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CHAPTER I 

THE SECOND WORLD WAR 

Introduction 

Of all man's activities, war is the most baffling and 

intriguing. It brings out the best in men; it uncovers 

the worst. War is the last argument of kings; appeal from 

its verdict, frequently impossible, is always difficult. 

War demands from its leading participants the coldest 

calculation, the most rational thought. Would-be leaders 

lacking the ability to think clearly and precisely under 

war's enormous pressures, pay dearly—often with their 

lives, always with the present and future of their follow

ers. Methods of war change, but the principles of war, 

the strategy of war—and peace—have not changed since 

Miltiades repulsed the Great King on the Plains of Marathon 

War affects every man and nation it touches. The only way 

to mitigate the effects of war or, preferably, reap advan

tages from it, is to understand it thoroughly. Since war 

is too deadly for experimentation, the only way to under

stand it is to study its history. Our subject is the 

Second World War. 

World War II is far too complex to treat in a single 

volume, let alone a short paper. Our focus, therefore, 

will be on two of the war's major participants—Great 



Britain and the United States. Within those limits, and 

with concentration on the European part of the war, we shall 

concern ourselves almost exclusively with the leaders of the 

two countries, their strategy, and their manner of making 

decisions. We shall see how the two countries over a four-

year period struggled together to vanquish their common 

foes. Finally, we shall see that their military victories 

brought new problems even as they solved old ones. 

The Grand Alliance 

Great Britain went to war against Germany in September 

1939, two years and three months before the Japanese attack 

on Pearl Harbor brought the United States into the war. 

During that period, England's fortunes were dim. Driven 

from the Continent in May 194 0, without allies, she with

stood the onslaught of the German Luftwaffe through the 

perilous ensuing summer. It was not until September 194 0, 

with Hitler's air force defeated over the skies of Britain, 

that England was relieved of the immediate threat of inva

sion. Although the Germans temporarily abandoned their 

invasion plans, England was locked in battle with Axis 

forces in the Mediterranean. The English enjoyed some suc

cesses in naval and air engagements and on the deserts of 

eastern Libya, but they remained in mortal peril through 

1940 and 1941. If the Germans were able to defeat the 



Russians, as seemed most likely, they would surely return to 

finish the conquest of Great Britain. England, as had been 

the case many times in her past, desperately needed allies. 

The Japanese attack on the United States served England 

well, for the attack brought the Americans to her side. 

Within days of the Japanese attack, the Americans and 

the British became partners in the global fight against the 

Axis. Being partners, however, even with shared traditions 

and goals, did not automatically produce agreement on strat

egy. The first problem facing the Grand Alliance (as 

Winston Churchill called it) was to agree on that strategy. 

This paper will examine the processes whereby the two coun

tries made the critical strategic decisions needed to make 

military victory a reality. 

Strategy, in its highest sense, is grand strategy, and 

encompasses both the political and military spheres. If we 

define "strategy" as "the art and science of predicting and 

producing outcomes," our definition is equally applicable 

to grand strategy. As we shall see, however, the two part

ners concentrated on the military aspects of strategy—with 

unfortunate consequences. The two partners were in general 

agreement, though, that their desired outcome was the de

struction of the fighting ability of their opponents. We 

Frederick H. Hartmann, The Game of Strategy (Lubbock, 
Texas: Unpublished Manuscript, 1975), p. 1:6. 



shall see how the Americans and the British in pursuing 

these outcomes made decisions in the war against the Axis, 

and we shall see the consequences of those decisions. 

The Americans and the British differed in their 

approach to war and to strategy. These differences and 

their origins, which we shall explore in Chapters II and 

III, made it very difficult for the two nations to agree on 

specific courses of action. They found that the only way 

to resolve their conflicts was through compromise. Conse

quently, they made four great compromises, each of which 

produced unforseen results. 

The first compromise was the decision to invade North 

Africa instead of France; the second was the decision to 

invade Sicily. These two compromises will be the subject 

of Chapter IV. 

After the Western Allies achieved victory in North 

Africa and then in Sicily, they were again faced with the 

necessity of deciding where next to go. The Americans 

wanted to attack Germany through France; the British felt 

that an attack through France was unlikely to succeed. The 

outcome was the third great compromise—the invasion of 

Italy—and is the subject of Chapter V. 

The Americans reluctantly agreed to the Italian oper

ation and gave it only grudging support. To the Americans, 

Italy was a diversion which delayed the long desired 



invasion of France. Finally, however, the Americans, having 

become dominant in the Alliance by virtue of their greater 

contributions of men and material, were able to dictate the 

timing and method of the cross-Channel invasion. This was 

the fourth compromise, and introduces Chapter VI. It led 

in turn to two momentous decisions which General Eisenhower 

had to make as Supreme Allied Commander in Europe. These 

two decisions—in favor of a broad front advance across 

France and halting of Allied troops on the Elbe—were to 

have repercussions which are still very much with us today. 

Throughout this paper we shall see a continuing Allied 

failure to integrate military and political affairs into a 

grand strategy. In Chapter VII, following a succinct 

assessment and review of the war, we shall attempt an anal

ysis of the reasons for that failure. Lastly, after high

lighting two important problems brought to the fore by the 

war, we shall suggest solutions for these problems. 

Men and Decision 

Since one of our main interests in this paper is to 

explore how the Allies made decisions, we must necessarily 

concentrate on the men at the top, the men who had the 

final say and the final responsibility. There were actually 

very few in supreme positions. On the British side there 

were two: Winston Churchill, the Prime Minister and Minis

ter of Defense, and Alan Brooke, Chief of the Imperial 



General Staff and Chairman of the Chiefs of Staff Committee. 

On the American side, the two principals were Franklin 

Roosevelt, the President, and George Marshall, Chief of 

Staff of the Army. There were, of course, others who from 

time to time had great influence. For example. Admiral 

Ernest J. King and Admiral William D. Leahy were both close 

to Roosevelt, as was the somewhat enigmatic Harry Hopkins. 

Then, naturally, the theater commanders and cabinet officers 

on both sides often made important contributions. Neverthe

less, it is the first four named men who played the key 

roles and it is their words and deeds which will interest 

us most. 

A study of decision-making can proceed in several 

directions. It can attempt to ascertain precisely where 

various ideas originated. We shall try to show, although 

not prove, that many of the ideas behind the decisions had 

their origins in the historical background of the two 

nations. A study of decision-making could look for bureau

cratic or hierarchial influences. Although these factors 

were undoubtedly present, it appears that they were of 

limited impact since most of the decisions apparently 

evolved from the ideas of the four leaders, the two prin

cipals of whom were notorious for their free-wheeling 

bureaucratic style. 

"'"The literature of World War II, so far as it relates 
to formal decision-making study or theory, is essentially 



Conclusions 

In this chapter, we have summarized our theme: Compro

mise, forced by radically divergent strategic backgrounds, 

was the keystone of the Grand Alliance. 

to be found in the diaries and memoirs of the political 
and military leaders rather than in political science 
studies as such. 

Out of the great quantity of literature focusing on 
management and decision-making, there is very little which 
has examined strategic decision-making or decision-making 
in wartime coalitions. Graham Allison developed a paradigm 
of decision-making in crisis situations in Essense of 
Decision: Explaining the Cuban Missile Crisis (Boston: 
Little, Brown and Co., 1971). An attempt to apply his model 
to decision-making in World War II or in other coalition 
wars might yield worthwhile results. 



CHAPTER II 

THE UNITED STATES AND WAR 

Introduction 

World War I marked the first direct American partici

pation in a European conflict. Twenty-four years after the 

end of the Great War, the United States again sent massive 

forces to fight against European foes. In this chapter, 

we shall examine the events and planning which preceded the 

1942 dispatch of American troops to the Continent. We 

shall briefly review the evolution of American strategic 

thinking, but this in turn must be seen against the backdrop 

of uniquely American attitudes which developed as the 

country grew. 

The United States enjoys a geographic location that, 

until the advent of the airplane and missile, made it almost 

immune from attack. In addition, its immediate neighbors— 

Mexico and Canada—in the century preceding World War I 

were either friendly to the United States or else did not 

have the wherewithal to threaten her militarily. As a con

sequence, Americans developed the notion that they could 

stand back, observe foreign conflicts, and intervene only 

if they so chose. Because of American immunity to attack, 

the country could not be forced to intervene anywhere. 

If she chose to intervene, it was on a strictly voluntary 

8 



basis. Until 1398, her interventions were limited to the 

Western Hemisphere and they were successful. 

Success breeds success. The American people with amaz 

ing rapidity conquered a continent, spanned it with rail

roads despite immense physical difficulties, and built 

unsurpassed industry from scratch using the resources avail

able. By the end of the nineteenth century, Americans had 

come to believe that no obstacle could stand in the way of 

their practical, technical genius. They could do anything; 

merely show them the problem, and they would quickly solve 

it. This was an admirable attitude and produced a standard 

of living and wealth never before seen. But part of this 

same attitude was impetuosity and impatience. Again, this 

produced amazing results in technical and business spheres. 

It was not, however, suited to application to foreign 

affairs wherein the problem is frequently not what it imme

diately appears to be, and where quick, decisive action is 

just as likely to go awry as is doing nothing. American 

attitudes of impatience and directness as we shall see, 

pervaded American thinking about war and politics. 

With this background in mind, let us see how American 

strategy—political and military—developed in the years 

prior to World War II. 



10 

Formative Years 

In the early days of the Republic, when American mili

tary and naval forces were small and when the country was 

surrounded by hostile powers, her leaders were forced to be 

circumspect in their selection and prosecution of wars. 

The Revolutionary War itself was fought under a general 

concept of avoiding mass clashes unless the likelihood of 

success was high. Washington and his fellow statesmen 

worked hard to bring allies to their side, especially the 

French with her navy. The War of 1812 followed similar 

paths. Thirty years later, the Americans went to war with 

Mexico; during that war, American military moves were 

designed to produce a favorable climate for negotiation. 

In the American Civil War, the South attempted to 

fight using the old principles of wearing down the enemy 

until he finally despaired of further fighting. On the 

Northern side, however, after General Ulysses S. Grant came 

to the fore, a profound change occurred in methods of waging 

war: the North, with her mighty industrial and population 

base, found that she could break the South through massive 

and direct attack. General Grant personified this idea 

with his siege on Vicksburg and his later relentless pur

suit of Lee's army. The North won the conflict, but only 

after she adopted these direct strategies. The lesson was 

firmly implanted in American military and civilian minds. 



11 

In the war with Spain in 1898, the United States, 

instead of conducting a leisurely and inevitably successful 

blockade of Cuba, decided to invade that island and win a 

speedy victory. Theodore Roosevelt's brave, reckless, 

and unnecessary charge up San Juan Hill became the model of 

military grandeur. Buoyed up by success, the change in 

strategic thinking toward the direct and short path to 

victory continued until the outbreak of World War I. 

The American President and his military staff watched 

the early battles in France with great interest. They also 

carefully observed the apparently worthless campaign in the 

Dardenelles. In 1917, when the United States entered the 

war. President Wilson and General John Pershing had very 

definite ideas as to how they wished their armies to be 

employed. Much to the despair of the Supreme Commander, 

Marshall Foch of France, General Pershing—with the full 

blessing of the White House—refused to commit American 

forces to duty as replacements. Instead, he carefully 

trained his forces until they were ready to fight as Ameri

can units. Once he did introduce them into the great 

battles of 1918, the war came to a speedy conclusion. The 

lesson seemed to be obvious: commit forces in mass against 

the enemy and press against the most decisive—not 

Edward Meade Earle, ed., Makers of Modern Strategy 
(Princeton: Princeton University Press 1943; Paperback, 
1971), p. 438. 
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necessarily most vulnerable—point. Thus, to American 

observers, the strategy born during the Civil War was proved 

Among the observers on the spot was George C. Marshall who 

served directly under General Pershing during the Great 

War. He did not forget what he saw and learned on the 

fields of France. The script was ready for the next act in 

the 1914-1945 War, although it would be twenty-one years in 

the making. 

The Interbellum Years 

In addition to learning lessons of a strategic nature 

from their experiences in World War I, the American military 

establishment also discovered some basic weaknesses in joint 

service planning. Consequently, in 1919, a Joint Board was 

formed to deal with strategic planning. The Joint Board had 

as permanent members the Chief of Staff of the Army, the 

Chief of Naval Operations, their two deputies, and the heads 

of each service's war plans division. This Board, however, 

had no executive power; its decisions went to the service 

secretaries or the President for approval. 

As its working group the Joint Board had a Joint Plan

ning Committee composed of four Army and four Navy plans 

officers. When the Joint Board directed the Joint 

Kent Roberts Greenfield, ed., Command Decisions 
(Washington: Office of the Chief of Military History, 
Department of the Army, 1960), p. 13. 
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Planning Co'mmittee to develop war plans for use against 

possible enemies, the Committee's basic tool, although not 

so identified, was threat analysis. We shall see what came 

of the Committee's efforts, but it will be useful to place 

that work in perspective by prefacing it with a brief 

review of the world situation as Americans saw it. 

In the Europe of 1920, Germany was prostrate and in 

the grip of a ruinous inflation partially brought about by 

the reparations clauses in the Treaty of Versailles. 

Germany's army was almost nonexistent; her air force was 

proscribed; and her navy was about to become a practice 

target for the Allies. France was bled white—although on 

the surface she seemed to have the strongest ground and 

air forces in Europe. England was sick of war and only her 

fleet maintained a little of its erstwhile grandeur. 

Russia was in the throes of internal revolution, her terri

tory much reduced by the aftermath of the war. 

The Asian situation was different. Japan, which had 

only become a great power in the preceding century, was one 

of two powers still strong and unhurt by the war. Thus, 

from a threat analysis standpoint, Japan was the only 

serious potential enemy in sight. In addition, Japan had 

interests, as had America, in the West Pacific. And finally, 

her navy was a definite force in Asian waters. Consequently, 
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the Joint Planning Committee focused on Japan in its war 

planning activities. 

Threat Analysis 

All major military staffs continually prepare con

tingency plans to govern operations in the event of war. 

In times of peace, this planning process has a dual function; 

it provides a basis for quick reaction in the event of war, 

and it provides invaluable training for the planning 

officers. The first step in the post-World War I American 

military planning process was identification of potential 

enemies. To decide on potential enemies, the American 

staff used threat analysis with a heavy emphasis on capabil

ity. That is, any country which could pose a threat to the 

United States was considered a potential enemy and plans 

were made accordingly. There was nothing wrong with this 

approach in and of itself, so long as the results did not 

come to be used as the exclusive basis for strategic deci

sion. It is true, however, that plans tend to produce a 

momentum of their own. Later on, we shall see that in this 

case they did. 

Threat analysis, as a method of planning, is good in 

so far as it goes. By definition, however, it does not take 

into account the purpose of a war or the desired outcomes. 

It begins by identifying potential enemies on the basis of 
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their present or projected capability to pose a military 

threat. In addition to pure military capability, threat 

analysis normally then gives some consideration to the pre

sumed intentions of potentially threatening powers. The 

question is asked, if the country has a military capability, 

does it intend to use it hostilely? If the answer is nega

tive, then planning for a possible war with that country 

proceeds with a low priority in comparison to that for coun

tries which are judged to have inimical intentions. 

Again, there is nothing intrinsically wrong with this 

approach. Indeed, as we shall see, it accomplished a great 

deal in preparing both Britain and the United States for 

war in the absence of more encompassing guidance. But 

what threat analysis does not, and cannot, do is to indi

cate the desirability of a given country being an enemy. 

It does not suggest ways to reduce the presumed enmity; it 

does not suggest any but military means by which to lessen 

a particular threat. In short, there are definite problems 

with a pure threat analysis approach to strategic thinking. 

The Failure of Politics 

Because there are limitations to threat analysis, the 

natural assumption would be that someone else would consider 

the other problems. In theory, the President, in his role 

of Commander-in-Chief in the United States, might handle 
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these problems or he might delegate them to his foreign 

policy arm, the State Department. 

The State Department in this inter-bellum period, was 

not interested in such esoteria. Secretary of State Hull 

showed his feelings on these matters by a remark which he 

made in December 1940. At that time, the Army Chief of 

Staff and the Chief of Naval Operations had just completed 

a plan for dealing simultaneously with the Japanese and the 

Germans. In essence, the plan called for a strategic defen

sive in the Pacific and an offensive land campaign in 

Europe. The service Chiefs and the Secretaries wished to 

present this plan to President Roosevelt for his approval. 

Naturally, they wanted the Secretary of State to join them 

in the presentation. Secretary Hull, when asked, replied 

that he generally agreed with the plan but didn't see the 

"propriety" of "joining in the submission to the President 

of a technical military statement of the present situation.' 

This was the answer of the man who supposedly was 

directly responsible for American foreign policy! He 

didn't want to get involved in a "technical" matter which 

actually determined whom his country was going to fight and 

how she was going to do it. It would be tempting to call 

the Secreatry's remark naive. It might have been so but it 

•̂ Ibid., p. 39. 
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reflected fully the popularly held American presumption that 

war belonged to the military. This in itself might not have 

been so bad had not the military strongly believed that it 

should not concern itself with politics. 

Thus, somehow, there was nobody in charge of the most 

important part of war—its political purpose. 

General Marshall illustrated the Army attitude toward 

politics in an April 194 5 statement to General Eisenhower: 

"Personally, and aside from all logistical, tactical, or 

strategical implications, I would be loath to hazard Ameri

can lives for purely political purposes." VJith this back

ground, let us now return to the activities of the Joint 

Planning Committee. 

Military Planning 

The Joint Committee developed the original plan against 

Japan in the 1921 to 1924 period. This plan—ORANGE— 

remained the basic war plan of the United States until 1938. 

It recognized Japan's naval strength and it recognized the 

military problems brought about by Japan's mandate to the 

German Pacific Islands. While these islands were not sup

posed to be fortified, information about them was scarce, 

and they lay athwart American lines of communication with 

the Philippines. Basically, ORANGE called for the Navy to 

•̂ Ibid., pp. 489-490. 
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gain sea superiority in the western waters of the Pacific. 

Sea superiority depended on a naval base at Manila which in 

turn was to be protected by the Army against Japanese 

attack. This done, the Navy would harass Japan in her own 

water and would bring about a successful conclusion to the 

war through economic strangulation of the Japanese. No one 

suggested an invasion of the home islands. 

From a military view, this plan was reasonable. Its 

one possible weakness was an underestimation of the ability 

of the Japanese navy in its own backyard. 

The Washington Naval Treaty may have helped lead the 

planners astray: although this treaty appeared to limit 

Japanese naval power, in fact it "had the effect of granting 
2 

naval control of the Western Pacific to Japan . . . ." 

The articles of the treaty prohibiting further fortification 

of bases in any of the Pacific islands contributed to this 

effect. 

With ORANGE based to some extent on the ability of the 

Army to hold Manila as an operating base, fortification was 

of much greater value to the United States, operating thou

sands of miles from her own shore, than to the Japanese who 

were essentially at home in the Philippine area. 

^Ibid., pp. 14-15. 

Frederick H. Hartmann, Basic Documents of Inter
national Relations (New York: McGraw-Hill Company, Inc., 
1951), p. 89. 
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Whether ORANGE was sound or not in concept, it remained 

the basic plan for almost two decades. The Joint Committee, 

to its credit, however, did not stop with ORANGE. A 

thoroughgoing threat analysis must consider any power which 

has the capability to do damage. Although intention pro

vides a practical way to scale priorities, the threat 

analyst tends to be wary of assigning too much weight to 

intention. On this cautious basis, then, the Joint Committee 

also considered Great Britain as a potential enemy. Should 

there be war with England, the United States would operate 

under Plan RED. RED called for mobilization of large ground 

forces to protect the United States, the Caribbean, and the 

Panama Canal against invasion. The fleet would move from 

the Pacific to the Atlantic to protect the Atlantic 

approaches to the Western Hemisphere. Overall, though, the 

United States planned for a strategic defensive and did not 

contemplate an invasion of England. The planners assumed 

no allies for either the United States or for Great Britain. 

There was yet a third "color" plan—RED-ORANGE. Here, 

the planners envisaged an alliance between Japan and Great 

Britain—a legacy of the thinking from the time of the Anglo-

Japanese alliance. Although no actual plans were worked out 

for this contingency, the recommendations were for the 

United States to go on the defensive in the Pacific and to 

Greenfield, Command Decisions, p. 16. 
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go on a limited naval offensive in the Atlantic. The 

rationale rested on the fact that the most vital parts of 

the United States were on the eastern seaboard and that 

Britain was the stronger enemy."'• Although this plan was 

only posed hypothetically, it did provide the germ of 

thought for two-theater war concepts which later became 

operable as Germany and Italy took the place of Great 

Britain in RED-ORANGE. 

