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This thesis explores the Anglo-American supply relationship, 1939-1941,
and the ability of these two nations to wage a coalition war immediately after the
Japanese attack on Pear] Harbor. Organisationally, the first chapters of the thesis
look at the impact of the Great War and the interwar period on this relationship.
The remaining chapters are devoted to the evolution of the supply relationship
between September 1939 and December 1941.

The evidence found in British and American archives indicates that early
supply discussions, conducted under the supervision of Arthur Purvis and Henry
Morgenthau, established a common ground for Anglo-American co-operation
during the early days of the Second World War. The fall of France prompted the
British Government to seek much closer ties with the United States. However, in
mid-1940 many senior US officials insisted that America should concentrate on
its own defence against the Nazi threat because of the likelihood of Britain's
defeat. By the end of 1940, the American defence planners were more confident
of Britain's ability to survive, and therefore they were willing to consider the
creation of Anglo-American defence plans. At the same time President Roosevelt
requested Congressional approval for the Lend-Lease Act, to ensure the British
Government could still acquire US war supplies even if it lacked the dollars to
pay for them.

Because of the inability of US industry to produce adequate war materiel
for the British effort and American rearmament, representatives from the two
countries were forced to work closely together to determine production and
allocation priorities. Moreover, since these decisions influenced the fighting
capability of British and American forces, war planners rather than civilians
officials began to make these supply decisions. Subsequently, British and
American officials determined that their efforts should be based on a joint
strategy. Ultimately this realisation inspired the creation of the Victory
Programme, which effectively acknowledged that supply needs, strategic
considerations, and an overall commitment to defeat Germany and its allies were
indistinguishable. Thus the supply relationship, 1939-1941, provided the
foundation for the Anglo-American wartime coalition against Hitler.
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Before the United States entered the Second World War in December 1941 the
Anglo-American alliance already exhibited remarkable sophistication. In addition
to a shared goal of defeating the Axis powers, the two Governments had
integrated their strategic plans and production programmes, agreed on areas of
responsibility in the Atlantic and Pacific theatres, and created the nucleus of a
combined military planning staff. Because the Anglo-American supply
relationship provided the earliest and most sustained form of co-operation
between 1939 and 1941, this thesis explores the manner in which the supply
relationship contributed to the creation of this Anglo-American wartime coalition
prior to the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor.

The 1mplicit assumption in many works on the Second World War is that
a shared desire to defeat Hitler provided sufficient incentive for the formulation
of the Anglo-American alliance. Other historians have studied the evolution of
this Anglo-American relationship between 1939-1941 more closely. However,
they concentrate on either the diplomatic and political aspects of the relationship,
or on early efforts to encourage Anglo-American naval co-operation. Although
their works usually address some aspects of the supply relationship, its
importance to the creation of the coalition is never fully revealed. Moreover, the
books which specifically address Anglo-American supply relations generally fall
into the two categories of official histories interested in only the British or
American dimension of this relationship, or monographs devoted to the Lend-

Lease agreement. In both cases they fail to present a balanced account of the
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supply relationship, and ignore the evolution of this relationship from the early
influences of the First World War up through the formal creation of the coalition
in December 1941.

To fill these gaps, this thesis identifies, first, the lessons the two
Governments learned from the supply relationship of the Great War. Second, it
considers the fate of this wartime arrangement during the interwar period, given
the tensions which frequently disrupted Anglo-American relations. Finally,
relying heavily on British and American archival sources, this thesis reveals that
the Anglo-American supply relationship of the Second World War proved the
most useful means available to establish an effective wartime coalition between
these two nations before the United States became a belligerent.

During the First World War, British and American officials learned many
of the lessons which would guide the formation of the Anglo-American supply
relationship in the Second World War. Between 1914 and 1917, Britain's supply
and financial needs dominated Anglo-American relations. Moreover, Wilson's
insistence on US neutrality meant that private citizens, rather than US
Government officials, conducted most of the negotiations with the British. When
the United States entered the war in April 1917, the Wilson Administration
initially expected that America's primary contribution to the Central Powers'
defeat would be through increased supply and financial contributions rather than
a large expeditionary force. However, repeated British and French requests for a
large American presence in Europe led the US to expand its military greatly.
Once these US forces began to arrive in Europe, American military authorities
found they had to "fight" their allies in order to retain command over US troops.
Although General Pershing (the American Expeditionary Force commander)
eventually won this struggle, the war ended before the United States could
overcome its status as a junior member of the Allied coalition. Nevertheless, by
the time of the armistice US and British officials had learned several valuable

lessons about the need for better co-operation in any future war.
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In the interwar period, the Anglo-American co-operation of the First
World War quickly became a memory, and naval disarmament efforts provided
the focus for relations between the two countries during the 1920s. Commencing
with the 1921 Washington Conference, and continuing through the 1927 Geneva
and 1930 London Conferences, the naval arms limitation process emerged as the
primary means for Anglo-American interaction, and as a conduit for US
involvement in international relations. Indeed, these discussions reveal British
and American thoughts on their international roles, responsibilities, and
concerns.

When Franklin Roosevelt assumed the presidency in 1933 he inherited the
legacy of these arms limitation talks, a domestic population devoted to
isolationism, and an increasingly complex international situation including: new
totalitarian regimes, a world-wide Depression, and the Far Eastern crisis 1n
Manchuria. His subsequent foreign policy contributed to Anglo-American
discord during the 1930s. The American refusal in mid-1937 to support a joint
Anglo-American solution to the problems in the Far East (which now included
the Sino-Japanese War) caused much disappointment in Britain and promoted a
negative impression of the United States as an international leader. Furthermore,
the ambiguity surrounding FDR's October 1937 "quarantine” speech also
contributed to British confusion about the United States' international role.

The 1935, 1936, and 1937 Neutrality Acts added more elements of
confusion to the United States' international role, and to its position vis-a-vis
Britain. Strong isolationist sentiments in the United States encouraged the
passage of the Neutrality Acts in an effort to limit the possibilities of US
involvement in foreign conflicts. The Nye Committee report largely justified the
approval of the original 1935 Neutrality Act. This committee was led by Senator
Gerald P. Nye, an adamant isolationist, and it concluded that collusion between
powerful financiers, munitions manufacturers and senior government officials

had led to American participation on the First World War. In order to avoid such
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future foreign entanglements the committee declared the United States should
pursue a course of strict neutrality. Thus, the 1935 Neutrality Act would prohibit
all arms shipments to belligerents once the President had determined the
existence of a state of war. The 1936 and 1937 revisions to this Act merely
reinforced the United States' isolationist stance.

The 1938 Czechoslovakian crisis resulted in a noticeable improvement in
Anglo-American relations. After the failure of the Munich Accord, the two
Governments explored the possibility of closer Anglo-American naval co-
operation with the Ingersoll and Hampton Missions. However, the most effective
early efforts to establish a more purposeful Anglo-American relationship evolved
in the supply arena. For the first time, influential American and British leaders
had started to consider the magnitude of the pending struggle, and
correspondingly, came to appreciate the vast quantities of war supplies their
forces would require. As early as November 1938, the RAF Plans Branch under
Air Commodore Slessor recommended Anglo-American co-operation in the
event of war with Nazi Germany. The Plans Branch stressed the necessity of
placing British orders with American industries to ensure US industrial expansion
in the event of war. Shortly thereafter, the British Government approved Lord
Riverdale's mission to the United States to discuss the possibility of establishing
a purchasing mission in America. These British and American officials also
called upon organisations and contingency plans created by their Governments
after the First World War to improve the industrial mobilisation. But before the
invasion of Poland, Roosevelt refused to sanction either US industrial
mobilisation or the establishment of a British purchasing mission. He believed
the US public was not prepared for either measure. And the President would not
approve a purchasing mission, in particular, until it could function openly in
America without subjecting the Administration to accusations that British

munitions purchases would draw the United States into war.



