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ent sumraary covers
simply to D-Day.

fim

(o)

1 See note at beginning of first statistical summary p. 75. The
the period from Pearl Harbour to the end of the war, inst
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348 FROM PEARL HARBOUR TO NORMANDY

(b) Personal Expenditure on Consumers’ Goods and Services at 1938
Prices £ million

1938 | rg9qr | 1942 | 1943 | 1944 | I945
1. Food . . . . .| r,287| 1,036 | 1,086 | 1,061 | 1,120 | 1,136
2. Alcoholic beverages . . 285 287 267 270 274 297
3. Tobacco . . . 177 196 206 20. 205 225
4. Rent, rates and water charges . 497 502 497 49 503 506
. Fuel and light . . . 197 205 199 187 193 198
6. Household goods . 288 163 123 107 100 122
7. Clothing . . - 446 275 273 237 275 279
8. Books, newspapers & magazines 64 6r ?g g 73 77
. Private motoring . . 127 30 25
12. Travel . . . . . 163 148 174 186 188 215
11. Communication services . . 29 27 gx 37 42 40
12. Entertainments . . . 64 75 7 89 90 94
13. Other services . . 483 418 374 350 343 269
14. Other goods . . . 177 131 109 110 113 120
15. Income in kind of the armed
forces . . . 17 98 106 136 152 146
16. Total of above items . .| %295 | 3652 | 3,612 | 3,557 | 3,679 | 3,849
17. Adjustment® ., . . . -7 9 28 34 27 72
18.Total . . . . .| 4288| 367r| 3,640 3,501 | 3,706 | 3,921

Source: Cmd. 7371 and Central Statistical Office

(c) Average weekly Government War Expenditure: Exchequer Issues
Jor Defence and Vote of Credit Expenditure

£ thousands
1939 December . . . 29,700
1941 December . . . 87,800
1942 December . . 95,600
1943 December . . . 82,400
1944 December . . . 91,100

Source: Central Statistical Office

(d) Central Government Expenditure, Revenue and Borrowing

. Revenue as
Calendar £ million percentage
years of expendi-
Expenditure] Revenue ‘Borromng ture
1938 1,040 893 147 86
1941 5,052 2,172 2,880 43
1942 457 2,635 2,822 48
1943 ,047 3,139 2,508 52
1944 6,078 3,328 2,750 55
1945 5583 3203 2,290 59

Source: Cmd. 7371 and Central Statistical Office

! The figures relate as far as possible to expenditure met out of personal income including
that of charities and other non-profit-making bodies as well as of individuals. The figures
for individual categories relate to purchases in this country even when made by Dominion
and Allied troops. On the other hand, they do not include consumers’ expenditure abroad
out of British personal income, Item 17 is a rough adjustment for these items,
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(¢) Proportion of Personal Income Required to Meet Taxation

£ million

t~938 1941 | 1942 1043 1044 1945

Personal income . . . .| 4#88¢ | 6,508 | 7,200 | 7,721 | 8,072 | & 411

Direct tax payments . . 439 770 | 879 | 1,145 | 1,328 | 1,394

Indirect taxes on consumpuon . 6rr | 1,045 1 199 1,282 | 1,294 | .25

Less Subsidies to consumption .| —36 | —137 | —168 | —188 | —202 | —~249
Total tax payments out of pemonal

income . 1,014 | 1,678 | 1,910 | 2,239 | 2,420 | 2,504
Tax payments as a percentagc of pcr-

sonal income . 2r 26 27 29 30 30

Note: = Therisein the proportion of tax payments to private income was not all due to
increases in rates of taxation; it also reflected the increased consumption of highly
taxed goods and semc&s——-beer tobacco, entertainments.

Source: Cmd. 7371 and Central Statistical Office

(f) Prices and Wages

Weekly wage
rates: Average
estimated weekly | Cos. of | Price index | Import | Export | Wholesale
increase 1n |earningsin| living | of total | prices | prices | prices
all indus- | certain in-|Sept. 1 | consumers’ | 1938 | 1938 | Aug. 1939
triest dustries® | =100 |expenditure| =100 | =100 | =100
Sept. 1, 1939 | Oct. 1938 1938=100
which=100 =100
1939 Sept. | 100 — 100 —_ — — 108
1941 Dec. 123-124 146 130 | Year 194r | 164 152 I59
=134
1942 Dec. - 132 165 129 | Year 1942 | 179 178 164,
=143
1943 Dec. 137~138 179 128 | Year 1943 | 188 19¥ 166
=147
1944 Dec. 145-146 176 130 | Yearig44 | 195 197 170
=150
1945 June 148-149 180 132 }Yea.r 1945 | N.A, | NA. 173
1945 Dec. | 152-153 r7¢ | s |) T8 | g | a9g | 173

N.A.=Not Available.
Source: Central Statistical Office

! Some small industries are omitted. Figures for wage rates relate to the end of the
previous month in order to make them comparable with the cost-of-living index which
relates to the beginning of the month mentioned.

2 The figures t the average earnings, including bonus, overtime, etc. and before
deduction ofmcommpr:!gxormsurance, in one week in January and July of each year.
Administrative and clerical workers and other salaried persons are excluded.
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2. MANPOWER

(a) Total Population of Great Britain

Thousands
1939 | 1941 | 1942 | 1943 | 1044
TotAL. . .| 46,466 | 46,875 | 47,039 | 47,300 | 47,627
0-13 . . . 9,231 9,101 9,091 9,150 9,239
M. 14-64
F. 14-59 31,923 | 32,245 | 32,259 | 32,285 | 32,386
M. o5 and 2‘;2’;} 5312 | 5529 | 5688 | 5865 | 6,002
MaALESs. . . | 22,332 | 22,600 | 22,656 | 22,770 | 22,975
0-13 . . . 4672 | 4,615 | 4,614 | 4,648 | 4,698
14-64 . .| 15,887 | 16,140 | 16,140 | 16,155 | 16,261
65 and over . 773 | 1,845 1,901 1,967 2,016
FEMALES . .| 24,134 | 24,275 | 24,383 | 24,530 | 24,652
0-13 . . .| 4559 | 4486 | 4477 | 4502 | 4,541
14-59 . . | 16,036 | 16,105 | 16,119 | 16,130 | 16,125
60 and over - | %539 | 3684 | 3787 | 3898 | 3,986

(1) The figures have been given for Great Britain only, to correspond as closely
as possible with the tables given elsewhere showing the distribution of manpower
by industry. It should be noted however that in the manpower tables the ('I:gures
for the armed forces include an unknown number of recruits from outside Great
Britain (mainly from Northern Ireland and Eire) who are not included in the total
population figures above.

(2) The figures for 1939 exclude men serving overseas in the armed forces and
merchant navy (estimated at between 200,000 and 250,000). From 1940 onwards
all members of the armed forces and merchant navy are included, whether at
home or overseas. Prisoners of war in enemy hands are included in 1g44, but
are mainly excluded from earlier figures.

Source: Ceentral Statistical Office
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(b) Distribution of Labour Force of Working Age in Great Britain

@ Thousands
Fune Fune June June June June
1939 | 1941 | 1942 | 1943 | 1044 | 1045
Working population :
Total . . . 19,750 | 21,332 | 22,056 | 22,286 | 22,008 | 21,649
Men . . . | 14,656 | 15,222 | 15,141 | 15,032 | 14,001 | 14,881
Women . . . .| 5094 | 6,rro| 6,915 | 7,254 | 7,707 | 6,768
Armed Forces: '
Total 480 | 3,383 | 4091 | 4,762 | 4,967 | 5,090
Men . . . . 460 | 3278 | 3,784 | 4,300 | 4,500 | 4,653
Women . . . . — 105 307 462 467 437
Civil Defence, N.F.S. and
Police:
Total 8o 383 384 323 282 129
Men . . . . 8o 324 304 253 225 12
Women . . . . — 59 8o 70 57 15

Group I Industries:

Total 3,706 | 4240 | 4,990 | 5,233 | 5011 | 4,346
Men . . . .| 2600 | 3140 | 8,285 | 3,305 | 3,180 | 2,801
Women . . . . 506 | 1,000 | 1,705 | 1,928 | 1,831 1,455

Group IT Industries:

Total 4,683 | 4,845 | 4983 | 5,027 | 5,100 | 5,191

Men - £006 | 3,856 | 3763 | 3,686 | 3,710 | 3,762

Women . . . . 587 9% | 1,220 | 1,341 1,390 1,429
Group 11T Industries:

Total . . . .| 10131 | 8283 | 7,520 | 6,861 | 6,574 | 6,752

Men . . . 6,387 | 4524 | 3943 | 3,430 | 3:232 | 3,368

Women . . . .| 374¢| 3759 | 3577 | 3431 | 3,342 | 3,384
Registered Insured

Unemployed :

Total . . 1,270 198 87 60 54 103

Men . . . .| o013 100 61 4% 40 68

Women . . . . 257 98 26 1 i4 35
Ex-Service men and women l

not yet in employment: |

Total . . . — — — 20 20 40

Men — — — 13 1g 27

Women . i — 7 i 13
Note: (1) The figures include men aged 14-64 and women aged 14~59, excluding

those in private domestic service. Part-time women workers are included, two
being counted as one unit. The figures refer to Great Britain only, except for the
armed forces which include an unknown number of volunteers from Northern
Ireland, Eire, etc.

(2) Group I covers metal manufacture, engineering, motors, aircraft and other
vehicles, shipbuilding and ship-repairing, metal goods manufacture, chemicals,
explosives, oils, etc.

Group II covers agriculture, mining, National and Local Government services,
gas, water and electricity supply, transport and shipping.

Group III covers food, drink and tobacco, textiles, clothing and other manu-
factures, building and civil engineering, distribution trades, commerce, banking
and other services.

Source: Ministry of Labour and National Service and Central Statistical Office
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(i) Thousands
}'Mz‘d-rggg | Mid-1943 ‘ Mid-1945

Total Labour Foice . . . 19,750 22,286 21,649
Armed forces and Civil Defence . . 560 5,085 5,217
Supplies and equipment for the Forces. 1,270 5,121 3,830

Group I Industries . 1,070 4,310 3,132
Group I11Industries . . . 200 811 698
Manufactures for Export . . 990t 252 410
Group I Industries . . o 450 9o 200
Group I1I Industries . . . 540 162 210
Manufactures for the Home Market . 4,555 2,373 2,580
Other Industries and Services . . 11,105 9,375 9,469
Unemployed . . . . 1,270 60 103
Ex-service not yet employed . . —_ 20 40

Source: Central Statistical Office

3. SUPPLIES FROM ABROAD

(@) United Kingdom External Disinvestment

(as far as recorded : probably an underestimate)
£ mullion

Jan.~June Total : Sgpt.
1941 | 1942 | 1043 | 1044 | yous | 1939-Fune

1945
Realisationof external capital assets | 274 | 227 | 189 | 143 63 1,118
Increase in external liabilities? 2 . | 564 | 519 | 647 | 608 282 2,879

Decrease or increase (—) in gold
and U.S. dollar reserves 3 ¢ .

—23 | =75 |—150 | —99 —32 152
Unallocated . . . . 5 3 3 1t 16 49
ToTAL . . . .| 820 674 | 68g l 663 l 329 4,198

Note:  The figures given in the above table are those in Cmd. 6707 and are the only
ones at present available. The totals given in Cmd. 70gg for the years 194045 are

however slightly smaller so that the figures in the table will need slight adjustment
throughout.

! In addition, it is estimated that in 1939 160,000 workers were producing coal for
€Xport; in 1943 to 1945, the number was about 12,000.

* Comprising banking liabilities less assets, and funds held in the United Kingdom as
cover for overseas currencies, etc,

® After deduction of outstanding liabilities to provide gold against sterling liabilities and
of liabilities to convert U.$.A. holdings of sterling into dollars on demand.

4 Gold valued at 172s. 3d. per ounce fine and dollars at £1=84.03.
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(b) United States Lend-Lease to the British Empire
$ million
1941 1945
I (March | 1942 1943 1944 | (Jan.— | Total
~Dec.) Aug.)
Ships (sail away) 65 195 | 1,078 540 229 | 2,107
Munitions destined for:
United Kingdom . 86 987 | 2,797 | 3,807 971 | 8,648
Rest of Empire and other
war theatres 100 | 1,158 | 2,131 | 2,204 | 1,203 | 6,886
Other goods destined for:
United Kingdom i 576 | 1,404 | 1,782 ,405 1,275 | 7,442
Rest of Empire . 10 227 436 583 390 | 1,646
Services 245 786 807 1,137 369 | 3.344
Total aid to British Empn'e 1,082 | 4,757 | 9,031 10,766 | 4,437 |30.073
Aid to Russia . 20 | 1,376 | 2,436 | 4,074 | 2,764 |10,670
Aid to other countries. ! 2,872
Total Lend-Lease aid . 43,615

Source: Central Statistical Office

(¢) Comparison of Lend-Lease Aid to the British Empire and
Reciprocal Aid to the United States up to Vf-Day

In § millions In £ millions sterling
Lend-lease | Reciprocal | Lend-lease | Reciprocal
aid from U.S.| aid to U.S. |aid from U S. | aid to U.S.
UK.:
Ships and construction 2,107 g10 301 227
Military stores . | 13,823 2,014 1,975 288
Petroleum. : 1,850 ! 1,187 4621 297
Other goods | 6,263 1 361 1,5661 90
Services 2,980 1,195 745 299
Torar 27,023 5,667 5049 1,201
Australia . 1,570 1,041 296 216
New Zealand ’271 ’24,8 52 54
South Africa . 296 1 53 -3
India . . . | 913 610 178 134
ToraL . l 30,073 7,567 5,628 1,605
Nore: Conversion from dollars to pounds sterling and conversely at §7 to £1 for

military stores (including ships) and at $4 to £1 for all other goods and services.

Source: R. G. D. Allen, ‘Mutual Aid between the U.S. and the
British Empire’, Journal of the Royal Statistical Society,
Part II1, 1946.

! Approximate division between petroleum and other goods.

% Less than £o-5 million,
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(d) Exports of Produce and Manufacture of the United Kingdom

Value as recorded Index of volume
£ million 1935=100

Year

Including | Excluding | Including Excluding

munitions | munitions | munitions | munitions
1938 470°8 98
1941 365'¢ 55
1942 391°4 271°3 52 36
1943 337'5 2335 42 29
1944 3283 266-3 38 31
1945 434'5 399°3 49 45

NoTe: (1) As the figures up to the end of 1941 do not show munitions separately, it is
impossible to get comparable figures.
(2) The index of volume is calculated on quantities revalued at 135 prices and
expressed as a percentage of the quarterly average in 1935.
Source: Board of Trade

(©) Shipping
(i) Gains and losses of non-tankers on the British Register or on time
charter to the United Kingdom
(1,600 gross tons and over) Thousand gross tons

. Net gains (+
Gains Losses or 15&“3 ((__)
1941 1st Quarter 783 969 —186
and Quarter 733 1,264 =531
grd Quarter 787 625 + 162
gth  Quarter 638 392 +246
1942 15t Quarter 546 826 —280
end Quarter 607 958 —351
3 822 1,363 —541
4th Quarter 626 1,374 —748
1943 15t Quarter 729 —187
a2nd Quarter gz; 548 + 95
grd Quarter 830 406 +424
4th Quarter 977 334 +643
1944 Ist Quarter 70! 242 + 461
2nd Quarter 77 212 -+ 566
grd Quarter 375 352 + 23
4th Quarter 431 211 ~+220

NotTe: (1) Gains cover new construction, new charters, transfers, captures, etc,
{2) Losses cover enemy action, marine risk, termination of charter, transfer, etc.
(3) Figures of loss are given by date of notification and not by date of
occurrence,
(4) The figures from the fourth quarter of t -
parg.blemthgtuhecar om 4 e fourth quarter of 1943 onwards are not strictly com:
(5) ngm in this table are not comparable with the figures in Table 3(d) of
the statis summary to Part III. There, th f
onlytant:sh ry Vo e figures for gains and losses refer
(6) It is mpwtanxmmalxsethatﬁguraforgamsareno ide to the post~
war position as they include ships due to be returned after the sv‘?ar pes
{7) For definition of gross tons and deadweight tons, see p. 8o above,
Source: Central Statistical Office
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(ii) Gains and losses of tankers on the British Register, Allied and neutral
tankers on time charter to the United Kingdom and other Allied tankers
under the control of the Allied Governments?