Germany and Italy 

In 1937, the Joint Board decided that a war with Japan 

alone was unlikely. The increasing cooperation of Japan, 

Germany, and Italy, symbolized by their 1936 Anti-Comintern 

Pact, made it appear that the United States might become 

involved in a war with all three of these powers. The Joint 

Board directed the Planning Committee to examine the possi

bilities. Included in the instructions to the Committee 

was the directive to first ensure the security of the 

Alaska-Hawaii-Panama triangle. This accomplished, the Com

mittee should then decide what further moves might be appro

priate. The Planning Committee deadlocked over this issue: 

the Navy members favored an offensive in the Pacific while 

the Army members were afraid to commit forces to the Pacific 
2 

when Europe seemed to threaten. The planners and their 

•̂ Ibid., pp. 16-17. ^Ibid., p. 18. 
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Chiefs were unable to break the deadlock. The only result 

was a new plan ORANGE calling for an offensive in the 

Pacific if there was no threat in the Atlantic.-^ 

Increasing tension in Europe, following the September 

1938 Munich Conference, made the entire situation more 

pressing. In November 1938, the Joint Board again told its 

committee to consider in detail the results of simultaneous 

German, Italian, and Japanese aggression. 

In April of the following year, the Joint Committee 

responded. It assumed that Germany and Italy could only 

move in Europe if France and Great Britain failed to provide 

effective resistance. But it visualized that Japan would 

continue her expansion in the Pacific peacefully or forcibly 

no matter what happened in Europe. Finally, Germany, Italy, 

and Japan would act in concert if at all feasible. In this 

event, should the United States vigorously oppose their 

joint action, it would certainly mean war. If the United 

States in this fashion came under threat from both the 

Atlantic and the Pacific, the Joint Committee suggested that 

the United States should go on a grand strategic defensive. 

Again, the Alaska-Hawaii-Panama triangle was to be held as 

were the Atlantic approaches to the United States. The 

fleet was to move to the Caribbean from whence it would be 

in a position to deploy either east or west as the situation 

•̂ Ibid., p. 19. 
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demanded, but in neither case should it leave the vital 

Atlantic approaches uncovered. 

There were two outstanding features to this assessment. 

The first was the assumption that the primary interest of 

the United States was its own continental defense. There 

was no mention of attacking or destroying the enemy powers. 

The second salient feature was the almost automatic, un

questioned assumption that the Germans and Italians repre

sented an actual, temporal threat to the security of the 

United States. 

The "Rainbow" Plans 

Later, in the spring of 1939, the Joint Board asked 

its Committee to develop more specific plans. These plans 

were named "Rainbow" plans to distinguish them from the 

earlier "color" plans. There were five Rainbow plans 

covering a number of possibilities: 

Rainbow I—The United States would act alone. It 
would defend the Western Hemisphere until 
events in the Atlantic allowed a Pacific 
offensive. 

Rainbow II—The United States would be allied with 
France and Great Britain. The allies 
would take care of Europe and the Atlantic 
and the Americans would immediately go on 
the offensive in the Pacific. 

Rainbow III—Again the United States would find itself 
alone, but events would allow a fairly 
quick assumption of the offensive in the 
Pacific. 

^Ibid., p. 20. 
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Rainbow IV—The United States would have no allies 
and the army must be prepared to move 
in strength to South America to guard 
the southern continent from attack. A 
strategic defensive would be necessary 
in the Pacific for some time. 

Rainbow V—The United States would act in concert 
with Great Britain and France. After 
assuring the defense of the Western 
Hemisphere, the Americans would send 
large land forces to Europe or Africa to 
assist in the defeat of Germany and Italy. 
When these two countries were defeated, 
the United States would shift from the 
defensive to the offensive in the 
Pacific.1 

These plans all assumed that the United States would be at 

war with Germany, Italy, and Japan simultaneously. 

President Roosevelt in July 1939, appointed Admiral 

Harry Stark to be the Chief of Naval Operations and General 

George Marshall to be the Chief of Staff of the Army. The 

latter would hold his position throughout the war, but his 

appointment produced no immediate change in planning. Until 

the fall of France in the summer of 1940, both the Army and 

Navy continued to favor Rainbow II. However, with the col

lapse of France and the predicted imminent collapse of 

England, the planners came to fear that Germany and Italy 

would seize the French and English fleets and then attack 

the Western Hemisphere via Dakar and Brazil. The planners 

therefore recommended that Rainbow IV become the basis of 

Ibid., p. 24. 
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United States planning. The assumptions upon which Rainbow 

IV was based were highly questionable: it was not in the 

tradition of the Royal Navy to surrender, and it would be 

difficult to find a more militarily difficult route from 

Berlin to Washington than the hypothesized one by way of 

Dakar and Brazil. 

There were many in 1939 and 1940 who felt that England 

was doomed. President Roosevelt was one high-placed excep

tion. He insisted that Britain must be aided in every way 

possible. He reasoned that England was so valuable to the 

United States that it was worthwhile aiding her even if it 

2 cost his own country in terms of its own preparations. 

As part of the advance preparations for closer ties 

with England, Brigadier General George Strong of the Army, 

Major General Delos Emmons of the Air Crops, and Rear 

Admiral Robert Ghormley of the Navy went to London in the 

summer of 1940. To these officers, the British Chiefs of 

Staff explained their plan as being one of temporary defense 

while maintaining sea superiority in the home waters and in 

the Mediterranean. Following the defensive stage, air and 

naval actions would be conducted against Germany to weaken 

her. Admiral Ghormley asked the British if land action 

^Ibid., p. 28. 

^Ibid., p. 30. 
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would be necessary to defeat Germany. They replied that "in 

the long run it was inevitable that the Army should deliver 

the coup de grace." The British hoped, though, that action 

on the sea and in the air would accomplish much of the 

total task. 

In the fall of 1940, following the Japanese September 

signing of the Tripartite Pact, Admiral Stark called for 

even closer planning with the British. He felt that should 

the British prevail in the present conflict, the United 

States would share fully the benefits. On the other hand, 

should Britain go under, the United States, although perhaps 

not beaten, would be unable to win significant victories 

against the Axis powers. Continuing this line of reasoning, 

he called for continued aid to Britain, passivity in the 

Pacific, and preparation of a large American army to fight 

eventually in Africa or Europe. He thought the only way to 
2 

defeat Germany was "by military success on shore." The 

Joint Board agreed with Admiral Stark's assessment and on 

21 December 1940 approved a plan calling for joint defense 

with the British and movement of the Fleet to the Atlantic 
3 

in the event the Japanese attacked in the Pacific. 

Ibid., pp. 31-33. 
2 
Ibid., pp. 35-36. 

^Ibid., p. 39. 
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President Roosevelt generally agreed with this concept and 

even suggested that the Commander of the Asian Fleet should 

be allowed to withdraw from the Philippines at his discre

tion if the situation so indicated. •*" 

1941 Staff Talks 

Secret staff talks with Great Britain began in late 

January 1941. The President and his top advisers gave two 

instructions of note to the American participants. First, 

they were to plan on concentration of forces in the Atlantic 

or "navally in the Mediterranean" (President Roosevelt's 

phrase) to defeat Germany. Second, they were not to commit 

the United States to British direction and they were to look 

out for American post-war interests just as the British 
2 

would be doing for themselves. The second instruction was 

somewhat amorphous because there was no definition or dis

cussion of American "post-war interests." 

The formal staff talks ended on 29 March 1941. Al

though there was disagreement on some specifics of execution 

such as the timing of the land attack on Germany, the two 

countries were otherwise in basic agreement. The agreement, 

called ABC-I, became the basis for a revised American Rain

bow V. ABC-I may be summarized as follows: 

Ibid., p. 40. 

2 
Ibid., p. 41. 
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The Major Points—the United States and Great Britan 
would: 
1. Defeat Germany first. The main American effort 

would be in this direction. 
2. Maintain present Mediterranean British positions. 
3. Be on the strategic defensive in the Far East. 

The American Fleet, however, could act offen
sively "to weaken Japanese economic power and 
to support defense of the Malay Barrier by 
directing Japanese strength away from Malaysia." 

Specific measures--
1. Maintain economic pressure against the Axis. 
2. Conduct joint air offensive against Germany. 
3. Detach Italy from the Axis. 
4. Make "raids and minor offensives at every 

opportunity." 
5. Support all resistance movements in Axis 

territories. 

All this was to be accomplished "preparatory to the final 

offensive against Germany" which would require "maximum 

land forces, composed largely of mobile armored divisions." 

There were, of course, refinements in ABC-I and in RAINBOW 

V before the United States entered the war in December. 

One of the more interesting refinements was the American 

plan for air operations against Germany. 

American Air War Plan 

The Air War Plans Division of the Army War Plans Staff, 

on very short notice in the summer of 1941, prepared a plan 

for the air offensive against Germany. The objective of 

this plan, AWPD-I, was to mount "a sustained and unremitting 

Air Offensive . . . to destroy the will and capability to 

continue the war; and to make an invasion either unnecessary 

"'•Ibid. , p. 44. 
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or feasible without excessive cost.""'- This plan detailed 

the targets to ^e attacked, but of particular note, it spe

cifically stated that German civilian morale "was not a 

proper objective until widespread defeatism had been 
2 

engendered . , , ," • The air campaign against Germany was 

to become another bone of contention, not only between 

Britain and America, but also among the three services of 

both countries, 

preliminary Plans Completed 

These plans became the basis of the war effort and much 

of the war was fought in accordance with their contents. At 

least one major problem of paramount importance developed 

out of these preliminary agreements: the provisions for the 

detachment of Italy and the type and timing of the assault on 

Germany were r̂ ô  interpreted identically by the Americans 

§nd the Britigh, disagreements on these two points, as we 

shall see in gybsequent chapters, came closer than any 

others to rupturing the alliance between the two countries. 

These plans §lso reflected one fundamental alteration in 

American th4RHiRf? !©¥ almost twenty years, Japan had been 

the favorite M\e?iQ€iB enemy, but in the short period from 

-Haywpo^ 5, Hansel, The Air Plan That Defeated Hitler 
(Atlanta: biggins^Mc^r-^hur/Longino & Porter, Inc., 1972), 

^Ibid., pp, 83-85. 
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1938 to 1941, Japan fell from favor to be replaced by 

Germany. 

Our emphasis so far has been on military planning and, 

indeed it is impossible to understand the events leading to 

American entry into World War II without a thorough under

standing of this planning. Nevertheless, it is not possible 

to divorce the military efforts from the diplomatic efforts. 

The former played a role larger than it should have; while 

the latter played an unreasonably small, and frequently 

contradictory, role. 

Interbellum American Diplomacy 

American diplomacy in the last years before Pearl 

Harbor operated in a strategic vacuum. On the one hand. 

President Roosevelt, speaking in Chicago in 1937, had called 

for the aggressors to be "quarantined." But only two years 

later, he said in a Boston speech, "I . . . say it again 

and again: Your boys are not going to be sent into any 

foreign wars," and "The purpose of our defense is defense." 

One could agree with the thoughts expressed in either of 

these two speeches: one cannot agree with both because they 

are almost diametrically opposed. There were strong domes

tic pressures against American intervention and President 

Herbert Feis, The Road to Pearl Harbor: The Coming 
of the War Between the United States and Japan (Princeton: 
Princeton University Press, 1950), p. 133. 
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Roosevelt did not have a free hand. This does not excuse 

the inconsistency that surely was visible to the countries 

the United States considered as enemies. 

While the President emphasized to the American public 

his intention to stay out of foreign wars. Secretary of 

State Hull attempted to advance his interests in free trade 

on the one hand and to block Japanese expansion on the other. 

Here, again, there was contradiction in emphasis. While 

stimulating free trade and stopping Japanese expansion were 

not opposed concepts, it was not clear which was the keynote. 

The dominant theme in American relations with Japan seemed 

to rest increasingly on moral disapprobation of Japan's war 

in China. 

One of the first manifestations of this disapprobation 

was the American cancellation in 1939 of the Treaty of Com

merce and Navigation. A year later, the United States 
2 

limited exports to Japan. On 25 July 194 0, President 

Roosevelt signed a measure, promulgated by Treasury Secre

tary Morgenthau, which stopped export of petroleum and scrap 

iron to Japan and Germany. Secretary Hull, who had not been 

consulted on this measure, was able to convince the Presi

dent to withdraw it but by then the psychological effect 

had been felt in Japan. "̂  In September, though, the United 

^Ibid., p. 21. ^Ibid., p. 74. ^Ibid., pp. 88-94. 
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States actually did stop export of scrap iron to Japan fol

lowing that country's "invasion" of Indochina. At the end 

of the same month, Japan signed the Tripartite Pact with 

Germany and Italy. The sanctions against Japan culminated 

with the freezing of Japanese assets in July 1941 which 

meant that Japan's main source of oil was gone. 

Although it appears that the measures against Japan 

were a result of a single idea or plan, such was not really 

the case. As the situation in Europe deteriorated and as 

the decision was made to fight against the Germans, the 

Navy expressed doubts about the wisdom of increasing sanc

tions against Japan. Even the President, in a letter to 

Interior Secretary Ickes, said that the Atlantic situation 

was too important to risk jeopardizing action there by pro

voking the Japanese in the Pacific. The climax came on 

the eve of Pearl Harbor, at a time when the Germans could 

almost see the towers of the Kremlin: President Roosevelt 

refused to meet with the Japanese Prime Minister who was 

making a last bid for peace. On 27 November, the Secretary 

of State, the man who, in theory, was responsible for Ameri

can foreign policy and strategy, said to the Secretary of 

War, "I have washed my hands of it {relations with Japan] 

and it is now in the hands of you and Knox, the Army, and 

Feis, Road to Pearl Harbor, p. 238. 
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Navy." Two weeks after Secretary Hull's ablutions, his 

country was at war with Germany, Italy, and Japan. 

Conclusions 

It is not fair to criticize men who have to make deci

sions under real pressure solely on the basis of hindsight. 

It is fair, though, to criticize them for things which they 

could have seen, had they cared to look. As this chapter 

has shown, there were several mistakes of significant magni

tude made in United States strategic planning prior to World 

War II. These mistakes were not inevitable: 

1. Military planning was done in a policy vacuum. 

2. The State Department carried on its affairs in 

ignorance of military plans which had the sanction of the 

President. 

3. Emotional factors played a large part in top level 

decision making. 

4. No one integrated military and political planning. 

5. There was no consideration of what the defeat of 

the Axis was supposed to accomplish beyond defeating the 

Axis. 

Military planning, as we have seen, was based on threat 

analysis. Under this approach, Japan was a very creditable 

enemy: she had capability to operate against American 

Ibid., p. 321. 



33 

interests and possessions, and she had logical reasons— 

intent—to do so. It was very proper to identify Japan as 

a dangerous enemy. The decision to replace Japan with 

Germany as the prime enemy rested on no such solid grounds. 

Germany was a Continental power with Continental mili

tary forces. She could not threaten the United States 

directly and there is nothing to indicate that she ever 

intended to do so. The only basis upon which Germany could 

reasonably have been chosen as the prime enemy was on that 

of her potential ability to establish a hegemony in Europe, 

thereby upsetting the balance of power. It was in the in

terest of the United States—and most certainly of Great 

Britain—to prevent Germany from establishing a European 

hegemony. This was not the reason, however, for American 

hostility toward Germany. If it had been the reason, plan

ning and operations during the war would have been far 

different. Plans would not have called for the destruction 

of Germany's capability to wage war for this also would have 

upset the balance of power. 

How Germany came to be so readily accepted as the prime 

enemy is a mystery. As we shall see, irrationality, emotion

alism and "passionate attachment for others" all played a 

part. Whatever the actual reasons might be, the military 

was at fault for accepting without question this premise 

of a German threat. 
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The State Department was equally guilty of one-track 

thinking. Secretary Hull believed very strongly in free 

trade. Some of his animosity toward Japan was based on 

Japanese interference with American business interests in 

China. The remainder seemed to be based on a moral aversion 

to aggression. Again, as we have seen, the State Department 

pursued policies which contradicted the military plans for 

war against Germany. President Roosevelt, although he 

apparently recognized this contradiction, did nothing to 

help the matter. He proceeded on the same moralistic basis 

as did his Secretary of State. Finally, the State Depart

ment acquiesed to President Roosevelt's military plans and 

made no attempt to help formulate a grand strategy. 

Emotion apparently played a major role in the decision 

to aid England against Geormany. Prime Minister Churchill 

provides a telling example in his description of Harry 

Hopkins, the President's eminence grise, during Hopkins's 

visit to London in January 1941. He quotes him as follows: 

The President is determined that we shall win the war 
together. Make no mistake about it. He has sent me 
here to tell you that at all costs and by all means 
he will carry you through no matter what happens to 
him—there is nothing that he will not do so far as 
he has human power.^ 

Churchill further characterizes Hopkins as, "glowing 

with refined comprehension of the Cause. It was to be the 

Winston S. Churchill, The Grand Alliance (New York: 
Houghton Mifflin Company, 1950; Bantam Books, 1962), p. 20 
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defeat, ruin, and slaughter of Hitler to the exclusion of 

all purposes, loyalties and aims." Hitler was not a nice 

man, but dislike of an individual is a shaky ground for 

national security decisions. This attitude is a far cry 

from the advice which General Washington gave to his country 

in his Farewell Address: 

In the execution of such a plan, nothing is more essen
tial than that permanent inveterate antipathies 
against a particular nation, and passionate attach
ments for others should be excluded. . . . [Should a 
nation so behave] . . . it is a slave to its ani
mosity or its affection, either of which is suffi
cient to lead it astray from its duty and interests. 

Harry Hopkins and, presumably. President Roosevelt, 

acted in direct contravention to General Washington's advice. 

We have already discussed the lack of political and 

military coordination in the United States in the period 

before Pearl Harbor. Apparently, it stemmed from the Ameri

can attitude that politics and war do not mix. Even this 

idea is not totally without merit if it is applied only to 

purely military decisions on the prosecution of battles 

previously integrated into a strategic plan. But it is 

totally without merit when it reflects a general failure 

to recognize what General Carl Van Clausewitz mentioned in 

the early part of the nineteenth century: "War is therefore 

a continuation of policy by other means. It is not merely 

•""Ibid 
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a political act but a real political instrument, a continu

ation of political intercourse by other means." 

This brings us to the eve of Pearl Harbor. In the next 

chapter, we shall see that the British also had major prob

lems with the integration of the military and diplomatic 

spheres. That the problems did not disappear with the 

formation of the coalition between the two countries, will 

become evident in Chapter IV wherein begins the story of 

the Alliance at War. 

Carl Von Clausewitz, On War, trans, and with an intro
duction by Edward M. Collins (Chicago: Henry Regnery Com
pany, 1962) , p. 83. 



CHAPTER III 

PEACE IN OUR TIME—THE BRITISH VIEW 

Introduction 

English strategic thinking developed over the course 

of centuries, but it was not until the end of the sixteenth 

century that England began consciously to recognize that 

she could rely on the use of her geographic position and 

her fleet to attain her foreign policy goals. Protected by 

the Channel from Continental armies, England did not have 

to send her army en, masse to fight in Europe. Instead, she 

could use her fleet to isolate her enemies or to attack 

them at their weakest points. The English became masters 

of this indirect, peripheral approach to war and it served 

her admirably. She did not abandon it until World War I, 

and then with costly results. 

In this chapter, we shall review English military his

tory in order to understand how her strategic ideas devel

oped. We shall see then how Great Britain reacted to the 

change of the Great War, and how her diplomacy almost 

foundered in the face of increasing German and Italian 

bellicosity in the years after World War I. We shall see 

how a last minute awakening to the perils allowed her to 

stave off the Axis onslaught until the United States joined 

her on the battlefields of Europe. Finally, we shall see 

37 
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how England, faced with the problems of World War II, re

turned to her traditional strategic approach—an approach 

diametrically opposed to the American concept of war. 

The Indirect Approach 

Until the advent of air power. Great Britain had an 

enviable strategic position. Separated from the Continent 

by the English Channel, no nation could threaten her 

directly without first attaining command of the sea. At 

least since the 1688 Dutch landings in support of William 

of Orange, no nation has come close to developing the req

uisite sea power to permit an invasion. Napoleon tried, 

but his transport craft were never used because Nelson 

decisively defeated his battle fleet at Trafalgar. At the 

same time as Britain's geographic position gave her rela

tive immunity from invasion, her position also helped form 

the strategy which she would use in her foreign wars and 

policies. 

From the days of the Norman conquest, England was con

stantly involved in the strife of Europe. It was after 

Lepanto, however, and when sail had replaced oars as the 

motivating power of fleets, that England began exercising 

an influence all out of proportion to her size and popula

tion. The first encounter of major import was with 

Phillip II of Spain, It was at this point that the fleet 
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became at once England's premier arm and the foundation of 

her diplomacy. Drake, in 1587, boldly sailed into the Bay 

of Biscay and there, with little damage to his forces, 

wreaked such havoc on the Spanish fleet that the sailing of 

the Armada was delayed by over a year. When the Armada 

finally appeared in the Channel, the English destroyed it 

by hit and run attacks, not by a massive confrontation of 

ships standing yardarm to yardarm. The weather, of course, 

came to England's aid, as it would many times in the future. 

Almost a century thereafter, Blake, Cromwell's sea-going 

general, effectively checked the next thrust of Spain, not 

by a direct attack on the Peninsula, but by destroying a 

huge treasure fleet in the Canary Islands in April 1657. 

By depriving Spain of her gold, Blake ended the Spanish 

attempts on the Continent. The indirect approach had 

paid off handsomely, but it was not yet securely embedded 

in English preferences and practices. 

William of Orange, having been raised on the Continent, 

did not understand when he became King of England that 

England could not meet the numerically superior European 

Armies in direct attacks. His failure to understand this 

cost him dearly in the early English wars against Louis XIV. 