When Britain and France declared war on Germany in September 1939,
the new European war inspired two important efforts by the Roosevelt
Administration to assist the Allies. First, President Roosevelt supported an
aggressive campaign to revise the Neutrality Act. Although he adamantly denied
that the intended purpose of this modification was to allow the US to assist the
Allies, the cash-and-carry provision suggested otherwise. This provision
permitted belligerents to purchase war materials in the United States as long as
they paid in cash and transported the supplies from the US. And since Britain
controlled the seas, only the Allies could profit from this clause. Second, shortly
after Congress approved this latest version of the Neutrality Act, the President
authorised the establishment of a British purchasing mission in the United States.

Early British demands on American industry were modest and the Anglo-
French alliance particularly tempered British supply requests. Although the
British Services were short of war supplies, the British Government hoped their
alliance with France would minimise the need to seek US aid. Indeed, during the
Phoney War France sought far greater quantities of US supplies than Britain,
especially in the areas of machine tools and aircraft. Nevertheless, the British
Purchasing Commission under Arthur Purvis began to cultivate useful contacts in
the American government, anticipating greater supply needs in the future.

Purvis quickly emerged as one of the most influential - and compelling -
personalities of the allied supply effort. He understood Americans and American
business, and hence managed to establish a close personal relationship with US
Treasury Secretary Henry Morgenthau, Jr. Moreover, Purvis earned Roosevelt's
trust as the most credible voice for British supply needs. For these reasons he
was selected by senior British and French officials as the head the Anglo-French
Purchasing Mission in the United States after Roosevelt had requested the
unification of the British and French missions.

The importance of Purvis's position became fully apparent during the

Battle of France. It was largely due to his efforts that an Anglo-French
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agreement, which turned over all French supply orders in the United States to the
British, was concluded just prior to the French surrender in June 1940. The
Purvis - Bloch-Lainé agreement, as it came to be known, increased Britain's
reliance on the US almost overnight. Simultaneously, however, the French
surrender accelerated American war preparations and raised serious doubts in the
United States about Britain's ability to survive. These factors left the British
Government in a weak position to negotiate for a larger allocation of American
war supplies. During the period between the fall of France in June and December
1940, Roosevelt, Morgenthau and Purvis struggled to strike a balance between
these conflicting American and British needs.

Their efforts were rewarded once senior US defence officials began to
define America's defence interests in terms of an Anglo-American coalition
rather than traditional hemispheric defence. At the end of 1940 these defence
advisers accepted Admiral Stark's (Chief of Naval Operations) Plan Dog as the
guide for the country's defence preparations. Plan Dog required the US to
maintain an offensive posture in the Atlantic theatre in conjunction with British
forces. Stark proposed a joint conference with the British in order to ensure the
most effective employment of American forces in this theatre. The resultant,
highly classified, American-British Conversations (ABC) held early in 1941
addressed mutual strategy and supply concerns. By the time the conversations
concluded in March, senior officials from both countries acknowledged that
strategic aims and supply requirements had to be considered together. This
realisation meant military organisations would assume increased responsibility
for Anglo-American supply co-operation.

The convergence of British and American strategic goals and supply
needs was also acknowledged by the long-awaited approval of the Lend-Lease
Act in March 1941. This legislation allowed the British Government to acquire
US war supplies even though it no longer had the funds to pay for them. Lend-

Lease shifted responsibility for British aid from Morgenthau's Treasury to the
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War Department (although Roosevelt asked his closest confidant, Harry
Hopkins, to supervise the overall implementation of Lend-Lease). The approval
of this Act was an important victory for the British during a period of military
setbacks when destroyers were being lost with increasing frequency in the Battle
of the Atlantic, and British forces in Greece and the Middle East were suffering
defeats. Despite these setbacks, by mid-1941 senior American officials were
increasingly confident of Britain's ultimate survival and thus sought additional
ways to strengthen this emerging alliance.

The Victory Programme's creation in September 1941 confirmed the
depth and strength of the Anglo-American relationship. The creators of this
programme recognised the combined Anglo-American commitment to victory
over Germany and its allies by formulating a combined wartime production plan
based on a shared strategy. One of the most remarkable aspects of the Victory
Programme was AWPD-1, the US Army Air Forces's plan for an air offensive
against Germany. Among other things, AWPD-1 included an estimate of the
total number of planes and airmen required for this offensive and an extensive
target list. Interestingly, the impetus for this programme came from the War
Department rather than the White House, confirming the leading role Stimson's
organisation had assumed in the establishment of the Anglo-American coalition.

This thesis explores the multi-faceted Victory Programme in-depth
because the creation of this plan confirmed the emergence of the Anglo-
American wartime alliance before the US entered the war. In addition, this thesis
strives to make other contributions to the available scholarship on Anglo-
American relations between 1914 and 1941, especially regarding the supply
aspect of this relationship. Thus, this work examines several unexplored areas: it
offers a uniquely detailed account and assessment of the friendship between
Purvis and Morgenthau; it suggests that individual missions (such as the
Riverdale and Arnold Missions) significantly influenced the development of

supply relations between the two countries, and the Anglo-American relationship
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in general; and it explores the impact of the supply relationship on Anglo-
American military relations. In this last category, the thesis suggests that neither
Roosevelt nor the War Department consistently led the fight for (or against) aid
to Britain. Although the War Department was reluctant to provide aid
immediately after the fall of France, this reticence had disappeared by early
1941. In fact, the archival material reveals that once the War Department
recognised the advantages of an Anglo-American coalition, it had to prod the
President to endorse initiatives designed to cope with Britain's long-term supply
needs.

Ultimately, however, the most important contribution of this thesis does
not come from analysing any single aspect of the Anglo-American supply
relationship, but rather from looking at this relationship in its entirety. As the
supply relationship gradually matured between 1939 and 1941, the link between
mutual supply needs, the formulation of a combined strategy, and finally, the
creation of an Anglo-American wartime coalition also evolved. Thus, largely
through the supply relationship, the Anglo-American alliance of the Second
World War revealed a unique level of sophistication immediately after the United

States became a belligerent in December 1941.
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Preface

Several of the works concerning Anglo-American relations during the Second
World War tangentially explore some aspect of the supply relationship between
these two countries (see Chapter 1), most notably the Destroyer deal and Lend-
Lease. However to date, neither the history of the Anglo-American supply
relationship, nor its impact on the alliance between the two countries have been
treated in detail. Thus, based on archival research in Britain and the United
States, this thesis explores the formulation of the Anglo-American supply
relationship, its impact on the development of a combined strategy, and
ultimately, on the ability of these countries to wage a coalition war.

The basis for this thesis is derived from my professional background and
historical interest. My experiences as a US Air Force officer, trained originally
as an aircraft maintenance supervisor, prompted me to consider the logistical
aspect of the Anglo-American relationship. Early in my career 1 gained an
appreciation for the "behind the scenes" logistical work required for a successful
operation. I learned that, depending on the aircraft, 14 to 65 maintenance
manhours were required for each flying hour. This discovery of the preliminary
work required, even for routine missions, suggested to me that between 1939 and
1941, extensive preparations must have preceded the conclusion of major Anglo-
American agreements such as Lend-Lease.

This supposition complemented my historical interest in the ability of the
United States and Britain to wage a coalition war right after the attack on Pearl
Harbor. Certainly shared fears about the expansion of Nazi Germany partially
explained the formation of this Anglo-American wartime coalition, but it seemed
this explanation alone would not account for the alliance's sophistication so soon
after the US entered the war. Thus I decided to examine the Anglo-American

supply relationship before December 1941 to see the sort of impact mutual



supply requirements might have had on the wartime alliance. (In this thesis,
supply includes the production, allocation and distribution of war materiel.)

My research led me to discover that "dialogue supported by action” was
arguably the most convincing form of Anglo-American co-operation before
December 1941. Regardless of motive, any action which strengthened this
relationship acknowledged a decision by both Governments to link their fates
more closely together. Moreover, a remarkable amount of co-operation occurred
between the United States and Britain before and during the Second World. As
David Reynolds suggests, the relationship was not inevitable but rather the
product of extreme circumstances.! Similarly such extensive Anglo-American co-
operation was not inevitable in the unsettled period from September 1939 to
December 1941 - certainly no historical precedent existed to suggest this was the
course for Britain and the United States to follow.The supply needs of these two
countries provided much of the original incentive for closer co-operation.

