereafter of
destroying a Great Power’s capacity to wage war. The achievement of
the air offensive’s object, ‘the progressive destruction and dislocation of
the German military, industrial and economic system, and the under-
mining of the morale of the German people to a point where their
capacity for armed resistance is fatally weakened’, was accordingly
difficult to attain in the period before the necessary conditions could be
provided.

In 1943, these conditions were being, but had not yet sufficiently
been, gained. On the one hand, British production had got into its
stride, operational experience had improved the design of aircraft,
equipment and tactics, and, after some discussion on the best use of
their forces, the Americans were ready to participate in an a
programme of operations. At the Casablanca Conference (the ‘Symbol’
Conference) in January of that year, a ‘combined bomber offensive’
was sanctioned, in which the Americans were to concentrate mainly on
attacks by day, largely upon ‘precision targets’, while the British were
responsible for those by night on large industrial centres. The ‘primary
objectives’ of the campaign were specified as the submarine yards and
bases, the aircraft industry, transportation and oil, with ‘other targets
in enemy war industry’ last in priority. The Americans where possible
favoured attacks on the later stages of production, concentrating at
first on motor, rubber and aluminium plants, and later on the fighter
aircraft industry. The British, as in 1942, devoted their greatest efforts
to the cities of the Ruhr, where the high concentration of production
at all stages offered a unique combination of targets and an opportunity
to disrupt the life of a large population. They began with Essen in the
spring, and Hamburg in the late summer, of 1943. The destruction
from this combined offensive was great, the experience was new for
the Germans on such a scale, there was a marked fall in the pro-
duction of rubber, coal and iron, and a certain dislocation of trans-
port.

But, on the other hand, this fall in production was in most cases

! Figures to the nearest hundred.
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later reversed, while the pursuit of the programme placed a consider-
able strain on the Allied air forces. A factor in the first development,
and a cause of the second, was the steady rise in production of the
enemy’s fighter aircraft, which despite repeated Allied attacks,and new
technical means of baffling the German defences, remained a formid-
able opponent throughout the year. The Americans’ daylight attacks
incurred increasingly heavy casualties in the summer and autumn,
forty-five aircraft out of 338 being lost on one occasion over Stuttgart,
sixty out of 291 on another over Schweinfurt; and losses at night,
though not so high, also remained considerable. This opposition was
partly the cause, as its maintenance was a result, of the fact that the
Allies’ combination in the air was in practice still far from complete.
For while co-operation grew in the course of 1943, the British and
American programmes still remained largely separate from each other,
and each moreover often ignored the priorities which had been laid
before it. Despite its growing magnitude, therefore, the offensive
lacked the consistent concentration which experience was to prove
necessary for success.

The activities of the German fighters indeed caused an important
modification of the original plan. In June 1943, the Allied bombing
authorities decided to postpone their ultimate object of destroying the
enemy’s economy, and to concentrate, particularly in the daylight
attacks, on the preliminary object of destroying his fighter air force.
As the new plan (‘Pointblank’) recognized:

‘. o« If the growth of the German fighter strength is not arrested quickly,

it may become literally impossible to carry out the destruction planned . . .

Hence the successful prosecution of the air offensive against the

principal objectives is dependent upon a prior (or simultaneous)

offensive against the German fighter strength.’
While the final object remained the same, the intermediate object
therefore claimed first priority. It was impossible to tell how soon
cither could be achieved. But while the strategic air offensive had so
far failed to achieve the results anticipated for it, its progress was
nevertheless laying the foundations for a superiority in the air which
was later to secure the essential conditions for the main invasion of the
Continent.

The third gain over the past year lay in the Mediterranean. In the
course of 1940, Italy’s entry into the war forced the British into a
campaign in that area, which however they expected to lead in time
to her complete defeat; in 1941, the Germans increased the dangers
and the opportunities of the campaign, when they decided to weaken
Britain by a combination of bombing her towns and of defeating her
army in the Middle East; and in November 1942, the Allies’ invasion
of Algeria and Morocco, undertaken as the result of a separate process,
confirmed and increased the attention which both sides were paying to
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the southern theatre. The outcome now seemed about to realize, in
different circumstances, the original British object. The campaign in
North Africa from October, 1942 to May 1943, and the subsequent
attack on Sicily launched on 1oth July, brought the Fascist régime to
the point of collapse. On 1gth July, Mussolini attended Hitler at the
Villa Feltre near Rimini, to receive further demands for men and
material which he was unable either to counter or to meet; on the 24th,
the Fascist Grand Council voted, in his presence, for a transfer of
power to the Monarchy; and on the 25th he was arrested. His suc-
cessor, Marshal Badoglio, at once announced that the war would
continue; but it seemed likely that an overture would soon be made,
and this in fact came early in August. By the time that the ‘Quadrant’
Conference began, it seemed reasonable to suppose that Italy would
surrender, and possibly would transfer allegiance, within the next few
weeks.

The consequences could not yet be judged, for both the German and
the Allied measures would depend on the event itself and on the
manner of its accomplishment. Meanwhile, the Allies prepared to
assault the Italian peninsula as soon as fighting ended in Sicily, so as
to assist or exploit the surrender of the Italian Government. But
whatever ensued, an experienced force of twenty divisions,! assured of
Allied superiority in the air and of Allied control at sea, would be
available for operations up the peninsula itself or to east or west.
Italy’s surrender, indeed, would mean the first break in the Germans’
defence of Europe, and should enable the British and Americans, in
easier circumstances, to gain that foothold on the Continent which was
the object of their strategy for 1944.

The main lines of that strategy, following the design sketched tenta-
tively at the Casablanca Conference in January, had been adum-
brated at the Anglo-American conference in Washington in May, 1943
(the ‘Trident’ Conference). The Allies then agreed to aim over the
next year at four distinct objects, none of which, in view of the state
of the resources, was given priority over the others. First, they should
secure control in the Atlantic. Secondly, they should pursue the stra-
tegic air offensive against Germany. Thirdly, they should mount an
operation from the United Kingdom, ‘with target date 1st May 1944’,
‘to secure a lodgement on the Continent from which further offensive
operations can be carried out.” This would require a force of twenty-
nine operational divisions by that date. Fourthly, they should conduct
operations in the Mediterranean, after the capture of Sicily, ‘to .
climinate Italy from the War and to contain the maximum number of
German forces.’

This pattern was confirmed at ‘Quadrant’ in greater detail, in the
light of the intervening developments. Success at sea, in the air, and in

' After allowing for withdrawals from the theatre, and for garrison duties.
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later reversed, while the pursuit of the programme placed a consider-
able strain on the Allied air forces. A factor in the first development,
and a cause of the second, was the steady rise in production of the
enemy’s fighter aircraft, which despite repeated Allied attacks,and new
technical means of baffling the German defences, remained a formid-
able opponent throughout the year. The Americans’ daylight attacks
incurred increasingly heavy casualties in the summer and autumn,
forty-five aircraft out of 338 being lost on one occasion over Stuttgart,
sixty out of 291 on another over Schweinfurt; and losses at night,
though not so high, also remained considerable. This opposition was
partly the cause, as its maintenance was a result, of the fact that the
Allies’ combination in the air was in practice still far from complete.
For while co-operation grew in the course of 1943, the British and
American programmes still remained largely separate from each other,
and each moreover often ignored the priorities which had been laid
before it. Despite its growing magnitude, therefore, the offensive
lacked the consistent concentration which experience was to prove
necessary for success.

The activities of the German fighters indeed caused an important
modification of the original plan. In June 1943, the Allied bombing
authorities decided to postpone their ultimate object of destroying the
enemy’s economy, and to concentrate, particularly in the daylight
attacks, on the preliminary object of destroying his fighter air force.
As the new plan (‘Pointblank’) recognized:

‘. . . If the growth of the German fighter strength is not arrested quickly,

it may become literally impossible to carry out the destruction planned . . .

Hence the successful prosecution of the air offensive against the

principal objectives is dependent upon a prior (or simultaneous)

offensive against the German fighter strength.’
While the final object remained the same, the intermediate object
therefore claimed first priority. It was impossible to tell how soon
either could be achieved. But while the strategic air offensive had so
far failed to achieve the results anticipated for it, its progress was
nevertheless laying the foundations for a superiority in the air which
was later to secure the essential conditions for the main invasion of the
Continent.

The third gain over the past year lay in the Mediterranean. In the
course of 1940, Italy’s entry into the war forced the British into a
campaign in that area, which however they expected to lead in time
to her complete defeat; in 1941, the Germans increased the dangers
and the opportunities of the campaign, when they decided to weaken
Britain by a combination of bombing her towns and of defeating her
army in the Middle East; and in November 1942, the Allies’ invasion
of Algeria and Morocco, undertaken as the result of a separate process,
confirmed and increased the attention which both sides were paying to
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the southern theatre. The outcome now seemed about to realize, in
different circumstances, the original British object. The camipaign in
North Africa from October, 1942 to May 1943, and the subsequent
attack on Sicily launched on 10th July, brought the Fascist régime to
the point of collapse. On 19th July, Mussolini attended Hitler at the
Villa Feltre near Rimini, to receive further demands for men and
material which he was unable either to counter or to meet; on the 24th,
the Fascist Grand Council voted, in his presence, for a transfer of
power to the Monarchy; and on the 25th he was arrested. His suc-
cessor, Marshal Badoglio, at once announced that the war would
continue; but it seemed likely that an overture would soon be made,
and this in fact came early in August. By the time that the ‘Quadrant’
Conference began, it seemed reasonable to suppose that Italy would
surrender, and possibly would transfer allegiance, within the next few
weeks.

The consequences could not yet be judged, for both the German and
the Allied measures would depend on the event itself and on the
manner of its accomplishment. Meanwhile, the Allies prepared to
assault the Italian peninsula as soon as fighting ended in Sicily, so as
to assist or exploit- the surrender of the Italian Government. But
whatever ensued, an experienced force of twenty divisions,! assured of
Allied superiority in the air and of Allied control at sea, would be
available for operations up the peninsula itself or to east or west.
Italy’s surrender, indeed, would mean the first break in the Germans’
defence of Europe, and should enable the British and Americans, in
easier circumstances, to gain that foothold on the Continent which was
the object of their strategy for 1944.

The main lines of that strategy, following the design sketched tenta-
tively at the Casablanca Conference in January, had been adum-
brated at the Anglo-American conference in Washington in May, 1943
(the ‘Trident’ Conference). The Allies then agreed to aim over the
next year at four distinct objects, none of which, in view of the state
of the resources, was given priority over the others. First, they should
secure control in the Atlantic. Secondly, they should pursue the stra-
tegic air offensive against Germany. Thirdly, they should mount an
operation from the United Kingdom, ‘with target date 1st May 1944’,
‘to secure a lodgement on the Continent from which further offensive
operations can be carried out.” This would require a force of twenty-
nine operational divisions by that date. Fourthly, they should conduct
operations in the Mediterranean, after the capture of Sicily, ‘to .
climinate Italy from the War and to contain the maximum number of
German forces.’ :

This pattern was confirmed at ‘Quadrant’ in greater detail, in the
light of the intervening developments. Success at sea, in the air, and in

1 After allowing for withdrawals from the theatre, and for garrison duties.
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the Mediterranean now defined their relations to the cross-Channel
attack (operation ‘Overlord’), the plan for which had itself been
produced in July. This suggested that an assault could be launched on
1st May, 1944 against north-west France, provided that certain con-
ditions, on which the British insisted, were observed. The German air
force must have been substantially reduced beforehand, facilities must
be devised to sustain the operations in France without the use of a great
port for at least three weeks, and the opposition on land must be kept,
at different stages over a period of three months, within specified
limits. If these conditions could not be assured, an assault in northern
. Europe, possibly on Norway (already studied as operation ‘Jupiter’),
might have to be considered as an alternative. The cross-Channel
operation, in fact, which in May, 1943 had not been accorded priority
over the other targets for the coming year, in August demanded their
direct support. The strategic air offensive had already, for its own
purposes, been adjusted in that direction. Now, strategy in the Medi-
terranean was given a more definite réle following the defeat of Italy.
The containment of the necessary German forces might demand a
complementary assault on the south of France: it would certainly
demand a diversionary campaign beyond France which the forces
already in the southern theatre could best provide.

The balance between the various tasks was determined in the Com-
bined Chiefs of Staff’s Final Report at ‘Quadrant’, dated 24th August,
which may indeed be regarded as the blue print for the final offensive in
Europe. For, with remarkably few modifications, the design remained
the same until the Western Allies were nearing the frontier of Germany;
and the modifications themselves arose only from the necessity to
relate intervening developments to its purpose.

‘. . . 7. The following operations in execution of the over-all
strategic concept are agreed upon:
THE U-BOAT WAR

8. (a) Progress Report

We have had encouraging reports from the Chiefs of the two
Naval Staffs regarding the U-boat war. We have approved
recommendations made by the Allied Submarine Board which
should result in further strengthening our anti-U-boat opera-
tions. The Board has been directed to continue and expand its
studies in search of further improvements.

(b) Facilities in the Azores Islands

The facilities of the Azores Islands will be used for intensified
sea and air operations against the U-boats. ...
THE DEFEAT OF THE AXIS IN EUROPE

9. We have approved the following operations in 1943-44 for
the defeat of the Axis Powers in Europe:
THE BOMBER OFFENSIVE

10. The progressive destruction and dislocation of the
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German military, industrial and economic system, the disrup-
tion of vital elements of lines of communication, and the material
reduction of German air combat strength by the successful pro-
secution of the Combined Bomber Offensive from all convenient
bases is a pre-requisite to ‘Overlord’ (barring an independent
and complete Russian victory before ‘Overlord’ can be moun-
ted). This operation must therefore continue to have highest
Strategic priority.

OPERATION ‘OVERLORD’

11. (a) This operation will be the primary United States-
British ground and air effort against the Axis in Europe. (Target
date the 1st May, 1944). After securing adequate Channel ports,
exploitation will be directed towards securing areas that will
facilitate both ground and air operations against the enemy.
Following the establishment of strong Allied forces in France,
operations designed to strike at the heart of Germany and to
destroy her military forces will be undertaken.

(b) There will be a balanced ground and airforce build-up
for ‘Overlord’, and continuous planning for and maintenance of
those forces available in the United Kingdom in readiness to
take advantage of any situation permitting an opportunistic cross-
Channel move into France. ‘

(c) As between Operation ‘Overlord’ and operations in the
Mediterranean, where there is a shortage of resources, available
resources will be distributed and employed with the main object
of ensuring the success of ‘Overlord’. Operations in the Mediter-
ranean Theatre will be carried out with the forces allotted at
‘Trident’, except in so far as these may be varied by decision of
the Combined Chiefs of Staff.

12. We have approved the outline plan of General Morgan
for Operation ‘Overlord’ and have authorised him to proceed
with the detailed planning and with full preparations.!

OPERATION ‘JUPITER’

13. In case circumstances render the execution of ‘Overlord’
impossible it may be necessary to consider ‘Jupiter’ as an alter-
native. Plans for this operation, with particular reference to an
entry into Southern Norway, should therefore be made and kept
up to date.

OPERATIONS IN ITALY

14. (a) First phase. The elimination of Italy as a belligerent
and establishment of air bases in the Rome area, and, if feasible,
further north.

(b) Second phase. Seizure of Sardinia and Corsica.

(c) Third phase. The maintenance of unremitting pressure
on German forces in Northern Italy, and the creation of the
conditions required for ‘Overlord’ and of a situation favourable

3 Seec p. 22 below.
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for the eventual entry of our forces, including the bulk of the re-
equipped French Army and Air Force into Southern France.

OPERATIONS IN SOUTHERN FRANCE

15. Offensive operations against Southern France (to include
the use of trained and equipped French forces) should be under-
taken to establish a lodgement in the Toulon-Marseilles area and
to exploit northward in order to create a diversion in connection
with ‘Overlord’. Air-nourished guerrilla operations in the
Southern Alps will, if possible, be initiated.

AIR OPERATIONS

16. (a) Strategic bombing operations from Italian and
Central Mediterranean bases, complementing ‘Pointblank’.

(b) Development of an air ferry route through the Azores.

(c) Air supply of Balkan and French guerrillas (see paragraph
17 below).

OPERATIONS IN THE BALKANS

17. Operations in the Balkan area will be limited to supply
of Balkan guerrillas by air and sea transport, to minor Com-
mando forces, and to the bombing of strategic objectives.

GARRISON REQUIREMENTS AND SECURITY OF LINES OF
COMMUNICATION IN THE MEDITERRANEAN

18. Defensive garrison commitments in the Mediterranean
area will be reviewed from time to time, with a view to effecting
economy of force. The security of our lines of communication
through the Strait of Gibraltar will be assured by appropriate
dispositions of our forces in North-West Africa, so long as there
remains even a remote possibility of the Germans invading the
Iberian Peninsula.

EMERGENCY RETURN TO THE CONTINENT

19. We have examined the plans that have been prepared by
General Morgan’s staff for an emergency operation to enter the
Continent [operation ‘Rankin’]. We have taken note of these
plans and have directed that they be kept under continuous
review, with particular reference to the premises regarding the
attainment of air superiority and the number of troops necessary
for the success of these operations.’

The offensive against Japan had reached a less advanced stage, in
August 1943, than the offensive against Germany. It had only recently
got under way in some theatres, it had not yet started in others, and
the targets lay in the outer ring of the Japanese conquests. The shape
of the offensive was indeed still determined by the enemy’s initial
successes, from December, 1941 to June 1942, which had carried him
north-east to the Aleutian Islands, south-east to the islands of Guam
and Wake and beyond the Marshalls to the Gilberts, south to the
Bismarck Archipelago, the northern half of New Guinea and the
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Solomon Islands, and south-west to the Netherlands East Indies, to
Malaya and northern Burma, to French Indo-China and to Hong-
kong. In China he stood, south of the conquered province of Man-
churia, along a line to the west of the Peking-Canton railway.?

By the autumn of 1943, the Americans and Australians had regained
the initiative throughout the Pacific. In the north, indeed, the counter-
attack had already come to an end. The Japanese had occupied the
islands of Kiska and Attu, off the Alaskan peninsula, as the last of their
conquests in June, 1942. This move offered a direct, if minor, threat to
the American continent itself, and in January, 1943 the Americans
began to prepare for the reoccupation|of the islands. In May they
landed in Attu, in August in Kiska, and by the winter the Aleutians
were safe. But distance and weather, and the prospect of heavy com-
mitments further south, deterred the Americans from following their
advantage further on this front.

The main attacks fell in the central and south-west Pacific. In the
central Pacific, the Japanese, by the capture of Wake and Guam, had
soon removed the threat to their own mandated territories in the
Marshalls, Carolines and Marianas, and in turn were able to threaten
American movements further east. At the same time, their conquests in
the Philippines, in New Guinea and in the islands immediately to the
eastward—from Rabaul in New Britain to Guadalcanal in the Solo-
mons—threatened Australia and completed the defensive semi-circle
guarding the sea lanes from the Netherlands East Indies and south-
cast Asia to Japan. By the end of 1942, the Americans and Australians
had begun to weaken the perimeter of those defences. The great naval
battles of the Coral Sea and Midway regained freedom of movement at
either end of the line, enabling the Allies in the south-west and in the
central Pacific to begin their separate offensives in the second half of
1943. By August, the forces in the central Pacific comprised six Ameri-
can operational divisions, and a large Fleet; while thirteen American
and Australian operational divisions, with two lesser Fleets, were
deployed in the south and south-west. In August and September 1943,
plans were drawn up for the forces in the centre to begin a series of out-
flanking operations upon the chain of island groups; and after a pre-
liminary bombardment of Wake, the first series of landings took place
in November on the Gilberts. Over the same period, the Allies were
turning the tables in the south-west. Thanks again to their command of
the sea, they entered the central Solomons between August and
October, established a naval and air base in October in the northern
Solomons from which to threaten the Japanese concentration at
Rabaul, and in the last four months of 1943 began to push up the

3 See Front End-paper, and Map 1. For a chronological comparison between events
;enlith in Europe and those in the Far East throughout this volume, see Appendix XI
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northern coast of New Guinea, where they had been fighting for over
a year, with a series of outflanking sea- and airborne assaults.

. These offensives from the east found no counterpart on the mainland
of Asia. The Americans had been engaged for a year in establishing a
supply line to China by air from bases in northern India, which fed
partly the Chinese armies and partly the American air force in that
area. But while the best use of this supply, and the réle of China in an
offensive strategy, were under keen debate, the immediate commit-
ment was still to hold the enemy to his line west of the Peking-Canton
railway. To the south-west, the British and Japanese lay, in an uneasy
stalemate, along the frontier of India and Burma. A Japanese attempt
to enter India had been defeated in the autumn of 1942, and a British
attempt to advance into Burma had failed in the spring of 1943. But
plans were now under way for a fresh British offensive into Burma in
November, after the end of the south-west monsoon, coupled with a
seaborne assault across the Bay of Bengal. For this purpose, naval and
air reinforcements were being prepared, new methods of jungle war-
fare and training had been devised, and in August the Allies decided
to set up a new Command for south-east Asia, separate from that of
India.

The prospect of a general offensive against Japan in 1944 did not
enable the Combined Chiefs of Staff to determine its pattern in August,
1943. The fact that the different offensives were in an early stage, or
were still preparing, had made it unnecessary so far to allocate priority
to one line of attack over the other, particularly as some of the
resources were limited by the prior claims of the war in Europe. On the
other hand, this very limitation made an early allocation of priority
desirable to establish a successful pattern. This perhaps applied
particularly to the British, whose resources for the Far East were
particularly slender, and whose theatre in south-east Asia offered
sharply contrasting possibilities which might have to be settled, within
the context of the general strategy, during the next few months. As we
shall see, the problems were in fact being discussed in London and in
Washington before the ‘Quadrant’ Conference began; but they did
not yet demand close discussion between London and Washington,
and the Combined Chiefs of Staff were content, in their Final Report,
to promulgate the separate plans for the separate theatres in the Far
East over the next six months.

‘. .THE WAR AGAINST JAPAN
Long-term Strategy

20. We have made a preliminary study of long-term strategy
for the defeat of Japan and are of the opinion that the following
factors require particular emphasis:

(a) The dependence of Japan upon air power, naval power,
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and shipping for maintaining her position in the Pacific and
South-East Asia.

(b) The consequent need for applying the maximum attrition
to Japan’s Air Force, Naval Forces, and shipping by all pos-
sible means in all possible areas.

(c) The advantage to be gained and the time to be saved by
a more extensive use of the superior air resources at the dis-
posal of the United Nations,! both in the strategic field and in
conjunction with operations on land.

21. We consider that great advantage may be obtained, by
modern and untried methods, from the vast resources which,
with the defeat of Germany, will become available to the United
Nations. We have in mind:

(a) A project rapidly to expand and extend the striking power

of the United Nations air forces in China as well as of the

ground troops for their defence by employing the large num-
bers of load-carrying aircraft available to open an * air road”
to China.

(b) The employment of lightly equipped jungle forces depen-

dent largely upon air supply lines.

(c) The use of special equipment to enable the superior

‘power of the United Nations to be deployed in unexpected

and undeveloped areas.

22. From every point of view operations should be framed to
force the defeat of Japan as soon as possible after the defeat of
Germany. Planning should be on the basis of accomplishing this
within 12 months of that event. Decisions as to specific opera-
tions which will insure a rapid course of events must await
further examination on the lines indicated above.

23. The deployment of forces and the operations to be under-
taken in the war against Japan must be in accord with the over-
all objective and strategic concept. . .

24. We are agreed that the reorientation of forces from the
European Theatre to the Pacific and Far East should be started
as soon as the German situation, in our opinion, so allows.

25. The principle has been accepted that the forces to carry
out operations from the East, including the South-West Pacific,
shall be provided by the United States, and for operations from
the West by Great Britain, except for special types not available
to Great Britain which will be provided by the United States.
The employment of Dominion forces will be a matter of discus-
sion between all Governments concerned.

Specific Operations, 194344

. 26. We have found it impracticable during ‘Quadrant’ to
arrive at all the necessary decisions for operations in the war
against Japan in 1943-44. We therefore propose that, as soon

13

3 The term used to embrace the Allied nations in combination.



14

STRATEGY & SUPPLY, AUTUMMN 1943

as the necessary further examinations have been made, a Com-
bined Chiefs of Staff Conference should be held wherever may be
most convenient, unless agreement is reached through the
ordinary channels. There are, nevertheless, certain decisions
which we feel able to make at once.

Obperations in the Pacific, 1943-44

27. We approve the proposals of the United States Chiefs of
Staff for operations in the Pacific in 1943-44 as follows:

28. The seizure and consolidation of the Gilberts preparatory
to a further advance into the Marshalls.

29. The seizure of the Marshall Islands . . . preparatory to a
westward advance through the Central Pacific.

30. The capture of Ponape preparatory to operations against
the Truk area.

31. The seizure of the Eastern Carolines . . . and the establish-
ment of a fleet base at Truk.

32. The capture of the Palaus, including Yap.

33. The seizure of Guam and the Japanese Marianas.

34. Consideration of operations against . . . the Kuriles.

35. The seizure or neutralisation of eastern New Guinea . . .
including the Admiralty Islands and Bismarck Archipelago.
Rabaul is to be neutralised rather than captured.

36. An advance along the north coast of New Guinea . . . by
step-by-step airborne-waterborne advances.

37. To carry out operations for the capture of Upper Burma in
order to improve the air route and establish overland communi-
cations with China. Target date mid-February, 1944.

It is recognised that the extent of these operations is dependent
upon logistic considerations as affected by recent floods.

38. To continue preparations for an amphibious operation
[in south-east Asia] in the spring of 1944. ...

39. To continue the preparation of India as a base for the
operations eventually contemplated in the South-east Asia
Command.

40. To continue to build up and increase the air routes and
air supplies to China, and the development of air facilities, with
a view to:

(a) Keeping China in the war.

(b) Intensifying operations against the Japanese.

(c) Maintaining increased United States and Chinese Air

Forces in China.

(d) Equipping Chinese ground forces.

41. We have decided that our main effort [in south-east Asia]
should be put into offensive operations with the object of
establishing land communications with China and improving
and securing the air route. Priorities cannot be rigid and we
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therefore propose to instruct the Supreme Commander in for-
mulating his proposals to regard this decision as a guide, and to
bear in mind the importance of the longer term development
of the lines of communication.

. . . 46. The vigorous and effective prosecution of large-scale
operations against Japan in South-east Asia, and the rapid
development of the air route through Burma to China, necessi-
tate the reorganisation of the High Command in the Indian
Theatre. It has, therefore, been decided that the Command in
India should be divided from the operational Command in
South-east Asia . . .’

(i)
Outline of Command

The offensive strategy was served by, and reflected in, a system of
Anglo-American command which by this time was highly developed.
Its apex may be observed at the first Plenary Meeting of the ‘Quadrant’
Conference; for the participants then comprised the machinery, and
most of the personalities, with which we shall be mainly concerned.
The attendance was as follows:

GREAT BRITAIN

The Prime Minister and Minister of Defence (Mr. Winston S. Churchill)

The Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs (Mr. Anthony Eden)

The Chief of the Imperial General Staff (C.I.G.S.) (Generat Sir Alan
Brooke)

The First Sea Lord and Chief of the Naval Staff (Admiral of the Fleet Sir
Dudley Pound)

The Chief of the Air Staff (C.A.S.) (Air Chief Marshal Sir Charles Portal)

The Head of the Joint Staff Mission in Washington (Field Marshal Sir
John Dill)

The Chief of Combined Operations (Vice-Admiral Lord Louis Mount-
batten)

The Chief of Staff to the Minister of Defence (Lieut.-General Sir Hastings
Ismay)

UNITED STATES

The President (Mr. Franklin D. Roosevelt)

The Chief of Staff to the President (Admiral William D. Leahy)

The Chief of Staff of the Army (General George C. Marshall)

The Commander-in-Chief, U.S. Fleet and Chief of Naval Operations
(Admiral Ernest J. King)

The Commanding General of the Army Air Forces (General Henry H.
Arnold)

Mr. Harry Hopkins
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for the eventual entry of our forces, including the bulk of the re-
equipped French Army and Air Force into Southern France.

OPERATIONS IN SOUTHERN FRANCE

15. Offensive operations against Southern France (to include
the use of trained and equipped French forces) should be under-
taken to establish a lodgement in the Toulon-Marseilles area and
to_exploit northward in order to create a diversion in connection
with ‘Overlord’. Air-nourished guerrilla operations in the
Southern Alps will, if possible, be initiated.

AIR OPERATIONS

16. (a) Strategic bombing operations from Italian and
Central Mediterranean bases, complementing ‘Pointblank’.

(b) Development of an air ferry route through the Azores.

(c) Airsupply of Balkan and French guerrillas (see paragraph
17 below).

OPERATIONS IN THE BALKANS

17. Operations in the Balkan area will be limited to supply
of Balkan guerrillas by air and sea transport, to minor Com-
mando forces, and to the bombing of strategic objectives.

GARRISON REQUIREMENTS AND SECURITY OF LINES OF
COMMUNICATION IN THE MEDITERRANEAN

18. Defensive garrison commitments in the Mediterranean
area will be reviewed from time to time, with a view to effecting
economy of force. The security of our lines of communication
through the Strait of Gibraltar will be assured by appropriate
dispositions of our forces in North-West Africa, so long as there
remains even a remote possibility of the Germans invading the
Iberian Peninsula.

EMERGENCY RETURN TO THE CONTINENT

19. We have examined the plans that have been prepared by
General Morgan’s staff for an emergency operation to enter the
Continent [operation ‘Rankin’]. We have taken note of these
plans and have directed that they be kept under continuous
review, with particular reference to the premises regarding the
attainment of air superiority and the number of troops necessary
for the success of these operations.’

The offensive against Japan had reached a less advanced stage, in
August 1943, than the offensive against Germany. It had only recently
got under way in some theatres, it had not yet started in others, and
the targets lay in the outer ring of the Japanese conquests. The shape
of the offensive was indeed still determined by the enemy’s initial
successes, from December, 1941 to June 1942, which had carried him
north-east to the Aleutian Islands, south-east to the islands of Guam
and Wake and beyond the Marshalls to the Gilberts, south to the
Bismarck Archipelago, the northern half of New Guinea and the
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Solomon Islands, and south-west to the Netherlands East Indies, to
Malaya and northern Burma, to French Indo-China and to Hong-
kong. In China he stood, south of the conquered province of Man-
churia, along a line to the west of the Peking-Canton railway.!

By the autumn of 1943, the Americans and Australians had regained
the initiative throughout the Pacific. In the north, indeed, the counter-
attack had already come to an end. The Japanese had occupied the
islands of Kiska and Attu, off the Alaskan peninsula, as the last of their
conquests in June, 1942. This move offered a direct, if minor, threat to
the American continent itself, and in January, 1943 the Americans
began to prepare for the reoccupation\of the islands. In May they
landed in Attu, in August in Kiska, and by the winter the Aleutians
were safe. But distance and weather, and the prospect of heavy com-
mitments further south, deterred the Americans from following their
advantage further on this front.

The main attacks fell in the central and south-west Pacific. In the
central Pacific, the Japanese, by the capture of Wake and Guam, had
soon removed the threat to their own mandated territories in the
Marshalls, Carolines and Marianas, and in turn were able to threaten
American movements further east. At the same time, their conquests in
the Philippines, in New Guinea and in the islands immediately to the
eastward—from Rabaul in New Britain to Guadalcanal in the Solo-
mons—threatened Australia and completed the defensive semi-circle
guarding the sea lanes from the Netherlands East Indies and south-
cast Asia to Japan. By the end of 1942, the Americans and Australians
had begun to weaken the perimeter of those defences. The great naval
battles of the Coral Sea and Midway regained freedom of movement at
either end of the line, enabling the Allies in the south-west and in the
central Pacific to begin their separate offensives in the second half of
1943. By August, the forces in the central Pacific comprised six Ameri-
can operational divisions, and a large Fleet; while thirteen American
and Australian operational divisions, with two lesser Fleets, were
deployed in the south and south-west. In August and September 1943,
plans were drawn up for the forces in the centre to begin a series of out-
flanking operations upon the chain of island groups; and after a pre-
liminary bombardment of Wake, the first series of landings took place
in November on the Gilberts. Over the same period, the Allies were
turning the tables in the south-west. Thanks again to their command of
the sea, they entered the central Solomons between August and
October, established a naval and air base in October in the northern
Solomons from which to threaten the Japanese concentration at
Rabaul, and in the last four months of 1943 began to push up the

* See Front End-paper, and Map 1. For a chronological comparison between events
and plans in Europe and those in the Far East throughout this volume, see Appendix XI
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northern coast of New Guinea, where they had been fighting for over
a year, with a series of outflanking sea- and airborne assaults.

- These offensives from the east found no counterpart on the mainland
of Asia. The Americans had been engaged for a year in establishing a
supply line to China by air from bases in northern India, which fed
partly the Chinese armies and partly the American air force in that
area. But while the best use of this supply, and the réle of China in an
offensive strategy, were under keen debate, the immediate commit-
ment was still to hold the enemy to his line west of the Peking-Canton
railway. To the south-west, the British and Japanese lay, in an uneasy
stalemate, along the frontier of India and Burma. A Japanese attempt
to enter India had been defeated in the autumn of 1942, and a British
attempt to advance into Burma had failed in the spring of 1943. But
plans were now under way for a fresh British offensive into Burma in
November, after the end of the south-west monsoon, coupled with a
seaborne assault across the Bay of Bengal. For this purpose, naval and
air reinforcements were being prepared, new methods of jungle war-
fare and training had been devised, and in August the Allies decided
to set up a new Command for south-east Asia, separate from that of
India.

The prospect of a general offensive against Japan in 1944 did not
enable the Combined Chiefs of Staff to determine its pattern in August,
1943. The fact that the different offensives were in an early stage, or
were still preparing, had made it unnecessary so far to allocate priority
to one line of attack over the other, particularly as some of the
resources were limited by the prior claims of the war in Europe. On the
other hand, this very limitation made an early allocation of priority
desirable to establish a successful pattern. This perhaps applied
particularly to the British, whose resources for the Far East were
particularly slender, and whose theatre in south-east Asia offered
sharply contrasting possibilities which might have to be settled, within
the context of the general strategy, during the next few months. As we
shall see, the problems were in fact being discussed in London and in
Washington before the ‘Quadrant’ Conference began; but they did
not yet demand close discussion between London and Washington,
and the Combined Chiefs of Staff were content, in their Final Report,
to promulgate the separate plans for the separate theatres in the Far
East over the next six months.

‘.. .THE WAR AGAINST JAPAN

Long-term Strategy
20. We have made a preliminary study of long-terrn strategy
for the defeat of Japan and are of the opinion that the following
factors require particular emphasis: ‘
(a) The dependence of Japan upon air power, naval power,
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and shipping for maintaining her position in the Pacific and
South-East Asia.

(b) The consequent need for applying the maximum attrition
to Japan’s Air Force, Naval Forces, and shipping by all pos-
sible means in all possible areas.

(c) The advantage to be gained and the time to be saved by
a more extensive use of the superior air resources at the dis-
posal of the United Nations,! both in the strategic field and in
conjunction with operations on land.

21. We consider that great advantage may be obtained, by
modern and untried methods, from the vast resources which,
with the defeat of Germany, will become available to the United
Nations. We have in mind:

(a) A project rapidly to expand and extend the striking power

of the United Nations air forces in China as well as of the

ground troops for their defence by employing the large num-
bers of load-carrying aircraft available to open an * air road”
to China.

(b) The employment of lightly equipped jungle forces depen-

dent largely upon air supply lines.

(c) The use of special equipment to enable the superior

power of the United Nations to be deployed in unexpected

and undeveloped areas.

22. From every point of view operations should be framed to
force the defeat of Japan as soon as possible after the defeat of
Germany. Planning should be on the basis of accomplishing this
within 12 months of that event. Decisions as to specific opera-
tions which will insure a rapid course of events must await
further examination on the lines indicated above.

23. The deployment of forces and the operations to be under-
taken in the war against Japan must be in accord with the over-
all objective and strategic concept. . . .

24. We are agreed that the reorientation of forces from the
European Theatre to the Pacific and Far East should be started
as soon as the German situation, in our opinion, so allows.

25. The principle has been accepted that the forces to carry
out operations from the East, including the South-West Pacific,
shall be provided by the United States, and for operations from
the West by Great Britain, except for special types not available
to Great Britain which will be provided by the United States.
The employment of Dominion forces will be a matter of discus-
sion between all Governments concerned.

Specific Operations, 1943—44

. 26. We have found it impracticable during ‘Quadrant’ to
arrive at all the necessary decisions for operations in the war
against Japan in 1943-44. We therefore propose that, as soon

13

3 The term used to embrace the Allied nations in combination.
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as the necessary further examinations have been made, a Com-
bined Chiefs of Staff Conference should be held wherever may be
most convenient, unless agreement is reached through the
ordinary channels. There are, nevertheless, certain decisions
which we feel able to make at once.
Operations in the Pacific, 1943-44

27. We approve the proposals of the United States Chiefs of
Staff for operations in the Pacific in 1943-44 as follows:

28. The seizure and consolidation of the Gilberts prcparatory
to a further advance into the Marshalls.

29. The seizure of the Marshall Islands . . . preparatory to a
westward advance through the Central Pacific.

30. The capture of Ponape preparatory to operations against
the Truk area.

31. The seizure of the Eastern Carolines . . . and the establish-
ment of a fleet base at Truk.

32. The capture of the Palaus, including Yap.
33. The seizure of Guam and the Japanese Marianas.
34. Consideration of operations against . . . the Kuriles.

35. The seizure or neutralisation of eastern New Guinea . . .
including the Admiralty Islands and Bismarck Archipelago.
Rabaul is to be neutralised rather than captured.

36. An advance along the north coast of New Guinea . . . by
step-by-step airborne-waterborne advances.

37. To carry out operations for the capture of Upper Burma in
order to improve the air route and establish overland communi-
cations with China. Target date mid-February, 1944.

It is recognised that the extent of these operations is dependent
upon logistic considerations as affected by recent floods.

38. To continue preparations for an amphibious operation
[in south-east Asia] in the spring of 1944. ..

39. To continue the preparation of India as a base for the
operations eventually contemplated in the South-east Asia
Command.

40. To continue to build up and increase the air routes and
air supplies to China, and the development of air facilities, with
a view to:

(a) Keeping China in the war.

(b) Intensifying operations against the Japanese.

(c) Maintaining increased United States and Chinese Air

Forces in China.

(d) Equipping Chinese ground forces.

41. We have decided that our main effort [in south-east Asia]
should be put into offensive operations with the object of
establishing land communications with China and improving
and securing the air route. Priorities cannot be rigid and we
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therefore propose to instruct the Supreme Commander in for-
mulating his proposals to regard this decision as a guide, and to
bear in mind the importance of the longer term development
of the lines of communication.

« . « 46. The vigorous and effective prosecution of large-scale
operations against Japan in South-east Asia, and the rapid
development of the air route through Burma to China, necessi-
tate the reorganisation of the High Command in the Indian
Theatre. It has, therefore, been decided that the Command in
India should be divided from the operational Command in
South-east Asia . ..’

(ii)
Outline of Command

The offensive strategy was served by, and reflected in, a system of
Anglo-American command which by this time was highly developed.
1ts apex may be observed at the first Plenary Meeting of the ‘Quadrant’
Conference; for the participants then comprised the machinery, and
most of the personalities, with which we shall be mainly concerned.
The attendance was as follows:

GREAT BRITAIN

The Prime Minister and Minister of Defence (Mr. Winston S. Churchill)

The Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs (Mr. Anthony Eden)

The Chief of the Imperial General Staff (C.I.G.S.) (Generat Sir Alan
Brooke)

The First Sea Lord and Chief of the Naval Staff (Admiral of the Fleet Sir
Dudley Pound)

The Chief of the Air Staff (C.A.S.) (Air Chief Marshal Sir Charles Portal)

The Head of the Joint Staff Mission in Washington (Field Marshal Sir
John Dill)

The Chief of Combined Operations (Vice-Admiral Lord Louis Mount-
batten)

The Chief of Staff to the Minister of Defence (Lieut.-General Sir Hastings
Ismay)

UNITED STATES

The President (Mr. Franklin D. Roosevelt)

The Chief of Staff to the President (Admiral William D. Leahy)

The Chief of Staff of the Army (General George C. Marshall)

The Commander-in-Chief, U.S. Fleet and Chief of Naval Operations
(Admiral Ernest J. King)

The Commanding General of the Army Air Forces (General Henry H.
Arnold)

Mr. Harry Hopkins
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These two delegations comprised the two active war-making bodies
of the Western Allies. As Commander-in-Chief of the Armed Forces of
the United States, the President was advised by the committee of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, formed in February, 1942 of the professional
heads of the Army and Navy and of the Army Air Forces, to whom his
own Chief of Staff was later added as chairman; and as sole Chief
Executive, constitutionally free to summon whatever advice he chose,
and under no obligation to consult a Cabinet with joint responsibility,
he conducted grand strategy almost entirely through it. Subject, within
the limits of the Constitution, to his judgment alone, its members in-
deed acted as the supreme military executive, forming the complement
in the military sphere to the President’s personal conduct of politics
and diplomacy. High in these personal counsels, and acting as an
unofficial but potent emissary of the President throughout the United
States Government and the Alliance, was the sixth American represen-
tative at the meeting, Mr. Harry Hopkins. The Joint Chiefs of Staff
remained the same throughout the last two years of the war: Hopkins’
influence became intermittent after a long bout of ill-health beginning
early in 1944.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff, set up soon after the United States entered
the war, had taken their form largely from British example. The
British Chiefs of Staff consisted of the professional heads of the three
Services, to whom was added in 1940 the Chief of Staff to the Minister
of Defence, and in 1942, as an extra member ‘whenever major issues
are in question and also when . . . any special matter in which he is
concerned [is] under discussion’, the Chief of Combined Operations.
The C.I.G.S. and the C.A.S. remained the same throughout the last
two years of the war. Admiral of the Fleet Sir Dudley Pound resigned
as First Sea Lord from ill-health on 1gth September, 1943, being re-
placed on 4th October by Admiral of the Fleet Sir Andrew Cunning-
ham; and Admiral Lord Louis Mountbatten, who at the end of August,
1943 was appointed as Supreme Allied Commander in south-east
Asia, was succeeded as Chief of Combined Operations in October by
Major-General R. E. Laycock.? Thereafter there was no change. The
Chiefs of Staff were served by a series of sub-committees, each consist-
ing, like themselves, of officers in the relevant posts of the Service
Departments, sometimes sitting with members of other Government
Departments. Of these the most important were the Joint Intelligence
Committee, which included the three Directors of Intelligence, and the
Joint Planning Staff, composed of the three Directors of Plans. Each
part of the organization employed a small special staff.

But the British Chiefs of Staff, though providing the pattern for their
American colleagues, occupied a specific and subordinate position
within the British Government that had no parallel in the United

1 See Appendix III(A) below.
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States. They formed in fact an integral part of the Cabinet committee
system, and were collectively responsible to the War Cabinet itself
through the Minister of Defence, a post occupied since the summer of
1940 by the Prime Minister. He was assisted in his responsibilities by
the War Cabinet’s Defence Committee, itself divided into (Supply) and
(Operations). The Defence Committee (Operations), under the chair-
manship of the Prime Minister and Minister of Defence, contained the
Lord President of the Council, the Secretary of State for Foreign
Affairs, the Minister of Production, the three Service Ministers, and
the four regular members of the Chiefs of Staff’s Committee. The
War Cabinet itself consisted at the end of September, 1943 of the
Prime Minister and Minister of Defence, the Lord President of the
Council, the Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, the Chancellor of
the Exchequer, the Minister of Labour and National Service, the
Minister of Production, the Secretary of State for the Home Depart-
ment, and, until December 1943, the Minister of State Resident in the
Middle East. The Minister of Reconstruction, a post created in Novem-
ber 1943, was added at that date to the body.!

The Defence Committee, by its composition, thus adequately repre-
sented the War Cabinet in military affairs, assisted by expert advice;
and particularly between 1940 and 1942, it acted largely for it in the
direction of strategy. The War Cabinet retained general supervision
and control, but exercised its normal functions more in the fields of
civil and diplomatic affairs, and in their relation to strategy, than in
the field of strategy itself. The Cabinet, as distinct from the War
Cabinet, disappeared, although some Ministers not in the War Cabinet
were known as ‘Ministers of Cabinet rank’. All papers were War
Cabinet papers; all committees were War Cabinet committees; and
the office for conducting their business was known as the Offices of thc
War Cabinet and Minister of Defence.

The constitutional position of the British Chiefs of Staff must be
borne in mind throughout this volume, the more so as in practice it
was seldom necessary to recall it. For throughout the war strategy was
determined increasingly by this single committee, guided and sup-
ported by the Prime Minister. Even in Mr. Chamberlain’s Administra-
tion, when the state of the war and personal preference were more
favourable to traditional forms, the Service Ministers, of whom Mr.
Churchill was then one, had questioned its excessive authority. The
advent of Churchill as Prime Minister and Minister of Defence, herald-
ing a more vigorous and knowledgeable political direction of strategy,
and an exceptionally close association between himself and the Chiefs
of Staff, proved decisive. The War Cabinet had already delegated its
military authority to the Defence Committee; by 1943 the Defence
Committee, though still meeting frequently and cognizant of all major

3 For Ministerial appointments tbroughout this volume, sec Appendix II below.
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developments, had delegated much of its immediate authority to the
Prime Minister and the Chiefs of Staff, for whom it acted increasingly
as a court of appeal rather than as a supervisory body. Thée appearance
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, after thc entry of the United States into
the war, as the supreme military authority subject to the President, -
further stimulated a development which had itself been largely re-
sponsible for the stimulant. It was the Chiefs of Staff, not the Defence
Committee, who thereafter controlled the hierarchy of military sub-
committees in London and their offshoots in Washington. The
Ministerial body, unlike its civil counterpart the Lord President’s
Committee, developed no directly subordinate agents; the professional
body was responsible for the normal co-ordination and review of
military affairs within the British Government and between the British
and the Americans. As the Prime Minister consolidated his supremacy
within the War Cabinet, and as liaison with Washington became
intimate and continuous, the Chiefs of Staff emerged collectively as the
decisive Committee in the making of strategy.!

Both sets of Chiefs of Staff thus derived their power directly from
their Heads of Government. The same authority sanctioned their com-
bined responsibility as the Combined Chiefs of Staff. When the United
States entered the war, some organ had to be devised which would
serve the Alliance as the Supreme War Council had served the British
and the French in 1939 /40. Events in the Far East soon led to the for-
mation ad hoc of an executive committee composed of the American and
British Chiefs of Staff, the former organized for the first time as the
Joint Chiefs of Staff; and at the end of February 1942, the President
proposed its perpetuation and extension to cover all Allied theatres of
war. When the main spheres of responsibility had been settled, the
Combined Chiefs of Staff were formally established in March.?

The purpose of the Committee demanded continuous meetings and
consultation. The two sets of Chiefs of Staff themselves could naturally
meet only on occasions; and since the headquarters of the combined
organization were set in Washington, the Joint Staff Mission which
the British had earlier established there served as the normal represen-
tative of the British Chiefs of Staff. Its head, until his death in Novem-
ber 1944, was Field Marshal Sir John Dill, formerly C.I.G.S., who
was given the right to attend full meetings of the Combined Cheifs of
Staff. The Combined Chiefs disposed of sub-committees on the lines

1 More detailed examination of this and other aspects of the central machinery in
the last two years of the war, is reserved for the concluding chapter of the next, and final,
volume in this series.

3 It is necessary to stress, at this point, the difference between ‘Joint’ and ‘Combined’,
for the terms will appear often throughout this volume. ‘Joint’ always applies to inter-
Service committees of onc nationality, ‘Combined’ to Anglo-American (usually inter-
Service) committees. Of the three Chiefs of Staff’s Committees, the British were called
simply the Chicfs of Staff, the Americans were called the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the
combination was called the Combined Chiefs of Staff.
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of those serving each of the constituent bodies, the two most important
of which were the Combined Intelligence Committee and the Com-
bined Planning Staff. The British element on these sub-committees
formed a separate staff from those in London, working under the Joint
Staff Mission in Washington.