B. H. Liddell Hart, When Britain Goes to War: Adapt
ability and Mobility (Londonl Faber and Faber Lmt., lyjb), 
p. 32. 
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Shortly thereafter, however, the English, under the military 

leadership of Marlborough, achieved all their aims in the 

War of Spanish Succession: Marlborough, operating on the 

periphery of France and Spain, struck at the most unexpected 

places and thereby foiled the plans of his enemies. His 

attack on Gibraltar in August 17 04 not only was of major 

contemporary importance, but also gave that small territory 

to England. She was to use its possession with great skill 

in the next two centuries. 

The Seven Years War (1756-1763) under Pitt is another 

example of Britain's peripheral strategy: rather than 

attack the French in their own lands, the English subsidized 

her Continental allies while, in the America's, she struck 

2 
at "the overseas roots of French power." 

The classic example of English traditional strategy is 

her conflict with Napoleon. In this war of almost two 

decades duration, the English formed coalition after coali

tion against Napoleon. At the same time her superior fleet 

effectively foiled Napoleon's operations away from the Con

tinent, thus preventing him from striking at British colonial 

wealth. It is instructive to note that the British 

Ibid., p. 35. 

^Ibid., pp. 38-39. 
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contribution of soldiers at Waterloo was only one-seventh 

of the Allied total.''• 

The hundred years after Napoleon saw no widespread wars 

Under the protection of the British fleet and English diplo

macy, the industrial revolution spread throughout the 

Western World. There were, of course, minor wars in every 

decade. Some of these, such as the wars of German unifica

tion, would have a major impact in the next century. Also, 

during this period. Great Britain continued to build her 

empire in an almost desultory manner. Often called the Pax 

Britannica, the relative peace of this century was not 

destined to survive: World War I, the Great War, brought 

an end to this period of unsurpassed peace and progress. 

The Indirect Approach Abandoned 

World War I came about as the result of diplomatic 

blundering, rigidity, and accident. Once the fighting 

actually started, though, the British radically changed 

their traditional approach to war. For the first time in 

her long history. Great Britain resorted to conscription; 

she subordinated her Continental strategy to the direction 

of her erstwhile enemy, France; and she sent a massive 
2 

army to fight on the Continent. After four years of war. 

Ibid., pp. 40-41 (The one-seventh figure includes 
Bliicher's forces.) 

Ibid., pp. 18-19. 
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Britain found herself on the victorious side. It was, how

ever, almost a Pyrrhic victory for she had depleted her 

treasury and suffered terrible casualties (see Table I). 

There was a double reaction to the Great War. On the one 

hand, there was a widespread feeling that this war had in 

fact ended wars for good. On the other hand, those who were 

less optimistic vowed that Britain would never again put her

self into a position which might produce the terrible losses 

of the 1914 War. 

1919-1939: Transition and Confusion 

The Treaty of Versailles appeared to have made Germany 

impotent for the forseeable future. This, added to the 

great revulsion engendered by the War, led the British to 

seriously consider disarming: if there was to be no war, 

then there was no point in spending scarce money for its 

accouterments. There was also a popular feeling that arms 

in themselves were a cause of war. After all, the proposi

tion that nations could hardly wage war without the means 

to do so had an alluring simplicity. Immediately after the 

war, the British began to disarm at home. Abroad, they 

campaigned vigorously for general disarmament. 

Not believing another war likely and trying to recover 

from the enormous expenditures of World War I, the British 

Cabinet in 1919 promulgated the "ten-year rule." This rule 
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TABLE 1 

THE COST OF WORLD WAR I 

Country 

Russia 
France 
British 
Empire 
United 
States 
Germany 

Country 

Total Forces 
Mobilized 

12,000,000 
8,410,000 

8,904,467 

4,355,000 
11,000,000 

Casualty 

Killed and 
Died 

1,700,000 
1,357,800 

908,371 

116,515 
1,773,700 

Figures-*-

Total 
Casualties 

9,150,000 
6,160,800 

3,109,235 

325,018 
7,142,558 

2 
Direct Dollar Costs 

Gross Expendii 

Percent 
of 

tures 

Casualties 
mob. forces 

76.3% 
73.3% 

35.8% 

8.1% 
64.9% 

United S t a t e s . 
Great B r i t a i n 
France 
Russia 
Germany 

$32,080,266,968 
44,029,011,868 
25,812,782,800 
22,593,950,000 
40,150,000,000 

Approximate Populat ion ' 

Country 

United Kingdom 
France 
United States 

Date 

1911 
1909-1913 
1919-1921 

Population 

36,115,914 
39,215,298 
106,630,478 

% Casualties 
of Population 

8.8% 
15.7% 
0.3% 

Unfortunately separate statistics are not available for the 
United Kingdom, Great Britain or the Empire. However, Great Britain 
contributed the majority of forces employed and consequently suffered 
the bulk of the casualties. 

Adapted from Encyclopedia Britannica, 1973 ed., s.v., 
"World Wars." 

^Ibid. 

"̂ Nathan Kegfitz and Wilhelm Flieger, World Population: 
An Analysis of Vital Data (Chicago: University of Chicago 
Press, 1968), pp. 142, 327, 527. 
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proclaimed that no major conflicts were likely in the next 

ten years. With this optimistic prediction as a guide, the 

Government was able to reduce standing forces and military 

spending. Although this rule was subject to annual review, 

it was not cancelled until 1932. Even then, the implication 

was that war could not come prior to 1942. The rule, as we 

shall see, had pronounced effects on Britain's military 

posture and on her options in Europe as the hope of peace 

faded through the 1930's. 

The next step in the disarmament process came with the 

signing of the Washington Naval Treaty in 1922. Although 

the provisions of the Treaty seemed mutually advantageous 

to all parties at the time, as we noted in Chapter II, it 

was to have repercussions in the Far East: Great Britain, 

like the United States in the Philippines, stopped plans 

for modernization of the Singapore fortifications. This 

further weakened British defense posture. 

During the preparation and signing of the Washington 

Naval Treaty, Britain conducted a partial unilateral dis

armament. She reduced her army to well below the pre-1914 

level; she cut back her Air Force to the point where it 

could barely provide close air support to the army, let 

alone conduct offensive operations; and, as noted, she 

scrapped a portion of the Fleet. The effect of the first 

•̂ At the end of W.W.I, there were 3,000,000 men in the 
British Army; in the Royal Navy there were 4,000 ships 
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of these two moves was to deny Britain's diplomats the bar

gaining power of potential force, without which they were 

at a serious disadvantage vis-a-vis the future Axis Powers. 

Despite all these actions, strategic thinking did not come 

to a complete halt. 

In 1921, the Committee of Imperial Defense, a body con

sisting of civilian and military authorities, reviewed the 

situation. In this review the English, like the Americans, 

used threat analysis as the basis for their limited military 

planning. In Europe, there was no power save France which 

could at that time threaten the English. While the French 

land armies and the French fleet could not threaten England, 

her air force—the largest in the world at the time—could. 

The Cabinet therefore decided to launch a long term project 

to achieve equality in the air with the French. The program 

called for building the Metropolitan Air Force to 23 squad

rons, of which 14 would be bomber-equipped. The predomi

nance of the bombers reflected the view of Air Marshall 

Trenchard, who shared the ideas of Mitchell in the United 

States and Douhet in Italy, that the offensive use of 

including 6 0 battleships and battle cruisers; and there were 
3,000 First Line Aircraft in the Royal Air Force. The 
extent of her disarmament is obvious when one sees Britain 
in August 1923 planning to build up to a level of 158 air
craft in the Metropolitan Air Force. Basil Collier, The 
Defense of the United Kingdom (London: Her Majesty's 
Stationery Office, 1957), pp. 5, 13. 
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bombers was the best and cheapest way to win wars. This 

policy, once begun, continued to the eve of the next war. 

Although basing plans and armaments on a French threat 

seems questionable to our modern eye, the result was 

actually beneficial: had the English not been willing to 

act on the threat of France--as unlikely as it was—she 

would have been even more ill-prepared than was the case. 

Shortly after the decision to build a 23-squadron air 

arm, the French occupied the Ruhr. This made France a some

what more credible threat, and the Government thus decided 

to expand the Air Force to 52 squadrons. The emphasis was 

to remain on offensive bomber forces. There was, however, 

some hope within the British Government that this program 

would not have to be carried out; perhaps, they thought, 

something on the lines of the Washington Conference could 
2 

be worked out for air forces. In any event the new program 

was to be completed by 1928. In fact, that did not happen— 

because of the "Spirit of Locarno." 

The Decade After Locarno 

In 1925, the Germans freely accepted the Treaty of 

Locarno. Among its important provisions were arrangements 

Ibid., p. 12. 

^Ibid., p. 15. [The French reoccupied the Ruhr in 
1923] . 
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for arbitration of disputes between Germany and her neigh

bors; mutual guarantees of existing borders; French 

guarantees of succor to Poland and Czechoslovakia; and most 

astounding, a promise by Great Britan to support either 

Germany or France should one be attacked, without provoca

tion, by the other. This Treaty produced a new sense of 

euphoria in Great Britain; accordingly, the completion of 

the 52 squadron air program was postponed to 1935. The 

Treaty is a marvelous example of the trust great nations 

at times put on pieces of paper, especially since this par

ticular arrangement was only viable so long as Germany 

remained disarmed. Meanwhile, the guarantor powers system

atically reduced their ability to stand behind their high-

minded promises. 

The next six years saw a continuation of the idea that 

peace could be had through a close support of the League of 

Nations and an attitude and spirit of good will. Some atti

tudes, however, began to change in the early thirties. 

In the spring of 1931, the Chief of the Imperial 

General Staff warned that there was an obvious "gradual 

emergence of a revisionist block of powers consisting of 

Winston S. Churchill, The Gathering Storm (Boston: 
Houghton Mifflin Company, 1946; Bantam Books, 1961), 
pp. 26-27. 
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ex-enemy states and Italy. "••• Notwithstanding this warning, 

a full meeting of the Committee of Imperial Defense (CID) 

decided to extend the ten-year rule to 1940. The following 

year saw the beginning of more changes. Apparently the 

Japanese attack on Shanghai, which the British were unable 

to challenge, provided the impetus to abandon the ten-year 

rule. Despite an urgent plea by the Chiefs of Staff for 

rearmament, the Government was content to merely lay aside 

the rule: it was unwilling to rearm while the Geneva Dis

armament Conference of 1932 was in session.^ 

More voices called for rearmament in 1933 after 

Hitler's legal rise to power in Germany. During this year, 

many observers reported German rearmament in violation of 

Versailles and Locarno. Because this rearmament was sub 

rosa in name if not in fact, most Europeans were content 

to disregard it. There were some exceptions. The British 

military representative to the Geneva Conference suggested 

in 1933 that Germany should be disarmed by force; under-
3 

standably, this was not a popular suggestion. By the end 

of the year, the British Government became sufficiently con

cerned to appoint a subcommittee of the CID to examine the 

Collier, Defense of the United Kingdom, p. 24. 

^Ibid., p. 24. 
3 
A. J. P. Taylor, Origins of the Second World War (New 

York: Atheneum, 1966), p- 73. 
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state of English defense. This Defense Requirements Com

mittee (upon which sat the three service Chiefs and Cabinet 

members) shortly concluded that Germany was the "ultimate 

potential enemy." Although the Committee gave some thought 

to immediate action to enforce Locarno, their prime concern 

was with the defense of Britain itself."̂  The Committee 

suggested that the 52-squadron plan be expedited; that a 

Field Force of infantry, cavalry, and air be made ready; 

and that Britain be prepared to occupy the Low Countries 
2 

as a defensive measure and to provide forward air bases. 

The Government was not yet ready to accept these proposals. 

The Geneva Disarmament Conference was in session from 

1932 until 1934. While it was discussing disarmament, 

Baldwin, the British Prime Minister, hoped to avert the 

need for more bombers by having them outlawed. Although 

his effort failed completely, it cost Britain dearly because 

of the delay in rebuilding brought about by these diplo-
3 

matic maneuvers. It required the spur of Hitler's announce

ment of open violation of Versailles in 1935 to make the 

British resume serious efforts at rearming. 

"""Collier, Defense of the United Kingdom, pp. 25-26. 

2 
I b i d . , p. 26. 

3 
I b i d . , p. 23 . 

ittts n « "»'**'' 
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The Last Years 

In reaction to Hitler's violation of Versailles, the 

English, French, and the Italians met at Stresa in 1935 to 

decide on a course of action. They all agreed that such 

flagrant violations of solemn treaties were unacceptable; 

however, nobody was willing to do anything other than verbal

ize their unhappiness. At this same conference, the English 

and French, in an effort to secure Mussolini's help against 

Germany, imparted to the Italian dictator the idea that 

they would not be too upset over Italian expansion in 

Africa. This "misunderstanding"—if such it were—had 

grave results for Mussolini invaded Abyssinia later in the 

same year. As a consequence of the failure at Stresa, 

Hitler's actions became a fait accompli and the values of 

the Versailles and the Locarno Treaties and the League of 

Nations were exposed to the harsh light of reality. 

The British further showed the tendency of their policy 

by concluding a bilateral treaty—which violated the 

Versailles Treaty—with Germany on naval armaments. The 

admiralty had requested the arrangement after discovering 

the size of the German ships Scharnhorst and Gneisenau. 

Although this treaty established the permissible size of 

the German Fleet at a point well below that of the British , 

•^Churchill, Gathering Storm, pp. 118-120. 
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it was so much higher than the existing strength of the 

German Fleet that it in fact allowed a full scale, "legal," 

naval building program in Germany. The French were upset 

by the English move and the Italians saw it as bad faith. 

It was a high price to pay for a treaty which accomplished 

next to nothing. 

The British made some progress with rearmament in 

1935—notably with the flight of the prototype Hurricane— 

but continued to blunder along the diplomatic trail. With 

great fanfare, the British condemned the Italian invasion 

of Abyssinia, but, again, were unwilling to do anything 

beyond the eventual imposition, through the League of 

Nations, of ineffectual sanctions. The British were quite 

unwilling to use their Mediterranean Fleet to stop the 

passage of Italian troopships through the Suez Canal. The 

upshot of this episode was that the invasion of Abyssinia 

continued unhindered and Mussolini signed a pact with 

Hitler. Hitler, no longer completely isolated, was ready 

2 

to move. 

Hitler made his first major move in 1936 with the 

remilitarization of the Rhineland. The French were 

Churchill, Gathering Storm, p. 125. 
2 
For a full account of contemporary British opinion 

towards Hitler see, A. L. Rowse, Appeasement: A Study 
in Political Decline, 1935-1939 (New York: W. W. Norton 
& Co., 1963). 
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unwilling to act without the British, and the British were 

divided on even the question of whether Hitler had acted 

immorally. The only positive move was initiation of staff 

talks among the British, Belgians and French. 

Tension increased in Europe from 1936 until the start 

of the war in 1939. Mussolini continued his campaign in 

Abyssinia; Hitler put more pressure on Austria and 

Czechoslovakia; the civil war began in Spain; the Japanese 

pursued their policy of expansion in the Far East and, at 

the same time, joined Germany and Italy in the Anti-

Comintern Pact. With these events unfolding, the British 

began to devote more efforts to rearmament and strategic 

thinking. There was, however, little time left. 

In the first part of 1938, the British General Staff 

prepared a paper for the Cabinet called the "Role of the 

Army." In this paper, they saw the priorities as being 

(1) home defense (2) protection of the trade routes (3) 

protection of overseas territories, and (4) honoring of 
2 

foreign diplomatic commitments. In order to meet these 

requirements, the paper called for creation of a Field 

Force to be in place in the Middle East and the establishment 

•""Churchill, The Gathering Storm, p. 183. 

^B. H. Liddell Hart, The Liddell Hart Memoirs: The 
Latter Years, Vol. 2 (New York: G. P. Putnam's Sons, 
1966) , p. 90. 
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of a strategic reserve in India. These suggestions, al

though representing an improvement in thought and a recog

nition of the problems, failed to suggest a way in which 

military power might be used to deter war with Germany. 

They were based on reaction to enemy moves. It is probable, 

however, that the prevailing political climate within 

Britain would have made suggestions of more offensive 

actions highly futile. 

The year 1938 is most remembered for the September 

Munich Conference. Many other things occurred in that year 

of note. Neville Chamberlain coldly rebuffed Russian 

offers to bring England into the Franco-Soviet Pact against 
2 

Germany. This was another costly error. Then, in April, 

the British attempted to buy off Mussolini by offering him 

a free hand in Abyssinia and in Spain in return for his 
3 

"good will." Such a move might have been beneficial three 

years before but it did nothing in 1938 but throw doubt on 

British intentions. The British further confused their 

allies by telling the French in September that although 

France was vital to British interests, they really could 

not say precisely how England might support France in the 

•'•Ibid. , p. 100. 

2 
Churchill, Gathering Storm, p. 246. 
^Ibid., p. 253. 
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event of war. The culmination of the year came in 

September: Chamberlain attempted to appease Hitler at 

Czechoslovakia's expense. The Czech's picked up the bill, 

but Hitler was not appeased. 

War Becomes a Reality 

War clouds gathered swiftly in 1939. Hitler invaded 

Czechoslovakia in March and Chamberlain pledged support to 

the Poles. At the same time as he gave support to the 

Poles, he again rejected a Russian bid for cooperation.^ 

The die was cast but the roller had a weak arm. 

In an attempt to strengthen their position, the British 

Government doubled the size of the Territorial Army and 
3 

ordered conscription. In addition, the British began 

full staff talks with the French in March. The Belgians, 

however, announced a policy of strict neutrality and re-
4 

fused to participate in any staff talks. The war finally 

began officially in September when Hitler invaded Poland. 

The British had a long way to go to defend themselves, let 

alone honor their rash commitment to Poland. 

Ibid., p. 266. 

^Ibid., pp. 309, 312. 

^Ibid., pp. 312, 317. 
4 
Collier, Defense of the United Kingdom, p. 72, and 

Churchill, Gathering Storm, pp. 340-42. 
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Immediately after the British declaration of war, the 

Cabinet agreed to create a fifty-five division army, two-

thirds of which would go to France within 18 months. The 

popular opinion of the day saw a repeat of World War I. 

The General Staff estimate of September said the Germans 

would either attack France through Switzerland, through 

the Maginot Line, or through the Low Countries in a replay 

of the Schlieffen Plan. This clearly covered all the pos

sibilities, but the General Staff felt the sweep through 
2 

the Low Countries the most likely. This was interesting 

because for the previous five years, British thinking had 

been based on a German siege of the Maginot Line: this 

would allow ample time for a British infantry build-up 

while the Navy blockaded Germany and the Royal Air Force 
3 bombarded her war industries. With the new estimate, 

however, the General Staff planned to stand with the French 

and, if the Belgians approved^ move forward to meet the 

German onslaught on the Meuse. Lacking Belgian cooperation, 

the plan was to await the attack on the French frontier. 

In either case, the Royal Air Force would hinder German 

movement of troops from the east. 

Churchill, Gathering Storm, p. 401. 

^Ibid., p. 428. 

•̂ J. F. C. Fuller, The Second World War 1939-1945 (New 
York: Duell, Sloan and Pearce, 1949), p. 40. 
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Neither plan was really very good but the former was 

highly questionable because the Belgians had not given per

mission to the French or British to move into their coun

try. Unfortunately, by a strange set of events, the 

British were under the impression that the Belgians had 

given permission to the Allies to join in the defense of 

that country. It was a bit late for such misconceptions 

to be floating about. 

As if lack of military preparedness were not enough, 

the French and the British persisted in collecting enemies. 

Apparently they had not been satisfied with delivering 

Mussolini; now, they decided to get the Russians involved. 

To perform this latter chore, both the English and the 

French enthusiastically decided to send massive aid to 

Finland when the Russians attacked that country on 30 

November 1939. Fortunately for the Allies, the only way 

to get forces to Finland was through Norway and Sweden. 

Both these countries, in an effort to maintain their neu

trality, withheld permission. There was another attempt 

to justify aid to the Finns: by cutting across northern 

Norway from Narvik, the Allies would be in a position to 
2 

cut off ore supplies to the Germans. The cost to achieve 

Churchill, Gathering Storm, p. 429. 

^Ibid., pp. 481-85. 
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this would have been monumental had Russia decided to join 

with the Germans, as well she might had the Allies come 

into armed contact with her in Finland. This episode ended 

with the Finns agreeing to an armistice with the Russians 

on 12 March 194 0. For France, it was just in time for the 

French had decided on 2 March 194 0, without consulting the 

British, to send 50,000 troops to Finland regardless of 

Scandinavian opposition. 

Until the German attack on France on 10 May 1940, the 

British—perhaps in reaction to their oversubordination to 

the French in World War I—had been chary of making any 

hard agreements with the French. The British hoped to be 

able to provide just enough land forces to allow the French 

to successfully defend themselves while they, the British, 

would conduct their traditional peripheral and naval war

fare. Had the German attack been less rapid it is doubtful, 

however, that the English could have avoided pouring massive 

armies into France. Perhaps, then, the suddenness of the 

German attack was a blessing in disguise. 