In fact, the United States and Britain were woefully short of war materiel
between 1939 and 1941, and both increasingly relied on the still inadequate
capabilities of US industry to address these shortages. Supply problems were not
solved by lofty conversations about Anglo-American co-operation, although such
dialogues provided one dimension to their solution. These supply issues
demanded not only a sharing of ideas, but also the sharing of limited resources
which daily assumed increased urgency to the defence of both countries. Between
1939 and 1941 each nation gradually learned to moderate its demands for the
sake of the joint relationship. Indeed, the necessity to meet combined Anglo-
American supply needs prior to the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor prepared

these nations to wage a coalition war by December 1941.

1. David Reynolds, "Roosevelt, Churchill, and the Wartime Alliance: Towards a New
Synthesis”, The 'Special Relationship’: Anglo-American Relations Since 1945, eds
Wm Roger Louis and Hedley Bull (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1986), 41.
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Chapter I

Introduction

The Anglo-American supply relationship, 1939-1941, resulted from increased
contact between the two countries after the start of the First World War, and the
extreme circumstances of the early years of the Second World War. From 1914
to 1941 the British and American Governments learned to work together, in a
gradual and often vexing process. This uneven progression was especially
complicated by differences over vital foreign policy issues, such as naval arms
limitation and Far Eastern policy. As the threat of war increased in the late 1930s
it also became apparent that both countries had much to learn about the demands
of twentieth-century warfare. Despite the experiences of the First World War,
Britain and the United States were dangerously slow in preparing their nations,
particularly their industries, to fight Germany and its allies. And Britain, a
belligerent two years before the US, increasingly found it had to rely on US
industries to meet its wartime needs. These British requirements, combined with
growing anxiety in the United States about America's own defence capabilities,
brought the two nations closer together as they began to realise the magnitude of
the Axis threat. Ultimately, as this thesis endeavours to demonstrate, the
resultant Anglo-American supply relationship prepared Britain and the United
States to fight a coalition war prior to Japan's attack on Pearl Harbor.

The secondary literature on Anglo-American relations, and on the supply
preparations in both countries, provided an essential departure point for this
thesis. When Winston Churchill referred to a "special relationship” in his 1946
Fulton, Missouri speech he introduced a compelling theme for several subsequent
works which would examine Anglo-American relations before and during the
Second World War. In his speech, Churchill maintained that the special nature of

the Anglo-American relationship rested in a strong cultural heritage shared by the



two nations, and not just in the common, temporary goals of the Second World
War. As a result, he believed the special relationship would persist well beyond
the war's conclusion. However, scholars soon began to challenge this
Churchillian version of the Anglo-American relationship by looking more closely
at specific factors that influenced the relations between these two countries
during the Second World War, such as key personalities, diplomatic relations
and naval policy.

Intially, several historians showed considerable interest in the roles of
Churchill and Roosevelt in creating the special relationship. According to
Elisabeth Barker in Churchill and Eden at War the special relationship is
described as the close, personal rapport between Churchill and Roosevelt which
had been created by wartime circumstances. Whereas Barker sees the Anglo-
American relationship and the Churchill-Roosevelt friendship as synonymous,
Warren Kimball and Joseph Lash see Churchill and Roosevelt as central, but not
the sole contributors, to this relationship. Warren F. Kimball's Churchill and
Roosevelt: The Complete Correspondence is the more effective of the two works
because, while hinting at the strong relationship between these two world
leaders, Kimball points out the limitations of the relationship between them.
Kimball achieves this by allowing the personal relationship to unfold through
their private correspondence, while also providing succinct, perceptive editorial
comments about the external constraints influencing Churchill's and Roosevelt's
actions. Joseph P. Lash's work, Churchill and Roosevelf, 1939-1941 more
traditionally highlights the close ties between these two leaders. Unlike Barker's
work, however, Lash points out some of the political and personal difficulties
which made the relationship less than idyllic. But he is so intent on heralding
Roosevelt as a great leader that he forfeits scholarly objectivity.

Another group of scholars challenged the parameters of the special
relationship by looking more closely at Anglo-American diplomatic relations

before and during the Second World War. The scope of these studies varies
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widely but to some degree they all reveal an element of what David Reynolds
calls "competitive co-operation”: the need to co-operate due to exceptional
circumstances which exists alongside the more usual goal of competition for
international influence. Reynolds's, The Creation of the Anglo-American Alliance
1937-1941: A Study in Competitive Co-operation guides the reader through the
complex maze of Anglo-American diplomatic relations from 1937 to 1942. He
convincingly argues that even when Anglo-American relations hit their pinnacle
of cooperation in 1942, an undercurrent of competition remained. Thus
Churchill's culturally-based special relationship becomes an illusion. The reality
suggests that the relationship relied on "certain similar geopolitical and
ideological interests, which gradually assumed paramount importance for both
countries in 1940-41 because of the international crisis".1 Reynolds's focus on
Anglo-American diplomatic relations before December 1941 leads him to
minimise analysis of the military, naval and supply aspects of this relationship.

C.A. MacDonald's The United States, Britain and Appeasement, 1936-
1939 examines the British Government's appeasement policy to assess its impact
on Anglo-American relations. He argues that the US Government was more
interested in international relations during the Thirties than usually is believed,
but it was incapable of shaping these interests into a meaningful policy because
of Anglo-American distrust. MacDonald's book highlights the differences of
opinion between Britain and the United States in the last years before the war.
Despite the weaknesses in its military analysis this work provides background for
examining the development of the relationship after September 1939.

Some historians concentrate on one specific aspect of Anglo-American
diplomatic relations, Far Eastern policy. Wm Roger Louis in Imperialism at Bay
focuses on American and British wartime planning to deal with the postwar

colonial world. Christopher Thorne, in Allies of A Kind, more directly deals with

1. David Reynolds, The Creation of the Anglo-American Alliance 1937-1941: A Study
in Competitive Co-operation (Chapel Hill, NC: Univ. of North Carolina Press,
1981), 3.



the Allies' conduct of the war in the Far East, and the integration of Anglo-
American military strategy into a broad political and economic context. Even
though these works differ considerably in scope, they reveal the immense strain
between the United States and Britain caused by their conflicting policy goals in
the Far East. Once America had entered the war, US military dominance in the
Pacific theater exacerbated the policy conflict. From these monographs on
Anglo-American diplomatic relations in the 1930s and 1940s an image emerges
of a strong, yet contentious, relationship between the United States and Britain
from 1937 to 1945.

The naval and military interpretations of Anglo-American relations during
this period support this impression. James Leutze and Malcolm Murfett are both
interested in Anglo-American naval cooperation before Pearl Harbor. Leutze, in
Bargaining for Supremacy: Anglo-American Naval Collaboration, 1937-1941,
argues considerable strain existed in this relationship prior to December 1941,
and that any agreement between Britain and the United States was founded on
"calculation and convenience” rather than a genuine desire to co-operate.2
However, Leutze's argument suffers because his work concludes with the end of
the ABC conversations in March 1941, rather than tracing these relations up to
Pearl Harbor. Murfett in Fool-Proof Relations: The Search for Anglo-American
Naval Cooperation during the Chamberlain Years, believes the failure of
appeasement led Britain out of desperation to resurrect the issue of naval co-
operation with the United States. Like Bargaining for Supremacy, this work
underlines the results of Anglo-American naval exchanges which occurred at the
working level, such as the Ingersoll Mission. However, it assigns Chamberlain
an unconvincingly central role in interwar Anglo-American naval relations.
Finally, Alex Danchev's monograph Very Special Relationship, Field Marshal
Sir John Dill and the Anglo-American Alliance 1941-1944 returns to the role of

2. James R. Leutze, Bargaining for Supremacy: Anglo-American Naval Collaboration,
1937-1941 (Chapel Hill, NC: Univ. of North Carolina Press, 1977), 252.
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personality in the formation of the Anglo-American military relationship.
Danchev analyses the period after which the US had become a belligerent, and
he argues that Dill's friendship with Marshall was essential to a strong Anglo-
American wartime alliance. Because he concentrates on Dill's sojourn in the
United States, Danchev only alludes to the impact of earlier co-operative efforts
on the overall strength of this coalition.