Thousand deadweight tons

. Net gain (+)

Gains Losses or loss (—)
1942 1st Quarter 62 598 —536
2nd Quarter 164 599 —435
grd Quarter 117 344 —a27
4th Quarter 130 27 —148
1943 15t Quarter 110 349 —239
a2nd Quarter 95 132 — 37
grd Quarter 55 87 — 32
4th Quarter 139 54 + 85
1944 1st Quarter 199 82 +117
end Quarter 110 42 + 68
grd Quarter 69 72 - 3
4th Quarter g6 30 + 66

Note: (1) Figures are given by date of notification and not by date of occurrence.
(2) The figures from the fourth quarter of 1943 onwards are not strictly com-
parable with the earlier figures. Source: Central Statistical Office

(iiiy Employment of non-tankers on the British Register or on time charter
to the United Kingdom

(1,600 gross tons and over) Thousand gross tons

Trading
Allocated | Coasting | between | Repairing | Importing
to the trade of | countries or Services Total®
End of Month | Fighting | U.K. and | other than |damaged®4 of U.K.5
Services? Eire the U.K.
and Eire
1941 September | 3,995 314 2,505 2,045 7114 15,973
1941 December | 4,341 373 2,677 2,041 6,787 16,219
1942 March 4,828 322 2,814 2,073 5,902 15,939
June 4,405 394 3:322 1,795 5,672 15,588
September| 4,715 306 3,475 1,563 4,988 15,047
December | 4,840 325 2,824 2,343 3,967 14,299
1943 March 4,591 309 2,158 2,070 4,984 14,112
June 4,829 260 2,406 1,512 5,200 14,207
September| 4,709 317 3,289 1,500 4,816 14,631

Source: Central Statistical Office
The series of figures in the last table was discontinued after September 1943. The follow-
ing table shows the employment figures analysed differently.

1i.e. tankers under the control of the Belgian, Dutch, Greek and Norwegian Govern-
ments.

2 Excluding vessels under repair other than naval commissioned vessels. A part of the
tonnage in this column brought commercial cargoes to the United Kingdom on completion
of the outward voyage (see note 5).

3 Including a small tonnage allocated but not yet delivered.

¢ This column includes all vessels other than naval commissioned vessels out of em-
ployment.

8 This column includes vessels which brought imports to the United Kingdom but which
were allocated on the outward voyage to the fighting Services or which had previously
been trading between countries other than the Unit i and Eire. In addition to
the figures in this column, certain of the vessels still under allocation to the fighting services
for the homeward voyage were bringing imports to the United Kingdom,
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(f) Imports under Departmental Programmes
(excluding wmporis from Eire)
Million tons
Non-tanker Imports
v Tanker
inistry | Ministry | Munitions | Imports?
Total of of Miscella-
Food Supply neous

Quarterly average, 1934-38 . | 13'75 55 65 175 ¢

Quarterly average, 1947 . 76 37 38 o2 34

1942 1st Quarter 58 30 2-7 016 29

2nd Quarter 64 33 2-9 0'19 2-3

grd Quarter 6-2 2-5 35 022 30

4th Quarter 46 1°9 25 020 28

1943 1st Quarter 4°5 20 2:2 026 2:7

2nd Quarter 72 34 32 059 3-8

grd Quarter 7:8 32 39 068 52

4th Quarter 7'1 30 36 048 36

Quarterly average, 1944 . « 63 2+7 2-9 o 6o 51
Quarterly average, first half

of 1945 . . . €2 29 29 043 50

Year 1941 30°5 147 150 078 136

Year 1942 22°9 10°6 11°5 08 10°7

Year 1943 26-4 115 12-8 20 15°1

Year 1944 25°1 11°0 11-8 244 20'5

Source: Central Statistical Office

1 Petroleum products, molasses, unrefined whale oil and industrial alcohol. From
January 1943 acetone is included.
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CHAPTER XIII

THE NEW PROPORTIONS
OF THE WAR

(1)
Economic Aspects of the New Alliances

P to June 1941 the British had shouldered the main strategical
l , and economic burdens of the war. In December 1941 they

were still shouldering the main economic burden. However,
from that time onwards, ‘World War II’, as the Americans named it,
began really to live up to its name. It encircled the whole earth. In
this global war, Britain maintained still 2 prominent, but no longer
the dominant, position. The present chapter will outline in broad
economic terms what this new position was.

The Second World War never became completely ‘one war’.
Between China and Germany there were never active hostilities ; be-
tween Soviet Russia and Japan there was a pact of neutrality which
lasted up to the very eve of Japan’s overthrow. Even in Europe, there
was a marked separateness between the operations in the east and
those in the south and west. Thanks chiefly to the persistent efforts of
Mr. Churchill and President Roosevelt, personal contact was estab-
lished with the Soviet leaders and some degree of co-ordination was
achieved between the Russian and British-American offensives; but
Moscow remained aloof—even further aloof than geography dictated
—from the concerted war-planning of Washington and London.

If this were a military history, it would lay the heaviest possible
stress upon Soviet Russia’s military services to Britain; but, since it
is an economic history, it must review, even if briefly, Britain’s
economic services to Soviet Russia. Russian resistance to the German
attack brought an immense easement of the strategical burden the
British were carrying, but added to the economic burden. Supplies
to Russia became an urgent British commitment and large quantities
were promptly despatched, including 450 aircraft, 22,000 tons of
rubber, three million pairs of boots and considerable stocks of tin,
aluminium, jute, lead and wool—all these before the end of Septem-
ber. In that month, British and American delegations went to
Moscow to receive a more formal statement of Russian requirements
and to assess their combined capacity to supply them.

359
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A study of the routes by which British and American supplies
reached Russia would make in itself| if space permitted, a fascinating
chapter of this history. The Arctic convoys to the White Sea ports
underwent the most dramatic vicissitudes of fortune. In these con-
vyoys British merchant ships predominated at the beginning and
American merchant ships at the end; from beginning to end the
escorting warships were British. Up to the early days of March 1942,
only one merchant ship was lost out of 110 despatched ; at that time
the deficiencies of Russian port capacity were a greater hindrance to
the flow of supplies than were the German surface vessels, submarines
and aircraft based on Norway. This situation changed when the days
grew longer and when the size of convoys was increased through
American anxiety to make good their backlog of deliveries. The
famous convoy P.Q.17, which sailed for the White Sea ports at the
time of almost continuous Arctic daylight at the end of June, lost
twenty-two of its thirty-three merchant ships. The next convoy,
postponed until mid-September, lost thirteen of its forty ships,
though the Germans also lost heavily in aircraft.! Thereafter, shipping
requirements for the invasion of North Africa necessitated an interrup-
tion of the Arctic convoys until mid-December. Such an interruption
meant that a sizeable amount of tonnage lay idle for months in
Russian ports; for there was a two-way convoy movement and ships
leaving Murmansk had to meet those leaving Scotland and Iceland
somewhere off the North Cape. The Russian convoys were suspended
at times in later years, in 1943 for the invasion of Italy, in 1944 for the
invasion of Normandy ; but German interference from Norway was
never again a major cause of loss and delay. From November 1943
to February 1944, five convoys were run with the loss of only three
ships out of a total of 191,2 and, when activity on the northern route
was resumed after the invasion of Normandy, convoys of between
thirty and forty ships were run virtually without loss at regular inter-
vals of from four to five weeks.

The drama of the Persian Gulf supply route to Russia was of a
different kind ; here there was no need for fighting, but great need
for constructional work to increase the capacity of Persian ports,
railways and roads. For the first twelve months, the burden of this
work was carried by the British; but by an agreement of September
1942 the United States Persian Gulf Service Command took over the
greater part of it. Interruptions on the Arctic route were a powerful
stimulus to American and British efforts to develop the Persian Gulf
route to its maximum capacity at the greatest possible speed; at the
same time, a balance had to be struck between Russian requirements

1 The .Admixalty’s estimate was thirty-six German aircraft lost.
* During the passage of J.W. 55B, the Stharnhorst was sunk by units of the Home Fleet.
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and those of the Persian population and of the British Tenth Army,
which was guarding that important strategical area. The achievement
was impressive. In the summer of 1942 clearance of supplies to Russia
over the Persian route was 15,000 tons a month. By the end of the
year it had risen to 45,000 tons. By the summer of 1943 it had risen
to 170,000 tons. In the summer of 1944 it reached the peak figure of
200,000 tons a month,

Other Middle Eastern supply routes were experimentally tried, or
at least explored ; but they were all of minor importance. In North
Pacific waters, however, there was a third supply route of very great
importance. Its existence gives striking illustration both of the global
nature of the war and of its curious incompleteness. It was the pact
of neutrality, maintained almost until the end of the war between
Japan and the U.S.8.R., which gave full value to Vladivostok as a
port of entry for American and also (in minor degree) Australian
supplies. At the beginning, the supplies were carried chiefly in
United States ships ; but the risk of loss through Japanese interception?
prompted the Americans to transfer large numbers of ships to the
Soviet flag, which gave immunity from Japanese attack.? By the last
quarter of 1944, United States and Canadian supplies were travelling
along this route at the rate of 297,000 tons a month. Meanwhile, the
close neighbourhood of Soviet and United States territory was demon-
strated through the delivery of combat aeroplanes by direct flight
from Nome in Alaska to airfields in eastern Siberia. This was the
main air route used by the Americans in fulfilment of their protocol
commitments; in addition they made use of the air route via the
Atlantic and Africa.

In the total of supplies delivered over all routes to Russia, the shares
of Britain and the United States were at the beginning approxi-
mately equal ; but the American share progressively increased until it
became in the end by far the larger one. What Russia required and
what the Western Allies were able to supply were defined in a series
of Protocols. The first Protocol, signed at Moscow early in October
1941, ran from that date until the following June ; the later Protocols
ran from 1st July in each year until the end of June in each following
year. Each Protocol listed the specific supplies to be delivered, the
monthly rates of delivery to be aimed at and the totals for the whole
period. There were, however, various reservations which gave some
flexibility to the engagements that had been undertaken. For example,
the first Protocol bound the supplying countries to provide the goods
that were specified, not the shipping to carry them. Russia however

! Although the risk was always present, the Japanese in fact sank only two merchant
ships on this route throughout the whole period of its use,

3 During the period of the second Protocol, sixty-four ships were transferred.
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proved unable to provide merchant ships or escorts; Britain and the
United States therefore supplied both.* The first Protocol also made
provision for consultation between the three countries if any change
in the war situation or shift in the borders of defence should make
necessary a readjustment of the arrangements that had been made.
Clauses which were similar in principle, if not in detail, were embodied
in the later Protocols also.

What the Russians needed most urgently in the autumn of 1941
was quick and effective reinforcement of their fighting equipment. At
that time, four of their large aircraft factories, two from the Ukraine
and two from the Leningrad area, were being evacuated and erected
elsewhere; in a message to the Prime Minister, Marshal Stalin stated
that they would not be in production again for seven or eight months
at the earliest. Russian production about this time was down from
seventy to eighty aircraft a day to approximately thirty a day. Air-
craft took first place among Russian requirements and Britain and
America undertook to supply them, on a -fifty basis, at the
rate of 400 a month, in the ratio of three bombers to one fighter.> The
Russians were also in urgent need of tanks which the two western
powers, again on a fifty-fifty basis, agreed to supply at the rate of
500 a month;3 in addition, the British agreed to supply ‘tankettes’
(bren gun carriers) at the rate of 200 monthly. Of materials, the
Russians were in special need of aluminium; the Americans under-
took to supply 23,000 tons of it during the Protocol period and the
British 18,000 tons, which would be procured for the most part from
Canada.* The American commitment for machine tools was con-
siderably higher than the British and in the event the Americans
supplied 2,652 machines during the nine-months period while the
British supplied 1,210. Both countries undertook extensive miscella-
neous commitments for the supply of raw materials, food-stuffs and
medical supplies. There were besides various supplementary require-
ments which did not figure in the Protocol : for example, the Russians
made an unexpected request for anti-gas respirators. A million and a

* Although Britain and America bound themselves merely to make the listed supplies
‘available at centres of production’, thereby refusing guarantee of shipment, they promised
to ‘help with the delivery’. At no time during the war were the Russians able to contribute
merchant shipping or naval vessels to the Allied cause.

2 These proportions were subsequently reversed.

3 Under the Protocol, no more than half the total were to be light tanks. The types
actually sent from the United Kingdom were Tetrarchs, Matildas and Valentines, with
some shipments of Churchills in May and June 1g42. As late as the third Protocol (July
1948~June 1944) the Russians essed a preference for British tanks over American,
because (so it transpired later) of the more generous British provision of spare parts. They
alsophsho;re?_ '1 suty?f m;paefu‘enee f(l’:a Valentines, even zrhcz;l obsolescent, owing to the
sumplicity of the becaus alread i num wishi
far as possible to standardise. o having y consicerable bers, they odso

¢In the third Protocol and thereafter Canada was a directly contracting party.
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half were promptly despatched from Britain. And the provision of
spare parts became increasingly important.

After Pearl Harbour, some of the engagements listed in the Protocol
were modified; for example, by arrangement with the Combined
Raw Materials Board and with Russian agreement, the monthly
quotas of rubber and tin were reduced from 6,000 and 1,500 tons to
2,000 and 1,000 tons respectively. It seemed for a time as if the
whole programme might fail; on the morrow of Pearl Harbour
the Americans suspended all deliveries and, although they soon
resumed them, it was some months before they caught up with
the target rates of delivery. But in the end they made good most
of the lost time. By and large, the programme of the first Protocol
was fulfilled.

When the time approached for negotiating the second Protocol, the
British would have wished to apply to Russia the same methods of
allocation to which they themselves were subjected—that is, to get
the Russians to justify their requirements by submitting facts and
figures, whether through the mechanism of the Combined Boards or
in some other way. The Americans thought that for political reasons
this procedure would not work. In the end, both countries made a
joint approach to the Soviet Government with separate but co-ordi-
nated schedules of supplies. The British offer was prepared in the
knowledge that the Russians would have to bear the brunt of
Germany’s attack in the coming summer and that any slackening
of aid might impair their will to fight; it might also impair the will of
British workers to produce. So far as possible, aid should take the
form of the most efficient weapons and it should arrive in time for the
impending battles. In view, however, of the limitations of shipping
and of Russian port and inland-clearance capacity, the joint British-
American programme should be planned within the bounds of four
million tons of high-priority supplies. Actually, the British-American
lists added up to 8,000,000 tons, from which the Russians were invited
to select 4,400,000. The Russians scaled down the lists chiefly by
sacrificing foodstuffs and oil products. They put the heaviest emphasis
upon their need for tanks, aircraft, aluminium and industrial
equipment.

During the period of the second Protocol, the Americans took the
leading place as suppliers of Russian needs. Whereas, for example, the
British could not raise the rate of their delivery of tanks above 250 per
month, the Americans undertook to deliver 3,000 in the first half of
the period while in the second half they raised the figure to 4,500—
a total of 7,500 for the whole twelve months, in comparison with the
British total of 3,000. For aircraft, British and American offers were
more nearly equal; for the first six months the British promised
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delivery at the rate of 200 monthly while the American promise for
the same period was 212 monthly. This undertaking was in fact
modified by a series of British-American agreements whereby
American aircraft were made available to fulfil the British commit-
ment to Russia, in return for British aircraft supplied to the United
States Army Air Force in Britain. As for aluminium, the amount
supplied by the United States (49,225 tons) was four times the amount
of British supplies, which were in any case chiefly procured from
Canada. The Americans also out-distanced the British in the supply
of industrial materials and equipment.

At the end of the second Protocol period, both countries had fallen
short of their targets. Owing chiefly to the interruptions of the Arctic
convoys, the total supplies despatched (2,972,000 tons) were nearly
1} million tons short of the figure set out in the Protocol. However,
when the time came to negotiate the third Protocol, there was a very
different war situation. In the east, the Russians had begun their
campaigns of reconquest; in the west, the British-American assault
on Europe was impending. Henceforward the Russians were far less
preoccupied in securing military equipment. Industrial equipment,
of which the Americans were the largest suppliers, became the most
heavily accented requirement of the third and fourth Protocols.*

The official American estimate in money terms of the total of
United States aid to Russia up to gist August 1945 is $10,670
millions—about one quarter of the total of lend-lease aid rendered
to all countries. The official estimate in money terms of the total of
British aid, excluding the value of supplies sent before signature of the
first Protocol, was given by the Prime Minister in the House of
Commons on 16th April 1946: in the period from 1st October 1941
to 31st March 1946 the value of munitions despatched was approxi-
mately £308 million; in addition the value of raw materials, food-
stuffs, machinery, industrial plant, medical supplies and hospital
equipment sent was about £120 million.2 No attempt will be made

! When the war in Europe ended, supplies to Russia under the fourth Protocol were
suspended, except those listed in the secret Annex III to the Protocol : these were to facili-
tate Russian participation in the war against Japan.

2 H of C. EDeb., Vol. 421, Cols. 2515-2519. These figures exclude sea freight costs and
the aid provided by the Royal Navy in the form of convoy escorts. They aiso exclude the
one I:3attlshxp, nine destrpyets and four submarines which were a special arrangement
described by Mr. Churchill to the House of Commons on 5th June 1945 (H. of C. Deb.
Vol. 411, Cols. 683-687). Military supplies were provided on lend-lease terms. Civil
supplies other than medical supplies or comforts were provided under an agreement where-
by the Soviet Government paid forty per cent. of tic value in gold or dollars and the
remaimng Sixty per cent. out of an interest-bearing and repayable credit from His
Majesty’s Government. Medical supplies were provided free by public subscriptions to
charitable bodies, mainly the Red Cross and St. John War Organisation, Clothing and
comforts were bought out of a grant from the British Government and out of contributions
from charitable bodies. Figures of supplies refer to actual shipments and not to arrivals
(i.e. shipments minus losses).
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here to adjust the dollar figures to the sterling ones nor to estimate the
comparative effort and sacrifice involved in British and American aid
to Russia; in so far as comparisons of this kind are necessary for taking
the measure of British economic effort during the war, they will be
made below in a considerably broader context. Here it need only
be repeated that the volume of American aid over the whole period
far outdistanced the volume of British aid, though in the first Protocol
period and the first half of the second Protocol period—the time when
Russia’s need was most urgent—the supplies sent from the United
Kingdom, despite its much smaller resources and the much greater
strain imposed upon them, were very closely comparable with those
sent from the United States.