Chamberlain, on 28 March, in a meeting of the Supreme 

War Council, outlined his strategic thinking: the Allies 

would hold in the West, cut off ore supplies to Germany 

from Scandinavia with the Navy and Air Force, and through 

Ibid., pp. 511-12. 
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diplomacy, keep Balkan oil from flowing to Germany. Eventu

ally, Germany would collapse just as she had in the 1914 

War. The ill-conceived and executed Norwegian adventure 

was in support of the second part of the plan. Events 

rapidly overtook the third part. 

The long awaited German attack on France came on 10 May 

194 0. On the same day, Winston Churchill became the Prime 

Minister of Great Britain. He immediately faced a desperate 

situation in France and an impending embroilment with Italy 

in Africa and the Mediterranean. Whatever Churchill's 

merits as a strategist, no one could deny that he possessed 

in the highest degree the bulldog tenacity which has always 

been a characteristic of the finest of his race. He was 

ready and willing to fight. 

The front in France rapidly collapsed as the French 

Army, enervated by years of political turmoil and outmoded 

reliance on the passive defense, fell away before the com

bined German armor and air attacks. The British Expedi

tionary Force fought well and maintained discipline. By 

itself, however, it was unable to affect the course of 

events. By bravery and dedication alone, the British extri

cated their army from the Continental trap by evacuation 

through Dunkirk at the end of the month. Churchill then 

displayed his own faith and courage by ordering his 

Ibid., p. 515. 
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military staff to begin immediate preparations for offensive 

operations. At the same time, he made final appeals to 

Mussolini in a vain attempt to keep Italy out of the war. 

Mussolini was not swayed by Churchill's words nor by 

those of Roosevelt, and on 10 June 194 0 delivered his 

declaration of war. The British response was to launch an 

immediate attack on the Italian positions in Libya. The 

action was not decisive, but it showed the Axis powers that 

England was far from being demoralized. Throughout the re

mainder of the summer, though, the English were fully 

occupied with the German air attacks on the Island. 

The Battle of Britain raged through the summer of 194 0 

and did not end until the middle of September. When it did 

end, the Luftwaffe had failed to destroy British Fighter 

Command and thus Hitler was unable to carry out his planned 

invasion of England. As a consequence, he shifted his 

focus to the east, despite the 1939 Non-Aggression Pact 

with Soviet Russia. The English, of course, did not know 

that Hitler had abandoned his planned cross-Channel invasion, 

They were ready, nevertheless, to carry on the war in the 

Mediterranean. 

In December 1940, the British in Africa opened a major 

campaign from their positions inside the borders of Egypt. 

•'"Winston S. Churchill, Their Finest Hour (Boston: 
Houghton Mifflin Company, 1949), pp. 243-246. 
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By the end of January 1941 the British had driven the 

Italians all the way back to Tripolitania and had exacted a 

staggering toll of captured men and equipment. The senior 

officers in the theater were eager to press their attack, 

especially since German reinforcements were about to enter 

the fray. Churchill, however, decided that it was necessary 

to come to the aid of the Greeks before the Germans gave 

support there to the hard-pressed Italians. 

Churchill saw the Greek theater as having major politi

cal importance: if the British failed to honor their com

mitments to Greece, Turkey would be likely to swing to the 

Axis side. Churchill's military staff disagreed vehemently 

with his plans to send troops to Greece. General John 

Kennedy, Director of Military Operations, observed on 16 

February 1941 that it was impossible to send sufficient 

troops to Greece to affect the sitution should the Germans 

intervene. On the other hand, the troops earmarked for 

Greece could be decisive in North Africa. General John 

Dill, the Chief of the Imperial General Staff, also was 

2 opposed to sending troops to Greece. This was the first 

of many clashes between military and civilians over 

political versus military objectives. As it turned out. 

Ibid., p. 536. 

^Corelli Barnett, The Desert Generals (New York 
Berkley Publishing Corporation, 1962), p. 53. 
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the military officers were correct in their assessment of 

the military possibilities of intervention in Greece: the 

British forces sent there had to be evacuated before they 

even reached the front lines. The question remains as to 

whether the gallant attempt to succor Greece had a favor

able impact on the Turks. 

After the fall of Greece, Churchill urged his North 

African commanders to launch offensives against the German 

and Italian forces facing him. Again, his military staff 

urged caution but their urgings did not reach the point 

of threatened resignation. They acquiesed. The first 

result was a disastrous campaign in June 1941 (Battleaxe). 

Next came another desert offensive in November (Crusader). 

This one hung in the balance for two months before the 

2 
English finally pushed Rommel back to Tripolitania. During 

the course of this last thrust, the Japanese attacked the 

Americans at Pearl Harbor and then, partially due to 

Hitler's gratuitous declaration of war on the United States, 

that country entered the European conflict and became a 

partner in the "Grand Alliance." 

Conclusion 

Before proceeding to an examination of the strategic 

planning of the Coalition, it is worthwhile to summarize 

"''Ibid., p. 53. ^Ibid., pp. 60-63 
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Britain's military position in December 1941 and her stra

tegic thinking to that date. In December, the British were 

fighting a bitter battle against Rommel in the desert. 

This was the only active land battlefield for Great Britain 

and her only secure area in the eastern Mediterranean. 

Crete had fallen in May; an increasingly unfriendly Vichy 

government controlled Northwest Africa; Gibraltar seemed at 

the mercy of apparently pro-Axis Franco; and Norway was 

solidly in German hands. The only plus sides of the ledger 

were in the air where the British had hurt the Germans dur

ing the Battle of Britain and at sea where the British con

trolled the surface of the Atlantic and were able to live 

with the sub-surface threat. The situation was dangerous, 

but not imminently perilous. The peril, though, could 

increase quickly if the Germans, then at the gates of Moscow, 

were able to defeat the Russians and then turn back to the 

west with full force. Needless to say, the British welcomed 

the American entry into the war. 

On the eve of the need for the United States and 

Britain to evolve a common strategic plan, Churchill clearly 

expressed British strategic ideas in a July 1941 wire to 

Roosevelt. In it, he said that the British would at once 

blockade and bomb the Germans. If this were not sufficient 

to bring about German collapse, the British would invade 

German-occupied territories as the occasion allowed until 
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finally Germany was left alone and ready for the coup de 

gr^ce. 

This was traditional British indirect strategy and it 

stood diametrically opposed to that of the Americans. This 

combination of differing strategic views, added to differing 

concepts in both countries as to how either approach should 

be pursued, was to lead to enormous difficulties in coordi

nation. We shall examine these problems in the next 

chapters. 

Churchill, Their Finest Hour, p. 253. 



CHAPTER IV 

THE TOCSINS SOUND 

Introduction 

The Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor brought the United 

States into World War II. Despite domestic pressure to con

centrate forces against Japan, President Roosevelt and his 

advisers remained firmly committed to their prior plan to 

defeat their European enemies first. Although there was no 

new causus belli to justify a war against Germany, Hitler 

himself, ignoring his own advice in Mein Kampf, and in order 

to show the unity of the Axis, gratuitously declared war on 

the United States. The United States reciprocated with a 

declaration of war against Germany. The United States was 

now formally and officially allied with Great Britain 

against the same enemies. The consumation of the alliance, 

however, meant that the problems were just beginning. 

In this chapter, we shall see how Great Britain and the 

United States began the wartime planning that would lead to 

the decisive defeat of the Axis powers. We shall see how 

each country, following its strategic predelictions, in

sisted on operations unsatisfactory to the other partner. 

We shall see that the partners solved their differences by 

compromise—a practice that continued until the summer of 

64 
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1944. In this chapter, we shall examine the first two great 

compromises—North Africa and Sicily. 

Churchill Visits Washington 

Churchill knew how badly the United Kingdom needed 

American support in Europe. Previously made agreements 

with the United States notwithstanding. Church was not at 

all convinced that the Americans would live up to the 

"Germany First" codicils in the face of the humiliating 

Japanese attack. Eager to cement the proper bonds with the 

United States, Churchill, accompanied by a substantial 

military staff, set off on an unprecedented wartime visit 

to Washington in mid-December 1941. During the course of 

the cross-Atlantic voyage, Churchill and his staff produced 

three strategic position papers to present to President 

Roosevelt and the American staff. These outlined in detail 

British plans for the prosecution of the war. The first 

dealt with 1942 operations and proposed an attack in North 

Africa. The second considered the Pacific situation, and 

the third outlined the necessity for an invasion of German-

occupied territory in 1943. 

The North African proposals were of special interest 

to the British for several reasons. They had been fighting 

Winston S. Churchill, The Grand Alliance (Boston: 
Houghton Mifflin, 1950; Bantam Books, 1962), p. 544. 
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in the Libyan desert since June 1940 and although they had 

enjoyed some victories, the situation in December 1941 was 

not bright. An operation which would draw Axis forces from 

the Libyan Front would be of major benefit. Another reason 

was logistical. If the Mediterranean could be cleared of 

Axis air and sea power, it would allow use of the Suez 

Canal for shipping of forces and supplies from Great Britain 

to India and the Far East. This would substantially reduce 

the number of ships required by obviating the necessity of 

making the long voyage around the Cape of Good Hope. In 

addition, and from a longer term viewpoint, success in North 

Africa would be an initial step in detaching Italy from the 

Axis. Finally, Churchill hoped that Vichy France would 

rally to the Allied side and would deliver the substantial 

French Fleet to the West. 

To reap these many benefits, Churchill proposed that 

the Americans land in Casablanca and other African Atlantic 

ports, hopefully by invitation of the French. While the 

United States landed in the west, the British would mount 

an attack from their positions in Egypt, eventually trapping 

the Germans and Italians in a giant pincer movement. 

Churchill called for this operation to be undertaken in 

1942 and said, "The Northwest African Theater is one most 

favorable for Anglo-American operations . . . . 

•••Ibid., p. 546. ^Ibid., pp. 547-548 
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Churchill continued in this vein in his third paper. 

He predicted that, if his plan were followed. North Africa 

would be in Allied hands by the start of 1943. Sicily per

haps would be captured in addition. If the latter occurred, 

Italy well might withdraw from the war. Churchill made 

clear that these operations were only preliminary to attack

ing German armies on the Continent: unless Germany col

lapsed as a result of blockade and aerial bombing, it would 

be necessary to invade the Continent in 1943. He concluded 

his strategic appraisal by saying, "In general, the three 

phases of the war could be described as (1) Closing the 

Ring. (2) Liberating the populations. (3) Final assault 

on the German Citadel." 

The Seeds of Discord 

When the British left Washington, they thought they 

2 
had a tentative agreement for operations in North Africa. 

The Americans, on the other hand, apparently felt that they 

had merely agreed to a possible course of action which could 

3 

be changed with ease. Part of the explanation for the con

fusion lies in the manner in which the discussions took 

•""Ibid., pp. 552-555. 

^Ibid., p. 593. 

3 
Forrest C. Pogue, George C. Marshall: Ordeal and 

Hope 1939-1942 (New York: The Viking Press, 1966), p. 268. 
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place. Much of the time was used to set up the Combined 

Chiefs of Staff. This group, consisting of the British and 

American Chiefs, was to be charged with overall direction 

of the war under the guidance of the President and the 

Prime Minister. The American and British Chiefs also spent 

considerable time in discussing Marshall's proposal for a 

unified command in the Pacific. 

Caught somewhat unprepared by Churchill's visit, the 

American Chiefs were still working on the specifics of 

their plans and thus did not present them in detail at the 

Washington Conference. During the remainder of the winter 

of 1941-1942, Marshall and his staff pursued their ideas. 

When in April 1942, they were ready to present them to the 

British, Marshall and Hopkins journeyed to London to do so. 

Only then did the British come to realize that substantial 

differences of opinion still existed over the proposed 

North African operation. 

When Marshall arrived in London, he began pressing his 

ideas on the way to beat the Germans quickly and at the 

same time provide help to the Russians. His thinking was 

based partially on geography: as General Eisenhower, then 

Chief of the Operations Plans Division, put it, Germany was 

the "heart of the opposition" and the quickest, most eco

nomical route to Germany was through France. Marshall, 

"̂ Dwight D. Eisenhower, Crusade In Europe (Garden City, 
N. Y.: Doubleday and Company, 1948), p. 45. 
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who was also responsible for providing forces to the Pacific 

theater, was chary of committing the United States to oper

ations in North Africa—which was a long way from Germany— 

because he felt such operations to be "peripheral" in the 

sense that they did not directly solve either the European 

or Pacific problem. 

Marshall's solution was a 1942 attack—SLEDGEHAMMER— 

on the Cotentin Peninsula to secure a lodgement on the 

continent in preparation for a full scale attack through 

France in 194 3—ROUNDUP. Churchill and his staff replied 

to these arguments by maintaining that such a lodgement was 

not feasible due to air, sea, and transport limitations. 

Furthermore, it would be impossible to provide the necessary 

forces for a full scale attack until the summer of 1943. 

Therefore, since something had to be done in 1942, Churchill 

once more stressed his desire for operations in North Africa, 

He repeated the arguments that he had presented in his 

2 

December 1941 visit to Washington. 

Despite Churchill's opposition to Marshall's proposals, 

he nevertheless conditionally agreed to them. The condi

tions included the state of German morale and the success 

of the Russian defense against the Germans. Meanwhile, 

Pogue, Marshall: Ordeal and Hope, p. 314. 

^Winston S. Churchill, The Hinge of Fate (Boston: 
Houghton Mifflin Company, 1950), pp. 322-325. 

Pogue, Marshall; Ordeal and Hope, p. 318. 
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Marshall returned to the United States thinking that he had 

reached a general agreement with the British. The British, 

though, had by no means given up on the North African 

operations. 

Shortly after Marshall's visit, Molotov, the Russian 

Foreign Commissar, came to London in an effort to persuade 

the British to mount a "second front" in Europe in 1942. 

Churchill was somewhat evasive but did not deny the possi

bility. Molotov then went on to the United States, where 

he had more luck. There, after lengthy discussions with 

Roosevelt, he thought, and with reason, that he had con

vinced Roosevelt to undertake an invasion of the Continent 

in 1942. The press release following Molotov's talks with 

the President read: "Full understanding was reached with 

regard to the urgent tasks of creating a Second Front in 

Europe in 1942. "•*" 

As soon, however, as Molotov departed Washington, 

Admiral Louis Mountbatten, head of British Combined Oper

ations, appeared from the wings to push North Africa. 

Mountbatten spoke to Roosevelt alone and told him that 

SLEDGEHAMMER, in addition to being impractical, would not 

succor the Russians. Impressed, Roosevelt suggested that 

perhaps the United States could undertake some sort of 

operations in Libya or Morocco. Mountbatten consequently 

"̂ Ibid*, p. 327. 
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returned to England thinking that the United States was at 

least amenable to joint military operations in North Africa. 

The plot thickened when Molotov, on his return to 

Russia, stopped once more in London: Churchill told him, 

that although planning for a 194 2 European operation was 

proceeding, he by no means could promise that it would come 

about. Molotov departed, suspicious and confused. Churchill 

then presented the matter to the British War Cabinet. He 

argued that no invasion of France should take place unless 
2 

it had a good chance of success. The War Cabinet concurred. 

Churchill sent Roosevelt a wire at the end of May saying, in 

effect, that he did not think the prospects of SLEDGEHAMMER 

were bright. 

By this time, it was obvious to the British that they 

and the Americans were not of one mind on the conduct of 

the war. Churchill, therefore, decided to go again to 
Washington. 

In Washington in June 1942, Churchill told Roosevelt 

that a 1942 invasion of France would "lead to disaster" and 

thus North Africa was the only place for decisive action in 

•^Ibid. 

^Arthur Bryant, The Turn of the Tide (Garden City, 
N. Y.: Doubleday and Company, 1957), p. 315. 

3 
Ibid., p. 316. 
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that year. Roosevelt was apparently half convinced, but 

Marshall and Admiral Ernest J. King, Chief of Naval Opera

tions, were not. The fall of Tobruk to Rommel on 20 June, 

however, led even Marshall to offer immediate aid to the 

hard-pressed British. This did not mean, though, that 

Marshall had given up on SLEDGEHAMMER. Other than American 

promises to send tanks and other equipment to the British 

8th Army, the only outcome of this second Washington Con

ference was a joint agreement to study possible North 

2 

African operations. With respect to SLEDGEHAMMER, the 

Combined Chiefs could only agree that this undertaking 

would be considered only under extreme conditions, such as 
3 

an imminent collapse of either Germany or Russia. Marshall, 

for his part, in turn put a loose interpretation on these 

conditions. 

Marshall's "interpretations" were partially due to 

Roosevelt's vacillations. After Churchill and his party 

left Washington, Roosevelt, in a conversation with Marshall, 

suggested two alternatives to the British proposed opera

tions in Northwest Africa. The first alternative involved 

sending American tooops to reinforce the British 8th Army 

directly. The second considered sending a large contingent 

•^Churchill, Hinge of Fate, p. 381. 

^Ibid., p. 384. 

Bryant, Turn of the Tide, p. 327. 
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of Americans to hold the area between Alexandria and Tehran 

against possible German incursions into that area from the 

Caucasus. This would free British soldiers, currently per

forming that duty, to participate in the fight against 

Rommel. That Roosevelt would make these suggestions after 

Churchill had left Washington led Marshall to believe that 

Roosevelt was not really committed to Africa, that he might 

still support Marshall's desires for an early cross-Channel 

1 invasion. 

In an attempt to further his aims, Marshall sent 

Generals Eisenhower and Clark to London in late June to 

begin planning SLEDGEHAMMER and ROUNDUP. When Eisenhower 

explained to Churchill what he was doing, the latter told 

him in no uncertain words that he should be working on 

the North African venture. Churchill confirmed his position 

in an 8 July wire to Roosevelt. If anything was to be 

accomplished in 1942, it was becoming increasingly clear 

that the Alliance Partners had to make a decision. To 

achieve this end, Roosevelt sent Marshall, Hopkins, and 

King to London in July 1942. Their instructions were to 

reach an agreement of some kind. 

Marshall and his party, in England again, once more 

pressed their case for SLEDGEHAMMER. Although Marshall 

•^Pogue, Marshall: Ordeal and Hope, pp. 334, 340. 

^Ibid., p. 340. 
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argued with evident conviction, he could not overcome 

British objections to his plans. Churchill even took 

Marshall's proposals to the War Cabinet, but the War Cabi

net rejected them out of hand. Since the two sides were 

at an impasse, Marshall wired Roosevelt for instructions."^ 

The First Compromise is Born 

Roosevelt replied to Marshall's query on 25 July 1942. 

He told Marshall that an agreement with the British had to 

be made. Thus, he directed Marshall to begin planning an 

operation in North Africa which would commence no later 

2 
than 30 October 1942. with these definite instructions, 

Marshall had no choice but to surrender. Work shortly 

began on the invasion of North Africa--TORCH. 

It should be noted that Marshall was not pleased with 

the decision. He attempted to salvage what he could by 

asking that planning continue for SLEDGEHAMMER and ROUNDUP 

even while planning for TORCH began. He very much feared 

that the North African invasion would mean that ROUNDUP 

could not be done even in 1943, and that TORCH would make 

3 the war in Europe "defensive." There were still many 

details concerning TORCH, some of major importance, which 

Pogue, Marshall: Ordeal and Hope, p. 34 5. 

2 
Churchill, Hinge of Fate, p. 447. 
3 
Pogue, Marshall: Ordeal and Hope, pp. 345-347. 
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were not decided during the course of Marshall's July visit 

to London. To these we shall return after noting the 

effect of these decisions on the Russians. 

Churchill was very aware of the importance of con

tinued strong Russian resistance to the German invasion. 

In addition, he was mindful of the drastic effect which 

the Russian withdrawl in 1917 had produced on the Western 

Front in World War I. He thought it best, therefore, to 

inform Stalin personally of the decisions at which Britain 

and America had arrived. 

Churchill went to Moscow in August, not knowing how 

Stalin might react, but fearing the worst. As expected, 

Stalin was not happy at the news that Britain and the 

United States were not planning an invasion of Europe in 

1942. Churchill, with great patience, explained to Stalin 

the thinking behind the decision. Finally, with a burst 

of inspiration, Churchill drew a picture of a crocodile 

representing Germany and Europe. He told Stalin that 

North Africa and the Mediterranean were really the "soft 

belly [sic]" of the German crocodile. Continuing the 

analogy he maintained that these were Germany's most vul

nerable area. Stalin accepted this idea, and in a spirit 

of cooperation, even pointed out how successful operations 

in North Africa would lay Italy open to the full brunt of 

the war. Much relieved, Churchill returned to England. 

^Churchill, Hinge of Fate, pp. 481-482. 
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North Africa 

While Churchill was in Moscow, discussions continued 

in London and Washington as to precisely how to execute 

TORCH. The main argument between the British and the Amer

icans in August was over the eastward extent of the TORCH 

landings. The Americans were concerned about being cut 

off should they land as far east as Bone, Algeria, as the 

British suggested. They were very concerned that Spain, 

with or without the assistance of the Germans, might suc

ceed in closing the western entrance to the Mediterranean— 

something which she could easily do by capturing Gibraltar. 

Although Eisenhower, who had been appointed Supreme Com

mander in North Africa, favored landing as far east as 

possible (namely, at Bone), Marshall and King would not 

accept this plan. On 30 August, Roosevelt proposed a 

compromise calling for landings at Casablanca, Oran, and 

2 
Algiers, but not at Bone. The English agreed to this on 
5 September and, at the same time, agreed with Eisenhower's 

3 
proposed date of 8 November for the landings. To put the 

theater in perspective, it is important to remember that 

Rommel had made his last offensive on the Egyptian frontier 

Eisenhower, Crusade in Europe, pp. 79-80. 