In addition to these more general works on Anglo-American relations, the
British and American official war histories are essential to understanding the
specific nature of the Anglo-American supply relationship. H. Duncan Hall's
North American Supply provides the most thorough treatment of British supply
initiatives in the United States between 1939 and 1945, and he introduces the
central participants in the supply relationship, such as Henry Morgenthau, Jr and
Arthur Purvis. Hall's jointly authored book with C.C. Wrigley, Studies of
Overseas Supply, and British War Economy by W.Keith Hancock and Margaret
Gowing are important supplements to North American Supply, and together these
works effectively communicate the British perspective on the Anglo-American
supply relationship. However, they overlook the way in which the need to
resolve differences in the supply arena strengthened the military ties between
Britain and the United States.

The American official histories treat supply issues differently from their
British counterparts. Global Logistics and Strategy: 1940-1943 by Richard M.
Leighton and Robert W. Coakley; The Army and Economic Mobilization by R.
Elberton Smith; Strategic Planning for Coalition Warfare, 1941-1942 by
Maurice Matloff and Edwin Snell; and Mark Watson's Chief of Stafff Prewar
Plans and Preparations collectively offer the most thorough analysis of the
United States’ perceptions of the Anglo-American supply relationship. They are
interested particularly in the impact of British supply needs on American war
preparations prior to Pearl Harbor. However, they downplay the evolution of the

administrative relationship between the British and American supply



organisations prior to Pearl Harbor. This relationship provided an important link
in the transformation of Anglo-American relations from peacetime to wartime.
By neglecting this information, it is difficult to trace the evolution and nature of
the Anglo-American wartime alliance prior to co-belligerency. Not surprisingly,
the accounts in all these works remain one-sided, clearly slanted from an
American perspective.

Beyond the official histories, Lend-Lease dominates the literature on
Anglo-American supply relations. Warren Kimball's The Most Unsordid Act:
Lend-Lease, 1939-1941 and Alan P. Dobson's US Wartime Aid to Britain, 1940-
1946 are the major works on Lend-Lease. Kimball's effort is predominately a
legislative history of the Lend-Lease Act, devoting most attention to the period
between September 1939 and March 1941. He argues that "the Lend-Lease Act
was a public announcement of the creation of the most productive and
cooperative coalition of modern time--the Anglo-American alliance against Nazi
Germany".3 Unfortunately, his termination point of March 1941 does not allow
the reader to evaluate the quality of this alliance because it excludes the crucial
months between the Act's passage and US entry into the war. Its narrow scope
also makes it difficult to integrate Lend-Lease into the larger context of Anglo-
American supply relations since Kimball sees Lend-Lease and the overall supply
relationship as one.

The title of Alan P. Dobson's book, US Wartime Aid to Britain 1940-
1946, implies a much more thorough coverage of the Anglo-American
relationship then Kimball's work. Dobson covers the period before US entry into
the war and concludes well after V-E and V-J days. In reality his scope is quite
limited. Dobson dismisses in one chapter the Anglo-American relationship prior
to passage of the Lend-Lease Act, and devotes the remainder of his work to an

assessment of Lend-Lease through its various wartime and postwar phases. He

3. Warren F. Kimball, The Most Unsordid Act: Lend-Lease, 1939-1941 (Baltimore:
Johns Hopkins Univ. Press, 1969), 241.
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finds in Lend-Lease a short term solution to Britain's war supply problems and a
long term source of Britain's postwar economic difficulties. Both works assess
the meaning and impact of Lend-Lease, but neither offers the reader a means to
integrate Lend-Lease into the larger supply relationship.

Overall, these works contribute to a fuller understanding of the Anglo-
American relationship during the Second World War. Collectively, they create a
more comprehensive picture of this relationship, and they force a more precise
consideration of the variables which influenced the strength of this coalition.
However, they do not explain why Britain and the United States were ready to
fight a coalition war in December 1941. These works imply that the coalition
resulted from the gradual convergence of British and American goals between
1939 and 1941 in response to the growing German threat. This convergence
might have been willing or unwilling, intentional or unintentional, co-operative
or competitive--but ultimately the process culminated in the fully-developed
wartime alliance which emerged immediately after the attack on Pearl Harbor.
Defence against the Nazi threat focuses on the alliance's common purpose, but it
fails to account for the existence of sophisticated Anglo-American plans and
organisations by December 1941. Indeed, if a common threat automatically
resulted in shared strategies and common institutions, then such an explanation
would dictate that Britain and the Soviet Union would have created combined
committees to co-ordinate their war efforts immediately after 22 June 1941.
This, of course, was not the case. Thus, additional emphasis needs to be placed
on the underlying factors which contributed specifically to the development of
the Anglo-American wartime alliance.

The Anglo-American supply relationship, 1939-1941, was a joint effort to
foster co-operation in order to cope with immediate shortages of essential war
supplies as well as an overall lack of productive capacity. Because of the
importance of this materiel to each nation's war-fighting capabilities, supply co-

operation involved American and British personnel in military and diplomatic
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discussions, in addition to supply negotiations. Government officials from both
countries repeatedly struggled to reach acceptable compromises during these
supply talks. And indeed, given that Britain was the only actual combatant, they
managed to conclude agreements which generally enhanced the combat
capabilities of both nations. Moreover, since these negotiations were on-going,
British and American officials also grew accustomed to working together. This
familiarity eventually permeated and strengthened the entire Anglo-American
relationship.

Thus the study of the Anglo-American supply relationship's gradual
development between 1939 and 1941 is useful in assessing Anglo-American
relations on three different levels. First, it addresses immediate questions, such
as: To what extent did the US help Britain meet her supply needs? What did the
United States gain from this relationship? Who benefitted more from the supply
relationship--Britain or the United States? Second, because supply issues led to
United States' involvement in several aspects of a wartime alliance, the question
must be posed: Did the supply relationship prepare the US and Britain for the
wartime coalition as it emerged after 7 December 19417 And finally, if this were
the case, did this nascent coalition create a de facto state of co-belligerency
between the United States and Britain before Pearl Harbor?

To divorce the Anglo-American supply relationship from the major
operations of the Second World War and the long-range strategic objectives of
the combatants (especially the Allied powers) is to diminish mistakenly this
relationship’s overall importance. Hence, this thesis will discuss the supply
relationship in the context of the major events of the war, and it brings to light
four important points. First, the friendship between Arthur Purvis and Henry
Morgenthau accounted for most of the early successes in the Anglo-American
relationship. Their friendship actually marked the first time during the Second
World War that a personal relationship significantly influenced the official

relationship between the two countries. Other works merely allude to the
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importance of the Purvis-Morgenthau connection; its major contribution to the
overall improvement of Anglo-American relations early in the war is a central
theme in this thesis. Second, only the Anglo-American supply relationship could
have overcome the animosity which existed between these two countries during
the interwar period, as well as bridge the differences between belligerent and
non-belligerent interests in the early days of the war. Third, between 1939 and
1941 disagreements in the supply relationship frequently did not follow national
lines. Indeed, early in the war civilian policymakers in both countries tended to
unite on behalf of the British forces against American military officials interested
in retaining supplies for the US services. This point challenges authors such as
Leutze and Murfett who emphasise the competitive aspect of Anglo-American
relations before Pearl Harbor. Finally, incremental efforts to expand the supply
relationship to encompass strategic planning reflected the gradual acceptance by
the US defence community that an Anglo-American alliance would be the best
means to ensure America's security.