The organization of the Combined Chiefs of Staff, evolved by the
necessity to control forces of different nations operating within a single
theatre, in time reacted upon the theatre Commands; and by the
middle of 1944, a common pattern had been established with local
variations. But this had not come about by the autumn of 1943, and
the structure of the Commands then differed according to tradition,
experience or circumstance. The division of theatres between the two
nations, following the President’s suggestion, was made in March, 1942.
The Allies then agreed to allocate responsibility for the day to day
conduct of the war in the Pacific and China to the Americans, in the
rest of Asia and the Mediterranean (later the Middle East) to the
British, and in the rest of Europe and in the Atlantic to the two nations
sharing control.! By this arrangement, the Combined Chiefs of Staff
exercised a ‘general jurisdiction over grand strategic policy’ in all areas,
while the Joint Chiefs of Staff exercised ‘jurisdiction pertaining to all
matters of operational strategy’ in the American theatres and the
British Chiefs of Staff in the British theatres. The more direct control
of the Combined Chiefs of Staff over theatres of combined responsi-
bility, was secured by different means in the different circumstances set
by each.

The pattern of command in the areas controlled by the Americans
differed from that in the areas controlled by the British. In the Pacific,
the Americans set up two theatres, the Pacific Ocean Areas, itself
divided into North, Central and South Pacific Commands, and the
South-West Pacific Area.? In the summer of 1943, the South Pacific
Command, although remaining under the control of the Pacific Ocean
Areas, was placed under the strategic direction of the South-West
Pacific Area when its operations entered that theatre. The com-
manders were then Admiral Chester Nimitz in the Pacific Ocean
Areas, and General Douglas MacArthur in the South-West Pacific.
With the title in each case of Commander-in-Chief, each was in fact a
Supreme Commander,? alone responsible for his theatre to the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, and the immediate superior of the Service commanders.
Nimitz’s forces were entirely American, and the emphasis was on the
sea and its air: MacArthur commanded Americans and Australians,

1 See Rear End-paper.
2 See Rear End-paper.
% MacArthur was in fact sometimes addressed as such at the end of 1943.
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the latter indeed in greater strength than the former, and the Services
were more evenly balanced in his theatre. Each of the Commanders-in-
Chief continued to command directly the forces of his own Service.

On the mainland of Asia, the Americans exercised no direct juris-
diction over the China theatre, in which they recognized Generalissimo
Chiang Kai-shek as the Allied commander. In view of the paucity of
their forces, and the uncertainty of their plans for the area, this was not
surprising ; and the arrangement was circumvented rather than altered
when circumstances later demanded.

The British system, in India and in the Middle East, was in contrast
to that in the Pacific. Command in both theatres was exercised by three
Commanders-in-Chief in committee! forming a body of equals, al-
though in both cases the land commander was recognized as the lead-
ing member, co-ordinating the problems of the three Services and
normally representing the theatre to the Chiefs of Staff. This system of
command by committee, which sought, as in former wars, to reconcile
with the demands of conjunct operations the traditional lines of res-
ponsibility from Department to commander, had hitherto proved
satisfactory for operations when the forces were predominantly of one
nationality. But it had not as yet been troubled by the problems of con-
trolling Allied forces on a basis of equality, or of making adequate
provision within the theatre for Allied administration and diplomacy.

The other areas of active operations fell to the combined command
of both Allies. In the autumn of 1943, there were four such Commands:
in the Atlantic, over the air forces bombing Germany, in the western
Mediterranean, and, in skeleton, for the invasion of north-west
Europe. Command in the Atlantic was simple, following the nature of
the campaign. Naval interests were paramount, and the operations
were strategically defensive. In both the British and American areas of
responsibility? they were therefore conducted by the naval Depart-
ments, which did not account directly to the Combined Chiefs of Staff.
The Chief of Naval Operations in the United States directed the cam-
paign through the Commander-in-Chief of the U.S. Atlantic Fleet, the
Admiralty in Britain through the Commander-in-Chief, Western
Approaches.

Control of the strategic air forces against Germany followed a pat-
tern similar in some respects, but with significant differences. All of the
forces were still based on the United Kingdom, and the Combined
Chiefs of Staff therefore exercised authority through the agency of the
British Chief of the Air Staff, who directed the activities of the two
forces involved, the British Bomber Command and Eighth U.S. Army
Air Force. As in the Atlantic, operations were thus controlled by a
single Service; but, as was not the case in the Atlantic, forces of the

"1 See Appendix 111(B) below. T T o
2 See Rear End-paper.
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two nations came under the strategic direction of one authority, who
was himself directly responsible to the Combined Chiefs of Staff. As an
~ offensive weapon, hitherto in its own right and prospectively within the
pattern of the strategic offensive, the long-range bombers against
Germany were kept closely under review; and as their operations were
extended to cover southern as well as northern and central Europe, and
as the European Commands themselves developed, the form of the air
Commands was involved increasingly in that development.

The European Commands were already developing in the two
remaining theatres of operations, one actual and one potential. The
Command in the western half of the Mediterranean had been formed
in August, 1942 to control the Allied Expeditionary Force for the in-
vasion of North Africa (operation ‘Torch’). It was then placed under
an American Commander-in-Chief, Lieut.-General Dwight D. Eisen-
hower, with an American deputy and an American Chief of Staff, the
land and air forces remaining under their separate national commands.
But when in February, 1943 the British Eighth Army reached Tunisia
from the east, to work in close touch with the Allied forces by then
operating west of Tunis, the Command was reorganized.! Eisenhower,
promoted to General, remained Commander-in-Chief of the Allied
Forces, but with a single Commander-in-Chief of all Allied ground
forces in a newly-created Fifteenth Army Group (General Sir Harold
Alexander); with a single Commander-in-Chief of all Allied naval
forces (Admiral Sir Andrew Cunningham, succeeded in October, 1943
by Admiral Sir John Cunningham); and with a single Commander-in-
Chief of all Allied air forces (Air Chief Marshal Sir Arthur Tedder),
who also controlled all air forces in the adjacent Middle East Com-
mand. The Chief of Staff remained American (Major-General Walter
Bedell Smith).? It seems later to have been assumed, although it was
never laid down, that Alexander was also deputy to the Commander-
in-Chief of the theatre. General Eisenhower was served by his own
administrative and diplomatic staffs, but made use for planning and
intelligence of the existing combined committees of the Service
Commanders-in-Chief.

This organization, although it remained unique in all its aspects to
the Mediterranean, may be said to have set the pattern for the
European version of the Supreme Command. For the first time in
British experience, apart from a short-lived experiment in the Far
East early in 1942, a single commander was interposed between the
Chiefs of Staff and the Service Commanders-in-Chief; for the first time
in either British or American experience, he was not directly in com-
mand of any forces, but on the other hand exercised direct control over
the machinery for diplomacy and administration within his theatre.

3 See Rear End-paper.
1 See Appendix III(B) below.
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The system reflected the combined responsibility of the Combined
Chiefs of Staff, from which it derived authority and on which it
conferred greater reality.

Since the commander for ‘Torch’ was American, the Combined
Chiefs of Staff agreed in the summer of 1942 that the Command should
receive their instructions through the agency of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff; and this held good after the reorganization in February, 1943.
The same type of arrangement, though in this case the channel of
communication was British, was specified for the organization in
Britain which was preparing for the invasion of north-west Europe.
Plans for this undertaking had been entrusted first to the British Joint
Planning Staff, and later, from January, 1942 to April 1943, to a
committee of commanders in the United Kingdom known as the Com-
bined Commanders. But in January, 1943 the Western Allies agreed
to appoint in due course a Supreme Commander ‘for a re-entry to the
Continent’, and in the meantime a Chief of Staff ‘for the control,
planning and training for cross-channel operations in 1943.” In March,
the British nominated for the second post Lieut.-General F. E. Morgan,
and in April his appointment was confirmed as Chief of Staff to the
Supreme Allied Commander (Designate), or Cossac as it was hence-
forth known. He was provided with a small British and American
planning staff, and was instructed to submit his plans to the British
Chiefs of Staff, with whom the American Commanding General,
European Theatre of Operations would act for the Joint Chiefs of
Staff. The outline of the Command was thus laid in accordance with
the pattern in the Mediterranean; but, unlike his fellows in other
theatres, the potential commander was known, even at this stage, as the
Supreme Allied Commander. ,

These arrangements have referred, at each level, to the British and
Americans alone. For there was in fact no comparable machinery
between the United Kingdom and the rest of the British Common-
wealth, or between the British and Americans and their European
allies. Although there was a continual exchange of information be-
tween the nations of the Commonwealth, and particularly between
cach of them and London, no consultative or executive body existed
for the direction of combined military affairs. Instances arose during
the war of a Commonwealth officer holding a senior appointment in a
British hierarchy; but the consultations with Commonwealth Govern-
ments on the employment of their forces under British command did
not lead to any development of machinery, but indeed, in their pro-
gress and results, rather reflected its absence.! This was not surprising.

! E.g., the discussions on the Australian forces in the Middle and Far East in 1941 /42;
and sce pp. 474 and 482-3 below.
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The Imperial War Cabinet in the First World War had functioned
only for a short time, and then only intermittently; and the subsequent
growth in stature of the Commonwealth nations did not support the
establishment of a combined military staff. The emphasis was on liaison
rather than on formal organization; and that was maintained in the
Second World War by the permanent representatives of the Common-
wealth countries in London, by visits from Commonwealth Ministers
(culminating in the Prime Ministers’ Conference of May, 1944),!
by constant communication through the Dominions’ Office, and on
occasion by representatives of a given nation attending for a period
meetings of the British War Cabinet. Nor perhaps was a highly-
developed organization necessary in the later stages of the war. The
substitution within the British Government and the Anglo-American
Alliance of a mainly professional for a mainly political War Council,
may have rendered otiose, as it rendered inconvenient, an effective
Imperial War Cabinet or even an Imperial Chiefs of Staff’s Com-
mittee. The Combined Chiefs of Staff alone were capable of handling
professionally the large and varied problems affecting Allied strategy
outside Russia; and the military interests of Commonwealth nations
were handled, not unsatisfactorily, by representatives in or represen-
tations to London or Washington, while the British Prime Minister
normally kept Commonwealth Prime Ministers informed of major
developments of policy. One notable exception to this rule was
provided by the South African Prime Minister, Field Marshal Smuts,
whom the War Cabinet, and Mr. Churchill in particular, regarded as
the elder statesman of the Commonwealth, and who often proferred
and was asked for advice on strategy. But Smuts’ influence was due to
history and to personal qualities; and his position indeed derives its
unique importance by contrast with that obtaining elsewhere.

There was also no question at any time of a larger Allied War
Council embracing the European allies apart from the Russians. All
were exiles from their countries and—except for the French—their
territories, for whom Britain provided refuge and support. Their forces
were placed, with their own commanders and mostly owing allegiance
to their Governments in London or Cairo, under British or Allied
command, and the Governments themselves were consulted and in-
formed as occasion arose. Londoners in those days saw the troops and
representatives of many nations, and the British Government exercised
a hospitality and an influence not unlike that which it had exercised in
the Napoleonic Wars.

In their different ways, the Commonwealth, China and the exiled
European allies thus occupied a marginal, though in some cases an
important, position within an alliance that centred on the British and

3 See p. 332 below.
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Americans. The Soviet Union constituted an equal and virtually
independent ally in the war against Germany. Although potentially of
decisive strategic importance, there could as yet be no connexion
between the operations of the Russians and of the Western Allies, and
liaison was confined to ensuring the due arrival of supplies to the
former from the latter, through convoys to the Arctic and through
Persia. The form and extent of this aid were decided by the Anglo-
American Missions, under Lord Beaverbrook and Mr. Averell Harri-
man, which visited Moscow in September, 1941; thereafter, it was
handled in Washington by a Soviet Purchasing Commission and in
Moscow through the agency of the British and American Military
Missions, which in the late autumn of 1943 were headed by Lieut.-
General Sir Giffard Martel and Major-General John R. Deane respec-
tively. These Missions existed also to report on the progress of the war
in Russia, and to handle the exchange of information on strategy and
material between the Allied Governments. But in practice they received
little information on plans or even on events, while the exchange of
information on material, regulated in the case of the British by the
Anglo-Russian Alliance signed in London in May 1942, was honoured,
at least in Moscow, more in the breach than in the observance. Apart
from the Missions, there was no regular contact with Russian officials,
and only two visits by the Russian Foreign Minister, M. Molotov,
had given the Western world a glimpse of the higher hierarchy.
Effective contact with Russia relied, in fact, entirely on the Heads of
Government. Following the successful precedent of his telegrams to
President Roosevelt, Mr. Churchill had opened a similar correspon-
dence with Marshal Stalin on the eve of the German invasion of
Russia; and spasmodic and often disappointing as this was, it was
responsible for such results as had been achieved and for the communi-
cation of the Russians’ ideas on strategy. The President followed suit
when the United States entered the war, although until the second
half of 1943 he left the initiative mainly to the Prime Minister. But as
the prospect of the main offensive in the West approached in the
course of that summer, the Western Allies felt, and the Russians
acknowledged, the need for consultation. The Prime Minister had
visited Moscow once, in August 1942; but the absence of effective
machinery, reflecting in part the impotence of all Russian authorities
but the very highest, now confirmed the desirability of a further meet-
ing with Stalin of which Roosevelt and Churchill were in any case
convinced. In August, 1943 they opened negotiations; meanwhile,
they continued to regard the Soviet Union, as they had done from the
start, with a mixture of expectation, caution and bewilderment which
they hoped, in different degrees, might yet provide the material for a
closer alliance to be forged by circumstances and the anticipat
meeting. :
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Supply
When the enemy’s conquests were halted towards the end of 1942, in
the Caucasus, in North Africa, and along the northern frontier of
Burma, the last prospect of a strategic connexion between Germany
and Japan, already faint, disappeared. Thereafter, the sole connexion
between the two wars remained, for the British and Americans, that
of supply. In the middle period of the war, from early in 1941 to the
summer of 1943, the limits of strategy had been determined largely by
the limits of production, confining the possibilities to a preliminary
offensive on the fringe of enemy territory in the West, and to a series
of holding operations and limited attacks in the Far East. By the
autumn of 1943, that strategy, and production itself, were ready for
the fuller offensive designed at Quebec; and on 26th August the
Combined Planning Staff submitted a detailed report to the Combined
Chiefs of Staff on the relation of means to ends.

The Combined Planning Staff examined the resources under seven
headings: ground forces, naval forces, air forces, assault shipping,
critical items, shipping, and oil. We may first take the armed forces
themselves. Naval forces, of which no detailed figures were given, were
reported to be adequate for all operations with the possible exception
of those from India, and without allowing for a possible assault on
the south of France. Otherwise, the limiting factor for naval operations
seemed likely to be men; and the Planners noted, after their otherwise
not unsatisfactory conclusions, that ‘no additional operational require-
ments for British naval personnel, over and above that at present
planned up to 1st May, 1944, can be met, except at the expense of
some other operational undertaking.’

Requirements for ground forces were calculated at 137 divisions, of
which 135 (50 British and British-controlled, 49 American, 12 Austra-
lian and New Zealand, 11 French and 13 Chinese) were reported
likely to be available. But both forecasts were subject to serious
qualifications. First, the provision of enough forces for the Pacific
depended on the accuracy of plans that were acknowledged to be
provisional, and on a successful reorganization of Australian and
American formations, pending the end of the war in Europe, that had
still to be carried out. Secondly, the forecasts assumed that operations
in the Mediterranean would conform to the forces soon to be available
in that theatre, which would be reduced by November, 1943 from
thirty-six to twenty-nine Allied divisions, when three British and four
American operational divisions had been transferred to the United
Kingdom for ‘Overlord’. No further reinforcement was planned there-
after from British or American sources; and the Mediterranean was
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in fact accepted, in the distribution of manpower, as a wasting asset—
an assumption which its strategic réle over the next few months might
prove embarrassing.

This embarrassment was likely to affect south-east Asia; for the pro-
vision for that area was vague and rather optimistic. The estimates both
of requirements and of availability allowed for a large Chinese force
that had still to appear; while the estimate of availability relied further
on a reorganization of British divisions which had not yet taken place.
The Combined Planning Staff could therefore only say, in concluding
its report on the ground forces, that ‘searching investigations are pro-
ceeding to determine if the forces required for operations in Northern
Burma can be found by the target date of mid-February 1944.’

The provision of air forces met the requirements in rather the same
way as that of the ground forces. The 11,400 British and American air-
craft deemed likely to be available in the United Kingdom, were
considered adequate for all operations from that base over the first half
of 1944; air operations in the Mediterranean would conform to the
4,100 aircraft available; there might be some 1,700 aircraft in south-
cast Asia, where again no detailed requirements for Burma were fore-
cast, although some shortage of transport aircraft was envisaged ; and
some 3,900 aircraft in the Pacific, where there might be a shortage of
land-based planes. Subject to these exceptions and provisions, the
Planners concluded that ‘the air resources required to meet the opera-
tions specified in this paper are available’.

But the armed forces reprtsented as it were, the finished product of
supply; and to see the true position, we must examine the material from
which they were formed. This in turn may be done by examining the
main strategic shortages, as felt or envisaged towards the end of 1943.
The equipment of the forces themselves was on the whole remarkably
satisfactory. The Combined Planning Staff noted that there was still
a shortage of certain ‘critical items’, such as radar and radio equip-
ment, vehicles of various sorts, and equipment for handling cargo; but
none was of the order, or indeed of the type, to affect strategic plans.
A more serious difficulty lay in a potential shortage of high-grade
aviation fuel, which would have to be carefully watched over the
coming year. But it was hoped that increased production, and a wider
use of lower-grade fuel than had been practised hitherto, would over-
come this obstacle. The dangers to the ‘Quadrant’ strategy were in-
deed of a different order: not a lack of equipment for the forces, but a
possible lack of mobility; not the capacity of the Allied effort, but the
varying capacities of the different allies.

Four main shortages threatened to limit the offensive strategy:
merchant shipping, assault shipping, transport aircraft, and, in the
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case of the British, men. The first two were included as specific pro-
blems in the Combined Planning Staff’s report at Quebec.

A shortage of merchant shipping had been one of the main pre-
occupations in both London and Washington since the winter of
1941 /42; and indeed remained so, despite a marked improvement in
the supply and use of ships, throughout the war. In the second half of
1943, the danger, though contained, seemed still to threaten, for the
improvement was too recent to be fully accepted, and neither its own
implications nor those of an offensive strategy were as yet entirely clear.
As recently as May 1943, the highest British authorities had concen-
trated specifically on shipping as the most pressing limit on strategy.
It was at that time, to the Prime Minister, ‘the measure of all our
operations’; to the C.I1.G.S., ‘the stranglehold on all our operations’;
while to the First Lord of the Admiralty, it ‘will, and does indeed
already restrict our whole offensive strategy’. Taking the British posi-
tion alone, it is not difficult to see the reasons for this attitude. The
rate of sinkings in the Atlantic had only just begun to decline, and new
construction still lagged behind the losses and the demands. In the
first three months of 1943, over twice as much British tonnage was
sunk as was built, and the merchant fleet, over 17 million tons at
the outbreak of war, now amounted, apart from foreign vessels on
charter, to some 134 million tons. Meanwhile the demands for shipping
were expanding. The import programme of the United Kingdom, long
a residuary legatee, was now an irreducible commitment; for during
the first quarter of the year imports had reached the lowest point of the
war, stocks had been seriously raided, and it was now necessary to safe-
guard the country against such depletions in the future. The trade and
industry of the Commonwealth and of other overseas countries, neces-
sary to the Allied cause, had to be sustained; a task which in many
cases now demanded increased shipments to ward off dangerous crises.
And lastly, the prospect of the strategic offensive raised a growing
demand for ships on military operations, and for the support of troops
overseas. While this was not the first occasion, therefore, on which a
world war had been fought, the tasks were on a scale never before
imagined.

It was thus not surprising that all of the British budgets for shipping
throughout 1943 should have shown an estimated deficit for the next
six months, which on occasion was calculated at between 2§ and 3
million tons. But grave though this deficit was for an island whose life
depends on the sea, it did not reflect the true position for British
strategy, or even for Britain herself. Since the entry of the United
States into the war, a combined strategy had been conceived as
having the support of combined resources; and in 1943, as a result
of higher production and a lower rate of loss, the American merchant
fleet for the first time exceeded the British and became the largest in
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the world. Without in any way releasing their control, the authorities
in Washington provided shipping services from this fleet in various
ways for their allies: by handing over vessels for the duration of the
war, by carrying British military cargoes, and by carrying imports to
Britain herself. Altogether, their measures of direct assistance to the
British amounted to some 20 per cent of their own dry-cargo tonnage
In 1043.

The fact that the Americans thus aided the British did not neces-
sarily mean that there was American shipping to spare over all
demands. In May 1943, the Combined Shipping Adjustment Board
reported that there was a ‘not unmanageable [Allied] deficit’, and
apart from a temporary, and in a sense unreal, surplus in August,!
deficits, ‘manageable’ or ‘unmanageable’, were reported thereafter at
the start of every Allied conference until Germany was defeated. The
planners, therefore, never indulged in that assumption. American aid
was given not because all American needs already seemed to have been
met, but because the maintenance of the British Isles and of certain
mainly British forces overseas at certain times, were regarded by the
President and the Joint Chiefs of Staff as necessary objects, enjoying
a given priority, of the Allied strategy.

To meet the full demands of this strategy until the middle of 1944,
three things were necessary: more ships suitable to the various tasks,
their efficient use, and their precise and flexible allocation. As we have
seen, the ships were coming from the British and American yards—
enough, as it was thought, to meet all demands by the summer of 1944,
and on the whole in the right proportion of types. The four main
categories of merchant shipping were troopships, dry-cargo ships,
tankers and coasters. Troopships—or ‘personnel shipping’ as it came
to be called—had proved the main shortage from early in 1941 to late
in 1942. But improvements in the accommodation of men and in the
use of the ships themselves, and some increase in their number, over-
came the worst difficulties by the beginning of 1943, and although the
programme remained ‘very tight’ in the second half of that year, it
was generally recognized by the spring that the bottleneck was no
longer ‘personnel’ but cargo shipping. This had in fact accounted for
the bulk of the new construction from 1942. But production of general
cargo shipping was complicated by that of two special types of vessel—
tankers and coasters—which an offensive strategy demanded. There
were enough large tankers by the summer of 1943 to meet existing
demands, and new construction, set on foot in the previous year, was
thought likely to prove equal to the extra load in 1944. But there
remained a real need for smaller tankers, particularly to supply newly-
established beach-heads and bases, which the current state of the plans

3 See p. 31 below.
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both for Europe and for the Far East made it difficult to estimate at all
exactly. Coastal shipping, other than tankers, was also in great demand
from the middle of 1943, particularly in preparation for ‘Overlord’
and for operations in south-east Asia. Both demands were met in the
event, partly by new construction in the year before ‘Overlord’, partly
by improved management of the shipping itself. But their satisfaction
did not relieve the bulk of the demands for general cargo shipping;
and the production of new vessels, significant and in the end decisive
as it was, was a process whose results could not be felt immediately.

Meanwhile, the effect of the tonnage at the Allies’ disposal could be
increased by greater efficiency in the use of existing ships. The British
authorities had for long been secking to enlarge the carrying capacity?
of the ships they controlled, and by 1943 had succeeded in many
respects; and the American civilian shipping authorities—although
faced with greater administrative difficulties*—could also record some
success in their pursuit of the same object.

It was equally necessary for the Allies to allocate their ships effec-
tively to the different tasks, which in turn meant the construction of
Allied shipping budgets. But here the problems confronting the British
and the Americans differed greatly from each other. In the first place,
the trading positions of the two countries were by no means the same.
The British, unlike the Americans, had always to meet their three main
sets of demands—imports, the needs of overseas countries, and military
operations—none of which could be increased without serious risk to
the others. The interdependence of these demands, moreover, raised
peculiar technical difficulties for a British shipping budget, for the
greater part of British shipping was employed on voyages which took
the vessels half or the whole way round the world, and in the course
of which they met a large variety of different needs. The formulation of
British estimates for an Allied shipping budget thus involved problems
which did not affect the Americans, whose ships for the most part were
employed in voyages backwards and forwards between two puints.

But there was a further difficulty in the construction of Allied ship-
ping budgets, caused by the difference between the organizations for
controlling shipping in Britain and in the United States. Long before
the summer of 1943, the Ministry of War Transport in London, linked
to the industry by recruitment from its ranks and by the practice of
collaboration in two wars, had gained the experience necessary to its
task, and complete control over the allocation of British ships to mili-
tary and civil purposes once the programmes of demands had been
settled between Departments. The American system, on the other

! For a discussion of the meaning of this term see C. B. A. Behrens, Merchant Shipping
and the Demands of War (H.M.S.0., 1955), pp. 18-20.

? Sec p. 30 below.
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hand, was not so well fitted to tackle the same problems. Neither the
shipping industry nor the U.S. War Shipping Administration had the
same experience as their British counterparts in working with the
other, the industry could not produce the combined experience of
the British shipping lines, and the structure of American administra-
tion did not support close liaison between its component parts. As a
result there was a clear division of responsibilities between the War
Shipping Administration and the Service Departments in Washington,
which contrasted with the practice in London. Once ships had been
allocated to the Service Departments, the War Shipping Administra-
tion found it almost impossible to retain or regain any control over
them, and in constructing the shipping budgets it was in no position
to scrutinize the demands of its military colleagues. This was the more
important because the Americans, unlike the British, had large strategic
commitments in the Pacific, where the réle of shipping raised problems
not experienced elsewhere, and where the American Chiefs of Staff
exercised sole control, on behalfof the Allies, over operational strategy.!

It was perhaps thus scarcely surprising that the shipping authorities
in London and Washington should have been slower than other Allied
authorities to construct combined budgets, or that those budgets,
when constructed, should often have been subject to sudden and
considerable amendment. The results were to be seen in the process of
estimating shipping at the three Anglo-American conferences between
May and December, 1943. When the Allies met at Washington in
May, they had for the first time at their disposal separate British and
American budgets, each showing a deficit. The figures suggested that
the British would be short by some 800,000, the Americans by 1}
to 24 million, tons; and the Allied deficit might thus amount to be-
tween 2} and 3} million deadweight tons for the second half of the
year—a figure which must alter the whole strategic programme for
that period.

The military and civilian shipping authorities thereupon examined
the figures afresh. They had already taken into account (though as it
turned out conservatively) a decline in losses in the Atlantic, so that
they could derive no further solace from that quarter. The most likely
source of improvement lay, in the British view, in curtailing the
Americans’ prodigality both in plans and in the use of their ships.

" For the British suspected—rightly, as it was later proved—that, even
accepting the current rate of equipment for American operations,?
American tonnage was employed wastefully throughout all theatres
and particularly in the Pacific, and that the Americans’ practice of
planning for unlikely contingencies added unnecessarily to their
estimates for tonnage. An inflated demand was thus, in British eyes,

1 See p. 19 above.

% See p. 50 below.
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imposed upon an extravagant practice; and as a result, strategy was
being endangered by ‘a deficit in ships which existed on paper but not
in fact’. The difficulty for the British was to know how to remove it.

The consequences are instructive. The problem was left until late in
the conference, so that time was short when it was tackled. The British
began, for the sake of the example, by writing off their own deficit of
800,000 tons—a gesture which they appreciated must probably curtail
supplies to the Indian theatre. They then, on the morning of 22nd May,
proposed a reduction to the Americans. The discussion continued
throughout that day, but without agreement; and at 3.30 a.m. on the
23rd, the American military authorities, who set the pace for their
delegation, asked the civilians to make a combined forecast of shipping
to the end of September, 1944 by g a.m., when the Combined Chiefs of
Staff were due to meet. In these strange circumstances, the Minister of
War Transport and his advisers, and their American counterparts,
re-examined the figures; and by 6.45 a.m., the American civilian
shipping authorities were able to produce more realistic requirements,
which reduced by almost a third the initial demands of their military
colleagues.

Such was the basis for the Combined Staff Planners’ assertion at the
‘Trident’ Conference, that shipping ‘deficiences are small, but if
properly spread over all the programs concerned the effect will not be
unmanageable’. A shortage of between 2} and 3} million tons was
reduced to a shortage of $-1} million tons within a few days, and
mainly within a few hours. The first impact of combined planning on
the material had demonstrated the extent to which unsatisfactory
administrative arrangements in the United States could affect the
difficulties of controlling this inherently difficult problem.

The pendulum continued to swing in the later months of the year.
At the ‘Quadrant’ Conference, despite an estimated British deficit,
American estimated surpluses showed for the first time a favourable
position for the Allies. The Combined Staff Planners were therefore
able to report that ‘a careful operation of cargo shipping should enable
us to meet all essential commitments’. To this, however, the British
Minister of War Transport and the head of the U.S. War Shipping
Administration added a cautionary rider, that further demands might
arise from current plans which had not been taken into account.

The rider proved to have been wise; for by November, 1943 the
spectre of a shipping shortage had reappeared. When the British and
American shipping authorities met again at Cairo in the middle of that
month, it was in ‘an atmosphere of the deepest statistical gloom’. No
unfavourable development had occurred since the ‘Quadrant’ Con- -
ference: no great losses had been encountered in the Atlantic, new
construction was slightly greater than forecast, and the strategic plans
themselves had not altered. How, then, was it possible for the position
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so to have changed in this short time? The answer was provided in part
by the demands of ‘Overlord’, which though not greater than in August
had now been studied in greater detail by the shipping authorities,
with a consequent appreciation of what was involved. But the principal
reason for the apparently sharp change of fortune lay, as before and as
was to happen again, in the difficulty of calculating the true position
and of making reliable estimates from it. This indeed was proved, as at
Washington in May, by the outcome at Cairo. For after starting with a
substantial British deficit for the first half of 1944, and only a small
American surplus, the authorities managed, after long and vigorous
debate again centering on the demands and practices of the American
Services, to convert the total deficit into a small favourable balance.
The Combined Staff Planners were accordingly able to report that
‘examination of personnel and cargo shipping position indicates our
ability to support approved naval and military operations.” This
reversal, however, seemed as strange to the Combined Chiefs of Staff
as its predecessor between the conferences. The sudden appearance of
large deficits, and their equally sudden disappearance, appeared to
rest on such arbitrary calculations and such uncertain hypotheses that
it was difficult for the uninitiated to have much confidence in the
results.

The figures produced at the conferences are therefore of limited
value. They illustrate the difficulties of the British, faced with commit-
ments they could not wholly meet and with an administrative
machine in Washington which they could not greatly affect; and point
the comparison—gradually turning into a contrast—between their
position and that of their ally. But as a record of the Allied position,
their interest lies as much in the light they throw on the answers as in
the answers themselves. This very uncertainty, however, which atten-
ded calculation, had its effect on strategic thought. It cannot be said
that a shortage of merchant shipping prevented any operation from
being undertaken during the last two years of the war. Nor can it be
said that it limited strategy by preventing the transfer of resources from
one theatre to another, or by so shaping plans in advance that opera-
tions demanding excessive shipping were not adopted or were not
seriously considered. Those operations that were vetoed during this
period were vetoed for other reasons; and while a major transfer of
resources, for instance from the Mediterranean to the United King-
dom, was impossible for lack of shipping, it was not in any case desir-
able for strategic reasons. It might perhaps be argued that, even if
there were enough ships available for military purposes, more ships
might have spared the Western Allies the worst effects of the shortage
of assualt shipping, which proved the real embarrassment during this
period.! But this argument is unreal, for the shortage of assault shipping

1 See pp. 33-8, 51-2 below.
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itself sprang partly from the necessity to concentrate on building
merchant ships, and their escorts, until well into 1943. Nevertheless, if
a lack of merchant shipping did not affect strategy in the event after
the summer of 1943, that does not mean to say that it disappeared
from strategic thought. Operations did not suffer. But the British at
least were well aware until the end that their own war economy and
the economies of many other countries might suffer unacceptably from
an extravagant allocation of ships to operations; and both British and
American Chiefs of Staff continued to be bewildered, until almost the
end, by the fluctuations in the combined Allied estimates for shipping
presented to them. Thus, whether or not the fear of a shipping shortage
may have been justified on a specific occasion, the strategic authorities
remained fearful ; and while the disappearance of the deficit on further
investigation preserved strategy, it did not relieve the strategists. The
fluctuations in the estimates were too great, past experience was too
serious, and the possible effects of faulty allocations and mismanage-
ment were too grave, for the Combined Chiefs of Staff ever to forget
them; and a shortage of shipping accordingly remained a shadow, and
occasionally a vivid fear, until the last few months of the war, a
continuing potential danger whose extent appeared the more alarming
because its causes, though finally appreciated, could never be entirely
mastered.

If a shortage of merchant shipping seemed to remain a potential
threat, a shortage of assault shipping was the most immediate and
obvious danger to an offensive strategy throughout the last two years of
the war. As General Marshall stated in 1945, it was ‘to plague us to
the final day of the War in Europe.” As Mr. Churchill put it later,
thmkmg specifically of the most critical type of this shipping,? ‘In this
period in the war all the great strategic combinations of the Western
Powers were restricted and distorted by the shortage of tank landing-
craft for the transport . . . of vehicles of all kinds. The letters ‘L.S.T.’
(Landing Ship, Tanks) are burnt in upon the minds of all those who
dealt with military affairs in this period.” The shortage was expressed
differently from that of merchant shipping. Whereas the latter was apt
to fluctuate at short notice and on a considerable scale, suddenly
causing or reducing deficits of a million tons or more, deficits of assault
shipping remained marginal but persistent, often involving a small
group of ships and craft whose numbers seemed insignificant, but
which, obstinately surviving all efforts to reduce them, governed the
actions of forces far larger than themselves.

This shortage of assault shipping is perhaps not surprising when the

* The War Reports of General of the Army George C. Marshall . . . (New York, 1947), p. 154.
* Clasing the Ring, p. 226.
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nature of the task is considered. The combination of problems affecting
assaults on a large scale, across the Channel, across the Mediterranean,
across the Indian Ocean and in the Pacific, was entirely new in the
experience of war, and could not be fully appreciated until the first of
such ventures had been launched. Preparations for ‘amphibious
operations’, as they were known in the contemporary jargon, had
begun almost immediately after the evacuation of Narvik; but they
necessarily envisaged raids rather than invasion, and derived largely
from the small experiments of the First World War, modified by
intervening Staff exercises and adjusted to meet later types of equip-
ment. It was not until the decision to invade North Africa in 1942 that
the scale and nature of the new task became apparent; and by that
time, other commitments had absorbed a large proportion of the
facilities needed to produce the special vessels required. Over the last
half of the war, demands on assault shipping were therefore being
formulated at the same time that the programme of construction,
itself complicated by other priorities, was getting under way.

As was the case with merchant shipping, these demands covered all
of the major theatres of war. At Quebec, indeed, no less than four
sets of landings of varying dimensions were devised for the next nine
months. The demands on assault shipping were calculated by the
Combined Planning Staff,! which reported that:

‘.. . 11. There will be sufficient landing ships and craft for ap-
proved operations in 1943 and until the summer of 1944.
Landing ships and craft will, however, be the bottleneck limiting
the full scope of assault in the approved operations, both in the
Pacific and the Atlantic.2 [Our figures] are made out on the
assumption that landing craft will be sent from the Mediterran-
ean to ‘Overlord’, so as to arrive by the 15th December, 1943,
and assault ships by the 1st March, 1944.

12. To provide sufficient landing craft after the summer of
1944, an acceleration and increase in the present British and
United States assault shipping and landing craft programs is
necessary, probably at the expense of cargo ship and escort pro-
duction and certain Army items.’

This appreciation proved, and indeed appeared at the time as,
somewhat optimistic. In the first place, it made assumptions for the
theatres of lower priority which might be difficult to fulfil. The with-
drawal of a large proportion of the assault shipping from the Mediter-
ranean defined limits to the campaign in that theatre which must
affect the course of operations themselves not so rigidly defined, and
whose precise consequences, in the fluid conditions then obtaining,
could not as yet be foreseen. Similarly, the small allocation of assault

' ::r the figures, and the estimated rates of casualties and serviceability, see Appendix
IV below.
1 ‘The Atlantic’, in this connexion, meant Europe.
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shipping to the Indian theatre failed adequately to meet the possi-
bility, raised in the plans and by the creation of a fresh Command for
south-east Asia, of an assault on the coast of Burma which might de-
mand considerable resources. These secondary, but most important,
commitments proved the main source of difficulty in the event. But
even on the assumption that they could be met, the main operation in
Europe seemed likely still to be short on the existing programme of
construction. Early in June 1943, Cossac! had been given an estimate
of the assault shipping on which he should count for the invasion of
northern France in May 1944, and the plan of July had been based on
its validity. But in fact the estimate was not satisfactory in itself, nor
seemed likely to be realized. The numbers of ships and craft which it
promised might prove adequate to a given weight of assault, but the
proportion of the different types bore little relation to the needs, and
seriously handicapped certain necessary tasks. The composition of the
assault fleet was thus not ideal; and its production in any case soon
raised grave misgivings. Early in August 1943, the First Sea Lord
warned his colleagues that the L.C.T. promised in June could not be
made available, and by the end of the month the British had come to
the conclusion that there must be an appreciable deficit in L.S.T. and
L.C.I. as well.

The British concentrated initially on the shortage of L.C.T., because
the supply of landing craft was their main responsibility in the pro-
gramme of assault shipping. Landing craft were small vessels, varying
according to type from twenty or thirty to seven or eight hundred tons,
simple in design and mostly easy to build; unlike landing ships, which
were either conveérted merchant vessels or—as was more convenient
for carrying tanks and vehicles—specially constructed ships of some
2,000 tons (5,000 tons when loaded), demanding the same facilities
and skill in construction as other types of ship. The limitations on these
facilities, and the early conception of the réle of assault shipping, led
the British to concentrate on the smaller craft, which could be built at
first in yacht- and boat-yards, and, after the development of pre-
fabrication on a large scale in 1941, in factories connected not at all
with the sea. The British shipyards were in fact not troubled by the
programme of assault shipping until late in 1943. For when, in the
spring of 1942, the Western Allies appreciated the necessity for a
larger programme and for larger vessels, they agreed that the British
should concentrate as before on the smaller types of landing craft, while
the Americans should provide the bulk of the landing ships as well as a
proportion of the landing craft. Thereafter, the British were in the
habit of noting, on their balance sheets of demand and supply, that ‘it
would be necessary to ask the Americans’ to meet the larger deficits
that arose. :

1See p. 22 above.
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In the spring of 1943, it was generally accepted that there could
hardly be too many landing ships and craft; for the larger the assault
fleet, the more powerful could be the individual assault and the more
flexible the strategy. But the combined programmes of production had
so far failed to respond to the demands. In Britain, the target for the
year May, 1942 — May, 1943 was set finally at 1,168 craft, and in the
event 1,099 were produced from 1st June to 1st June. But in the spring
of 1943, despite the obvious need and the fact that production was
rising, the new annual programme was settled at only 1,050 craft.
The trouble lay partly in the higher priority still enjoyed by the pro-
gramme of merchant shipping and naval escorts, which prevented
landing craft from being built in the shipyards; and partly in the fact
that the capital equipment of the factories and small yards had by now
virtually reached its limit, so that the existing means of production
could not be greatly increased or improved.* Meanwhile, the larger
American production had encountered difficulties. In April 1942,
when the Combined Chiefs of Staff were considering the possibility of
landing in France in 1943, a programme had been approved for the
construction of 12,000 ships and craft within twelve months, and in
July this was placed at the head of the list of priorities. But the ob-
stacles inherent in a new programme, combined probably with an
initial lack of interest among the Joint Planners and in the Navy De-
partment, prevented the target from being realized or even ap-
proached; and in November, when landings in North Africa had
replaced the possibility of a landing in France the next year, the pro-
gramme dropped to twelfth place among the priorities. The result was
to be seen in the monthly figures of production, which delined from a
peak of 106,000 tons of assault shipping in February, 1943 to 51,000
tons in July.

The position was thus unsatisfactory when the offensive strategy was
promulgated in August. The deficits as they were then estimated to
stand for ‘Overlord’ on 1st May, 1944, amounted in the case of L.S.T.
to 64 per cent of the ships available, in the case of L.C.T. to 77 per
cent, and in the case of L.C.I. (L) to 31 per cent. The British calcu-
lated that their programme of construction alone might have to be
increased by at least 72 per cent, and possibly by much more. More-
over, they had not enough men to man the larger assault fleet for
which the programmes were now striving. At the end of August 1943,
in contrast to the Combined Planning Staff, the Ministry of Produc-
tion therefore reported that:

*. . . The deficiencies in landing-craft and crews stand now, and
are likely to stand in the spring and early summer of 1944,

1 See the figures in Duncan Hall, North American Supply (H.M.S.0., 1955), p. 401.
! See the figures loc. cit., p. 401.



SUPPLY 37

between us and a landing in North-West Europe, although all
other equipment on a requisite scale should be available. ...’

The British began to tackle these problems immediately after
‘Quadrant’. Construction of assault shipping was still limited by the
War Cabinet’s decision in March 1943, ‘to build as many landing-"
craft as possible without undue interference with other essential
requirements’. But in the second half of August, the Prime Minister
called for an increase in the assault lift for ‘Overlord’ of at least 25
per cent, and during September and October the Ministhies of
Supply and Production, the Admiralty and Cossac laboured tp meet
such part of the demand as lay within their compass. The extra men
for the assault fleet were found by transferring soldiers and airmen to
the navy, and by breaking up the only division of Marines, hitherto
earmarked for the landings. The programme of construction caused
more trouble. It must involve, for the first time, the use of the ship-
yards; and various obstacles at once appeared. The Defence Committee
(Supply) decided to go ahead, as it turned out without undue disturb-
ance. But even so, the British programme could not be expanded
significantly. In 1942, 546 landing-craft had been produced; and in the
first half of 1943, when the main expansion took place, 765. But pro-
duction then declined slightly to 691 in the second half of that year;
and only 770 craft of all sorts were produced in the first six months of
1944. British construction in this sphere had in fact very nearly reached
its limit in 1943, and could no longer seriously tackle the demand by
itself. The bulk of the deficit, in ships or craft of all sorts, must be
reduced either by modifying the ‘Overlord’ plan or by an increase in
American production.

But any modification of the ‘Overlord’ plan was likely to demand
more, and not less, assault shipping. Towards the end of September
1943, Cossac was asked to state his lowest needs for a three- and for a
four-divisional assault lift. The result was a report on the shortcomings
of the existing arrangements, and a request for a further eighteen
L.S.T., 251 L.C.T. and seventy-three craft of other types over what
had already been allocated to a three-divisional assault, or for thirty-
nine more L.S.T., 389 more L.C.T. and a large number of other craft
if the assault was to be by four divisions. These figures were examined
over the next few weeks, and at the end of October the Defence
Committec (Supply) concluded that the deficit for a three-divisional
assault might be reduced, principally by adjustments in loading and
sailings, to five L.S.T. and 221 L.C.T. A four-divisional assault was
thought to be out of the question.

Most of this deficit, together with any that might arise from opera-
tions in the Pacific, must be met by the Americans. As a result of the
position disclosed at Quebec, their production of assault shipping was
again raised in September, 1943 to the head of the priorities, and
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1 See the figures in Duncan Hall, North American Supply (H.M.S.O., 1955), p. 401.
1 See the figures loc. cit., p. 401.
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other equipment on a requisite scale should be available. . ..
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craft as possible without undue interference with other essential
requirements’. But in the second half of August, the Prime Minister
called for an increase in the assault lift for ‘Overlord’ of at least 25
per cent, and during September and October the Ministhes of
Supply and Production, the Admiralty and Cossac laboured tp meet
such part of the demand as lay within their compass. The extra men
for the assault fleet were found by transferring soldiers and airmen to
the navy, and by breaking up the only division of Marines, hitherto
carmarked for the landings. The programme of construction caused
more trouble. It must involve, for the first time, the use of the ship-
yards; and various obstacles at once appeared. The Defence Committee
(Supply) decided to go ahead, as it turned out without undue disturb-
ance. But even so, the British programme could not be expanded
significantly. In 1942, 546 landing-craft had been produced ; and in the
first half of 1943, when the main expansion took place, 765. But pro-
duction then declined slightly to 691 in the second half of that year;
and only 770 craft of all sorts were produced in the first six months of
1944. British construction in this sphere had in fact very nearly reached
its limit in 1943, and could no longer seriously tackle the demand by
itself. The bulk of the deficit, in ships or craft of all sorts, must be
reduced either by modifying the ‘Overlord’ plan or by an increase in
American production.

But any modification of the ‘Overlord’ plan was likely to demand
more, and not less, assault shipping. Towards the end of September
1943, Cossac was asked to state his lowest needs for a thrée- and for a
four-divisional assault lift. The result was a report on the shortcomings
of the existing arrangements, and a request for a further eighteen
L.S.T., 251 L.C.T. and seventy-three craft of other types over what
had already been allocated to a three-divisional assault, or for thirty-
nine more L.S.T., 389 more L.C.T. and a large number of other craft
if the assault was to be by four divisions. These figures were examined
over the next few weeks, and at the end of October the Defence
Committee (Supply) concluded that the deficit for a three-divisional
assault might be reduced, principally by adjustmentsin loading and
sailings, to five L.S.T. and 221 L.C.T. A four-divisional assault was
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tions in the Pacific, must be met by the Americans. As a result of the
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again raised in September, 1943 to the head of the priorities, and

9
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in the event, where some 6,900 assault ships and craft appeared in 1942
and some 17,000 in 1943, some 14,300 were produced in the first six
months of 1944. But in August, 1943 there seemed to be two possible
obstacles to the use of this increased production for ‘Overlord’. First,
the surplus of new construction over the earlier estimates might not be
felt before April 1944, so that in order to fit, train and assemble the
assault fleet by May it would still be necessary to transfer ships and
craft from the Mediterranean, over a period when the campaign there
would be acting as an essential preliminary to ‘Overlord’. Secondly,
the British could not rely on checking the allocation of new construc-
tion between Europe and the Pacific, an area on which they were not
commonly kept informed in detail. A forecast had been produced at
Quebec; but events might demand its adjustment, and although
much that would go to the Far East was not designed for the shorter
passages in Western waters, and although the peculiar problems of
assembly and serviceability could not be judged accurately from Lon-
don, the British felt uneasily that they might not be able, in this
critical case, to scrutinize the problem as a whole, as experience had
taught them to be necessary when supply seemed in danger of failing
demand.

Such, then, was the state of the calculations when the first stage of
the offensive opened on the mainland of Europe, and almost immedi-
ately raised new problems to throw the existing plans into confusion,
and to threaten not only the capacity of the improved programme of
construction, but the strategy for the intervening months on which the
success of ‘Overlord’ itself might depend.

The provision of transport aircraft was not a strategic factor of the
same magnitude or persistence as that of assault shipping; but occa-
sionally in Europe, and constantly in Asia, it had a similar effect. Air
transport was not fundamental to the Allies’ tasks in 1944, as sea
transport was fundamental. But it was a potent adjunct to both land
and seaborne operations, proving vital to the first stage of ‘Overlord’,
to the whole course of the campaign in Burma, and to the support of
China; and its distribution at times aroused discussion of strategic
priorities as sharp, though not as serious, as that aroused by the landing
ships and craft.

The shortage of transport aircraft mainly affected the British; for it
was the British theatre of South-East Asia that imposed an extra,
partly unforeseen but necessary burden upon a programme of pro-
duction that was otherwise largely adequate, and that lay largely out-
side their control. The British had built no transport aircraft during
1939 and 1940, and in October of the latter year had arranged to
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receive from the United States such as they might need. This agree-
ment, modified on each occasion in detail, was reaffirmed after the
United States entered the war, in January, June and December of 1942
and in the following July. It was not in fact until the beginning of 1943
that the British decided to start building transport aircraft themselves,
and the decision did not relieve them of their dependence on American
supplies.