The material is not available and probably never will be available
for a detailed comparative study of the war economies of Britain and
Soviet Russia; but there is a great volume of precise data which could
be used for the comparative study of the British and American war
economies. In the present book, however, the temptation to go too
deeply into this inquiry must be resisted. The series in which the
book has its place deals with the United Kingdom at war; inter-
national comparisons must be no further employed than is necessary
for getting the British economic effort into proper focus. Nor is it
possible to devote much space to the study of the combined planning
whereby the British and American Governments endeavoured to
make efficacious their concept of the pooling of resources. That
story could not be adequately told except in a complete book as
long as the present one. Nevertheless, the story must at least be
sketched in outline; for after Pearl Harbour the war efforts of the two
countries were so closely interlocked that neither can be properly
understood if it is viewed in isolation from the other. The view
of British war economy, in particular, would be quite out of per-
spective if it were not seen against the common British-American
background.

It is desirable, first of all, to get a reasonably correct impression
of the comparative war-making strengths of Britain and America.
A good practical way of opening the inquiry is to compare the
sizes and proportionate employments of the fighting and working
populations of the two countries. The following table gives the com-~
parison, as agreed by British and American statisticians,® for the
summer of the invasion of Normandy.

* By Canadian statisticians also: the figures quoted are in Table IV of The Impact of the
War on Civilian Consumption in the United Kingdom, the United States and Canada. ‘This was a
report prepared in 1945 by a Special Combined Committee for the Combined Production

and Resources Board. The Canadian figures have for the sake of simplification been
omitted above.
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Mobilisation of the Labour Force aged 14 and over of each Country
Jfor War, Fune 1944

Million persons

United Kingdom | United States

A. Armed forces . . 52 11°5
B. Civilian war employ-

ment . . 78 13°4
C. Total A+B . . 130 24°9
D. Other employment . 104 36+3
E. Unemployed . . o1 10
F. Total Labour Force

aged 14 and over . 23°'5 62-2

The first fact which emerges from the table is that the United
States armed forces in the summer of 1944 were rather more than
double the size of the United Kingdom armed forces. Obviously, this
does not mean that from the time of Pearl Harbour onwards the
Americans did twice as much fighting as the British. In the summer of
1942 their armed forces were still appreciably smaller than those of the
British and though their heavy drafts in the following twelve months
gave them by June 1943 a lead of four millions,* a very large propor-
tion of their total strength was still in home bases. It was for example
not until just before D-Day in June 1944 that the numbers of Ameri-
can soldiers in fighting contact with the enemy exceeded the number
of British Empire soldiers so employed. This is clearly demonstrated
in the graph on page 367.

The immensely greater fighting strength of the United States—
potential at first—became actual at the time of culminating impact
upon the enemy.

A similar conclusion emerges from the comparative study of muni-
tions production. In the report already quoted, munitions production
indices are given for the United Kingdom, the United States and
Canada covering the years 1940~44. The indices demonstrate the
immense acceleration of American output, which in 1944 was almost
eight times as great as in 1941. Of course, the American effort during
the period of comparison started from a very much lower base than
the British one; but again, this is for present purposes not the main

1 Armed forces: U Millions

U.
mid-1939 06 o
mid-1941 38 %
mid-1942 45 3
mid-1943 51 9
mid-1944 5°2 11

"The British figures include whole-time Civil Defence.
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int. What is wanted is not merely a measurement of the comparative
rates of growth, but an estimate of comparative productive strength at
different points of time. Up to the early months of 1942, the volume
of British munitions production was still greater than the American
volume; but in 1943, the ratio of the American output to the British
was nearly four to one. The Americans achieved this fourfold superiority

NUMBER OF ARMY DIVISIONS IN FIGHTING
CONTACT WITH THE ENEMY
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This graph was made at the request of the authors by their military colleagues in the

Historical Section. It has a very precise statistical basis, which however does not exactly

fit the facts of United Kingdom deployment, because Dominion, Indian and European

Allied formations in the Western and Eastern theatres are included. On the other hand,

g:'x;lﬁsh dedE.mpnre Forces in the Pacific theatre (e.g. the Australians in New Guinea) are
U

1The N.W. Frontier of India does not count as an ‘operational® area,
2A
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with a civilian war employment not quite double the British figure—
in mid-1944 13-4 millions compared with 7-8 millions.

These figures of comparative productive strength must not be
regarded as an estimate of comparative efficacy in war, still less of
comparative war effort. War efficacy and effort signify not merely
the accumulation of men and material but the intensity of their use
in combat with the enemy. This point has already been made with
reference to the deployment of armed forces and in certain circums-
stances it is no less valid for war production: for example, a ‘mul-
berry’ harbour produced in United Stales ports would probably
have had no war-winning efficacy at all. A higher rate of production
in areas thousands of miles distant from the battle fronts may have
smaller value than a lower rate of output in an advanced base;
indeed, if there should be insuperable difficulties of transportation, the
higher rate of output in the distant country will have no military
value at all. Throughout the war, the value of British production was
in the military sense maximised because Britain was an advanced
base, an ‘arsenal of democracy’ which saved distance and also, in the
earlier years of the war especially, saved the time that enabled the
New World democracies to ‘tool up’ their own factories.

Inevitably, war production in an advanced base has to struggle
against acute difficulties which depress the rate of output. The direct
destruction of materials and plant by air bombardment, the dispersal
of production units, interruption of the flow of production through
damage to the transport system, exhaustion of the workers through
the black-out conditions in the factories and through the extra strain
of night duty in the Home Guard or Civil Defence—all these draw-
backs have to be set against the advantages of producing weapons
close to the frontline, or in it. There is another factor to be considered :
when weapons produced in the factories must be used immediately in
battle, they have to be modified continuously in order to keep pace
with battle experience. This was the situation of the United Kingdom,
particularly in the early years of the war. The advanced base was
itself under menace of invasion; in consequence, the methodical
tooling-up that would have given a larger output of standardised
weapons in future years had frequently to be sacrificed for the sake of
flexibility and immediate use in battle. In comparing British and
American production it must also be remembered that in the early
stages of the war a large proportion of British production consisted of
defensive weapons to safeguard the United Kingdom. Even from the
start a large proportion of American supplies were ‘offensive’. This
in part explains why when it came to the assaults of 1944 a large
proportion of both British and American troops in action were using
American munitions. Of course, American industry had a big initial
superiority in higher productivity per man. This superiority was
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increased by the particular character of the war effort demanded
respectively from each of the two countries.

The study of comparative war effort merges also into the study of
comparative sacrifice. This is a difficult and sometimes disputatious
problem and the present writers have no wish to probe into it too
deeply; but some use may be made of two measuring-rods which
have been already employed in a purely national context. In the
United States, the measuring rod of national income accountancy
has more than once been authoritatively recommended as the most
useful means of estimating the comparative effort and sacrifice of the
nations allied in war. In the Twenticth Report to Congress on Lend-Lease
Operations, presented in August 1945, President Truman declared:
“To the extent that the cost of each nation’s contribution to the war

WAR EXPENDITURES IN PER CENT. OF
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can be measured in financial terms, probably the best measurement
is the proportion of its national income which each of the United
Nations is devoting to the war.’*

The report illustrated this principle in the case of six nations by
means of the graph which is reproduced on p. 369.

The report goes on to point out that the accuracy of such measure-
ments varies from year to year and from country to country and that,
in view of the great imperfections in the basic data, the ratios in the
chart should be regarded, not as exact statistical measurements, but
as general ratios and trends. It also emphasises the truth that money
can never measure all the costs of the war. ‘They must be and
have been met in blood and toil, in lives lost and men maimed,
in the immeasurable wreckage of human lives and happiness and the
destruction of homes and cities.” No person possessing either military
or economic knowledge would be rash enough to declare the war-
effort of devastated Russia inferior to that of Britain or Canada,
simply because the lines on the chart show that Russia—with its
much lower national income per head of the population—devoted
a smaller proportion of the total to direct war purposes. At the
same time, no well-informed person can deny the significance of
the contrast between the lines plotted for British and American war
expenditures; for they clearly demonstrate that, of these two coun-
tries, the one which was subjected to direct attack and possessed
besides the lower national income per head of the population, put
forth an effort which was not only much longer sustained, but was also
more intense in the period of climax.

When the measuring rod of manpower is used, the same conclusion
emerges. This will at once become plain if the totals that were set
down in the table on p. 366 for June 1944 are now stated as percentages
of the labour force in each of the two countries.

Mobilisation of the Labour Force of each Couniry for War, Fune 1944

Percentages
United Kingdom | United States

A. Armed forces . . ., 22 18%

B. Civilian war employment. 33 21}

C. Total A + B , . .

D. Other employment . . ig gg

E. Unemployed . . . —2 2

F. Total Labour Force . 100 100

1 Qp. cit. p. 42. cf. the similar statement in June 1942 : ‘All the United Nations are
seeking maximum conversion to war production in the light of their s; ecial resources. If
each country devotes roughly the same fraction of its national production to the war, then
the financial burden of war is distributed equally among the United Nations in accordance
with their ability to pay.’ (Fifth Report to Congrsss on Lend-Lease Operations, June 1942, p. 23.)

3 Less than o0'5 per cent,
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These figures demonstrate the more intensive mobilisation of British
manpower. An equally striking demonstration could be achieved by
translating the comparative totals into ratios. The American popula-
tion of working age was nearly three times as large as the British ; but
the ratio of the American to the British armed forces was no more
than 2-2 : 1. When the figures of civilian war employment are added
to those of military service, the ratio of American superiority is
appreciably less than 2 : 1.

Viewed as a whole, the American task of mobilising its manpower
was far lighter than the British task.! In 1939, the American popula-
tion of working age (i.e. fourteen to sixty-four inclusive) was about
91,300,000; by 1943, the total had risen to 94,900,000—a rate of
increase of about 900,000 annually. Moreover, the Americans before
the war had 83 millions unemployed. With so large a spring of natural
increase and so large a pool of unused resources to draw upon, they
were less dependent upon emergency recruitment, which was, besides,
much easier for them, because of the very large numbers of young
people who could be drawn into industry from the colleges and
universities. For all these reasons, it was for them a smaller effort to
build up their total employed labour force from forty-three millions
in 1939 to sixty-two millions in 1944 than it was for the British
to build up their total labour force from 19} millions in 1939
to 23} millions in 1944. During the war the United Kingdom’s
population of working age (fourteen to sixty-four inclusive) was
practically stationary at about thirty-four millions, its reserve of
unemployed workers at mid-1939 was 1-4 millions and its so-called
‘unoccupied’ population was for the most part busily engaged in
household tasks.

The manpower situation of the United States was easy enough to
permit an extraordinary expansion of the armed forces and war
industry without diversion of labour on a scale that would have
stopped the expansion of American standards of living.? To the
historian of British war economy, the realisation that manpower was
never the most critical American shortage comes almost as a shock.
‘At no time’, an American official historian has written, ‘ were labor
shortages so critical as the shortages of raw materials, machine tools,
components, ships, freight cars, and other items which necessitated

1 See Table III of the article ‘Mutual Aid between the U.S. and the British Empire,
194145’ by R. G. D. Allen. Journal of the Royal Statustical Society, Part I11, 1946. See also
C. T. Saurders: ‘Manpower Distribution, 1939-45: Some International Comparisons.’
The Manchester School, May 1948.

# American consumers were, of course, compelled to make specific sacrifices, especially
of ‘_consumers’ durables’, such as automobiles, electric household apparatus, etc., etc.,
which normally were produced by ‘Group I’ workers. But the sixty per cent. of the Ameri-
can working population remaining outside the direct war zone was able to safeguard
American consumers from the paradox endured by the British—higher money incomes
alongside a general lowering of living standards.



372 Ch. XIII: NEW PROPORTIONS OF THE WAR

tight control programs in those fields.’ The strategically central con-
trol over American industry was exercised through allocation of
materials and distribution of component parts. The Americans got
through the war without a National Service Act. They never really
needed one. If the war had lasted much longer, manpower would
probably have become their most troublesome shortage and they
would then have been compelled to choose between industrial con-
scription and a failing war effort; but, as things turned out, their
situation in 1945 was rather like Britain’s situation in 1918. They had
been able to achieve victory without submitting their economic and
social system to this ultimate strain.

What impresses the economic historian is the contrast between the
lavishness of American and the scantiness of British resources in
relation to the challenges that the two countries respectively had to
face. Because of this contrast, the tasks of American and British
economic statesmanship were in some respects different. It did not
matter very much if the Americans spilt a cupful or two from their
gallon pot; what mattered most was that they should achieve unpre-
cedented speed in filling their pot and pouring it out. This they did.
But the British had to get a full pint out of their pint pot and if pos-
sible a bit more; they could hardly afford to spill a single drop. By
1943 manpower had become their basic shortage and they had to
exercise the most parsimonious calculation in allocating it amongst
alternative uses. It is significant that, out of a 2-8 million increase? in
their total of gainfully occupied persons, 2-2 millions were women ;
the demands of the war upon the women of America, though sub-
stantial, were far less urgent.® Moreover, the hours of labour were
lengthened far more drastically in Britain than in America.4 Most
significant of all was the ruthless diversion of British labour from
peace employment to war employment. Whereas in America the
switching of labour made a subsidiary contribution to war mobi-
lisation, in Britain it made the chief contribution. With only
forty-five per cent. of the British labour force remaining in ‘other

} The United States at War. Development and Administration of the War Program by the
Federal Government. Prepared . . . by the War Records Section, Bureau of the Budget,
pp. 173 cf. pp. 298-320 and 450-5.

% This is the figure for 1943, the peak year of manpower mobilisation both in the United
Kingdom and the United States. peaty pow "

% In Great Britain the proportion of women of fourteen and over who were gainfully
occupied rose from twenty-seven per cent. in 19gg to thirty-seven per cent. in 1944; in
.(Asmerécgr tlée rl::l was from twenty-six pt;r cTelx:t. in 1939 to thirty-éwo per cent. in 1

ee L. 1. Saunders, op. cit., pp. 12, 14). The estimates are for Great Britain, not the
United Kingdom: i.e. Northern Treland is excluded. i

. *In the United States the wage-earner’s average weekly hours in munitions industries
increased from 37-2 hours in xggg to 475 in 1943. In the United Kingdom the corres-
?ondmg increase was: in 1938, 48 hours for men and 44-2 for women, in 1943, 54.1 hours

3
or men and 46-9 for women. (For definitions and furth. lanati
War on Civilian Consumgption, p. g) er explanation see ZThe Impact of the
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employment’, the British people were compelled to undergo, irre-
spective of the shipping shortage, a sharp decline in their domestic
standard of living, their export trade and their capital inheritance.
The price paid in over-strain for this intense British mobilisation will
become apparent in some of the following chapters.!

The strain would have been beyond bearing; indeed, the task
would have been beyond the bounds of physical possibility, had it not
been for the aid rendered by the United States through lend-lease.
While the British mobilised fighting forces out of all proportion to the
size of their population, American industry took over part of the task
of equipping those forces. British-American war plans in the autumn
of 1942 were based on the assumption that the United States would
provide almost 100 per cent. of the joint requirements of transport
aircraft, self-propelled guns, forty-ton tank transporters and ten-ton
lorries, together with very high proportions of landing craft, auxiliary
aircraft carriers, light bombers and tanks. An index compiled by
Professor R. G. D. Allen reveals the increasing American contribution
to the munitioning of British Commonwealth forces.

British Empire Supplies of Munitions from all Sources*

Sept.— Fust
Dec. 1939 | 1941 | 1942 | 1043 | 1944 | half | Total
and 1940 1945
Total supplies . . 0,200 | 13,000 | 19,900 | 24,800 | 24,700 | 9,300 | X00,000
($ millions)
Per cent. from:
UK. . . . go7 1818 |726 624 |612 (661 |69'5
Canada . . . 26 52 86 88 89 |100 79
Eastern Group (mainly
Australia, New Zea-
land and India) 11 15 19 1'9 12 17 1-6
Purchases in U.S. 56 91 47 24 15 12 37
U.S. Lend-Lease —_ 2°4 |12°2  [24°5 272 21°0 173

It is doubtful whether a completely satisfactory index could be
compiled. Nevertheless, it may be accepted that the United States,
whose contribution of munitions up to Pearl Harbour had been
negligible, were by 1942 supplying approximately one-tenth of the
munitions requirements of British Empire armed forces and by
1943—44 over a quarter. The United Kingdom, in the culminating
period of the war, was called upon to supply over sixty per cent. of the
total munitions becoming available for Empire countries. This was a
heavy burden for so small a population and it could not have been

18ee especially Chapters X V1 to XIX.