^Churchill, Hinge of Fate, p. 531. 

^Ibid., pp. 542.-543. 
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against the 8th Army on 30 August. The offensive failed, 

and Montgomery continued the elaborate build up which would 

culminate in the Battle of El Alamein on 23 October. 

The two Allies agreed, the landings in North Africa 

went as scheduled on 8 November 1942. French resistance 

was heavier than had been anticipated, but following a 

series of Byzantine political manuevers Eisenhower finally 

secured an end to French resistance. Even then the Ameri

can advance to the east did not go well, although the 

British, after the Battle of El Alamein, made progress to 

the west in their pursuit of the Germans. In the meantime 

the Chiefs of Staff of both sides continued to plan for 

future operations. 

Birth of the Second Compromise 

Churchill, in a 9 November note to his staff, said 

that he was committed to a 194 3 ROUNDUP and that TORCH by 

no means precluded this. Optimistically anticipating a 

quick conclusion to the African operations, he suggested 

that it would be necessary then to do more than simply 

invade Sicily or Sardinia while preparing for ROUNDUP. He 

thought that a major attack on Italy or southern France 

should be planned for early 1943."'" All of this was con

sistent with Churchill's view of North Africa as a starting 

•"•Ibid., p. 649. 
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point rather than an end in itself. Proclaiming his hope 

to do ROUNDUP in 1943, Churchill showed far more detailed 

interest in gambling that follow-up operations after success 

in Africa would take Italy out of the war."^ 

On the British side itself, however, there were some 

differences in ideas, especially on timing. General Alan 

Brooke, Chief of the Imperial General Staff and Chairman of 

the British Chiefs of Staff Committee, as an example, did 

not agree fully with Churchill. In a comment on a 

December entry in his diary, he said that he did not think 

a cross-Channel invasion was practical in 1943. The cor

rect strategy for 194 3 was to finish in Africa, knock Italy 

out by enticement or coercion, bring Turkey in on the 

Allied side, and be in a position to attack the south of 

France. This would finish the opening of the Mediterranean 

with the corresponding savings in shipping to India. The 

British Chiefs of Staff accepted this strategy and in

cluded it in a 15 December position paper. In the meantime. 

Field Marshall Sir John Dill, who was the permanent Washing

ton representative to the Combined Chiefs of Staff, wired 

to Brooke to inform him that Marshall was bent on stopping 

further Mediterranean operations as soon as North Africa 

was secured. Marshall wished after that point to concen-

2 
trate everything on ROUNDUP. 

Ibid., pp. 651-653. 
2 
Bryant, Turn of the Tide, pp. 432, 436. 
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The matter of timing aside, Brooke and Churchill were 

basically agreed. Churchill, in Hinge of Fate, concludes 

his chapter dealing with these events by saying his idea 

of timing for ROUNDUP (late summer of 1943), was based on 

the war ending in North Africa by early 1943. He did not 

foresee Hitler's decision to reinforce Rommel with a hun

dred thousand men. This reinforcement, with the consequent 

delay in North Africa, did preclude ROUNDUP in 1943. Since 

Axis forces were being engaged on a large scale, however, 

and since this could continue through operations in Italy 

or southern France, the result, according to Churchill, was 

the same and quite satisfactory. 

At any rate, the fundamental disagreement between the 

British and the Americans continued. Another conference 

was obviously necessary. 

Results of the Casablanca Conference 

Although the American movement to the east from Algeria 

had not proceeded as quickly as had been hoped, there was 

full expectation that success was merely a matter of time. 

The British and American staffs were even then looking 

ahead to the next move. The British position is of special 

interest because it was more comprehensive than that of the 

Americans and because it had greater detail to it. 

Churchill, Hinge of Fate, p. 659. 
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The British position was as follows: "To exploit 

TORCH as vigorously as possible with a view to (a) Knocking 

Italy out of the war. (b) Bringing Turkey into the war. 

(c) Giving the Axis no respite for recuperation.""'" In addi

tion, the British Chiefs of Staff wished to continue BOLERO 

—the buildup of men and equipment in the British Isles 

preparatory to the major invasion of France—with a view to 

launching a cross-Channel invasion in the late summer of 

1943, provided that conditions were suitable. Furthermore, 

the British Chiefs argued that operations in the Mediter

ranean theater could continue without prejudice to BOLERO 

because, due to shipping and equipment limitations, only 

twenty-one divisions could be ready for ROUNDUP in August 

or September 1943, regardless of what was done in the 
2 

Mediterranean. 

Brooke presented this view at the January 194 3 Casa

blanca Conference and added to it by noting that the mere 

threat of an invasion of France across the Channel was 

occupying a substantial number of German divisions. If 

Italy were eliminated as an Axis partner, the Germans would 

not only have to maintain those forces in France, but would 

have to replace the twenty-five Italian divisions which 

were holding the Balkans for the Axis. This would put a 

•^Churchill, Plinge of Fate, p. 671. 

2. 
Ibid. 
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severe strain on the Germans and pull increasing numbers of 

them to the south of Europe where, due to difficult communi

cations, they could not easily be shifted or supplied. On 

the other hand, it was an easy matter for the Germans to 

shift forces back and forth from east to west in Central 

Europe where road and rail lines were excellent. Brooke 

therefore argued that Mediterranean operations would do as 

much to help the Russians as would a cross-Channel invasion 

mounted with insufficient forces. 

These arguments did not convince Marshall. Marshall 

still maintained that the Mediterranean was incapable of 

producing decisive results and was, in fact, diversionary. 

Roosevelt, on the other hand, showed some enthusiasm for 

the British proposal to invade Sicily as an interim opera

tion prior to ROUNDUP. Marshall, for his part, felt that 

if there were to be further operations in the Mediterranean, 

2 

Sicily was preferable to Sardinia or Corsica. 

The final decision was to attack Sicily while continu

ing BOLERO with a view to a 1943 ROUNDUP if Germany should 
3 . . . 

weaken sufficiently. Hopefully, the invasion of Sicily 

would force the Germans to move troops from Russia and 

would also weaken Italian desires to remain in the war. To 
Bryant, Turn of the Tide, pp. 450-451. 

2 
Churchill, Hinge of Fate, pp. 676-677. 
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the military summary, Roosevelt and Churchill added a 

codicil stressing the necessity of fighting through the 

summer of 1943 and continuing BOLERO in order to use the 

August and Septebmer weather for "some form of 

SLEDGEHAMMER. "•'" 

Sicily 

Although the decision to invade Sicily was made at 

Casablanca, the Allies had not decided on a definite date. 

The date was contingent on the end of hostilities in North 

Africa and the time required to assemble the necessary 

troops and landing craft. In the meantime, planning at the 

Chiefs of Staff level was primarily concerned with opera

tions which would take place after Sicily. At the highest 

level, there were conferences in Washington in May and in 

Quebec in August. 

In mid-May, hostilities in North Africa ended with the 

surrender of the Germans there. A brief look at the German 

experience up to that date in the Mediterranean is neces

sary to keep the Allied strategic discussions in perspective 

By this time, the Germans in the Mediterranean, according 

to Arthur Bryant, had suffered almost a million casualties. 

They had lost nearly 8,000 aircraft prior.to the invasion 

of Sicily. Allied territorial gains posed a potential 

•^Churchill, Hinge of Fate, pp. 692-693. 
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threat to Germany's long southern flank area, forcing the 

Germans to deploy one-third of their army and two-thirds 

of their Air Force along the European coastline. These 

extended lines and widely dispersed forces had prevented 

them from forming a strategic reserve, which could have 

been used effectively in Russia, or to counter Allied 

thrusts elsewhere. 

Once the end of hostilities came in North Africa, the 

Allies were able to agree upon a plan of operations for 

Sicily only after heated discussions on both sides. The 

plan turned out to be a compromise within a compromise 

giving equal status, or roles, to both participating 

Armies—the Americans under General George Patton, and the 

British under General Bernard Montgomery. Satisfactory as 

far as it went, the plan produced a decisive allied victory 

in mid-August. But, and this is a crucial point, the plan 

was designed solely for defeating the Axis in Sicily; it 

did not consider subsequent operations. 

The failure to look further ahead was the natural 

result of the differences in the American and British per

spectives. The Americans had never been enthusiastic about 

operations in the Mediterranean. To them, such operations 

were "side shows" interfering with preparations for the 

decisive cross-Channel invasion. Conversely, the British 

Bryant, Turn of the Tide, pp. 528-530. 
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believed that the Mediterranean was important in itself. 

They were convinced, in any event, that operations there 

contributed immensely to the success of the eventual cross-

Channel operations. With this difference persisting, the 

compromise included a short term perspective. Everyone 

was willing to accept the idea that further decisions on 

Mediterranean operations would be made during the course 

of the Sicily campaign. The Americans felt that it might 

be possible to withdraw completely from the area; the 

British felt that they might convince the Americans to 

continue there in force. 

Conclusions 

To this point, it appears that what was done more 

closely reflected British aims. This is the case. Since 

there were some compromises on the British side, however, 

and many on the American side, nothing had yet been pur

sued to its logical conclusion. Marshall, as we have 

seen, had only acceded to the British position on North 

Africa and Sicily because of Roosevelt's desires and be

cause of the British preponderance in supplying men and 

equipment. So long as the British continued in this pre

ponderant position, Marshall continued to feel he could 

not refuse their requests. This was why he agreed at 

•"•Ibid., p. 548. 
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Casablanca to the invasion of Sicily even though he strongly 

felt that a cross-Channel invasion in 1943 was both feasible 

and most promising. 

Because each side was trying to out-maneuver the other, 

there was no real discussion of what would follow Sicily. 

The British, of course, thought that Italy was the 

next logical target, but they were hesitant to push this 

lest the Americans balk at what they considered further 

peripheral operations. The Americans, for their part, did 

not try to force a decision on post-Sicily plans either; 

they thought the thrust of circumstance and the increasing 

American contributions would still allow them to get a 194 3 

cross-Channel invasion. 

The point, of course, is that the strategy selected 

was not really an optimum course of action. The results 

were compromises and had the normal characteristics of such 

things. For instance, had the British believed that they 

could convince the Americans easily about operations in 

Italy or even the Balkans, the Allies might well have opted 

instead for Sardinia, Corsica, or even Greece as the best 

point d'appui for a southern flank—or "soft belly"—attack. 

Conversely, had the American desire for a cross-Channel in

vasion in 1943 been acceptable to the British, it is possi

ble that ways and means would have been found to have made 

it successful. Doing what needs to be done has a way of 
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happening in war. Wars cannot be replayed except in the 

gaming rooms, so all judgements of this sort remain tenta

tive. But it was soon to be obvious, as we shall see in 

the next chapter, that the costs of coming to firm deci

sions on strategy would continue to rise sharply. 



CHAPTER V 

THE ROAD TO ROME 

Introduction 

In the last chapter, we examined the background and 

the results of the first two Grand Alliance compromises— 

on North Africa and Sicily. Now, we shall turn to the 

third great compromise—on Italy. We shall see how the 

Americans and the British, despite their divergent 

approaches to strategy, nonetheless agreed to the invasion 

of Italy. Then, we shall see how, in the year following 

that invasion, the American contribution of men and mate

riel began to exceed that of the British (see Table II), 

causing a radical shift in decision-making in the Alliance 

— a shift which in turn drastically affected operations in 

Italy. 

Although the Allies had decided on the invasion of 

Sicily at the Casablanca Conference in January 1943, as we 

have seen they avoided any discussion of subsequent opera

tions. To understand the processes by which the Allies 

finally decided as the next step to invade Italy, we must 

go back to the beginning of 1943. 

The Third Washington Conference 
and its Aftermath 

In the months preceding the May 1943 Washington Con

ference, both sides continued to press their ideas. 
87 
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TABLE II 

LAND FORCE CONTRIBUTIONS"^ 

"Land Forces in Fighting Contact with 
the Enemy 'Equivalent Divisions" I II 

Period British Empire United States 

1 Jan. 1940 5 1/2 0 

1 Jul. 1940 6 0 

1 Jan. 1941 10 1/3 0 

1 Jul. 1941 13 0 

1 Jan. 1942 14 2/3 2 2/3 

1 Jul. 1942 14 2/3 8 1/3 

1 Jan. 1943 19 15 

1 Jul. 1943 24 1/3 22 1/3 

1 Jan. 1944 23 2/3a 16a 

1 Jul. 1944 38 2/3 42 

1 Jan. 1945 49 79 

a. This drop in divisions in contact is not ex
plained. It probably came about due to shifts in the 
Italian and Pacific theaters. 

•̂ Adapted from a table in Churchill, Their Finest Hour, 
p. 5. 

Churchill's position is clear from a message he sent at 

this time to Stalin. In it, he said that the Western 

Allies would attack Sicily after the conquest of North 

Africa. This would hasten the collapse of Italy, which in 

turn would produce major problems for the Germans in the 

Balkans because they would have to replace Italian divi

sions there if Italy fell. Following this, further 
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operations would take place in the eastern Mediterranean. 

Finally, the cross-Channel operation would occur in August 

or September 1943 depending on the tactical situation.""" 

On the American side, quite different views persisted. 

Although Marshall favored eliminating Italy from the war, 

this did not in his view necessitate an invasion of the 

country. He explicitly opposed an invasion, telling 

Roosevelt of his objections on 2 May 1943.^ With the usual 

impasse looming, and to solve the problem of the next move, 

Churchill decided another meeting was necessary. He and 

is staff went to Washington in May. 

Churchill opened the discussions at the third Washing

ton Conference by reiterating the British view that knock

ing Italy out of the war was the best way to help the 
3 

Russians and to prepare for OVERLORD. Roosevelt, in turn, 

and reflecting Marshall, expressed the fear that an Italian 

invasion would occupy troops without producing decisive 

results. Churchill saw Roosevelt as believing that only 

OVERLORD could hasten the fall of Germany and simultaneously 

•^Churchill, Hinge of Fate, p. 744. 

2 
Forrest C. Pogue, George C. Marshall: Organizer 

of Victory 1943-1945 (New York: The Viking Press, 1973), 
p. 195. 

3 
OVERLORD replaced ROUNDUP as the code name for the 

cross-Channel invasion. 
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provide substantial support to the Russians. Churchill 

responded that he only envisioned occupying a few ports and 

airfields in southern Italy which would be used for "fur-
2 

ther operations into the Balkans and Southern Europe." 

He hastily amplified on the Balkan operations by noting 

that he had in mind supply operations or small commando 

'raids. 

Marshall vehemently disagreed with Churchill's ideas. 

Marshall felt that any more operations in the Mediterranean 

would seriously prejudice a cross-Channel invasion, even 

in 1944, and would be like "the Tunisian Campaign [which] 
4 

had sucked in more and more troops . . . ." Some Americans 

were even suspicious of British motives: General Stanley D. 

Embrick of the United States Joint Strategic Survey Com

mittee thought that British plans were strictly designed to 

give them post-war political control of the Mediterranean. 

As had happened before, the Americans and the British 

were able to agree only on such broad goals as bringing 

about the defeat of the Axis by eventually creating such 

a concentration of forces as would be required for "a 

decisive invasion of the Axis Citadel," helping the Russians 

•"•Churchill, Hinge of Fate, pp. 791-794. 

^Ibid., p. 794. Ibid., p. 795. 

4 

Ibid. 

Pogue, Marshall; Organizer of Victory, p. 199. 

5 
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as best they could, and bringing Turkey into the war. The 

only decision on the operations which would follow Sicily 

was an open-ended resolution that the Commander-in-Chief 

NOrth Africa—General Eisenhower—would make such plans as 

he felt best to knock Italy out of the war. However, he had 

to submit his plans to the Combined Chiefs for final 

approval. In addition, the Allies decided that seven divi

sions (four American and three British) would have to be 

ready to leave the Mediterranean by 1 November 1943. At 

the end of the Conference, the Wily Churchill announced 

his intentions to visit the Allied commanders in North 

Africa. Roosevelt, properly cautious, ordered Marshall to 

accompany him. It was a wise precaution because, with 

Eisenhower now charged with making plans, he was soon to 

be the focus of British pressures. 

When Churchill, Brooke, and Marshall met with Eisen

hower in his headquarters at Carthage in late May, the 

discussions were very similar to those which had taken 

place at the just-concluded Washington conference. The 

focus, of course, was on operations to follow Sicily. 

Churchill reported that Eisenhower favored invading Italy 

if the Sicilian campaign went well. Marshall, on the other 

hand, felt it was pointless to discuss the matter until 

Sicily could be evaluated during the course of the campaign 

•̂ Ibid. , p. 205. 
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there. Brooke pointed out that if Italy could be forced 

out of the war the Germans would have to disperse their 

forces along the entire Mediterranean flank. Nothing could 

aid OVERLORD more than this. Churchill supported this argu

ment by suggesting that the best move, then, would be to 

invade Italy directly from Sicily, provided German opposi-
2 

tion was not too strong. Finally, Brooke pointed out that 

it would be wise to prepare plans in case Italy collapsed 

prior to the termination of the Sicilian campaign. 

Churchill summarized the British position by repeating 

his belief that engaging the Germans in Italy would be the 

preparation for OVERLORD and the best way to help the 

Russians. He noted that the partisans in the Balkans were 

engaging forty-seven Axis divisions; these partisans could 

be supplied easily if southern Italy were in Allied hands. 

He emphasized that the British did not intend to send large 

forces to the Balkans in either 1943 or in the foreseeable 

future. Churchill then partially compromised Brooke's 

arguments by predicting that the Germans would not offer 

serious resistance in southern Italy. Instead, they would 

withdraw to the Po Valley and perhaps even to the Alps or 

Danube. Churchill was convinced that operations against 
3 

Italy offered the best possibilities for 1943. 

"""Churchill, Hinge of Fate, pp. 818-819. 

^Ibid., p. 820. "̂ Ibid., pp. 822-824. 
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In a second North African meeting in May, Marshall, 

despite all the British arguments, continued to insist that 

no hard decision could be made until the operations in 

Sicily unfolded. In following this line, Marshall clearly 

hoped that somehow he could forestall further Mediterranean 

operations. It was, however, a dangerous course which he 

pursued, for the plan of operations in Sicily should have 

had some relationship to the next move. 

After the May meetings in North Africa, Churchill 

thought that everyone had agreed to invade Italy, but 

Forrest Pogue, in his biography of Marshall, states that 
2 

Marshall had not; he had merely become tired of arguing. 

Marshall apparently felt that if Italy were to be invaded— 

despite his objections—it should be done through an 

amphibious landing at Naples rather than a march up the 

toe. Pogue stresses that this did not mean Marshall favored 

an Italian campaign; Marshall simply wanted operations in 

Italy concluded quickly in order to clear the deck for 

OVERLORD."^ Thus, another series of meetings ended without 

decision. 

During the course of the summer and while the battle 

for Sicily was in progress, the Americans and the British 

•̂ Ibid., pp. 825-826 

^Pogue, Marshall; Organizer of Victory, p. 218. 

"̂ Ibid., pp. 224-225. 
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made suggestions and counter-suggestions. Eisenhower, on 

18 July, said that he wished both to cross the Straits of 

Messina and to make an amphibious landing at Salerno.""" 

Churchill was pleased but suggested the force landing at 

Salerno be larger than Eisenhower proposed. Eisenhower 

answered that a lack of landing craft made this impossible. 

This, and the fact that Salerno was at the extreme range 

of land-based fighters, meant that the main blow had to be 

directed across the Straits of Messina. The United States 

Chiefs tentatively agreed to this, but they insisted that 

the invasion use only the forces already available in the 

2 , . 

area. Their agreement was not enthusiastic. 

Comments from both sides show the prime areas of dis

agreement. Brooke, on 24 July, stated that Marshall did 

not see any value in Mediterranean operations: "He admits 

that our object must be to eliminate Italy and yet is 
3 

always afraid of the consequences of doing so." Although 

this might be an overly harsh indictment, it does appear 

to reflect the facts if not the reasons. Pogue states 

that some senior American planners felt that a Mediterranean 

campaign could produce decisive results. Marshall, though. 

Bryant, Turn of the Tide, p. 549. 
2 
Winston S. Churchill, Closing the Ring (Boston; 

Houghton Mifflin, 1951; Bantam Books, 1962), pp. 32-33. 
3 
Bryant, Turn of the Tide, p. 551. 
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told Roosevelt that summer that he feared the British strat

egy—if accepted—would lead to blockade and attrition— 

both unacceptable to the Americans who wanted a quick 

conclusion to the war in Europe. Furthermore, he thought 

that Italy, at best, should only be a limited operation; 

the primary emphasis should be on OVERLORD and ANVIL."'' 

Secretary of War Stimson also was suspicious of Churchill: 

Stimson thought Churchill was looking for an easy way out, 

a way to avoid any possible repeat of the World War I 

carnage in France, and, if there were to be a cross-Channel 

2 
invasion, it would be necessary to push the British hard. 

Until mid-summer, much of the thinking on both sides had 

been somewhat conjectural since the Sicilian campaign was 

still in full swing. The fall of Mussolini, on 25 July, 

however, served as a catalyst to the decision-making process. 