These in turn depended first on the domestic allocation of priorities,
and secondly on the subsequent allocation of production between the
two allies. Air transport always enjoyed adequate priority in the United
States, and by the end of 1941 output was rising steadily. Early in 1943,
the average monthly rate of production (which again rose in the course
of the year) was over five hundred transports; and in 1944 it rose to an
average of eight hundred, before declining to around six hundred in
1945. These figures moreover represented a steady if slight increase in
the percentage of the whole American production of aircraft to the end
of 1943 under 5 per cent in January 1942, 7 per cent in January 1943,
and just under 8 per cent in November.

In August 1943, the number of transports available seemed more-
over not inadequate to the demands. The Combined Planning Staff
noted at Quebec that there would be a shortage, on existing calcu-
lations, of 270 transports for ‘Overlord’, and that the capacity of the
air ferry to China should be increased. But ‘Overlord’ could probably
draw to some extent on the Mediterranean, where the proportion of
transports to air strength was high, and it was specifically stated that
the volume of air support to China was restricted by the state of the
bases in northern India and not by the number of aircraft avail-
able.

But the position was not in fact so favourable as these calculations
suggested. The estimates proved not to be complete, and the extra
demands in the event fell mainly on the partner least fitted to meet
them. The needs of ‘Overlord’ in its various stages were to grow
beyond the provision made for them at Quebec; so was the support
of China, once the bases were ready in India; and above all, operations
in Burma were to demand air transport on a new scale for the land
forces. This last development gave rise to peculiar difficulties. For not
only did it occur in the theatre where the greatest expansion (on behalf
of China) was already anticipated, so that the local competition for
aircraft was fierce and immediate: it affected the British almost
entirely, and thus pointed a problem of distribution which could not
casily be resolved.

For in south-east Asia, the Americans’ strategic interests were not
identical with those of the British, and they were the less inclined to
spare resources, whether from their own transport to China or from
other theatres of combined responsibility, for a campaign of low
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strategic priority. This underlined the weakness of the British position,
already demonstrated over the past two years. Their allocation of trans-
ports had in fact been not ungenerous. In 1941, they received g per
. cent of the American production; in 1942, 7 per cent; and in 1943, al-
most 11 per cent. But the earlier figures did not meet the promises,
while the higher figurein 1943, which in the event exceeded the promise,
was reached only after renewed demands in the summer of that year.
The British in fact had been dissatisfied with the position since the
beginning of 1942, when the entry of the United States into the war
necessarily limited the flow of aircraft and munitions to their allies.
Throughout that and much of the following year, new arrangements
had constantly to be made and amended, as the needs first of one
partner and then of the other demanded. In July 1943, it was finally
settled that the Americans should send the British 550 transport air-
craft over the year, and 715 in the first half of 1944 ; and early in 1944,
the second figure was raised to 744.

The course of the negotiations, protracted and complex as they were,
illustrated the difficulties attending allocations of material when one
nation was solely responsible for production. The British argument
rested on the fact that, wherever the aircraft might be produced, they
were designed to serve a common cause in which the British bore at
least a proportionate share. The Americans, on the other hand, bore
the burdens of production and distribution in a period of constantly
changing priorities and of a rapid expansion of their armed forces.
Each partner had his case; but the British were necessarily in the
weaker position, and in the winter of 1942 /43 they decided to start
producing transport aircraft for themselves. The first three appeared in
June, 1943; a further 206 by the end of December; and 476 in the first
half of 1944. But a large proportion of these aircraft went to meet the
increased demands of ‘Overlord’, leaving the pressing needs of south-
east Asia to be filled almost entirely by American production. Thus,
the theatre that depended most upon transport aircraft was—alone of
the theatres of active operations—a British theatre, and the British
relied almost entirely for its satisfaction on an ally whose distribution
of such aircraft they had already disputed unsuccessfully, and whose
strategic views in this case differed from their own. In such circum-
stances, it was not surprising that this largely unforeseen disturbance
to the programme should have proved unwelcome to its authors, and
should have caused sharp debate, constantly on the use of the aircraft
in Asia, and at times on their loan from other theatres of higher priority.

The three dangers to strategy we have so far discussed, relate to
transport of men and material. The fourth is of a different order. It
was a shortage of manpower itself.
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This shortage affected the British far more than it affected the
Americans. A lack of merchant or assault shipping, or of transport
aircraft, were matters for consideration equally in Washington and in
London. But, despite inevitable shortages in different sectors as the
national mobilization got under way, American manpower towards
the end of 1943 seemed equal to its share of the strategic demands, and,
provided that it was efficiently distributed, likely to remain so over
much of the following year. It was otherwise in Britain, where the
limits of population both determined and reflected the limits of the war
effort, and affected strategic thought. By the autumn of 1943, the
effects could be seen plainly.

At the outbreak of war, the main problem relating to manpower lay
in the speed rather than in the extent of its mobilization. But in order
to avoid a repetition of the experience of the First World War, when
production had been seriously hampered by the indiscriminate enlist-
ment of skilled men into the armed forces, in August, 1939 the Mini-
ster of Labour was placed in charge of a Ministry of National Service,
empowered to reserve certain types of labour. Later, in order to corre-
late departmental demands for the War Cabinet, an existing Cabinet
organ—at first the Production Council, afterwards the Production
Executive—undertook to present to the Lord President of the Council a
periodical review of manpower, which until late in 1942 covered a span
of twelve months and thereafter one of twelve or eighteen months.
In November 1943, these reviews became the responsibility of two Man-
power Committees, one consisting of officials, the other of Ministers
under the chairmanship of Sir John Anderson, who in this as in some
other fields continued as Chancellor of the Exchequer to fulfil the
duties with which he had earlier been connected as Lord President.

The first of the eighteen-month budgets appeared in December
1942, covering the period mid-summer 1942 to December, 1943. At the
carlier date, the armed forces amounted to some 4,092,000 men and
women, and the labour force of the country to some 22,056,000, out of a
population of 48,400,000. The navy disposed of some 525,000 men and
women, the army of some 2,593,000, and the air force of some g61,000.
A further 13,000 women were in the nursing services for the forces.
The budget of December, 1942 provided as follows for further alloca-
tions, which the Production Executive agreed should be reviewed in
the following spring.
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Earlier  Allocations
demands  approved

(In thousands)

Navy and Admiralty (Supply) . . 4+ 509 4+ 434
Army and Ministry of Supply . + 957 4+ 351
Air Force and Ministry of Aircraft Produc-

tion (M.A.P.) . . . 41075 4+ 750
Civil Defence . . . . — 75
Miscellaneous . . . . . 4+ 135 4+ 116

Total . . . . . . 42,676 +1,576

By the spring of 1943, the Service Departments had considered the
implications of the strategy agreed at Casablanca in January. As a
result, each raised its claims on those of the previous December. The
army asked finally for an extra 183,000 men and women, the navy for
an extra 40,000, and the air force for an extra 145,000. But while the
Services were preparing these demands, the Minister of Labour pre-
sented a review of manpower which seriously prejudiced their chance
of acceptance. In May, 1943 he reported that, despite cuts in some
sectors of industry, the demands of the armed forces could now be met
only at the expense of manpower in munitions. This conclusion marked
the turning point in the development of the national mobilization. For,
as had not been the case hitherto, expansion of any sector in the war
economy, or of any of the armed forces, could now take place only at
the expense of other sectors or forces. The point was soon underlined by
the Lord President, in a report to the War Cabinet at the end of June.
The latest demands from all sources for 1943 amounted to no less than
1,912,000 men and women, of whom 912,000 had still to be found
within the year. In addition, the Government must provide for the
replacement of normal wastage in industry, which for the first time
was now exceeding the annual intake spared from mobilization for the
Services. The country was in fact approaching the point of diminishing
returns. Meanwhile, the Lord President thought that only 414,000
men and women could be found for the Services and munitions, to
meet the outstanding demand of 912,000.

A long discussion ensued in the War Cabinet on these reports. By
scrutinizing the Services’ numbers severely, by allowing for a progres-
sive reduction in air and civil defence as the enemy’s attacks dimin-
ished, and by adjustments between the munitions’ Departments,
Ministers were able to reduce the remaining demand for the year from
912,000 men and women to 510,000, leaving a deficit, over the 414,000
available, of 96,000. The War Cabinet, however, still considered this
unacceptable, and after further examination approved a revised
allocation on 22nd July.
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Allocations
Allocations suggested by Allocations
December Departments  July 1943
1942 spring 1943
(In thousands)

Navy and Admiralty

(Supply) . . . + 43¢ + 483 + 450( 240)!
Army and Ministry of

Supply -« . + 351 + 528 + 345(—40)
Air Force and M.A.P. + 75 4+ 749 + 570( 215)
Other essential industries _

and services . .+ 116 + 152 + 120( 70)

Total . . . . 41,651 41,012 +1,485( 485)

The estimated deficit for the rest of the year was therefore 71,000
(485,000-414,000) excluding civil defence. But further adjustment
followed, when it was decided finally to cut the numbers in civil defence
by 90,000 in the second half of 1943; and there was thus finally an
estimated national surplus of 19,000—slightly less than one normal
division.

The estimates, however, were bettered in the event. In March 1944,
the Minister of Labour reported that by the end of 1943 the armed
forces and munitions had received some 1,700,000 men and women
since July, 1942. The distribution of these results, moreover, favoured
those originally favoured by the allocations: those allowed an increase,
together received a greater increase; those due to be cut, suffered a
greater cut.

At the end of 1943, the population of Britain was thus nearing the
limit of its capacity to support the Allied offensive. The Government
had been able in the past year still to increase the size of its forces,
until they reached the unpredecented figure (after allowing for wast-
age) of some 4,800,000 men and women, or just over 10 per cent of the
population. At the same time, it had slightly increased the labour force
of the country. But this had been achieved, after allowing for the
normal fresh intake, only by cutting civil defence and by reducing
labour substantially in ‘non-essential’ industries, a process which
could not be carried much further without a serious—possibly a
dangerous—decline in the standard of living. The Government was
therefore faced by the prospect of conducting the main offensive
against Germany and Japan over a period when greater casualties and
further demands must lead, after a period of uneasy equilibrium, to a
reduction in the war effort. If the country was to play its part, and to
keep its place, within the Alliance, it could be only by the most careful
and ingenious distribution of its resources, and if the war against two
enemies did not last for too long.

* Numbers in brackets are those expected over the rest of the year.
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These problems confronted the War Cabinet even while it was
debating the allocations to the end of 1943. As early as July of that
year, the Departments were advised to have their preliminary esti-
mates ready in September for the period 1st January, 1944 — 30th June,
1945. By the third week in October 1943, the Services had produced
their demands. All again asked for more: the navy for 288,500 men
and women, the army for 346,000, the air force for 158,000; and all
added a quota of civilian labour to serve their needs. The total came
to some 920,000 men and women. At the same time, munitions and
allied industries asked for an increase of 240,000, so that the grand
total amounted to a further 1,160,000.

These demands were scarcely surprising, in view of the size of the
task ahead and of an almost certainly higher rate of wastage in the
armed forces. But they bore no relation to the position, as the Minister
of Labour reported it towards the end of October, 1943. ‘By the end

- of this year’, he stated, ‘the mobilization of the nation will be practic-
ally complete’. The amenities of the civil population, severely rationed
in most commodities, could not be reduced further, and industry,
already harassed and interrupted by blackout and bombing, was now
faced by a greater gap than before between normal intake and wastage.
‘. . . Even if no one is called up for the Forces a decrease in the labour force
in munitions in 1944 is an inevitable fact which one must face.” The
deficit in 1944 might in fact amount to 1,310,000 men and women:
1,160,000 needed for the forces and industry, together with a decline
of 150,000 in industrial manpower. From these figures, the Minister
concluded that the situation in 1944 posed an entirely new problem for
manpower, which demanded an examination of the subject from a new
point of view.

This argument was accepted by the Prime Minister, and on 1st
November he circulated an important Minute, in which he mentioned,
for the first time as of practical significance, the possibility of a ‘double
ending’ of the war.

‘. . . 4. Thus, the problem is no longer onc of closing a gap
between supply and requirements. Our manpower is now fully
mobilized for the war effort. We cannot add to the total; on the
contrary, it is already dwindling. All we can do is to make
within that total such changes as the strategy of the war demands.

If we had to carry on the war against Germany and Japan for
several more years, the scale of our war effort in terms of man-
power would have to decrease progressively. This fact had not
been taken into account by the Departments in estimating their
requirements. We have now reached the point at which it must be
taken into account. For the question how we should use our man-
power in 1944 depends on what assumption we are prepared to
make about the duration of the war with Germany.

1 See Appendix X below for the complete text.
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5. There scem to be two broad alternatives:

(a) We can assume, for the purpose of our man-power plans,
that our maximum effort must be made in 1944, and that
Germany will be defeated by the end of that year. On this
assumption we could (after allowing for the munitions and men
required for the war against Japan) cut back substantially the
requirements for munitions which could not be delivered until
after 1944 and for men who could not be trained in time to
fight in 1944. We could also cut down the training organisa-
tions and ancillary formations which would otherwise be kept
up to the strengths required if the Forces were to be main-
tained at their present level after 1944. All Departments could
be directed to concentrate on the measures necessary to bring
our greatest striking power to bear in 1944. On this basis the
present man-power demands for the Forces and munitions
could be substantially reduced.

(b) Alternatively, we can say that our man-power plans must
be based on the assumption that war with Germany will con-
tinue well beyond the end of 1944. In that event we must face
the fact that our Forces and munitions industries have been
built up to levels which it is impossible for us to maintain over
a prolonged period. And we must plan now for a progressive
reduction in the scale of our effort. Unless it can be assumed
that this shrinking process could be applied equally to all
claimants, it would be necessary to determine on what other
principles the cuts should be apportioned.

6. Whichever of these alternatives is now chosen, if the war
with Germany continues after the end of 1944 we shall have to
rely increasingly on United States resources to make up for the
declining scale of our own effort. Our choice between these two
alternatives will, however, determine the form which this Ameri-
can assistance must take. If we have chosen alternative (a), we
shall have unbalanced our war effort and shall have to look to
the United States to provide a larger proportion of the equip-
ment for our Forces. If, on the other hand, we have chosen
alternative (b), the additional help from the United States will
have to come in the form of more fighting units with their equip-
ment.

7. The Departments’ estimates of requirements have not yet
been subjected to the usual detailed scrutiny; but it is not thought
that the broad issues set out above would be materially affected
by any process of paring and pruning. It is suggested, therefore,
that before work is started on a detailed scrutiny of the figures,
Ministers should decide whether our Man-power Policy for 1944
is to be based on either of the two alternative assumptions set out
in paragraph 5, or on some different assumption.’

Four days later, the Prime Minister called a special meeting of
Ministers and the Chiefs of Staff, to consider policy and to improve the
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administrative machinery. As a result, they decided to adopt his first
alternative, that Germany would be defeated by the end of 1944, and to
set up the Manpower Committees which have already been mentioned.
The Official Committee met almost at once. Its first task was to define
more closely the implications of the Prime Minister’s phrase, ‘maxi-
mum effort in 1944’; and after some debate, this was taken to mean
that

‘We should apply the maximum impact on Germany in 1944
while fulfilling, so far as they are already planned to be fulfilled
in 1944, our agreed contribution to operations against Japan.
This must include the development and initial production of
certain types of ships, aircraft and weapons specially designed
for the Japanese war. But unless otherwise directed, the Official
Committee would not regard the assumption that Germany will
be defeated by the end of 1944 as meaning that more men must
be recruited for the Services during 1944 simply to shorten the
interval between the end of the war against Germany and the
peak of our deployment against Japan.’

On this basis, the Committees produced a report for the War
Cabinet in the last week of November. They recommended that the
armed forces should be increased in 1944 by 284,000 men and women,
distributed as follows:

First half Second half
of 1944  of 1944 Total

(In thousands)
Navy: . . . . + 28 + 3 + 58
Army: . . . . +137 + 25 +162
Air Force: . + 35 + 25 + 6o
Women’s Nursing and VAD + 3 4+ 1 + 4
Total . . . . 4203 + 81 +284

[

Of the men for the air force, 17,000 should be so trained that they
could be used in 1945 either by the air force or by the navy.

These allocations, which cut the Services’ demands by almost 70 per
cent, were not however expected to produce larger forces by the end of
1944. When normal wastage and casualties had taken their toll, it was
estimated that the Services would then have some 124,000 fewer men
and women than at the end of 1943.

To provide an increase for the armed forces of 284,000, the labour
force must be further reduced. The Manpower Committees proposed
cuts in civilian manpower of 309,000 over the whole of 1944.

The War Cabinet considered the report on 1st December, 1943. All
of the Service and supply Departments agreed to accept the alloca-
tions—the air force with the proviso that it must probably ask for
more women in the second half of 1944—apart from the Admiralty,
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which stressed its probable responsibilities in preparing for a greater
effort in the Far East before the end of the war in Europe. The War
Cabinet therefore decided to transfer outright to the navy from the air
force the 17,000-0dd men whom the Manpower Committees had
recommended should be trained by the air force for both purposes.
Otherwise, it approved the proposals, and instructed the Manpower
Committees to review their figures for the second half of the year in

May, 1944.

All of these shortages, actual or potential, have one feature in
common. All illustrate, to a greater or lesser extent, the dependence of
Britain on American supplies for the British war economy. That this
must be so had been appreciated by the end of 1941, when British
production could no longer be expected fully to meet British demands,
or fully to support the British share in an Allied strategy. As co-opera-
tion improved over the next two years, the Government was able
accordingly to concentrate increasingly on certain products, leaving
others to the greater partner; and ‘by 1944 reliance on American
supplies went so far as to enforce what amounted to a division of
labour between the war industries in the two countries.’® Some of
the results may be seen in the following table, of the production of
munitions of all kinds for the British Commonwealth.?

Supplies of munitions for the British Commonwealth: percentages from each
' source. (Calculated by value in dollars).

1939 1945
From (Sept.-Dec.)| 1941 | 1942 | 1943 | 1944 | (first | Total
and 1940 half)
UK.. . . . .| 907 81-8 | 72:6 | 62°4 | 61-2 | 66-1 | 69°5
Canada . . . . 2-6 52| 8:6 8-3 8-9 | 10°0 7-2
Eastern Group . . 1-1 15| 1-9| 1-9| 12 -7 1-
(mainly Australia, New
Zealand, India, South
Africa)
Purchases in U.S. . . 56 91| 47| 24| 1°5| 12| 37
Lend-Lease from U.S. . . — 2:4 | 122 | 24°5 | 27°2 | 21°0 | 17°3

This is not of course to say that the British did not meet their share
of the common effort. Their contribution, man for man, was not sur-
passed by any of their allies. While the Americans disposed of a larger
navy and air force by the beginning of 1944, the British continued to
field more divisions until the middle of that year; and the balance
between the forces and their supply was moreover maintained remark-
ably well until the closing stages of the war. The mobilization and
control of labour and material remained unequalled, as far as can be
ascertained, by any other nation, and a greater cut was accepted in the

' M. M. Postan, Britisk War Production (H.M.S.0., 1952), p. 228.
3 Duncan Hall, North American Supply, p. 428.
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standard of living than had been accepted in the First World War.
The results moreover often exceeded the expectations, and accounted
for a higher percentage of the combined Anglo-American programmes
than had been anticipated in the agreements. At the same time,
British material went, in fair proportion, in reciprocal Lend-Lease to
the Americans;! to equip all of the forces raised by the Common-
wealth; and to Russia, where the burden of delivery fell mainly on
British forces. But when the magnitude of the effort has been properly
recognized, it remains true to say that without the American supplies,
particularly in 1943 and 1944, ‘the most essential preparations for the
offensive employment of the British forces and for their needs in battle
would have had to be sacrificed; indeed the whole programme of
Britain’s war effort and the scale of her combatant action would have
had to be radically recast.’

For by 1944, as the discussions on manpower made clear, British
production was falling in some fields in order to rise in others. The
results for strategy were at first masked by the very increase in the size
of the armed forces which was responsible for the process; and, viewed
from the offices of the Combined Planning Staff, the British contribu-
tion reached its peak in 1944. More divisions, and a larger navy and
air force, were then actively employed than had ever been employed
before. But behind this great effort lay a strained and increasingly un-
balanced economy. Production of some war stores continued to rise,
notably of aircraft of all sorts.3 But this increase was at the expense of
other war-stores, only some of which were no longer needed in greater
quantities. Naval construction did not materially diminish, for con-
struction of aircraft carriers, submarines and escorts offset the decline
in that of other types, and moreover the conversion of ships for the
Far East in many cases notably improved their performance. But the
building of merchant vessels, and production of munitions, had passed
their peak by 1944. The former, indeed, reached its highest point
in the third quarter of 1942; the production of shells and bombs in
the last half of that year; the production of guns and small arms in
the first half of 1943; of wheeled and armoured vehicles (including
tanks) in its second quarter; and of small arms’ ammunition, radar
and searchlights in its last quarter. The general decline, mitigated
by the action taken on the formula that Germany would be beaten
in 1944, was still relatively slight in the first half of that year. But
the uneasy equilibrium could not be maintained thereafter; and it
is against the background of a contracting British economy that we
must follow the development of Allied strategy, and of the British
views upon it, in the last two years of the war.

Hall, loc. cit., pp. 285-6, 432-3, 481.
3 Postan, loc. cit., p. 228.
3 See Statistical Digest of the War (H.M.S.0., 1g51), Table 130.
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(iv)
Data for an Offensive Strategy

The Allies’ strategy for Europe from the early summer of 1943 was
probably that best calculated to defeat Germany: certainly, neither
the British strategy between Dunkirk and the end of 1941, nor the
Americans’ strategy in 1942, had been likely to lead to such a result.
But by the autumn of 1943, the compromise between them had placed
the two nations in a reasonable posture to launch their main assault in
conjunction with the Russians, and the plans adopted for 1944 pro-
vided a reasonable prospect of success.

But this strategy, borne simultaneously with heavy commitments in
the Far East, was expensive in men and material. As we'have seen, the
British could not fully support their commitments. The question there-
fore arises, how was the ratio established between supply and effective
strength, and could it have been modified? If we take the land forces
alone, some figures, illustrating different aspects of the problem, are
worthy of remark. In May 1944, when the American army (excluding
its air force) would consist of some 5§ million men and the British army
of some 2§ million, the two nations, with the British Commonwealth,
expected to dispose of ninety-five divisions in the theatres of war. This
was not a large proportion of the numerical strength, even allowing
for the high numbers allowed by the Planners for a British division,
including all arms and support, in the different theatres—38,000 in the
Mediterranean, 56,000 in south-east Asia, and 40,000 for ‘Overlord’.
The demands on equipment and transport were also high. In the first
two days of ‘Overlord’, an armada of over 4,000 assault ships and craft
carried seven divisions and their supplies across the Channel; two
months later, over 1,500 assault ships and craft enabled three divisions
to land in southern France. Such figures pose an obvious question.
Was the Western Allies’ strength in battle disproportionately low in
relation to the effort that went to produce it?

The question of the proportion of ‘teeth’ to ‘tail’ was one which:
constantly troubled the Prime Minister, not least in the last two years.
of the war. But he never received a satisfactory reply, and perhaps he
never could. For while the question was plain, it raised implications
whose complexity made a single answer difficult if not impossible. It is
indeed often hard to find not only an answer, but the data on which an:
answer could be based. For such data derive from accepted standards:
of calculation, whose validity in turn depends on the relations between:
planning and material. When these are uncertain—and they were
sometimes uncertain during our period—it is perhaps as useful to
examine the reasons, and to see the results for the calculations, as to
discuss the calculations themselves. This chapter does not therefore seek
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to provide an answer to the question, but only to suggest some of the
factors involved, and some of the implications for planning which may
be borne in mind in the ensuing narrative.

Some of these factors bore equally on both allies, some on one more
than on the other. In the first place, there was the legacy of strategic
thought, which provided the starting point for fresh experience. The
development of material, and reflection on the First World War,
had led to a general assumption by 1939 that the advantage normally
lay strongly with the defence, even if not to such an extent as some
theorists suggested. This assumption—whose appearance invariably
annoyed the Prime Minister—continued to inform strategic thought
throughout the war, although after the dramatic results gained by the
Germans’ tactical air forces some of the more extreme conclusions
from it disappeared in the summer of 1940. To the Western Allies,
numbers were therefore insufficient in themselves; and much emphasis
was laid on material, which as a result itself consumed manpower. The
increase of mechanization and of armour since the First World War,
and the growing complication of weapons, had already swollen the
size of the ‘tail’ behind the lines. It now tended to grow further as new
offensives set new problems for technique.

These problems were increased by the variety of the campaigns, some
of which proved more expensive than others for men and material.
Neither the Middle East nor India, for instance, could provide an
adequate industrial base for modern war, and each therefore consumed
large numbers of men in uniform on tasks that could be performed
elsewhere by civilian labour. Each again, with the Pacific, lay far from
the areas of production and assembly, and was expensive in shipping;
and each posed difficult problems for material in conditions of weather
and terrain more adverse than those in north-west Europe. The effects
were felt beyond the theatres themselves. Scales of equipment and
tactical experience which had served a specific purpose, tended to be
absorbed into a common usage and theory for which they might not be
altogether suited, and to influence practice in other theatres to which
they might be irrelevant.

Another factor to be considered is the national background of the
forces involved. Its results can be exaggerated, as perhaps.in the case of
the Americans; but, if not easy to assess precisely, they can nevertheless
be important. For instance, the Americans’ belief in their technical
supremacy had a significant effect both on strategic thought and on
its execution, while their widespread enjoyment of a high standard of
living was partly responsible for a quantity of equipment which others
might find extravagant, but which, in their case, may have been at the
least a stimulant and at the most a necessity.

The same result might appear from another cause. If the Americans
were affected by a high standard of living, the British were affected by
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the consciousness of limited strength. Again, it is possible to exagger-
ate the results on a particular campaign. But they were most important
for strategic thought, and for the shape of the production programmes.
Current conditions, seeming to confirm past experience, led the British
to favour a flexible strategy based on command of the sea and air, and
thus on particular types of material. It also led them, like the Americans
but for this different reason, to rely on a high standard of preparation
and equipment for their operations. Thus the very limits of the British
strength tended to support a large and varied production which in turn
must limit that strength, and to seek to overcome by a particular
combination of strategy and supply the familiar disadvantage in a
Continental war when the Continent was held by the enemy.

Factors such as these make it difficult to calculate an exact ratio of
supply to effective strength; but their combination ensured that it
would be high. Theory and experience alike urged, wherever possible,
a substantial preponderance of force for the attack, and tended to raise
the standards of preparation and equipment for what must in any case
have been expensive operations. The fact that the operations must
prove expensive, but that the limits of expense were hard to ascertain,
had its effect on planning. To attack simultaneously in four widely
separated areas threw a heavy burden on the Staffs, demanding close
liaison between those in the theatres and at the centre and, so far as
possible, common standards of calculation. Liaison was good, for the
structure of the Combined Chiefs of Staff made possible a common
pattern of Joint Planning Staffs, mostly in close touch with the central
authority. But liaison could not by itself provide a common basis for
measurement, particularly when a variety of experience and circum-
stance was aggravated by the knowledge that cuts could be made. The
central planners often found that they could not reduce demands
without questioning the foundations on which the demands had been
assembled. The result was to increase their tendency—already liable
to occur in a period of several simultaneous offensives—to intervene too
closely in local planning, and sometimes arbitrarily to revise accepted
criteria of measurement when conditions seemed to insist.

It was unfortunate that the most important type of material, in the
period before ‘Overlord’ was launched, should have been peculiarly
susceptible to such treatment. The Prime Minister once remarked, in
one of the ensuing crises,!

“The whole of this difficult question only arises out of the
absurd shortage of L.S.T’s. How it is that the plans of two great
empires like Britain and the United States should be so much
ham-strung and limited by a hundred or two of these particular
vessels will never be understood by history.’

3 See Closing the Ring, p. 454.



52 STRATEGY & SUPPLY, AUTUMMN 1943

The difficulties of planning with landing ships and craft seem indeed
to have been exceptional. It was not only that the numbers were
limited in relation to the tasks, but that there was no agreed standard
by which to measure their effectiveness. The-only guide to their per-
formance in large operations lay in the experience of invading North
Africa, where conditions differed in many respects from those likely to
be encountered later. Important figures—of loading, of serviceability,
of casualties—were thus liable constantly to be revised as pressure
increased; and it was possible, as we shall see, to produce a series of
different estimates from the same material within a matter of days. At
a time when the Western Allies were committed to a series of seaborne
assaults, some directly related to each other, launched in widely sepa-
rated areas and apparently with no reserve of assault shipping, this
statistical uncertainty was of the greatest importance. For it pointed to
a significant contradiction, never overcome and perhaps never fully
appreciated, between the end and the means. The offensive strategy,
as envisaged by the Western Allies, was both flexible and precise, a
combination, inherent in the proper exploitation of maritime strategy,
which derives its particular force from the limitations of strength. But
such a strategy depends on a close control of its material, and in this
case the essential material seemed not amenable to close calculation.
The greater the obstacles encountered in operations, and the greater
the need for flexibility, the more difficult therefore it might be to adapt
this material to the purpose; and the story of assault shipping in 1944
provides a striking example of the results that may follow from a
failure, by no means evitable, to accompany an appropriate strategy
with the appropriate means for its execution.



CHAPTER II

‘OVERLORD’ AND
THE MEDITERRANEAN,
AUGUST-NOVEMBER, 1943

(1)
The Conditions for ¢Overlord’

T THE END of July 1943, the enemy’s power in Europe,
Abattercd though it was and due within a month to receive a

severe blow, remained formidable to attack from the sea. But
the main opponents in the west were disposed curiously at a tangent to
cach other. The Axis and its satellites disposed of 3go divisions (300
German), of which 216 (200 German) faced the Russians, and seven
(excluding miscellaneous formations) remained in Germany itself. Of
the other 167 divisions, the Germans accounted for ninety-three; and
of those ninety-three, sixty-four lay north of the Alps. The immediate
defence of southern Europe was entrusted to the other twenty-nine,
with sixty-six Italian and eight Bulgarian and Croat divisions. This
marked inequality of German strength, at a time when the fighting
outside Russia was entirely in the south, was offset to some extent by
a greater allocation of air support to the south than to the north. Of
the 6,300 German aircraft available, 2,400 were on the Eastern Front
and 1,700 in Germany. For the rest, there were 200 aircraft in Norway
and Denmark, 800 in France and the Low Countries, and 1,200 in
Italy and south-east Europe. Thus, even excluding the Italian air force
of some 1,300 planes, Italy and the Balkans claimed more Axis aircraft
(and particularly bombers and fighters) than France and Scandinavia.
The dispositions of the Western Allies were markedly different. Most
of their operational strength by land was concentrated in the Mediter-
ranean, and even in May, 1944 they planned to have twenty-four
divisions there compared with thirty-six (not all immediately available
for operations) north of the Alps. But on the other hand, their air
strength already lay mainly in the north, and was planned decisively
to outstrip that in the south over the coming months.?

! See p. 26 above.
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These dispositions reflected different solutions to the same problem.
The Germans had to defend, the British and Americans to invade, a
Continent whose areas of assault must lie within range of the existing
Allied bases. The design for the attack derived its pattern from the
acceptance of the plan for ‘Overlord’. Studies for a return to the Con-
tinent had naturally been composed since the ejection of the British
from France in 1940, at first by the Joint Planning Staff and from
January, 1942 to April, 1943 by the Combined Commanders.! Their
investigations, varying with the changing conditions of the war, had
produced valuable results; and indeed in three papers in February and
March, 1943 they adumbrated with remarkable accuracy, although
on a different and hypothetical basis, many of the final decisions of
January and February, 1944. But such inquiries, pursued by a group
of commanders without a specific staff or a definite allocation of
resources, could only produce a series of deductions from a combina-
tion of probabilities. More precise guidance, and a more direct
responsibility, were needed before the studies could become plans.
Both were furnished in the first half of 1943. The agreement to
appoint a Chief of Staff to the Supreme Commander (Designate) was
followed at the ‘Trident’ Conference by the decision to invade the
Continent on 1st May, 1944, with a force initially of seven infantry
and two airborne divisions, supported in the ensuing campaign by
a further twenty divisions. By the beginning of June 1943, a single
planning authority was thus established with the essential data at his

disposal. :

The plan itself appeared on 3oth July, 1943, five days before é:\\
British party sailed for the ‘Quadrant’ Conference. Like his predeces-
sors, and indeed like all who plan for conjunct operations, Cossac had
to reconcile a number of divergent factors; for the choice of the area
of assault depended on a particular combination of offensive and
defensive qualities. As a base for the subsequent offensive, it must be
judged as it were in retrospect, by the shape of the later campaign. Its
position must conform to the final object, and both its position and the
hinterland must favour the attacker when the relative state of the
forces had been assessed. But this assessment was itself affected by the
extent to which the assault could be maintained. The size of the force
in the first phase, and the rate of its subsequent reinforcement, meant
that it must either have access to a port or group of ports, or must land
where it could be sustained for a given time until ports were available.
During that penod moreover, the assault area must be capable of
defence. Its position, and the facilities for the rapid development of
airfields, must allow full scope to the Allied superiority in the air; and
the terrain, while in due course favouring an attack inland, must
provide immediately for an adequate local defence.

1 See p. 22 above.
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The area finally selected would therefore represent the best com-
promise to be found between a number of competing demands. The
Combined Commanders had concentrated on two possible areas on the
north coast of France; and Cossac, after reviewing the whole coastline
of Europe from Norway to Spain, soon confirmed their choice. The
alternatives in France were the Pas de Calais, between Gravelines and
the river Somme, and the Caen-Cotentin area, including the Cotentin
peninsula with Cherbourg and the coast immediately to the eastward
as far as the river Orne. The Pas de Calais seemed attractive at first
sight. It had beaches of suitable capacity, though not all sheltered from
the prevailing wind, and air cover was easily maintained. But these
advantages brought their own disadvantages, for the coast was known
to be strongly defended and was within easy reach of the Germans’
main air concentrations. It was better suited, moreover, to a raid than
to an invasion. The harbours in the area could not themselves sustain
the forces required, while the necessary deployment to east or west,
towards the great ports of the Scheldt or of the Seine, involved an
awkward movement to the flank along the enemy’s front, and across
a series of important obstacles.

The Caen-Cotentin area presented an almost complete contrast.
Unlike the Pas de Calais, it lay far from the Allied air bases, and in-
volved a more open sea-passage. But, unlike the Pas de Calais, it pro-
vided two great ports, Cherbourg and Le Havre, in or close to the area.
There were several suitable beaches, some well sheltered from the
prevailing wind; the defences by land were much weaker than those to
the east; and while the Allied airfields were distant, so were those of the
enemy. But the advantages of the area did not apply equally to all of
its parts, and there were in fact three possible courses to consider. The
assault could be made on the Cotentin peninsula alone, or partly on
the Cotentin peninsula and partly in the Caen sector to the east, or
in the Caen sector alone. A landing on the peninsula would probably
lead to the early capture of Cherbourg, the goal of any operation in the
area. But it had few other advantages for attack or defence. The
country favoured neither the rapid development of airfields nor the
rapid deployment of troops, and although the peninsula could be
casily defended across its neck from the enemy’s counter-attacks, the
enemy for the same reason could seal off the attackers while he rein-
forced the neighbouring coasts against further assaults. Operations in
the peninsula could not in fact stand on their own. They demanded a
complementary attack from the flank, and thus simultaneous landings
in the Caen sector to the east. This second course suffered from two
disadvantages. First, and most important, it seemed doubtful if an
attack from the flank would succeed in its object, for the two sectors
were divided by a broad belt of marsh and intersecting streams.
Secondly, in the summer of 1943 there seemed unlikely to be enough

1
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These dispositions reflected different solutions to the same problem.
The Germans had to defend, the British and Americans to invade, a
Continent whose areas of assault must lie within range of the existing
Allied bases. The design for the attack derived its pattern from the
acceptance of the plan for ‘Overlord’. Studies for a return to the Con-
tinent had naturally been composed since the ejection of the British
from France in 1940, at first by the Joint Planning Staff and from
January, 1942 to April, 1943 by the Combined Commanders.! Their
investigations, varying with the changing conditions of the war, had
produced valuable results; and indeed in three papers in February and
March, 1943 they adumbrated with remarkable accuracy, although
on a different and hypothetical basis, many of the final decisions of
January and February, 1944. But such inquiries, pursued by a group
of commanders without a specific staff or a definite allocation of
resources, could only produce a series of deductions from a combina-
tion of probabilities. More precise guidance, and a more direct
responsibility, were needed before the studies could become plans.
Both were furnished in the first half of 1943. The agreement to
appoint a Chief of Staff to the Supreme Commander (Designate) was
followed at the ‘Trident’ Conference by the decision to invade the
Continent on 1st May, 1944, with a force initially of seven infantry
and two airborne divisions, supported in the ensuing campaign by
a further twenty divisions. By the beginning of June 1943, a single
planning authority was thus established with the essential data at his
disposal.

The plan itself appeared on 3oth July, 1943, five days before
British party sailed for the ‘Quadrant’ Conference. Like his predeces-
sors, and indeed like all who plan for conjunct operations, Cossac had
to reconcile a number of divergent factors; for the choice of the area
of assault depended on a particular combination of offensive and
defensive qualities. As a base for the subsequent offensive, it must be
Jjudged as it were in retrospect, by the shape of the later campaign. Its
position must conform to the final object, and both its position and the
hinterland must favour the attacker when the relative state of the
forces had been assessed. But this assessment was itself affected by the
extent to which the assault could be maintained. The size of the force
in the first phase, and the rate of its subsequent reinforcement, meant
that it must either have access to a port or group of ports, or must land
where it could be sustained for a given time until ports were available.
During that period, moreover, the assault area must be capable of
defence. Its position, and the facilities for the rapid development of
airfields, must allow full scope to the Allied superiority in the air; and
the terrain, while in due course favouring an attack inland, must
provide immediately for an adequate local defence.

1 See p. 22 above.
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The area finally selected would therefore represent the best com-
promise to be found between a number of competing demands. The
Combined Commanders had concentrated on two possible areas on the
north coast of France; and Cossac, after reviewing the whole coastline
of Europe from Norway to Spain, soon confirmed their choice. The
alternatives in France were the Pas de Calais, between Gravelines and
the river Somme, and the Caen-Cotentin area, including the Cotentin
peninsula with Cherbourg and the coast immediately to the eastward
as far as the river Orne. The Pas de Calais seemed attractive at first
sight. It had beaches of suitable capacity, though not all sheltered from
the prevailing wind, and air cover was easily maintained. But these
advantages brought their own disadvantages, for the coast was known
to be strongly defended and was within easy reach of the Germans’
main air concentrations. It was better suited, moreover, to a raid than
to an invasion. The harbours in the area could not themselves sustain
the forces required, while the necessary deployment to east or west,
towards the great ports of the Scheldt or of the Seine, involved an
awkward movement to the flank along the enemy’s front, and across
a series of important obstacles.

The Caen-Cotentin area presented an almost complete contrast.
Unlike the Pas de Calais, it lay far from the Allied air bases, and in-
volved a more open sea-passage. But, unlike the Pas de Calais, it pro-
vided two great ports, Cherbourg and Le Havre, in or close to the area.
There were several suitable beaches, some well sheltered from the
prevailing wind; the defences by land were much weaker than those to
the east; and while the Allied airfields were distant, so were those of the
enemy. But the advantages of the area did not apply equally to all of
its parts, and there were in fact three possible courses to consider. The
assault could be made on the Cotentin peninsula alone, or partly on
the Cotentin peninsula and partly in the Caen sector to the east, or
in the Caen sector alone. A landing on the peninsula would probably
lead to the early capture of Cherbourg, the goal of any operation in the
area. But it had few other advantages for attack or defence. The
country favoured neither the rapid development of airfields nor the
rapid deployment of troops, and although the peninsula could be
casily defended across its neck from the enemy’s counter-attacks, the
enemy for the same reason could seal off the attackers while he rein-
forced the neighbouring coasts against further assaults. Operations in
the peninsula could not in fact stand on their own. They demanded a
complementary attack from the flank, and thus simultaneous landings
in the Caen sector to the east. This second course suffered from two
disadvantages. First, and most important, it seemed doubtful if an
attack from the flank would succeed in its object, for the two sectors
were divided by a broad belt of marsh and intersecting streams.
Secondly, in the summer of 1943 there seemed unlikely to be enough
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assault shipping for the seven available divisions, all of which were
thought to be necessary if the two assaults were to succeed. Cossac
therefore favoured the third possibility, of a landing in the Caen sector
alone. The defences were known to be light, there were beaches of
suitable capacity, and the terrain favoured both an immediate local
defence by land and air and a subsequent advance.

But while the Caen sector seemed the most suitable in which to land,
it was not ideal. Its main disadvantage lay in the nature of the ‘beach
exits’. There were three large beaches which could be used for the
assault; but from the lie of the land, it was estimated that only some
12,100 vehicles could pass through them within twenty-four hours.
This constituted the transport for three assault divisions, and thus,
irrespective of the amount of shipping available, defined the weight of
the initial attack in that area from the sea. The only means of adding
to its weight was to land simultaneously west of the marshes, which
Cossac did not wish to do for the geographical reason already given.
He therefore proposed to pass two ‘follow-up’ divisions, and all further
reinforcements during the first phase, through the three beaches, whose
‘exits’ would by then have been enlarged. This programme demanded
a rapid expansion of the bridgehead, to accommodate the larger
forces; and for this purpose Cossac intended to drop two airborne
divisions, promised him at the ‘Trident’ Conference, a few miles inland
on the day of assault, with orders to capture certain strongpoints and
the town of Caen itself. After consolidating the perimeter, the combined
force would begin to move slowly south by the end of the first week. In
the second week, a part of the force would strike to the west, round the
base of the marshes and up the Cotentin peninsula to Cherbourg,
which it was hoped would fall within a fortnight of the initial landings.
By that time, eighteen divisions with five tank brigades would have
landed in, and passed through, the assault area.

The limitations of the initial assault defined strictly the circum-
stances in which it could take place. Cossac insisted that three con-
ditions must be fulfilled for the plan to stand a reasonable chance of
success. First, facilities must be devised which would enable a force of
up to eighteen divisions to be maintained in the assault-area, without
any other assistance in the initial phase and with little assistance for a
further two to three months while the captured ports were restored.
The methods which were finally adopted for this purpose will be
mentioned in a later chapter. Secondly, the strength of the Germans’
fighter aircraft available for north-west Europe must be severely
reduced by the date of the assault. The measures taken to achieve this

* See Chapter VIII, section I below.
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assault shipping for the seven available divisions, all of which were
thought to be necessary if the two assaults were to succeed. Cossac
therefore favoured the third possibility, of a landing in the Caen sector
alone. The defences were known to be light, there were beaches of
suitable capacity, and the terrain favoured both an immediate local
defence by land and air and a subsequent advance.

But while the Caen sector seemed the most suitable in which to land,
it was not ideal. Its main disadvantage lay in the nature of the ‘beach
exits’. There were three large beaches which could be used for the
assault; but from the lie of the land, it was estimated that only some
12,100 vehicles could pass through them within twenty-four hours.
This constituted the transport for three assault divisions, and thus,
irrespective of the amount of shipping available, defined the weight of
the initial attack in that area from the sea. The only means of adding
to its weight was to land simultaneously west of the marshes, which
Cossac did not wish to do for the geographical reason already given.
He therefore proposed to pass two ‘follow-up’ divisions, and all further
reinforcements during the first phase, through the three beaches, whose
‘exits’ would by then have been enlarged. This programme demanded
a rapid expansion of the bridgehead, to accommodate the larger
forces; and for this purpose Cossac intended to drop two airborne
divisions, promised him at the ‘Trident’ Conference, a few miles inland
on the day of assault, with orders to capture certain strongpoints and
the town of Caen itself. After consolidating the perimeter, the combined
force would begin to move slowly south by the end of the first week. In
the second week, a part of the force would strike to the west, round the
base of the marshes and up the Cotentin peninsula to Cherbourg,
which it was hoped would fall within a fortnight of the initial landings.
By that time, eighteen divisions with five tank brigades would have
landed in, and passed through, the assault area.

The limitations of the initial assault defined strictly the circum-
stances in which it could take place. Cossac insisted that three con-
ditions must be fulfilled for the plan to stand a reasonable chance of
success. First, facilities must be devised which would enable a force of
up to eighteen divisions to be maintained in the assault-area, without
any other assistance in the initial phase and with little assistance for a
further two to three months while the captured ports were restored.
The methods which were finally adopted for this purpose will be
mentioned in a later chapter.} Secondly, the strength of the Germans’
fighter aircraft available for north-west Europe must be severely
reduced by the date of the assault. The measures taken to achieve this

* See Chapter VIII, section I below.

EC









CONDITIONS FOR ‘OVERLORD’ 57

end are again described elsewhere.! Thirdly, the opposition on land
must not exceed a given figure during the first nine days of the opera-
tion, nor must it be reinforced beyond a further figure for the first two
months of the campaign. Cossac estimated these figures as follows. First,
the existing defences in the area chosen for the assault, which were
thought to be manned by some three ‘static’ divisions, must not be
strengthened between July, 1943 and May, 1944. This postulated an
effective scheme of deception, so as to achieve surprise. Secondly, the
defences must not be reinforced by more than three ‘active’ divisions, of
which one might be armoured, on D-day itself; by more than five
‘active’ divisions, of which two might be armoured,on D +10rD + 2;
and by more than nine ‘active’ divisions, of which four might be
armoured, by D + 8. Cossac submitted, as the most convenient for-
mula through which to express these results under the various
possible circumstances, that the enemy’s reserve in France and the
Low Countries should not be allowed to exceed twelve German
mobile field divisions on D-day.? Thirdly, the Germans should not be
in a position to transfer to France from other fronts in Europe more
than fifteen divisions of the first quality during the first two months
of the campaign.

In these circumstances, it seemed to the British that ‘Overlord’ was
to be regarded as only one, even if the most important, of the operations
to be undertaken in Europe; for only by action on other fronts could
Cossac’s demands be fulfilled~But such operations in turn must not
attract Allied forces which might otherwise be devoted or added to
‘Overlord’ itself. A careful balance must be struck, often in circum-
stances of considerable complexity, between the various possibilities.
It was on this question that the main argument turned for the rest of

1943.

! See Chapter VIII, section II below.

* This calculation represented an average to cover varying possibilities. ‘Depending on
how the various deterrents . . . were to function, there might well be fifteen German mobile
field divisions in France on D-day of which only half a dozen could ever arrive near Caen.
There might be a total of only ten such divisions available in the country, but five of these
miﬂlt be stationed within easy reach of our landing beaches.’ Stalin’s remark at Teheran,
in November 1943, referring to the twelve divisions, ‘What if there are thirteen?’, did not
tbere)fore ap%ly. (See Licut.-General Sir Frederick Morgan, Overture to Overlord (n.d., but
1950), pp. 162-3.)
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(ii)
The Role of the Italian Campaign

The only theatre in which these large diversionary operations could
be sustained was the Mediterranean. The Western Allies in August,
1943 were already containing in that area, by engagement and threat,
some twenty-nine German divisions and some 1,200 German aircraft;
the Allied forces in the theatre could not themselves be effectively
reduced for several months after the seven divisions had been removed
for ‘Overlord’,! thanks to the limitations of ocean shipping; and it was
in any case doubtful if the ports and facilities of Britain—the only
European alternative—could sustain operations other than those
already allotted to them for the summer of 1944. There was therefore
no reasonable alternative to developing the necessary campaign in the
south.

From August to December, 1943 there were three possible areas in
the Mediterranean in which large operations might be staged : in south-
ern France, with or without the earlier occupation of Sardinia and Cor-
sica; in Italy, with or without the complementary occupation of
Sardinia and Corsica; and in the Balkans, whether approached from
the Adriatic, from the Aegean, or from the Adriatic and Aegean.? The
choice between these possibilities was not static. It varied with the
varying situations that arose in the second half of 1943. It is in fact
necessary to examine the possibilities on five separate occasions during
this period: in the middle of August, on Italy’s surrender on 8th
September, in the last week of September, in the middle of October,
and towards the end of November. Their interaction may best be
appreciated, before we turn to the strategy which it suggested, by a
tour of the three areas in succession.