This thesis may be divided into two main sections: Anglo-American
supply relations of the First World War and interwar period, and the supply
relationship between 1939 and 1941. Early chapters of this thesis shall discuss
the important developments in Anglo-American relations since 1914, as well as
the impact of the First World War and the interwar period on Anglo-American
supply relations. Specifically, Chapter Two discusses the Great War and its
legacy, including the overall quality of the Anglo-American relationship during
this conflict, the important lessons learned on both sides, and the effectiveness of
the supply relationship that was in place by November 1918. Chapter Three
concentrates on Anglo-American relations during the interwar period,
particularly the friction between the naval and military forces of these two
nations. The poor state of the Anglo-American relationship during this period not
only made co-operation difficult, it inspired some planners to consider the

possibility of a war between Britain and the United States. And Chapter Four

9



analyses the way in which the British and American Governments attempted to
preserve the most important supply lessons from the First World War through
various plans and institutions created during the interwar period. Collectively
Chapters Two through Four create a picture of the general state of Anglo-
American relations before the Second World War, and also outline the
difficulties which had to be overcome before a co-operative relationship of any
sort could be established between these two countries.

The remainder of the thesis is devoted to examining the Anglo-American
supply relationship between 1939 and 1941 within the larger context of the
Second World War. Chapters Five and Six trace two themes: the Purvis-
Morgenthau friendship, and its impact on Anglo-American relations; and the
inverse correlation between the success of the Allied war effort prior to US
involvement and this supply relationship. As previously mentioned, Purvis and
Morgenthau were responsible largely for the early improvements in Anglo-
American relations because they used their personal friendship to improve
official relations between their respective Governments. Their efforts were
bolstered significantly when the fortunes of war turned against the Allies.
Especially after the fall of France, the Anglo-American supply relationship
assumed greater importance because Britain simultaneously had lost vast
quantities of equipment and its major ally. Chapter Seven addresses the factors
which influenced the nature of the Anglo-American supply relationship during
the first six months after the French surrender. Most importantly, these pages
examine the conflicts between American war preparations and British supply
needs; they also explain how the conflicts were resolved during these months.
Chapter Eight relies heavily on the Lend-Lease debate and the ABC talks to
establish that in the first half of 1941 British and American war supply needs and
strategic plans gradually became inseparable. And finally, Chapter Nine suggests
that the invasion of the Soviet Union provided additional incentive to integrate

these supply requirements and strategic goals. Ultimately the convergence of
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these requirements and goals led to the creation of the Victory Programme, a
joint Anglo-American plan for the defeat of Germany and its allies, prior to the

Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor.
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Chapter 11

Britain, America and the First World War

During the third year of the Great War the United States joined Britain in an
alliance for the first time since America had won its independence. By 1917
Britain and France had suffered through the tragedies of the Dardanelles,
Verdun, the Somme and many others. Conversely, the United States Government
had devoted much of the years 1914-1917 to struggling with the Entente
Governments, as well as the Central Powers, over neutral rights on the high
seas. American industry contributed to the British (and French) war effort by
producing war munitions, but this was strictly a business relationship. President
Woodrow Wilson's insistence that the US remain completely neutral meant that
no effort was made to cultivate the Anglo-American purchasing relationship in
order to improve overall co-operation between the two countries. Thus the US
role in the Entente, once it joined in April 1917, reflected America's position as

a valued, but junior, partner in the Alliance.

Conflicting Interests

Anglo-American relations between 1914 and 1917 were shaped largely by their
conflicting interests on the high seas. The British, as a new belligerent in 1914,
had moved quickly to impose an economic blockade on Germany. The creation
of this blockade meant the de facfo exclusion of American and other neutral
vessels from German ports. The British Government had consulted its American
counterparts in the early days of the blockade in order to avoid a rupture in
Anglo-American relations. Sir Edward Grey, the British Foreign Secretary,
appreciated the need to strike a balance between exerting economic pressure on
Germany while retaining American sympathies. Initially Grey's efforts were

rewarded when, on 29 October 1914 the US State Department agreed to adjust to
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the British maritime system as long as American trading interests would not be
affected seriously. 1

However, after only a few months difficulties began to arise in this
arrangement. For example, in order to enforce the blockade the British reserved
the right to intercept and seize any neutral vessel in the North Sea. If the
examiners cleared the cargo, the vessel would be allowed to proceed to its port
of destination; if not, the cargo would be seized and retained in a British port. By
late December 1914 the Foreign Office already had received an official protest
from the US Government complaining about Britain's unnecessary interference in
neutral trade caused by excessive zeal in seizing ships and cargo. This complaint
was followed in late 1915 by increased American concern over British removal
of neutral mails from vessels on the high seas. This practice eventually prompted
a strong protest from the US State Department in May 1916. Finally, the 1916
publication of the British "black list" of American firms to be denied all access to
British markets resulted in yet another outcry in America against British
interference with American trade.2

American protests against British interference with US trade undoubtedly
would have been stronger had Germany not provided an even greater threat to
American shipping with its submarine campaign. In February 1915 the Germans
announced their intention to counter the British blockade with an unrestricted
maritime campaign in the waters around the British Isles. The submarine was the
newest, and most notorious, weapon that would be used to implement this
German directive. The implications of this policy became fully apparent on 7
May 1915 when the Lusitania was torpedoed off the Irish coast. Altogether 1198
people died in this attack, including 124 Americans. Many Americans considered

the sinking of the Lusitania as murder on the high seas, which hardened

1. Patrick Devlin, Too Proud to Fight (Oxford: Oxford Univ. Press, 1974), 191-93;
Arthur S. Link, Wilson: The Struggle for Neutrality 1914-1915 (Princeton: Princeton
Univ. Press, 1960), 116-36.

2. Link, Struggle for Neutrality, 171-74; Devlin, Too Proud, 508-16.
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American public opinion against Germany. This incident was followed by the
sinking of another British liner, the Arabic, on 19 August 1915. At this point
President Wilson let it be known that unless the German Government suspended
its unrestricted submarine warfare campaign, he would contemplate breaking off
diplomatic relations with Germany. Because of the strong US reaction to these
sinkings (as well as the loss of the Sussex in 1916) Germany refrained for almost
two years from making full use of its submarines. These negotiations between
the German and American Governments, in turn, assisted the British because
Wilson wanted to settle the submarine crisis before he directly challenged British
blockade practices.3

American neutrality, however, extended beyond these confrontations on
the high seas; it also dramatically influenced the attitude of the Wilson
Administration toward US war preparations. Wilson's relationship with the
military always had been poor. He had little regard for military opinion, and
never sought input from his senior service officers on policy matters. Shortly
after his inauguration in 1913, the President demonstrated his disdain for the
military when he severely criticised the Joint Army and Navy Board for their
recommendations on US Navy fleet dispositions. After the incident this Board,
which had never been a very effective body, ceased to play a role in military
planning altogether. Moreover, once the war started, Wilson believed that the
creation of war plans in case America should become a belligerent constituted an
unneutral act. Therefore he refused to authorise US mulitary officials to prepare
any contingency plans in the event the US entered the war. Indeed, in autumn
1915 he ordered Henry Breckinridge (Acting Secretary of War) to investigate a
short newspaper article which stated that the US Army General Staff was

3. Link, Struggle for Neutrality, 320, 371-72; Devlin, Too Proud, 286-87; David
Stevenson, The First World War and International Politics (Oxford: Oxford Univ.
Press, 1988), 68.

14



preparing a plan for an eventual war with Germany. If the accusation proved
correct, Breckinridge had been instructed to relieve every officer involved.4

In early 1917 Wilson finally authorised the Service departments to create
a mobilisation plan to expand the Army to four million men. The resumption of
Germany's unrestricted submarine campaign had convinced him that limited
military preparations were necessary. However, he still wanted to avoid
participation in the European war, and so the military planners received no
strategic guidance on which to base the mobilisation scheme. Only on 28 March
1917 did Wilson acknowledge the likelihood of US belligerency when he
despatched Rear Admiral William S. Sims to London to co-ordinate plans with
the British. But these last minute measures could not compensate for the years of
neglect of the US Services or for the lack of Anglo-American (and
Allied-American) co-ordination since 1914. Thus when the United States entered
the war on 6 April 1917 it assumed a junior position in the alliance. This was
indicated by two factors: the lack of US influence on Allied strategy (it had been
determined long before American belligerency) and American reliance on Britain
and France for much of its war materiel once US soldiers began to arrive in
Europe.® The latter point reflected the US Government's decision to distance
itself from the Anglo-American purchasing relationship between 1914 and 1917,
as well as an unwillingness to use this increased productive capacity to rearm

America's Army, in particular.