2R. G. D. Allen, op. cit., Table 18. This table covers total suptplies of munitions becoming
available to Empire countries from domestic production and from the United States, in-
cluding munitions later transferred to Allies. Valuations are as far as possible at comparable
U.S. costs, For further explanation of the table see Professor Allen’s article.
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borne without a disproportionate concentration of British industrial
manpower in the war factories; in June 1944, as we have seen, thirty-
three per cent. of the total labour force in the United Kingdom was
in civilian war employment as against 214 per cent. in the United
States. But this concentration would itself have been beyond attain-
ment had it not been for the large deliveries to British war industry of
lend-lease materials and tools and the large deliveries of food to the
British civilian population. If, to quote one example out of many,
Britain had been compelled to make current payment for the larger
part of her essential imports, she would have been quite unable to
cut by seventy per cent. or so the volume of her production for export.t
The narrative therefore returns from comparative effort, which is
in this chapter the minor theme, to the major theme of comparative
strength. What calls for most emphasis here is the American achieve-
ment of raising its armed forces from 1-7 millions in the year of
Pearl Harbour to 115 millions in the year of Normandy, producing
the equipment for these immense numbers, producing on top of that
large masses of equipment for the British and other Allied nations,
reinforcing the war industries of its Allies with materials and plant
and contributing large quantities of essential civilian supplies—not to
mention the shipping turned out in American yards to carry all these
cargoes overseas. To the British inquirer, perhaps the most impressive
demonstration of American strength is the fact that the aid which so
decisively re-inforced the war effort of his own people was only a
subsidiary element in the American war effort. In terms of dollars,
lend-lease aid to the whole British Empire over the period January
1042 to June 1945 amounted to no more than eleven per cent. of the
total United States war expenditure. Some more specific examples
may be given for 1944, the peak year. The deliveries of food which
meant so much to the United Kingdom in that year amounted to
little more than five per cent. of American food output. The deliveries
of metals to the British Empire were 3-4 per cent. of American output;
of machinery, 7-1 per cent.; of ships (including the work of ship repair
in United States ports) 6:7 per cent.; of ordnance and ammunition,
8-8 per cent.; of aircraft, 13-5 per cent. Vehicles and their equipment,
at 29-4 per cent. of American output, topped the list in 1944. In the
two years, 1943-44, deliveries of all types of military equipment
amounted o approximately 114 per cent. of American output. These
were the years of decisive military impact and the years when lend-
lease reached its maximum volume; after that, deliveries of almost

every kind fell steeply down until lend-lease was once and for all
cut off.2

* The index of volume of United Kingdom exports, excluding munitions, fell i :
1938 to 29 in 1943 (see Table 3(d) on p. 354), ports, ding ons, fell from g8 in

* See Chapter XIX, pp. 546~548.
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The examples given above are quoted from Table 15 of Professor
R. G. D. Allen’s paper to the Royal Statistical Society.! Readers who
desire a comprehensive and careful analysis of mutual aid between
the United States and the British Empire are referred to that paper.
No attempt can be made here to enter into the refinements of the
statistical calculations, but the salient conclusions must be set down.

Before this summary is given, reference must be made and tribute
paid to the financial aid granted by Canada to the United Kingdom.
From the outset of the war, the Dominion had shown itself resolved
not to allow the rapidly growing British shortage of Canadian dollars
to create a corresponding shortage of the munitions and agricultural
produce which Canadian producers could supply. By the time lend-
lease came into operation, the British Government had run through
its means of payment and the Canadian Government was holding
sterling balances in excess of £200 million. In April 1942, the
Dominion disposed of the past by means of an interest-free loan of
$700 million which extinguished the accumulated sterling balaxces;
it provided for the future by a free gift of $1,000 million. This gift
covered United Kingdom requirements up to January 1943, when
deficits on payment were covered for a month or two by a number of
transitional improvisations.? In April 1943 the first Mutual Aid Bill
was introduced into the Dominion Parliament ; it appropriated $1,000
million, most of which covered supplies to Britain. The next appro-
priation, for $800 million, was made in the spring of 1944 and was
supplemented, later in the year, by special manipulations to increase
British holdings of Canadian dollars.? Finally in the spring of 1945,
the Canadian Government decided to make an interim war appro-
priation of $2,000 millions to cover all war expenditure, including
Mutual Aid, during the next five months. After V].Day a new
chapter opened and the British deficit was financed by overdraft
pending negotiation of an agreement to meet the needs of peace. The
needs of war had been met from beginning to end without hesitation
or stint.

To return now to American lend-lease: the outline from March
1941 to the end of August 1945, is as follows4:

To the British Empi § milions
‘o the Brif mpire 30,073
To Russia 10,670
To other countries 2,872

Total lend-lease aid $43,615

——

! R. G. D. Allen, op. cit.
? Including the repatriation of certain residual British holdings of Canadian securities
(Dominion and Provincial).

3 The basis upon which Canada paid the United Kingdom for the maintenance of her
forces overseas was revised in British favour and the revision was made retrospective.

4 See Tables g (b) and g (¢) in statistical summary, p. 353.
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The British Empire’s share in the total is approximately seventy per
cent. It is a complicated business to determine precisely how the
$30,073 millions were divided among the constituent Governments
of the Empire, but Professor Allen gives $27,025 millions as the figure
of lend-lease aid to the United Kingdom. Australia ($1,570 millions)
received the second largest share of aid rendered to the Common-
wealth countries.

There is, of course, another side to the mutual aid account,
namely, lend-lease in reverse or reciprocal aid, granted chiefly in
the form of facilities and supplies for American forces overseas and
raw materials for the use of American industry. Professor Allen
estimates the total of British Empire reciprocal aid to the United
States at £1,605 millions sterling. To make an appropriate transla-
tion of sterling value into dollar value is a very complicated business ;1
by Professor Allen’s calculation, the reciprocal aid provided by the
whole British Empire to the United States had a value between
twenty-five and thirty per cent. of United States lend-lease aid to
the Empire. Some countries of the Empire came fairly close to an
evening of accounts; New Zealand actually gave as much as she got
and Australia’s contribution of reciprocal aid amounted to about
seventy per cent. of the lend-lease aid that she received. These
estimates are for total sums; if the mutual aid account were calcu-
lated in relation to national incomes and total war expenditures, both
Australia and New Zealand would be credited with contributions of
reciprocal aid very much above their receipts of lend-lease aid.?

The favourable American balance in mutual aid accountancy with
the British Empire occurred primarily in the account with the United
Kingdom. As against the estimated $27,025 millions of lend-lease aid
which the United Kingdom received, its contribution of reciprocal
aid to all countries was £1,896 millions. This total was made up as

follows : £ millions
To the United States . . 1,201°2
To Russia . . . . . 8120
To other countries (provisional figure) 3828
Total U.K. reciprocal aid . . . 1,896-0
1 The official rate of ex cannot be used to measure what the goods and services

provided under lend-lease would have cost the United Kingdom and other British Empire
countries in sterling if they had themselves produced them; nor, conversely, what the
oods and services provided under reciprocal aid would have cost the United States in
ollars if they had been provided at home costs. High costs, particularly in the sphere of
munitions production, represent some of the ‘ cupfuls’ spilt from the American gallon pot
in the process of quick ﬁ]fing and pouring out. For munitions, Professor Allen favours an
average of $7 to £1 sterling and for other goods §4 to £1 sterling. For lend-lease aid as 2
whole he translates at the rate of $5-3 to L1 sterling and for reciprocal aid as a whole at
the rate of $4-7 to L1 sterling. ‘The latter fi is the lower because the {Jroportion of
munitions—relatively highly priced in U.S. lend-lease—is higher in lend-lease than in

reciprocal aid.’
2 Professor Allen comments: ‘Recx;grocal aid from the two southern Dominions to U.S.

forces in the Pacific was, in a sense, the practical substitute for the assistance which could
no longer be provided to the United Kingdom.’
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This table shows a sharing out of British reciprocal aid among the
various foreign recipients that is rather different from the allocation
of American lend-lease aid. Russia received a smaller proportion of
the British than of the American total; other European countries
received a larger proportion. But the broad division of United King-
dom aid between the United States and all other countries (sixty-five
per cent. and forty-five per cent. respectively) is similar to the broad
division of United States aid—seventy per cent. to the British Empire,
thirty per cent. to all other countries.

At the rates of conversion that have been explained above, the
£1,201 millions of aid to the United States would be equivalent to
$5,667 millions. This is between one fifth and one quarter of the
estimated $27,023 millions of lend-lease aid to the United Kingdom.
As a proportion of national resources, Britain’s contribution of
reciprocal aid to the United States came ‘within hailing distance’
of the lend-lease aid that she received. Professor Allen suggests
eleven per cent. of war expenditure as America’s lend-lease con-
tribution to the British Empire and nearly nine per cent. of war
expenditure as the United Kingdom’s reciprocal aid to the United
States. Almost identical proportions of the national income—
approximately 43 per cent.—were devoted over the whole period
to lend-lease in the United States and reciprocal aid in the United
Kingdom.

It would, however, be injudicious to place too much emphasis upon
the accountancy of mutual aid. In particular, so far as the United
Kingdom is concerned, the main balancing item against American
lend-lease aid is the more intensive mobilisation and deployment of
British military manpower, the more intensive concentration of the
British labour force in war industry, and the corresponding sacrifices
of the nation’s living standards and its capital inheritance. It must be
admitted that the theory of mutual aid was never completely coherent.
Lend-lease was introduced originally as a policy ‘for the defense of
the United States’ when the United States were not yet at war. This
was strategical theory, whereby the United Kingdom and the other
fighting democracies gave their return for American aid by keeping
the war away from American shores. Side by side with this theory,
however, the original Act of Congress asserted United States property
rights in the defence articles and services that were transferred, and
looked forward to some kind of repayment.When the United States
became an active partner in the war, some people (e.g. Monnet)
argued that the theory of proprietary rights was now inappropriate
and that the theory of strategical solidarity should henceforward
dominate all lend-lease transactions. The American Congress and
public opinion would not, however, have accepted any change in the
terms of the original act. On the other hand, the theory of reciprocal
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aid (as first set out in the Mutual Aid Agreement of February 23rd
1942, between the United Kingdom and the United States) was
entirely strategical. This Agreement was the model of the others
subsequently signed between the United States and the other Govern-
ments of the United Nations.

To attempt in terms of distributive justice a general balancing of
the manifold items in the real British-American war account would
be quite hopeless. The statesmen and peoples were not thinking in
terms of distributive justice between themselves and their Allies
when they were fighting the war. The terminus of their thought and
action was victory. Mutual aid should be primarily regarded as one
of the essential mechanisms for the international division of economic
power and effort whereby victory was achieved.

The allocation of economic resources on an inter-Allied basis was
not left to the free play of the market. Planning and conscious control
were no less essential in this wider sphere than they were in the
sphere of the national war economies. Deliberate decisions had
constantly to be taken and carried through if strategical requirements
and economic resources were to be brought into conformity with
each other. The following section will therefore survey the methods
of British-American planning’for global war.

(i1)
British-American Procedure

Despite what has been said earlier and will be said again about the
continuity of experience connecting the Anglo-French and Anglo-
American war partnerships,® the present survey must begin by
emphasising some important contrasts between the earlier partner-
ship and the later one. Before September 1939, Britain and France
had bound themselves by treaty under certain clearly specified
eventualities to wage war as Allies; they had defined with precision
the military support which they would give to each other; they had
specified the combined machinery through which their combined
war effort would be conducted. At the apex of this machinery was a
well-tested institution of the previous war, the Supreme War Council.
Such gaps as existed in September 1939 on the economic side were
soon filled in during the following months. In short, before there was
any serious fighting, the Anglo-French alliance had provided itself
with an excellent paper constitution. But the constitution did not work
very well; the excellence of its outline had not sufficiently been filled

* See above, pp. 193-194 and below, p. 393.
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in by detailed preparatory planning and mutual confidence between
British and French administrators, These are the bricks and mortar
of international administration and without them the best architec-
tural plan cannot be made effective. They were still scarce when the
incomplete edifice of the Anglo-French alliance came crashing down.

The foundations of the British-American alliance were laid in
exactly the opposite way. Its operational detail was being tried and
tested before its obligations and principles were defined or avowed ;
its bricks were being made and cemented before there was any agreed
design for the complete edifice.

As I see it [the Prime Minister wrote in the spring of 1941] we are
confronted with the singular situation of two Great Powers entering
upon an association before any attempt has been made by either to
define the objective or the articles of the association.

The observation was just. The British Commonwealth was at war,
America was at peace. The United States Government and Congress
had accepted no contractual high-political obligations of any kind
towards the United Kingdom. They were still insisting upon their
full freedom of action when their action was determined for them by
the Japanese attack upon Pearl Harbour and the German and
Italian declarations of war. From the passing of the Lend-Lease Act
right up to Pearl Harbour, the limits of British-American collabora-
tion were set by the sovereign decision of American democracy to
keep out of the war.

So far [the Prime Minister said] all that has been agreed in effect
is that Great Britain and her Allies shall be used as the agent to do
the fighting, while America furnishes the means in the form of
material and money.

Practical collaboration, however, extended far beyond the boun-
daries of this tacit agreement. Within the limits of ‘all aid short of
war’, the United States Administration intermeshed its policies with
British policies with a comprehensiveness which has seldom been
surpassed by full military allies and which at that very time was not
even approached by the formally Allied Governments of London and
Moscow. As will soon be seen, the intermeshing was most striking in
the sphere of economic action; but it also took place even within the
politically difficult sphere of strategical planning. For the United
States had to reckon with the possibility that they might sooner or
later become entangled in the war, either by their own decision or by
decision of the totalitarian dictatorships. In shaping their plans for
defending the still-neutral American democracy, they found them-
selves inevitably and immediately entangled with the war-torn British
democracy. From the summer of 1940 onwards, the British were
making available to the Americans, just as if they were allies, full
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information about their military and scientific secrets. The Americans
on their side were supporting the British with such military supplies as
they could spare and were looking for ways and means of freeing them-
selves from the ‘cash and carry’ policy which set sharp limits to the
growth of this support. Meanwhile, the United States Service Chiefs
became convinced that it would be advantageous to discuss with British
experts the higher strategy of a war in which America might possibly
become involved. The approaches from the American side were at first
hesitant; but, in the end, British-American Staff conversations were
held at Washington between 29th January and 27th March 1941.

Qut of these conversations came the first basic document of British-
American strategical planning. It was an hypothetical document. It
neither stated nor implied any American commitment, but merely
outlined an appropriate combined strategy ‘should the United
States be compelled to resort to war’. This outline of strategy was a
compromise which in one important matter failed to satisfy the
British. Whereas both parties were agreed upon the need to ‘con-
centrate on the defeat of Germany and Italy and subsequently to deal
with Japan’, the British were afraid that an excessively home-keeping
policy of United States naval forces in the Pacific might leave too
much scope for Japanese initiative in the opening phases of the war.
The British would have liked to gain an assurance of American help
in defending the ‘Malaysian barrier’ pivoted upon Singapore—that
‘indispensable card of re-entry’ whose loss, they argued, would be ‘a
disaster of the first magnitude, second only to the loss of the British
Isles’. The Americans were unwilling to give any such assurance.
They were not even planning to hold the Philippines in strength.
They were determined to resist any appreciable dispersal of their
naval strength in the Pacific beyond the defensive zone of the Pearl
Harbour base. However, the British cherished a hope that they might
persuade the Americans, later on, to change their minds. For it was
agreed that the contact which had been made during the conversa-
tions of January to March should thereafter be maintained. A further
conference on Pacific and Far Eastern Defence would be held later
in the year with Dutch participation. Meanwhile, a British Joint Staff
Mission would be sent to Washington as soon as possible and a corres-
ponding American Mission to London, so that the policies and plans
of combined strategy might be worked out in further detail and put
‘smoothly and rapidly’ into effect in the event of the United States
joining the war.

Under elaborate ‘cover’,? the two Joint Staff Missions were in due
course established. They did not at that time achieve very much. In

1 To i ig ¢ s : - .
“United tates Special Observer Crogps ol the Btk Jomm S seves the
ton called themselves ‘Military Advisers to the British Purchasing ission in the
United States', It was necessary for the J.S.M. to disguise themselves in civilian clothes.
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particular, they did nothing to fill the dangerous gap in defensive
plans against the Japanese. They did, however, have opportunity for
exercising important influence in the zone where strategy overlaps
production.! It had been resolved in the January-March military
conference to establish ‘a method of procedure which will ensure
the allocation of military material, both prior to and afier the
entry of the United States into the war, in the manner best suited to
meet the demands of the military situation’. In this recommendation,
the thought of the Service Staffs merged with the theory of lend-
lease. From the union of strategical and economic planning was
born a fundamental principle of the British-American war partner-
ship—the principle of a combined pooling of war-making resources.