On the morning of grd September, 1943, exactly four years after
Britain had entered the war, British troops from Sicily landed at
Reggio di Calabria, on the toe of Italy and of the mainland of Europe.
On the morning of the gth, American and British troops from Sicily
and North Africa landed at Salerno, some 150 miles to the north.
These operations consumed all of the available assault shipping, and
the bulk of the active divisions in Sicily and North Africa. They there-
fore committed the Allied effort to Italy for the immediate future.

The Allies had been seriously contemplating the invasion of Italy
since May 1943, although the decision was not taken until late in July.

! See p. 25 above.
3 See Map 11, facing p. 57.
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Throughout this period, the arguments remained the same. The object
of operations in the Mediterranean was to place the Allies in such a
position that by May, 1944 they were containing, and would contain
for at least another three months, the necessary number of German
divisions to enable ‘Overlord’ to succeed. This strategy would more-
over ensure that the period before May, 1944 would be actively and
adequately filled. Its objects would be achieved most effectively if
Germany’s allies in the south could be detached from her, and if the
campaign struck at a vital point in her southern defences. The Italian
peninsula seemed to provide the best answer initially to both demands.
An invasion of Italy was the most likely course to drive the Italian
Government out of the war, and, if carried out in sufficient force,
would constitute a danger to the German position in the south that
could not be ignored. Apart from a loss of prestige which the Germans
could ill afford in the Mediterranean, it would directly threaten an
important industrial area, and would open air bases to the Allies
whence to bomb southern Germany and south-east Europe. These
results should follow in Italy itself; but a successful invasion might also
have important effects elsewhere. It might remove from the war the
Italian divisions outside Italy, mostly in the Balkans; and, though this
would be a matter for consideration, might even in due course open
the way to the southern approaches to the Reich. Whether or not the
Allies decided to pursue all of these consequences, the Germans could
reasonably be expected to assume that they might. They could there-
fore be counted on not to abandon Italy prematurely to her fate, and
thus to assist the Mediterranean Command to carry out part of its
function as defined at Quebec.

These strategic advantages had to be weighed against serious opera-
tional disadvantages. The terrain of Italy does not favour attack from
the south: indeed only the Byzantine general Belisarius in the sixth
century had succeeded in reaching the north, after landing, like the
British in 1943, at Reggio di Calabria. The southern provinces them-
selves are poor and undeveloped, marshy on the coasts and mountain-
ous inland ; and the mountains continue, in an unbroken and intricate
mass, up the centre of the peninsula as far as the Lombard plain.
Rivers and streams water the rocky valleys, quickly flooding in the
winter rains and providing further obstacles to an advance. Trans-
verse communications are poor, and the main roads in the centre pass
steeply and circuitously from north to south. The main traffic, how-
ever, avoiding this slow and difficult route, follows the plains which lie
along both coasts; but except in the neighbourhood of Foggia in the
east, and of Rome and Pisa in the west, these stretch inland for only a
few miles, and like the mountain valleys are often subject to winter
floods, as the swollen rivers descend from the central range. Military
operations must therefore commence on one or both flanks of
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the mountains, and must either continue along them in virtual
independence of each other, or proceed into the mountains themselves
against formidable natural obstacles. Only flanking attacks from the
sea can relieve the difficulties of a frontal advance.

There was thus a danger in 1943 that a large effort might be com-
pressed into a narrow front, where the defence held great advantages
over the attack, and where in consequence the enemy might contain
the Allies instead of the Allies containing the enemy. This risk, how-
ever, was acceptable for the early stages of the campaign, even if| as
was hoped, it was not offset by favourable political developments. A
more serious immediate danger lay in the strain which the separate
lines of advance must impose on administration and supply, and in
particular on the severely rationed shipping fleet available to the
theatre. The complex and uncertain political situation, moreover,
which might ease the initial operations, might add to these:administra-
tive demands, to the extent of interfering with the subsequent cam-
paign. In contrast, the enemy enjoyed not only interior lines of com-
munication, as was inevitable, but communications able to sustain a
larger force than he would in fact wish to deploy. The facilities of
northern Italy could maintain probably sixty divisions, although the
Germans would probably not concentrate more than thirty; while
there was a number of defensible positions in the centre and south, all
served by road and rail from the north. Nevertheless, the Allies con-
cluded that on balance the disadvantages could be countered and might
be outweighed by the advantages: by their command of the sea and
air, by the choice of action which they enjoyed from the possession of
the offensive, and by the political uncertainty throughout the theatre
which, in the absence of a central reserve, now haunted the Germans.

A campaign in Italy, of course, looked to the immediate rather than
to the distant future. If it went well, the Allies would have to develop
further operations, from Italy, designed in different and more favour-
able circumstances to meet the same purpose as the original invasion.
Such operations would then be consequences of, and not alternatives
to, the initial campaign. Meanwhile, the case for that campaign was
strengthened when it was compared with the alternatives.

There was no question as yet of attacking the south of France, until
much nearer the date for the main attack in the north.! A more serious
possibility lay in an attack on Sardinia and Corsica. This had already
been considered and rejected as an alternative to the attack on Sicily;
but its apparent advantages persisted in new circumstances. The islands
could probably be taken without great difficulty; their capture,
threatening both western Italy and southern France, would not com-
promise the Allies’ continued flexibility of manoeuvre; and it would
add a further success to an already successful year. But these were in

! See pp. 104-5 below.
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fact secondary advantages, or not advantages at all. Possession of the
islands would not comply with the directive for the theatre, neither
compelling Italy to surrender nor engaging German troops. In so far
as it affected the German dispositions, indeed, it would tend to keep
divisions in the south of France which the Allies wished to attract
elsewhere. The operations, moreover, might be brief, forcing the Allies
either to undertake fresh operations thereafter which could otherwise
have been undertaken earlier, or, more probably, to reorganize and
reconsider their plans, thus allowing the enemy a welcome respite from
attack. Finally, the islands might be secured without further ado by the
successful invasion of Italy. Their capture could thus not be seriously
considered as an alternative to that operation.

A more important alternative to Italy—in General Alexander’s
words, ‘the best alternative available’—lay in an attack on the Balkans.
Its advantages were seen clearly by the Germans. Domination of south-
east Eurape, long an aim of German governments, provided the Reich
with essential raw materials and offered a useful sanctuary for some
war industries subject to bombing from the west. The grain, oil and
minerals of the north, the timber and copper of the south, and the
chrome, copper and other minerals of Turkey to which the enemy thus
had access, formed an integral part of his war economy. But this
economic domination involved him in a difficult diplomatic task. The
political climate of south-east Europe, notoriously unstable, was ex-
ceptionally sensitive in war, and would at once be violently disturbed
by an Allied incursion into the Balkans. Finally, this delicate and vital
area offered a classic means of approach to the Reich; for no natural
obstacle divides Germany and Austria from the eastern plains, as the
Alps divide them from Italy. Thus, a Russian advance—and the
Russians were advancing—combined with an invasion from the
Mediterranean by the British and Americans, must prove a serious,
and might prove a decisive, threat, not only to south-east Europe but
to Germany herself, once the Western Allies had penetrated the crust
of the mountains in the south of the Balkan peninsula. In the opinion
of the German High Command, ‘domination of the Balkans as an
integral part of the Fortress of Europe is decisive from the point of view
of winning the war for tactical, military-political and economic
reasons’. :

This appreciation was reflected in the Germans’ dispositions and
plans for Italy and south-east Europe. Early in July 1943, when they
had six German divisions and one brigade in Italy and Sicily, they had
twelve German divisions and two brigades (with five satellite divisions
under German command) in south-east Europe and the Greek islands.
Hitler himself had been expecting the Allies to invade south-east
Europe at some point since May 1943, and the High Command
shared his view from June. The invasion of Sicily in July did not
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(i)
The Role of the Italian Campaign

The only theatre in which these large diversionary operations could
be sustained was the Mediterranean. The Western Allies in August,
1943 were already containing in that area, by engagement and threat,
some twenty-nine German divisions and some 1,200 German aircraft;
the Allied forces in the theatre could not themselves be effectively
reduced for several months after the seven divisions had been removed
for ‘Overlord’,! thanks to the limitations of ocean shipping; and it was
in any case doubtful if the ports and facilities of Britain—the only
European alternative—could sustain operations other than those
already allotted to them for the summer of 1944. There was therefore
no reasonable alternative to developing the necessary campaign in the
south.

From August to December, 1943 there were three possible areas in
the Mediterranean in which large operations might be staged : in south-
ern France, with or without the earlier occupation of Sardinia and Cor-
sica; in Italy, with or without the complementary occupation of
Sardinia and Corsica; and in the Balkans, whether approached from
the Adriatic, from the Aegean, or from the Adriatic and Aegean.® The
choice between these possibilities was not static. It varied with the
varying situations that arose in the second half of 1943. It is in fact
necessary to examine the possibilities on five separate occasions during
this period: in the middle of August, on Italy’s surrender on 8th
September, in the last week of September, in the middle of October,
and towards the end of November. Their interaction may best be
appreciated, before we turn to the strategy which it suggested, by a
tour of the three areas in succession.

On the morning of 3rd September, 1943, exactly four years after
Britain had entered the war, British troops from Sicily landed at
Reggio di Calabria, on the toe of Italy and of the mainland of Europe.
On the morning of the gth, American and British troops from Sicily
and North Africa landed at Salerno, some 150 miles to the north.
These operations consumed all of the available assault shipping, and
the bulk of the active divisions in Sicily and North Africa. They there-
fore committed the Allied effort to Italy for the immediate future.

The Allies had been seriously contemplating the invasion of Italy
since May 1943, although the decision was not taken until late in July.

! See p. 25 above.
3 See Map 11, facing p. 57.
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Throughout this period, the arguments remained the same. The object
of operations in the Mediterranean was to place the Allies in such a
position that by May, 1944 they were containing, and would contain
for at least another three months, the necessary number of German
divisions to enable ‘Overlord’ to succeed. This strategy would more-
over ensure that the period before May, 1944 would be actively and
adequately filled. Its objects would be achieved most effectively if
Germany’s allies in the south could be detached from her, and if the
campaign struck at a vital point in her southern defences. The Italian
peninsula seemed to provide the best answer initially to both demands.
An invasion of Italy was the most likely course to drive the Italian
Government out of the war, and, if carried out in sufficient force,
would constitute a danger to the German position in the south that
could not be ignored. Apart from a loss of prestige which the Germans
could ill afford in the Mediterranean, it would directly threaten an
important industrial area, and would open air bases to the Allies
whence to bomb southern Germany and south-east Europe. These
results should follow in Italy itself; but a successful invasion might also
have important effects elsewhere. It might remove from the war the
Italian divisions outside Italy, mostly in the Balkans; and, though this
would be a matter for consideration, might even in due course open
the way to the southern approaches to the Reich. Whether or not the
Allies decided to pursue all of these consequences, the Germans could
reasonably be expected to assume that they might. They could there-
fore be counted on not to abandon Italy prematurely to her fate, and
thus to assist the Mediterranean Command to carry out part of its
function as defined at Quebec.

These strategic advantages had to be weighed against serious opera-
tional disadvantages. The terrain of Italy does not favour attack from
the south: indeed only the Byzantine general Belisarius in the sixth
century had succeeded in reaching the north, after landing, like the
British in 1943, at Reggio di Calabria. The southern provinces them-
selves are poor and undeveloped, marshy on the coasts and mountain-
ous inland ; and the mountains continue, in an unbroken and intricate
mass, up the centre of the peninsula as far as the Lombard plain.
Rivers and streams water the rocky valleys, quickly flooding in the
winter rains and providing further obstacles to an advance. Trans-
verse communications are poor, and the main roads in the centre pass
steeply and circuitously from north to south. The main traffic, how-
ever, avoiding this slow and difficult route, follows the plains which lie
along both coasts; but except in the neighbourhood of Foggia in the
east, and of Rome and Pisa in the west, these stretch inland for only a
few miles, and like the mountain valleys are often subject to winter
floods, as the swollen rivers descend from the central range. Military
operations must therefore commence on one or both flanks of
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the mountains, and must either continue along them in virtual
independence of each other, or proceed into the mountains themselves
against formidable natural obstacles. Only flanking attacks from the
sea can relieve the difficulties of a frontal advance.

There was thus a danger in 1943 that a large effort might be com-
pressed into a narrow front, where the defence held great advantages
over the attack, and where in consequence the enemy might contain
the Allies instead of the Allies containing the enemy. This risk, how-
ever, was acceptable for the early stages of the campaign, even if, as
was hoped, it was not offset by favourable political developments. A
more serious immediate danger lay in the strain which the separate
lines of advance must impose on administration and supply, and in
particular on the severely rationed shipping fleet available to the
theatre. The complex and uncertain political situation, moreover,
which might ease the initial operations, might add to these:administra-
tive demands, to the extent of interfering with the subsequent cam-
paign. In contrast, the enemy enjoyed not only interior lines ‘of com-
munication, as was inevitable, but communications able to sustain a
larger force than he would in fact wish to deploy. The facilities of
northern Italy could maintain probably sixty divisions, although the
Germans would probably not concentrate more than thirty; while
there was a number of defensible positions in the centre and south, all
served by road and rail from the north. Nevertheless, the Allies con-
cluded that on balance the disadvantages could be countered and might
be outweighed by the advantages: by their command of the sea and
air, by the choice of action which they enjoyed from the possession of
the offensive, and by the political uncertainty throughout the theatre
which, in the absence of a central reserve, now haunted the Germans.

A campaign in Italy, of course, looked to the immediate rather than
to the distant future. If it went well, the Allies would have to develop
further operations, from Italy, designed in different and more favour-
able circumstances to meet the same purpose as the original invasion.
Such operations would then be consequences of, and not alternatives
to, the initial campaign. Meanwhile, the case for that campaign was
strengthened when it was compared with the alternatives.

There was no question as yet of attacking the south of France, until
much nearer the date for the main attack in the north.! A more serious
possibility lay in an attack on Sardinia and Corsica. This had already
been considered and rejected as an alternative to the attack on Sicily;
but its apparent advantages persisted in new circumstances. The islands
could probably be taken without great difficulty; their capture,
threatening both western Italy and southern France, would not com-
promise the Allies’ continued flexibility of manoeuvre; and it would
add a further success to an already successful year. But these were in

! See pp. 104-5 below.
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fact secondary advantages, or not advantages at all. Possession of the
islands would not comply with the directive for the theatre, neither
compelling Italy to surrender nor engaging German troops. In so far
as it affected the German dispositions, indeed, it would tend to keep
divisions in the south of France which the Allies wished to attract
elsewhere. The operations, moreover, might be brief| forcing the Allies
either to undertake fresh operations thereafter which could otherwise
have been undertaken earlier, or, more probably, to reorganize and
reconsider their plans, thus allowing the enemy a welcome respite from
attack. Finally, the islands might be secured without further ado by the
successful invasion of Italy. Their capture could thus not be seriously
considered as an alternative to that operation.

A more important alternative to Italy—in General Alexander’s
words, ‘the best alternative available’—lay in an attack on the Balkans.
Its advantages were seen clearly by the Germans. Domination of south-
east Europe, long an aim of German governments, provided the Reich
with essential raw materials and offered a useful sanctuary for some
war industries subject to bombing from the west. The grain, oil and
minerals of the north, the timber and copper of the south, and the
chrome, copper and other minerals of Turkey to which the enemy thus
had access, formed an integral part of his war economy. But this
economic domination involved him in a difficult diplomatic task. The
political climate of south-east Europe, notoriously unstable, was ex-
ceptionally sensitive in war, and would at once be violently disturbed
by an Allied incursion into the Balkans. Finally, this delicate and vital
area offered a classic means of approach to the Reich; for no natural
obstacle divides Germany and Austria from the eastern plains, as the
Alps divide them from Italy. Thus, a Russian advance—and the
Russians were advancing—combined with an invasion from the
Mediterranean by the British and Americans, must prove a serious,
and might prove a decisive, threat, not only to south-east Europe but
to Germany herself, once the Western Allies had penetrated the crust
of the mountains in the south of the Balkan peninsula. In the opinion
of the German High Command, ‘domination of the Balkans as an
integral part of the Fortress of Europe is decisive from the point of view
of winning the war for tactical, military-political and economic
reasons’.

This appreciation was reflected in the Germans’ dispositions and
plans for Italy and south-east Europe. Early in July 1943, when they
had six German divisions and one brigade in Italy and Sicily, they had
twelve German divisions and two brigades (with five satellite divisions
under German command) in south-east Europe and the Greek islands.
Hitler himself had been expecting the Allies to invade south-east
Europe at some point since May 1943, and the High Command
shared his view from June. The invasion of Sicily in July did not
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seriously disturb this belief, and indeed one of the reasons for .the
Germans’ defence of the island was to deny to the Allies for as long as
possible a base in the west for a subsequent Balkan campaign. As the
Italian Government grew steadily less effective, and as German sus-
picions of its intentions increased, the High Command’s main pre-
occupation remained the defence of the south-east, then so largely in
the hands of its ally. Plans for seizing control in Italy were accordingly
subordinated, throughout the first three weeks of July, to similar plans
for the Balkans. Throughout this period, the Germans moved troops to
the south-east, negotiated with the Italians for a reorganization of
command, and tried to bolster up the governments under their pro-
tection. As late as 21st July, Hitler placed Field Marshal Erwin
Rommel in command of a new Army Group designed to defend
Greece and the Aegean islands; and it was only on the 25th, when
Mussolini fell from power, that the plans for Italy gained an immediate
precedence. Even then, the Germans continued to reinforce south-east
Europe as well as Italy, until at the end of August it held some eighteen
German divisions; and again at the end of September, when the first
stage of the Italian campaign was over, their thoughts reverted to its
defence. It was not until November that they abandoned their belief in
an immediate Allied invasion of the Balkans; and then it was merely to
postpone the anticipated date until the following spring.

But the advantages of such a move at this stage were less apparent to
the Allies than to the Germans. In the first place, a campaign in south-
east Europe was not calculated, like a campaign in Italy, to lead to
Italy’s surrender; and if it did not, it would not remove from the war
the Italian forces in that area, or transfer their allegiance to the Allies.
Secondly, while operations in Italy might not lessen the Germans’
fears for the Balkans, operations in the Balkans must lessen their fears
for Italy, allowing them to use the facilities of the peninsula as a base
for south-east Europe, and to maintain unimpaired the existing system
of control over both areas. Thirdly, it would commit the Allies initially
to an even more difficult terrain, with worse communications, than that
of Italy, and to a more difficult approach. As Alexander later remarked,
in order to invade the Balkans from the south it would have been
necessary either to assemble a substantial force of aircraft carriers, or,
for the sake of air cover, to break into the outer ring of islands from
Crete to Rhodes; while the subsequent operations in difficult country
might often have demanded complementary landings from the sea,
which the promised removal of assault shipping from the Mediterran-
ean might well have rendered impossible. Operations against the
Balkans in the summer of 1943 must therefore have been launched
cither from the south, which would have consumed the available
resources and thus have precluded an invasion of Italy; or from the
south and west in conjunction with an invasion of Italy, which itself
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could then have been only on a minor scale. But, as we have already
seen, the invasion of Italy was considered essential; and, as we shall
now see, it had to be undertaken on a scale that rendered the second
alternative impossible.

For while the Allies at no stage wished to disperse their limited effort,
the exact margin of strength available for the rest of the Mediter-
ranean was finally settled by the strength required for the main opera-
tion. This in turn was dictated by a combination of geographical and
diplomatic considerations in August, 1943.

As the Mediterranean Command surveyed the Italian scene in the
summer, the prospects for invasion were not particularly encouraging.!
The limiting factor to any assault by this stage in the war was always
taken as air cover, and from his personal experience in France and
Burma Alexander was not likely to neglect it. There was no possibility
of providing that cover by sea, for there was no possibility
of getting the necessary aircraft carriers from other theatres. It must
therefore be provided by land-based fighters. If the Spitfire was taken
as the standard, this gave an operational limit of 180 miles. The arc of a
circle of that diameter, constructed on Messina in the north-east corner
of Sicily, cut the Italian coast in the Gulf of Salerno, and again at a
point on the Gulf of Taranto some fifteen miles west of Taranto itself.
Naples and Taranto, the two great prizes in southern Italy, thus lay
just outside the justifiable range of direct assault. The force for the
attack was moreover uncertain until the campaign in Sicily was well
under way. The first plans were therefore conservative, confined to
landings by two British Corps in Calabria at the beginning of Septem-
ber and October respectively, with complementary attacks on
Sardinia by an American Corps and on Corsica by a French division.
But these plans were soon extended, as the fighting in Sicily and an
uncertain political situation in Italy seemed to veer in favour of the
Allies. In the middle of July, the first had progressed well enough for
the commanders in the Mediterranean to consider a series of more
ambitious possibilities in the ‘toe’ and ‘heel’ of the peninsula; but
when Mussolini fell on the 25th, they decided that they might legiti-
mately risk a greater prize. On the 27th, they ordered Major-General
Mark Clark, commanding Fifth U.S. Army in North Africa, to pre-
pare plans for an assault on the port of Naples ‘with a view to preparing
a firm base for further offensive operations’. Such a task would demand
the use of resources still contained in Sicily, which were unlikely to be
available before the middle of August. Its target date was therefore
given as 7th September, the first day of the period in the ensuing
month when the moon would be most suitable.

! See Map V, facing p. 270.
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The operation against Naples (operation ‘Avalanche’) now took
precedence of the earlier possibilities. Its details were worked out over
the next three weeks. The assault was to be launched against the Gulf
of Salerno, some twenty-five miles south of Naples and at the extreme
limit of air cover. This fact, and the uncertain political situation which
made the operation possible, decreed that it should be mounted in
strength. The attacking force was composed of the British 1oth and
the American VI Corps,! consisting together of three infantry divisions
with a tank battalion and commandos, to be reinforced after three
days by one armoured and two infantry divisions. Part of an American
airborne division was also designed to be dropped from Sicily to the
north of Naples, to prevent the arrival of reinforcements for the enemy.
The landing would be covered from the sea by a substantial British
naval force, while aircraft from Sicily and from the carriers already
available would provide air cover until a base was established on the
mainland. _

These forces were to sail from North Africa and Sicily in an armada
of some three hundred assault ships and craft. The size of the assault
determined the shape of the complementary operations, to be chosen
from those already tabled. The end of the campaign in Sicily would
soon release one (13th) British Corps. At the end of July, General Sir
Bernard Montgomery, commanding the British Eighth Army, was
accordingly ordered to use it against Calabria as early as possible in
September. Another (5th) British Corps, in North Africa, was held in
reserve for a later and complementary attack on Calabria.

These plans were confirmed by the theatre commanders at a con-
ference on 16th August, the day before operations in Sicily ended, and
were approved by the Combined Chiefs of Staff on the 18th. A bare
three weeks thus remained in which to prepare an enterprise to which
the Allies were now irrevocably committed. The preparations could
not but attract the attention of the enemy, and their success therefore
depended on the achievement of strategic surprise or on the exploita-
tion of a favourable political situation. But the political uncertainty,
which had hitherto favoured the Allies, now, by its continuation,
militated against them. The Italians secretly opened negotiations for
surrender on 15th August. But the impulse came chiefly from the
General Staff, now resigned to defeat but eager to mitigate the con-
sequences by transferring the Italian forces to the victor. Such a plan,
while offering to the Allies a greater eventual advantage than a mere
act of surrender, presented a greater immediate disadvantage. The
transfer of forces, to be effective, must be concerted with the invasion
itself, and the Italians were therefore anxious to know the Allies’ in-
tentions in detail. But the Allies, concerned for security and aware that

! Throughout this volume, in order to distinguish them, British Corps will be given
in Arabic, and American in Roman, figures.
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their plan was not such as further to embolden the Italians, refused to
comply, and the negotiations accordingly hung fire. It was not until
grd September that the plenipotentiaries signed the military terms of
surrender in Sicily, and not until the evening of the 8th that Marshal
Badoglio could be induced to announce them publicly from Rome.
Even then, the uncertainty of his intentions, and the manner of his
final decision, were such that most of the Italian forces failed to
respond.

Meanwhile, the Allies were well aware that the military situation
was turning against them. The Germans were known to be reinforcing
their six divisions in Sicily and Italy. In the course of July, their High
Command prepared plans for disarming the Italians and for deploying
German divisions in their place, for seizing control in Rome, and for
guaranteeing communications with Germany and with the east. As
has been seen, these were given precedence over similar plans for the
Balkans after the 25th, and the preparatory deployment then got under
way. Two divisions were withdrawn from southern France, and a new
Army Group, consisting of some eight divisions from other fronts, was
concentrated secretly near Munich for the occupation of northern
Italy. This last force was placed under the command of Rommel.
Meanwhile, German reinforcements for Sicily were halted, prepara-
tions made to evacuate the German troops already on the island, and
the four divisions in central and southern Italy held ready to disarm
and take over the Italians. By 3rd September, the deployment was
complete. The eight divisions from Germany were in northern Italy,
forming Army Group B; and another eight divisions (the six already
in central and southern Italy and in Sicily, plus the two withdrawn
from France) were in central and southern Italy, forming, with one and
a half German divisions already in Sardinia and Corsica, Tenth Army
under Field Marshal Albert Kesselring, the German Commander-in-
Chief in the South.

But while the enemy was thus prepared for the Allies, he over-
estimated their strength and in consequence misjudged their plan of
campaign. While in fact they looked immediately no further than
Rome and its airfields, he was prepared to retreat at once to the line
Massa Carrara-Pesaro, across the Apennines to the north of Florence.
He was even prepared, at the worst, to pull back to the line of the Po;
at best, he hoped to stand on a line Grosseto-Perugia-Ancona, through
the Apennines to the south of Lake Trasimene. All such plans, of
course, ceded Rome in the course of the retreat.

The Allies were well informed of these movements and intentions.
They therefore decided to adhere to their existing plans. An alternative
to ‘Avalanche’ was indeed considered on 24th August, whereby Fifth
Army would land in the ‘heel’ of Italy to capture the ports of Taranto
and Brindisi. But this operation, it was thought, could not be carried
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out before 21st September, and in any case seemed unduly cautious.
On 3rd September, accordingly, the earlier plan was put into effect.
Montgomery’s 13th Corps crossed the narrow Straits of Messina to
Reggio, while on the same day the first of the convoys for Salerno
sailed from North Africa. The rest followed over the next four days.
On the evening of the 8th, they joined company off the Gulf of Salerno.
As they headed towards the land, the troops, like the Italians and the
Germans, learned that Italy had surrendered.

The invasion of Italy was thus set on foot before the surrender was
announced. By then, there was little left with which to exploit the
occasion. When the plenipotentiaries signed the military terms on
grd September, the Allied commanders surveyed the possibilities that
remained to their Command. The most fruitful gains seemed to lie in
the western Balkans, and in some of the Ionian and Aegean islands.
But these all lay outside their province, in the Middle East Command!;
the bulk of their assault divisions and assault shipping was engaged;
and an unknown commitment in Italy lay ahead. An important
target, moreover, and the means for its capture, lay closer to hand.
Once fighting began near Reggio and Salerno, no German troops were
likely to remain within striking distance of the Gulf of Taranto. It
therefore seemed possible that the port of Taranto itself, whose im-
mediate capture had not hitherto been envisaged, might be taken un-
opposed. A spare airborne division was already assembled in North
Africa, awaiting passage to England as one of the seven divisions for
‘Overlord’ and meanwhile, thanks to lack of transport aircraft and
shipping, apparently condemned to idleness. The navy managed at
short notice to provide for its embarkation and cover, and on 2nd
September the division occupied Taranto without a fight. Two
divisions, already held at Alexander’s disposal, were then withdrawn,
one from Sicily and one from the Middle East, and were put into the
port. Meanwhile, 13th Corps’ progress in Calabria had removed the
necessity for 5th Corps’ subsequent attack®. The force at Taranto was
accordingly placed under 5th Corps’ headquarters, which, with 13th
Corps, formed Eighth Army on the mainland. Thus, on gth September,
13th British Corps (two divisions) was moving through Calabria, 5th
British Corps (soon to be three divisions) was in Taranto, and Fifth
Army (one British and one American Corps, comprising some three
divisions in the assault, and another three to follow up) was landing at
Salerno.

The uncertainties of the final events surrounding the Italian sur-
render prevented its purpose from being achieved. The armed forces in

* See Rear End-paper.

2 See p. 64 above.
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Italy received no warning of their Government’s intentions, and the
result was a fatal apathy and disorganization. Only the Fleet observed
the terms of surrender to the Allies: the land and air forces found them-
selves surrendering instead to the Germans. The Germans indeed
moved so fast near Rome and in the south that by 10th September they
had disarmed all the Italian divisions, and could turn, without fear of
interference, to face the Allies at Salerno. This was the easier since the
American airborne division, designed to impede the enemy’s rein-
forcement of that area,! had first been kept in reserve to assist the
Italians near Rome and then, in the final confusion, held inactive in
Sicily. The landings were therefore contested, and some very hard
fighting ensued. It was not until 16th September, by which time four
German divisions were opposing eight Allied divisions in the beach-
head, that the enemy withdrew as a result of the frontal pressure,
combined with the threat from Eighth Army in the south.

But the end of the battle, as so often, was followed by a sudden
retreat. By 2oth September, Fifth Army was pushing towards the
north, while Eighth Army had crossed the central mountains and was
moving up the eastern plain. By the end of the month, Eighth Army
had reached and captured the plain of Foggia, with its important
group of airfields; and on 1st October Fifth Army entered Naples. In
the same period, the Germans withdrew from Sardinia and Corsica,
where local guerrillas and, in Corsica, French forces from North Africa
were soon active.

Towards the end of September, the prospects therefore seemed
bright; and Eisenhower and Alexander issued their instructions for the
winter. The former, on the 26th, ordered the Allied forces in Italy to
secure air bases in the area of Rome as their next objective. The latter,
on the 21st, had already envisaged a comprehensive plan based on this
immediate intention. The operations were divided into four phases.
The first was the consolidation of the line Salerno-Bari. Thiswas already
almost complete. The second was the capture of Foggia, and the
capture and employment of Naples. This was to be complete within
the next few weeks. The third phase aimed at securing Rome with its
airfields, and the road and rail junction of Terni to the north. This, it
was hoped, would be complete before the end of the year. The last
phase was to end in the capture of Arezzo, Florence and Leghorn.
Plans for the last two phases were to be flexible, and were to take full
advantage of opportunities for sea- and airborne attack,

The success of these plans depended on the Germans’ reaction; for
the weight and speed of the offensive were not such in themselves as to
command events. The timing of the third phase was based on the
assumption that the enemy still intended to withdraw under pressure
to a line in the northern Apennines, contesting Rome and its environs

1 See p. 64 above.
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only in the course of the retreat. In these circumstances, Alexander’s
immediate superiority would gain the necessary results before the true
balance of forces was redressed. But if the Germans were able to delay
the advance, and to contest the ‘waist’ of Italy until the weather broke
towards the end of October, the inherent flaws in the Allies’ position
would become apparent.

By the middle of October, it seemed possible that this would be the
case. For the course of the fighting early in the month, and intelligence
received between the 8th and the 10th, suggested for the first time that
the Germans had changed their plan of campaign. As both Armies
pressed forward from Foggia and Naples, they encountered a stronger
and more confident resistance. We now know, indeed, that as early as
15th September Kesselring expected the Allies to pause after capturing
Foggia, which was regarded as the gateway to the Balkans. The Ger-
man High Command accepted this assumption, and decided to fight
as long as possible in central Italy, so as to upset further moves before
the winter. It accordingly ordered Tenth Army to retreat gradually
into the Apennines, and deployed Army Group B in the north to
counter possible Allied landings in Liguria or Istria. These movements
were complete by 28th September. Tenth Army, despite an almost
complete lack of air support, managed to withdraw intact across the
Campanian plain, and was then able to yield more slowly, and in
controlled order, a series of defensible mountain positions; and on 6th
October, Kesselring submitted to the High Command that he should
not retreat, as he had hitherto been prepared, to the line Grosseto-
Perugia-Ancona, but should stand for as long as possible in suitable
positions south of Rome. He suggested as the first of these, the line
river Garigliano-Monte Cassino—river Sangro.

The High Command itself had already reached the same conclusion.
On 4th October, the Fuehrer issued a directive for the winter to the
Italian Commands, and on the 6th to the Command in the Balkans.

‘The enemy’, he informed Kesselring, ‘may be expected to direct
his main operation against the south-east area from Italy, pos-
sibly with the assistance of forces from Africa. It cannot yet be
determined whether he will cross from southern Italy into
Albania, Montenegro and southern Croatia, or whether he will
first try to push further north in order to create a base in central
Italy from which to attack northern Croatia and Istria.’

He ordered the German Tenth Army to fight a delaying action to the
line Gaeta-Ortona, which it should hold with five divisions and two in
reserve, while the rest guarded the coasts in the rear and around Rome.
Army Group B would meanwhile organize the defence of northern
Italy, paying particular attention to the Ligurian coast. If the Allies
showed signs of transferring the weight of their forces to the Balkans,
Kesselring should plan an attack on Apulia. A further directive
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defined the Germans’ ‘Winter Position’,! from the mouth of the
Garigliano in the west, along that river and the upper Volturno, past
Monte Cassino at the foot of the Liri valley, through the Apennines
and along the river Sangro to the Adriatic. At the end of September,
Kesselring began to construct its defences in a series of positions in
depth, with two forward lines (the ‘Gustav’ and ‘Bernhard’ positions),
the second of which hinged on the main line at Cassino.

Throughout October the enemy gradually withdrew, under severe
pressure from both Fifth and Eighth Armies. In the east, Eighth Army
took the port of Termoli early in the month, and then fought its way
forward slowly across the Trigno and Biferno to the Sangro, whose
southern bank it reached in the first week of November. In the west,
Fifth Army forced the Volturno, and after stubborn fighting in the
mountains to the north of the Campanian plain, stood in the first week
of November on the southern bank of the Garigliano, as far as Monte
Cassino. At the beginning of November, five German divisions, with
two in reserve, faced Fifth Army, and two German divisions opposed
Eighth Army. Work on the Winter Position was still far from complete;;
but the nature of the terrain and the advent of bad weather powerfully
assisted the defence, and committed the Allies to a frontal attack in the
most unpromising conditions. The German preparations for the winter
were completed in the course of November by a redistribution of
command, whereby Kesselring took over the whole of the Italian
theatre, as Commander-in-Chief, South-West and Army Group C.
The new Army Group consisted of the Tenth Army and a new Army,
the Fourteenth, comprising the eight divisions of the former Army
Group B. Rommel was transferred to a command in north-west
Europe. The Germans’ balance of strength between Italy and the
Balkans, and the totals involved, showed how the situation had
changed in the past two months. Whereas early in July they had had
some six divisions in the Italian zone and approximately twelve in
south-east Europe, the figures were now some twenty-five and twenty-
four respectively.

The developments in October at once affected the Allies’ plans, and
on the 21st—exactly a month after he had issued his first instructions
for the winter>— Alexander presented a further appreciation. This
showed the position in Italy to be in an interesting, and indeed a
critical, state for the Allies. Whereas in mid-September there had been
thirteen Allied and some eighteen German divisions in the country, at
the end of October there were eleven Allied and some twenty-five
German divisions. The initial intention, to contain as many Germans
as possible, was thus being amply fulfilled, but to a degree which was
now bringing its own anxieties. Two results might arise from the

' The German word was ‘Winterstellung’. T '

? See p. 67 above.

.
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enemy’s strategy for the winter. First, he might stand strongly on the
defensive for several months, weakening his opponents enough in that
time for him to reduce his forces in Italy before the Allies invaded
north-west France. Secondly, he might stage a local offensive, aimed
for instance at the recapture of Naples, which if successful would gain
him a welcome respite, and if unsuccessful would probably send him
back only into the Winter Position. It was therefore essential not to
relax pressure throughout the winter. As Alexander remarked, ‘if we
can keep the enemy ‘“‘on his heels” until [the spring of 1944], we shall
be certain of retaining in Italy the divisions already there; we might
even draw still more into the theatre, while still keeping him sufficiently
off-balance to be unable to seize the initiative from us; finally, if he
were to launch a great counter-offensive next spring, we should
welcome it . . .

On this appreciation, Alexander developed a plan of campaign. The
revised German strategy had its weak spots, the most pronounced of
which was the necessity to defend Rome and its environs. Not only was
the capital the focus of communications from the north, but its loss,
after the line had apparently been stabilized to the south, would
represent a more serious diplomatic defeat than would have been the
case from the earlier German plan. A direct attack on Rome from the
sea, moreover, would now threaten the enemy’s rear. He was thus
likely to respond in force to the combination of movements involved in
such an operation. The ensuing battle might indeed decide the fate of
Italy, and exhaust a large measure of the enemy’s strength in southern
Europe. Alexander therefore proposed a general offensive, starting in
November, for the capture of Rome and its communications. In the
east, he intended to establish Eighth Army on the high ground north
of Pescara, whence it could turn south-west, along one of the few
good transverse roads in central Italy, to Avezzano and Rome. Fifth
Army would meanwhile aim due north at Rome along the only
suitable approach, the valley of the Liri. The first stage here would be
to force the dominating position of Monte Cassino. Each of these
attacks was to be assisted if possible by a seaborne assault, in the east
by a brigade group, and in the more sensitive western sector by at least
one division with armour. The western assault was considered essential
to the success of Fifth Army’s frontal attack. Eisenhower accepted the
appreciation, and approved the plans, on 24th October.

As Alexander pointed out, the new proposals did not depart from
the earlier plan of campaign, but only affected its timing. But this was
enough to throw into relief difficulties which had been inherent in the
invasion itself. These centred on, and were expressed by, a shortage of
assault shipping, needed not only for the landings on both coasts of
Italy but for the reinforcement of the formations already in the penin-
sula. Neither demand was new. Landings from the sea had always been
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designed as part of the campaign, while supply and reinforcement had
of course been under way since September. But the turn of events in
October produced a definite demand for seaborne assaults, as an in-
tegral and indeed an essential element in the revised timetable, at a
time when the administrative tasks, already in some difficulties, were
being complicated by new burdens.

The problem of immediate supply had been largely solved by the
beginning of October. The sea routes to Taranto and Brindisi, the
ports themselves and their communications, were by then organized
for the maintenance of Eighth Army, itself by then moving at a slower
pace; while in the west, Fifth Army was supplied adequately from
Sicily through harbours in the Gulf of Salerno. Naples itself was put
into working order by the middle of October, to sustain the operations
in the west. A more serious problem was that of reinforcement. At the
beginning of October, the Mediterranean Command planned to have
some 133 divisions in Italy by the middle of the month, and some 18
by February, 1944. This was a slow rate of reinforcement; but at the
end of October it was not certain that it could be maintained. On
21st October, Alexander calculated that whereas the Allies had ex-
pected to put 1,300 vehicles a day into Italy, they were in fact putting
in only 2,000 a week, and that only fourteen to fifteen divisions would
be in the country by the end of December, and a further two by
February, 1944. While Eisenhower did not accept these figures, he was
no more inclined than Alexander to underrate the difficulties. The
trouble lay largely in two independent commitments, both enjoined on
the theatre—one not without the support of its Commander-in-Chief—
by the Combined Chiefs of Staff.

The first commitment lay in the necessity to withdraw seven divisions
(three British, four American) from the theatre by the end of Novem-
ber 1943, to return to the United Kingdom for ‘Overlord’, due in the
following May. Of these seven divisions, one was armoured and one
airborne, all were active and experienced formations, and three were
engaged in the fighting in Italy in September. The Mediterranean
Command had thus to allow not only for the loss of seven good
divisions available for immediate use, whose place would be taken in
due course by French divisions still forming or equipping in North
Africa, but for the withdrawal of three of them from the current battle.
Two divisions had indeed disappeared for this reason by the last week
in October.!

The second commitment was, as it were, the reverse of the first.
While divisions were being withdrawn, the Command was enjoined to
put into Italy as soon as possible a substantial force of bombers. For
one of the principal reasons for the invasion of Italy, particularly to the

1 See p. 69 above.
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Anmericans, had been the prospect of bombing Germany and her satel-
lites from the south. Not only could the Allies then reach fresh targets,
but the harassed German defences could be subjected to a greater and
more continuous strain, while the air forces in Britain were corre-
spondingly relieved. A strategic air force in Italy was accepted at
Quebec as an integral part of ‘Pointblank’,! and the consequent
movement of aircraft enjoyed the high priority accorded to that cam-
paign. In September 1943, there were six groups of heavy bombers in
the Mediterranean, consisting of some 250 aircraft. Their transfer from
North Africa began towards the end of the month, when the airfields
near Foggia were captured, and was designed to be complete by the
end of October. In the same period, half a reconnaissance group and
two fighter groups were to be moved to Italy. This commitment, which
of course supported the immediate needs of the campaign as well as
‘Pointblank’, made a considerable demand on shipping in the early
days of the invasion. But the Americans, increasingly anxious to reduce
the heavy casualties suffered by their Eighth Air Force from Britain,
decided in October to take further advantage of the new base in the
south, and to redistribute their bombers in different proportions
between the United Kingdom and Italy. They therefore announced
that they proposed to replace Eisenhower’s existing Twelfth U.S.
Army Air Force (consisting of six heavy bomber groups, fifteen fighter
groups and one reconnaissance group) by a new Fifteenth U.S. Army
Air Force, which by the end of March, 1944 was to consist of twenty-
one heavy bomber groups, seven long-range fighter groups and one
reconnaissance group. Of these, twelve bomber groups, four fighter
groups and the reconnaissance group were to be in Italy by the end of
December, 1943. The planned expansion of Eighth U.S. Air Force in
the United Kingdom would be reduced accordingly. The shipping
required for the twenty-one heavy bomber groups alone amounted to
rather more than that required for two divisions of troops, while their
maintenance demanded nearly as much shipping as that of Eighth
Army. Whatever its strategic advantage, the move was therefore likely
to prove an embarrassment to the Italian campaign. As the authorities
immediately responsible for that campaign, the British Chiefs of Staff
at once raised this argument, and pointed out to the Americans that
until the armies had reached Rome, the air forces could not in any
case be usefully employed. There was indeed a real danger that the
bombers sent from the United States to North Africa might have to
stay there unused for some months, whereas if they were sent to
Britain, as hitherto planned, they could be used almost at once against
Germany. In the event, the Americans had their way over the distribu-
tion of the air effort,? but the commanders in the theatre meanwhile

1 See p. 6 above.
2 See pp. 196-7 below.
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decided to bring the aircraft into Italy more slowly, transferring the
first six bomber groups alone by the end of 1943. Even so, the move
threw a heavy strain on shipping.

This strain fell particularly on assault shipping, so much more
economical than cargo shipping in the transport of vehicles and
armour. But in the third week of October, the Mediterranean was due
to lose 8o per cent of its L.S.T. and L.S.1., and two-thirds of its landing
craft, within the next six weeks. The programme for the L.S.T. was as
follows: :

British: 12 to leave for the United Kingdom on
12th November,
12 on 22nd November,
16 on 2nd December,
16 on 12th December.
Total 56.
American: 12 to leave for the United Kingdom on 2nd November,
12 on 12th November,
24 on 22nd November (all dates approximate).
Total 48.

The new pressure for reinforcements, and for landings on the coasts of
Italy, thus came at a time when the necessary ships and craft were
destined to be removed.

On 31st October, General Eisenhower accordingly telegraphed to
the Combined Chiefs of Staff. The ‘critical factor’ in the theatre’s plans
was now the fate of the assault ships and craft, which were required to
reinforce formations already in Italy, to prepare for a landing or
landings behind the enemy’s lines with at least one division, and to help
move bombers from North Africa. On the current programme, they
could complete the first of these tasks by 15th December, but not the
second or third in their entirety. If, however, all of the fifty-six British
L.S.T., and twelve of the American, could be held in the Mediter-
ranean until 15th December, they could complete their first task,
mount an assault with one division, and transfer approximately one-
third of the six bomber groups to Italy. If they could be held until 5th
January, 1944, they could complete the whole programme, sailing
thereafter to arrive'in Britain between the last week in January and the
end of February.

‘I am not certain’, Eisenhower ended, ‘what effect the two
alternatives described would have on ‘Overlord’, but I am
very sure that the success of our operation in this area will have
a great effect on ‘Overlord’ and a greater on ‘Pointblank.’
Therefore, while I am reluctant to repeat my previous request
for delay in returning L.S.T.’s to the United Kingdom the
enormous value to us of being able to use these additional
L.S.T.’s for a comparatively short period beyond the time
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originally scheduled for their return is so impressive from our
local viewpoint that I have decided after consultation with my
senior commanders again to present these facts for your con-
sideration. Should later developments show that some of our
proposed Amphibious operations are impracticable or can be
executed on a smaller scale, to speed up return of corresponding
craft, you can depend on me.’

Alexander’s estimate of the situation had alarmed the authorities in
London, already unhappy about the coming withdrawal of assault
shipping from the Mediterranean. On 26th October, the British
Chiefs of Staff had indeed informed their American colleagues that
they intended to let Eisenhower keep his British L.S.T. ‘for the time
being’. His message of the 31st was therefore sympathetically received.
On 4th November, the Chiefs of Staff again telegraphed to Washing-
ton, mentioning no date for the return of the L.S.T. from the Mediter-
ranean, but urging that Eisenhower should be allowed free use of such
assault shipping as he needed for the vigorous prosecution of his
operations. Otherwise, in their view, ‘we shall be faced with a long
drawn-out campaign involving a series of frontal attacks at heavy
cost’. On the same day, the Prime Minister telegraphed to the Presi-
dent on the same lines. The Americans, who were affected by the fate
of twelve L.S.T. compared with the British fifty-six, agreed without
delay that the sixty-eight ships should stay in the theatre, but sug-
gested 15th December as the determining date; and the Combined
Chiefs of Staff informed Eisenhower accordingly on 6th November.

The commanders in the Mediterranean had thus gained a respite.
But, as Eisenhower had pointed out, the difference between 15th
December and 5th January might mean the difference between partial
and complete success. Alexander repeated this argument on 6th
November to the C.I.G.S., concluding that Eisenhower must therefore
postpone either the seaborne assaults or the transfer of the strategic air
force to Italy. On his own calculation, the L.S.T. must stay in the
Mediterranean until 15th January—ten days later than the date given
by Eisenhower—if both objects were to be achieved. Eisenhower tele-
graphed in the same sense to the Combined Chiefs of Staff. The
British Chiefs of Staff had not taken the date of 15th December as final,
nor did they anticipate that the Joint Chiefs of Staff would do so. On
7th November, the C.I.G.S. accordingly instructed Alexander in
private to plan on the assumption that the L.S.T. would stay in the
Mediterranean until 15th January. The Chiefs of Staff meanwhile
approached their American colleagues in the same sense.

On 8th November, Eisenhower was therefore able to issue a fresh
directive for the winter.! After reaffirming the object given earlier, the
capture of the area of Rome, he specified three immediate tasks: the

1 See p. 67 above.
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reinforcement of the Allied land forces and of the air forces required for
their support; the completion of the transfer of six heavy bomber
groups to Italy by the end of 1943, followed by the introduction of
other groups according to the circumstances; and the prosecution of
operations designed to secure the general line Civitavecchia-Terni. On
the same day, Alexander issued his directive for the third object. Fifth
Army, whose strength had been drained first at Salerno and more
recently by hard fighting in the mountains, was ordered to pause and
regroup. Meanwhile, Eighth Army was to gain possession of the trans-
verse road from Pescara to Avezzano. When that had been achieved,
Fifth Army would attack up the Liri valley to Frosinone, some forty
miles south of Rome. At that point—as it was hoped, at the turn of the
year—a seaborne landing would be made to the south of Rome,
directed on the Alban Hills. Eighth Army would receive the bulk of the
air support in the first phase, and Fifth Army thereafter. On 13th
November, Fifth Army paused to regroup, and the first phase began in
the attack on the main Winter Position.