4. John A.S. Grenville and George B. Young, Politics, Strategy, and American
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British Purchasing Initiatives in the United States

The Anglo-American purchasing relationship was an unanticipated by-product of
the First World War.® When the war started British Army planners, expecting a
brief conflict, believed their traditional supply system would adequately meet the
military's requirements. Under this system, each unit would identify its supply
needs and then forward these requirements to the War Office. The Secretary of
State for War would review this list and relay it to the Master General of the
Ordnance. If the Master General approved the request he either authorised the
use of available stores or arranged for the manufacture of the required supplies.
In the event additional materiel was needed, the Director of Army Contracts
obtained price quotations from private manufacturers authorised to handle War
Office requirements (War Office List firms), and sought approval from the
Secretary of State and the Army Council to award an additional contract.’
However, as the Western Front began to stabilise in 1914, hopes for a short war
began to disappear. Instead Army planners started to recognise a need for large
quantities of munitions, machine guns, rifles, heavy artillery and other war
materiel. The traditional procurement system quickly proved inadequate to meet
all these demands. Hence, civilian and military officials began to look for
alternative means to meet British supply requirements - including the placement

of orders in the United States.8

A. J.P. Morgan and Company

Initially, Britain's uncoordinated purchasing efforts in America wasted money
and confused supply efforts. Early missions overlapped and frequently worked at
cross purposes. For example, on 24 October 1914 the War Office despatched

6. This section relies heavily on Kathleen Burk's Britain, America and the Sinews of
War, 1914-1918 (Boston: George Allen and Unwin, 1985). Burk is the best
authority on Anglo-American purchasing and financial relations during the First

World War.
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1915-1916 (London: Cassell, 1978), 12-3.

8. Trevor Wilson, The Myriad Faces of War (Cambridge: Polity Press, 1986), 216-19.
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Lieutenant B.C. Smyth-Pigott to the States to explore the possibility of placing
rifle orders with American companies. Unaware of Smyth-Pigott's Mission,
David Lloyd George (Chancellor of the Exchequer) asked E.C. Grenfell (senior
partner of Morgan Grenfell and Company) to arrange a rifle purchase in the
United States at about the same time. Grenfell turned to an associated American
firm, J.P. Morgan and Co., to explore Lloyd George's request. Morgan's agreed
to help Grenfell and contacted Remington and Winchester to arrange the British
orders. Unfortunately, Smyth-Pigott had approached these same two firms and,
when he discovered the Lloyd George initiative, he requested permission to
remove Morgan's from the negotiations. Eventually Smyth-Pigott's request was
granted and he concluded an order for 400,000 rifles. Interestingly, the War
Office had received copies of all the cables exchanged on this issue, so
presumably it could have prevented the misunderstanding.® Not surprisingly,
incidents like this one led Sir Cecil Spring Rice (Britain's Ambassador to the US)
to conclude "that much confusion exists owing to indiscriminate purchasing by
unaccredited agents and suggests that all contracts placed by His Majesty's
Government in the United States should pass through the hands of a properly
authorized agency".10 Allied purchasing agents in the United States echoed
Spring Rice's concerns. George Booth of Alfred Booth and Company (an owner
of Cunard) investigated the entire purchasing system while serving as head of a
War Office purchasing mission in America. He witnessed the problems created
by lack of co-ordination, and strongly agreed with the need for a single
purchasing agency.!!

Eventually the British Government could not ignore these purchasing

problems and agreed to select a single New York purchasing agency to

. Burk, Sinews, 15-6.
10. War Office to Foreign Office, 3 November 1914, Foreign Office Papers (hereafter
cited as FO), 371/2224, Public Record Office (PRO).
11. Burk, Sinews, 17; "List of Agents sent to the USA and Canada”, 2 November 1914,
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co-ordinate all British orders in the US. Agents sent to America would present
their credentials to this agency, and all contracts would be negotiated through
this organisation.12 Subsequently, J.P. Morgan and Co. was suggested as
Britain's commercial agent in America. Lloyd George and Asquith readily
approved the appointment. And on 15 January 1915 representatives from the
Army Council, the Admiralty and J.P Morgan Co. signed an agreement formally
appointing the House of Morgan as the sole purchasing agent of His Majesty's
Government in the United States, as well as the official financial agent to pay for
these goods.13 Under the terms of this 15 January agreement Morgan's would
receive a two percent commission on the first ten million pounds of goods
purchased and one percent on all subsequent purchases.!4 The agreement
finalised, E.R. Stettinius (formerly President of the Diamond Match Company)
quickly established an Export Department at Morgan's to handle these British
purchases in the United States. Almost immediately Stettinius brought
organisation and centralisation to His Majesty's Government purchasing
arrangements, but the Admiralty and the War Office refused to co-operate with
Stettinius's department.

The Admiralty flagrantly ignored the purchasing agreement, and at the
end of June 1915 it still had not placed an order with Morgan's. The War Office
was more co-operative, but on some occasions still worked directly with
representatives from US firms. Army officials admitted they preferred to
negotiate technical points with the manufacturer rather than relying on the J.P.
Morgan and Co. to do so. Morgan officials vehemently objected to this practice

because the lack of co-ordination led to the overpayment to manufacturers,
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turmoil in raw materials and machine tools markets, and the appearance of more
independent brokers trying to work directly with the War Office. Morgan's
protested so strongly to the War Office about this problem that U.F. Wintour
(Director of Army Contracts) issued instructions on 11 February 1915 that
henceforth he would authorise all orders placed through any organisation other

than J.P. Morgan and Co.13

B. The Ministry of Munitions and Early British Purchasing Missions
While the arrangements with J.P. Morgan and Co. were being finalised Lloyd
George struggled to create an organisation which would minimise the War
Office's control over munitions purchases. His first two attempts, the Shells
Committee and the Treasury Committee, failed because Field Marshal Lord
Kitchener (Secretary of State for War) refused to delegate his purchasing
authority to a civilian committee. Kitchener insisted that it would constitute a
security breach if he shared military secrets with civilians. And his intransigence
brought these early attempts at supply reform to an end. However, the May 1915
political crisis finally resolved this issue in Lloyd George's favour. 16

In the course of one week in mid-May Admiral Lord Fisher (First Sea
Lord) resigned over Winston Churchill's (First Lord of the Admiralty)
Dardanelles policy, and 7he Times published an article about a shells shortage.
This shells scandal particularly captured the public's attention. The genesis of
this scandal was a 1 May 1915 letter from Lord Northcliffe, owner of The
Times, to Field Marshal Sir John French (Commander-in-Chief of the British
Expeditionary Force in France). Disgruntled with Kitchener's treatment of

French and his ban on press reporters at the front, Northcliffe urged the BEF

15. In only a few cases did the House of Morgan agree to His Majesty's Government's
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Commander to air publicly his complaints against Kitchener. Eight days later the
British were defeated at the Battle of Festubert. In order to protect his own
command, Field Marshal French told The Times' military correspondent that the
lack of high explosive shells was responsible for the British failure, and that
Kitchener was personally responsible for this shortage. The Times published this
article on 14 May, and it was followed by other articles intended to discredit the
government, especially Lord Kitchener, for its inability to deal with the
munitions shortage. The press campaign failed to destroy Kitchener, but it thrust
the munitions issue into political prominence, and led to the formation of a new
Ministry of Munitions under Lloyd George less than two weeks after the
publication of the initial article.1?

In order to increase munitions stockpiles Lloyd George recruited
prominent businessmen to reorganise the production process along more efficient
lines, and he examined the possibility of increased purchases from America. On
12 June 1915 the Minister of Munitions asked D.A. Thomas (later Lord
Rhondda) to travel to the US and Canada with a small mission to study firsthand
British purchasing procedures in America.!8 Specifically, Thomas's instructions
directed him to develop American sources, especially for shell production.
Furthermore, he was to co-operate as much as possible with all existing
American agencies, particularly Morgan's. 19

For the first three weeks after his 15 July 1915 arrival in the US, Thomas
worked with Morgan's Export Department, learning the intricacies of this

purchasing operation. The efficiency of the Export Department impressed him,

17. Wilson, Myriad Faces, 202; Burk, Sinews, 29-30; Adams, Arms, 31-6. Adam's
work Arms and the Wizard is the best source available on the operation of the
Ministry of Munitions under Lloyd George. Except for the Official History of the
Ministry of Munitions, little has been written about the Ministry of Munitions after
Lloyd George's departure.