The same principle had already begun to emerge, at a lower level,
through the day-to-day collaboration of the two national adminis-
trations in their policies of supply. Raw materials policy offers some
good illustrations. In this field, the needs of the British and the
Americans and their capacity to render each other reciprocal service
were very evenly balanced. The British, after the fall of France, had
increasingly switched their import programmes to North America
and were particularly dependent upon American supplies of iron
and steel;? nevertheless, they still remained dependent upon other
overseas territories, and particularly territories of their own Empire,
for the larger part of their raw material requirements. The Americans,
despite the great resources of their own country and their close inter-
locking with Canada, required from the sterling area imports of raw
materials no less important than those that they could themselves
offer to the United Kingdom. Interwoven with this reciprocal
dependence of supply interests was the interdependence of supply
and blockade policies: if in some parts of the world the Americans
could strengthen British efforts to cut off Axis imports at the source,
in other parts British action could secure for the Americans materials
that were essential for their ‘war-preparedness program’. More-
over, both countries had a common interest in preventing market
prices from being raised against them. Within their own Empire and
wherever possible elsewhere, the British had entered into long-term
agreements which assured regularity of supply at stable prices; they
could not tolerate the disruption of these arrangements through the
growth of uncontrolled American competition. The Americans, on
their side, saw the advantage of co-ordinating their buying policies

1 This sentence applies to the J.S.M. in Washington; the American Staff Mission in
London had very little authority delegated to it.

2 In the four years 1940—44, total imports by cash, lend-lease and mutual aid from
Nort:h8 Axangxﬂhca {i.e. the U.S. t;nd Ganadagdo( ;il“ r:tl\lﬂ materials otharlasthm iron an? steel),
were 8-28 million tons. During the same pert ¢ unimportant last quarter of 1939
imports of iron and steel from North America were 14-57 million tons, almost exactly on a
50 : 50 basis between lend-lease and cash payment.



382 Ch. XIII: NEW PROPORTIONS OF THE WAR

with those of the British; failing this, the two countries would bid
up prices one against the other and in the end each would be left
short of some vital commodities. For all these reasons, the elements
of a combined raw materials policy began to be assembled, by one
particular transaction after another, long before a Combined Raw
Materials Board was thought of. The United Kingdom bought the
whole crop of Egyptian flax and made an allocation sufficient for
American needs. The United States bought the whole crop of
manilla hemp and made an allocation sufficient for British needs. The
British were already sole purchasers of many important staples pro-
duced within their own Empire; the Americans became sole pur-
chasers of the exportable surpluses of Mexico and Brazil. The two
countries, acting together, dominated the raw materials markets of
the world. Each country, from its own stock pile, made provision for
its partner’s needs. Co-ordinated purchase, price control, allocation
from one country to the other in accordance with the statistical
demonstration of need—all these principles of a combined raw
materials plan were clearly emergent before Pearl Harbour. What
was still lacking was the central design of the plan and conscious
avowal of its theory and purpose.

In the field of industrial production, there had begun to occur
before Pearl Harbour a similar intermeshing of policies and mingling
of personalities, although the difficulties were greater and the oppor-
tunities for reciprocity of service less striking. It was predominantly
the British role to be takers of munitions, not givers; according to
lend-lease theory, they made their return by fighting rather than
by producing. Nevertheless, their experience in fighting and in pro-
ducing weapons to suit the requirements of their own fighting forces
had taught them lessons which could profitably be absorbed by
American war industry ; if the flow of munitions was from America to
Britain, the flow of operational experience was from Britain to
America. In the technique of war production, each had something
to teach the other.! At the beginning, it is true, neither country had
made full use of these opportunities. By the theory of ¢ cash and carry’
the British were free to go shopping in the United States as if it were
a vast Woolworth store. Provided they were able to pay on the nail,
their purchases were of no concern to the United States Administra-
tion. In consequence, the British Purchasing Commission had estab-
lished its headquarters in New York and staffed itself chiefly with
commercial men. The placing of British war contracts during the

! e,g. thanks largely to the Dewar tank mission to the United States in the summer of
1940, a combination of American chassis and British-Canadian turret was adopted which
led uitimately to the U.S. Sherman tank. In 1940, however, the British were in general
slow in sending over technical personnel and models of Army weapons. The exchange of

experience in Air Force production, through the Joint Aircraft Cornmittee and otherwise,
was more advanced.
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first period of the war was of indirect value tc American defence
because it laid foundations for the expansion of American war
industry ; but it involved little contact between British and American
Service perscnnel, administrators aad techricians. It was not until
the fall of France that a new situaticn began to arise. The United
States Government then iritiated a modest programme of rearma-
ment and established the National Defense Advisory Commission to
co-ordinate it. The N.D.A.C. decided to set a limit to the value of the
contracts that the British might place wichout official authorisation.
The purpose of this control was to prevent the British from buying up
supplies and absorbing industrial facilities which the Americans might
need for their own defence; its effect was to compel British procure-
ment officials to argue their case with American officials. The advent
of lend-lease carried the process a great deal further, since the pro-
curement of all lend-lease supplies was placed completely in the
hands of American Departments—the War Department, the Navy
Department and the Treasury. These Departments established
‘Defense Aid Committees’ to handle the various categories of lend-
lease supplies and invited the British to accept representation on
these committees. This made it necessary for the British Purchasing
Commission, the British Air Commission and the rest to shift the
focus of their activities from New York to Washington and to change
the character of their staffs. The change did not occur all at once, for
there was still plenty of work to do in handling the old contracts;
but the new work coming in necessitated continuous administrative
and technical collaboration with American officials. Moreover, there
arose on the American side an increasing demand for ‘user’ justifica-
tion of British munitions requirements. This meant that British
Service personnel had to be associated with the British civilian
officials who were handling supply problems. Both the military men
and the civilians became absorbed in practical day-to-day business
with their opposite numbers among the Americans.

There was, of course, some discordance as well as harmony in these
close relationships. Even on the British side, there were some diver-
gences of outlook between Service representatives and Supply repre-
sentatives; for while the former were apt to put their main emphasis
upon allocations of American output for the battles that British
forces would have to fight in the near future, the latter looked for-
ward to the output that would come from American production lines
many months and even years ahead. Fortunately, the task of holding
a fair balance between these two points of view was a manageable
one; the close co-ordination of Service and Supply policy by the

1 It is impossible to discuss here the conflicts of interest and view-point and the jun.-
dictional struggles within the U.S. Administration. Some account of them is given in
Chapters 2-—%0&‘ The United Siates at War. Development and Administration of the War Program
by the Federal Government. (Historical Reports on War Administration, No. 1.)

2B
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War Cabinet, reflected as it was in Washington by .the quasi-
federalistic organisation of the British Supply' Council and the
brilliant leadership of Mr. A. B. Purvis, was suﬂiaer}t guarantee that
rough justice would be done to both sides. Here it is the production
side that needs to be examined. British policy in Washington, formu-
lated in large measure by Monnet’s planning mind and propagated
by the persistence and persuasiveness of Purvis, made demands upon
American industry that were far in advance of contemporary
American opinion. The British put forward the idea of a ‘Victory
Programme’ which would stretch American industry as it had never
been stretched before. The process whereby Americans in key posi-
tions became converts to this idea and, in a collaboration which cut
right across national divisions, worked with their British colleagues
to transform it into an effective policy, would make—if there were time
to tell it—a fascinating chapter of this history. Time must at least be
found to explain the concept of a Victory Programme; for it was
destined to occupy a central and permanent place in the foundations
of British-American economic planning.t

One cardinal element in the concept may be illustrated by two rows
of figures chosen at random from a long statistical document com-
posed in London during August 1941.

United States, United Kingdom and Canada: Output and Supplies

of War Equipment
Output Supplies
Stoeks at June
July- | October- | Stocks at | 30, 1941, plus
Item September | December | June 30, | total output
1941 1942 1941 July 1941 to
December 1942
AIRCRAFT
14A. Heavy BoMBERS
United States 55 770 119 2,112
U.K. and Canada 198 1,023 154 8,646

The document of which these figures are an exemplar was given
various names. Sometimes it was called the Stacy May document;
sometimes the Stimson Balance Sheet. These titles did justice to the
important part played by two Americans in bringing the document
to birth. But it might with equal justice have been called the Purvis
document—since it represented a climax of Purvis’s labours—or the
Monnet Balance Sheet—since it embodied a technique that Monnet
had been using far back in the days of the Anglo-French alliance.

* The following account is based upon both British official papers and upon some notes
jotted down by A. B. Purvis early in August 1941. The notes were recovered from the
wreckage of the aeroplane in which he was killed on 14th August. They would be valuable
for the biography of him which ought some time to be written.
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The best name of all is the one which ultimately stuck—the Anglo-
American Consolidated Statement.

It was a statement of statistical fact. It made no attempt to set
targets for production, but restricted itself to realistic forecasts of
output under existing programmes and of stocks up to the end of 1942.
Under each head, its estimates were comparative: on one line the
figures for the United States, on the next the figures for the United
Kingdom and Canada.! The contrasts that these figures illumi-
nated were in part contrasts of military experience and Service
policy. The Americans, for example, were producing a lower ration
of ammunition per gun for field artillery than were the British, but
a higher ration per gun for anti-aircraft artillery. They were planning
to produce large quantities of light tanks while the British and
Canadians were switching over completely from light tanks to
medium and heavy tanks ; they were specialising on light and medium
bombers while the British were specialising on heavy bombers; they
were aiming at producing large quantities of small bombs while the
British were concentrating increasingly on large bombs. It was useful
to put a spot light upon these qualitative differences in production
trends. But it was still more useful to demonstrate the quantities.
In some items—for example, medium and light bombers, merchant
ships, light tanks, army artillery—American output for the eighteen
months from June 1941 to December 1942 would exceed British and
Canadian output: in a second group—e.g. fighter aircraft, A.A.
ammunition, machine guns—the two outputs would be approxi-
mately equal: in a third group—e.g. heavy guns, heavy and medium
tanks, tank and anti-tank guns—British and Canadian output would
exceed American. In overall production, Britain and Canada would
throughout the greater part of the period still be ahead of the United
States ; but towards the end of 1942 the United States would take the
lead. However, since they had so much leeway to make up, their
stocks of war material would be considerably lower, even at the end
of 1942, than the stocks possessed by Britain and Canada.

These cold rows of figures were not very flattering to the United
States. Their population was more than 2} times the size of the
combined British and Canadian populations and their superiority
of productive capacity was even greater; but they were not as
yet seriously fulfilling their promise to be ‘the arsenal of demo-
cracy’. The Anglo-American Consolidated Statement punctured a
good deal of facile oratory. And this precisely was what its authors,

1 It had originally been intended to give in addition comparative figures for German
gﬁuction and stocks; but subsequently it was decided that such g‘glurcs (on which

ides the British and American Intelligence Services were not always in agreement) were
too speculative to merit inclusion in the Statement. Such rough conclusions as seemed to
be well established in August 1941 were set down in a separate document which Stacy
May took back with him to Washington.
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American no less than British, had intended. Purvis had designed it
as a lever for shifting the obstacles to the expansion of American war
industry and as an aid in securing the allocation of American muni-
tions in accordance with strategic need; Secretary Stimson and his
American allies had designed it as a new and efiective weapon in a
campaign that they had been waging in Washington throughout
the summer. Hitherto, the expansion of American war production had
been achieved almost entirely by new additions to American productive
capacity rather than by switching over existing capacity to the tasksof
war;in consequence, the flow of war output was postponed while civilian
production boomed. The Office of Production Management,' which
exercised some rudimentary control over American industry through
the instrumentality of a primitive priority system, was in the main
reluctant to impose restrictions upon the civilian boom ; but Secre-
tary Stimson argued that such restrictions were immediately neces-
sary if war production was to be expanded to the level of war needs.
But how were war needs to be measured? The disposition hitherte
had been to restrict them to the requirements of visible military
manpower in the United States—approximately two million men in
training—plus the appropriations for lend-lease aid authorised by
Congress. Such measurements were not in any way related to the
strategical facts. If the United States, in combination with the
fighting democracies, were to produce the tools ‘to finish the job’, it
was necessary to take the measure of the job. What was wanted was a
statement of production requirements to outmatch the Axis powers.

This conception found expression on the highest political level in
a personal message from the Prime Minister to the President on 25th
July 1941.

We have been considering our war plans [Mr. Churchill wrote] not

only for the fighting of 1942 but also for 1943. After providing for the

security of essential bases, it is necessary to plan on the largest scale
needed for victory.

Victory, he said, might conceivably come by an internal convulsion
or collapse of the enemy, brought about by blockade, bombing and
propaganda; but plans must also be made to liberate Europe by
force of arms.

If you agree [the Prime Minister continued] with this broad con-

ception . . ., we should not lose a moment in

(a) framing an agreed estimate as to our joint requirements of the

primary weapons of war, e.g. aircraft, tanks, etc.
(b) thereafter considering how these requirements are to be met by
our joint production.’

1 The O.P.M. had succeeded the N.D.A.C. (National Defense Advisory Committee
and after Pearl Harbour was itself succeeded by(tl;;I:«e W.P.B, (War Producoégn Board). )
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These sentences contained the complete conception of a Victory
Programme. To establish the facts about existing production and
stocks, the statisticians of the two countries had already been called in.
To determine the extra output required to outmatch the Axis powers,
the military planners must now be called in. To fil! the gap between
existing production and the requirements for victory, orders must
thereafter be given to government depariments and industry by the
highest political authorities of the associated democracies.

The United States Government endorsed this conception. On grd
September, Mr.Winant, writing from the American Embassy in London,
gave the Prime Minister the names of the Americans who would be
going on the Anglo-American mission to Moscow and informed him at
the same time that high-ranking stafl officers would attend a prelimi-
nary conference in London to discuss with their British colleagues long-
term production requirements and the allocation of existing production.
It had not been part of the original plan to telescope discussions on the
Victory Programme with the discussions on aid to Russia ; but the two
subjects fell conveniently together. The new and heavy commitment
to sustain Russian resistance! underlined the need for a rational pro-
cedure of allocating resources from the combined British-American
pool and for planning a productive effort which would make the pool
large enough to satisfy the three major claimants upon it—belligerent
Britain, belligerent Russia and rearming America.

The work achieved in the London and Moscow discussions fell
short of full comprehensiveness. The supplies to be made available for
Russia up to goth June 1942 were listed in the first Moscow Protocol.
As an outcome of the London conference, military requirements in
the British sphere of strategical responsibility (as defined in the
Washington Staff Conference of January-March) were enumerated
up to the end of 1942 in four annexes: (1) Royal Navy and Fleet Air
Arm, (2) Army, () Air Force, (4) Merchant Shipping. The missing
element in the Victory Programme was a statement of requirements
in the United States sphere of strategical responsibility. The United
States representatives at the London conference were not ready to
submit figures; it was in consequence decided that the American
requirements should be worked out subsequently in Washington.

Even with this notable gap, the demands that the military planners
made upon British-American war industry were truly formidable.
And, since the limit to the upward climb of British industrial pro-
duction could already be forecast, these demands were predominantly
a challenge to American industry to launch itself at last upon the
strenuous whole-hearted mobilisation of its war strength. This was

1 Jn immediate short term, the new American commitments towards Russia involved
reduced deliveries to Britain—-*a heavy reduction of our expectations,’ as Lord Beaverbrook
said. Moreover, immediat:ﬁv after Pearl Harbour, Britain made out of her own pro-
duction part of the shortfall in American supplies programmed for Russia.
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precisely what the apostles of the Victory Programme, both American
and British, had from the very beginning intended.

It seemed for a time as if their hopes would be disappointed.
Autumn drew into winter and nothing new or important seemed to
be happening at Washington. Then came Pearl Harbour. The faith
and works which had brought the Victory Programme to birth
achieved their reward on 6th January 1942, when the President
announced to Congress the ‘letter of directive’ that he had sent to
the responsible departments and agencies of the United States
Government—to produce in 1942 60,000 airplanes, 45,000 tanks,
20,000 anti-aircraft guns, 8,000,000 deadweight tons of merchant
shipping : in 1943 to produce 125,000 airplanes, 75,000 tanks, 35,000
anti-aircraft guns, 10,000,000 deadweight tons of merchant shipping.
The production targets for American democracy, the greatest indus-
trial power on earth, were at last set high.

The British-American partnership could not indefinitely have
survived on the basis of the limited liability of one partner and the
unlimited liability of the other; had it not been completed, it must
sooner or later have been relaxed. However, when Pearl Harbour
did complete it, its structure took shape with a rapidity which would
have been quite inconceivable had it not been for the work of pre-
paration—in part an unconscious growth, in part the product of
conscious planning—which has been reviewed above. To consider
further the example that was last discussed : ‘victory programming’
ceased henceforward to be the tactical weapon for a specific occasion
and became instead a continuous activity of the associated Govern-
ments. Each of its three elements endured in permanence. On the
side of supply, the Anglo-American Consolidated Statement, ampli-
fied and kept up to date under the oversight of the Combined
Production and Resources Board, provided the objective data which
were indispensable for allocating munitions in accordance with
strategical need and for constructing realistic production programmes.
On the requirements side, the Combined Chiefs of Staff, with their
ancillary organisations continuously at work, defined the strategical
objectives for which munitions must be both allocated and produced.
For raising production programmes to the level of strategical require-
ments, or for lowering requirements to the level of production possi-
bilities (not to mention the reshuffling of output that was necessary
to meet the rapidly changing conditions of warfare) the two adminis-
trations maintained continuous contact with each other at all levels,
both through the mechanism of the Combined Boards and otherwise.
The final decisions were, of course, taken by the supreme executive
authority in each country.