(i)
The Consequences in the

Eastern Mediterranean

The course of the fighting in Italy set the pattern further east. We have
seen how in August, 1943 the authorities in the theatre had con-
sidered the eastern as an alternative scene of action to the central
Mediterranean. Thereafter it figured as a complement. In September,
the prospects seemed bright. The Allies now held ports and airfields
along the southern Adriatic coast of Italy; thirty-two Italian divisions
had been removed from the Balkan scene after Italy’s surrender; and
the southern Balkans themselves, as a result, were in a ferment. The
British, within whose Middle East Command the whole of this area fell,
had two reasons to exploit the favourable situation. First, continued
unrest in south-east Europe would contain German divisions in the
immediate future which might otherwise be sent to other fronts,
probably to Italy or Russia. But secondly, success in Italy at any time
before May, 1944 would leave an interval when other pressure must be
applied in support of ‘Overlord’, which might well prove possible only
in the south-east. The question, therefore, for the British at this time
was how to bring the greatest immediate pressure to bear on this area,
within the strict limits imposed at Quebec on strategy and resources,
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and with the possibility of greater continuous pressure proving neces-
sary within the next few months. Their choice of action depended on
a particular combination of local military and diplomatic factors.

There were three possible areas in south-east Europe in which to
conduct operations, separately or in combination: Yugoslavia,
Greece, and the Aegean. At the end of September 1943, Yugoslavia
might seem at first sight to have offered most. The Germans were in
an awkward, possibly a dangerous, position; while the British for the
first time exercised some influence over the Yugoslavs. To appreciate
the exact position, we must retrace our steps to the spring of 1941.

When the Germans invaded Yugoslavia in April of that year, they
provided a new context for the traditional rivalries within the modern
State, which centred on the ancient division of the country between
Serbs and Croats. The Royal Yugoslav Government, composed mostly
of Serbs, fled with the young King Peter to Cairo, whence they re-
moved later to London; and the invaders established in its place a
puppet Administration under the Serbian Nedic. Two main move-
ments of resistance soon coalesced: the Serbian ‘Cetniks’ under Draza
Mihailovic, an officer of the Royal Yugoslav Army; and the Croat
‘Partisans’ under Josep Broz, the Secretary-General of the illegal Yugo-
slav Communist Party, who in orthodox style adopted the prosopopoeia
of Tito (“The Hammer’). The Cetniks were first in the field. Like their
predecessors in the wars against the Turks, from whom they took their
name, they represented the spirit of militant Serb nationalism, which
had so often defied the invader and had placed a Karageorgevic on the
throne of Yugoslavia to serve the destiny of his race. But the very
success of their efforts, which in the past had turned the Serbs’ resist-
ance into revolution, now made of it a potentially conservative move-
ment. As heirs to the ruling element, the Cetnik leaders were concerned
to preserve their provinces from the worst excesses of the conqueror,
and to subdue pretentions from the Croats which might threaten the
former balance of power. These objects could best be achieved by the
establishment and preservation of organized bands, designed to harry
but not as yet to challenge the occupying powers, and to repel or sub-
due such Croat rivals as might emerge. To the Germans and Italians,
opposition of this calibre was not likely to prove very serious. Whether
indeed there would be opposition depended chiefly on the activities of
the Croats; and Mihailovic was in fact led, by the logic of his case and
despite his own conception of honour, to compromise both with Nedic
and with the Italians against whom he had taken up, and remained in,
arms.

The position of the Partisans was essentially simpler. As Croats, they
had less power to retain; as Communists, fewer scruples to observe.
The Communist Party, which provided the Croat guerrillas with their
direction and organization, seems not to have emerged as a movement
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of resistance as quickly as the Cetniks. At any rate, it was not until the
late summer of 1941, after Germany had declared war on Russia, that
its activity was such as to bring it equally into prominence. But once it
set to work, it soon produced results. The Partisan leaders had a
continuous experience of secret obstruction since the party had been
outlawed in 1921, and their activities were limited by consideration
for the people whom they affected only to the extent that this might
influence the attainment of their goal. It was thus not surprising that
their followers soon became a serious nuisance to the enemy. Nor was
it long before they were also embroiled with the Serbian guerrillas, in a
struggle for power whose complex ramifications were in the true
tradition of Balkan warfare.

The Western Allies at first knew little of either movement. But in the
summer of 1941 Mihailovic attracted their attention and sympathy.
This was partly the result of the favour with which he was naturally
regarded by the exiled Royal Yugoslav Government, which gave him
its blessing as leader of the Yugoslav forces, appointed him in absentia
Minister for War, and promoted his cause in London. But it was also
because the authorities in London themselves approved of his methods,
in contrast to those of the Partisans. The British Government—or
rather the agent of the British Government in these matters, the
Special Operations Executive (S.0.E.)—was always anxious to restrain
the subversive movements in Europe from activities which would lead
to their premature destruction. Their réle, according to S.O.E., was
rather to organize a common front, and secretly to build up a disci-
plined force whose operations could be connected at a later stage
directly with those of the Allies. S.O.E.’s objects were thus always the
same: to reconcile the racial or political groups on which resistance
normally concentrated, and which were often hostile to each other, and
to bring them effectively under the common authority of a British
Command. The consequences for Yugoslavia were clearly stated in
August, 1941 by the Minister then in charge of S.O.E., Dr. Hugh
Dalton, in terms which held good for the Executive’s policy over the
next two years. )

‘The Yugoslavs [i.e., the exiled Royal Yugoslav Government],
the War Office and we are all agreed that the guerrilla and
sabotage bands now active in Yugoslavia should show sufficient
active resistance to cause constant embarrassment to the occupy-
ing forces, and prevent any reduction in their numbers. But they
should keep their main organization underground and avoid any
attempt at large scale risings or ambitious military operations,
which could only result at present in severe repression and the
loss of our key men. They should now do all they can to prepare
a widespread underground organisation ready to strike hard later
on, when we give the signal.’
This was certainly not the policy of the Partisans. e
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Mihailovic therefore continued, for over a year, alone to enjoy the
support of the British, despite warnings of the possible dangers of such
a course which the first British observers sent from Yugoslavia. These
reports maintained that Mihailovic’s position was one on which no
Allied plan could rely, and that there was little hope of reconciling him
with the Partisans. The British nevertheless did their best in 1942 to
bring about such a reconciliation, for which they tried to enlist Russian
sympathy. But by the autumn, the position had to be reviewed. Sup-
port could no longer be confined to the Cetniks. The Partisans were by
now a powerful force, perhaps,of over 100,000 men, which was fighting
the enemy at least as effective the Serbs; while the British influence
with Mihailovic was not particufarly great, owing to the small scale of
supplies sent to him. Throughout the winter of 1942 /43 a long debate
took place in London on the policy to be adopted. Different interests
held different views; but in the spring of 1943, it was decided to main-
tain support of Mihailovic in view of the possible advantages for the
future, but also to establish immediate contact if possible with the
Partisans, and from that new basis to work once more for a truce
between the movements. During the next three months, the policy of
‘equal assistance’ was put into effect. Mihailovic himself was warned,
at the end of March 1943, that the British would withdraw their sup-
port unless he ceased to collaborate with the Italians and with Nedic,
unless he stopped fighting the Partisans, and accepted strategic direc-
tion from the British Middle East Command through British liaison
officers. After considerable negotiation, the Cetniks accepted these
terms, and in July agreed to observe a truce with the Partisans. Mean-
while, in April and May Croat and British liaison parties were dropped
into Partisan territory; and at the end of May Captain F. W. Deakin
was dropped, with a small party, into Montenegro, to act as liaison
officer at Tito’s headquarters.

Deakin’s arrival marked a turning point in the relations between the
British and the Partisans. Four months later, the British representation
with Tito was further strengthened. The Foreign Office and the Chiefs
of Staff now wished to establish a Military Mission with both move-
ments, consisting in all of some fifty officers; and in the middle of July,
1943 the Foreign Secretary suggested that Lieut.-Colonel Fitzroy
Maclean, a former member of the Foreign Office and then Member of
Parliament for Lancaster, should act as ‘political’ adviser to the Mis-
sion to Tito. Later in July, the Prime Minister intervened to suggest
that Maclean should himself lead the Mission, which he regarded as of
more diplomatic than military significance. “‘What we want,” he then
remarked,! ‘isa daring Ambassador-leader with these hardy and hunted
guerrillas.” Maclean was accordingly given the rank of Brigadier, and
dropped in September near Tito’s headquarters in Bosnia. The

1 See Closing the Ring, pp. 411-12.




CONSEQUENCES IN EASTERN MEDITERRANEAN 19

Military Mission to Mihailovic was strengthened at the same time.
Late in September, Brigadier C. D. Armstrong reached Cetnik head-
quarters from Cairo.

The Missions did not arrive entirely empty-handed. Between June,
1941 and June 1943, few British supplies had reached either Mihailo-
vic or Tito. Twenty-three tons of material were dropped in that time to
the Cetniks, and 63 tons to the Partisans. The paucity of the supplies
followed warnings from the British observers that they would be used
by both sides largely against each other; but it was due also to the
shortage of aircraft, at a stage in the war when resistance in Yugoslavia
seemed to be of only indirect consequence to the Allies’ operations.
The growing effectiveness of the Partisans, and the developments in
the Mediterranean campaign, led the Prime Minister and the Chiefs
of Staff in June, 1943 to reconsider the problem. As a result, thirty-
two bombers were placed at S.O.E.s disposal in the Mediter-
ranean, capable, with their other commitments, of delivering some 150
tons a month to Yugoslavia; and it was agreed that the rate of supplies
should if possible be increased thereafter to a level of some five hundred
tons a month by September, 1943. The results were disappointing at
first, owing mainly to the lack of effective liaison with the Partisans.
Even after the bombers had been increased in July to the promised
thirty-two, at which figure the force stood until the spring of 1944, the
volume of airborne supplies to both movements in the third quarter of
1943 rose only to 144 tons. But adequate air supply was at least now
available, if the occasion, or relations with Tito, demanded or allowed
of its use.

Despite the small scale of the supplies, British influence in Yugo-
slavia was thus growing when Italy surrendered on gth September,
and the situation was suddenly transformed. The events of the next few
weeks swung the balance finally in favour of the Partisans against the
Cetniks.! They also created an extremely difficult position for the
Germans. At the time of Italy’s capitulation, the Partisans, though now |
perhaps some 150,000 strong, were still confined mainly to the moun- ]
tains of Bosnia and Croatia, and lacked arms and equipment. But the
removal of fifteen Italian divisions gave them an opportunity which
they were quick to seize. Within a fortnight, they disarmed at least six
of these divisions, and enlisted the support of two more with their
equipment. At the same time, they descended on the areas within their,
reach which the Italians had garrisoned. In the north, they entered
Italy itself on 15th September, seizing the province of Istria and th
mountains between Trieste and the Austrian frontier; and at th
beginning of October surrounded Zagreb, threatening the main rail
way thence to Belgrade. In the west, they occupied the town of Spli
and much of the adjacent territory, and then moved to the islands o

1 See Map I, facing p. 57. :
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the Dalmatian coast, in most of which they established garrisons. In the
centre, they extended and tightened their control throughout Bosnia
and Croatia; and in the south moved into Montenegro, where they
attracted to them many of Mihailovic’s followers. By the beginning of
October, the Partisans had increased their numbers by between 60,000
_and 80,000, had capturcd enough Italian equipment to make them for
" the first time a serious military proposition, and had gained control, in
varying degrees, of over half of Yugoslavia. By the end of that month
Maclean reported that they disposed of twenty-six divisions, com-
prising some 220,000 men. The Cetniks had also increased the area of
their control at the Italians’ expense, and had captured some arms and
equipment. But their conquests and booty were smaller than those of
the Partisans, and in the race for territory and equipment they soon
found themselves again involved in clashes with Tito, in which they
were usually worsted. Thereafter, the Cetniks declined steadily in
importance compared with their rivals, even when the latter were
again hard pressed and unable to hold their own against the occupying
power.

At the end of September 1943, when the campalgn in Italy was
going well, developments in Yugoslavia could thus be regarded for the
first time as of strategic significance. The British therefore did what
+ they could to help the guerrillas. S.O.E. in Cairo called urgently for an
increase in supplies, and, thanks largely to the personal support of the
_ Prime Minister, naval coastal forces were diverted to help the bombers

in their task. As a result, some 2,050 tons of material were landed by
naval craft, mostly on the islands, in the last quarter of the year,
although only 125 tons were dropped in the same period by the
bombers allocated to S.O.E.

This support followed a pattern first laid down two months before,
and confirmed while the support itself was being provided. On 12th
July, in the course of a survey of Mediterranean strategy, the British
Joint Planners had examined the possibilities open to the Allies on the
assumption that Italy would soon collapse. Three courses of action then
seemed to offer: operations in the Balkans ‘either through a bridge-
head in the Durazzo area or via Turkey’, operations in northern Italy
to occupy the area Milan-Turin, and operations in the Iberian penin-
sula. Of the Durazzo bridgehead, the Planners remarked:

/ ‘[Its] establishment . . . would enable us to inerease our assist-
, ance to the Resistance Groups and so extend German internal
! security commitments; we could also threaten Germany with the
\ loss of vital raw materials. Possession of airfields in the Balkans
* and Turkey would enable us to increase interference with Ger-

man resources especially Roumanian oil supplies.
The diversion of German divisions to meet the increased
threat in the Balkans would indirectly contribute to the success
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of ‘Overlord’, but the denial of raw materials would not exer-
cise an immediate effect on the German war economy. Nor could
we hope for a decisive success in the Balkans in time to influence
the cross-Channel invasion of the Continent, and we might well
find ourselves involved in an exhaustive and indeterminate cam-
paign. At the same time the collapse of Italy will enable us to
give a greater degree of assistance to guerrillas in the Balkans
even without establishing a bridgehead at Durazzo.’

From this analysis, the Planners concluded that if Italy collapsed,
operations in the Balkans should be subsidiary to those against northern
Italy ‘as resources permit; we should, in any case, increase the degree
of assistance to guerrillas to the greatest possible extent’.

This strategy held good throughout the autumn; and as the scene i
Yugoslavia changed, in September and again in October, the choic
for the Allies lay not between invasion and assistance but between the
different forms of assistance, and principally between a bridgehead or
bridgeheads on the one hand, from which to organize agents, advice
and supply, and on the other supply by sea and air alone. The question
was first raised as an immediate issue on gth September. The Prim
Minister then pointed out, in a survey of the Mediterranean scene,!
that ‘it should be possible to open quite soon one or more good ports on
the Dalmatian coast, enabling munitions and supplies to be sent in by
ship, and all forces that will obey our orders raised to good fighting
condition . . . For the moment the utmost efforts should be put forth to
organize the attack upon the Germans throughout the Balkan penin-
sula and to supply agents, arms and good direction.” The Chiefs of
Staff agreed at once with this object, but were not yet certain of the
best means to achieve it, and were careful to stress that it must ‘not,
in any way, prejudice our main effort in Italy. We must guard against
being drawn into a fresh campaign with inadequate forces.” The Prime |
Minister in turn agreed on the 14th that this must not be allowed ; but -
he feared lest the support should fall short of the opportunity, and
therefore remained eager to seize some ports across the Adriatic.
‘Although we cannot fight a Balkan campaign ourselves we ought to
use enough force to stimulate others to do it.” But the Chiefs of Staff
preferred to confine the support to sea and air forces alone, rather than -
to send British troops ashore; and so the matter rested for the next few
weeks.

The interest of this brief debate lies in the light it throws on the
‘nature and the limitations of the British policy for Yugoslavia in 1943,
at the time of its greatest promise. For early in October conditions
again changed for the worse. The turn of events in Italy settled the
immediate issue of a bridgehead, and made it neither possible nor

3 See Closing the Ring, p. 121. i
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desirable to venture beyond the peninsula itself. The Germans’
decision to stand south of Rome contained all of the available Allied
strength in the Mediterranean Command. It also promised to commit
the Germans themselves ever more heavily. There were now no Allied
forces, however small, to spare for Yugoslavia; for the same reason,
there was now no need to spare them. ‘Campania and Latium were
far enough from France’.l

By the middle of October, moreover, the position in Yugoslavia it-
self was changing for the worse. The scale of the Partisans’ success in
September forced the Germans to take it seriously. In the last week of
the month, they attacked in strength in Istria and along the Dalmatian
coast. These operations were largely successful. The Partisans retreated
out of Istria, and ceded many of their coastal possessions in Dalmatia,
including the town of Split. The enemy then embarked on a major
campaign, known to the Partisans as the Sixth Offensive, but on a
greater scale than its predecessors. A force of fifteen German divisions
began preliminary operations in October and November in Slovenia
and Macedonia, and in the Adriatic islands. By the beginning of
December, it had driven the Partisans back into the central mountains,
and had ejected them from all but two of the islands. From December,

"1943 to February, 1944 the campaign continued in Bosnia. But the
[ Germans then found, as they and the Italians had found before, that
\ it was impossible to crush the guerrillas on their own ground, particu-
| larly when they had been so greatly reinforced in the interval; and in
-)\ March, 1944 they gave up the attempt. The Partisans lived to fight
, again, and with a considerable accession of strength ; but their period of
/ success was over, and, in the changed conditions throughout the
.« Mediterranean, could not be expected immediately to revive.

There was thus no question during September or October of Allied
troops entering Yugoslavia from the central Mediterranean. There
was equally no question at any time of their doing so from the eastern
Mediterranean, under the aegis of the Middle East Command. For
while that Command was responsible for the area east of the Adriatic,
it possessed neither the forces nor the lines of communication to meet
its responsibilities. In their absence, it devoted its attention to more
rewarding possibilities elsewhere; and in fact by the end of September
it had already committed its small resources, together with those that
could be spared from the Mediterranean Command, to another area.

The second possible area for operations, and the alternative to
Yugoslavia on the mainland, was Greece. In the autumn of 1943
this offered few strategic advantages, and some serious diplomatic

1 Alexander’s phrase.
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disadvantages. The only occasion, indeed, on which the British con-
sidered landing in Greece during this period, was forced upon them,
not by any strategic purpose, but by a political situation which might
otherwise threaten their strategy elsewhere.

As far as the British were concerned, this situation resembled in
many ways the political situation in Yugoslavia. In both cases the
effective guerrillas were divided by political—though not in Greece by
racial—antagonism, and in both the British Government was obliged
to maintain relations simultaneously with an exiled Government and
with a movement of resistance that was hostile to it. But there were two
important differences. First, whereas in Yugoslavia the British had
MMW& they were
committed from the start to the support of republican forces under
Communist leadership. Secondly, whereas in Yugoslavia there was no
connexion between the exiled Government and the Comnimunist Parti-
sans, in Greece the exiled Government had been brought into contact
with the Communist guerrillas by September, 1943.

The Greek political problem was inherited from before the war. In
1936, King George II of the Hellenes returned from an exile which had
lasted since 1923. But his reappearance failed to resolve the Parliamen-
tary deadlock that had occasioned it, and before the end of the year he
was obliged to dissolve the Chamber and to confer emergency powers
on the Minister for War, General John Metaxas. No further election
was held before the Italian attack on Greece in October, 1940 con-
firmed Metaxas in his position as dictator; but that did not mean that
the political bitterness had diminished. '

This was indeed confirmed over the next three years. Metaxas died
in January, 1941. In April, the successful German attack drove the
King and his Government from Greece to Crete, and in May from
Crete to Cairo and thence to London. The constitutional question,
therefore, changed from the King’s position and policy in Greece to the
advisability and the manner of his return. Its solution was not made
the easier by subsequent cabals among the exiles, which bore little re-
lation to events in Greece, or even to much of the feeling among the free
Greek forces and the influential Greek colonies in Egypt. Meanwhile,
in Greece itself the royalists soon lost ground. Within a few months of
the British evacuation, scattered movements of resistance arose in
different parts of the country, each of which, from the beginning, bore
a political impress. Of the early groups, two of the most effective were
royalist; but these were crushed or scattered before the winter, and
while others arose later, they were unable to organize a national resist-
ance under royalist direction.

For by the winter of 1941 a more powerful, republican organization
had appeared, which became known as E.A.M. This movement
claimed to be an alliance of independent republican Socialist bodies,
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formed for the purpose of resisting the occupying powers and there-
after of ensuring for the country a free constitutional choice of the form
of government. In the spring of 1942, it formed a military organization,
E.L.A.S. But both E.A.M. and E.L.A.S. were in fact a fagade for the
real intentions of the parent movement. E.A.M. had originally been set
up by, and its organization was in the hands of, the Greek Com-
munist Party (K.K.E.), whose aims it and its forces pursued con-
sistently and with considerable success; and within two years of
E.A.M’s foundation, most of the more moderate Socialist leaders ceded
from it and went into opposition.

By the spring of 1942, E.A.M. had enlisted a widespread and genuine
support for its resistance to the enemy; had established on that basis an
efficient organization, on the orthodox system of the ‘cell’, throughout
the country; and had eliminated most of the guerrilla bands which
refused to join it. Two movements alone remained hostile and indepen-
dent. The first, the conservative and republican E.K.K.A., fielded no
armed force until March 1943, and thereafter survived rather than
challenged the attentions of E.A.M. until March 1944, when its
leader was murdered and the movement fell apart. The second organ-
ization, E.D.E.S., proved to be an altogether tougher affair. Its
political fortunes were at first guided by a group of republican
politicians in Athens; its military organization was in the hands of
General Zervas, whose strength lay in his native province of the Epirus,
where he fought both E.L.A.S. and the occupying powers with some
success. As E.A.M. grew stronger, Zervas turned increasingly towards
the King, and in March 1943, when he dissociated himself from the
group in Athens, he declared himself a royalist. But his influence had
by then been outstripped by the republican organization, and the
geographical position of the Epirus limited his activities to a strategic
backwater. In 1943, the Zervas part of E.D.E.S., although well-
organized and active, thus could not rival E.A.M. either as an influ-
ence in the country or as a significant element of resistance to the
occupying powers.

The British reappeared on the Greek scene in October 1942, when
a small party, responsible to S.O.E. in Cairo, was dropped to organize
the destruction of the main railway line from the north to the Piraeus,
as part of the plan for interrupting supplies to the Mediterranean
before the Alamein campaign. Its leader was Colonel E. C. W. Myers,
its second in command Lieut.-Colonel the Hon. C. M. Woodhouse.
The success of the operation led S.O.E. to keep the party in Greece as
a British Military Mission, by which name it was henceforth known.
Myers and Woodhouse, while relying on Zervas for the most resolute
support, soon appreciated that they must also co-operate with E.L.A.S.
iftheywere to achieve any serious result. Following the accepted pattern
of S.O.E. policy, they accordingly setabout the task of co-ordinating the
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different movements in some form of alliance. Meanwhile, the Military
Mission undertook a series of operations against supplies and com-
munications, and in June 1943, as part of the plan of deception before
the invasion of Sicily, staged a comprehensive series of attacks, with
help from the guerrillas other than E.L.A.S., on the railways to the
north. This was a great diplomatic, as well as a military, success. For
the nature of the operations convinced E.A.M., as it convinced the
Germans, that the Allies contemplated an invasion of Greece, and thus
inclined them more readily to fall in with the British wishes. After a
period of intricate negotiation, Myers succeeded in obtaining general
consent in July to a ‘National Bands Agreement’, providing for a
common front between the guerrillas, governing their relations within
and between different areas, and setting up a joint headquarters with
their representatives under the British Military Mission, which in
turn was to be recognized by all as the agent of the British Middle
East Command. Neither of the main guerrilla opponents, nor the
British Military Mission, was under any illusion about the Agreement.
Nor did its conclusion entirely stop the fighting between the move-
ments. But it served to patch up a quarrel, and temporarily to arrest
internecine fighting, that seemed otherwise bound to grow; and in
August 1943, when Myers was summoned to Cairo for discussion, he
decided to take advantage of the recent lull by bringing with him six
representatives of the now allied guerrillas for the inspection of the
outside world. In that month, the Allies and the Greeks in Cairo were
thus brought face to face for the first time with the principal Greeks
inside Greece.

The meeting came at a dramatic moment. In March 1943, after a
mutiny by the Greek forces in Egypt, the British had induced the
exiled Royal Greek Government to leave London for Cairo. Once
there, it was reshaped to reflect more accurately than hitherto the
Socialist republicanism of so large a sector of the Greek world; and
early in July, the King himself promised publicly that the Government
would resign on its return to Greece, and that a free election for a
Constituent Assembly would then be held within six months. These
moves, combined with those in Greece itself, were promising. But on
6th July the Greek forces in the Middle East mutinied for a second
time, and although they were soon brought under control by British
forces, the exiled Government was naturally alarmed and its new unity
endangered. Its confidence was further shaken within the next few
weeks, after a report had been received from E.D.E.S. in Athens on
the position inside Greece. It was into this disturbed and excited
atmosphere that Myers stepped with his guerrilla leaders.

The delegates from the mountains were dominated by the contin-
gent from E.A.M., who knew where they stood and what they wanted.
In the prevalent bewilderment, they were soon able to influence




86  ‘OVERLORD’ & THE MEDITERRANEAN, 1943

events. At first, indeed, it seemed possible that they would induce the
Cabinet in Cairo to prevent the King from returning to Greece until a
plebiscite had been held. But as their demands grew, the exiles closed
their ranks, and early in September the British were able to press for
the return of the guerrillas to Greece. They finally departed in the
middle of the month, leaving behind them a shaken Cabinet and an
unresolved constitutional question to which a satisfactory answer now
seemed remote.

The political crisis had impressed the British as well as the exiled
Greeks. For while the reports of the Military Mission and of S.O.E. had
told of the dominating position of E.A.M., the movement’s full force
and importance could be gauged only by personal experience. It was
not, and never had been, part of the Allied strategy in the Mediter-
ranean to stage operations by land in Greece. But in the middle of
September, 1943 it seemed possible that the course of the campaign in
Italy, combined with the effect of the Italian surrender in the Balkans
and the apparent threat to the mainland from operations which the
British were now conducting in the Aegean,! might lead the Germans
to withdraw to the north of Greece, or possibly out of Greece alto-
gether. In that event, there would almost certainly be civil war, and
almost certainly E.L.A.S. would win. The British would then be
faced with a Communist Government in Greece, and an exiled King in
Cairo to whose support they were committed at least until he was
settled in Athens. A diplomatic defeat of this nature might have serious
strategic, as well as diplomatic, results. A victorious E.A.M. was un-
likely to accept further supervision from an Allied Command, or to
collaborate effectively with its liaison officers. Strategy in the Mediter-
ranean (which might prove to be of the utmost importance in the
spring of 1944) must then allow for this uncertainty in a significant,
possibly a vital, area, and for the possibility of its extension. E.A.M’s
victory might, for instance, encourage ambitions in Tito which would
embarrass the Western Allies; at the least it would weaken the British
position throughout the Balkans and the Middle East. The
British were thus led at this point, as a consequence of possible
developments elsewhere, to consider unwillingly whether they should
not put troops into Greece. On 12th September, the C.I.G.S. raised
the issue.

‘At present all discussions concerning the liberation of Greece
and the holding of a free plebiscite are based on the assumption
that an Allied Force will, sooner or later, be invading Greece,
and that a large number of troops would be available to main-
tain law and order. While it may be expedient so to tell the
Greeks, and correct to plan on this assumption, it is in fact
contrary to our present strategy. Clearly if Greece is liberated as

1 See p. 93 et seq. below.
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a result of an Axis withdrawal, we shall be forced to provide suffi-
cient troops to further the present policy of His Majesty’s
Government. This would involve us in a military commitment
of at least two divisions, since a weaker force might land us in
an embarrassing position vis-a-vis the resistance groups, who
were by force of arms alone carrying considerable sway in the
country when it had been liberated. The provision of these
divisions may well prove impossible unless we are to detract
from the main effort in the Central Mediterranean. In conse-
quence it raises the question as to whether the present policy of
His Majesty’s Government is indeed practical, or, if there can be
no reversal of policy, whether it can, in fact, be carried out with-
out the assistance of occupying troops. I am of the opinion that
this matter should be urgently considered by the Foreign Office.’

After some discussion, the Foreign Office decided that a military
force must be sent to Greece if the Germans withdrew, te forestall the
probable course of events. The Foreign Secretary therefore recom-
mended that the necessary troops should be reserved for the purpose, if
possible the two divisions of which the C.I.G.S. had spoken. At the end
of September, the Prime Minister agreed with the Foreign Office on
this ‘essentially political question’.! Butit wassoon clear that he differed
from other authorities on the nature of the force to be employed. In
contrast to the 50,000 men for whom the Foreign Office had called, he
envisaged a force of 5,000 men with armoured vehicles, organized to
contend only with riots in and around Athens, and intended to stay
only until those had been quelled. ‘“There is no question of our going
there on any other condition.” The argument, however, was soon
overtaken by events. Whatever its nature, the British force must enter
Greece either from Italy, in shipping diverted from the Italian cam-
paign, or from the south, through islands already occupied by the
Allies. By the middle of October, neither approach was possible.
Nothing could be spared from Italy, and the Aegean remained in the
possession of the enemy. These events, which robbed the Allies of the
initiative, enabled the Germans to stand fast. They showed no sign of
withdrawing from Greece ; and there was accordingly no further talk of
armed intervention. From October, 1943 the British turned their
efforts to the political sphere, in a series of attempts to bring the King
and the exiled Government closer to the moderate elements inside
Greece.

The fighting in Greece itself broke out, in limited form, even while
the British were debating its probability. Throughout September,
E.A.M. awaited the arrival of the Allies, when it intended to seize
power. For this purpose, E.L.A.S. quickly disarmed the Italians after
their surrender, retaining their equipment despite the efforts of the

* See Closing the Ring, p. 475.
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British Military Mission to take charge. At the beginning of October,
the moment seemed to have come. The Allies were then attacking the
Aecgean islands, and to the Greeks the anticipated invasion seemed
about to take place. Clashes had occurred since August between the
rival movements. On 8th October, E.L.A.S. attacked E.D.E.S. in
strength, and within the next few days a regular campaign developed.
The British at once stopped all supplies to E.L.A.S., and supported
E.D.E.S. as far as they could. The B.B.C., and the Prime Minister in
the House of Commons, denounced E.A.M. and its forces; and as the
Germans did not withdraw, and as Zervas continued to resist with
British arms and equipment, E.L.A.S. was forced to pause. After two
months’ fighting E.A.M. decided to shelve its plans, and in the middle
of December both sides asked for the mediation of the Allied authori-
ties. But before a truce could be arranged, Zervas launched a sudden
attack on his opponents, in the hope of recovering lost ground before it
was too late. Further fighting ensued, and it was not until early in
February, 1944 that an armistice was signed. Throughout the late
autumn of 1943 and the winter of 1943 /44, there was therefore no
question of the British intervening in Greece, but only in Greek affairs.

The third possible area of operations in the south-east lay in the
Aegean. Of the many islands which stretch between the Greek and
Turkish shores, from Samothrace and Thasos to Rhodes, Scarpanto
and Crete, the Dodecanese were strategically the most important in
1943, and Rhodes was the most important island in the Dodecanese.!
As long as they remained, with Crete, in the possession of the enemy,
they protected the Aegean Sea and the approach to south-east Europe.
But conversely, their capture opened the passage to the north, and the
prospect of controlling a vital area. The sea and air base of Rhodes,

.with the sea base of Leros and the complementary air base of Cos,

could dominate the sea communications round Greece, and from
Greece to the north, and could provide the necessary facilities for the
air bombardment of communications throughout the Balkans. The
consequent pressure might indeed, at best, force the Germans to with-
draw from Greece; at the least, it should contain substantial German
forces which might otherwise be moved elsewhere. These results, more-
over, might well be gained, when Italy surrendered, at less cost and
with fewer disadvantages than any significant result on the mainland.
At the beginning of September 1943, the enemy had one German and
one Italian division in Crete, and one German and two Italian
divisions scattered throughout the Aegean islands and in Rhodes.
Provided, therefore, that the Italian garrisons followed the lead of their
Government, the German force in the Dodecanese should offer little

! See Inset to Map II, facing p. 57.
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serious danger to an assault from the Middle East; while there were no
diplomatic implications such as had to be considered in Greece or
Yugoslavia. As an element in the immediate strategy, the capture of
the Dodecanese had much to commend it. But it had another, and
potentially greater, significance. It might bring Turkey into the war.

Such a prospect was not to be ignored. It would at once place at the
Allies’ disposal a group of air bases from which to bomb Greece,
Rumania and Bulgaria while the air forces from Italy bombed
Hungary, Austria and southern Germany. It would also bring an
estimated forty-six Turkish divisions into the reckoning, although these
must depend on the Allies for much of their equipment. It would trans-
fer to Allied control the passage of the Dardanelles and Bosphorus,
whose neutrality, governed by the terms of the Montreux Convention,
then inevitably favoured the Germans; thus depriving the enemy in
Greece of supplies from Rumania and the Danube valley, and, if the
Russian campaign prospered, enabling British and American suppliaw
to be carried in bulk to southern Russia (as they could not be carried '
by the existing route through Persia), instead of to the Arctic by the:
expensive northern convoys. Finally, the Turkish alliance would fur-\_
ther upset the Germans’ delicate balance of forces throughout Europe,
threatemng them with a new and formidable campaign on their most
sensitive flank. The capture of the Dodecanese might indeed appear to ¥
them as the prelude to a revivified ‘Dardanelles’.

By September 1943, the nature of the connexion between the
Aegean and Turkey had been defined with some precision. For the
possibility of Turkey’s entry into the war was by no means new, and
had been studied seriously in London and Ankara since January.
The supply of equipment and technicians, which had been under way
on a modest scale since before the war, now continued at a faster rate.
From January to May 1943, some 16,000,000 worth of equipment,
other than petrol, was carried to Turkey from the Middle East; and
the traffic continued thereafter on a comparable scale. These suppli
formed the background to a more ambitious series of negotiations.
From the end of January, when the Prime Minister and the C.I.G.S.
visited Turkey, the Turks were aware that the Allies might later ask
them to enter the war; and when the campaign in North Africa drew
to a close, and new and varied possibilities opened in the Mediter- '\
ranean, the critical moment seemed to approach. In the middle of ’
April, the British Ambassador informed the Turkish Prime Minister
that ‘a day would come when I should most certainly come to him and
say that by joining us he could assist greatly in shortening the war.
That day would probably not be till September, it might be later—
but it would come.’

The British, indeed, had already prepared their plans for this con-
tingency, and in the middle of April, 1943 the Commanders-in-Chief,
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-Middle East discussed them in detail with the Turks at Ankara. In the
event of Turkey entering the war, British support would be given in
four separate phases, each of the last three phases following directly on
the completion of its predecessor.

First Phase: The provision of twenty-five R.A.F. squadrons, mainly
fighters, with A.A. artillery to protect the airfields. The provision of
three anti-tank regiments.

Second Phase: The provision of a further twenty-five R.A.F. squad-
rons, with the necessary A.A. artillery for the defence of their airfields.

Third Phase: The provision of two heavy A.A. regiments, two light
A.A. regiments, and a further two anti-tank regiments.

Fourth Phase : The provision of two armoured divisions.

The whole plan was known by the name of ‘Hardihood’.

The connexion with the Aegean was clear at this stage. In the words
of General Sir Henry Maitland Wilson, the Commander-in-Chief of
the land forces in the Middle East, ‘it was the opinion of the British
Staff that these two [armoured] Divisions could not be maintained in
Turkey until the port of Izmir [Smyrna] had been opened. It was,
therefore, essential to open the Aegean.’ For this purpose, the British
and the Turks discussed plans for capturing Rhodes, Cos and some of
the neighbouring islands.

The British Ambassador’s forecast proved to be correct, though not
in the circumstances nor at the date that had been envisaged. This had
seemed unlikely in the summer of 1943. For the Turks, who had ap-
peared complaisant in the spring, in June and July were more reluctant
to favour the British. Events, indeed, were not going as they had hoped.
Turkish foreign policy, which the British had long supported, rested on
the maintenance of a balance of power in eastern Europe. It therefore
favoured the traditional type of negotiated peace, which would
diminish Germany’s influence before Russia’s influence could be un-
duly exalted. Such an outcome seemed possible early in 1943, and it
then behoved a prudent Turkey so to arrange her affairs that she was
present as a victor at the peace table. But the subsequent Allied
successes seemed increasingly likely to sustain the revolutionary policy
of ‘unconditional surrender’ which had been announced at Casablanca,
and the consequent disappearance of a balance in eastern Europe. The
Turks, afraid of an undisputed Russian domination of the Balkans, now
shrank from an undue loss of strength in a war whose objects they by
no means wholeheartedly approved; while the British, thanks to the
same developments, were less certain that they could spare the forces
for a Turkish alliance. As the plans for Italy developed during August,
the Joint Planning Staff reported that phase I of ‘Hardihoed’ could not
be carried out without a withdrawal of troops then employed in the
central Mediterranean, while the execution of phase II would involve
the withdrawal of aircraft soon to be used in ‘Pointblank’. At the same
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time, the Middle East Command was asked to keep all but one of its
operational divisions in reserve for the Mediterranean Command.
The Chiefs of Staff accordingly concluded in the middle of August that
Turkey should not be asked as yet to join the Allies, but should be
pressed instead to adjust her neutrality in certain respects which would
favour their immediate interests. The Prime Minister readily agreed to
this more modest demand, and the Allied Governments accordingly
stated at Quebec that the time was not ripe for Turkey to enter the
war on their side, and that she should meanwhile be asked only to
interpret the Montreux Convention more strictly, to stop supplies of
chrome to Germany, and to allow the British to make the first pre-
parations for ‘Hardihood’. Meanwhile, the Allies would ‘continue to
supply such equipment as we can spare and as the Turks can absorb.’

One of the contributory arguments advanced by the Planners for
Turkey’s continued neutrality, was that the state of the resources in the
Middle East would no longer allow of operations against the Dodec-
anese, as a necessary preliminary to phase IV of ‘Hardihood’. The
possibility of such operations had been studied since the end of July
1943, when Italy seemed likely soon to surrender. The connexion with
Turkey was stressed from their first mention, when the Prime Minister
raised the subject on the 27th.

‘T suppose that the Planners are all keyed up with plans for
taking over Rhodes on the assumption that the Italians ask for
an Armistice.

What is the composition of the garrison of Rhodes, German
and Italian? We ought to get there quite quickly if it is humanly
possible, as I need this place as part of the diplomatic approach
to Turkey.’

v

On 1st August, General Wilson independently suggested the same
operation, but stressed the need for an early decision if the Germans
were to be forestalled.

The state of the resources lent weight to Wilson’s concern. For
thanks to their recent orders, the commanders in the Middle East
now disposed only of one fully equipped active division, with a few
landing ships and craft; while of their eight L.S.T., five were held in
the Middle East temporarily and were intended for the Indian Ocean.
The need for a quick decision, however, only stimulated the Prime
Minister. ‘Here’, he remarked at once,! ‘is a business of great conse-
quence to be thrust forward by every means.” He asked that all sup-
plies to Turkey should be stopped at once ‘for the emergency’, and the
ships held instead for operations in the Aegean; and that assault
groups should be prepared, based if necessary on formations other
than divisions. The Chiefs of Staff agreed that the prize was worth the

1 See Closing the Ring, p. 181.
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risk. They accordingly instructed the Middle East to hold the landing
ships destined for India until further notice, to stop supplies to Turkey,
and to ask General Eisenhower (subject, as they took care at once to
explain, to the existing order of priorities) for such assault shipping as
might be needed and as he could spare from the main operations. The
commanders in the theatre thereupon composed a plan for the capture
of Rhodes on Italy’s surrender (‘Accolade’), using one infantry brigade
and one armoured regiment, with a parachute battalion and two
Special Service squadrons. This involved the loan from the Mediter-
ranean Command of two L.S.T. and six storeships, four squadrons of
long-range fighters and some transport aircraft, and one parachute
battalion and the two Special Service squadrons. Eisenhower agreed to
supply the troops; but in the uncertain situation then prevailing in
Italy, and with the plans for Salerno under way, he felt himself unable
to release the ships or aircraft. The plan had accordingly to be modi-
fied on the assumption that the Italians in Rhodes would co-operate to
the full; and while the preparations went forward, the commanders
now felt less confidence in the outcome. By the end of August, how-
ever, their hopes had been entirely removed. On the 21st, the Com-
bined Chiefs of Staff at Quebec ordered the five landing ships held
temporarily in the Middle East, plus a headquarters ship and three
cargo ships, to leave at once for south-east Asia, where new and more
ambitious operations had just been approved. On the 26th, the one
operational division was put under orders for the central Mediter-
ranean;! and on the 31st the commanders in the Middle East accord-
ingly informed the Chiefs of Staff that any variant of ‘Accolade’ was
now impossible, and that operations must be confined to raids on a
small scale, sabotage by S.O.E. in the Balkans, and, if conditions
offered and ships were available locally at the time, an unopposed
entry into Rhodes and Crete.

Such was the position when the Italian surrender was broadcast on
8th September. The occupation of the Dodecanese could now be
achieved only by bold action and bluff. But it was not unreasonable in
the circumstances to hope that this might meet the case. The com-
manders in the Middle East therefore informed the Chiefs of Staff on
the 7th that they intended to send small Special forces to Castel Rosso
and Rhodes, as soon as Italy surrendered, to persuade the Italians to
disarm the Germans. Meanwhile, they would prepare a force of one
tank battalion with supporting troops, and two squadrons of fighters,
to follow a successful issue in Rhodes, and such small parties as they
could spare for other islands. ‘We can see’, they added, ‘no further way
to assist or exploit surrender in our area.’

These landings of course were a gamble, and unless Rhodes could
be occupied, a risk. But there was much to gain, and the British Chiefs

1 See pp. 66, 91 above.
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of Staff, with the Americans’ concurrence, at once sanctioned the
plans. The Prime Minister added his own flavour to the decision in a
telegram to Wilson on the 13th.?

‘The capture of Rhodes by you at this time with Italian aid
would be a fine contribution to the general war. Let me know
what are your plans for this . . . This is a time to think of Clive
and Peterborough and of Rooke’s men taking Gibraltar.’

But the Germans had in fact already forestalled the move. At the
end of August, when considering more urgently the measures to be
taken in the event of an Italian surrender, the High Command had
been unable to decide whether or not to evacuate the Dodecanese. But
the uncertainty was caused by the danger of their isolation rather than
by any lack of appreciation of their value. Hitler himself, indeed,
seems to have regarded operations in the Aegean at this time in much
the same light as Churchill, as a dangerous threat to the mainland and
as a powerful inducement to Turkey to join the Allies. He was accord-
ingly inclined to favour holding Rhodes, the key to the position.
Military opinion eventually supported him, although partly because
evacuation seemed in any case impossible in the face of British sea
power; and on gth September, the German division in Rhodes was
ordered to resist all attacks, from whatever quarter. That night, a
small British party was dropped on the island, and made contact the
next morning with the Italian authorities. Throughout the 10th, the
latter considered the advantages of joining the Allies; but meanwhile
the Germans were preparing their measures, and on the 12th, after a
short and stubborn fight, the Italians found themselves deprived of
control. The British party, no longer able to influence events, quickly
withdrew, and by the 13th Rhodes was entirely in German hands.

Despite this grave disappointment, the British concentrated as fast
as possible in the islands to the north. A small party landed in Cos, and
another in Leros, on the night of 13th /14th September, a third party
was put into Samos on the 14th, and others landed in Lissos, Patmos,
Furni and Icara. The British garrisons in Cos and Leros, and in Castel
Rosso, were then reinforced as far as resources allowed. By the 17th, a
force of 250 men had been put into Castel Rosso, a force of 400 men
and eight fighter aircraft into Cos, and a force of 400 men into Leros.
Cosand Leros were to be further reinforced, the first to a target of 2,100,
the second to a target of 1,100 men. All reinforcements were to be
carried in destroyers, using Turkish territorial waters for the purpose.

The eventual fate of these islands, however, must depend on the
fate of Rhodes; and as soon as they were secured, the British returned
to the problem of its capture. In the third week of September, the
Middle East Command composed a new plan for an assault on the

2 See Closing the Ring, p. 101.
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island in the second half of October. The forces were even now com-
paratively light: at least four long-range fighter squadrons, small air-
borne formations, one division (to be found from the holding forces
and reserve in the Middle East) and a part of one armoured brigade,
to be carried and sustained by three landing ships, some landing craft,
and ten cargo ships of various types. Some of the land and air forces,
and almost all of the shipping, must come, as before, from the central
Mediterranean. The British accordingly informed the Americans of
the new plan, and asked them to agree that the Mediterranean Com-
mand should if possible supply the deficit. The Prime Minister took
care again to stress the limited nature of the demands. On 25th Sep-
tember, he telegraphed to General Eisenhower:?

‘(1) As I have been pressing for action in several directions, I feel
I ought to place before you the priorities which I assign in my
own mind to these several desirable objectives:

(2) Four-fifths of our effort should be the build-up in Italy.
One-tenth should be our making sure of Corsica (which will soon
finish) and in the Adriatic. The remaining tenth should be con-
centrated on Rhodes. This, of course, applies to the limiting
factors only. These, I presume, are mainly landing-craft and
assault-shipping with naval craft.

(3) Isend this as a rough guide to my thoughts only because
I do not want you to feel I am pressing for everything in all
directions without understanding how grim are your limitations.’

On the 26th, Eisenhower agreed to spare the armoured brigade and
most of the shipping, with a group of troop-carrier aircraft for the
small supporting formations. The commanders in the Middle East
thereupon decided to stage the attack (still known as ‘Accolade’)? on
23rd October.

An essential part of the revised plan lay in the retention of Cos and
Leros, which were now as necessary to the capture of Rhodes as its
capture was necessary to their preservation. But while ‘Accolade’ was
being considered, the Germans launched an assault on Cos, as the
first of a series designed to expel the British garrisons. It began on grd
October: the island fell on the 4th. The British now expected an
attack on Leros, whose defence was correspondingly more important
than before. Reinforcements were put in as fast as possible: naval
units and long-range fighters were sent from the central Mediter-
ranean, and air and sea patrols were organized to the north of Rhodes.
But with the loss of the one island, and the threat to the other, the
British feared that the troops already assigned to ‘Accolade’ would not
prove strong enough for the purpose. On 7th October, the Prime
Minister raised the matter with the President, in a series of telegrams

1 See Closing the Ring, p. 134.

? See p. 92 above.
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which- stated clearly and precuely the British object in the Aegca.n,

and its relation to the main operations.! v

‘1. T am much concerned about the situation developing in the /
Eastern Mediterranean. On the collapse of Italy we pushed
small detachments from Egypt into several of the Greek islands,
especially Cos, which has a landing ground, and Leros, which is
a fortified Italian naval base with powerful permanent batteries.
We then risked it in the hope that the Italian garrison which
welcomed us would take part in the defence. This hope appears
vain and Cos has already fallen except for some of our troops
fighting in the mountains. Leros may well share its fate. Our
enterprises against Rhodes have not yet proceeded.

2. I believe it will be found that the Italian and Balkan penin-
sulas are militarily and politically united and that really it is one
theatre with which we have to deal. It may, indeed, not be pos-
sible to conduct a successful Italian campaign, ignoring what
happens in the Aegean. The Germans evidently attach the
utmost importance to this eastern sphere and have not hesitated
to divert a large part of their straitened air force to maintain
themselves there. They have to apprehend desertion by Hungary
and Rumania and a violent schism in Bulgaria. At any moment
Turkey may lean her weight against them. We can all see how
adverse to the enemy are the conditions in Greece and Yugo-
slavia. When we remember what brilliant results have followed
from the political reactions in Italy induced by our military
efforts, should we not be short-sighted to ignore the possibility of
a similar and even greater landslide in some or all of the coun-
tries I have mentioned? If we were able to provokesuch reactions
and profit by them our joint tasks in Italy would be greatly
lightened.

3. I have never wished to send an army into the Balkans, but
only by agents, supplies and commandos to stimulate the
intense guerrilla prevailing there. This may vyield results
measureless in their consequence at very small cost. to main
operations. What I ask for is the capture of Rhodes and the
other islands of the Dodecanese. The movement northward of
our Middle East Air Forces and their establishment in these
islands, and possibly on the Turkish shore, which last might well
be obtained, would force a diversion on the enemy far greater
than that required of us. It would also offer the opportunity of
engaging the enemy’s waning air power and wearing it down
in a new region. This air power is all one, and the more con-
tinually it can be fought the better.