18. HMM, vol. 2, part 1: 17; Telegram, Foreign Office to Spring Rice, 21 June 1915,
FO 371/2589.

19. D.A. Thomas Report, 9 December 1915, "Papers on Purchasing in US", Box 29,
Addison Papers, Bodleian Library; HMM, vol. 2, part 3: 43.
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and he credited much of its success to Stettinius. Indeed, according to Thomas,
Stettinius's "ability, knowledge and experience are probably unrivaled” in the
United States.20 Within Stettinius's operation Thomas noted a single flaw, one
which Stettinius had brought to his attention: the Export Department lacked
technical advisers to assess a potential contractor's ability to complete an
order.2! This responsibility, in fact, rested with the British inspectors assigned to
the US, but they were already overwhelmed with their primary duties of
providing technical advice and inspecting materials. Furthermore, Thomas
realised an overall shortage of technical experts would make it difficult to get
additional assistance from England. Thus he proposed to solve this problem by
unifying the various independent British missions in the United States into a
more co-ordinated body. This measure would allow a more efficient use of
British manpower already in the US.

Thomas's proposal was accepted, and the task of co-ordinating these
British missions fell to Lieutenant General L.T. Pease, who had just concluded
an investigation in America for the Master General of the Ordnance. Pease
initially chaired an Advisory Committee to examine the engineering facilities of
new firms seeking munitions contracts. This organisation immediately proved
effective and, as a result, Thomas (with Ministry of Munitions' approval)
enlarged the responsibility of Pease's Advisory Committee and renamed it the
British Munitions Board on 5 September 1915. This Board's responsibilities
included: accelerating the delivery of finished goods; providing accurate,
systematic information on the status of British contracts; eliminating any
redundancy in the British missions; and paying independent visits to the US
manufacturers to improve production. By mid-October 1915 the British

Munitions Board formed an integral part of the Anglo-American purchasing

20. D.A. Thomas Report, 9 December 1915, "Papers on Purchasing in US", Box 29,
Addison Papers; Burk, Sinews, 31.

21. D.A. Thomas Report, 9 December 1915, "Papers on Purchasing in US", Box 29,
Addison Papers; HMM, vol. 2, part 3: 43-4.
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relationship. Thus, Morgan's would control all munitions purchases: they would
place the orders, conduct negotiations, and make all payments. And after a
purchase had been made, responsibility would then shift to the British Munitions
Board. This Board would monitor production, and ultimately arrange for the
transport and shipment of the finished munitions.

D.A. Thomas returned to England in mid-December 1915. In his trip
report he outlined his mission and recommended ways to enhance the role of the
British Munitions Board. Thomas praised Pease’s work and recommended that
the Ministry should entrust its future American operations to his care. However,
Thomas soon discovered that he had no voice in this matter. Lloyd George,
acting on his own initiative, had already decided to replace Pease with E.W.
Moir. Pease apparently symbolised the old War Office purchasing apparatus
which Lloyd George wanted to dismantle, and the General was ordered home
after he turned over the British Munitions Board to Moir.22

Moir sailed for the United States on 13 December 1915, and assumed
control of the British Munitions Board upon arrival. Pease's abrupt replacement
by Moir displeased Spring Rice and Stettinius. Spring Rice immediately wrote to
Grey that Moir alienated his American contacts through his abrasive, bullying
personality.23 Stettinius professionally distrusted and personally disliked Moir.
He believed Moir was using his wide powers to wrest control of munitions
contracts away from Morgan's and to place new orders in the United States
independent of the Export Department. Moreover, it was rumoured Moir sought
to make his own firm, S. Pearson and Son, Britain's official purchasing agent.
Because of Lloyd George's close affiliation with this firm, the Minister of

Munitions feared any misstep would ruin him. Hence he ordered Christopher

22. D.A. Thomas Report, 9 December 1915, "Papers on Purchasing in US", Box 29,
Addison Papers; HMM, vol. 2, part 3: 43-5; Burk, Sinews, 30-5.
23. Burk, Sinews, 35.
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Addison (Lloyd George's Parliamentary Secretary) to settle these difficulties
quickly.24

In early March 1916 Morgan and Stettinius travelled to England to
discuss these problems with Ministry of Munitions officials. The Americans
repeated their concerns about Moir's newly designated American Department of
the Ministry of Munitions (the name given to the restructured British Munitions
Board). And to emphasise their displeasure, these men offered to terminate
Morgan's role as Britain's commercial agent in the US, retaining it only in an
advisory capacity to assist the new purchasing agent. Not surprisingly, Lloyd
George refused this offer, and on 9 March 1916 he wrote to Moir that
co-operation between Morgan's and Moir's organisation must improve.
Specifically, Lloyd George directed Moir to refer automatically to Morgan's all
firms offering new or increased supplies. He also encouraged the two firms to
engage in frequent and informal exchanges, and he asked Moir's department to
forward a copy of all relevant reports to Morgan's. Moir met with Morgan and
Stettinius shortly after their return from England. In Moir's 31 March 1916 letter
to Lloyd George he noted the two offices were now working together in great
harmony, although Moir also belittled some of Morgan's complaints.2>

Moir decided in mid-May 1916 that his work in America was complete
and that the American Department of the Ministry of Munitions could be
supervised from London. Moir's decision disturbed Lloyd George because the
Munitions Minister feared the British purchasing organisation in the US might
disintegrate after Moir's departure. However, Moir placated him by reorganising
the American Branch: two Vice Presidents were appointed to handle day-to-day
affairs in America, while Moir continued to serve as President from his London

office.26 But this reorganisation failed, and by December 1916 George Booth

24. Diaries, 28 January 1916 entry, Box 97, Addison Papers.
25. HMM, vol. 2, part 3: 46-8.
26. Burk, Sinews, 36-7.
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(now Deputy Director-General of Munitions Supply, War Office) wrote to
Addison (the new Minister of Munitions) about some of the problems with the
Ministry of Munitions organisation in America. Booth noted that the system for
interdepartmental communication "is really pathetic” and as a result, lines of
responsibility for executive and administrative tasks constantly crossed. Booth
added that there must be a single chief administrator in the United States. And
since Moir resided in London, and worked only part-time on his Ministry of
Munitions job, he was out of touch with the American position "which needs
constant daily association with Mr Stettinius, the various departmental heads, and
the important Directors among our great American contractors, to say nothing of
the Embassy at Washington and the Federal Bank Authorities”. For these reasons
Booth urged Addison to replace Moir and restore the dignity to the American
organisation which it formerly held when Moir resided in New York.27

The Ministry of Munitions, however, left Moir's organisation unaltered
until the United States' declaration of war.28 And even while Moir's organisation
stagnated, the importance of well co-ordinated British purchasing and financial
operations in the United States increased. By late 1916, 40 percent of all British
purchases were made in the United States, and the British Government was
finding it increasingly difficult to pay for them. The House of Morgan itself
became a large direct lender to the British Treasury, and by the time America
entered the war Morgan's was carrying a 345 million dollar overdraft for the
British Government. These financial difficulties persisted once America became a
co-belligerent. Indeed, the British Treasury devoted much of its time between
April 1917 and November 1918 convincing the US Government to lend enough

money to enable it to pay for purchases in the United States.29

27. Letter, Booth to Addison, 26 December 1916, "Situation in America”, Box 29,
Addison Papers; Burk, Sinews, 38-40.

28. HMM, vol. 2, part 3: 59.
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Nevertheless, when the US entered the war in April 1917 the American
Section of the Ministry of Munitions still could claim great success. It employed
nearly 1600 members. Its personnel inspected every factory producing supplies
for the British war effort, rode on every train carrying munitions to port, and
watched the loading of all the goods as they embarked on their transatiantic
journey.30 Purchasing relations with Morgan's remained sound, and most efforts
to acquire needed war supplies from the US had proved successful. But the
ongoing conflict between the War Office and the Ministry of Munitions fostered
confusion within the American section's senior leadership and resulted in
uncertainty over the section's responsibilities. Thus, once the US entered the war

several aspects of the purchasing arrangement were bound to change.