The Italian Surrender Negotiations 

Early in July, when the Italians began making tentative 

bids for peace, the Western Allies were undecided as to how 

to handle these overtures. On the one hand, they had the 

unconditional surrender doctrine agreed upon at Casablanca. 

Pogue, Marshall: Organizer of Victory, pp. 242-244 
[ANVIL was the code name for a proposed invasion of 
southern France in conjunction with OVERLORD.] 

Bryant, Turn of the Tide, p. 552. 
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On the other hand, they wanted to secure Italy with as 

little loss of blood and time as possible. Although the 

two concepts were not compatible, Churchill and Roosevelt 

used valuable time in an effort to reconcile them. The 

Germans, aware of the way in which Italy was heading, began 

introducing more troops into the country. By the end of 

August, seventeen German divisions were there.""" 

The negotiations bogged down in August. The American 

negotiator, General Walter Bedell Smith, bound by his in

structions, stood by the unconditional surrender doctrine. 

The Italians, wanting to change sides, insisted on Allied 

guarantees of support against Germany. The Italians became 

increasingly desperate. Finally, after securing a condi

tional promise of an allied airborne landing at Rome, the 

Italians on 3 September signed the "short terms" of sur-
2 

render at Eisenhower's headquarters in Sicily. 

The Allied delay in negotiating the surrender was 

costly. General Fuller, the British military historian, 

maintains that the U.S. delays, inspired by unconditional 

surrender, gave Hitler four weeks in which to reinforce 

•"•Ibid., pp. 580-581. 
2 
For a comprehensive discussion of the Italian surren

der negotiations, see Harold Stein, ed., American Civil-
Military Decisions: A Book of Case Studies (Birmingham: 
University of Alabama, 1963), pp. 205-310. 
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Italy. That unconditional surrender played a part in the 

delay seems clear. Of perhaps equal importance was the 

previous Allied reluctance to discuss Italy in detail. As 

we have seen, both sides deliberately avoided direct dis

cussion of Italy in hopes that the problem would solve 

itself. It did not. Time was lost and an opportunity was 

lost while the Germans poured their troops into the area 

south of Rome. 

The Italian Compromise 

In the midst of these Italian surrender negotiations, 

the Allies were meeting in Quebec to decide upon their 

future course of action. The British position prior to 

the conference is well expressed in Brooke's diary entry 

for 6 August. Brooke wrote that the British Chiefs had 

agreed that they must try to make the Americans see the 

importance of Italy as a prelude to an eventual cross-

Channel invasion. Enough of Italy was to be occupied to 

facilitate strategic bombing of Germany from Italy and to 

force the Germans to deploy large forces there to guard 

the southern approaches to Germany. "If we pin Germany 

in Italy, she cannot find enough forces to meet all her 
2 

requirements . . . ." As we have seen, Brooke's 

""•J. F. C. Fuller, Decisive Battles of the Western 
World, Vol. 3 (London: Eyre and Spottiswoode, 1963), 

Bryant, Turn of the Tide, p. 567. 

p. 516. 
2 
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arguments were based largely on the poor lines of communica

tions which the Germans would have should they attempt to 

fight in Italy. If the Allies were to abandon Italy, the 

Germans would be free to redeploy their forces to France or 

to Russia. Brooke felt strongly about this and was pained 

by what he termed Marshall's "compartmentalized thinking." 

Marshall, in Brooke's opinion, failed to see any relation 

between separate theaters in war; in other words Marshall 

saw no relation between events in Italy and those in 

France. In part, though, Marshall based his opposition to 

Brooke's ideas on his own opinion that an Allied assault on 

Italy would simply cause the Germans to withdraw, leaving 

the Allies with no one to fight. 

The American position was thus almost diametrically 

opposed to that of the British. The Americans, of course, 

did have the additional complication of fighting a full 

scale war against Japan. This certainly contributed to the 

American desire to go as directly and as quickly as possible 

into the heart of Germany. Marshall dramatically demon

strated his feelings in this matter by telling Brooke, at 

the Quebec Conference, that unless the British agreed to a 

firm spring 1944 date for OVERLORD, the Americans would 

have to consider pulling out of Europe to concentrate on 
2 

Japan. This served to stimulate British cooperation. 

-""Ibid., p. 560. ^Ibid., p. 246 
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After frequently acerbic arguments, the Allies at 

Quebec agreed to some specifics: OVERLORD would take place 

on 1 May 1944; Italian operations would be limited to those 

required to move just north of Rome; and some action would 

be taken against German-held islands in the Mediterranean. 

The last two operations, however, had to be accomplished 

with forces already in the Mediterranean. In addition, the 

Allies confirmed their previous agreement to remove seven 

divisions from the Mediterranean. Although a precise date 

for OVERLORD was set, little else of a concrete nature 

actually was decided. The plans for Mediterranean opera

tions remained sufficiently vague as to allow varying 

interpretations, both sides hoping that future events would 

convince the other of the correctness of its views. Within 

weeks, in fact, Churchill began agitating for changes. 

There is little wonder that, as a consequence, the Ameri

cans became increasingly suspicious of the value of British 

agreements. 

The Campaign in Italy 

On 3 September the British 8th Army under Montgomery 

crossed the Straits of Messina and began the slow march up 

the peninsula. On the 9th, General Mark Clark landed at 

Salerno with two British and two American divisions. The 

•""Bryant, Turn of the Tide, pp. 586-587. 
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Salerno landing was supposed to be the first step in a rapid 

advance on Rome. The German buildup in Italy, however, 

delayed that advance, and it was not until the 18th that 

the two armies were able to unite. By 1 October the Germans 

had 19 divisions opposing only 11 Allied divisions and had 

established a strong defensive line south of Naples. These 

German divisions would not have been in Italy had not the 

Allies landed there. Events thus proved Brooke correct 

and Marshall wrong. 

Meanwhile, Churchill began his campaign to modify the 

Quebec agreements by calling for an advance in Italy to the 

Pisa-Ancona line, a possible move across the Adriatic, and 

occupation of the Dodecanese islands. He stressed that 

these operations could be done with forces in place, and 
2 

that he still enthusiastically favored OVERLORD. Opera

tions in the Aegean, especially against Rhodes, increas

ingly attracted Churchill; it was all Brooke could do to 

dissuade him from pressing them too hard lest the Americans 
3 

lose all patience. 
The British Chiefs began to worry about Italy in 

October. They expressed their "uneasiness, . . . that 

"""Arthur Bryant, Triumph in the West (New York: Double-
day and Company, 1959), p. 29. 

^Churchill, Closing the Ring, pp. 115-117. 

Bryant, Triumph in the West, pp. 30-32. 
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rigidity imposed by the [Quebec] decisions" was "hampering 

the proper exploitation of the Allied success in the 

Mediterranean." On the 24th, General Harold Alexander, 

the Ground Commander in Italy, sent a review of the situ

ation to Churchill and Brooke through Eisenhower. He pre

dicted an increase in German strength relative to the 

Allies. He depicted this as posing the threat of a German 

offensive which might effectively prevent further Allied 

advances. He felt that Rome was a political prize well 

worth taking. Suggesting that there would be unpleasant 

consequences in the Balkans and in France if the Germans 

had offensive success in Italy, Alexander explicitly called 

for amphibious flanking movements. By implication, he indi

cated his need for more men and landing craft without quite 

2 
saying so. 

With Alexander's summary in hand, Churchill cabled 

Marshall and Roosevelt to stress the necessity of taking 

Rome. Churchill lauded the value of the Italian campaign 

in helping the Russians. Marshall rather laconically 
3 

replied that he saw no danger for Allied troops m Italy. 

Churchill, dissatisfied with Marshall's response, asked 

Roosevelt on 4 November to curtain the planned withdrawal 

Ibid., p. 34. 

2 

Ibid., p. 212. 

Churchill, Closing the Ring, pp. 210-211. 

3 
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of landing craft from the Mediterranean. Two days later 

Roosevelt agreed to delay the withdrawal until 15 December. 

Churchill immediately passed this on to Alexander. 

Alexander replied that 15 December would not give him enough 

time to mount an amphibious flanking operation. Churchill 

told Alexander not to worry and to plan on having the 

craft through the middle of January!"^ American suspicions 

about British intentions thus did have some basis in fact. 

Both sides then immersed themselves in preparations for 

the forthcoming Big Three Conference at,Tehran. 

The essence of the British position prior to the Con

ference was that operations in the Mediterranean, espe

cially in Italy, would best prepare the ground for OVERLORD. 

"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 
2 

we can do so in superior force." This statement is a 

classic condensation of traditional British strategy, 

reminiscent of Wellington's Peninsular campaign. While the 

British supported an invasion of France for the summer of 

1944, they made it clear that they were "firmly opposed to 
..3 

allowing this date to become our master . . . ." To 

Churchill, Closing the Ring, pp. 213-214. 
2 
John Ehrman, Grand Strategy, Vol. V (London: Her 

Majesty's Stationery Office, 1956), p. 110. 

^Ibid. 
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accomplish their ends, the British wanted a flexible date 

for OVERLORD, coupled with a major offensive in Italy. The 

latter, of course, would necessitate keeping landing craft 

in the Mediterranean—something which the Americans bitterly 

opposed. 

The American position prior to the Conference was 

simple: fix a date for OVERLORD and get all required men 

and equipment—particularly landing craft—to the United 

Kingdom as quickly as possible. 

The Allies at Cairo and Tehran 

The Cairo Conference began on 23 November 1943. 

Although the question of Mediterranean operations versus 

cross-Channel operations was difficult enough in itself, 

the presence of Chiang K'ai Shek, his wife, and a consider

able Chinese military staff, further complicated the dis

cussions. Instead of merely deciding priorities affecting 

the European area, the conferees had to agree on alloca

tions of the all-important landing craft among three 

disparate theaters of war. At times the talks became very 

heated. General Stilwell reported that Admiral King almost 

leaped across the table to hit Brooke; Stilwell himself 
2 

disliking Brooke, wished King had done so. The British 

Bryant, Triumph in the West, pp. 50-52. 

2Joseph P. Stilwell, The Stilwell Papers, Arranged and 
edited by Theodore H. White (New York: MacFarden-Bartell 
Corp., 1962), pp. 197-198. 
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presented their case for further Mediterranean operations, 

but the Americans remained adamantly opposed. Accepting 

the British proposal for a unified command in the Mediter

ranean, they insisted on awaiting discussion with the 

Russians in Tehran before making hard decisions on other 

matters. The Americans and the British thus went on to 

the Tehran Conference without any agreement on crucial 

questions. 

The Tehran Conference began in late November. It was 

the first conference attended by the heads of state of all 

three of the most powerful anti-Axis countries. The theme 

developed quickly. The Russians and the Americans agreed 

on OVERLORD and ANVIL; Churchill and Brooke continued to 

press their view that an Italian offensive would provide 

more help to OVERLORD than any other actions possible in 

the winter of 1943/1944. 

In order to break the impasse, the Americans and the 

British met on 29 November without the Russians. They 

agreed on the following: 

1. The offensive in Italy would be pushed until Rome 
was in Allied hands and until the Pisa-Rimini 
line was attained; 68 landing craft would be held 
over until mid-January. 

2. OVERLORD would be planned for 1 June 1944. 
3. The date for ANVIL would depend on availability 

of shipping. 

Bryant, Triumph in the West, pp. 55-58. 

^Churchill, Closing the Ring, p. 317. 
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4. Commando raids would be the only ground action 
in the Mediterranean outside of Italy. 

5. There would be no operations in the Aegean 
unless Turkey entered the war.-'-

In a subsequent meeting of the three heads of state, these 

agreements were partially ignored in favor of broader ones. 

The Allies settled on May 1944 cross-Channel invasion, 

accompanied by a landing in southern France, with the 

Russians mounting a simultaneous attack against Germans on 

the Eastern Front. In addition, all accepted the desirabil

ity of Turkey entering the war, although Stalin expressed 
2 

skepticism over the possibility of that happening. 

Lastly, Stalin agreed to declare war on Japan as soon as 

Germany fell. 

More Debate on Italy 

Following the Tehran Conference, the Americans and 

British returned to Cairo to discuss implementation of the 

broad policies of Tehran. Differences were still present, 

but the atmosphere was less tense. Churchill convinced 

Roosevelt to renege on his promise to Chiang K'ai Shek to 

mount an amphibious operation in the Indian Ocean— 

BUCCANEER. The ostensible reason for this shift was the 

Bryant, Triumph in the West, p. 66. 

^Ibid., p. 61. [The exact date for OVERLORD varied 
from meeting to meeting. May or June were the first months 
with acceptable weather. The exact date depended on many 
factors including logistics, the moon, tides, etc. In 
December 1943, these details had not been worked out.] 
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Russian promise of aid against Japan which made Chinese 

operations less crucial. The Allies agreed that OVERLORD 

and ANVIL would be the "supreme operations for 1944" and 

that nothing else would be undertaken which might prejudice 

them. There was no mention of further Italian operations. 

The Western Allies once more parted company, in seeming 

agreement, but this happy state of affairs did not long 

endure. 

Roosevelt and his group returned home while Churchill 

and Brooke visited Eisenhower in Carthage. Brooke then 

went alone to Italy to assess the situation. He was not 

pleased with what he found. He decided that the only way 

to break the deadlock was through a new amphibious landing. 

After conveying these thoughts to Churchill, who had fallen 
2 

ill in Carthage, Brooke returned to England. 

Eisenhower also had seen the need for an amphibious 

landing and had planned a one division assault near Rome. 

Neither Churchill nor Brooke felt the scale to be sufficient 

so they began work to enlarge it. The problem facing them 

was the scarcity of landing craft not already committed to 

withdrawal for OVERLORD. 

Churchill, although confined to bed with penumonia, 

worked on the landing craft problem with great energy. 

•""Ehrman, Grand Strategy, p. 189. 

^Bryant, Turn of the Tide, pp. 86-87. 
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After consultation with Eisenhower's staff, he decided that 

it was possible to delay the departure of the landing craft 

if crews and craft were not mated for training in England. 

That is, many crews could train with just a few craft and 

the craft in the Mediterranean could remain there for a 

longer period. On 25 December, based on these ideas, he 

asked Roosevelt for a delay in landing craft withdrawal 

until 5 February 1944. Roosevelt wired his approval on 

28 December. Roosevelt's agreement meant that the amphib

ious assault near Rome could be planned for two divisions 

rather than one. 

Would this invasion have been considered on even a two 

division basis had there been no problem with landing craft 

availability? Was the operation planned around a compro

mise on landing craft rather than on a realistic assessment 

of the forces which should have been employed? The answer 

is not explicitly available; the results must speak for 

themselves. 

Whether compromise or not, the Allied planners settled 

on 22 January 1944 as the date for the Anzio landings. As 

part of this operation, the forces already locked in battle 

with the Germans on the Rapido and Garigliano River fronts 

began an offensive on 17 January. The aim was to pull 

Churchill, Closing the Ring, pp. 367-377. 
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German reserves south of Rome and of the amphibious pincer 

movement at Anzio. In form, the plan was classic. 

Unfortunately for the Allies, the plan did not live up 

to its promise. General John P. Lucas, the American com

mander of the Anzio operation, spent a week building up his 

beach-head. By the time he was ready to attack and close 

the great trap, the Germans had moved large forces into 

the Anzio area. Lucas was then not only unable to move 

from his position, but actually in danger of being driven 

into the sea. General Clark relieved Lucas of his command 

on 22 February. The ground campaign in Italy was back to 

where it was prior to Anzio. The only consolation was that 

the Germans had pulled forces from other fronts—precisely 
2 

as Brooke and the British had predicted. 

Italy; To Be or Not To Be 

While the Anzio landings were "floundering like a whale 

cast up on the beach" as Churchill put it, the British 

reopened their campaign against ANVIL. In presenting their 

case to the Americans, the British again emphasized that 

Italian operations would continue to draw the Germans away 

Bryant, Triumph in the West, p. 99. 

^There is considerable controversy over Lucas's role 
in the Anzio landings. Compare Pogue, Marshall: Organizer 
of Victory, pp. 332-333; Greenfield, Command Decisions, pp 
333-350; and Bryant, Triumph in the West, pp. 100-102. 
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from France and Russia and that it would do far more to help 

OVERLORD than would ANVIL. The Americans were simply not 

interested, insisting on seeing this as proving British 

reluctance to OVERLORD itself. The discussions continued. 

Brooke was upset over Marshall's plan to strip Italy for 

ANVIL; General Henry M. Wilson, now Supreme Commander in 

the Mediterranean, said that a withdrawal of troops from 

Italy would make it impossible to link the Anzio forces 

with those engaged on the Garigliano and Rapido. Tired of 

arguing, the United States, on 22 February, reluctantly 

agreed to postpone the ANVIL operation with its concommitant 

troop withdrawals from Italy. The U.S. insisted, however, 

2 

on a mid-March review of the situation. 

The postponement of ANVIL by no means solved the 

Italian dispute. Marshall told Eisenhower, in mid-March, 

that Italy was of value only in that it put some pressure 

on the Germans; if ANVIL were cancelled for some reason, 

Marshall would send the unneeded landing craft to the 

Pacific—not to Italy. Eisenhower agreed with Marshall 

that ANVIL was of more value than Italy, but he pointed out 

that the British attributed major political importance to 

Bryant, Triumph in the West, pp. 103-104. 

^Ibid., pp. 110-111. 

•^Pogue, Marshall: Organizer of Victory, p. 340. 
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the capture of Rome. Shortly thereafter, the Americans 

suggested going on the defensive in Italy as soon as the 

link-up with the Anzio force was accomplished. Brooke 

criticized this idea on the grounds that it would mean at 

least two months without operations in the Mediterranean. 

This would be at a time when it was of the greatest impor-
2 

tance to keep intense pressure on the Germans. 

Both Allies remained adamant. On 8 April, however, 

the Americans agreed to a compromise wherein they would pro

vide Wilson with 66 landing craft if the British would 

agree to a 10 July date for ANVIL. The British condition

ally accepted, but the agreement did not even last out the 

day—in a following cable, the Americans withdrew the offer 
3 

of landing craft for Italy. One can imagine the havoc 

that these vacillations caused in the middle echelon of 

planners. 

It was clear that a decision had to be made. Alexander 

felt it impossible to achieve the link-up at Anzio until the 

first week in June. This would not allow sufficient time to 

mount ANVIL on 10 July. Therefore, the Combined Chiefs, on 

19 April, agreed on a new set of intructions for Wilson. 

They told Wilson to help OVERLORD by "destroying 

•""Ibid. , p. 343. 

2 

Ibid., pp. 131-132. 

Bryant, Triumph in the West, p. 129. 

3 
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or containing maximum number of German formations in the 

Mediterranean." To do this, he was to "launch as early 

as possible an all out offensive in Italy; develop a threat 

. . . to contain German forces in southern France;" and 

make the best possible use of his amphibious forces, but 

insuring that such use in no way prejudiced OVERLORD. 

This directive established a short period of agreement and 

left Wilson free to continue the Italian campaign. 

Alexander began his campaign in the middle of May. On 

the 18th Casino fell, and on the 25th the Allied armies 

united at Anzio. Rome fell on 4 June. The Germans offered 

stiff resistance and even transferred a division to Italy 

from France on 4 June. This action, just two days before 

the OVERLORD invasion, would tend to indicate Brooke's fore

sight in predicting German reaction to Allied moves in Italy. 

As he said in his diary on 26 May, this action of the 

Germans was "performing just the function we wanted with 

reference to the cross-Channel operations."'^ 

On 6 June, the Allied invasion of France began with 

landings on the Normandy coast. The American Chiefs of 

Staff arrived in England just prior to the 6th and remained 

there for several weeks. Their presence allowed further 

•""Ibid., p. 134. ^Ibid. 

"̂ Ibid., p. 146. ^Ibid., p. 143. 



112 
* 

conversations with their British opposites on future opera

tions. ON 13 June, the Combined Chiefs of Staff sent 

another directive to Wilson. The directive called upon 

Wilson to continue pressure on the Germans; to move with 

forces on hand to the Pisa-Rimini line; and to plan on a 

three division amphibious landing in western France, southern 

France, or in the Adriatic. Included in this directive was 

a curious clause saying that the Combined Chiefs did not see 

much advantage in a landing near Marseille (ANVIL) because 

of tough shore defenses and the "unprofitable line of 
2 

advance up the Rhone Valley." There is no amplification of 

this nor does it seem to have been considered again. 

Marshall left England in late June for a personal tour 

of the Italian battle front. He discussed future operations 

with Wilson, Alexander, and Clark. In varying degrees, all 

three of these officers wanted to continue the fight in 

Italy, including a landing on the northeast Adriatic coast. 

Marshall told the three that the United States was opposed 

to operations in the Balkans unless the Russians went there 

first and this was not likely. He stressed the importance 

of the southern French ports in providing logistical support 

for Eisenhower's drive across France. Wilson responded by 

saying that he felt a move through the Ljublijana Gap might 

•""Ibid., p. 160. 

2 
Ibid., p. 161. 
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end the war in 1944. Neither Marshall nor Eisenhower agreed 

Wilson finally acquiesced on the grounds that the French 

ports near Marseille really were crucial to Eisenhower's 

success. This, of course, did not solve the matter at the 

top levels. 