Naturally, it is not suggested that perfect institutions and proced-
ures of inter-Allied collaboration were achieved all at once or, indeed,
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that they were ever achieved. Three things need to be stated in rather
crowded juxtaposition with each other: first, that invaluable pre-
paratory work had been done before Pearl Harbour ; secondly, that
Pearl Harbour, by a decisive stroke, pushed this work a long way
further forward; thirdly, that the work, even then, needed to be
expanded and deepened in a continuing process of effort and experi-
ment amidst the tests of war,

The interweaving of these strands may possibly best be made clear
by reverting to simple narrative. For starting point, we may take the
embarkation of the Prime Minister at a Scottish port on 13th Decem-
ber 1941. It was from a Scottish port that he had embarked four
months earlier on the Prince of Wales for his Atlantic Charter meeting
with President Roosevelt at Placentia Bay in Newfoundland. But the
Prince of Wales was now lying at the bottom of the sea off the east
coast of Malaya; it was in her sister ship, the Duke of York, that he
made his December journey. This time his appointment with the
President was in Washington. He was accompanied by Lord Beaver-
brook, the Chiefs of Staff, and a party of experts larger than that of
the previous voyage. The Prime Minister and his party constituted,
in fact, a kind of itinerant Defence Committee of the War Cabinet,
competent to handle the problems both of operations and supply.

By the time they reached the United States they had got through a
great deal of work. They had, to begin with, produced a document
which the American Chiefs of Staff discussed paragraph by paragraph
with their British colleagues. From these discussions emerged the
combined war plan of the new alliance. For Germany, if not for
Japan, this plan was destined to be carried out in subsequent years
almost to the letter. They had, moreover, outlined a complete design
of the machinery whereby the new alliance would order its business.
Each of the two combining countries, they believed, needed to equip
itself with an adequate national organisation complete in its compo-
nent parts, both strategical and economic, and properly co-ordinated
under responsible political authority. The interweaving of these
national organisations could then be achieved through a series of
joint organisations, some for action in short term, others for long-
term preparations. The institutions to be set up on a combined
British-American basis were listed as follows :

1. Permanent joint planning organisation (all Services).

2. Joint supply board, to deal with production, raw materials,
allocation, etc.

3. Joint allocation committee to deal with naval, military and air
weapons.

4. Joint shipping committee.
5. Perhaps some other joint bodies, e.g. for economic warfare.



390 Ch. XIII: NEW PROPORTIONS OF THE WAR

The decisions taken at the Washington Conference smbodied 2
significant modification of terminology : the word ¢ joint’ was restrict-
ed to inter-Services coilaboration witnin one nation; for international
and specifically for British-Amsrican collaboraticn, the word ‘com-
bined’ was chosen. In substance, the structure of ‘combination’ that
was agreed upon followed the British oroposals very closely. Most
important of all was the emergence of the Combined Chiefs of Staff
as a practical working institution. For a time, the British proposal for
a single combined strategical directorate was deflected by an Ameri-
can proposal to establish an ‘appropriate joint oody’ to supervise
strategy in one area only, the short-lived ABDA area;? but it was in
the end agreed that there would be danger in building ‘a pyramid of
authorities’ to oversee operations in separate areas. The unity and
balance of combined effort in a global war would be ruined if
strategical planning and direction were parcelled out among a
number of ad hoc bodies, each imprisoned within its own partial
view of the war and sach fighting for its own hand. It was instead
judged essential to impose upon a single body, the Combined Chiefs
of Staff, undivided responsibility for advising the associated Govern-
ments on war policy in all areas.

The Combined Chiefs of Staff rapidly developed a sound working
practice. There was no fusion of the two national Staff organisations
each continued to act as before within its own government frame-
work. The two national bodies came fully into conmbination only
when they were assembled in the periodical conferences which be-
came for the remainder of the war the landmarks of strategical
decision. At each of these conferences, the Combined Chiefs examined
in joint session papers originating from the planning staff of one
nation or the other. Between each conference and its successor there
was an organised continuity of thought and decision. It was centred
upon Washington. This was a reversal of the arrangements fore-
shadowed before Pearl Harbour; for at the conference of January-
March 1941 ithad been agreed thatstrategical control of the combined
war effort—should America join the war—ought to be double-centred,
in Washington and London. However, it would in practice have
been impossible to carry on strategical discussion in two places
at the same time; one place or the other had to be chosen and the
decision to choose Washington was a wise one, seeing that the British
were always readier to delegate authority to their overseas repre-
sentatives than the Americans were. The Joint Staff Mission in
Washington, representing the British Chiefs of Staff, held weekly
meetings with the American Chiefs of Staff. This weekly conference
was the embodiment, between full conferences, of the Combined

1 ABDA was the American-British-Dutch Area in the Far East under General Wavell.
It was the first experiment in the series of combined commands.
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Chiefs of Stafi. It had common offices, a combined secretariat and a
combined planning staff—though the latter was seldom employed to
capacry except during full conferences, when it submitted papers
along with those of the national planning organisations.

Three other combined institutions emerged from the Washingten
Conference of December 1941 january 1942.* First, there was a
Munitions Assignment Board, operating under the Combined Chiefs
of Staff but divided into a Washington committee and a London
committee, each of which was put under a civilian chairman. The
Munitions Assignment Board was established to ng effectiveness
to the principle that ‘the entire munitions resources of Great Britain
and the United States will be deemed to be in 2 common pool® from
which assignments must be made, both in guantity and priority,
in accordance with strategic needs. The second new institution was
a Combined Shipping Adjustment Board, which will be discussed
in the next chapter. Finally, it was agreed at the Washington
Conference to establish a Combined Raw Materials Board with
headquarters in Washington. It would be the function of the Board to
plan the development, expansion and use of all raw material resources
under the jurisdiction or control of the two Governments and to make
such recommendations as were necessary for executing the plans:
these recommendations, it was stated, ‘shall be carried out by all
parts of the respective Governments’. Outside the limits of direct
British or American legal control, the Combined Raw Materials
Board was instructed to pursue by ‘collaboration’ the same objectives
of developing raw material resources and procuring them to serve
the combined war effort.

The Washington Conference had established a good part of the
machinery outlined in the British proposals; but it had left certain
gaps. If one looks at the general picture from the point of view of
shipping—which up to the early spring of 1943 was the most dan-
gerous British-American shortage—there was need for a Combined
Food Board alongside the Combined Raw Materials Board ; for food
and raw materials together constituted the overwhelming bulk of
United Kingdom import needs. From 1943 onwards the need for a
Combined Food Board would be even greater; for in that later perind
food shortages were destined to reflect not merely a scarcity of
shipping but an insufficiency of production at source. However, the
failure to institute combined planning for food was not the only, nor
the chief omission of the Washington Conference. There was a big
gap in the arrangements made for planning war production. As the

1 Their composition and functions were publicly set out in Cmd, 6332 (January !942)
When Mr. Churchill submitted the draft to the War Cabinet, he quoted Napoleon’s
maxim—° A constitution should be short and obscure’, This document, however, was both
short and—in its fundamental principle, the pooling of resources—clear.
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British Supply Council soon pointed out, effective ‘victory program-
ming’ contained the following elements:

determination of strategic concept and its expression in military
requirements—translation into terms of raw materials necessary for
their production—production itself—assignment of finished weapons
—shipping.

At Washington, all these elements except one had been recognised. In
the institutional structure that had been set up there was a gap
between the Combined Raw Materials Board and the Munitions
Assignment Board. ‘Production itself” had not been provided for in
the system of combined organisations.

In circumstances that will be explained below, these two gaps
were filled a few months later. A Combined Food Board and a Com-
bined Production and Resources Board were established in June
1942. Thereby, the proposals for combined organisation that had
been drafted on board the Duke of York were completed in full.

It must not, however, be imagined that the working constitution
of the British-American alliance (if the phrase may be allowed) was
merely or chiefly the product of a single well-drafted paper plan.
Once again, it is necessary to recall the long period of trial and error,
of natural growth and deliberate planning, during the eighteen
months before Pearl Harbour. To cite once more the example of raw
materials : on the eve of the Washington Conference and while it was
in session, the British and American officials who, in one particular
transaction after another, had already carried so far the principles of
combined procurement and allocation, were at work on schemes de-
signed to give full regularity and formality to their hitherto unsyste-
matised collaboration. What they had in mind was the idea of a
permanent Raw Materials Conference. However, the idea which
took shape at the higher level was better than this. The Conference
would have been unwieldy; but the two-man Board possessed an
almost inspired simplicity, which was in no way impaired when
three-man Boards were created later on by calling in Canada. In the
sphere of raw materials policy as elsewhere, this streamlined con-
struction quickly became an assembly point for all the techniques
that had been proved and all the experience that had been gained
during the past months of preparation.

In one important respect, the new institutions took shape in a
manner that was less logical and tidy than the British planners had
forecast. As a preliminary to the dovetailing of British and American
organisations, they had assumed the establishment of a complete and
well co-ordinated system of organisation within each of the two
countries, Here, of course, they were reasoning from British experience;
for, as has already been seen, a mature and effective system of War
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Cabinet control had been established before Pearl Harbour.! To
adapt this system to the requirements of the American alliance, it
was sufficient to make the newly established Ministry of Production
the focal point of business within the sphere of the Combined Boards.
It might have seemed that the Minister (Mr. Lyttelton) would find
his opposite number in Mr. Nelson, the Chairman of the War Produc-
tion Board ; but this expectation would have under-rated the vigour
of jurisdictional conflict between the departments and agencies at
Washington and over-rated the capacity of any single authority to
make its nominal powers effective.

It is for American historians to tell the story of how co-ordination
began to be achieved amidst the interdepartmental struggles that
were rife in Washington during 1942 :2 here it need only be pointed
out that the orderly pattern of the Combined Boards was at best an
anticipation, rather than an expression, of a similar order within the
American Administration. All the same, the Combined Boards offered
levers which could be used by those Americans who saw the need for
a more comprehensive and balanced system of planning for their own
war economy. The studies instituted by one Board or another fre-
quently identified dangerous frictions, unbalances or shortcomings
of the common war effort which could only be rectified by action
taken in Washington. When Washington did decide to take such
action, it was sometimes able to make good use of British war experi-
ence: for example, that experience was drawn upon in November
1942 for establishing the Controlled Raw Materials Plan3—the first
effective instrument that the Americans discovered for allocating
their economic resources amongst the competing claims of war.

At this point it will be useful to pause for some reflection upon the
real terms of the British-American war partnership. In one sense, it
contained an inequality reminiscent of the Anglo-French alliance.
The United States possessed over Britain an even greater superiority
of potential war-making resources than Britain had possessed over
France. Washington, therefore, took the place that London had
earlier held as the headquarters of inter-Allied planning and deci-
sion. The British, like the French before them, became ‘the visiting
team’. There were, however, some important weights in the opposite
scale. The British war economy was highly developed when the
American one was still primitive. Even when the effort of both
countries was at peak, the British were more tightly mobilised than
the Americans; if their resources were smaller, they were making
more intensive use of them. This extra effort produced its effect on

1 See Chapter VIII.

% The story has already been told in part in The United States at War. Development and Ad-
ministration of the War Program by the Federal Government (Historical Reports No. 1) passim.
8 of. ibid. p. 306.
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the battle-fronts. As we saw, almost until the end of the long period
now under review, British army deployment was roughly at parity
with American ; at the beginning of the period it was, of course, very
much greater.! Finally, there was the advantage that has aiready
been pointed out in the British machinery of planning and govern-
ment co-ordination.? All these considerations together may help to
explain what otherwise might have seemed paradoxical—that, while
Washington was chosen as the planning centre, the initiative in such
plans as have so far been described came chiefly from the British side.

However, in tracing the evolution of the Combined Boards as
working institutions, it would be difficult and positively misguided to
attempt to disentangle British from American initiative and action.
More important than the separate national influences was the growth
of a common attitude to the salient problems which the official staffs
of the Boards—working together in the same offices with common
terms of reference—were called upon to handle, Illustration may be
given from the operations of the Munitions Assignment Board. It was
the body most closely linked with the central institution for strate-
gical planning, the Combined Chiefs of Staff. At the same time, its
decisions were of immediate and great consequence to the war-
economic structure of Britain, since the disposition of British man-
power was bound in large measure to be governed by the assignment
of munitions out of the common pool.3

The pool was not placed under a single centralised management.
The assignment of munitions could only be satisfactorily achieved on
the basis of very full information about the operational situation, the
state and equipment of the troops, the requirements for training in
each separate theatre of the war, and so on. To have gathered all this
mass of information into one centre would have necessitated an
immense staff largely duplicating the work of the Service Depart-
ments both in Britain and the United States. The facts of geography
demanded that the Munitions Assignment Board should be split
into two parts. There was a Board in Washington and another in
London, Later on, a separate Board for the assignment of Canadian
production was established at Ottawa. Assignment committees were
also established in Australia and India when these countries began to

1 See p. 367 above.

® of. The United States at War, p. 132. ‘The experience with these boards frequently
demonstrated to the American members the admirable nature of the staff work and the
excellent co-ordination of the policy lines available to the British members. The British
members and staff were seldom, if ever, uninformed on recent top-side decisions and never
in pursuit of contradictory major policies. The British, moreover, appeared to be acquainted
with major military strategy and programs of which our members including the military
were often innocent.’

3 The C.M.A.B. only assigned new production. If the war had lasted very much longer

after August 1 there would have been an important problem of redeployi
between differant war fronts. ProYem ol receploying weapons
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produce disposable surpluses of weapons or ammunition. On these
committees, British and United States representatives sat with repre-
sentatives of the producing country.

However, it was the Boards in Washington and London that
counted for most. There were about forty claimants upon the
Washington-London pool of weapons. Since endless confusion would
have arisen if each claimant had been free to submit his requirements
in both places, the whole body of claimants was divided into two
groups, a British group and an American group. With some excep-
tions,* the members of the British Empire and the European Allies
fell naturally into the British group because they were equipped for
the most part with weapons of British type, and, in addition, were
closely associated with British forces in the field. Equally naturally,
the South American Republics and China fell into the American
group. Russia, as has been seen, was a special case; her claims were
separately negotiated and defined in a series of Protocols.

The procedure of the London and Washington Boards was as
follows :

1. Each of them ascertained the requirements of all members
within its own group.

2. Each of them, so far as it was able, satisfied these requirements
from the stocks of munitions produced at home.

3. Each of them thereafter approached its partner with the pur-
pose of making good the deficiency in its own resources.

Between the London and Washington Boards there was a genuine
two-way traffic of assignment. From time to time Britain was
able to supply important items of equipment in which the United
States was deficient—for example, radar equipment. A pleasant
exchange of compliments took place between the London and
Washington Boards after the successful invasion of North Africa: the
Americans thanked their British friends for supplies furnished to the
United States Forces; the British thanked their American friends for
the Sherman tanks and other equipment which had helped the
British Army to win its final Libyan campaign. Moreover, the con-
stant and pressing necessity for stringent economy in shipping space
was the occasion for very strenuous British efforts to supply the
growing American forces in the United Kingdom with maximum
quantities of general engineering goods, constructional material,

1 e.g. for Australia and New Zealand it was finally ruled that th should submit their
requirements for Army and Navy equipment to the London Board and for Air equipment to
the Washington Board. For Turkey—an ally of Britain and an important element in a
theatre of British strategical responsibility, but not a member of the United Nations—it
was ruled by the Combined Chiefs of Staff that all bids for eguipmcnt,_ both in London
and Washington, should be submitted by the British, This decision did not, however,
interfere with the processes of lend-lease accountancy.
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accommodation, stores, clothing and other equipment. It was here
that reciprocal aid found its greatest scope.

When all this has been said, it remains true that the balance of
munitions assignment was heavily in favour of the Washington Board;
for it controlled the total surplus on which the United Nations as a
body and the United Kingdom itself had need to draw.? But in 1942
it might well have seemed mockery to talk of a surplus. It was hardly
possible in that year to raise the horizon of munitions assignment more
than a month or two ahead. There was fierce day-to-day competi-
tion for supplies which everywhere seemed inadequate in relation to
need. Nor was the definition of need an easy matter. The American
Service Departments were naturally anxious to build up as rapidly
as possible the military, naval and air power which ultimately would
exercise the predominant weight against German-dominated Europe
and Japanese-dominated Asia. There was, however, real danger that
Germany and Japan might win the decisive battles while the
Americans were still building up their predominance of power. The
British representatives on the Washington Board and the British
Chiefs of Staff continually maintained that the first charge on the
munitions pool must be

the provision of full equipment for existing units in available and
active theatres of war with such orders of priority as may be assigned
to these theatres.

This was an argument for giving priority to the immediately im-
pending battles rather than to the more distant campaigns. It was at
the same time an argument for British claims as against American
claims. The argument was not one that could win easy success in
Washington. For a time after Pearl Harbour, the British cash con-
tracts and lend-lease follow-up orders? were mainly diverted to the
use of the United States.