4. Rhodes is the key to all this. I do not feel the present plan
of taking it is good enough. It will require and is worth at least
up to a first-class division, which can, of course, be replaced by
static troops once the place is ours. Leros, which for the moment

! See Closing the Ring, pp. 186-8.
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we hold so precariously, is an important naval fortress, and once
we are ensconced in this area air and light naval forces would
have a most fruitful part to play. The policy should certainly not
be pursued unless done with vigour and celerity requiring the
best troops and adequate means. In this way the diversions from
the main theatre would only be temporary, while the results
may well be of profound and lasting importance.

5. I beg you to consider this and not let it be brushed aside
and all these possibilities lost to us in the critical months that lie
ahead. Even if landing craft and assault ships on the scale of a
division were withheld from build-up of ‘Overlord’ for a few
weeks without altering the zero date it would be worthwhile. I
feel that we may easily throw away an immense but fleeting
opportunity. If you think well, would you very kindly let
General Marshall see this telegram before any decision is taken
by the Combined Chiefs of Staff.’

The President answered on the 8th.

‘.. . I do not want to force on Eisenhower diversions which
limit the prospects for the early successful development of the
Italian operations to a secure line north of Rome.

I am opposed to any diversion which will in Eisenhower’s
opinion jeopardise the security of his current situation in Italy,
the build-up of which is exceedingly slow considering the well-
known characteristics of his opponents, who enjoy a marked
superiority in ground troops and Panzer divisions.

Itis my opinion that no diversion of forces or equipment should
prejudice ‘Overlord’ as planned.

The American Chiefs of Staff agree.

I am transmitting a copy of this message to Eisenhower.’

This did not satisfy the Prime Minister. He replied later on the
same day:!

‘I earnestly pray that my views may receive some consideration
from you at this critical juncture, remembering how fruitful our
concerted action has been in the past and how important it is
for the future.

2. I am sure that the omission to take Rhodes at this stage
and the ignoring of the whole position in the Eastern Mediter-
ranean would constitute a cardinal error in strategy. I am
convinced also that if we were round the table together this
operation could be fitted into our plan without detriment either
to the advance in Italy, of which, as you know, I have always
been an advocate, or to the build-up of ‘Overlord’, which I am
prepared faithfully to support.

3. ... We know that the enemy is withdrawing to the north
[in Italy] fighting rearguard actions and carrying off booty; we

1 See loc. cit., p. 189.
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-
cannot yet tell whether it is in October or November that we can/

occupy Rome; but it is certain that we shall not come in contact
with the main German forces at the top of the leg till December,'
or even later, and we certainly have control of the rate off
advance. L

4. There is therefore plenty of time to produce a division for)
the conquest of Rhodes and restore it to the battle-front in I
before we reach the German fortified line.

5. We must find some means of resolving these difficulties and
making sure of what is the right thing to do. I am willing to pro-
ceed to Eisenhower’s Headquarters with the British Chiefs of Staff
immediately, if you will send General Marshall, or your personal
representative, to meet me there, and we can then submit the
results of a searching discussion to you and your Chiefs of Staff.
We can be there Sunday afternoon [10th October].’

Knowing the effect which the mention of ‘Overlord’ would have in
Washington, he sent a further note the same evening:!

‘I should have added that my estimate of the effect on ‘Ovcr-)
lord’ to which I referred is limited to a delay of about six weeks
in sending home nine landing-craft which were to have started!
from the Mediterranean this month, nearly six months before
they would actually be needed for ‘Overlord’. There ought, I
think, to be some elasticity and a reasonable latitude in the
handling of our joint affairs.

2. The Quebec decision to send four landing-ships with the
craft they carry from the Eastern Mediterranean to the Bay of
Bengal also for training purposes has turned out ill. This
decision should have been reviewed in the light of the new
circumstances opened by the surrender of Italy. Unhappily
this was not done, and in consequence the Middle East was
stripped bare at a moment when great prizes could be cheaply
secured.’

The President, however, remained unconvinced.

‘I have received your [two telegrams of the 8th] and given
personal consideration to the points you make. I have given
careful thought to them and so has the Staff. I am concerned
about the possibility of our armies suffering a reverse by the
action of an enemy with superior forces except by air, under a*
commander of proved audacity and resourcefulness. This
applies especially to the absolute safety of the line we hoped to

gain in Italy.
With a full understanding of your difficulties in Eastern
Mediterranean, my thought . . . was that no diversion of force

from Italy should be made that would jeopardise the security of

s See loc. cit., pp. 189-go.
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the allied armies in Italy, and that no action toward any minor
bjective should prejudice the success of ‘Overlord’.

We have almost all the facts now at our disposal on which to
judge the commitments probably involved in the Rhodes
operation. As I see it, it is not merely the capture of Rhodes but
it must mean of necessity and it must be apparent to the Ger-
mans, that we intend to go further. Otherwise Rhodes will be

- under the guns of both Cos and Crete.

I was in accord with obtaining whatever hold we could in the
Dodecanese without heavy commitments, but the present picture
involves not only a well-organised, determined operation,
but a necessary follow-through. This in turn involves the
necessity of drawing for means, largely shipping and air, not
ground troops, from some other source which inevitably must
be Italy, ‘Overlord’, or possibly Mountbatten’s amphibious
operation. The problem then is are we to enter into a Balkan cam-

7paign starting with the southern tip, or is there more to be
gained, and with security, by pushing rapidly to the agreed upon
position north of Rome. It appears to me that a greater Allied
threat against the Balkans is implied in this than by a neces-
sarily precarious amphibious operation against Rhodes with a
lack evident to the enemy of the necessary means for the follow-
through. Strategically, if we get the Aegean Islands, I ask myself
where do we go from there and vice versa, where would the

» Germans go if for sometime they retained possession of the

islands?
i As to the meeting you propose for Sunday in Africa, this
/would be in effect another meeting of the Combined Chiefs of
‘Staff necessarily only involving a partial repraentauon and in
" which I cannot participate. Frankly I am not in sympathy with
this procedure under the circumstances. It seems to me that the
issue under discussion can best be adjusted by us through our
_ C.CS. set-up in better perspective than by the method
you propose. We have most of the facts and will soon
have the results of the Conference scheduled for tomorrow in
Tunis.’

Churchill had now to bow to this decision, which he viewed with
open reluctance.

The conference on gth October, which Roosevelt had mentioned,
was attended by all interested parties, except for Churchill himself: by
the First Sea Lord from London, by Eisenhower and his three British
commanders in the Mediterranean, and by the commanders in the
Middle East. Eisenhower informed the Prime Minister of the result on

the same evening.

‘1. All present fully agreed with your conclusions as to great
advantages to be attained by successful ‘Accolade’ and resources
were examined in earnest effort to accomplish it. We sincerely
regret that current situation in Italy, aggravated by drastic
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changes of the last forty-eight hours of which you are fully
aware,! does not permit, at this moment, diversion necessary to
successful ‘Accolade’,

2. Every conclusion submitted in our report to C.C.S. was
agreed unanimously by all Commanders-in-Chief from both
theatres. It is personally distressing to me to have to advise
against a project in which you believe so earnestly but I feel I
would not be performing my duty if I should recommend
otherwise. All Commanders-in-Chief share this attitude.’

The Prime Minister was bitterly disappointed by this result. At first,
indeed, unconvinced by the sudden intelligence from Italy, he was
disposed to press his argument further. But as Eisenhower’s message
was followed by others, from the First Sea Lord, from Alexander and
from Wilson, he was forced to recognize that all agreed, and that he
alone, without Roosevelt’s support, could not hope to sway the
decision. This fact was moreover confirmed by a visit which Mr, Eden
paid to the Middle East a few days later en route for a conference with
his American and Russian colleagues in Moscow. The British accord-
ingly turned to consider what was now a dangerous and discouraging
situation. With no immediate prospect of capturing Rhodes, but with
every sign that the enemy would contest the other islands, they faced a
difficult and possibly an expensive task with strictly limited resources,
On the other hand, their garrisons had not yet been attacked, the
operations might extend the Germans as well as themselves, and until
the issue was decided some at least of the original advantages remained,
Even a handful of small and scattered bases could support a programme
of raids, gun-running and intelligence which the enemy might find it
difficult either to ignore or suppress. Indeed, his very sensitiveness to
attack, which had provided the difficulties, provided the incentive. All
British authorities therefore agreed that if possible the northern islands
should be held. The local commanders did not hesitate; the Chiefs of
Staff supported them; and the Prime Minister agreed with both. On
10th October he telegraphed to Wilson, on hearing that he intended
to fight for Leros:?

‘. . . Cling on if you possibly can. It will be a splendid achieve-
ment. Talk it over with Eden and see what help you can get
from the Turk. If after everything has been done you are forced
to quit, I will support you, but victory is the prize.’

This support involved the acceptance of a new factor, which Mr.
Churchill recognized in his message. For it was now generally appreci-
ated that the islands could scarcely be held without the active assist-
ance of the Turks. ‘We came to the conclusion’, Wilson informed the

1 See p. 68 above.
3 Sec Closing the Ring, p. 193.
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Prime Minister on the 1oth, ‘that the holding of Leros and Samos is
not impossible, although their maintenance is going to be difficult and
will depend on continued Turkish co-operation. ... Must stress . . .
that goodwill of Turkey must be bolstered up by every possible means
.. The Turks had indeed already given valuable help. They did not
challenge British warships proceeding through their waters, and
throughout September ferried supplies to the garrison on Samos. The
commanders in the Middle East now wished them, as a first step, to
~extend their services by carrying supplies from Samos to Leros, and
to agree to receive and pass on British troops who might later be forced
to leave the islands.

By the end of October, however, these demands had grown. Despite
continuous operations by air forces from both the Middle East and
Italy, the constant patrols and supply of the islands were taking a
heavy toll of ships. From gth September to the end of October, five
destroyers and two submarines were lost and four cruisers and two
destroyers damaged. These losses could no longer be accepted,
particularly as sterner fighting presumably lay ahead. But the neces-
sary air support could never be effective from bases so far removed
from the scene of operations; and on 2gth October, the Chiefs of Staff
informed the Prime Minister that either Leros must be reinforced and
sustained entirely by submarine, or some six squadrons of fighters
must be operated from landing strips in south-west Anatolia within
the next three weeks. This second course might lead to some hard
bargaining with the Turks; they therefore suggested that if possible
the Russians should be associated with the British request. It was in
these unforeseen circumstances that the British now made their
promised request for assistance to the Turks. Whereas the capture of
the Dodecanese had originally been designed to precede action by
Turkey, action by Turkey was now required to secure possession of the
Dodecanese.

The Chiefs of Staff’s suggestion that the Russians should be ap-
proached was apposite and timely. For on 19th October a meeting of
the three Allied Foreign Ministers had begun in Moscow, at which
policy towards Turkey was discussed. The British attitude was that
of August, as modified by events in the Aegean: to bring Turkey into
the war as soon as other commitments allowed, and meanwhile to
persuade her to grant the military facilities that were needed at once.
The Russians went further. Calculating that a belligerent Turkey
would contain some ten German divisions, they wished her to declare
war on Germany by the end of the year. The Americans, on the other
hand, fully aware of the diversion of resources which might follow such
a step, preferred Turkey to remain neutral, and meanwhile to lease the
necessary airfields and communications to the British provided that

_she made no excessive demands for material in return. While the three
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Governments thus disagreed, the difference between the British and
the Russians was a tactical difference, which might moreover be
solved if they presented a bold front in common. Mr. Eden therefore
consented to the Russians’ demands the better to sustain his own, and
on 2nd November the two Foreign Ministers signed the following
protocol.

‘1. The two Foreign Secretaries think it most desirable that
Turkey should enter the war on the side of the United Nations
before the end of 1943 in order that she may take her part with
the United Nations in hastening the defeat of Hitlerite Germany
in which Turkey and other freedom-loving states are interested.

2. The two Foreign Secretaries agree that it should be
suggested to Turkey on behalf of the United Kingdom and
Soviet Governments at the earliest possible date to be agreed . _
upon between them that she should enter the war before the end

of 1943.
3- The two Foreign Secretaries agree that Turkey should -

immediately be asked to give all possible aid to the United
Nations by placing facilities at Turkish air bases at the disposal
of the Allied Forces and providing such other facilities as the two
Governments may be agreed upon are desirable.’

The Americans were not associated with this statement. On 5
November, the President informed the Prime Minister that his
Government agreed to its terms, provided that no British or American
resources were committed to the eastern Mediterranean which in the-
opinion of the responsible commanders were necessary for ‘Overlord’
or for operations in Italy. At the British suggestion, he later consented
to substitute the Combined Chiefs of Staff for the responsible com-—
manders, and the memorandum was then presented in this form to the/
British and the Russians.

The Turks agreed at the beginning of November to meet the Allied
representatives in Cairo, and on the 4th Mr. Eden left Moscow to
represent the three Powers. The talks began on the 5th, the Turks
being represented by their Foreign Minister, M. Numan, the Secretary-
General, M. Acikalin, and the Secretary to the Foreign Minister,
M. T. Menemengoglu. They continued until the 8th. While the Turks
were sympathetic to the Allies’ demands, they were naturally cautious
of committing themselves without military and diplomatic guarantees,
They feared immediate German reprisals on their western territories,
and subsequent Russian ambitions in south-east Europe; and accord-
ingly demanded adequate military protection from the first danger,
and adequate diplomatic support to limit the second. The diplomatic
deterrent, however, was for the moment less serious than the military.
For while the Turks appreciated the advantages that might result
from joining the Allies, they were determined not to do so unless they
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could be reasonably sure of immunity from a German attack. This fear
of the Germans’ reaction extended to the immediate as well as to the
further Allied request; and M. Numan made it perfectly clear that he
could not cede the air bases in Anatolia without the same guarantees of
British protection as would be provided if Turkey declared war. On
the evidence at their disposal, the British thought these fears greatly
exaggerated. The Germans, in their view, could spare neither aircraft
nor troops for a further campaign, and even if (as the British thought
unlikely) they declared war on Turkey before Turkey declared war on
Germany, they would be unable to inflict serious damage on her
western territories. The British delegation was therefore not prepared
to promise any stage of ‘Hardihood’! in return for the use of the air
bases in Anatolia. Neither side would move from its position; and on
7th November the Turks finally stated that their ‘refusal for the bases
was definite’. They added, however, that they would consider further
the Allies’ larger proposal.

” Negotiations proceeded accordingly in Ankara during November.
' But despite continuous changes of empbhasis, the position remained
- essentially the same. The Turks insisted, and the British denied, that
Germany was strong enough to attack in force as soon as they entered

" the war. The Turks accordingly demanded a force of forty R.A.F.
.- squadrons in Turkey when war was declared: the British offered

seventeen squadrons and thirty A.A. batteries. While the Turks
accepted on 15th November the principle of ‘co-belligerency’, it
proved impossible for the protagonists to compromise on these require-
ments sufficiently to decide on any course of action. By the third week
in the month, neither side had moved.

By that time, the lack of air bases in Turkey had had its effect on
the operations in the Aegean. On 12th November, after several changes
of plan, and one false start which was thought to have cost them some

. 550 men drowned by British naval patrols, the Germans’ long-awaited
attack on Leros began. By then, the navy had reinforced the garrison
| by three British infantry battalions, while the artillery remained in the

/ hands of the Italians. The attacking force consisted of one German
-~ combat group, of some 4,000 men. Severe fighting ensued. Destroyers

managed to reinforce the island with the equivalent of another
battalion from Samos, and spasmodically to interrupt German sup-
plies. But the enemy’s control of the air enabled him to bomb the
garrison continuously, and to drop airborne troops; and Leros fell on
. the evening of the 16th. Of the 5,000 British on the island, some 2,000
' were casualties and many more were taken prisoner. The Germans lost
1,100 men. The garrisons on the other islands were now entirely cut off.
On 10th November, the Germans occupied Lissos, Patmos, Furni and
Icara, and Samos was evacuated three days later. The garrison on

1 See p. go above.
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Castel Rosso withdrew on the 27th. Some 1,000 men were saved in
all from the different garrisons, at the cost of one destroyer sunk and
another two damaged.

In the third week of November, the gamble seemed therefore to have
failed. The Turks, while sympathetic, were clearly unwilling to enter
the war without complete military, and possibly diplomatic, security
the Acgean was again in German hands; and the Americans had sho
themselves opposed to any diversion of forces to the area. These
difficulties, which might have deterred the local commanders and the
Chiefs of Staff, stimulated the Prime Minister. In his view, while
much had so far gone wrong, neither the case for operations in the
Aegean, nor the possibility of their success, had finally disappeared.
The negotiations with Turkey were still open; and the small resources
necessary for the Aegean might still, though not immediately, be
found. The more he considered the larger scene, the more indeed Mr.
Churchill favoured these operations. Once Rome fell in the New
Year, the stalemate in Italy might end; but there were still no plans
for that contingency outside the peninsula itself. Meanwhile the enemy
was disengaged elsewhere, and large Allied forces were locked in the
central Mediterranean. If the Aegean went by default, we might lose
the initiative throughout the theatre in the vital months before
‘Overlord’ was launched. Five days after Leros fell, he therefor
returned to the subject of Rhodes.!

‘The centre point of my thought is the capture of Rome at the
beginning of January and the capture of Rhodes at the end.
The former is already provided for. For the latter two requisites
are necessary:

First, a declaration of war by Turkey and the use of the
Turkish bases;

Second, a good British Division to be landed at the first wave,
to be backed up and followed by [an] Indian as the second wave.
Landing ships and craft will be required therefore on the scale
of a Division. These divisions need not be fully equipped with
transport, etc., on account of the small distances over which
they have to operate and the fact that the 8,000 Germans will be
pinned down to key points. How much landing craft will be
needed? Where can it be obtained? . . .

These questions set the stage for further discussion between the
Allies.

This discussion turned on resources, and particularly on the essential
assault shipping. Before we can proceed to it, we must therefore con-
sider the last possibility in the Mediterranean, whose demands in the
event were to complicate the argument.

1 See Closing the Ring, pp. 598-9.
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We have already seen that operations against southern France were
not contemplated as taking place until ‘Overlord’ itself was about to be
launched.! At that stage, however, they might play a significant part in
the design. Operations elswehere in the Mediterranean could contain
German divisions which might otherwise reinforce those in France; but
the divisions already in central and southern France must themselves be
contained, if they were not to reinforce those in the north. The
Combined Chiefs of Staff accordingly decided at Quebec that:

‘Offensive operations against southern France (to include the use

of trained and equipped French forces) should be undertaken to

establish a lodgment in the Toulon and Marseilles area to ex-

ploit northward in order to create a diversion in connection

with ‘Overlord’. Air nourished guerrilla operations in the
uthern Alps will, if possible, be initiated.’

On 24th August, they asked General Eisenhower to submit an outline
plan for such operations by 1st November, using the resources in the
Mediterranean of which he had already been informed.

Eisenhower’s report appeared on 27th October. In contrast to his
later attitude, it was cautious and not entirely favourable. He began
by reviewing the ‘strategic consideration’. The projected assault was
only a small part of the comprehensive scheme by which the necessary
conditions for ‘Overlord’ would be produced by May, 1944. It could
not be considered in isolation from plans for the rest of the Mediter-
ranean, for the Germans could always transfer forces from one part of
the coastline to another unless they were engaged or threatened
effectively. But these plans were themselves still uncertain, and until
they developed further the effect of a threat to, or an assault on,
southern France could scarcely be measured exactly. Either might in
fact produce the opposite effect to what was intended, leading the
Germans to reinforce generally in France instead of diverting strength
from northern France.

Eisenhower then turned to the conditions for an assault, which
seemed to him likely to depend on the state of affairs in Italy. If the
Allies stood on or south of a line Pisa-Rimini at the time the operation
was to take place, it would have to be launched and maintained by sea.
If however they had gained possession of the Lombard plain, it might
be launched and maintained partly by sea and partly by land. The
strength of the Allied assault shipping in the Mediterranean made it
unlikely that an attack by sea could be launched with more than one
division, followed immediately by two brigade groups; and reinforce-
ment would be slow unless an adequate port could be seized and
worked at the outset. Eisenhower therefore proposed that the Com-
bined Chiefs of Staff should approve preparations for alternatives: if

1 See p. 60 above.
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the Allies had gained the Lombard plain, for an attack on southern
France; if not, for a threat to that area. In either case, the measures
should not be applied before the period immediately surrounding
‘Overlord’, so that the enemy did not concentrate too much strength
too soon, which could be transferred to northern France in the early
days of the main invasion.

This report, which was shown to Cossac,! did not meet with his
unqualified approval. In his view, Eisenhower was confusing two
separate tasks: first, to contain enough German divisions outside
France for the enemy to have only a limited mobile reserve in that
country for two months after ‘Overlord’ was launched;? secondly, to
contain in the south of France a part—as he estimated, two divisions
—of that reserve on the day that ‘Overlord’ was launched. These
tasks were complementary, and Eisenhower’s help was necessary
to both. Cossac therefore submitted, as did Eisenhower, that the
maintenance of an effective threat to the south of France, whether by
deception or attack, should be accepted forthwith as an essential part
of the ‘Overlord’ design; but, unlike Eisenhower, he doubted if
deception alone would in fact suffice.

Cossac’s comments appeared on 3rd November. The British Joint
Planning Staff was inclined to accept his arguments, although it did
not wish to prejudge the issue. It recommended therefore that Eisen-
hower should submit operational plans as soon as possible for each of
his alternatives; and after a brief correspondence, the Combined
Chiefs of Staff informed him on 12th November that they approved his
report as a basis for further planning.

(iv)
The British and American Strategies

As the British surveyed the Mediterranean scene throughout %
period, from early in September to the third week in November, they |
were driven to conclude that it could be neither appraised nor ex-
ploited adequately within the context of the strategy approved at(v
Quebec. The precise effects of the Italian surrender, in the different
areas within the theatre, could not then have been foreseen; but the |
decisions that had then been taken now seemed, in their combination, |
irrelevant to changing conditions. As the Germans managed to

1 See p. 22 above. =
3 Sec p. 57 above.
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st¥bilize their fronts, in Italy, in the Balkans and in the Aegean, the

British chafed increasingly at the limitations to which they were sub-
jected.
! As early as gth September, on the day after Italy surrendered
publicly, the Prime Minister raised with the President the new
possibilities in the south. On the assumption that Naples and Rome
would soon be taken, he inquired what was then to be done. In his
view, the Allies should proceed to the presumed main German line
south of the Lombard plain, where they should stand and themselves
construct defensive positions. Thereafter, they should use the air power
from central Italy to the fullest extent as part of ‘Pointblank’, and
should nourish the guerrillas throughout the Balkans, possibly through
one or more captured ports on the Dalmatian coast. ‘When the
" defensive line across Northern Italy has been completed, it may be
§ possible to spare some of our own forces assigned to the Mediterranean
! theatre to emphasise a movement North and North-Eastward from the
“Dalmatian ports.”* Sardinia and Corsica should also be captured, and
the implications of a favourable move by Turkey should be studied by
the two Governments. These general suggestions were of course soon
overtaken by events; but they showed a desire to take advantage of an
uncertain situation which must be reconciled with decisions taken
before that situation had arisen.
But the British ideas were not expressed openly during September.
It was indeed only when the initial fluid situation had disappeared,
owing partly, as they argued, to the limitations imposed by the
‘Quadrant’ strategy, that the authorities in London protested against
that strategy, and proposed an alternative which by then could be more
precise. The process began in the middle of October. On the 14th, the
Chiefs of Staff informed the Prime Minister that they were suffering
from ‘a feeling of uneasiness . . . that the rigidity imposed by the ‘Quad-
rant’ decisions on our military dispositions is hampering the proper
exploitation of our successes in the Mediterranean’, On the 19gth, the
Prime Minister accordingly asked them to embark on a study of the
situation in that theatre, with particular reference to the resistance to
Germany which was growing throughout the Balkans. On the same
day, he held a Staff Meeting which discussed the position. All agreed
that the operations hitherto conceived might fail to contain the neces-
sary forces in the south, before and during the first three months of
‘Overlord’. Even if they succeeded in the earlier period, the danger still
remained; for there was no plan of containment for the summer, to
prevent a later concentration by the enemy against the forces that
would then have landed in northern France. If both dangers were to
be avoided, the connexion between the two campaigns must be

1 See Closing the Ring, p. 121.
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re-examined. Strategy in the Mediterranean must be more flexible, and
the date of ‘Overlord’ itself should not be considered sacrosanct. Th
Staff Meeting agreed that the Chiefs of Staff should study the problem
afresh, and that if necessary the British should press for a further
conference with the Americans.

Such a conference was in fact already under consideration, but in a
different context. Since early in August, Churchill had been urging the
desirability of a tripartite meeting with the Russians, and during
‘Quadrant’ he and Roosevelt tried to bring it about as a conclusion to
that conference. The pressure of the German offensive, which was then
in full swing, prevented Stalin from leaving Russia; but he in turn
suggested a meeting of a ‘Military-Political Commission’ in Moscow,
to discuss various diplomatic problems that were awaiting settlement
and to pave the way for a later meeting between Heads of Govern-
ments. This suggestion bore fruit in the tripartite Conference of
Foreign Ministers in Moscow from 19th to 3oth October, and its
success, combined with renewed pressure from the Western Allies, led
to detailed negotiation during the autumn for the subsequent meeting.
Towards the end of September, the three Powers agreed to meet at
Teheran, possibly in the middle of November; and despite the Prime
Minister’s anxiety for an earlier date, and the President’s preference
for a more accessible place whence to conduct that business as Head of
the State which constitutionally enjoined on him a narrow time limit,
both time and place survived the subsequent correspondence.

AL

It was in this context that Churchill mentioned to Rdosevelt, on
23rd October, the new factor which had been discussed at the Staff
Meeting on the 1gth.!

‘. . . 3. November 15 would be ninety days from the beginning
of ‘Quadrant’. In these ninety days events of first magnitude
have occurred. Mussolini has fallen; Italy has surrendered; its
Fleet has come over; we have successfully invaded Italy, and
are marching on Rome with good prospects of success. The
Germans are gathering up to 25 or more Divisions in Italy and
the Po Valley. All these are new facts.

4. Our present plans for 1944 seem open to very grave defects.
We are to put 15 American and 12 British Divisions into ‘Over-
lord’ and will have about six American and 16 British or
British-controlled Divisions on the Italian front. Unless there is
a German collapse Hitler, lying in the centre of the best com-
munications in the world, can concentrate at least 40 to 50
Divisions against either of these forces while holding the other.
He could obtain all the necessary forces by cutting his losses in

3 See Closing the Ring, pp. 277-9.
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the Balkans and withdrawing to the Save and the Danube with-
out necessarily weakening his Russian front. The disposition of
our forces between the Italian and the Channel theatres has not
been settled by strategic needs but by the march of events, by
shipping possibilities, and by arbitrary compromises between the
British and Americans. The date of ‘Overlord’ itself was fixed
by splitting the difference between the American and British
view. It is arguable that neither the forces building up in Italy
nor those available for a May ‘Overlord’ are strong enough for
the tasks set them.

5. The British Staffs and my colleagues and I all think this
position requires to be reviewed, and that the Commanders for
both fronts should be named and should be present. In pur-
suance of ‘Quadrant’ decisions we have already prepared two
of our best divisions . .. now in Sicily, for transfer to ‘Overlord’.
Thus they can play no part in the Italian battle to which they
stood so near, but will not come into action again for seven
months and then only if certain hypothetical conditions are
fulfilled which may very likely not be fulfilled. Early in Novem-
ber a decision must be taken about moving landing craft from
the Mediterranean to ‘Overlord’. This will cripple Mediter-
ranean operations without the said craft influencing events else-
where for many months. We stand by what was agreed at
‘Quadrant’ but we do not feel that such agreement should be
interpreted rigidly and without review in the swiftly-changing
situations of war.

6. Personally I feel that if we make serious mistakes in the
campaign of 1944, we might give Hitler the chance of a startling
come-back. Prisoner German General von Thoma was over-
heard saying ‘ Our only hope is that they come where we can use
the Army upon them”. All this shows the need for the greatest
care and foresight in our arrangements, the most accurate timing
between the two theatres, and the need to gather the greatest pos-
sible forces for both operations, particularly ‘Overlord’. I do
not doubt our ability in the conditions laid down to get ashore
and deploy. I am however deeply concerned with the build-up
and with the situation which may arise between the thirtieth and
sixtieth days. I feel sure that the vast movement of American
personnel into the United Kingdom and the fighting composi-
tion of the units requires to be searchingly examined by the
Commander who will execute ‘Overlord’. I wish to have both
the High Commands settled in a manner agreeable to our two
countries, and then the secondary Commands which are of verv
high importance can be decided . . . My dear friend, this is much
the greatest thing we have ever attempted, and I am not satisfied
that we have yet taken the measures necessary to give it the best
chance of success. I feel very much in the dark at present, and
unable to think or act in the forward manner which is needed.
For these reasons I desire an early Conference. ...’
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He also addressed a personal telegram to General Marshall, asking
him to study the message to the President. ‘We are,’ he stated,! ‘carry-
ing out our contract, but I pray God it does not cost us dear.’

These fears increased towards the end of October, when Alexander’s
report on Italy was received.? The necessity to retain assault shipping
and troops in the Mediterranean whose movement had earlier been
agreed, provided a further and immediate example of the dichotomy
between plans and reality. “This is what happens’, remarked the Prime
Minister to Mr. Eden?, ‘when battles are governed by lawyers’ agree-
ments made in all good faith months before and persisted in without
regard to the ever-changing fortunes of war’. The British, as we have
seen, reacted vigorously to the danger, and carried the Americans with
them in their immediate proposal for the assault shipping.¢ But while
it was possible to agree on the immediate battle, in an area to which
the Allies were already committed by plan, the simultaneous develop-
ments in the Aegean showed how differently they viewed the context
of that battle and of the Italian campaign. While the Americans
regarded the request for the assault shipping as of immediate and
purely local significance, the British saw in the American view the
most immediate example of an attitude which threatened the strategy
for Europe as much as the battle for Rome. At the same time that they
were engaged on the local issue, the British Chiefs of Staff were there-
fore preparing their recommendations for future strategy, to which,
in their view, that issue was the necessary prelude.

Their conclusions appeared on 11th November.

‘‘OVERLORD’ AND THE MEDITERRANEAN OPERATIONS
Aide-Mémoire ' .

For some time past it has been clear to us, and doubtless also
to the U.S. Chiefs of Staff, that disagreement exists between us as
to what we should do now in the Mediterranean, with particular
reference to the effect of future action on ‘Overlord’. The point
at issue is how far what might be termed the “sanctity of ‘Over-
lord’ ” is to be preserved in its entirety, irrespective of develop-
ments in the Mediterranean theatre. This issue is clouding the
whole of our future strategic outlook, and must be resolved at
[Cairo].

2. At the outset we must point out that since the decisions
taken at ‘Quadrant’, there have been major developments in the
situation. The Russian campaign has succeeded beyond all hope
or expectations and their victorious advance continues. Italy has
been knocked out of the war; and it is certainly not beyond the

1 See loc. cit., p. 220.

3 See pp. 69-70 above.

3 Sce Closing the Ring, p. 258.
4 See p. 74 above.
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bounds of possibility that Turkey will come in on our side before
the New Year. In these changed conditions, we feel that con-
sideration of adjustments of, if not actual departures from, the
decisions taken at ‘Trident’ and ‘Quadrant’ is not only fully
justified but positively essential.

3. Nevertheless, we emphasise that we do not in any way
recoil from, or wish to side-track, our agreed intention to attack
the Germans across the Channel in the late Spring or early
Summer of 1944, or even earlier if ‘Rankin’? conditions were to
obtain. We must not, however, regard ‘Overlord’ on a fixed date
as the pivot of our whole strategy on which all else turns. In actual
fact, the German strength in France next Spring may, at one end
of the scale, be something which makes ‘Overlord’ completely
impossible and, at the other end, something which makes
‘Rankin’ not only practicable, but essential. Consequently, to
assume that the achievement of a certain strength by a certain
date will remove all our difficulties and result in shortening the
duration of the war is entirely illusory. This policy, if literally in-
terpreted, will inevitably paralyse action in other theatres with-
out any guarantee of action across the Channel.

4. With the Germans in their present plight the surest way to
win the war in the shortest time is to attack them remorselessly
and continuously in any and every area where we can do so with
superiority. The number of places at which we can thus attack
them depends mainly on the extent to which they are stretched.
Our policy is therefore clear; we should stretch the German
forces to the utmost by threatening as many of their vital interests
and areas as possible and, holding them thus, we should attack
wherever we can do so in superior force.

5. If we pursue the above policy we firmly believe that
‘Overlord’ (perhaps in the form of ‘Rankin’) will take place next
summer. We do not, however, attach vital importance to any
particular date or to any particular number of Divisions in the
assault and follow-up, though naturally the latter should be
made as large as possible consistent with the policy stated above.
It is, of course, valuable to have a target date to which all may
work, but we are firmly opposed to allowing this date to become
our master, and to prevent us from taking full advantage of all
opportunities that occur to us to follow what we believe to be the
correct strategy.

6. In the light of the above argument, we submit the following
proposals for action in the Mediterranean:
(1) Unification of Command
Unification of Command in the Mediterranean . . . is an
essential and urgent measure which should be put into effect

1 Plans for an emergency return to the Continent, in the event of a German weakening
or collapse. See p. 10 above.
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irrespective of any other decisions taken about this theatre.
(2) The Italian Campaign

The offensive in Italy should be nourished and maintained
until we have secured the Pisa-Rimini Line.

(3) Yugoslavia, Greece and Albania

Our policy should be to place on a regular military basis and
to intensify our measures to nourish the Partisan and irregular
forces in these countries. If necessary, we might form a limited
bridgehead on the Dalmatian or Albanian Coasts.

(4) Turkey
We should bring Turkey into the war this year.

(5) The Dardanelles
We should aim to open the Dardanelles as soon as possible.

(6) The Balkans
We should undermine resistance in the Balkan States and

do everything possible to promote a state of chaos and dis-
ruption in the satellite Balkan countries.

7. If the above measures necessitate putting back the date
upon which the forces agreed to be necessary for ‘Overlord’ will
be available in the United Kingdom, this should be accepted,
since it does not by any means follow that the date of the in-
vasion of France will be put back to the same extent.

8. To sum up, our policy is to fight and bomb the Germans as
hard as possible all through the winter and spring; to build up
our forces in the United Kingdom as rapidly as possible con-
sistent with this; and finally to invade the Continent as soon as
the German strength in France and the general war situation
gives us a good prospect of success.’

On 12th November, the Prime Minister minuted on this document
‘I cordially agree’. After further debate between themselves and with
Alexander and Churchill, the Chiefs of Staff decided to omit from
paragraph 6(3) the last sentence (‘If necessary, we might form a
limited bridgehead on the Dalmatian or Albanian Coasts’), which
referred to a now improbable event and might cause misapprehension
of their policy. With that single omission, the paper was submitted
to the Americans as the official British case.

It is important to be clear on this. Much was said at the time, and
has since been written, on British, and particularly on Churchillian,
strategy in the Mediterranean during this period, which is misleading
not only for the period but for the same problem in later periods. For
it seems often to have been assumed that the strategy was static, and
was held for the same reasons throughout the last phase of the Euro-
pean war, in 1945 as in 1944 and in 1944 as in 1943. This of course
could never have been so. Plans for the different areas within
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theatre, as for any other area of operations, depended on circum-
stances and resources, which did not remain constant on the three main
occasions—in the autumn and early winter of 1943, in the late summer
and autumnof 1944,and in the winter of 1944 /45—on which they were
considered. Each must therefore be examined separately, and not as
part of a continuous and unchanged policy.

For the impression of a static policy has been created largely by
reading later developments into the earlier scene. It has often been
asserted—and despite the evidence to the contrary, seems still to be
widely believed—that the British, either under Churchill’s influence or
through him as their spokesman, wished in the second half of 1943 to
develop a campaign in the Balkans towards the north, if necessary
at the expense of ‘Overlord’, for strategic or diplomatic reasons, or for
a combination of both. Whatever may have been the case later, this
was not so at that time. There was, in the first place, no real difference
of opinion between the Prime Minister and the Chiefs of Staff as to
what should be done. Churchill’s policy in 1943 was not that of Lloyd
George in 1916. Whatever his dreams—and there were dreams'—
when faced with the realities he saw well enough the impossibility of a
Balkan campaign involving substantial British or American forces; and
while he was undoubtedly more enthusiastic than the Chiefs of Staff or
their Planners over a policy in the Aegean that all acknowledged to be

- necessary, there was no need or occasion for him to urge on them a
[ course of action which they adopted without serious hesitation from
the first. The issue in the eastern Mediterranean, in the autumn and
winter of 1943, was not in fact whether the Allies should land in force
on the mainland of south-east Europe, but whether they could and
should bring Turkey into the war. Strategy, like politics, is the art of
the possible. British plans centred on the Aegean, where in their view
a limited force could produce the greatest effect in support of the main
strategic object, and not on operations by the Allies on the mainland
for which none of the necessary conditions existed. So far as 1943 is
( concerned, the Balkan campaign with substantial Allied forces is a
myth.

This may indeed be seen when the British strategy is compared
with that held at the time by the only advocate of a Balkan campaign.
Since the end of the ‘Quadrant’ Conference, Field Marshal Smuts had
chafed at the policy for 1944, which seemed to him inadequate for a
great Alliance in the fifth year of war. On gth September, he outlined
his alternative to Churchill. The Western Allies should at once capture
the Dodecanese, support the guerrillas in Yugoslavia ‘by two or four
Divisions . . . and thus.. . . build up an important Balkans front against
German line on Danube and Sava’, and thence devote their attention

1 See Appendix VI below.
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to Italy and the Balkans instead of ‘now adopting cross-Channel plans’.
Those plans ‘should be slowed down or put into temporary cold
storage while bombing campaign is intensified to prepare for eventual
military knockout’. Such a policy was similar to that which the British
have often been alleged to have held at this time. It is interesting,
therefore, to note the terms of the Prime Minister’s immediate reply.!
‘. . . There can be no question whatever of breaking arrangements we
have made with the United States for ‘Overlord’. ... I hope you will
realise that British loyalty to ‘Overlord’ is keystone of arch of Anglo-
American co-operation. Personally I think enough forces exist for both
hands to be played and I believe this to be the right strategy.’

This attitude held good over the next two months, in the course of
which Smuts visited London in an effort to influence the decision. But \
his advocacy merely clarified the impossibility of his case. Whatever
form they might take, the British regarded operations in the Mediter-
ranean as a necessary complement to ‘Overlord’; Smuts, on the other
hand, regarded ‘Overlord’ as at best a complement to operations from
the Mediterranean. He sought to reverse the ‘Quadrant’ strategy,
and to re-examine its foundations: the British were concerned rather ;
to modify those of its provisions which in their view were now hkely
adversely to affect the rest.2

It was the more important, therefore, that any modification in™
policy should accord with the available resources. As it was, the British
argued, the existing policy was wasting resources which could other-
wise be used profitably in support of a modified policy. The campaign
in Italy was hanging fire, and operations in the Aegean were starved\
of the necessary troops; but divisions remained idle in North Africa
and Sicily, awamng their transfer to England for an operauon in some:
six months’ time. The fate of the Dodecanese hung in the balance,
and with it that of Turkey; but the necessary assault shipping was
engaged partly in ferrying an air force to Italy for which the airfields”
did not yet exist. The guerrillas in Yugoslavia needed arms; but the|
Command in charge of the operations was not in charge of the bases,
and had not provided most of the resources. Divided authority and an
unplanned future were undermining the proper use of the resources
which would determine the future.

The British calculated that these difficulties could be overcome, and
the relation between strategy and resources set on a proper footing, by
the application of the three immediate remedies which they had pro-
posed for the Mediterranean. The revision of command, desirable for
the better conduct of affairs across the Adriatic and in the Aegean,

1 See Closing the Ring, p. 116.

% For a consideration of three statements by Mr. Churchill which might seem at first
sight to invalidate this argument, see Appendix VI below.
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would create an authority which, for the first time since the invasion of
North Africa, could see the theatre as a whole. The devotion of one-
sixth of Eisenhower’s resources to the capture of the Dodecanese,'
would secure the base in the east necessary to a more flexible strategy
~with limited forces. Finally, the retention in the theatre until mid-
january of all L.S.T. needed for the next stage of the Italian campaign,
/would give the Allies the opportunity, which the earlier withdrawal of
the vessels might easily remove, of providing the foundation for such

ka strategy throughout the theatre.

The key to the whole design lay indeed in a readjustment to the
programme for assault shipping. If the sixty-eight L.S.T. in the
Mediterranean, due to leave for England on 15th December, left on
that date, the campaign in Italy might stagnate and fester, the
Mediterranean scene would then finally harden, and—unless assault
shipping were diverted and held from the Far East—the Germans
would have ample time to redistribute their forces before ‘Overlord’
took place in May. If, on the other hand, those L.S.T. remained in the

editerranean for another month, there seemed every chance that the
‘needs of Italy would be met, and that the Allies would be advancing
rapldly north of Rome. This in turn would free at least part of the
‘assault shipping that remained, with certain types of ocean shipping
capable of supporting seaborne assaults but then engaged on ferrying
men and supplies to Italy, for minor but damaging operations based
on the Aegean islands, and for feints and support of the guerrillas
elsewhere, before it was called on to take part in any operation that
might be approved in direct support of ‘Overlord’. It would also enable
any assault shipping that might have to be loaned from the Far East
early in 1944, to return there by the spring.

The revised programme would moreover have an effect, at first
perhaps unwelcome but probably beneficent, on ‘Overlord’ itself.
The British Chiefs of Staff calculated, early in November, that it must
postpone the date for that operation by six to eight weeks, possibly until
1st July, 1944. But while this introduced a different date from that

Y already agrccd and would shorten the campaigning period available
) <, before the winter, it would provide at least a month’s extra production

- of assault shipping, still a limiting factor to the size of the assault, and
would to the same extent ease the burden on ‘Bolero’, which was still
causing anxiety.? If therefore the Allies could agree to delay ‘Overlord’
until about 1st July, 1944, the Chiefs of Staff believed that the strategy
for Europe, and the preparations for ‘Overlord’ itself, could be set on

’ a proper footing: if not, the Mediterranean campaign tmght enter a
\ blind alley, ‘Overlord’ might thereby be endangcred and, in those

1 See p. 94 above.
* See p. 3 above.
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circumstances, new conditions might be set for the British effort in thc)
Far East.

It will be asked why this argument for the Mediterranean, which
was stated clearly enough, should, then and later, have been mis-
interpreted. The answer is that it was an argument peculiarly liable to
misunderstanding, for it was of the type which seeks to avoid one
course of action by following another apparently very like it. A precise
allocation of forces between Italy and the eastern area, and allowing of
little margin for error, was intended to provide a complement to the
Italian campaign; it could also be regarded as intended to provide
alternative. Operations in the Aegean were designed to stimulate un-
rest in the Balkans without an Allied landing in force on the mainland;
they could also be taken, by friend as well as by foe, for a prelude to
such a landing. To the British, the strength of their case was precisel
that a minor readjustment of forces was best calculated to achieve a
major disturbance. Such an argument would be accepted, and might
be understood, only by those who started from the same strategic
assumptions, and thus could credit it with the objects it professed and
not with those which it seemed so narrowly to avoid.

But by the autumn of 1943, the Mediterranean had already become
the focus for a significant difference of thought between the British and
the Americans, which throughout the alliance, often mitigated with
skill and wisdom by the authorities whom it affected, informed their
common strategy. To the British, nurtured and confirmed in the
experience, and largely governed by the forms, of maritime warfare,
strategy implied an economy of effort, best achieved, if circumstances
allowed, by a careful distribution of strength between a number of
complementary targets. Such a mode of warfare was pragmatic, for it
must develop largely as opportunity offered; and the British placed a
correspondingly high value on strategic flexibility, in preference to a
rigid adherence to a long-prepared plan. To the Americans, on the
other hand, strategy implied concentration of effort, in the Napoleonic
sense. Unused to long wars against numerically superior Continental
powers, and rightly confident in their application of ingenuity to un-
paralleled strength, they had no need for or experience of the devious
approach. Their strategic resource and tactical boldness, the former
already displayed in the Pacific, the latter soon to be displayed in
north-west Europe, were accordingly exercised in the service of a
single strategic target and of a single well-prepared design; and they
were quick to note and to fear any sign of an apparent dispersal of
force, or of a departure from plans already agreed. )

The Americans thus disliked the ‘side-shows’ which to the British
were an inherent element of warfare; and the Mediterranean had
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always seemed to them to bear all the marks of the ‘side-show’. ‘Every
division sent into the Mediterranean,” an American official historian
has remarked of the Joint Chiefs of Staff’s position, ‘was a division
lost for the main battle’.? “The Mediterranean’, Marshall informed a
meeting of the Combined Chiefs of Staff in Washington in May 1943,
‘was a vacuum into which America’s great military might could be
drawn off until there was nothing left with which to deal the decisive
blow on the Continent.’ Thus, where the British feared that ‘Overlord’
would fail without larger diversionary operations in the south, the
Americans feared that those operations would grow so large that
‘Overlord’ would fail. When the British asserted that ‘Overlord’, even
if postponed, remained the main assault, the Americans replied that
the diversions were already claiming the larger forces. As they sur-
veyed the developments in the Mediterranean in 1943, the Joint
Chiefs of Staff saw how landings in North Africa had been followed by
an assault on Sicily; how an assault on Sicily had led to the invasion of
Italy; and how the invasion of Italy was now leading to proposals for
action in the eastern Mediterranean. What, they asked themselves,
was to prevent such proposals in turn from demanding new forces for
new possibilities? Large operations, it seemed to them, might be
launched in the name of ‘Overlord’, whose success might then depend
on reinforcements necessary to ‘Overlord’. In these circumstances, the
devotion to ‘Overlord’ which the British claimed, seemed to them
suspiciously like lip-service.

This suspicion was the stronger because the Americans, unlike the
British, were now actively on the offensive in both of the separate wars,
against Germany and against Japan, whose only connexion to the
Allies lay in their demands on resources; and while the European
war enjoyed the higher priority, both had to be carried on. Strong
pressure in the country, and a natural inclination arising from the
same causes as that pressure, impelled the Joint Chiefs of Staff to
devote as much of the American effort as possible to the campaigns in
the Far East; and they were the more sensitive to demands for the
Mediterranean which in their view might not only prove unnecessary
but, by endangering ‘Overlord’, might force the diversion of Allied
resources from the war against Japan, probably from the Pacific and
possibly also from south-east Asia. However well justified this attitude
may have been, it led to a curious position in the Mediterranean itself.
Both British and Americans agreed that the necessary diversionary
operations must take place in that theatre. But the suspicion with
which they viewed the possible consequences of those diversions, led
the Americans to suspect rather than to welcome certain manifesta-
tions of their success. A campaign in Italy was necessary, and must be

! Gordon A. Harrison, Cross-Channel Attack (1951), p. 96.
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vigorously pursued. But victory before the late spring of 1944 would
leave a hiatus which must still be filled. Neither partner of course con-
templated a stalemate, and the Americans certainly did not consider
its implication. But if the problem was not posed for Italy, it could
scarcely be avoided for the area to the east. At times in October and
November 1943, the Joint Chiefs of Staff seemed to dislike the thought
of an Allied landing at any point to the east of Italy almost as much as
the Germans; and while the British welcomed the confusion in south-
east Europe, the Americans regarded the British attitude with increas-
ing alarm.