The British, having received reliable intelligence indi

cating Germany meant to hold in Italy, were as determined as 

ever to press the fight there. Churchill, on 28 June, again 

expressed his interests in a landing on the northeast 

Adriatic coast. He felt that this would have the very 

desirable political effect of inciting uprisings and defec

tions in the German Balkan satellites. The Americans 

responded by acknowledging the potential political benefits, 

but argued that "military operations based thereon must be 

definitely secondary to the primary objective of striking 
2 

at the heart of Germany." 

Roosevelt also answered Churchill's arguments. He said 

that indecision was deadly; southern France had more to 

offer than did operations through the Ljubljana Gap and 

was more in keeping with the Tehran agreements. He con

cluded by saying, "I would never survive [in the forthcoming 

elections] even a minor setback in Normandy if it were known 
3 

that substantial troops were diverted to the Balkans." 
•""Ibid. 

2 

Pogue, Marshall: Organizer of Victory, p. 411. 
•̂ Ibid. 
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The British saw Roosevelt's concluding statement as the 

crucial one. Brooke's diary entry for 30 Junes shows his 

unhappiness with the American response: to him, the oppo

sition to further Italian operations was based on domestic 

political factors, not on sound strategic thinking. At the 

same time, he realized that American preponderance in men 

and supplies now gave them the decisive voice. He put 

some of the blame on Churchill and Alexander; their loose 

talk about the Balkans had frightened the Americans. On 

1 July Brooke wrote in his diary that the British would 

have to agree to ANVIL, albeit reluctantly. On 12 July, 

Wilson was ordered to proceed with plans for ANVIL, includ-
2 

ing the withdrawal of seven Allied divisions from Italy. 

With this, Italy became a very secondary theater. 

Conclusions 

The British, as we have seen, favored operations in 

Italy not only because such operations were in consonance 

with their peripheral strategy, but also because they felt 

the Germans would continue to send forces to Italy as long 

as an Allied offensive threat existed there. To the 

British, any operation which would either reduce German 

forces opposing the OVERLORD invasion, or which would hinder 

Bryant, Triumph in the West, p. 167. 
2 
Pogue, Marshall: Organizer of Victory, p. 413. 
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German reinforcement of the French theater, would be highly 

beneficial. The British believed that Italy would serve 

both ends. Subsequent events proved that the British were 

correct in their assessment of German reaction to events in 

Italy. We noted that the Germans sent a division from 

France to Italy on the eve of OVERLORD. When the Allies 

withdrew the seven divisions for ANVIL,""" the Germans fol

lowed suit by transferring from Italy several of their 

divisions to oppose the Allied landing in Northern France. 

In the meantime, the Allied divisions sent from Italy 

to participate in ANVIL made no immediate contribution to 

the war effort; the ANVIL landings met little opposition 

because the Germans already had moved significant forces 

from southern France to northern France. It was not until 

mid-September that the ANVIL divisions linked up with the 

main Allied forces sweeping across France. It was even 

later before the ports of the Riviera could contribute any

thing to the logistics effort. In short, the ANVIL landings 

had little immediate effect in France. 

In Italy, on the other hand, Alexander's offensive, 

lacking the divisions and landing craft sent to southern 

France, came almost to a halt. The halt of the offensive 

Just before the beginning of the ANVIL landings, the 
code name was changed for security reasons to DRAGOON. For 
simplicity, however, we shall continue to call this opera
tion by its original name—ANVIL. 

^Bryant, Triumph in the West, p. 189. 



in Italy ended any chance for the Western Allies to strike 

at Germany or Austria from the south. Everything now 

depended upon the success and speed of the Anglo-American 

advance across France to Germany. 



CHAPTER VI 

STRATEGIC DECISIONS: 1944-1945 

Introduction 

With OVERLORD finally a reality, only a very few deci

sions were to be needed before the fall of Germany in May 

1945. In fact, only two important decisions were made in 

the period preceding the collapse of Germany. The first 

was Eisenhower's plan to wage a broad front war against 

Germany rather than concentrating his forces for one 

massive thrust. The second was Eisenhower's decision to 

limit the eastward movements of his forces and to allow 

the Russians to capture Berlin and Prague. While examin

ing these decisions, we must keep three background factors 

in mind. 

The first background factor was the change in status 

which Great Britain underwent after the Normandy landings 

and as the American contribution to the war effort came to 

over-shadow the British contribution. The second was the 

existence of agreements on the zonal division of Germany 

among the Allied powers; due to these agreements, Eisen

hower, in the last months of the war, was hesitant to shed 

blood for territories he would have to abandon. The third 

was the growing awareness on the part of first the British, 

and then belatedly, the Americans, that Russian occupation 

117 
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of Central Europe might be highly minatory to British and 

American interests. 

These two decisions, as influenced by these three back

ground factors, would all have profound effects on the 

course of world events in the next decades. How they came 

about through chance, accident, happenstance, and an un

fortunate dichotomy between military and political affairs, 

we shall now see. 

The Decline of British Influence 

The first background factor was the fall from equality 

of Great Britain. The June invasion of Normandy marked a 

watershed in the relations between Great Britain and the 

United States. Until this great effort, as we have seen, 

the two nations enjoyed equal status in the councils of 

war. This equality changed in fact, if not in theory, 

during the summer of 1944. Defeat of the British opposi

tion to the landing in southern France (ANVIL) was the first 

outward signal of what would soon be unmistakable. It was 

the first time that a major difference in opinion was not 

solved through compromise. 

The most important reason for the change was the in

creasing shift in the relative contribution of men and 

material made by the two Allies. The United Kingdom had 

seventeen divisions ready for the OVERLORD invasion; the 
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United States had twenty. The United States, however, had 

forty-one more divisions ready to move from the United 

States as soon as transport became available.""" The British, 

on the other hand, were at the end of their manpower tether. 

By 1 July 1944, the British, including the Commonwealth, 

had just under thirty-nine divisions in contact with the 

enemy on all fronts; the Americans had forty-two divisions 

in contact. By the beginnings of 1945, the Americans man

power contribution far exceeded that of the British (see 

Table II). With this preponderance, the Americans became 

the senior partner in the Alliance. This in turn was to 

have significant effects upon strategic decision-making. 

The Zonal Division of Germany 

The second of the background factors, the zonal fron

tiers agreed upon for Germany, had a curious and complicated 

history. 

As we have seen, planning for an invasion of France had 

begun shortly after the United States entered the war 

against Germany. SLEDGEHAMMER, the emergency operation 

considered for 1942, died with the year of its birth, but 

the concepts contained within it lingered on. 

SLEDGEHAMMER was the operation which would have been 

undertaken had either Germany or Russia been on the verge 

Eisenhower, Crusade in Europe, p. 53. 
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of collapse in 1942. The former was clearly not about to 

happen in 1942, but there was at least a slight hope of 

German collapse in 1943. The cross-Channel invasion plan

ners therefore were instructed among other things to prepare 

plans for a quick invasion through France and Germany. 

These plans were predicated upon a German collapse removing 

most or all the opposition to armies moving across France 

and into Germany. The planners assumed that speed would 

be of the essence in establishing the occupation. 

Since there were three countries whose armies would be 

involved—Russia, Great Britain, and the United States— 

obviously there would also be three zones of occupation. 

In the absence of other instructions, the planners assumed 

the zones would be of equal size. To achieve this parity 

the planners divided Germany into three equal parts using 

old provincial boundaries as convenient demarcation lines. 

In August 1943, the planners sent their proposals to the 

Combined Chiefs then meeting in Quebec. 

Since nobody at Quebec really expected the Germans to 

collapse that summer, the proposed boundaries were accepted 

without debate. After all, there was ample time to recon

sider them in more detail should it become necessary to do 

so-

The next time the question arose on boundaries was at 

the Cairo and Tehran Conferences in November and December 
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1943. Prior to the Cairo Conference, Roosevelt, aboard the 

U.S.S. Iowa, and using a National Geographic map, had told 

Marshall how he thought Germany should be divided. Marshall 

made some quick notes on the matter and gave the map and 

notes to Harry Hopkins. Roosevelt later discussed his 

ideas with Churchill and Anthony Eden, but there was no 

American State Department official present. The British 

expressed interest in Roosevelt's proposals, which moved 

the western boundary of the Russian zone considerably to 

the east of those agreed upon at Quebec, but did not commit 

themselves. The subject next arose at Tehran. 

At Tehran, Stalin, Roosevelt, and Churchill discussed 

methods of dealing with post-war Germany, but did not come 

to explicit agreements on details. To handle the details 

they formed a European Advisory Commission consisting of 

the American Ambassador to England, the Russian Ambassador 

to England, and high official of the British Foreign 

Ministry. They were to meet in London and work out a 

mutually acceptable plan for the administrative division of 

Germany. 

The European Advisory Commission first met in January 

1944. The British representative proposed the same lines 

as the cross-Channel invasion planners had used. The 

British and the Russians agreed on these lines, but the 

American Ambassador, Winant, had no instructions. 
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Roosevelt's proposals made on the Iowa had not reached the 

State Department due to a series of accidents beginning with 

the sudden illness of Harry Hopkins, to whom the papers had 

been entrusted. Winant was now faced with a problem; his 

fellow representatives were agreed and he had no instruc

tions. Winant thus sent one of his assistant, George Kennan, 

to Washington. Kennan went directly to Roosevelt and ex

plained the situation. Roosevelt, apparently unwillingly 

to spend time to resurrect his old proposals, told Kennan 

that he would accept the British lines. Thus Germany was 

divided and remains so on the basis of plans prepared in a 

hurry for an eventuality which never came to pass. This 

was in turn, like the first background factors, to have a 

serious influence upon the final decisions of the war. 

Russian Motives Become Suspect 

The zonal division of Germany was made for administra

tive convenience. There was never any thought that they 

would serve as permanent political boundaries. That some

one should have considered the long term political implica

tions of these actions if allied cooperation broke down 

There are many accounts of how Germany was divided. 
Mine incorporates portions of various explanations which 
added together, seem to give a plausible account. See 
Fredrick Morgan, Overture to Overlord (Garden City, N. Y.; 
Doubleday and Company, 1950), pp. 112-117; Pogue, Marshall: 
Organizer of Victory, p. 462; Fredrick H. Hartmann, Germany 
Between East and West: The Reunification Problem (Engle-
wood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice Hall, 1965), pp. 13-21. 
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and relations with the Soviet Union deteriorated is obvious. 

Only a few did. 

General Brooke in 1944 saw the pontential for problems. 

Writing in his diary on 27 July 1944, he saw two possibili

ties for post-war Germany; it could be dismembered or it 

could be rebuilt. Predicting that Russia would be the major 

threat on the Continent within twenty years, he favored re

building because of Germany's importance in the European 

balance of power. Although he discussed this matter with 

the British Foreign Office, he did not make much progress. 

The matter was of course, technically outside his province. 

At the Second Quebec Conference in September 1944, 

Brooke and Churchill made reference to the Russians in 

Europe. Brooke suggested the importance of a move to 

Istria or Vienna. The minutes of the conference show that 

"He preferred to get into Vienna before the Russians did 

as he did not know that Russia's policy would be after 

2 

she took it." The Americans apparently took these argu

ments as not so veiled attempts to reopen the Italian 

campaign. They were not interested. 

At Malta, enroute to the Yalta Conference, Churchill 

warned of the necessity of occupying as much of Europe as 

Bryant, Triump in the West, p. 180. 

^Pogue, Marshall; Organizer of Victory, pp. 436-437. 
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possible ahead of the Russians. At Yalta, Roosevelt 

stressed the temporary nature of the administrative division 

of Germany. It is clear that both Churchill and Roosevelt 

were awakening to the potential danger of Russian conquests 

in Europe. They were not ready, though, to carry their 

thinking to its logical conclusion and to make "military" 

decisions to achieve a better political position vis-a-vis 

the Soviets. 

These then are the background factors which influenced 

Eisenhower's decisions on his broad front strategy and on 

limiting the eastward move of his forces. That second 

decision, as we shall see shortly, came about in two phases 

--the initial decision to halt on the Elbe, and the subse

quent refusal to countermand this in order to capture 

Berlin and Prague before the Russians could do so. 

Decision; The Broad Front 

Once the decision on whether to continue the offensive 

in Italy or to take forces from that theater for ANVIL was 

made, the next big problem was the type of operation to 

conduct across France. 

The initial plan was to concentrate forces under Gen

eral Bernard Montgomery for a thrust to Berlin across the 

northern plains of Germany. As the battle developed, how

ever, progress across the whole front greatly exceeded 

expectations, although in the north Montgomery began encoun

tering heavier resitance. 

"""Ibid., p. 517. 
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Eisenhower, faced with supply difficulties and feeling 

that he could put greater pressure on the Germans by engag

ing them along the whole length of the Siegfried Line, opted 

in mid-September for a broad front strategy. 

This plan did not meet with universal approval; 

Montgomery, Commander of the 21st Army Group on the left 

flank, objected strenuously. He advocated a concentration 

on the left—the north—for a sharp thrust across the lower 

Rhine, thence to Berlin over the plains of North Germany. 

Eisenhower reiterated his arguments on supply and pressure 

along the whole front and on 17 September 1944 issued a 

directive embodying the broad front strategy. He did, how

ever, call for 21st Army Group to make the harder and more 

far reaching attacks. The Combined Chiefs of Staff, meeting 

then at Quebec, approved Eisenhower's directive, but called 

Eisenhower's attention to the advantages of an attack 

across northern Germany. 

By November Eisenhower's broad front advance had bogged 

down. Montgomery took the opportunity to restate his earlier 

case for the narrow thrust and also suggested a change in 

the command structure. These changes would have taken 

Eisenhower out of direct command of the land battle and 

have put under him another officer with responsibility for 

•""Ehrman, Grand Strategy, Vol V., pp. 524-527. Green
field, ed.. Command Decisions, pp. 420-423. 
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it. Montgomery admitted that he would accept the latter 

position. Eisenhower was obviously affronted by the con

descension in Montgomery's communications. Nevertheless, 

Eisenhower courteously replied that he still felt the broad 

front to be the better choice.""" 

The Germans, in mid-December, launched a counter-

offensive in the Ardennes area. The motive behind this 

move is questionable. One explanation holds that Hitler 

hoped to create a split in the alliance of Russia, Great 

Britain, and the United States by inflicting a serious 

reverse on the Western partners. Another possibility is 

that since the Western Allies were almost on the banks of 

the Rhine, they presented a greater threat than did the 

Russians who were only halfway across Poland, far to the 

east. In any event, although his generals opposed his plan. 

Hitler's offensive progressed well at first and inflicted 

heavy casualties on the Allies, especially the Americans. 

In the final analysis, though, it did nothing to prevent 

the inevitable defeat of Germany. While it slowed the in

vasion on the Western Front, it had the serious weakness 

of enabling the Russians to move more rapidly into Germany 

from the east since Hitler had shifted some forces to the 

west for the counter-offensive. 

Bryant, Triumph in the West, pp. 258-268. 
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The Ardennes counter-offensive provided Montgomery 

with more ammunition for his attack on Eisenhower's strategy. 

Brooke and the English supported Montgomery's views and con

veyed them to the American Chiefs. They, however, were 

unwilling to override the decisions made by the theater 

commander. The broad front continued to move inexorably 

but slowly into Germany. On 7 March 1945, the Western 

Allies crossed the Rhine at Remagen. The fortuitous cross

ing at Remagen, which had not been planned or expected, 

made the broad front seem even more appealing to 

Eisenhower. 

Decision: The Elbe, Berlin, and Prague 

The crossing of the Rhine brought to the fore the 

second problem, which had not until then required immediate 

solution. The problem was how far the Anglo-American armies 

should advance to the east, where to halt, and whether that 

advance should include overrunning territories due to be 

evacuated once the cease fire had occurred. 

It was important that the armies approaching each 

other from opposite directions not precipitously collide 

with potentially disastrous results. Eisenhower decided on 

the Elbe River as the line separating Anglo-American from 

Russian operations. In choosing the Elbe, even though it 

would have been simple for the American forces to have 
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advanced further, he had to consider the prior zonal agree

ments—as we have seen—and the military situation as it 

appeared to him. 

By the time Eisenhower entered Germany in March 1945, 

the decisions on the administrative zonal boundaries had 

been ratified at the Second Quebec Conference and at 

Yalta. Eisenhower consequently had no discretion over 

those questions; his immediate problem was the management 

and coordination of his armies as they approached the Red 

Army. After deciding in the latter part of March to push 

to the Elbe River and then move north and south to subdue 

the remains of the Germany army, Eisenhower informed 

Stalin of his plans. Stalin agreed with suspicious alacrity. 

Churchill was indignant and upset when he learned of 

Eisenhower's plans and of his direct communication with 

Stalin. The British Chiefs of Staff were first, however, 

to express their dismay. They sent a message to Washington 

embodying four primary objections; the battle had origi

nally been planned for the northern areas; Eisenhower had 

used improper channels in his message to Stalin; Eisen

hower's plans did not include capture of Berlin; and the 

new plans put British armies in a secondary role. 

Churchill then sent his own message to Roosevelt on 1 

April 1945. In it, he said that in order to avoid future 

Greenfield, ed.. Command Decisions, p. 483. 
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problems with the Russians, the Western Allies "should 

march as far east as possible and that should Berlin be in 

our grasp we should certainly take it. This also appears 

sound on military grounds." The American response was 

not heartening. 

Roosevelt replied to Churchill by again saying that 

the theater commander on the spot had to judge the military 

situation. If Eisenhower, as the Supreme Commander, felt 

the situation demanded a move to the south, Roosevelt would 
2 

support him. 

Eisenhower had not made his plans without careful con

sideration of the situation. He had spoken to General Omar 

Bradley, commander of 12th Army Group on the right flank, 

about the advisability of crossing the Elbe and taking 

Berlin. Bradley had estimated that this move would cost 

the Anglo-American forces 100,000 casualties. To Bradley, 

this was "a pretty stiff price to pay for a prestige object 

especially when we've got to fall back and let the other 
3 

fellow take over." In A Soldiers Story, Bradley explained 

his thinking; 

Winston S. Churchill, Triumph and Tragedy (Boston; 
Houghton Mifflin Company, 1953; Bantam Books, 1962), p. 399. 

2 
Greenfield, ed., Command Decisions, p. 485. 

•̂ Omar N. Bradley, A Soldier's Story (New York: Holt, 
Rinehart and Winston, 1957; New York: Popular Library, 
n.d), p. 523. 
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I could see no political advantage accruing from the 
capture of Berlin that would offset the need for a 
quick destruction of the German Army on our front. 
As soldiers we looked naively on this British incli
nation [the desire to capture Berlin and Prague] to 
complicate the war with political foresight and non-
military objectives.! 

The British continued their campaign to induce the 

Americans to capture Berlin, but they faced stiff resistance 

In a 7 April message to Marshall, Eisenhower said, "But I 

regard it as militarily unsound at this stage of the proceed

ings to make Berlin a major objective, particularly in view 

of the fact that it is only 35 miles from the Russian 

lines ."̂  He then went on to say that he well understood the 

relationship between politics and war; if the Combined 

Chiefs ordered him to take Berlin, he would "cheerfully" 

do so. The Combined Chiefs gave no such order. 

To the middle of April, the debate over preempting 

Russian capture of capitals and territories had been 

esoteric and mainly pursued by the British. This changed 

somewhat with a Drew Pearson "expose" in the Washington 

Post on 22 April. Pearson claimed—rightly—that Americans 

had been in Potsdam on 13 April but had been ordered to 

withdraw in consonance with agreements made at Yalta. 

Harry Hopkins wrote a memorandum to refute Pearson's charge. 

•"•Ibid. 

^Greenfield, ed., Command Decisions, p. 486. 

"̂ Ibid. 
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He maintained that it was absolutely untrue; there had been 

"no agreements at Yalta on the capture of Berlin or any other 

place; and it was militarily impossible for the United 

States to take Berlin because Bradley's forces were 

stretched to the limit." The arguments advanced by both 

Eisenhower and Hopkins opposing the capture of Berlin down

graded certain facts. It is true that the Russians were 

only 35 miles from Berlin, but standing between them and 

Berlin was the Oder River and four German armies.^ Eisen

hower had noted the proximity of the Russians to Berlin on 

7 April, but it was not until 23 April that the Russians 

actually made their first penetration of the defences of 

Berlin itself. Of the military feasibility of capturing 

Berlin, it is only possible to speculate. Given the forces 

exactly as they were arrayed on 7 April, it is probable 

that the Germans could have resisted successfully. On the 

other hand, given the easier terrain for a Western attack 

compared to that facing the Russians, it would appear that 

Eisenhower, had he so desired, could have captured Berlin. 

At the end of April, the same situation repeated itself 

on the borders of Czechoslovakia. The difference here, 

though, was that there was little question of General 

Robert E. Sherwood, Roosevelt and Hopkins; An Initi-
mate History (New York: Harper and Brothers, 1948), 
p. 884. 

Fuller, The Second World War, p. 363. 
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George Patton's ability to move to Prague in force. When 

the matter of capturing Prague arose, Marshall replied with 

the words; "Personally and aside from all logistical, 

tactical, or strategical implications, I would be loath 

to hazard American lives for purely political purposes."""" 

Eisenhower seconded Marshall's feelings by saying, "I 

shall not attempt any move I deem militarily unwise merely 

to gain a political advantage unless I receive specific 

orders from the Combined Chiefs of Staff."^ No such orders 

were forthcoming. Prague, just as had Berlin, fell to the 

Red Army. 