The Munitions Assignment Board in Washington, like its counter-
part in London, did most of its business in committees—particularly
the three big standing committees for ground forces, navy, and air.
The American Service representatives on these committees expected
their British colleagues to justify in meticulous detail every statement
of British requirements; consequently there had to be a constant
cabling to London for information wherewith to answer the innumer-
able American questions. There was another and more deep-seated
impediment—the lack of continuous and concrete strategical guid-
ance. For although a general strategical plan had been agreed in the
Washington Conference and although the Washington Board had

* For examples of important items of British equipment supplied predominantly or in
large measure by assignment from the Washington Board, see p. 373 above.
2 See Chapter IX.,



BRITISH-AMERICAN PROCEDURE 397

received a general instruction to make assignments in the light of
strategic policy, changing operational conditions and realities of
production, a good deal of time elapsed before strategic policy was
closely defined in terms of time and place, or before the realities of
production were adequately assessed. By April 1942 the British were
ready to submit their Order of Battle for 1943; but at the end of 1942
the Americans were still not ready to submit theirs.! The instruction
to assign munitions in the light of strategic policy gave very little pre-
cise guidance so long as strategic policy itself remained so largely
undefined. There were times when the British took almost a despair-
ing view of the munitions assignment procedure and felt tempted to
conclude that Washington would never do justice to the immediate
and urgent requirements of British forces deployed on active fronts.
But, by the time the Board had completed its first year of life, it had
by its own good performance effectively answered this pessimism.
At the beginning of 1943, the British representative on the ground
forces committee in Washington reported to London that reasonable
British claims were almost always satisfied, provided they were given
a convincing operational backing.

The chairman of the Washington Board was Mr. Harry Hopkins.
His personality and close association with the President no doubt
contributed a good deal to the equitable and efficient operation of
the Board. Another factor in its growing success was the work of its
Statistical Analysis Branch under the direction of Mr. Lubin, who
had in time past worked in close association both with Mr. Hopkins
and the President. At each weekly meeting of the Board Mr. Lubin
presented statistical data relating to stocks, production, and require-
ments of munitions. It was his practice to concentrate every week ona
single outstanding problem—small-arms ammunition, changes in tank
programmes, changes in aircraft programmes, the use of shipping, etc.,
etc. His golden rule was simply to set out the facts clearly in his tables
and graphs, to put the spotlight on the discrepancies and the dispari-
ties, but never to propose a remedy. That was a matter for the chairman
to take up subsequently with the departments and other interests.

The Munitions Assignment Board did its work well and introduced
an essential element of order into the conduct of the war. The inten-
sity of British mobilisation, the proportions in which British manpower
was to be divided between the Services and industry, could not have
been determined in advance without reasonably firm knowledge of the

* On the occasion of General Marshall’s visit to London in March 1942, the British and
American Chiefs of Staff had agreed to draw up a combined Order of Battle. The British
Joint Planning Staff did their part of the work within a month. They estimated inter alia the
British, Dominion and Allied (European) land forces which would have to be provided
by April 1943 with British types of equipment: these were very ro:ghly equivalent to 25
armoured divisions and 125 infantry divisions, Thﬁ also estimated that by Apnl 1943
Britain, the Dominions and the European Allies would have ready 8,600 first line aircraft
—provided the planned supply of U.S. aircraft was maintained.
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supplies that would be allocated te Britain from the Washington pool.

But allocations from the pool were themselves uitimately governed
by the quantity and quality of the inflow into the pocl. Underlying
the problem of munitions assignment was the pretlem of munitions
production. It will be recalled that the institutional structure erected
at Washington in January 1942 contained a gap on the side of produc-
tion. A Combined Raw Materials Beard had been set vp, but nothing
else. The lack of an agreed forum for the joint examination of pro-
duction programmes soon made itself felt.

The British already had much experience of the problems involved
in translating strategical plans into military requirements, in adjust-
ing these requirements to the possibilities of production, and in
achieving thereby a production programme that was weli-balanced
in its component elements and feasible in its total. Even before
Pearl Harbour, the machinery for handling these problems was
rendering good service; after Pearl Harbour it was further improved
through the Joint War Production Staff, a committee of Service and
supply ministers meeting with their experts under the chairmanship
of the Minister of Production. On the American side, there was no
comparable organisation or experience. The problems were new, the
machinery for handling them still undeveloped.

There was, at first, no more definite guidance to the American
effort of production than that given in the famous ‘objectives’
announced by the President in January 1942. By this announcement,
the sights were at last set high for American war industry. This was
precisely what the planning minds in Washinglon, British and
American alike, had long been working for. Nevertheless, the same
people—for example, Mr. Stacy May and his colleagues in the
Statistics and Programmes Division of the War Production Board—
were very soon working to get the ‘objectives’ scaled down. In their
change of emphasis there was no real inconsistency. Before Pearl
Harbour American industry was falling short of the needs of war
because it was attempting too little. After Pearl Harbour a different
danger arose. American war industry began to attempt too much.

A war effort may fail either because the production sights are set
too low or because they are set too high. For example, it was cal-
culated by the Ministry of Production in the autumn of 1942 that the
United States and the United Kingdom were committed between
them to produce in 1943 enough tanks to equip 200 armoured
divisions, with 100 per cent. scale of reserves for each division. It was
calculated that they were planning to produce in the same year
22,000 million rounds of ball ammunition—although the Desert

* of. The United States at War (Historical Reports No. 1), p. 29. ‘A major step in getting

war production on a maximum basis, stran eno! th i gran
totals sought in a given period.’ ’ §ly enongh, was the reduction of the ¢
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Armies of the British Empire, in all their Egyptian and Libyan cam-
paigns from 1940 to 1942, expended only 200 million rounds.* If the
combined resources of the United Kingdom and the United States
(including their resources of ocean-going tonnage) had been unlimit-
ed, such profusion of specialised output might have done little harm,
provided it was not bought at the expense of quality. But, since
industrial capacity and manpower were not unlimited, since rubber
and some other essential materials were critically deficient, since
ships were scarce, the super-abundance of tanks and ball ammunition
and all the rest of the over-produced items must inevitably be paid
for by a deficiency of ships or landing craft or other essential equip-
ment. The immense expansion of United States Army programmes,
in particular, was threatening to engulf vast resources in the pro-
duction of equipment which would not be required for years to
come and which it might never be possible to ship overseas. Mean-
while, in the campaigns immediately ahead, the fighting forces of
America and the British Empire were likely to find that they had
been deprived of urgently necessary equipment through the waste of
resources caused by misguided efforts to provide them with ‘the
maximum of everything’.

These were predominantly American problems, and it is for
American historians to explain in detail how they were tackled. But
indirectly they were British problems also; since the allocation of
resources in the British war economy could be given its final shape
only within the context of a combined British-American war-econo-
mic plan. The most effective way of making that plan realistic would
have been to define for specific periods ahead the Combined Order
of Battle and the combined production programme necessary for its
realisation. As has been seen, attempts were made to do this; but in
1942 they did not succeed.?2 However, in partial compensation for the
failure, and in the hope of winning success later on, a new British-
American institution was created. The Combined Production and
Resources Board was set up in June 1942. It was a two-man Board,
composed of Mr. Lyttelton, the Mimster of Production, and Mr.
Nelson, chairman of the War Production Board. It was located in
Washington, where Mr. Lyttelton was permanently represented by
Sir Robert Sinclair.? The directive issued to it by the President and the
Prime Minister gave it two duties to perform: first, to combine the
production programmes of the two countries into a single programme

1 By far the greater part of the planned production was American : 20,000 million rounds
against 2,000 million of British production. In the previous war the U.S. Expeditionary
Force had consumed one million rounds.

2 See above, p. 397.

3 There was also a London Committee of C.P.R.B. but it dealt with comparatively
subsidiary matters, chiefly adjustments in the U.K. production programme to meet the
needs of U.S. Forces in Britain.

2C
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adjusted to all the relevant production factors and to the strategic
requirements of the war as indicated by the Combined Chiefs of
Staff: secondly, in collaboration with the Combined Chiefs of Staff,
to assure the continuous adjustment of this combined programme to
the changing military requirements.

The establishment of the C.P.R.B. did not magically solve the
intractable problems discussed above. The duties laid upon the new
Board, if read literally, could not possibly be fulfilled ; for, like all the,
other Combined Boards, it had power merely to make recommenda-
tions, not to take decisions nor to issue orders. It was only by decision
and command of the two sovereign Governments that the two national
production programmes could be combined in a single programme
realistically related to strategical plans. So long as the two Govern-
ments postponed their task, the Board was compelled to limit the
scope of its work. It focused attention upon major ‘unbalances’ of
the production programmes and suggested remedies for the most
dangerous ‘bottlenecks’, thereby providing a lever for those British
and American reformers who were struggling to bring order out of
disorder. Sometimes it prepared the way for direct inter-government
discussions on a high political level. For example, when the President
took direct action in October 1942 to cut back the inflated programmes
of the American Service departments, the British Minister of Produc-
tion crossed the Atlantic in the hope of achieving definite enough
agreements—about production programmes, the assignment of muni-
tions, and shipping—to enable the British finally and irrevocably to
allocate between ‘fighting and fabrication’ their last reserves of
manpower. Agreement was reached. It was confirmed in an inter-
change of messages between the President and the Prime Minister.
Thereafter, it had, if possible, to be speeded ‘down the line’ in
Washington. Here again the C.P.R.B. was called upon to provide
‘leverage’. Its work was valuable, but should not be over-valued. If
difficulties which in 1942 had sometimes seemed insuperable began
in 1943 to be overcome, this was due above all to the immensely
swelling flood of American production.

The Combined Boards cannot be understood merely by meticulous
study of their paper constitutions; they can only be understood
through study of their operation. That is why it has proved impossible
to avoid entanglement in the narrative of events during the first year
of the Boards. The narrative has been both superficial and excessively
selective and there is no space to correct these faults. Even so, it
should at least have made one thing clear. The Combined Boards
were no more than mechanism; they did not by their own power
make the British-American partnership an effective thing. Even as
mechanism, their importance was not exclusive and frequently not
predominant. British-American ‘combination’ was in existence
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before the Combined Boards were created; it continued its existence,
outside and beyond them, after they had been created. Its dominant
characteristic was a reciprocal inter-penetration of the two national
administrations, a building-up at many levels of personal acquain-
tance—fortified, sometimes, by personal friendship—and a common
fund of experience and knowledge. Here were the foundations of this
unique war partnership. They had been laid before Pearl Harbour;
after Pearl Harbour they were strengthened and extended.

The system of Combined Boards was built into the growing edifice;
it was not by itself the whole edifice. For example, the Raw Materials
Department of the Ministry of Supply was the administrative
instrument for carrying through British raw materials policy. It
directed the work of the British Raw Materials Mission in Washing-
ton. The head of that Mission, Sir Clive Baillieu, was British repre-
sentative on the two-man Combined Raw Materials Board. A great
part of his work was done purely in his national capacity. By agree-
ment between him and his American colleague, Mr. Batt, the
C.R.M.B. was called into action only when particular shortages
needed to be coped with by combined planning; otherwise, policy
remained with the two national authorities. It is significant that the
C.R.M.B. cut its teeth on the acute problems of raw materials
scarcity created by the sudden Japanese conquests. Like the rest of
the Combined Boards, its task was to assemble and rearrange the
facts of urgent common concern within its own sphere so that they
might be presented to the national authorities under the aspect of
common strategic interest. Each Board, within its own sphere, acted
as a ‘control point’; it had no executive power, but it had power to
compose the ‘complete United Nations picture’ of requirements and
resources and to make recommendations to the British and American
Governments for the efficient use of these resources. This power to
recommend is vastly different from the power to decide. It should
not, however, be underrated. Recommendations of the Combined
Boards were often the indispensable preliminary to decisions—at any
rate, to sound decisions. Moreover, since the recommendations were
almost always limited to problems which neither of the two Govern-
ments could handle effectively by itself, and since they were invari-
ably prepared in close consultation with the national authorities who
would be responsible for putting them into effect, they were in fact
put into effect. Sometimes, it is true, there was obstruction, delay and
a growing feeling of frustration. It then became necessary for higher
authority to intervene ; Mr. Lyttelton was sent to Washington, or the
Prime Minister and the President agreed to meet. Then the intractable
problem was resolved by a new decision—on strategy, on munitions
assignment, on production programmes, on shipping, sometimes on
all these things at the same time. In the process of implementing the
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new decision, similar obstacles were sometimes encountered and
similar methods had to be employed. Nevertheless, all major recom-
mendations of the Boards became in the end decisions of the two
Governments and all major decisions were in the end fulfilled. Behind
them was the ultimate guarantee of the supreme executive power in
each country; for the Prime Minister spoke with the authority of the
War Cabinet and the President combined in himself the chief civil
and military authority of the United States.

It is worthy of note that the British-American alliance did not
provide itself with any formal organ of supreme control. This was not
a matter of accident but of conscious decision. All the arguments of
tradition and experience might have seemed to favour the establish-
ment of a Supreme War Council. The Anglo-American Staff Con-
ference of January—March 1941 had in fact recommended that this
high controlling authority should at once be set up if and when the
United States joined the war. But, when they did join it, the War
Cabinet showed itself positively alarmed by rumours coming from
Washington to the effect that the Americans wished too pedantically
to copy inter-Allied constitution-making of the past. In fact, the
rumours were without foundation. The Americans were no more
anxious than were the British to jeopardise the flexible and natural
growth of British-American co-operation by clamping upon it a
political directorate of excessive formality. Just as the two adminis-
trations had already been knitting their work together at the nodal
points of raw materials policy, munitions assignment, shipping, and
the rest, so also had they been coming together at the high policy
level through the special relationship that had been growing up
between the Prime Minister and the President. The exchange of
telegrams between Mr. Roosevelt and Mr. Churchill had begun
when the latter was still First Lord of the Admiralty in the Chamber-
lain Government. It continued when the ‘Former Naval Person’
became Prime Minister. Supplemented by the special conferences at
which President and Prime Minister met each other with their
attendant experts, it was destined to grow almost to the status of an
institution. In practical efficiency it was preferable to the more
formal, less flexible procedure of a Supreme War Council. Nor was it
in any way less constitutional; for the President spoke with the
authority committed to him by the American people as head of the
executive power and Commander-in-Chief of the armed forces, while
the Prime Minister spoke with the authority of the War Cabinet,
which was itself upheld by the approval of Parliament.!

It might perhaps have been argued that a Supreme War Council
was necessary in order to associate the other Allies in the higher

! The practice should be noted whereby the drafts of important telegrams from the Prime
Minister were submitted to the War Cabinet for examination and, if necessary, amendment.
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direction of the war. But this was precisely what the British and the
Americans wished to avoid. Although by their political philosophy
they were committed to the representative principle, they knew that
it could not be applied with doctrinaire impatience amidst the
dangers of war. A Supreme War Council representing every member
of the United Nations was inconceivable; even if it had acted by
majority decision instead of insisting upon unanimity, it would have
slowed down action and jeopardised victory. Even a more narrowly
representative Supreme War Council might well have proved un-
workable. The inevitable differences of opinion or emphasis which
arose between Britain and America about the higher strategy of the
war were on each occasion resolved in sufficient time by agreement of
the Combined Chiefs of Staff; but, if Soviet Russia and China had
been included, it might have proved impossible to get agreement.
Yet some co-ordination of strategy and effort had to be achieved with
these Powers, with Russia especially. Once again, the flexible solution
was judged the more practical one ; once again, the solution had been
prepared by British practice before the United States joined the war.
In the summer of 1941 the Prime Minister had opened with Marshal
Stalin a parallel correspondence with the one he was conducting
with the President. He had more recently opened a third corres-
pondence with General Chiang Kai-Shek. The exchange of tele-
grams between the executive heads of States—supplemented, as
opportunity might offer and occasion demand, by personal meetings
—offered a workable alternative to the dangerous formalities of a
cumbrous permanent body.

Moreover, if the representative principle had been accepted for the
political and strategical direction of the war, it would have been
difficult to exclude it from the constitution of the Combined Boards.
As has already been seen, the difficulties of bringing the economic
policies of America and Britain into focus were by themselves formid-
able enough ; unwieldy multiple-nation Boards professing to represent
the complete society of the United Nations would have found their
task quite unmanageable. Admittedly, there was a danger that
Britain and America, by taking upon themselves the responsibility for
determining not only their own contributions and receipts but those
of other people, might lay themselves open to the charge of high-
handedness and provoke not only resentment but resistance. The
danger was in part avoided through each country making provision
for consultation and agreement with those nations of which it was
the natural leader. The United States performed this role with the
Latin-American countries and China; Britain performed it with the
majority of Commonwealth countries. For example, the Empire
Clearing House in London worked out the statement of British
Empire supplies and requirements of raw materials and the British
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member of the Combined Raw Materials Board used the statement
as essential data for the recommendations to be made in Washington.
The London Food Committee performed a similar function in rela-
tion to the Combined Food Board.