The Americans, in fact, feared the shadow, rather than the sub-
stance, of the British proposals. Fearing the shadow, they tended to
neglect the substance. The programme of the British Chiefs of Staff
was designed to maintain an increasing threat in the south until an
approximate date, without an increase of force. The Joint Chiefs of
Staff saw it as the prologue to an indefinite increase of force which
might indefinitely postpone that date. In these circumstances, it
proved difficult to appraise the merits of the immediate case. Political
considerations may have further confused an issue which was already
misconceived; certainly the President himself at this time seems to
have feared the effect on opinion in the United States of an entangle-
ment in the Balkans at the expense of operations in northern France.
But such considerations—and it is unlikely that they were significant
as yet—could not have arisen had not the strategic argument allowed.
A week before the conference at Cairo began, Marshall told Roosevelt
and Hopkins, at a meeting of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, that ‘the British
might like to “ditch” ‘Overlord’ now in order to go into the Balkans’;
and according to the American official history, ‘the prospects of
mounting ‘Overlord’ as planned could not have seemed very bright
to the Joint Chiefs of Staff as they travelled to Cairo for the first con-
versations with the British . . .’

Misunderstanding, as is not unusual, brought a certain resentment.
The Americans suspected that the British, with their talk of the neces-
sary conditions for ‘Overlord’, were trying to return to the position
they had held before the Quebec Conference, when a decision on
‘Overlord’ awaited confirmation. They attributed, in fact, to London
the policy advocated by Smuts. Always sensitive to a departure from
earlier agreements, they accordingly came to Cairo in a state of some
moral indignation. The British for their part were annoyed at an
attitude which they considered to be unjustifiable, and almost certain
to reintroduce to the debate familiar but irrelevant prejudices. But if
the misunderstanding was deep, the irritation was not; and despite
some misgivings in the weeks before the conference, at Cairo itself the

! Harrison, loc. cit., p. 122.
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principals were patient and the atmosphere was soon cordial. There was
disagreement and criticism; but the consequences were too important,
the alliance was too close and its balance still too even, and the protag-
onists themselves were too experienced, for a solution not to be found
which would again at least postpone, and at best might resolve, the
issue of their differences.

The disagreement on strategy was reflected in a problem of command
that had also to be settled at the conference. On 2nd November, the
British Chiefs of Staff informed Washington of their recommendations
for the Mediterranean Command, to which they alluded in their paper
of the 11th.! They stressed the difficulties which were produced by the
inevitable delay in referring matters affecting two Commands to the
Combined Chiefs of Staff—a delay which recent events had shown
might be serious.

‘e « . 3. We therefore consider’, they continued, ‘the time has
come for one Commander to be made responsible for all opera-
tions in the Mediterranean and suggest that Commander-in-
Chief, Allied Forces, should now assume responsibility for opera-
tions in following areas in addition to those already in his com-
mand: Greece, Albania, Yugoslavia, Bulgaria, Rumania,
Hungary, Crete, Aegean Islands and Turkey. Commanders in
Cairo would be under his orders for these operations, but would
remain responsible to British Chiefs of Staff for operation of
Middle East Base and for all matters pertaining to those parts
of present Middle East Commands situated in Africa, Asia and
Levant (except Turkey), and should continue to receive political
guidance from Minister of State Resident in Middle East in
respect of those responsibilities.

4. Such reorganization would ensure that operations in
Mediterranean are regarded as a whole and would empower
Commander-in-Chief to transfer forces from one part of area to
another in order to take advantage of fleeting opportunities.
Consider this particularly desirable in view of possible oppor-
tunities in Balkans and effect operations in that theatre might
have on main operations in Italy. ...

The Joint Chiefs of Staff were not unsympathetic to these proposals,
in so far as they affected the domestic hierarchy within the theatre. But
they also impinged on a problem outside the theatre with which the
Americans were already concerned, and which, starting from a
question of personalities, had by this time led them to consider the
structure of command throughout Europe.

When Churchill and Roosevelt had agreed that the Supreme

1 See pp. 109-11 above.
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Commander for ‘Overlord’ should be an American, the obvious choice
to the authorities in Washington seemed at first to be General Marshall.
He alone was considered to possess the necessary influence and
strength to see the plan through to completion in London; and, in the
President’s opinion, he particularly deserved the immortality which
the greatest command ever held by an American would, if successful,
confer upon the holder. Marshall was accordingly told that he would
be given the post, and began secretly to make his arrangements. But a
problem remained which in the event was to lead to a different result.
For if Marshall was considered to be virtually indispensable to ‘Over-
lord’, he was also considered to be indispensable as Chief of Staff of the
Army. There was indeed no question at any time of his being replaced
in that office; instead, it was contemplated that he would remain
Chief of Staff, while an Acting Chief of Staff, probably General
Eisenhower, would be appointed in Washington in his absence. But
this solution, not unnaturally, failed to satisfy the other American
Chiefs of Staff. Admiral King, in particular, objected to an arrangement
which would increase rather than mitigate the ill effects of Marshall’s
absence, by creating a likely source of confusion between him and
Washington. Rumours of the problem soon spread in the Pentagon,
and the discussion became entangled in the politics of the capital. It
was alleged that Marshall was being removed to Europe as the victim
of a dispute with Roosevelt or Churchill, or with the powerful and
suspect Harry Hopkins. In September 1943, accusations appeared in
public, in normally authoritative papers, and were eagerly seized on
by the German propaganda. The excitement began to die down
towards the end of the month, as fresh news invited fresh speculation;
but it left a legacy which could not be ignored in selecting the com-
mander and in defining his command.

It was against this background that the authorities in Washington
began to consider a revision in the structure of command, which
would secure Marshall’s appointment to ‘Overlord’ without the atten-
dant political odium. A possible solution seemed to offer in the creation
of a new Supreme Command, to embrace not only the forces for the
main invasion, but all Allied forces in Europe apart from the Russians.
Such an appointment would not imply demotion for its holder: on the
contrary, it was of unexampled range and magnitude. There seems to
have been some such speculation in the middle of September; certainly
the rumours were strong enough towards its close to elicit an anxious
telegram of inquiry from Churchill to Hopkins. But nothing was heard
officially throughout October.

Whatever its political advantages, the idea of the new Command
could not hope to survive discussion as a political panacea alone; and
while it remained a project dear to the President, it did not in fact run
counter to the strategy of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. A Supreme
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Commander for Europe, devoted to the conception of ‘Overlord’ and
disposing of the resources for ‘Overlord’ and the Mediterranean, might
prove decisive in preventing that departure from the Quebec
strategy which the Americans suspected would soon be proposed. He
was equally well placed to control directly the converging air opera-
tions which were now possible from north and south, and which must
soon be related directly to his own operations. Nor was the pattern of
authority itself uncongenial to the Joint Chiefs of Staff. They regarded
it as the logical extension, over an area that had now become indi-
visible, of that theory of Supreme Command which they normally
preferred to the alternative of a committee of Commanders-in-Chief.
While, therefore, they were not themselves responsible for the idea,
the Joint Chiefs of Staff were likely to appreciate its merits.

But at the beginning of November, the President had still not come
outinto the open; and while he would doubtless have done so within the
next fortnight, before the delegates left for Cairo, the occasion was in
fact provided by the British proposals for the Mediterranean Com-
mand. When, on 5th November, these were considered in Washington,
Admiral Leahy read a statement of ‘his own views’ to his colleagues
which they had not heard as a body before. This turned out to be the
proposal for a European Supreme Command which had been
rumoured in September, and which presumably now had the official
support of the President. As Leahy remarked, it ran counter to the
British recommendations; and the British at once reacted strongly to it.
The Chiefs of Staff informed their colleagues that proper control in the
Mediterranean was an urgent operational necessity, which could not
await the discussion of a different solution that was in any case likely to
be ‘entirely unacceptable’. The Prime Minister, for his part, asked Dill
to inform Leahy immediately that he would never consent to such an
arrangement while he remained in office.

The strength of the British objection derived from an accepted
principle which Leahy’s proposal seemed to contravene, and whose
maintenance at this time seemed essential to the maintenance of the
British strategy for Europe. If the appointment was to be effective, it
must conflict with the authority of the Combined Chiefs of Staff, which
had proved both successful and constitutionally viable. In whatever
terms his powers were defined, a ‘Supremissimo’ of the type suggested
must either arrogate to himself functions hitherto denied to a Supreme
Commander, or must subside into a nominally impressive but in fact
redundant position in the chain of responsibility. Neither result was
acceptable tothe authorities inLondon. Neither, in their opinion, would
work in practice, and both, in their different ways, would threaten the
established machinery of Allied agreement and control, over a period
in which the British were particularly anxious to retain their full and
accustomed share in the formulation and supervision of Allied strategy
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in Europe. For the force of the British objection reflected not only a
difference of principle on the structure of command, but its bearing on
the complementary strategic difference that was about to be debated ;
and it accordingly served warning, on the eve of the Cairo conference,
of the determination with which the British strategy would be pressed.






CHAPTER 111

BRITISH STRATEGY IN THE
FAR EAST, AND THE FORMATION
OF THE
SOUTH-EAST ASIA COMMAND,
AUGUST-NOVEMBER, 1943

(1)
The Strategic Conditions

STUDY OF THE WAR in the Far East in 1944 has little
A in common with a study of the war in Europe. Not only are
the conditions for strategy and the processes of strategic
thought entirely different in each case, but at first sight there is a
marked contrast between the success of planning in the West and, for
Britain, the frustration of planning in the war against Japan. In
Europe, 1944 was a year of great achievement, leading, despite the
failure of its initial promise, to final and complete victory in 1945. In
the Far East, 1944 was distinguished, so far as the British were con-
cerned, by a limited offensive on the western perimeter of enemy
territory, while in London a succession of ambitious plans failed to
mature and a prolonged and stubborn debate on the object of strategy
took place at the very centre of Government.

The reasons for this apparent contrast are not hard to find. In the
first place, the two wars had reached different stages at the beginning
of 1944. The discussions on the strategy against Japan are comparable,
not with those on ‘Overlord’ and the Mediterranean which proceeded
at the same time, but with the discussions on the strategy against
Germany which occupied 1942 and 1943; while the slowly mounting
offensive in south-east Asia towards the end of 1944, and even during
1945, may be measured not against the final thrusts at the heart of
Germany but against their preliminaries on the fringe of enemy
territory during 1943 and early in 1944.

The war against Japan was moreover fought under peculiar
difficulties. Throughout the story there are three factors to which the
events must constantly be related : the geography of the theatre and its
effect on the area in which the British operated, the state of their
supplies, and the divergent interests of the Allies. Unlike Germany,
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Japan lay far from her enemies and could be approached only by sea
and air. There were five possible lines of approach, some of which
could and obviously would be attempted simultaneously.! First, Japan
could be attacked from the north: from the Kuriles with advanced
bases in the Aleutians and rear bases in the United States, and from
Russia, with bases in her Maritime Provinces. But such attacks,
whatever their form, must depend for their success at least in part on
Russian intervention, which was not to be expected until the end of the
war with Germany, and could not in any case affect Japan in her
weakest point, her dependence on sea communications to the south.
An attack from the north could therefore be regarded only as the cul-
mination of a general offensive whose preliminaries must be developed
elsewhere. Secondly, Japan could be approached through the central
Pacific, where the groups of islands—Marshalls, Gilberts, Carolines,
Marianas and Bonins—providéd advanced and intermediate bases for
a maritime assault upon the Home Islands staged from Pearl Harbour
and fed from the west coast of the United States. Thirdly, an offensive
could be developed from the south-west Pacific, with Australia as the
main base, through New Guinea and if necessary the Celebes and
Dutch Borneo to the Philippines, and thence to Formosa and the Home
Islands themselves. A fourth thrust could be developed from south-east
Asia, with India as the base, through Burma, Malaya and the Nether-
lands East Indies to the Philippines and Formosa, or to Indo-China
and Formosa, or to Indo-China and China. Lastly, Japan could be
attacked from China, supplied for this purpose by air from the Pacific,
or by air or land from Burma and India, or best of all by sea from a
recaptured port such as Canton or Hong Kong.

In 1943, the Americans advanced along two of these possible lines,
in the central and south-west Pacific; and their success towards the
end of the year brought them to a position where they would soon have
to decide which was to be their main and which their complementary
assault on the inner Japanese defences. The alternatives, with their
administrative implications, were indeed then under debate in
Washington. The possibilities in Asia, however, did not seem as yet to
be so clear. It was a cardinal factor in American policy that China
must be kept in the war. But whether she should be regarded as an
element in the combined assault upon Japan, and if so in what capa-
city, had not yet been determined. The state of the country in 1943
did not encourage too ambitious a plan. After seven years of sporadic
but ruinous warfare, unoccupied China was scarcely in a position to
do more than stay alive. The structure of administration, never strong,
had largely collapsed. Chiang Kai-shek’s government retained from
Chungking its jurisdiction over the central and southern provinces,
and the Generalissimo himself had indeed theoretically improved his

1 See Map I, facing p. 11.
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position in September, 1943 by his election to the Presidency and by
his ncmination as Head of the State. But the central government
exercised only a ncminal control. The traditional independence of the
local governors was by now unassailable; risings continued throughout
the provinces, even, in 1943, in the normally amenable Szechuan; and
towards the end of the year the familiar rumours were heard of rebel-
lion in the Kuomintang itself. At the same time, matters had almost
come to a head with the Ccmmunists, who virtually controlled
northern China and who were regarded by several foreign observers as
potentially better material than the disorganized forces of the central
government. Throughout the year, several of the Generalissimo’s best
divisions blockaded the Ccmmunist areas, and in July open civil war
seemed possible. The danger was averted, largely owing to criticism
from abroad; but at the end of 1943 there seemed little likelihood of
the ‘recalcitrant members of the family’, to use the Government’s
official description, being reconciled to their self-styled parents.

Meanwhile the country continued as best it could in the face of
appalling poverty. To the familiar pestilences of flood and locust was
added the wartime taxation in kind, levied indiscriminately and with
excess by the local governors and generals, and administered by their
officials with the traditional corruption. But while the burden on the
peasant was immense, the benefit to the Government remained small.
No national budget had been published since 1937, but it was esti-
mated that in 1943 China’s expenditure was more than double her
income. Inflation became steadily worse, and efforts to control prices
proved entirely inadequate. By December 1943, the level of the whole-
sale price index in Chungking was more than twice as high as in
January and two hundred times as high as in 1937. The production of
war material, despite able technicians, was almost completely ham-
strung by this lack of financial control. As a result, the Chinese soldier
was, by western standards, almost incredibly ill-armed, ill-clothed and
ill-fed. Starving and apathetic, and bringing to the campaigns of the
twentieth century many of the habits of the Middle Ages, he lived on
the countryside as far as possible and where possible evaded or com-
promised with the enemy. By 1944, indeed, despite the enormous
paper strength of the Nationalist forces, their resistance was at best
spasmodic, and the country was saved from overt defeat only because
the Japanese already had most of what they wanted and were pre-
vented by their other efforts from acquiring the rest.

But so long as China continued to resist, she remained an asset to
the Western Allies: at the least, as a sponge to soak up Japanese re-
sources, and as a guarantee against an unchallenged Japanese
dominion on the mainland which might survive even the reduction of
the Heme Islands; at best, as a potential base for offensive operations
against the enemy. The British, with only a slight strategic interest in
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the Chinese theatre, and doubtful of the Generalissimo’s capacity to
stage an offensive, were content simply with his continued resistance;
the Americans, whose more direct strategic concern was supported by
a traditional affection, were prepared to foster him in a more active
réle. There were three ways in which this might be done. First, the
Chinese armies could be improved by American training and
strengthened with American equipment until they were capable of
staging a campaign to drive the enemy to the sea. Alternatively, their
limitations could be accepted, and they could be used to contain the
enemy while American tactical air power increasingly harassed his
communications and forced him to abandon large areas of the country.
Thirdly, the Americans could establish a strategic air force in China to
bomb the approaches to Japan and the Home Islands themselves. The
third possibility was not seriously considered until towards the end of
1043, and its fate will be discussed in another chapter.! But it was an
addition rather than an alternative to either of the other possibilities.
Each of these possibilities demanded entirely different efforts and
supplies; and American policy in China was determined by the fact
that in the circumstances it was impossible to pursue them simul-
taneously.

For the volume of American supplies to China was governed by the
state of the communications. The successive Japanese conquests in the
Philippines, in the Netherlands East Indies, and in Malaya and
Burma, had quickly isolated her from her allies by land and sea, and
when the Burma Road from Mandalay to Chungking was cut in 1942,
all normal communication ceased. The British and Americans there-
upon considered new routes, of which the most promising seemed to be
the pack road through Tibet and the route by sea, road and rail from
Karachi through eastern Persia and the Turksib railway to Sinkiang.
But all such plans failed, either for physical or diplomatic reasons, and
the Western Allies were forced in the event to rely entirely on the air
route from India over the Himalayas, involving a passage of excep-
tional difficulty. The main American effort in Asia during 1942-3
therefore turned on the establishment of this air ferry. Its organization
was confided to a new American China-Burma-India (C.B.I.) Theatre,
which was set up in June, 1942 to embrace all activities in support of
China. Under its aegis, material and technicians were provided to
help the British India Command in building or modifying the neces-
sary airfields and in improving their communications. The transport
aircraft themselves were organized as a Wing of the world-wide U.S.
Air Transport Command, which, with Tenth U.S. Army Air Force in
India, itself reserved for the support of China, came under the direc-
tion of Major-General George E. Stratemeyer, commanding all
American air forces in the C.B.1. Theatre. The theatre also included

1 See Chapter XI, section III below.
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certain Chinese troops who were placed under American control, and
were training in India. Its commander was Lieut.-General Joseph B.
Stilwell, and at the end of 1943 a Deputy Commander, Major-General
Daniel I. Sultan, was appointed with an office in New Delhi.

The target for the capacity of the air ferry was set at 10,000 tons a
month in May, 1943. By December, seven new airfields had been built
in Bengal and Assam, while the American Air Transport Wing in
India had grown to fifteen squadrons, with a total of 196 planes.
Where in the first quarter of 1943 they had delivered some 1,700 tons
of supplies to China, in the last quarter they delivered some 8,000 tons,
and almost 14,500 tons in the first quarter of 1944. The direct British
contribution to China over the same period was on a much smaller
scale—186 tons in the last quarter of 1943, and g1 tons in the first
quarter of 1944.

When every ton of supplies had thus to be carried to China by air,
every ton had to be used to the best advantage. With a total monthly
capacity for most of 1943 beneath that of a single medium-sized cargo
ship, the air ferry could not hope simultaneously to nourish the Chinese
armies and to build up an American tactical air force in China. A
choice was necessary between the alternatives. It was rendered the
more difficult by the acrimonious support which each received from its
American protagonist within the theatre itself.

The land view was represented by Stilwell, the air view by Major-
General Claire Chennault. Chennault had been in China since 1937
in the service of the Chinese Government, with a group of American
volunteers who together made up the American Volunteer Group, or
‘Flying Tigers’ as they came to be known. Operating mainly from
bases in Hunan and Yunnan, he concentrated on the Japanese com-
munications by sea and river, and had evolved a technique of air
fighting which, despite his scanty resources, brought him considerable
success. When the China-Burma-India Theatre was formed, his force
was brought under direct American control, and was later renamed
Fourteenth U.S. Army Air Force, Chennault himself remaining in
command under the orders of Stilwell, as Commanding General of
the new theatre.

The two generals differed radically on the strategy to be adopted in
China. Chennault, on the basis of his experience, pinned his faith on
air power to paralyse the enemy’s heterogeneous communications in
China and to harass those with Japan. Stilwell, who had been military
attaché in China before the war, strove for a regenerated Chinese
army, with American officers and material, which at the least would
absorb increasing Japanese opposition, and at best might drive through
to Canton and inflict a major defeat upon the main Japanese armies in
Asia. In consequence, the two men disagreed over the scale, the type
and the destination of the supplies. Chennault wished to reserve them

10



128  BRITISH STRATEGY IN THE FAR EAST, 1943

entirely for Fourteenth Air Force, and to see the air ferry enlarged as
fast and as far as possible. Stilwell, while equally anxious to reserve the
bulk of the supplies, though for the Chinese army, did not believe that
the air ferry alone could ever meet his demands. He therefore wished to
reopen land communications with China by driving a road from India
to the old Burma Road, over ground then held by the Japanese. These
differences, after smouldering for some months, were finally aired at
the Washington Conference in May, 1943; and after some debate, and
to Stilwell’s intense disappointment, Chennault was given the priority
in supplies. This, however, by no means closed the question. Stilwell
continued to strive for his own objects, while a powerful section of the
American Government, which was attracted by his strategy for China,
encouraged his efforts to reopen the land communications through
Burma so as to relieve the burden on the air.

The Americans’ plans directly affected, and were affected by, the
British ; for whatever was done in China depended on India and Burma,
where the C.B.I. organization lay across British territory and the only
British strategic theatre in the Far East. At the end of 1943, all of
Burma except parts of the northern and western mountains was held
by the Japanese. The nature of American aid to China, whether of
Chennault’s or of Stilwell’s devising, therefore depended on the plans
for the campaign in Burma, which in turn were burdened with the
effects of competing interests and policies.

For the interests of the Allies in south-east Asia were by no means
the same. Their differences were masked at first by the necessity for
freeing the approaches to India’s north-eastern frontier, involving the
clearance of a part of northern Burma on which both were agreed. But
thereafter they diverged. The British, whose effort in the Far East must,
at least initially, be anchored to the Indian base, looked from that base
to the south-east, where the Japanese armies lay and where the re-
conquest of British territory in Burma, Malaya and Singapore was a
cardinal object of policy. Beyond Singapore, again, lay the rich islands
of the Netherlands East Indies to be restored to the Dutch, and eventu-
ally the Pacific itself wherein the British effort might hope to be
effectually deployed. The British therefore looked from Burma to-
wards the south, and in the north favoured Chennault’s strategy to
Stilwell’s more ambitious design. But such a policy did not appeal to
Americans of any party, who were not impressed by the strategic value
of a campaign leading directly away from Japan, and were not
interested in, nor particularly favoured, the restoration of a British
order in south-east Asia which many had long been accustomed to
disparage. It was to keep China in the war, and not to assist ‘British
imperialism,’ that they were in India and northern Burma; and the
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shortest route to China lay in the north. As has been well said by an
American, ‘In Eisenhower’s command, harmonious and whole-
hearted co-operation was possible because British and American ob-
jectives could be summed up in one word—*“Berlin”. In South-East
Asia, on the other hand, the British and Americans were fighting two
wars for different purposes, and the Kuomintang Government of
China was fighting a third war for purposes largely its own.’!

These fundamentally divergent interests might have been pursued
independently had either the geography or the supplies permitted.
Unfortunately, they did not. The peculiar conditions in Burma, and
the shortage of material, demanded some compromise between them.
To understand its exact nature, we must pause therefore at this point
to examine the first factor in some detail.

The country and climate of northern Burma, where the Allies had
perforce to begin their advance, were among the worst for that purpose
in the world.? Following the frontiers of India, Burma and China, the
mountains describe an unbroken arc from west to east, with the great
Indian valley of the Brahmaputra lying to the westward, the perman-
ent snows of Tibet and China to the north, and to the east a long series
of mountain ranges until the lower land is reached around Chungking.
Inside the arc, bounded by its eastern and western arms, lies the narrow
plain of Burma stretching southward to the sea. At the end of 1943,
the British lay along the Indo-Burmese frontier and in the extreme
north of Burma, among the mountain ranges which run for over five
hundred miles in a south-westerly direction from the undefined Chinese
border to the province of Arakan by the Bay of Bengal. Between
these mountains, or hills as they are called in deference to their greater
neighbours to the north, there is little variation except of height: from
2-8,000 feet in the Patkais,around 5,000 feet in the northern Nagas and
2,000 further south, from 6-11,000 feet in the Chin Hills, and finally
dropping from some 3,000 feet to 1,000 in Arakan before the hills
debouch into the coastal plain. Heavily forested in and near the
valleys, and covered by trees and scrub to the peaks, they rise abruptly,
often from narrow rivers and streams which are converted into raging
torrents in the rains, in a confused series of ridges bearing little relation
to the main axis of the range as visualised from a map. Ephemeral
streams drain many of their sides, soon disappearing in the dry
weather and as soon swelling into rivers in the rains. The surface of
the hills themselves, of jungle earth or shale, makes passage on foot at
any time arduous and in the south-west monsoon almost impossible
for man or beast.

! Robert E. Sherwood, The White House Papers of Harry L. Hopkins, (1949) 11, p. 776.
* See Map III.
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In Arakan, the narrow coastal plain, only the northern part of which
was occupied by the British at this time, is bounded to the east by the
spine of the Mayu Range, a series of steep, jungle-clad ridges sharing
the characteristics of the mountains further north. The plain itself is
largely swamp and paddy with some grass and tangled wood, inter-
spersed by tidal creeks or ‘chaungs’. These waterways provide almost as
great a military obstacle as the hills and jungle elsewhere. Though
forded with ease at low water, at high tide they enjoy a rise and fall of
up to eight feet, and in the rains are swollen by floods which the mud
banks often fail to contain.

All of this country is sparsely inhabited, and at the end of 1943 it
boasted only one major road, that from Dimapur through Kohima to
Imphal. There were a major and some secondary roads in northern
Arakan; but secondary roads in Burma do not correspond to those in
western Europe, and traffic in some cases was possible only at certain
times of the year. The only other communications lay in the primitive
tracks, such as that through the mountains south of Imphal, or from
Myitkyina to Bhamo or from Bhamo to Indaw, which themselves were
rare enough and which in the south-west monsoon quickly reverted to
the jungle and the flood. The Allies, in fact, were required to move and
sustain large bodies of men, equipped for modern war, over country
much of which until then had been traversed only by the most intrepid
explorers, with no local means of overcoming the lack of communica-
tions and only the inadequate facilities of Assam for transporting them
from India and beyond.

On the eastern arm of the arc, the road to China, which was one
of the possible targets of any Burmese campaign, also lies through high
and tortuous country. From Mandalay in the plains it passes north-
eastward through the foothills to Lashio and thence, in an ever more
northerly direction, across the mountainous frontier to the peaks which
stretch eastwards, at heights of 5-10,000 feet, for a desolate six hundred
miles to Kunming and Kweiyang beyond. Thence it runs down again
to the river capital of Chungking. A branch had also been constructed
from Bhamo to Wanting near the border, for a length of some hundred
miles. The only immediate alternative to this road, which in places is
almost impassable, lay in the journey by air across the northern
mountains, later to be widely known as ‘the Hump’, which formed the
curve of the arc between the Indo-Burmese ranges and the approaches
to the China Road. This meant traversing in most weathers and for
long periods at a time ranges of 12-15,000 feet or more, before the
terminal was reached at Kunming.

The Burmese plain to the south, lying between the mountains on
either side, was held at the end of 1943 by the Japanese. From the
delta on the Bay of Bengal south of Rangoon, northward through
Prome, Mandalay and Katha to Bhamo in the foothills north of
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Lashio, its main feature is the Irrawaddy, with the chief tributary of
the Chindwin forming a western boundary against the Chin and Naga
Hills, and lesser streams intersecting the country to provide a network
of water cominunications. A main railway line runs from Rangoon
through Mandalay to Myitkyina, with branches in the south to
Moulmein and Prome and in the north to Monywa and Lashio, and
there is a number of secondary roads radiating between the Irrawaddy
and the main road from Mandalay to Rangoon. To the west, in the
Japanese part of Arakan, with its base in the seaport of Akyab, are the
rivers of Mayu and Kaladan which allow of water transport. The
enemy thus occupied interior lines of communication, in country which
gave him the advantage of his opponents in concentrating and main-
taining considerable forces.

The climate of Burma is controlled by the two monsoons, the north-
east from November to February or March, the south-west from May to
October. In the north-east monsoon it is fine and dry with occasional
light rain; in April and May the temperature rises amid thunder-
storms; and from May until October the south-west monsoon, or ‘the
monsoon’ as it is generally known, brings heavy cloud and rain. The
effect is worst on the coast, where there is an occasional rainfall of up
to fifteen inches a day with frequent falls of three to five inches in the
Irrawaddy delta and Arakan, and an average of over one inch a day
for the whole area. This decreases in the central plain north of Magwe,
where there is a relatively dry belt and where the climate in general is
less severe; but the wet belt begins again in the hills, although the
average rainfall is lower than on the coast, averaging approximately
one inch in three days.! The consequent humidity combines with a
high temperature to impose a severe strain on the human body,
particularly below 5,000 feet, and it is accordingly at this time of year
that there is most disease. Dysentery, scrub typhus and malaria
abound, the latter particularly at either end of the monsoon.

Above 5,000 feet, the effect of the weather is chiefly one of extreme
discomfort to men living in the hills and subjected to a constant down-
pour of rain upon jungle and mountain tracks. All movement becomes
difficult, for the soft mountain surface is subject to constant landslides,
and in consequence military operations until the recent war have
always followed a close season throughout the summer. Air operations,
too, are affected during this period by the heavy cloud which often
stretches in an unbroken mass, containing dangerous air pockets, from
some 300 to some 12,000 feet, and occasionally to 30,000 feet and more.
Its nature may be gauged by the fact that during the last two years of
the war few cases were reported of an aircraft entering such cloud and
re-emerging. It was often difficult to fly above it, to fly beneath it in
the mountains was hazardous, and to circumvent it meant severely to

1 For comparison, the average rainfall in London is two inches a month over the year.
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limit the length of the flight. To campaign between spring and winter,
therefore, meant to face in the coastal plain a muddy, flooded swamp
in hot and humid weather and with one of the worst malarial rates in
the world, and in the hills a series of precipitous and wooded slopes,
up crumbling tracks and across swollen rivers, with the possibility of a
high rate of disease among the soaked and weary troops, and only
limited opportunities for their support and maintenance by air.

These topographical and climatic conditions had their effect not
only on the campaigns themselves, but also on the attitude in which
they were approached by the theatre Command and in London.
Within the theatre, much effort was devoted to the improvement of
existing methods of warfare, and where possible to the introduction of
new methods by which to overcome the obstacles of weather and
terrain; but at the same time, and particularly under a Supreme
Commander who had recently been Chief of Combined Operations,
such obstacles led to a long series of plans designed not to overcome but
to avoid the difficulties by seaborne operations elsewhere. These plans
were of more than local significance, for once the war in Burma spread
beyond the immediate campaign in the north the whole direction of
the British effort in south-east Asia was brought into question; and thus
alternatives which appeared of tactical interest to the local commanders,
often evoked a debate on strategy in London and Washington.

This close connexion between tactics and strategy was fostered by
the state of the supplies. Lack of material was the governing factor for
the British in the Far East during the last two years of the war.
Throughout 1944 and the first quarter of 1945, European operations
claimed first priority, with effects on south-east Asia whose severity
was increased by the constant uncertainty of the allocations. There
was little to spare; and what there was, was sometimes suddenly with-
drawn. ‘This overriding factor’, as Admiral Mountbatten later stated,
‘condemned our strategy [in south-east Asia] to being planned against
a background of perpetual uncertainty about higher policy’.

In these conditions, the effect of the smallest reinforcements or with-
drawals was sometimes of critical importance. The presence or absence
of a single division of troops, or of a single squadron of transport air-
craft or a flotilla of landing craft, might decide between alternative
operations. Much of our narrative, indeed, will deal with the disposal
of small but marginal forces whose size alone would not justify their
mention. Some of these forces—most of the air transport, and the
Chinese divisions in the north—were under American control; and
their employment, reacting so directly on the divergent Allied interests,
was itself complicated by the fact of this divergence.

The difficulties produced by these conditions were repeated in a
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wider sphere. Confronted by the obstacles to the reconquest of Burma,
and thus of the territories to the south, the Chiefs of Staff seriously
considered the possibility of transferring the main British effort from
south-east Asia to the Pacific, leaving only the necessary force in
northern Burma to ensure the protection of India and of the supplies to
China. There were indeed good military and diplomatic arguments in
favour of such a course. A contribution to the Pacific campaigns pro-
vided a more direct contribution to the defeat of Japan than did a
campaign on the mainland of Asia, whatever its merits in containing,
and possibly defeating, a substantial Japanese force; while the diplo-
matic advantages of victory in south-east Asia could be balanced by
other advantages—of a more direct connexion with Australia and New
Zealand, of a greater parity with the Americans in the formulation of
strategy in the East, and of the respect of the Japanese themselves—to
be expected from the presence of British forces in the Pacific. But
despite its attractions, the prospect in fact evoked the same type of
problem as it was designed to avoid. Whatever their destination, only
small British forces could be sent to the Far East before the end of the
war in Europe; and in the Pacific, as in south-east Asia, the allocation
of small forces was complicated by the choice of the interests they were
designed to serve. For granted that the main British effort was
devoted to the Pacific, it was by no means clear in which area it should
lie: whether in the south-west in conjunction with the Australians and
MacArthur, where a balanced force of all arms could perhaps be
employed, or in the central Pacific with the American Fleet, where the
main blow seemed more likely to fall but where the British share was
less likely to be noticed or credited. The difficulties were aggravated by
the fact that the Americans had themselves not decided on the shape
of their final offensive, so that to commit the main effort of the British
Empire to one or other of the assaults—and the preparations were
quite different for each—was hazardous and possibly premature. The
problem in the Far East, the Prime Minister remarked on one occasion
when reviewing the allocation of resources, lay in ‘the making of a key
fitted to open a particular lock’. It was often complicated by the
difficulty of first deciding on the pattern of the lock itself.

These conditions obtained until the end of war against Japan,
although the reasons for them had partly disappeared some three
months before that event, with the reconquest of Burma in May, 1945
and with the simultaneous surrender of Germany. The great obstacle
to success in south-east Asia was then removed, and new resources were
released for both Asia and the Pacific. But these resources were them-
selves limited by the demands of peace, instead of war, in Europe;
while the new plans were in any case overtaken by events before their
results could be observed. The British achievement in the Far East
was thus confined, even in the last phase of the war, to the pattern
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prescribed by earlier circumstances which by then had largely dis-
appeared.

It was perhaps not surprising, although it was unfortunate, that in
these circumstances the British case should not have been appreciated
in the United States; for, in the words of one American observer, ‘the
Chinese . . . and the British . . . were dealing with a situation whose
complexity was far beyond anything in American experience’.! It
proved difficult to bring home to the authorities in Washington, with
their eyes on the main operations in the Pacific, that campaigns which
were not of decisive importance might raise questions of supply,
organization and diplomacy which themselves were important, and
that a considerable expenditure might be needed for even a modest
return. This difficulty was aggravated by the very weakness from which
it sprang. In Europe, where each nation deployed a comparable
strength until the middle of 1944, both exercised an equal responsibility
for strategy, and the machinery for consultation at all levels supplied a
genuine demand. In the Far East, where the Americans’ superiority in
strength was accompanied by their possession of the decisive theatres
with purely American commands, the British could claim little right to
share in the formulation of strategy, and the appropriate machinery
suffered correspondingly. In all the circumstances of the case, it is
indeed a tribute to the amity which had developed between the Allies
in other fields that so high a degree of mutual forbearance and co-
operation should have survived in the Far East throughout the last
two years of the war.

Such were the conditions for British strategy against Japan in 1944.
They go far towards explaining the length and the inconclusiveness of
the discussions it aroused. The British troops in Burma, and indeed
most of the British in the Far East, were firmly of the impression that
they were forgotten. In fact, their affairs were discussed in London
with as much attention as, and probably more passion than, those of
any other theatre of war. But the very volume of the papers which
remain indicates the complexity and uncertainty of the debate; and
after a time, it is impossible not to feel that the protagonists despaired
of a satisfactory conclusion. When the consequences were so dispro-
portionate to the resources available, and were so largely governed by
the action of others, the arguments easily became hypothetical, and
there is often an air of unreality which is absent from the discussions on
European strategy. The difficulties may have been exacerbated by the
fact that the problems of the Far East were unfamiliar in the light of the
Japanese conquests, and by the fact that they imposed an extra strain
upon men who had already borne heavy responsibilities for four years
and who were simultaneously preoccupied with the anxieties of in-

1 Henry L. Stimson and McGeorge Bundy, On Active Service in Peace and War (New
York, 1947/8), p. 534.
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vasion and victory in Europe. This impression is perhaps strengthened
by the difficult circumstances under which the strategy was debated.
With some 5,000 miles between London and India, there could be
little personal contact, and the telephone, the interview and the con-
ference—the staple of planning the West—had to yield to the telegram
and the letter. The inevitable disagreements and misunderstandings
thus appear—and because of this, sometimes were—more important,
and certainly more prolonged, than might otherwise have been the
case; and in such circumstances the occasional missions from the
Far East which endeavoured to mitigate the consequences were them-
selves not always successful. But these obstacles merely aggravated a
problem whose causes lay elsewhere. It was because the British
operations against Japan demanded larger resources than could be
given, and not because they took place far from home, that planning
encountered such difficulties throughout 1944, and that the prolonged
debate in London failed so conspicuously to dispel the legend in south-
east Asia of ‘the forgotten war’.

(i)
The Formation of the South-East Asia

Command

The South-East Asia Command (S.E.A.C.) was the formal product of
the ‘Quadrant’ Conference, its objects and organization being defined
in the Combined Chiefs of Staff’s Final Report of 24th August, 1943.
This stated that there would in future be separate Commands in India
and in south-east Asia, that the latter would include Burma, Ceylon,
Siam, the Malay Peninsula and Sumatra,! that the Viceroy of India
would resolve any ‘day-to-day’ differences that might arise between
the two Commands, and that the South-East Asia Command would be
placed under a British Supreme Allied Commander, with an American
deputy, three Service Commanders-in-Chief, and a Principal Admini-
strative Officer. All business between the Combined Chiefs of Staff and
the Supreme Commander would pass through the British Chiefs of
Staff, who ‘would exercise jurisdiction over all matters pertaining to
operations’, while the Combined Chiefs of Staff retained ‘a general
jurisdiction over strategy’ for the theatre, and over the allocation of
American and British resources between it and the Chinese theatre.

The Report dealt in some detail with the positions of the Deputy
Supreme Commander and of the American forces in the theatre, both
of which offered peculiar features.

1 See Rear End-paper.
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‘.. . 52. General Stilwell will be Deputy Supreme Allied Com-
mander of the South-East Asia Theater and in that capacity
will command the Chinese troops operating into Burma and all
United States air and ground forces permitted to the South-
East Asia Theater.

53. The operational control of the Chinese forces operating
into Burma will be exercised, in conformity with the over-all
plan of the British Army Commander, by the Deputy Supreme
Allied Commander or by his representative, who will be
located with the troops.

54. The operational control of the 10th U.S. Air Force! will be
vested in the Deputy Supreme Allied Commander and exercised
by his air representative located at the headquarters of the Air
Commander-in-Chief.

55. General Stilwell will continue to have the same direct
responsibility to Generalissimo Chiang Kai-Shek as heretofore.
His dual function under the Supreme Allied Commander and
under the Generalissimo is recognised.

56. The organisation and command of the United States
Army and Navy Air Transport Services in the South-East Asia
area will remain under the direct control of the Commanding
General, United States Army Air Forces, and of the Commander-
in-Chief, United States Fleet, respectively, subject to such supply
and service functions as may be by them delegated to the
Deputy Supreme Allied Commander. Requests by the Supreme
Allied Commander for the use of United States troop-carrier
aircraft for operational purposes will be transmitted to the
Deputy Supreme Allied Commander.

57. Requests for the use of surface transportation capacity in
and through India, or for development involving construction
for the air route to China, will be passed through the Supreme
Allied Commander in order that they may be related, as regards
priority, to his requirements before being placed on the Com-
mander-in-Chief, India.’

On 25th August, the appointment was announced of Admiral Lord
Louis Mountbatten as Supreme Allied Commander.

The Report and the communiqué represented the result of two
months’ discussion between the British and the Americans. Although
not falling within the chronological scope of the present volume, this
must be followed in some detail, for it adumbrated with remarkable
precision the issues, both of strategy and of organization, which were
raised during the first year of the South-East Asia Command, and
which cannot otherwise be seen in their true perspective.

The formation of the Command was first seriously considered in the
spring of 1943, between the Casablanca Conference of January and
the Washington Conference of May. At Casablanca, the Allies had

1 See p. 126 above.
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decided to start an offensive in northern Burma designed to protect the
bases of the air supply line to China, which were being steadily ex-
tended in Assam. Limited operations had already just begun in
Arakan for the recapture of Akyab as a base for further operations on
the flank, and in their Final Report at the conference the Combined
Chiefs of Staff recommended an immediate limited advance in Assam
to gain bridgeheads for future operations, and in November, 1943 a
major offensive, to be known as ‘Anakim,’ for the reconquest of Burma.
In view of the resources which this last operation would require, its
details were to be reviewed in July. At the end of January 1943, a
mission including Field Marshal Dill and General Arnold flew to
south-east Asia to see the conditions and to judge the prospects for
themselves. Early in February they obtained from Chiang Kai-shek
the reassuring news that Chinese forces in Yunnan and Assam would
co-operate in the main advance after the monsoon, so long as air cover
was provided, and a few days later they settled with Field Marshal Sir
Archibald Wavell, then commanding in India, the main outlines of
the offensive. It was on an ambitious scale. In the first phase in Novem-
ber 1943, ten Chinese divisions, estimated at 100,000 men, would
advance from western Yunnan towards Mandalay, while Stilwell’s
two Chinese divisions advanced from Ledo to Myitkyina and three
British divisions moved from Assam towards Mandalay; in the second
phase, in December, these operations would be reinforced by assaults
on the coast of Arakan; in the third phase, in January 1944, there were
to be seaborne and airborne assaults upon Rangoon itself. ‘Anakim’,
in short, which was the first coherent plan for the recapture of Burma,
included all the ingredients of the later operations for the same pur-
pose in 1944-5.

But at the time, with inadequate communications for the Assam
front and with the preparations for an offensive barely begun, the
responsible commanders considered the plan too ambitious. By the
end of April 1943, it was clear that this was indeed the case. The
operations which had begun in Arakan at the beginning of the year had
so far gone badly, and malaria and typhus had taken their familiar toll.
The troops were not yet ready to fight an important campaign, while
the necessary communications could not apparently be ready in time.
Nor were supplies coming forward as had been expected. Wavell
calculated that ‘Anakim’ required a monthly shipment to India of
183,000 tons from March 1943, and during March and April only
60-70,000 tons a month were delivered. This had already delayed the
operation, so that there was little chance of its being completed before
the onset of the monsoon in 1944. Wavell, supported by his naval and
air commanders, therefore recommended at the end of April that
‘Anakim’ should be cancelled, that a limited advance should instead
be undertaken in north-west Burma, and that the main emphasis
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should fall on the training of the troops, the improvement of the
communications, and the expansion of the capacity of the air route to
China.

Granted that the theatre’s figures were correct, such a strategy was
hard to dispute; and at the Washington Conference in May the British
took their stand upon it. The Americans, however, while acknow-
ledging the difficulties, were inclined to be critical of the way in which
they were being faced, and still wished to open land communications
with China. The Final Report of the Combined Chiefs of Staff repre-
sented a compromise between the two points of view. First priority was
given to building up the capacity of the air route to China to 10,000
tons a month by the early autumn of 1943. At the same time, air
operations against the enemy in Burma were to be increased. On land,
there was to be an advance from Assam into Burma via Ledo and
Imphal at the end of the 1943 monsoon, ‘in step with an advance by
the Chinese from Yunnan’. This was designed to contain as many
Japanese as possible, to cover the air route to China, and to act as
‘an essential step towards the opening of the Burma Road’. There were
also to be seaborne operations to capture Akyab and Ramree Island,
while Japanese sea communications with Burma were to be interrup-
ted as far as possible. Finally, administrative arrangements were to
continue in India for ‘an operation about the size of ‘Anakim’.’

The compromise was clearly in favour of the British strategy for
Burma, and of the complementary American ‘air’, as opposed to
‘land’, strategy for China. But the British were no happier than the
Americans about the causes of these decisions. The Prime Minister in
particular had been uneasy for some months about the apparent lack
of vigour which he detected in the Command, and he was confirmed
in his impression when Wavell visited London in April. The very
difficulties which the Commander-in-Chief then stressed made it the
more necessary to conduct the operations with energy and imagination,
and fresh ideas seemed unlikely without a change of personalities.
Wavell, after his experiences, seemed a tired man. At the same time, his
qualities and his knowledge of India were of the greatest value. The
post of Viceroy of India was due to be refilled in the summer; in the
circumstances, the Commander-in-Chief was a possible candidate for
the appointment, and in June the Prime Minister recommended his
name to the King. The problem of his successor as Commander-in-
Chief then became the most immediate subject in the discussion of
Far Eastern affairs.

The choice of a suitable commander could not be divorced from the
wider question of the future nature of the Command. The satisfactory
conduct of the campaign in south-east Asia depended on more than a
change of personalities, for the personalities themselves had to be
judged by the part for which they were designed, and new men might
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do better in new roles. The existing organization could certainly be
improved. Since February 1942, operations in Burma had been the
responsibility of the India Command ; and while such an arrangement
could possibly be defended when they were directly concerned with
the protection of the frontier, it was less defensible when they moved, as
they were designed to do, ever further from Indian territory and the
orbit of Indian strategy. Nor was such an appendage of advantage to
the strained resources of the India Command itself, an organization
burdened with large and complicated responsibilities over a wide area.
The problem had already engaged the attention of the Secretary of
State and the Viceroy, and in April, 1943 Mr. Amery proposed a
possible solution in a memorandum to the Prime Minister. The time
had come, he suggested, ‘for the appointment of a Commander-in-
Chief for South-East Asia, in supreme command of all Allied forces
from . . . India, eastwards up to whatever may be the eventual junc-
tion with MacArthur’s advance from Australia north-westwards’; and
for this purpose he proposed that the powers granted to Wavell early
in 1942, for the first, short-lived Allied Command in the Far East,!
should be resuscitated ‘in a possibly more limited form’. As the respon-
sible Minister for India, however, he urged that ‘even without the
same control over Allied forces. . . the case for the separation of the
planning and direction of the South-East Asia campaign from the In-
dian Command holds good’.

The proposals of a new and separate Command, with a Supreme
Commander rather than with three Service Commanders-in-Chief in
committee—an arrangement of which Mr. Amery wrote that he
doubted if ‘the system of a co-equal trinity is really the best for working
purposes in the terrestrial sphere’—were both soon adopted. The
former was finally decided by the middle of June 1943, and in the
following weeks the main features of the relations between India and
the new Command, and many of the latter’s domestic details, were
settled by the Prime Minister and the Chiefs of Staff.

While these discussions were proceeding in London, the principles
of Allied co-operation in south-east Asia were being raised with
Washington. At the ‘Trident’ Conference, Churchill had privately dis-
closed to some of his hosts that the British might be setting up a new
Command in the area, and on 13th June he raised the matter officially
in a telegram to the President. The subsequent negotiations were con-
cerned with five points: the boundaries of the Command ; the relation
of the Supreme Commander to the forces under him, to his deputy,
and to the Combined Chiefs of Staff; and the nomination of the
Supreme Commander himself.

The first of these subjects was easily decided. The existing boundaries
of the India Command, outside India itself, were taken as the basis for

1See p. 21 above.
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S.E.A.C., the only notable alteration being the transfer of Indo-China
to the Chinese theatre. Siam, however, was also recognized later, by
‘gentleman’s agreement’ in October 1943, as falling within the Chinese
sphere, the South-East Asia Command retaining the right to employ
troops there, to gather intelligence, and to hold any land it might gain
from the enemy.

It was upon the three questions of the relations between the Supreme
Commander, his subordinates and his superiors that the weight of the
discussion fell. Each affected the other, and each was affected by the
same differences of opinion between the Allies; as those differences did
not end with the birth of S.E.A.C., neither did the arguments which
first appeared in the months of gestation. )

It was obviously desirable that the Supreme Commandershould have
complete control of all operational forces allotted to his theatre; and in
a memorandum of 15th June, which was accepted by the British Chiefs
of Staff, the Prime Minister had defined these as the Eastern Fleet in
so far as itwas required for ‘combined operations’, parts of the Army in
India, R.A.F. groups in India and Ceylon, and Tenth U.S. Army
Air Force. On 28th June, in a telegram to the President, he added to
the list such Chinese troops on the Ledo Road as might cross the
Burmese frontier. These proposals at once raised their difficulties.
Tenth U.S. Air Force was designed to increase the American pro-
gramme of aid to China and to act as a reserve for Chennault, and it
was for these purposes that it had been placed in British territory. Its
allegiance was to Washington, and its direction in the hands of the
Commanding General of the American C.B.I. Theatre. Similarly,
the two Chinese divisions on the Ledo Road, and any Chinese force
that might in future be added to them, were at the disposal of Chiang
Kai-shek and under the supervision of the same American authority.
Neither force was likely to be surrendered to the direct command of
an Englishman. A solution to both difficulties was thought to have been
found in the personality of the Deputy Supreme Commander, whose
qualifications seemed, at least to the Joint Chiefs of Staff, to offer the
best possibility of reconciling the divergent claims of three nations.