Conclusions 

In this chapter, we have considered Eisenhower's 

momentous decisions—the broad front and the eastern 

limits he set on the advance of his forces—and the factors 

which lay behind those decisions. 

Eisenhower chose to attack along a broad front because 

it appeared to him that this was the best approach to 

defeat the German armies. He was acting entirely within 

the scope of his directions which called upon him to 

destroy the Axis military forces in coordination with the 

other allies. 

Greenfield, ed., Command Decisions, p. 489. 

^Ibid., p. 496. 
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The second decision—to limit the eastward movement 

of Anglo-American forces—came about for a similar reason. 

Eisenhower thought that the military situation called for 

destroying the remainder of the Germany army. It appeared 

to him that those remains were located to the north and to 

the south of his stopping point on the Elbe; the Russians 

would take care of the Germans still opposing them near 

Berlin and in Czechoslovakia. Had there been no considera

tions other than destroying the German army, his decision 

would not be open to criticism. Unfortunately, there 

were other immensely important considerations. 

Eisenhower will stand before the bar of history and 

he will be found wanting for his lack of political under

standing. Although it does not exculpate him, it must be 

remembered that both he and Marshall were products of an 

environment and an American tradition which enjoined 

soldiers against participation in political affairs. Only 

the two Heads of State could have made the decision to 

attack Berlin and Prague. In pointing to Eisenhower's 

foreshortened perspective we must also remember that he 

took his orders from political chiefs. By the war's end, 

with the President of the United States now increasingly 

the arbiter of differences between his country and Great 

Britain, the decision ultimately was made in the United 

States. 



CHAPTER VII 

THE FRUITS OF VICTORY 

Introduction 

We have tried to show in the preceding chapters that 

compromise was the keynote to Anglo-American decision

making. Behind the series of four great compromises, and 

necessitating them, were the divergent attitudes toward 

war and politics held by the two partners. When these 

compromises,which circuitously led the Alliance to the 

beaches of Normandy in June 1944, stopped, they were re

placed by an American dictation of goals and methods which 

governed the final decisions of the war. 

The Alliance Theme 

Once the war ended in Europe with the official sur

render of Germany on 8 May 1945, the United States and 

Great Britain had nominally achieved their goals. The 

fighting capability of their European enemies had been 

destroyed; Germany lay in ruins, occupied by forces of the 

East and of the West. Ostensibly, then, the Grand Alliance 

was successful. It could bask in the sunshine of its vic

tory. But, was the sun real, or was it like that sun 

which barely shows above the horizon, cold and baleful, in 

the early winter of the northlands? Unless we are willing 

134 
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to accept the fact of military victory as synonymous with 

an efficient military strategy and a wisely-shaped political 

future to follow, we must ask whether the Western Allies 

made the best decisions. 

The Compromises 

When the Alliance formed in December 1941, the Allies 

were able to agree readily that they must first defeat 

their European enemies. To do so, they also agreed that 

it would be necessary eventually to attack Germany 

directly. Here the agreement stopped. The United States 

insisted that since Germany was the heart of the problem, 

the solution was easy: paralyze that enemy by direct and 

immediate attack. We saw in Chapter II the reasons why 

the Americans naturally inclined toward this simple solu

tion. The British, on the other hand, with centuries of 

experience in fighting against Continental enemies, with 

the red-tinged memory of Paschendaele and the Somme 

vividly before them, and the stark picture of Dunkirk still 

unfaded, demanded that the Axis first had to be weakened 

from the periphery. The British certainly agreed on the 

eventual necessity of invading Germany—they had said 

this in 1941 before the United States entered the War—but 

to them it was ridiculous to contemplate an invasion in 

1942 while German power was yet ascendant. The Allies 

thus made their first compromise. 
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General Marshall worked until the summer of 1942 to 

persuade the British to mount a quick invasion of France— 

SLEDGEHAMMER. The British refused to undertake it on the 

grounds that the Allies had insufficient forces to give it 

an acceptable degree of success. Roosevelt then decided 

that since it was necessary for political reasons to be 

fighting against the Germans some place in 1942, he would 

accept the British proposal for actions in North Africa. 

Neither he nor Marshall, however, was willing to accept the 

British plan for landings near Tunisia. These landings, 

which the Americans were unwilling to undertake due to fear 

of a Spanish closing of the Mediterranean (by capturing 

Gibraltar), might well have proved decisive. They would 

have allowed the allies to block reinforcement and supply 

of the Axis forces in North Africa; they probably would 

have ended the campaign several months before it actually 

ended. Instead, the action set in train by that first 

compromise lasted until May 1943, seven months after its 

inception. 

The second compromise in many respects stemmed from 

the first. With success assured, although delayed beyond 

original expectation, the Allies met in Casablanca in 

January 1943 to decide on the next operation. The Ameri

cans again called for an immediate invasion of France. 

The British insisted that such an invasion was still not 
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feasible. Since the Allies were close to Italy, why not do 

something to detach her from the Axis? To the Americans, 

Italy was just not very important; if it fell by itself, 

that would be beneficial, but it was not worth the effort 

to force its fall. Both sides, however, did agree that 

they could not quit fighting after North Africa, merely 

concentrating on building their forces for some future 

cross-Channel operation. To solve the differences, Roose

velt and Churchill agreed as a stop-gap to invade Sicily. 

The Americans could justify this decision on the basis 

that it would complete the opening of the Mediterranean to 

Allied shipping. The British could agree because operations 

in Sicily might affect the Italians and, in any event, 

would certainly lead the armies closer to Italy, thus pre

paring the ground for possible further operations there. 

The Sicilian campaign began in July and ended success

fully in August 1943. That is, it ended successfully in 

that the Allies ended up in control of Sicily. At the 

same time, significant German forces escaped across the 

Straits of Messina to augment the additional forces that 

Hitler was already sending to Italy to bolster his shaky 

ally. Because the operations in Sicily had not been 

designed to lead into a further operation, a third compro

mise was now needed. 
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As we saw in Chapter IV, Marshall had insisted that 

planning for operations after Sicily be delayed until the 

campaign there could be evaluated during its actual course. 

In the meantime, the British continued to emphasize the 

benefits of invading Italy while the Americans continued 

to demand a cross-Channel invasion at the earliest date. 

By the time the Allies had achieved success in Sicily, 

it was already too late in the year to begin a cross-

Channel invasion. Again, though, as before, it was obvious 

to both sides that fighting had to continue somewhere, for 

both political and military reasons. Reluctantly, the 

United States agreed to an invasion of Italy designed to 

secure the country from Rome south. But the Americans 

also insisted that BOLERO—the preparation for OVERLORD— 

be given maximum priority. As a consequence, when the 

invasion of Italy began in September it began with limited 

objectives and with limited forces. 

The Italian campaign progressed in precisely the manner 

one would expect a campaign to progress after such an in

auspicious birth. Nine months after the invasion across 

the Straits of Messina, the Allies, despite almost complete 

command of the air and of the sea, had only managed to move 

three hundred miles up the peninsula. The Italian campaign 

effectively ended in August 1944 when the Americans over

ruled the British and withdrew forces from Italy for ANVIL. 
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The fourth great compromise—and the final one of the 

war—was OVERLORD itself. OVERLORD was not a compromise in 

the sense that either partner had rejected participation in 

it. It was a compromise only in its timing. But that one 

factor in the compromise affected operations and planning 

from the days prior to the November 1942 invasion of North 

Africa through to the war's end. It affected North Africa. 

It affected Sicily. It affected Italy. While it did not 

contribute to the success of any of these operations, never

theless, OVERLOi^ spelled the doom of Germany. Finally, it 

also set the stage for the decisions made in the last year 

of the war which were to have such an impact on the world 

in the decades thereafter. 

The Broad Front and the Elbe 

In the last chapter, we examined Eisenhower's decisions 

to move into Germany on a broad front and to limit the east

ward advance of his forces. We saw that he made these 

decisions after British influence within the Alliance had 

declined; after arrangements had been completed for the 

administrative political division of Germany; and while 

awareness of the potential Russian threat had just begun. 

Churchill and Brooke opposed Eisenhower's broad front 

strategy; Roosevelt and Marshall supported it. The decision 

may be evaluated for its military correctness or for the 

ultimate consequences which it produced. 
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Militarily, the advance across France and into Germany 

on a broad front was certainly not spectacular. There was 

nothing Napoleonic about it. It is not reminiscent of the 

campaigns of any of the Great Captains. But, it is very 

reminiscent of Grant's defeat of Lee and of American expe

rience in the last months of World War I. Eisenhower's 

advance lacked glamor in the planning, but it was inexorable 

and it worked. Would the British proposal for a concen

trated, swift attack across the northern plains of Germany 

have produced even better results including, perhaps, a 

quicker end to the war? In theory, it would have. Mont

gomery, though, would have commanded the northern thrust. 

Popular opinion to the contrary, Montgomery, although 

talking a fast game, never had conducted a lightning thrust 

anywhere, despite abundant opportunity at Alamein and in 

the toe of Italy. From today's point of view, this argu

ment is not the most important. Given the circumstances 

and the personalities, on the basis of the evidence, we 

can neither laud nor denigrate Eisenhower's decision. 

Assessing Eisenhower's decision to limit the east

ward advance of his forces, in order to coordinate his 

moves with that of the Russians, is more complicated. 

Eisenhower should have seen the political value of "shaking 

hands with the Russians as far to the east as possible," 

but it is not remarkable that he did not. His American 
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superior, Marshall, did not see it, nor did his President. 

All three were products of an environment which tended to 

disassociate war and politics. There was also a moralistic 

attitude which played its part in their mutual attitude. 

Eisenhower did not see himself fighting to establish a new 

order in Europe of the type for which Metternich and 

Castlereaugh had fought. Eisenhower was on a crusade: 

"Because only by the utter destruction of the Axis was a 

decent world possible, the war became for me a crusade in 

the traditional sense of that often misused word."""" The 

problem did not originate with Eisenhower, though he con

tributed to it. Rather, it was the American way of concept 

tualizing international affairs and the subsequent strategy 

flowing from that concept. 

The War and Grand Strategy 

Looking ahead at any time is difficult, but we defined 

strategy in Chapter I as "the art and science of predicting 

and producing outcomes." "Strategy" is a word often used 

with connotations of military engagements, and sometimes, 

"grand strategy" is used instead to discuss the overall 

political and military policies of a country. The choice 

of terminology is unimportant as long as one keeps sharply 

in mind that it is impossible to have a useful grand 

Eisenhower, Crusade in Europe, p. 157. 
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strategy, strategy, or foreign policy based exclusively on 

either the political branch or the military branch of 

strategy. It is necessary at all times to coordinate the 

two branches. They cannot stand alone. This is not, how

ever, to say that history shows no attempts to divorce one 

from the other. World War II is a prime example of pre

cisely this kind of mistake. 

Part of the definition of strategy is "outcomes." A 

good strategy presupposes selection of desirable and possi

ble long term outcomes. Let us look at the outcomes con

sidered desirable by the Western Allies in 1941. 

Eisenhower's comment about the necessity for the "utter 

destruction of the Axis" summarizes the American position. 

It was very similar to President Wilson's plea in the 

prior war "to make the world safe for democracy." More 

curiously, the British position in World War II was almost 

identical. 

J. F. C. Fuller, in his book The Second World War, 

points out correctly that Britain, since the days of the 

Tudors had chosen her enemies strictly on the basis of 

their potential threat to her. England fought her wars, 

when fighting was unavoidable, not to destroy her momentary 

enemy—which might permanently wreck the balance of power— 

but to bring the enemy to the point where she would be 
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willing to negotiate the peace.^ But this changed with the 

start of World War II. Fuller explains: 

Instead, when on 3rd September, 1939, war was de
clared, the aim was proclaimed a moral one. This 
placed the conflict on to the footing of a crusade, 
that is, of an ideological in contradistinction to 
a political war—a war to annihilate Hitler and 
Hitlerism, as St. George annihilated the Dragon. 
This is made crystal clear in the declaration of 
all parties in the House of Commons.2 

Thus, the two countries of the Grand Alliance, with "invet

erate antipathy" and mesmerized by the evil of Hitler, went 

blindly to war dressed in shining armor and mounted on mag

nificent white chargers. They were predominantly unable 

to see across Germany to the equal peril that lay to the 

East. 

Rather than attain a satisfactory postwar balance of 

power, the Allies set their sights on military victory. 

Only the British—and they only late in the game—showed 

any real appreciation of what had so long been fundamental 

British policy. There are explanations for these failures, 

but they do not exculpate the Alliance leaders. 

Germany, in 1939, should have presented a clear and 

present danger to Great Britain on a scale which would 

encourage maximum British realism. But, instead of concen

trating on the real and obvious danger, the British thought 

Fuller, The Second World War, p. 24. 

2 
Ibid., p. 26. 
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of aiding the Finns against Russia, in addition to fighting 

Germany. The opposition of Sweden and Norway to French and 

English troops crossing their countries to aid Finland ulti

mately saved the day. When Hitler invaded Russia, he 

contributed immensely to an effective coalition against 

Germany. This was not the first time that Russia had allied 

herself with Great Britain: in the Napoleonic conflict, 

she was of immense help in defeating the French Emperor. 

In that war, however, both the Austrians and the British 

accepted Russian help with the greatest care; they were not 

about to exchange one hegemony for another. They even 

eschewed preferred Russian arms at times when those arms 

would have aided greatly the course of their battles. They 

were looking to the future, unlike their twentieth century 

progeny. Where, in the Second World War, had all the 

statesmen gone? 

Churchill, a direct descendant of Marlborough, was so 

blinded by hate of Hitler that he saw little beyond the 

immediate need. It was not until virtually the end of 

the war, when it was too late, that he recovered a sense 

of proportion. That it took the Americans even longer, 

until the actual postwar period, stemmed from the by now 

habitual substitution by Americans of moral for political 

views. Made arrogant by the undeniable power and ability 

of their country, they had forgotten the painful lessons 
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well learnt by their Founding Fathers. That the profes

sional diplomats played little part in forming strategy 

made it even worse. 

There are, then, explanations for the failure of the 

Alliance to discern the proper outcomes for their strategy. 

This leaves the question of whether the methods which they 

chose to produce the actually selected outcomes were 

appropriate. 

In answering this question, we must accept the fact 

that the Alliance did defeat Germany; therefore, the 

Alliance strategy was clearly not completely wrong. Could 

the same result, however, have been achieved at less cost 

or more quickly? To answer this requires a carefully bal

anced review of certain aspects of the war. 

As we have seen, the Americans from the very beginning 

of their involvement in the European war, wanted to mount 

an attack on Germany through France, while the British, by 

contrast, although recognizing the necessity for an eventual 

invasion, wanted to wear down the enemy and then attack at 

his point of greatest weakness. Either approach might in 

principle have proved successful. But the first, if it 

Dean Acheson, among others, has observed that Roose
velt's almost deliberate isolation of the State Department 
meant that the little work which State did on post-war 
planning was done outside the realities of the developing 
situation. Dean Acheson, Present at the Creation (New 
York; Norton and Company, 1969), p. 88. 



146 

turned out to be feasible, would have ended the conflict 

more quickly than the second. 

Could an invasion of France in 1942 or 1943 have been 

successful, as the Americans argued, or was the British 

view that 1943 or 1944 was soon enough correct? Determin

ing the feasibility of these alternative approaches is thus 

a prerequisite to a satisfactory answer. Although it is 

manifestly impossible to give a definitive answer to such 

a question, we know now that the Germans continued to in

crease production subsequent to 1942 and 1943. We also 

know that they had not committed all their potential man

power to arms at that time. It is also clear that the east-

west communications available to the Germans could have 

allowed them to shift forces from one front to another 

with relative ease. In other words, until the German heavy 

involvement in the logistically more difficult Mediterranean 

theater, the Germans had all the classic advantages of in

terior lines of communications. Could the Allies have 

overcome these advantages if the Mediterranean theater had 

remained restricted to Egyptian-Libyan operations? General 

Eisenhower, who early in the argument had recommended a 1942 

cross-Channel invasion, concluded later that they could not. 

"Later developments have convinced me that those who held 

the SLEDGEHAMMER operation to be unwise at the moment were 
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correct in their evaluation of the problem.""^ He also said 

that "production limitations alone ruled out any possibility 

of a full-scale invasion in 1942 or early 1943."^ This 

appears to be a correct judgment about the logistical 

situation. 

The British were, of course, against an earlier direct 

assault for quite different reasons. Until the late summer 

of 1944, they continued to push hard for more emphasis in 

the Italian and Mediterranean theaters. Had this been 

accepted, it appears that the positions which were not 

reached in Italy until June 1944 could have been attained 

much earlier. A few more divisions and landing craft almost 

certainly would have provided the additional impetus needed. 

If this had occurred, the Germans might have exhausted 

themselves in the difficult Italian theater. Then the 

German satellite countries might have thrown off the yoke 

sooner than they did. Turkey might have entered the war. 

The possibilities are endless. If the British had had 

their way, the Allies might even have attacked through the 

Ljubljana Gap, giving the Russians less opportunity to 

establish hegemony over Southern and Central Europe. This 

is a definite possibility. It is important to remember 

Eisenhower, Crusade in Europe, p. 71. 

2 
Ibid., p. 53. 
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here, however, that this move was not suggested at the time 

by the British as a counter to Russian advances. It was 

considered strictly as a measure which the British thought 

would hasten the collapse of Germany, and it must be judged 

on this basis. In any event, these related issues will 

probably never be authoritatively resolved. The weight of 

the evidence is, however, on the British side of the 

question. 

In this story of Allied prosecution of the war in 

Europe, we see no semblance of a grand strategy on the part 

of the Western partners. The military strategy selected 

by the Western Allies was in every instance, until OVERLORD 

itself, based upon a compromise between the two countries, 

and as such, never squarely addressed the long-term prob

lems presented by each operation. Due to compromise, long-

term plans were driven by short-term considerations. This 

was flexibility at its worst. The Russians may or may not 

have been consciously planning all their moves for maximum 

advantage in the post-war period. It is difficult to 

imagine, however, how the Russians could have profited more 

than they did even with the finest planning and foresight 

possible. Whether or not the Allied decision to postpone 

an invasion of France was correct, other decisions of the 

West simply played into their hands. 
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A few other observations are in order. Throughout 

this period, the Americans distrusted the British, never 

believing that the Island Nation was sincere in its desire 

to undertake the cross-Channel invasion. It is not diffi

cult to see why this distrust existed, but it is now clear 

that it was groundless. Part of it was due to personality 

clashes such as those between Brooke and King. Aside from 

this aspect of personality, there was also the soldier-

statesman dichotomy. 

In this case though, the soldier-statesman dichotomy 

was not evident by the clothes men wore. Roosevelt was as 

military minded as Marshall and Marshall was as politically 

minded as Roosevelt. Brooke showed considerable perspicac

ity in matters of state and Churchill was an odd blend of 

soldier-statesman. While the war against Germany was based 

on an almost purely military strategy, the soldiers had no 

monopoly of it. We must conclude that it is next to im

possible to determine on the basis of striped pants or 

epaulettes what an individual's grasp of grand strategy 

might be. 

The Lessons 

A study of past events is only of value, aside from 

any historical interest, if we can draw lessons from it 

applicable to the present and future. From the prosecution 
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Of World War II, we can derive many lessons. There are two, 

however, of supreme value. The first is the difficulties 

which beset waging coalition warfare at any time; the second 

is the indispensable need for a sound coalition to find a 

long term grand strategy which looks beyond the war to the 

peace which will inevitably follow it. 

Coalition warfare is a trying experience. That it was 

so for the Americans and the British, despite shared values, 

culture, and language, only serves to emphasize the point. 

Imagine the problems which would beset two allied nations 

of more divergent background or with different languages. 

Recognition of the difficulty of this problem is half the 

battle in avoiding failing to solve it. The solution must 

depend on the circumstances. 

When, in the summer of 1944, the United States became 

preponderant in men and equipment, it became for all prac

tical purposes the senior partner and that fact had its 

effects. Although differences of opinion did not end, 

long debates over strategy did. The Americans decided. 

Thereafter, the military strategy, for good or for ill, 

was at least coherent, which it certainly was not before 

the summer of 1944. If, in comparable future situations, 

one partner can be acknowledged as the primus inter pares, 

it may prevent the confusion and vacillation prevalent in 

the Grand Alliance of World War II. The results, though. 
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Will depend upon the senior partner's grasp of grand 

strategy. 

The over-riding requirement for an agreed and sound 

grand strategy is the most important lesson to be derived 

from a study of the experiences of Great Britain and the 

United States in World War II. Had there been a sound 

Alliance Grand Strategy, the world would certainly be dif

ferent today. The Alliance would have been able to have 

looked calmly and rationally beyond the immediate danger 

then posed by Germany. Had it done so, it would have recog

nized that, "A Russian state from the Urals to the North 

Sea can be no great improvement over a German state from 

the North Sea to the Urals." The lessons and the rules 

of grand strategy, known to the discerning since the days 

of Alexander the Great, might have been applied more 

effectively in order to steer the Ship of State safely 

down the edying currents of the tumultous history of our 

times. 

Nicolas J. Spykman, America's Strategy in World 
Politics: The United States and the Balance of Power 
(New York: Harcourt Brace and Company, 1942), p. 440. 
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