These arrangements did not, however, fit the needs of Canada. Her
situation was highly complex. She was a member of the Common-
wealth and a belligerent when the United States were still neutral;
but in 1941 she joined the United States in what might be called the
North American Combined Board system, which included both a
Defence Board and an Economic Board. From 1939 to 1945, Cana-
dian troops fought alongside British troops and used British-type
equipment; Canadian factories helped to produce this equipment.
On the other hand, Canadian industry was highly dependent on
American tools and components. For raw materials, the two countries
were reciprocally dependent upon each other; in the summer of 1941
they had set up, within the framework of their Joint Economic Board,
a Materials Co-ordinating Committee of their own. It was therefore
natural that the American member of the Combined Raw Materials
Board should handle, on Canada’s behalf, the statement of Canadian
supplies and requirements. But elsewhere the importance and special
situation of Canada justified her separate representation. In Novem-
ber 1942 the Dominion became a third member of the Combined
Production and Resources Board and in October 1943 of the Com-
bined Food Board.

With this one exception, the United States and Britain kept in
their own hands full responsibility for managing the combined pool
of economic resources. As victory became visible on the horizon
and the thoughts of the smaller Allies began to fix themselves upon
relief and rehabilitation within their own countries, suggestions came
to be made for making the managing institutions more representative.
However, the aptness of British-American procedure for achieving its
primary purpose—victory—was never seriously questioned. Between
them, the two countries possessed the power to make their allocations
of economic resources respected ; for they were by far the most im-
portant buyers of materials, they controlled almost the whole supply
of finished goods, and they controlled the world’s shipping. Because
they used their power responsibly for the purpose of winning the war
in the shortest possible time, its basis was never seriously challenged.
Action which would have been resented in time of peace was accepted
and welcomed because it was necessary to win the war. Responsible

and effective leadership won for itself the necessary backing of
consent.
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(iii )
Strategy

The primary purpose of the Anglo-American partnership was to
destroy the enemy’s fighting capacity and so win the war. The
foundation of combined planning in all spheres was, therefore, the
higher strategic decisions of the British and American leaders. It is
beyond the scope of this book to probe deeply into these decisions but
they must be outlined in order to provide an intelligible background
to the war economy.

The first war plan of the fighting partnership was framed at the
Washington conference in December 1941.1 In this document, the
British and American Chiefs of Staff reaffirmed the basic principle of
grand strategy that had long since been agreed between them.?
Despite the entry of Japan into the war, Germany must still be treated
as the prime enemy; the defeat of Germany was the key to total
victory. Consequently, it should be a cardinal principle of British-
American strategy not to divert from operations against Germany
any more force than the minimum necessary for safeguarding vital
interests in other theatres of war.

The essential features of strategy in the struggle against Germany
were envisaged as follows. First was the realisation of the victory
programme of munitions and the maintenance of essential communi-
cations. Secondly, the ring round Germany must be tightened; it
was agreed that a valuable step in this direction would be to seize the
North African coast. Thirdly, every effort was to be made to wear
down German resistance by British and American air bombard-
ment, by helping Russia, by blockade and by encouraging the spirit
of revolt in enemy-occupied countries. Lastly, the conference looked
to the continuous development of offensive action leading up to a
military assault on the Continent ; a land offensive in Europe seemed
unlikely in 1942, but it was possible that an invasion might be under-
taken in 1943. As for the Far East, the conference agreed that mini-
mum forces must be used to maintain key points which would check
Japan’s advance and would serve as bases for offensive action later
on: India, Australia and New Zealand must be made secure at all
costs, and China must be assured of aid. Other points to be held
included Hawaii, the East Indian barrier, the Philippines, Rangoon
and the road to China.

Although the Washington conference agreed that only minimum
forces should be diverted to the Far East, the situation there was so

1 Its code name was ‘Arcadia’.
% See above, p. g80.
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serious and urgent that much of the conference’s time was spent in
planning how to meet it. Some time was also spent on plans for an
invasion of North Africa ; but, in general, ways and means of striking
at the ‘prime enemy’ were left to be discussed by the Combined
Chiefs of Staff organisation after the conference had disbanded. In
the spring of 1942, when the outlook for the Allies seemed very dark,
General Marshall came over from the United States and placed
before the British an energetic plan for striking direct at Germany
across the Channel.! His suggestion was that every effort should be
made for a full-dress invasion of Europe as soon as possible, that is,
about the spring of 1943. This should be preceded by continuous
raiding in the remainder of 1942. In addition, if the Russian plight
became desperate or if German strength in Western Europe was
critically weakened, an emergency cross-Channel operation in the
autumn of 1942 would be justified.

The Prime Minister warmly welcomed General Marshall’s plan
as ‘a momentous proposal’ which accorded with ‘the classic principle
of war—namely concentration against the main enemy’. There was a
reservation to this welcome. The United States proposed to concen-
trate everything on the preparations for the 1943 attack on Western
Europe; the British on the other hand insisted that nothing should
further endanger the grave position in the Pacific, the Middle East
and the Indian Ocean where, indeed, there was a real danger that
Germany and Japan might join hands. Nevertheless, the outcome of
the discussions was a general approval for a large-scale descent on
Western Europe in the spring of 1943.2 Nothing definite was decided
about an emergency cross-Channel operation in 1942.2 The Allies
might be compelled to undertake it or an exceptionally favourable
opportunity might occur. In any case, they should prepare for it.

In the weeks following these talks, the British Chiefs of Staff
became increasingly convinced that an attack across the Channel in
1942 would be most unwise. They saw little if any chance that the
attack would be successful. There was a serious shortage of landing
craft. Until mid-September, when the weather would become too
bad, the number of American divisions in Britain would be less than
four. Air losses might well be heavier than the Allies could yet support.
The great bomber offensive to weaken the German war-making
power had barely begun. When Mr. Molotov visited England in May
to urge the establishment of a second front in western Europe in 1942,
the British Government assured him that it would not hesitate to
execute a cross-Channel assault that year provided it seemed ‘sound

! An excellent published account of the discussions of the summer of 1942 is the article
‘A Year Late?’, by a Military Correspondent in The Economist (28th September 1946).

? This operation was known as ‘Round-up’.

3 This operation was known as ‘Sledgehammer’,
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and sensible’. But ‘wars’, as the Prime Minister insisted, ‘ are not won
by unsuccessful operations’. The War Cabinet refused to launch the
attack unless there seemed at the time a good chance not merely of
establishing a bridgehead but of maintaining it in preparation for
the decisive attack of 1943. By July 1942 they felt sure that an attack
on Europe that year was impracticable.

In Washington, on the other hand, the leaders of the United States
Services increasingly favoured this 1942 operation and were increas-
ingly confident that it would be possible. To reconcile these differ-
ences between the two countries, the Prime Minister and his advisers
again visited Washington in June 194! and in July the United
States Chiefs of Staff visited Britain. From these conferences came the
vital decisions about the next moves in the war in Europe and the
Mediterranean.

The background of these summer discussions was very sombre.
The Germans had swept British forces back in Egypt, they were
driving deeply into Russia and their U-boats were reaping rich
ocean harvests. The Japanese were threatening Australia. In retro-
spect, with the immense preparations for D-Day in mind, it is diffi-
cult to believe that a continental invasion was seriously contemplated
in 1942. The bomber offensive was as yet a very minor affair, and the
United States’ war production was barely getting into its stride. The
technique of a great sea-borne invasion was unknown and untried.
Nor were battle-trained troops available.

While the British felt certain that the chances even of a small
continental invasion in 1942 were very slender, they were equally
convinced that some offensive must be launched against Germany in
1942. If Anglo-American resources were concentrated in preparing
for a full-scale invasion of northern Europe in 1943, nearly a year
would pass before American soldiers engaged Germany and before
the British Army in the United Kingdom went into action. While
Russia was in such desperate straits, such inaction seemed unthink-
able. The British Government considered that a minor expedition to
France would be of no military value to Russia. They believed that
the only way of effectively coming to grips with the Germans in 1942
was to attack North Africa—an idea that had always appealed both
to President Roosevelt and Mr. Churchill. The American Chiefs of
Staff on the other hand were still hoping late in July that a bridge-
head could be seized in Europe in 1942. They feared that entangle-
ment in North Africa would indefinitely postpone the great attack in
western Europe. Finally, however, at the end of the London dis-
cussions, the Combined Chiefs of Staff agreed to drop any idea of
attacking north-west Europe in 1942 and to concentrate on an
invasion of French North Africa at the earliest possible date before

1 The “Argonaut’ conference.
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December 1942. They faced the fact that this operation would
probably make it impossible to fulfil their earlier decision to launch
a full-scale invasion of north-west Europe in 1943. The reasons for
their decision were so cogent that Marshal Stalin acquiesced in them
when Mr. Churchill explained them to him in Moscow in August
1942.1

9From July onwards, the chief preoccupation of the British and
United States military leaders was the planning of the assault in
French North-West Africa. Side by side with all these discussions and
plans in 1942 for the next move against Germany there were other
urgent strategical problems to be dealt with. It was of the highest
importance to stem the Germans’ advance into Egypt and thrust
them back. Equally vital was the need to give the maximum help to
Russia ; various proposals were considered, including air help for the
defence of the Caucasus and an invasion of northern Norway. More-
over, the war against Japan was a constant preoccupation. An
assault on Madagascar was planned and executed. The position in
the Pacific? remained critical, while in the last half of 1942 much
thought was given to the possibility of launching an offensive in
Burma and giving help to an almost entirely isolated China.

Apart from these pressing short-term questions, it was also neces-
sary to keep future grand strategy under review. The conferences in
Washington and London in the summer of 1942 had not thoroughly
harmonised British and American views on strategy. The decision
to attack French North Africa instead of western Europe and to
accept for the time being a ‘defensive encircling action’ for the
continental European theatre had led some American Service
experts to think that the strategy agreed at Washington in December
1941 had been fundamentally altered. Believing that it was no
longer intended to concentrate every effort on the defeat of Germany,
they were beginning to divert resources to the Pacific. This worried
the British, who considered that the principles of grand strategy
agreed at Washington in December 1941 still held good and that the
decisions taken in the summer had merely accepted a more prolonged
prelude to the final assault on Germany.

All these threads of strategy, short term and long term, were
brought together at the conference between the President and Prime
Minister and their advisers at Casablanca in January 1943.2 The
background was now brighter—the North African landing had been
successful, the Battle of Alamein had been won, the Japanese had

1 Marshal Stalin however did not, it ! i
“truc seood B , it seems, regard the North African operation as a

2 In April 1942, the Pacific sphere was put und i ti
Indian sohert 42, O i op;x ere. p er American operational control and the

% ‘Symbol’ conference.
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been stemmed in the Pacific and the Germans in Russia. Anglo-
American differences were vigorously discussed and a general strate-
gic programme for 1943 was settled. The Combined Chiefs of Staff
agreed that the defeat of the U-boats must remain a first charge on
the United Nations’ resources and that the Soviet forces must be
sustained by the greatest volume of supplies that could be carried
to Russia without prohibitive cost in shipping. Their programme
stressed the importance of defeating Germany first, if possible in
1943. For this purpose there would be two main centres of action.
In the Mediterranean, Sicily was to be occupied in order to make the
Mediterranean more secure, divert German pressure from Russia,
intensify the pressure on Italy and possibly enlist Turkey as an ally.
From the United Kingdom, there was to be the heaviest possible
bomber offensive against the German war effort and such limited
offensive operations as the supply of amphibious forces allowed.
Meanwhile, subject to the demands of operations in the Mediter-
ranean and the Far East, the strongest possible force was to be assem-
bled in constant readiness to re-enter north-western Europe as soon as
German resistance was sufficiently weakened. Operations in the
Pacific and Far East were to be continued with the forces already
allocated to them in order to maintain pressure on Japan and attain
a position of readiness for a full scale offensive there as soon as
Germany was defeated; at the same time it was agreed that these
operations should be kept within such limits as would not, in the
opinion of the Combined Chiefs of Staff, jeopardise the capacity of
the United Nations to take advantage of any favourable opportunity
for the decisive defeat of Germany in 1943. Subject to this reservation
plans were to be made for the recapture of Burma, beginning in 1943,
and for operations against the Marshall and Caroline Islands if these
did not prejudice the offensive in Burma.

The attack on Sicily was timed for July 1943. In May, when
hostilities in North Africa were almost ended, another Anglo-
American conference met at Washington! to review the chain of
operations to be undertaken in the rest of 1943 and in 1944. The war
against the U-boats was to be prosecuted as fiercely as ever. A plan
was approved to accomplish ‘by a combined United States-British
air offensive, the progressive destruction and dislocation of the
German military, industrial and economic system and the under-
mining of the morale of the German people to a point where their
capacity for armed resistance [was] fatally weakened’. The plan was
to be accomplished between the conference and 1st April 1944.
1st May 1944 was set as the target date for mounting a cross-Channel
operation.

1 “Trident’ Conference.
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Meanwhile, it would have seemed intolerable for the Anglo-
American Forces to be inactive during the rest of 1943 after Sicily
was conquered. It was agreed that the Commander-in-Chief, North
Africa, should be instructed to mount such operations in exploitation
of the attack on Sicily as might be best calculated to eliminate Italy
from the war. The conference also took difficult decisions about the
Far East. The Combined Planners were directed to prepare an appre-
ciation leading up to a plan for the defeat of Japan. Meanwhile, the
Combined Chiefs of Staff agreed to concentrate in the Burma-China
theatre on building up the air route to China and developing air
facilities in Assam. They approved vigorous and offensive land and
air operations at the end of 1943 from Assam into Burma and minor
amphibious attacks to go in step with a Chinese advance. An offensive
was also planned for the Pacific itself.

As the war moved swiftly towards its climax, frequent conferences
between the President and the Prime Minister and their Chiefs of
Staff were necessary. In August, three months after the Washington
meeting, another conference was held at Quebec.! By that time, it had
become easier to visualise the fulfilment of the first item in the grand
strategic concept of the war—the unconditional surrender of the Axis
in Europe. The progressive destruction of the German military and
economic system by bombing as the prerequisite to invasion in 1944
must still have the highest strategic priority. The 1944 invasion—
operation ‘Overlord’—would be the primary United States-British
effort against the Axis in Europe; its date was reaffirmed as 1st May.
Reserves would be distributed between the Mediterranean and
‘Overlord’ with the main object of ensuring the success of * Overlord’;
this meant that opportunities of penetrating deeply ‘the soft under-
belly’ of German power would be set aside in favour of the assault in
the north-west. These operations in Europe were considered in some
detail. Simultaneously, it was decided to maintain and extend unre-
mitting pressure against Japan. The Combined Chiefs of Staff now
looked further ahead to the time when the Axis had been defeated in
Europe and it would be possible to direct the full resources of the
United States and Britain to bring about the unconditional surrender
of Japan at the earliest possible moment, if possible twelve months
after the defeat of Germany. Many specific operations in the Far
East were approved for 1943-44,% and planning began for the time
when the Allies could throw their full weight against Japan.

The events that followed the Quebec conference of August 1943
brought into prominence a significant difference in outlook between
the British and the Americans about the direction of war. The

1 {Quadrant’ Conference.

2 To facilitate V"S'OI'OUS and effective o tions in S.E. Asia, th . .
was separated from the command in S.E. g:ia.xa Asia, the command in India
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American military experts considered that once a strategical pro-
gramme had been settled it must be carried out without variation.
The British experts, on the other hand, regarded programmes rather
as a general aim to be constantly reviewed in the light of war develop-
ments. Thus, when Mussolini fled, Italy collapsed and her fleet
capitulated in the autumn of 1943, the British saw a chance to win
cheap prizes in the whole Mediterranean which would press Germany
still harder and increase ‘Overlord’s’ chance of success by diverting
enemy troops to southern Europe. They chafed therefore at the neces-
sity for sending away from the Mediterranean trained troops, and
above all landing craft, in order to implement the Quebec decision
that ‘Overlord’ should be mounted on 1st May. This firm adherence
to the policy of Quebec had produced a series of disappointments in
the Mediterranean and if it continued the front there'would necessarily
remain quiescent instead of continuously engaging German forces in
the vital months before ‘Overlord’. If ‘Overlord’ were delayed for a
month or two, landing craft could be kept long enough in the
Mediterranean to clear the position there.

The choice between retaining ‘Overlord’ in all its integrity and
keeping the Mediterranean ablaze was the chief point of discussion at
the Cairo and Teheran conferences in November and December
1943.1 At Teheran, Marshal Stalin joined the President and the
Prime Minister for the first time. Finally, it was agreed that ‘Over-
lord’, in conjunction with an assault on southern France, were the
supreme operations for 1944. They were to be carried out in May
1944 and nothing was to be undertaken in any other part of the
world which hazarded the success of these two operations. Every
effort was to be made to provide the essential landing craft. Soviet
forces planned to launch an offensive at about the same time. Before
the meeting at Teheran, General Chiang Kai-Shek had been at the
conference in Cairo discussing plans for offensive and amphibious
operations in Burma; but the shortage of landing craft had made the
amphibious operation seem extremely doubtful to the British. Then,
at Teheran, the significance of the operation waned with Marshal
Stalin’s announcement that Russia would go to war with Japan when
Germany was defeated. These meetings at the end of 1943 represented
what the Prime Minister called ‘the greatest concentration of
worldly power that had ever been seen in the history of mankind’.
The stage was set for D-Day and then for the swift defeat of Japan.

1 ¢Sextant’ Conference at Cairo and ‘Eureka’ Conference at Teheran.