In his telegram to the President of 13th June, the Prime Minister
had suggested that the Deputy Supreme Commander of the new
theatre should be an American, and to his compatriots the obvious
choice for the post seemed to be General Stilwell. In view of
the positions he already held, as Commanding General of the
American forces in the C.B.I. Theatre, as Lend-Lease Administrator
for China, and as Chief of Staff to the Generalissimo, he could hardly
indeed have been ignored. With such qualifications, it seemed to the
U.S. War Department and the Joint Chiefs of Staff that his appoint-
ment to the post of Deputy Supreme Commander in the new organiza-
tion offered the best chance of safeguarding American interests in the
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China-Burma-India Theatre, and of reconciling them with the British
plans for a South-East Asia Command. On 3oth June, the President
accordingly proposed that Stilwell should ‘command, under the
Supreme Commander, all ground and air forces at present under him
in the South-East Asia theatre and such additional American and
Chinese forces as may in the future be made available.” At the same
time, he was to preserve his independent relations with Chiang Kai-
shek, ‘for upon [this] relationship . . . will depend the positive action
by the Chinese in operations against Burma’.

Stilwell’s many responsibilities, which constituted his claim to an
appointment in yet another capacity, were as likely to lead to con-
fusion. For this reason, the British Chiefs of Staff did not take kindly to
the President’s suggestion, and reserved their approval until they had a
chance to discuss the arrangement with the Joint Chiefs of Staff at
Quebec. Thelatter,andin particular General Marshall, soon madeclear
both the importance and the limitations which they attached to it. In
reply to the argument that a multiple command and a multiple alle-
giance would lead to difficulties, Marshall remarked at one point that:

‘General Stilwell’s function as Deputy Supreme Commander
would be limited, since his other functions would occupy the
majority of his time. It must be his major task, and that not an
casy one, to ensure not only that the Chinese forces played their
part in the operations, but also that, to the maximum extent
possible, the Fourteenth Air Force! should co-operate in opera-
tions in Burma. It must be remembered that politically, all
United States forces in China, or in the South-East Asia
Command, were regarded as being there for the sole purpose of
supporting China, and therefore a system must be evolved
whereby, while retaining this political principle, the maximum
support could be obtained for operations into Burma’.

To secure the essential support of the Chinese, he argued on another
occasion, Stilwell needed the standing of Deputy Supreme Com-
mander. After this, appreciating the advantages to be gained from the
arrangement, and relying upon the possibility that adjustments to it
could be made on the spot in the light of experience, the British agreed
to the proposal with little delay.

The light of experience, as it turned out, did not shine favourably on
the arrangement. Stilwell’s tenure of office was marked not by any
adjustment of the initial difficulties, but by their early and continued
growth. Later apologists of both sides have prolonged the argument,
and, as in similar cases in both the First and Second World Wars, the
issue has been confused by the personality of the main protagonist.
‘Vinegar Joe’ Stilwell, a hero to his men, an embarrassment to his
colleagues, and often the despair of his superiors, was indeed the bull

1See p. 127 above.
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shortest route to China lay in the north. As has been well said by an
American, ‘In Eisenhower’s command, harmonious and whole-
hearted co-operation was possible because British and American ob-
jectives could be summed up in one word—*“Berlin”. In South-East
Asia, on the other hand, the British and Americans were fighting two
wars for different purposes, and the Kuomintang Government of
China was fighting a third war for purposes largely its own.”?

These fundamentally divergent interests might have been pursued
independently had either the geography or the supplies permitted.
Unfortunately, they did not. The peculiar conditions in Burma, and
the shortage of material, demanded some compromise between them.
To understand its exact nature, we must pause therefore at this point
to examine the first factor in some detail.

The country and climate of northern Burma, where the Allies had
perforce to begin their advance, were among the worst for that purpose
in the world.? Following the frontiers of India, Burma and China, the
mountains describe an unbroken arc from west to east, with the great
Indian valley of the Brahmaputra lying to the westward, the perman-
ent snows of Tibet and China to the north, and to the east a long series
of mountain ranges until the lower land is reached around Chungking.
Inside the arc, bounded by its eastern and western arms, lies the narrow
plain of Burma stretching southward to the sea. At the end of 1943,
the British lay along the Indo-Burmese frontier and in the extreme
north of Burma, among the mountain ranges which run for over five
hundred miles in a south-westerly direction from the undefined Chinese
border to the province of Arakan by the Bay of Bengal. Between
these mountains, or hills as they are called in deference to their greater
neighbours to the north, there is little variation except of height: from
2-8,000 feet in the Patkais,around 5,000 feet in the northern Nagasand
2,000 further south, from 6-11,000 feet in the Chin Hills, and finally
dropping from some 3,000 feet to 1,000 in Arakan before the hills
debouch into the coastal plain. Heavily forested in and near the
valleys, and covered by trees and scrub to the peaks, they rise abruptly,
often from narrow rivers and streams which are converted into raging
torrents in the rains, in a confused series of ridges bearing little relation
to the main axis of the range as visualised from a map. Ephemeral
streams drain many of their sides, soon disappearing in the dry
weather and as soon swelling into rivers in the rains. The surface of
the hills themselves, of jungle earth or shale, makes passage on foot at
any time arduous and in the south-west monsoon almost impossible
for man or beast.

1 Robert E. Sherwood, The White House Papers of Harry L. Hopkins, (1949) 1I, p. 776.
t See Map III.
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In Arakan, the narrow coastal plain, only the northern part of which
was occupied by the British at this time, is bounded to the east by the
spine of the Mayu Range, a series of steep, jungle-clad ridges sharing
the characteristics of the mountains further north. The plain itself is
largely swamp and paddy with some grass and tangled wood, inter-
spersed by tidal creeks or ‘chaungs’. These waterways provide almost as
great a military obstacle as the hills and jungle elsewhere. Though
forded with ease at low water, at high tide they enjoy a rise and fall of
up to eight feet, and in the rains are swollen by floods which the mud
banks often fail to contain.

All of this country is sparsely inhabited, and at the end of 1943 it
boasted only one major road, that from Dimapur through Kohima to
Imphal. There were a major and some secondary roads in northern
Arakan; but secondary roads in Burma do not correspond to those in
western Europe, and traffic in some cases was possible only at certain
times of the year. The only other communications lay in the primitive
tracks, such as that through the mountains south of Imphal, or from
Myitkyina to Bhamo or from Bhamo to Indaw, which themselves were
rare enough and which in the south-west monsoon quickly reverted to
the jungle and the flood. The Allies, in fact, were required to move and
sustain large bodies of men, equipped for modern war, over country
much of which until then had been traversed only by the most intrepid
explorers, with no local means of overcoming the lack of communica-
tions and only the inadequate facilities of Assam for transporting them
from India and beyond.

On the eastern arm of the arc, the road to China, which was one
of the possible targets of any Burmese campaign, also lies through high
and tortuous country. From Mandalay in the plains it passes north-
eastward through the foothills to Lashio and thence, in an ever more
northerly direction, across the mountainous frontier to the peaks which
stretch eastwards, at heights of 5-10,000 feet, for a desolate six hundred
miles to Kunming and Kweiyang beyond. Thence it runs down again
to the river capital of Chungking. A branch had also been constructed
from Bhamo to Wanting near the border, for a length of some hundred
miles. The only immediate alternative to this road, which in places is
almost impassable, lay in the journey by air across the northern
mountains, later to be widely known as ‘the Hump’, which formed the
curve of the arc between the Indo-Burmese ranges and the approaches
to the China Road. This meant traversing in most weathers and for
long periods at a time ranges of 12-15,000 feet or more, before the
terminal was reached at Kunming.

The Burmese plain to the south, lying between the mountains on
either side, was held at the end of 1943 by the Japanese. From the
delta on the Bay of Bengal south of Rangoon, northward through
Prome, Mandalay and Katha to Bhamo in the foothills north of
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Lashio, its main feature is the Irrawaddy, with the chief tributary of
the Chindwin forming a western boundary against the Chin and Naga
Hills, and lesser streams intersecting the country to provide a network
of water communications. A main railway line runs from Rangoon
through Mandalay to Myitkyina, with branches in the south to
Moulmein and Prome and in the north to Monywa and Lashio, and
there is a number of secondary roads radiating between the Irrawaddy
and the main road from Mandalay to Rangoon. To the west, in the
Japanese part of Arakan, with its base in the seaport of Akyab, are the
rivers of Mayu and Kaladan which allow of water transport. The
enemy thus occupied interior lines of communication, in country which
gave him the advantage of his opponents in concentrating and main-
taining considerable forces.

The climate of Burma is controlled by the two monsoons, the north-
east from November to February or March, the south-west from May to
October. In the north-east monsoon it is fine and dry with occasional
light rain; in April and May the temperature rises amid thunder-
storms; and from May until October the south-west monsoon, or ‘the
monsoon’ as it is generally known, brings heavy cloud and rain. The
effect is worst on the coast, where there is an occasional rainfall of up
to fifteen inches a day with frequent falls of three to five inches in the
Irrawaddy delta and Arakan, and an average of over one inch a day
for the whole area. This decreases in the central plain north of Magwe,
where there is a relatively dry belt and where the climate in general is
less severe; but the wet belt begins again in the hills, although the
average rainfall is lower than on the coast, averaging approximately
one inch in three days.! The consequent humidity combines with a
high temperature to impose a severe strain on the human body,
particularly below 5,000 feet, and it is accordingly at this time of year
that there is most disease. Dysentery, scrub typhus and malaria
abound, the latter particularly at either end of the monsoon.

Above 5,000 feet, the effect of the weather is chiefly one of extreme
discomfort to men living in the hills and subjected to a constant down-
pour of rain upon jungle and mountain tracks. All movement becomes
difficult, for the soft mountain surface is subject to constant landslides,
and in consequence military operations until the recent war have
always followed a close season throughout the summer. Air operations,
too, are affected during this period by the heavy cloud which often
stretches in an unbroken mass, containing dangerous air pockets, from
some 300 to some 12,000 feet, and occasionally to 30,000 feet and more.
Its nature may be gauged by the fact that during the last two years of
the war few cases were reported of an aircraft entering such cloud and
re-emerging. It was often difficult to fly above it, to fly beneath it in
the mountains was hazardous, and to circumvent it meant severely to

1 For comparison, the average rainfall in London is two inches a month over the year.
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limit the length of the flight. To campaign between spring and winter,
therefore, meant to face in the coastal plain a muddy, flooded swamp
in hot and humid weather and with one of the worst malarial rates in
the world, and in the hills a series of precipitous and wooded slopes,
up crumbling tracks and across swollen rivers, with the possibility of a
high rate of disease among the soaked and weary troops, and only
limited opportunities for their support and maintenance by air.

These topographical and climatic conditions had their effect not
only on the campaigns themselves, but also on the attitude in which
they were approached by the theatre Command and in London.
Within the theatre, much effort was devoted to the improvement of
existing methods of warfare, and where possible to the introduction of
new methods by which to overcome the obstacles of weather and
terrain; but at the same time, and particularly under a Supreme
Commander who had recently been Chief of Combined Operations,
such obstacles led to a long series of plans designed not to overcome but
to avoid the difficulties by seaborne operations elsewhere. These plans
were of more than local significance, for once the war in Burma spread
beyond the immediate campaign in the north the whole direction of
the British effort in south-east Asia was brought into question; and thus
alternatives which appeared of tactical interest to the local commanders,
often evoked a debate on strategy in London and Washington.

This close connexion between tactics and strategy was fostered by
the state of the supplies. Lack of material was the governing factor for
the British in the Far East during the last two years of the war.
Throughout 1944 and the first quarter of 1945, European operations
claimed first priority, with effects on south-east Asia whose severity
was increased by the constant uncertainty of the allocations. There
was little to spare; and what there was, was sometimes suddenly with-
drawn. ‘This overriding factor’, as Admiral Mountbatten later stated,
‘condemned our strategy [in south-east Asia] to being planned against
a background of perpetual uncertainty about higher policy’.

In these conditions, the effect of the smallest reinforcements or with-
drawals was sometimes of critical importance. The presence or absence
of a single division of troops, or of a single squadron of transport air-
craft or a flotilla of landing craft, might decide between alternative
operations. Much of our narrative, indeed, will deal with the disposal
of small but marginal forces whose size alone would not justify their
mention. Some of these forces—most of the air transport, and the
Chinese divisions in the north—were under American control; and
their employment, reacting so directly on the divergent Allied interests,
was itself complicated by the fact of this divergence.

The difficulties produced by these conditions were repeated in a
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wider sphere. Confronted by the obstacles to the reconquest of Burma,
and thus of the territories to the south, the Chiefs of Staff seriously
considered the possibility of transferring the main British effort from
south-east Asia to the Pacific, leaving only the necessary force in
northern Burma to ensure the protection of India and of the supplies to
China. There were indeed good military and diplomatic arguments in
favour of such a course. A contribution to the Pacific campaigns pro-
vided a more direct contribution to the defeat of Japan than did a
campaign on the mainland of Asia, whatever its merits in containing,
and possibly defeating, a substantial Japanese force; while the diplo-
matic advantages of victory in south-east Asia could be balanced by
other advantages—of a more direct connexion with Australia and New
Zealand, of a greater parity with the Americans in the formulation of
strategy in the East, and of the respect of the Japanese themselves—to
be expected from the presence of British forces in the Pacific. But
despite its attractions, the prospect in fact evoked the same type of
problem as it was designed to avoid. Whatever their destination, only
small British forces could be sent to the Far East before the end of the
war in Europe; and in the Pacific, as in south-east Asia, the allocation
of small forces was complicated by the choice of the interests they were
designed to serve. For granted that the main British effort was
devoted to the Pacific, it was by no means clear in which area it should
lie: whether in the south-west in conjunction with the Australians and
MacArthur, where a balanced force of all arms could perhaps be
employed, or in the central Pacific with the American Fleet, where the
main blow seemed more likely to fall but where the British share was
less likely to be noticed or credited. The difficulties were aggravated by
the fact that the Americans had themselves not decided on the shape
of their final offensive, so that to commit the main effort of the British
Empire to one or other of the assaults—and the preparations were
quite different for each—was hazardous and possibly premature. The
problem in the Far East, the Prime Minister remarked on one occasion
when reviewing the allocation of resources, lay in ‘the making of a key
fitted to open a particular lock’. It was often complicated by the
difficulty of first deciding on the pattern of the lock itself.

These conditions obtained until the end of war against Japan,
although the reasons for them had partly disappeared some three
months before that event, with the reconquest of Burma in May, 1945
and with the simultaneous surrender of Germany. The great obstacle
to success in south-east Asia was then removed, and new resources were
released for both Asia and the Pacific. But these resources were them-
selves limited by the demands of peace, instead of war, in Europe;
while the new plans were in any case overtaken by events before their
results could be observed. The British achievement in the Far East
was thus confined, even in the last phase of the war, to the pattern
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prescribed by earlier circumstances which by then had largely dis-
appeared.

It was perhaps not surprising, although it was unfortunate, that in
these circumstances the British case should not have been appreciated
in the United States; for, in the words of one American observer, ‘the
Chinese . . . and the British . . . were dealing with a situation whose
complexity was far beyond anything in American experience’.? It
proved difficult to bring home to the authorities in Washington, with
their eyes on the main operations in the Pacific, that campaigns which
were not of decisive importance might raise questions of supply,
organization and diplomacy which themselves were important, and
that a considerable expenditure might be needed for even a modest
return. This difficulty was aggravated by the very weakness from which
it sprang. In Europe, where each nation deployed a comparable
strength until the middle of 1944, both exercised an equal responsibility
for strategy, and the machinery for consultation at all levels supplied a
genuine demand. In the Far East, where the Americans’ superiority in
strength was accompanied by their possession of the decisive theatres
with purely American commands, the British could claim little right to
share in the formulation of strategy, and the appropriate machinery
suffered correspondingly. In all the circumstances of the case, it is
indeed a tribute to the amity which had developed between the Allies
in other fields that so high a degree of mutual forbearance and co-
operation should have survived in the Far East throughout the last
two years of the war.

Such were the conditions for British strategy against Japan in 1944.
They go far towards explaining the length and the inconclusiveness of
the discussions it aroused. The British troops in Burma, and indeed
most of the British in the Far East, were firmly of the impression that
they were forgotten. In fact, their affairs were discussed in London
with as much attention as, and probably more passion than, those of
any other theatre of war. But the very volume of the papers which
remain indicates the complexity and uncertainty of the debate; and
after a time, it is impossible not to feel that the protagonists despaired
of a satisfactory conclusion. When the consequences were so dispro-
portionate to the resources available, and were so largely governed by
the action of others, the arguments easily became hypothetical, and
there is often an air of unreality which is absent from the discussions on
European strategy. The difficulties may have been exacerbated by the
fact that the problems of the Far East were unfamiliar in the light of the
Japanese conquests, and by the fact that they imposed an extra strain
upon men who had already borne heavy responsibilities for four years
and who were simultaneously preoccupied with the anxieties of in-

1 Henry L. Stimson and McGeorge Bundy, On Active Service in Peace and War (New
York, 1947/8), p. 534.
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vasion and victory in Europe. This impression is perhaps strengthened
by the difficult circumstances under which the strategy was debated.
With some 5,000 miles between London and India, there could be
little personal contact, and the telephone, the interview and the con-
ference—the staple of planning the West—had to yield to the telegram
and the letter. The inevitable disagreements and misunderstandings
thus appear—and because of this, sometimes were—more important,
and certainly more prolonged, than might otherwise have been the
case; and in such circumstances the occasional missions from the
Far East which endeavoured to mitigate the consequences were them-
selves not always successful. But these obstacles merely aggravated a
problem whose causes lay elsewhere. It was because the British
operations against Japan demanded larger resources than could be
given, and not because they took place far from home, that planning
encountered such difficulties throughout 1944, and that the prolonged
debate in London failed so conspicuously to dispel the legend in south-
east Asia of ‘the forgotten war’.

(i)
The Formation of the South-East Asia

Command

The South-East Asia Command (S.E.A.C.) was the formal product of
the ‘Quadrant’ Conference, its objects and organization being defined
in the Combined Chiefs of Staff’s Final Report of 24th August, 1943.
This stated that there would in future be separate Commands in India
and in south-east Asia, that the latter would include Burma, Ceylon,
Siam, the Malay Peninsula and Sumatra,! that the Viceroy of India
would resolve any ‘day-to-day’ differences that might arise between
the two Commands, and that the South-East Asia Command would be
placed under a British Supreme Allied Commander, with an American
deputy, three Service Commanders-in-Chief, and a Principal Admini-
strative Officer. All business between the Combined Chiefs of Staff and
the Supreme Commander would pass through the British Chiefs of
Staff, who ‘would exercise jurisdiction over all matters pertaining to
operations’, while the Combined Chiefs of Staff retained ‘a general
jurisdiction over strategy’ for the theatre, and over the allocation of
American and British resources between it and the Chinese theatre.

The Report dealt in some detail with the positions of the Deputy
Supreme Commander and of the American forces in the theatre, both
of which offered peculiar features.

1 See Rear End-paper.
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‘. .. 52. General Stilwell will be Deputy Supreme Allied Com-
mander of the South-East Asia Theater and in that capacity
will command the Chinese troops operating into Burma and all
United States air and ground forces permitted to the South-
East Asia Theater.

53. The operational control of the Chinese forces operating
into Burma will be exercised, in conformity with the over-all
plan of the British Army Commander, by the Deputy Supreme
Allied Commander or by his representative, who will be
located with the troops.

54. The operational control of the 10th U.S. Air Force! will be
vested in the Deputy Supreme Allied Commander and exercised
by his air representative located at the headquarters of the Air
Commander-in-Chief.

55. General Stilwell will continue to have the same direct
responsibility to Generalissimo Chiang Kai-Shek as heretofore.
His dual function under the Supreme Allied Commander and
under the Generalissimo is recognised.

56. The organisation and command of the United States
Army and Navy Air Transport Services in the South-East Asia
area will remain under the direct control of the Commanding
General, United States Army Air Forces, and of the Commander-
in-Chief, United States Fleet, respectively, subject to such supply
and service functions as may be by them delegated to the
Deputy Supreme Allied Commander. Requests by the Supreme
Allied Commander for the use of United States troop-carrier
aircraft for operational purposes will be transmitted to the
Deputy Supreme Allied Commander.

57. Requests for the use of surface transportation capacity in
and through India, or for development involving construction
for the air route to China, will be passed through the Supreme
Allied Commander in order that they may be related, as regards
priority, to his requirements before being placed on the Com-
mander-in-Chief, India.’

On 25th August, the appointment was announced of Admiral Lord
Louis Mountbatten as Supreme Allied Commander.

The Report and the communiqué represented the result of two
months’ discussion between the British and the Americans. Although
not falling within the chronological scope of the present volume, this
must be followed in some detail, for it adumbrated with remarkable
precision the issues, both of strategy and of organization, which were
raised during the first year of the South-East Asia Command, and
which cannot otherwise be seen in their true perspective.

The formation of the Command was first seriously considered in the
spring of 1943, between the Casablanca Conference of January and
the Washington Conference of May. At Casablanca, the Allies had

1 See p. 126 above.
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decided to start an offensive in northern Burma designed to protect the
bases of the air supply line to China, which were being steadily ex-
tended in Assam. Limited operations had already just begun in
Arakan for the recapture of Akyab as a base for further operations on
the flank, and in their Final Report at the conference the Combined
Chiefs of Staff recommended an immediate limited advance in Assam
to gain bridgeheads for future operations, and in November, 1943 a
major offensive, to be known as ‘Anakim,’ for the reconquest of Burma.
In view of the resources which this last operation would require, its
details were to be reviewed in July. At the end of January 1943, a
mission including Field Marshal Dill and General Arnold flew to
south-east Asia to see the conditions and to judge the prospects for
themselves. Early in February they obtained from Chiang Kai-shek
the reassuring news that Chinese forces in Yunnan and Assam would
co-operate in the main advance after the monsoon, so long as air cover
was provided, and a few days later they settled with Field Marshal Sir
Archibald Wavell, then commanding in India, the main outlines of
the offensive. It was on an ambitious scale. In the first phase in Novem-
ber 1943, ten Chinese divisions, estimated at 100,000 men, would
advance from western Yunnan towards Mandalay, while Stilwell’s
two Chinese divisions advanced from Ledo to Myitkyina and three
British divisions moved from Assam towards Mandalay; in the second
phase, in December, these operations would be reinforced by assaults
on the coast of Arakan; in the third phase, in January 1944, there were
to be seaborne and airborne assaults upon Rangoon itself. ‘Anakim’,
in short, which was the first coherent plan for the recapture of Burma,
included all the ingredients of the later operations for the same pur-
pose in 1944-5.

But at the time, with inadequate communications for the Assam
front and with the preparations for an offensive barely begun, the
responsible commanders considered the plan too ambitious. By the
end of April 1943, it was clear that this was indeed the case. The
operations which had begun in Arakan at the beginning of the year had
so far gone badly, and malaria and typhus had taken their familiar toll.
The troops were not yet ready to fight an important campaign, while
the necessary communications could not apparently be ready in time.
Nor were supplies coming forward as had been expected. Wavell
calculated that ‘Anakim’ required a monthly shipment to India of
183,000 tons from March 1943, and during March and April only
60-70,000 tons a month were delivered. This had already delayed the
operation, so that there was little chance of its being completed before
the onset of the monsoon in 1944. Wavell, supported by his naval and
air commanders, therefore recommended at the end of April that
‘Anakim’ should be cancelled, that a limited advance should instead
be undertaken in north-west Burma, and that the main emphasis
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should fall on the training of the troops, the improvement of the
communications, and the expansion of the capacity of the air route to
China.

Granted that the theatre’s figures were correct, such a strategy was
hard to dispute; and at the Washington Conference in May the British
took their stand upon it. The Americans, however, while acknow-
ledging the difficulties, were inclined to be critical of the way in which
they were being faced, and still wished to open land communications
with China. The Final Report of the Combined Chiefs of Staff repre-
sented a compromise between the two points of view. First priority was
given to building up the capacity of the air route to China to 10,000
tons a month by the early autumn of 1943. At the same time, air
operations against the enemy in Burma were to be increased. On land,
there was to be an advance from Assam into Burma via Ledo and
Imphal at the end of the 1943 monsoon, ‘in step with an advance by
the Chinese from Yunnan’. This was designed to contain as many
Japanese as possible, to cover the air route to China, and to act as
‘an essential step towards the opening of the Burma Road’. There were
also to be seaborne operations to capture Akyab and Ramree Island,
while Japanese sea communications with Burma were to be interrup-
ted as far as possible. Finally, administrative arrangements were to
continue in India for ‘an operation about the size of ‘Anakim’.’

The compromise was clearly in favour of the British strategy for
Burma, and of the complementary American ‘air’, as opposed to
‘land’, strategy for China. But the British were no happier than the
Americans about the causes of these decisions. The Prime Minister in
particular had been uneasy for some months about the apparent lack
of vigour which he detected in the Command, and he was confirmed
in his impression when Wavell visited London in April. The very
difficulties which the Commander-in-Chief then stressed made it the
more necessary to conduct the operations with energy and imagination,
and fresh ideas seemed unlikely without a change of personalities.
Wavell, after his experiences, seemed a tired man. At the same time, his
qualities and his knowledge of India were of the greatest value. The
post of Viceroy of India was due to be refilled in the summer; in the
circumstances, the Commander-in-Chief was a possible candidate for
the appointment, and in June the Prime Minister recommended his
name to the King. The problem of his successor as Commander-in-
Chief then became the most immediate subject in the discussion of
Far Eastern affairs.

The choice of a suitable commander could not be divorced from the
wider question of the future nature of the Command. The satisfactory
conduct of the campaign in south-east Asia depended on more than a
change of personalities, for the personalities themselves had to be
judged by the part for which they were designed, and new men might



FORMATION OF THE SOUTH-EAST ASIA COMMAND 139

do better in new roles. The existing organization could certainly be
improved. Since February 1942, operations in Burma had been the
responsibility of the India Command; and while such an arrangement
could possibly be defended when they were directly concerned with
the protection of the frontier, it was less defensible when they moved, as
they were designed to do, ever further from Indian territory and the
orbit of Indian strategy. Nor was such an appendage of advantage to
the strained resources of the India Command itself, an organization
burdened with large and complicated responsibilities over a wide area.
The problem had alrecady engaged the attention of the Secretary of
State and the Viceroy, and in April, 1943 Mr. Amery proposed a
possible solution in a memorandum to the Prime Minister. The time
had come, he suggested, ‘for the appointment of a Commander-in-
Chief for South-East Asia, in supreme command of all Allied forces
from . . . India, eastwards up to whatever may be the eventual junc-
tion with MacArthur’s advance from Australia north-westwards’; and
for this purpose he proposed that the powers granted to Wavell early
in 1942, for the first, short-lived Allied Command in the Far East,!
should be resuscitated ‘in a possibly more limited form’. As the respon-
sible Minister for India, however, he urged that ‘even without the
same control over Allied forces. . . the case for the separation of the
planning and direction of the South-East Asia campaign from the In-
dian Command holds good’.

The proposals of a new and separate Command, with a Supreme
Commander rather than with three Service Commanders-in-Chief in
committee—an arrangement of which Mr. Amery wrote that he
doubted if ‘the system of a co-equal trinity is really the best for working
purposes in the terrestrial sphere’—were both soon adopted. The
former was finally decided by the middle of June 1943, and in the
following weeks the main features of the relations between India and
the new Command, and many of the latter’s domestic details, were
settled by the Prime Minister and the Chiefs of Staff.

While these discussions were proceeding in London, the principles
of Allied co-operation in south-east Asia were being raised with
Washington. At the ‘Trident’ Conference, Churchill had privately dis-
closed to some of his hosts that the British might be setting up a new
Command in the area, and on 13th June he raised the matter officially
in a telegram to the President. The subsequent negotiations were con-
cerned with five points: the boundaries of the Command; the relation
of the Supreme Commander to the forces under him, to his deputy,
and to the Combined Chiefs of Staff; and the nomination of the
Supreme Commander himself.

The first of these subjects was easily decided. The existing boundaries
of the India Command, outside India itself, were taken as the basis for

1See p. 21 above.
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S.E.A.C,, the only notable alteration being the transfer of Indo-China
to the Chinese theatre. Siam, however, was also recognized later, by
‘gentleman’s agreement’ in October 1943, as falling within the Chinese
sphere, the South-East Asia Command retaining the right to employ
troops there, to gather intelligence, and to hold any land it might gain
from the enemy.

It was upon the three questions of the relations between the Supreme
Commander, his subordinates and his superiors that the weight of the
discussion fell. Each affected the other, and each was affected by the
same differences of opinion between the Allies; as those differences did
not end with the birth of S.E.A.C., neither did the arguments which
first appeared in the months of gestation.

It was obviously desirable that the Supreme Commandershould have
complete control of all operational forces allotted to his theatre; and in
a memorandum of 15th June, which was accepted by the British Chiefs
of Staff, the Prime Minister had defined these as the Eastern Fleet in
so far as itwas required for ‘combined operations’, parts of the Army in
India, R.A.F. groups in India and Ceylon, and Tenth U.S. Army
Air Force. On 28th June, in a telegram to the President, he added to
the list such Chinese troops on the Ledo Road as might cross the
Burmese frontier. These proposals at once raised their difficulties.
Tenth U.S. Air Force was designed to increase the American pro-
gramme of aid to China and to act as a reserve for Chennault, and it
was for these purposes that it had been placed in British territory. Its
allegiance was to Washington, and its direction in the hands of the
Commanding General of the American C.B.I. Theatre. Similarly,
the two Chinese divisions on the Ledo Road, and any Chinese force
that might in future be added to them, were at the disposal of Chiang
Kai-shek and under the supervision of the same American authority.
Neither force was likely to be surrendered to the direct command of
an Englishman. A solution to both difficulties was thought to have been
found in the personality of the Deputy Supreme Commander, whose
qualifications seemed, at least to the Joint Chiefs of Staff, to offer the
best possibility of reconciling the divergent claims of three nations.

In his telegram to the President of 13th June, the Prime Minister
had suggested that the Deputy Supreme Commander of the new
theatre should be an American, and to his compatriots the obvious
choice for the post seemed to be General Stilwell. In view of
the positions he already held, as Commanding General of the
American forces in the C.B.I. Theatre, as Lend-Lease Administrator
for China, and as Chief of Staff to the Generalissimo, he could hardly
indeed have been ignored. With such qualifications, it seemed to the
U.S. War Department and the Joint Chiefs of Staff that his appoint-
ment to the post of Deputy Supreme Commander in the new organiza-
tion offered the best chance of safeguarding American interests in the



FORMATION OF THE SOUTH-EAST ASIA COMMAND 141

China-Burma-India Theatre, and of reconciling them with the British
plans for a South-East Asia Command. On 3oth June, the President
accordingly proposed that Stilwell should ‘command, under the
Supreme Commander, all ground and air forces at present under him
in the South-East Asia theatre and such additional American and
Chinese forces as may in the future be made available.” At the same
time, he was to preserve his independent relations with Chiang Kai-
shek, ‘for upon [this] relationship . . . will depend the positive action
by the Chinese in operations against Burma’.

Stilwell’s many responsibilities, which constituted his claim to an
appointment in yet another capacity, were as likely to lead to con-
fusion. For this reason, the British Chiefs of Staff did not take kindly to
the President’s suggestion, and reserved their approval until they had a
chance to discuss the arrangement with the Joint Chiefs of Staff at
Quebec. Thelatter, andin particular General Marshall, soon madeclear
both the importance and the limitations which they attached to it. In
reply to the argument that a multiple command and a multiple alle-
giance would lead to difficulties, Marshall remarked at one point that:

‘General Stilwell’s function as Deputy Supreme Commander
would be limited, since his other functions would occupy the
majority of his time. It must be his major task, and that not an
easy one, to ensure not only that the Chinese forces played their
part in the operations, but also that, to the maximum extent
possible, the Fourteenth Air Force! should co-operate in opera-
tions in Burma. It must be remembered that politically, all
United States forces in China, or in the South-East Asia
Command, were regarded as being there for the sole purpose of
supporting China, and therefore a system must be evolved
whereby, while retaining this political principle, the maximum
support could be obtained for operations into Burma’.

To secure the essential support of the Chinese, he argued on another
occasion, Stilwell needed the standing of Deputy Supreme Com-
mander. After this, appreciating the advantages to be gained from the
arrangement, and relying upon the possibility that adjustments to it
could be made on the spot in the light of experience, the British agreed
to the proposal with little delay.

The light of experience, as it turned out, did not shine favourably on
the arrangement. Stilwell’s tenure of office was marked not by any
adjustment of the initial difficulties, but by their early and continued
growth. Later apologists of both sides have prolonged the argument,
and, as in similar cases in both the First and Second World Wars, the
issue has been confused by the personality of the main protagonist.
‘Vinegar Joe’ Stilwell, a hero to his men, an embarrassment to his
colleagues, and often the despair of his superiors, was indeed the bull

1 See p. 127 above.
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in the China shop. In view of his reputation for outspokenness and
intolerance, the confidence which his superiors placed in him for
this peculiarly difficult post may perhaps seem strange. But it was
shared by many whose judgment must command respect, including
General Marshall and Mr. Stimson, to whom the war in Burma
‘unfolded principally as the saga of Joe Stilwell, fighting heroically
against overwhelming odds.’! In one sense, certainly, their confidence
was not misplaced. Stilwell was a good watchdog of American re-
sources and, as he saw them, of American interests; and the War
Department, unimpressed by British achievements in Burma, was per-
haps not sorry to know that a figure of his calibre was at hand. In the
past two years, moreover, the tide had swung his way. He was perhaps
the most prominent of that group of American officers who knew and
believed in the Chinese soldier, and—of great importance to a govern-
ment committed to the support of China—he was prepared to put his
belief to the test; and he had already achieved an unexpected success
in inducing the Chinese to train some of their troops in India, where
they were fed and clothed by the British, and paid and equipped by
the Americans. But these achievements were largely irrclevant to the
tasks which Stilwell now assumed, and whose complexity both he and
his superiors in Washington underrated. Able, confident and forceful in
command of a Corps in the field, in other capacities he was out of his
depth; and his shortcomings were the more serious because of the
emotional temper which he brought tothe support of his strictly limited
ability, and which, like other not dissimilar figures, he persisted in mis-
taking for toughness. In consequence, he could never refrain from
attributing motives, and dismissed all opposition, whatever its cause,
as the result of malevolence or stupidity.? If Stilwell was the only man
through whom the Americans and Chinese were prepared at the time
to entrust their resources to the British, he was perhaps the man least
fitted to succeed in that particular task.

The British Chiefs of Staff were well aware of Stilwell’s peculiarities,
and it may be asked why they consented to his appointment. The
answer is that there was nothing else for them to do. Once the strategy
of ‘Trident’ had been adopted, British and American plans were too
closely related for either party to ignore the intentions of the other. It
was to the interests of both to set up an Allied Staff in south-east Asia
and, following the pattern which had emerged unofficially in North
Africa,® a Deputy Supreme Commander of the opposite nationality to
his superior. The ensuing difficulties were inherent in the situation, and
indeed while they were undoubtedly aggravated by Stilwell’s person-
ality, they did not disappear with his removal in October, 1944. In

! Stimson and Bundy, loc. cit., p. 532.
2 General Stilwell’s diary had been published under the title of The Stilwell Papers (1949).
3 See p. 21 above.
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these circumstances, the British could scarcely resist their allies’
nomination to an appointment which they had been the first to propose,
and where they were on weak ground. They accordingly decided to
accept it, but to demand in return a virtually unilateral control of the
theatre, such as the Americans enjoyed in the Pacific. The decision to
accept the unwelcome appointment must therefore be seen in the light
of the determination to retain sole operational jurisdiction over the
area.

The British Chiefs of Staff fought hard for the acceptance of their
views on this point. Working on the North African model with which
they were familiar, they had originally submitted that the Supreme
Commander should be responsible to the Combined Chiefs of Staff for
planning and executing operations; but almost immediately they
revised the formula to follow what they called the MacArthur model,
whereby the Combined Chiefs of Staff exercised only a ‘general juris-
diction over grand strategic policy’ and over the allocation of forces
and raw materials, while the Joint Chiefs of Staff exercised ‘jurisdic-
tion over all matters pertaining to operational strategy’, and issued all
instructions to the Supreme Commander on behalf of the Combined
Committee. The Americans, with their responsibility for China, would
not however accept this proposal, and the President telegraphed that
he ‘could agree . . . only to this command relationship following the
Eisenhower pattern, with the British Chiefs of Staff designated as the
agency for the Combined Chiefs of Staff charged with the issue of
instructions to the Supreme Commander’.!

The two points of view were now clear, and throughout the rest of
June and July each side adhered firmly to its formula. So anxious were
the British Chiefs of Staff to retain sole operational control over the
area, that they were prepared in return to concede to the Combined
Chiefs of Staff a similar direct control over the allocation of resources
to China and to the South-East Asia Command itself; but the President
and his advisers remained devoted to the alternative pattern of com-
mand, arguing that its adoption would facilitate the later integration of
strategy, and therefore of command, in south-east Asia and the south-
west Pacific. The question was still open when the British set sail for
Quebec in August; but, after some discussion at the conference, their
formula was adopted together with the Americans’ recommendations
for the Deputy Supreme Commander.

It remained to choose the Supreme Commander himself. The Prime
Minister was determined that ‘the opportunity should be taken of
gripping the whole situation and injecting new vim into all proceed-
ings’, and it was these qualities in the commander which determined
the search. Here again the candidate had to be acceptable to the
Americans, and when the British party left for Quebec the choice was
"1 See PP 19-22 above.
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still open. On the voyage, however, Churchill came to favour the idea
of Lord Louis Mountbatten, a name which had been first suggested to
him at the end of May, and once again by Amery. The Chiefs of Staff,
and most of the Ministers in London whom he consulted, approved;
the President and his advisers were agreeable; and on 24th August the
Combined Chiefs of Staff drew up the terms of the communiqué which
on the following day announced Mountbatten’s appointment.

The complementary command in India had already been filled by
the re-appointment in June of General Sir Claude Auchinleck as
Commander-in-Chief, India; and in October the British representa-
tion in China, now of greater importance than before, was strengthened
by the appointment of Lieut.-General Adrian Carton de Wiart as
personal representative in Chungking of the Prime Minister and of the
Supreme Commander. The senior commanders and staff of the new
theatre were chosen within the next few weeks as follows:

Deputy Supreme Commander.
Lieut.-General Joseph B. Stilwell (U.S.)
Commander-in-Chief, Eastern Fleet.
Admiral Sir James Somerville (Br.)
Commander-in-Chief,
Eleventh Army Group,
General Sir George Giffard. (Br.)
Commander-in-Chief, Air Forces,
South-East Asia Command.
Air Chief Marshal Sir Richard Peirse (Br.)
Principal Administrative Officer.
Lieut.-General J. W. Wheeler. (U.S.)
Chief of Staff to the Supreme Commander.
Lieut.-General Sir Henry Pownall. (Br.)

The background to this organization was reflected in the positions
of the three Commanders-in-Chief, which in two cases differed sig-
nificantly from those of the corresponding commanders in the Euro-
pean theatres. Of the three, the only ‘Allied’ commander was the
Commander-in-Chief, Eastern Fleet, who was given control over
units of the U.S. Navy when within the area of the South-
East Asia Command. But he was also the only one to suffer from a dual
allegiance. When defending sea communications or operating against
the enemy’s Fleet he was responsible, like all naval commanders, to
the Admiralty: when tackling shore targets or affording direct support
to the army, he came under the orders of the Supreme Commander.
The interpretation of these responsibilities—common to all naval com-
manders within Supreme Commands—was to cause a good deal of
uncertainty for almost a year between Admiral Mountbatten and
Admiral Somerville. =~
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The Air Commander-in-Chief, who had formerly been Air Com-
mander-in-Chief, India, brought with him all British air forces
throughout India, Burma and Ceylon, apart from a few Indian Air
Force squadrons for the defence of north-west India. He was respon-
sible for all air operations in the Command, including those at sea,
and for the development of India as a base for operations and supply.
But he was not given control over Tenth U.S. Air Force, which in
November, 1943 accounted for almost one-third of the operational
aircraft in the Command. This force, which came under the control
of Major-General Stratemeyer,! took its orders from the Supreme
Commander through his deputy General Stilwell, who also comman-
ded Stratemeyer directly for certain purposes. From the start, Mount-
batten considered such a division of responsibility embarrassing and
potentially dangerous; and in December 1943, after representations
to the Combined Chiefs of Staff, he amalgamated the two Commands
under Peirse, who was made Allied Air Commander-in-Chief, with
Stratemeyer as his second-in-command. The Joint Chiefs of Staff,
however, in a memorandum of 7th January, 1944, reserved the right
to dispose of units of Tenth U.S. Air Force whenever they considered it
necessary.

On land, again, the Commander-in-Chief was not an ‘Allied’
commander. The Prime Minister had originally wished the Supreme
Commander to deal direct with his army formations; but it was even-
tually agreed to set up an Eleventh Army Group, whose commander
controlled the forces not under the Commander-in-Chief, India. It
consisted of the new British Fourteenth Army, commanded by Lieut.-
General W. ]J. Slim, the Ceylon Army Command, some garrisons in
the Indian Ocean, and certain Nepalese troops. Italsoexercised general
supervision over the preparation of forces in India for operations in
the South-East Asia Command. This organization, however, was in-
complete in one important respect, for it excluded the Americans-
Chinese force in the north, whose activities were directly related to
those of the British on other fronts. Their small but important front
formed a separate command, later known as the Northern Combat
Area Command (N.C.A.C.), which was commanded by Stilwell in his
capacity of Commanding General, C.B.I. Theatre, and for which, in
his capacity of Deputy Supreme Commander, South-East Asia Com-
mand, and by courtesy of Chiang Kai-shek, he was directly responsible
to Mountbatten. The military hierarchy was thus seriously upset; for as
Deputy Supreme Commander, Stilwell was senior to the Commander-
in-Chief, Eleventh Army Group and to the commander of Fourteenth

1 See p. 126 above.

* The only American ground forces in the South-East Asia Command at this time were
penetration groups, containing some 2,000 men, which were known as ‘Galahad’ Force.
In the autumn of 1944, these were increased to a strength of some two British brigades,
and the main part was then known as ‘Mars’ Task Force.
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Army, while as an operational commander of some three divisions, on
a front adjoining that of Fourteenth Army, his activities were those of
a subordinate. As Mountbatten was not willing to assume direct
responsibility for one section of the front himself, a temporary solution
was reached in November 1943, with the approval of the Prime
Minister, the President and the Generalissimo, whereby Stilwell agreed
to place himself and his forces under the operational control of General
Slim until they reached Kamaing, north of Myitkyina. They were then
to revert to the direct control of the Supreme Commander. This
arrangement applied specifically to Slim alone, and the extraordinary
compromise. which in the event worked quite well, was not given any
publicity.

The new Supreme Commander left England by air on 2nd October,
and arrived in Delhi on the 7th. The situation which greeted him was
not encouraging. His Command, apart from a strip of territory along
the Chin Hills and in Arakan, and the island of Ceylon, was in the
hands of the enemy, who in places was still within the fronticr of India.
The Japanese land forces, which with the air forces were commanded
by Field Marshal Count Terauchi operating under the orders of
Imperial General Headquarters in Tokyo, consisted at the beginning
of November, 1943 of some seven divisions in Burma, as against six
British divisions with local formations and the American-Chinese force
of some three divisions! in the north. The Japanese strength was in the
region of 135,000 men, with a further 215,000 in Malaya and Siam
from whom they could draw several divisions for Burma. The British
reserves for the South-East Asia Command, which were concentrated
in India, consisted of four divisions and a special force which Major-
General Orde Wingate was raising to conduct, on a larger scale, the
long-range penetrations of the enemy’s lines which he had initiated
successfully in 1943.

On land, there was little to choose between the two forces. The
superiority in strength which the Allies enjoyed was offset by the
interior lines of communication and the dispositions of the Japanese,
and, on past record, by their superiority in jungle warfare.

In the air, the South-East Asia Command disposed of some seven
hundred operational aircraft in fifty-five squadrons, of which some five
hundred aircraft were British and British-controlled. The enemy had
under three hundred combat aircraft on his forward airfields, with
reserves based on Siam and the Netherlands East Indies. The dis-
crepancy in strength was again largely offset by the general superiority
of the Japanese to the British fighters. Spitfire squadrons, however,

1 A Chinese division consisted in theory of some 12,500 men.
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were on the way, and the first were used in November in Arakan. Their
activities on that front at the end of 1943 and early in 1944 marked the
first stage in the achievement of air superiority, without which Burma
could not have been regained.

Of the fifty-five Allied squadrons in the Command in November
1943, five consisted of transport aircraft. All other transports, reserved
for the supply of China, came under separate American command,
and the five squadrons themselves had to be shared between India and
Burma. When India’s needs had been met, only one could be counted
as always available for the campaign. Although this number increased
by the end of the year, no further reinforcements were expected im-
mediately thereafter, and in the caseof the British for some time. But in
addition to this force, and following a promise made by General
Arnold to Mountbatten in August, a specially-equipped air unit, con-
sisting of some 250 aircraft of various types and known as No. 1 Air
Commando, arrived from the United States at the end of 1943 for the
support of the long-range penetration groups.

At sea, the Japanese dominated the Bay of Bengal, with a small force
of cruisers and minor units. The British Eastern Fleet, based on Trin-
comalee in Ceylon, was largely dispersed over the wide area of the
Command, cruising and convoying and repairing in African waters.
Some units, also, were loaned to the Mediterranean or to home waters.
The only forces at its effective disposal, other than coastal craft and
escort vessels, were one cruiser squadron and one submarine flotilla.
But preparations were being made at Trincomalee to receive rein-
forcements, and in January, 1944 the base was ready for a Battle
Squadron, including three battleships and two fleet aircraft carriers,
which arrived at the end of the month.

The most satisfactory features of the new Command, therefore, lay
behind the lines, in the Spitfires and the Battle Squadron on their way
from England, in No. 1 Air Commando on its way from America, in
the new wharves and dock buildings in Trincomalee and the new
airfields and expanding communications in Assam, in the long-range
penetration groups training in India, and in the jungle training
schemes and improved medical facilities throughout the area. Some of
these activities were now increased. Important sectors of the com-
munications in Assam were placed under military control, and with
American help their capacity was increased by over 50 per cent within
a year; the air supply of the long-range penetration groups was given
a high priority—thanks largely to the advocacy of Wingate, whose
sombre and unorthodox personality had fired the imagination of
Prime Minister and public alike—with results which were to prove of
value to Fourteenth Army as a whole; and medical improvements
were introduced by which the ratio of sick to wounded dropped from
120:1 in 1943 to 20:1 in 1944, and to 6:1 by the end of the war. The
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malaria rate alone, which in 1943 was 84 per cent of the army’s
whole strength, dropped to 13 per cent by 1945.

Meanwhile, the Command in India was straining the limited
facilities of the sub-continent, at a time of political and economic un-
certainty, to prepare a base for twenty divisions, with capacity for five
more in transit, for 154 R.A.F. squadrons and thirty shore-based naval
air squadrons, and for more escorts and small units of the Fleet. By the
winter of 1943, the effort that was being put into the area seemed to
bode great things.

(iii )
A Strategy for Burma

On 23rd October, Admiral Mountbatten received his first directive
from the Prime Minister, as recommended by the British Chiefsof Staff.
The first paragraph referred to the arrangements already agreed for
the form of the Command. The paragraphs affecting future operations
ran as follows.
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