C. The Balfour Mission

On 3 Aprnl 1917, the day after Wilson requested Congress to declare war, the
British War Cabinet first considered sending a special mission to the United
States to discuss Anglo-American wartime co-operation. They recognised that the
mission’'s success required an "individual of the highest consequence and
authority, who would carry great weight with the United States Government” .31
The next day A.J. Balfour (Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs) discussed this
mission with US Ambassador Walter Page. Page, an overzealous Anglophile
who had long since alienated Woodrow Wilson through his desire to support
Britain, enthusiastically supported this idea.32 The War Cabinet subsequently
appointed Balfour to head a mission to the US.

order to better represent British interests. Morgan's had upset the Treasury by
prompting the Federal Reserve Board in December 1916 to issue a warning about the
dangers of buying Allied bonds because of Britain's financial difficulties. Burk,
"Treasury”, War and State, ed. Burk, 90-2.

30. Burk, Sinews, 42.

31. David Lloyd George, War Memoirs, 6 vols (London: Nicolson and Watson, 1934),
3: 1675-76.

32. Devlm, Too Proud, 149, 520-23.
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Sir Eric Drummond (Balfour's Principal Private Secretary) cabled
Colonel House, Wilson's confidant, on 5 April 1917 requesting his opinion on
the President's reaction to a British mission. House forwarded the cable to
Wilson the same day, and requested advice on how he should respond. Wilson
said such a mission would serve many useful purposes and perhaps save a great
deal of time. But he feared it might also be misunderstood by some Americans as
"an attempt, in some degree, to take charge of us as an assistant to Great
Britain".33 Wilson's equivocal answer prevented House from sending an
immediate response to Drummond, and prompted House to write the President
again on 8 April because he feared offending Drummond by waiting any
longer.34 Finally, with more than a touch of ambivalence, Wilson agreed to the
mission on 9 April. House's cable to Drummond, however, suggested the visit
would have the President's enthusiastic, unqualified support.33

The War Cabinet now defined the scope of Balfour's Mission more
precisely. In particular, the War Cabinet wanted Balfour and his staff to discuss
the expansion of US shipbuilding capacity and the despatch of American troops
to France. On the latter point they told Balfour to propose that the US
Government immediately send a regular Army brigade or division to "show the
colours” in Europe. A few months later, in August or September, this unit
should be followed by a large force of conscripts who would undergo their final
training in a quiet sector on the Western Front. Balfour also was to ask the
Americans to send recruits immediately to join French, British or Canadian
forces. The War Cabinet realised this might be impossible but its members
wanted the Foreign Secretary to stress that this would be the most valuable

assistance the United States could offer.36

33. Charles Seymour, ed., The Intimate Papers of Colonel House, 4 vols (London:
Emest Benn, 1926-28), 3: 36-8.

34. Burk, Sinews, 101.

35. Seymour, ed., House, 3: 38.

36. Minute, 10 April 1917, War Cabinet 116, Cabinet Office Papers (hereafter cited as
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The Balfour Mission arrived in Washington on 22 April 1917. Upon his
arrival Balfour first met with House, who cautioned Balfour to minimise the
mission as a means to conclude any Allied-American agreement.37 Sensitive to
this situation, Balfour publicly announced that his mission "had come out to the
United States to place our experiences at the disposal of its Government, to
explain the position and needs of the Allied Powers, but not to offer advice
unless and until it was asked for".3% Despite his public protestations, however,
Balfour and his advisers were interested in more than sharing Britain's war
lessons with US officials. In the munitions area, for example, Walter Layton (a
munitions negotiator accompanying Balfour) wanted to discuss: (1) the nature of
the American munitions programme, including the need for the standardisation of
types in order to increase production and provide a larger stockpile of
ammunition, (2) co-ordination of Allied purchases in the US, including price
control, (3) protection of Allied munitions orders from any material or labour
shortage, as well as from other competitive orders, and (4) potential US aid to
the Allies, especially Russia.3%

However the United States frustrated Britain's efforts to resolve these
issues. On standardisation of types, for instance, the US Army's Ordnance
Department realised it could acquire bulk orders of rifles and field guns only by
taking advantage of the US factories developed by the British Government. But
rather than fully adopt the British design, the Ordnance Department decided to
rebore the British types to accommodate American ammunition. The

manufacturers advised that such alterations would delay production by three

37. Seymour, ed., House, 3: 39-40. Sir William Wiseman suggested this meeting.
Wiseman was the head of Secret Service operations in the United States which were
disguised as part of the American Division of the Ministry of Munitions. Wiseman,
more importantly, had won Wilson's approval and had formed a close relationship
with House. W.B. Fowler, British-American Relations, 1917-1918: The Role of Sir
William Wiseman (Princeton: Princeton Univ. Press, 1969), 9, 15, 18, 236.

38. Balfour Trip Report, Balfour to Lloyd George, 23 June 1917, FO 371/3073.

39. Balfour Trip Report, Appendix 6, Layton to Balfour, 5 June 1917, FO 371/3073;
Memorandum, Phillips to Addison, 10 April 1917, Box 29, Addison Papers.
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months and British inspectors feared it would be closer to six months.49 Other
attempts to discuss the Layton agenda were equally unsuccessful because US
officials either were unprepared to engage in technical discussions or unwilling to
make a decision. In his report to Balfour, Layton concluded that "the mission
arrived before the Administration has had time to organise any effective control
of American industrial resources, or to make any adequate delegation of
authority. Hence none of the leading munitions questions between the two
Governments have been brought to a definite conclusion, and we have only been
able to advance negotiations a stage or so."41

The overall results of Balfour's trip to the United States were reflected in
Layton's report. During his month in America, Balfour admirably played the
role of high statesman and public relations man. His initiatives encouraged a
spirit of closer Anglo-American co-operation and accelerated American war
preparations. But Balfour, like Layton, found the United States Government
completely unprepared for in-depth discussions on specific war topics.
Nevertheless, given Wilson's insistence on strict neutrality before early 1917,

this lack of US preparation should not have surprised the British mission.42

D. The Northcliffe Mission

While Balfour was still in the United States, Lloyd George (now Prime Minister)
already was considering a follow-up mission under Lord Northcliffe. Northcliffe
had once been a strong supporter of Lloyd George, the two men sharing a mutual
dislike of Lord Kitchener. However, their relationship cooled considerably after
Kitchener's death, and it continued to decline with Lloyd George's appointment

to the War Office. By the time Lloyd George became Prime Minister he

40. Balfour Trip Report, Appendix 6, Layton to Balfour, 5 June 1917, FO 371/3073.

41. Balfour Trip Report, Appendix 6, Layton to Balfour, 5 June 1917, FO 371/3073.

42. Seymour, ed., House, 3: 62; Balfour Trip Report, Balfour to Lloyd George, 23
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sufficiently feared Northcliffe's influence to look for a means to neutralise it.43
The Prime Minister thought an ideal solution would be to send Northcliffe to the
United States to co-ordinate the work of the departmental missions. Several
observers, including Maurice Hankey, assumed Northcliffe would decline this
offer. On 24 May 1917 Hankey's diary notes:

He [Lloyd George] is now trying to persuade the War Cabinet to send

Northeliffe to America to co-ordinate the purchases, transport arrangements, etc.

of the various Depts. This, of course, is really a dodge to get rid of Northcliffe,

of whom he is afraid. I am certain N. will not accept it, even if he is asked. 44

Lloyd George's plan shocked Balfour as well. On 26 May 1917 the Prime
Minister notified Balfour (and Spring Rice) of his plan to send to America "an
influential and energetic man of wide knowledge and good business capacity” to
supervise and co-ordinate the work of the various British departments. The Head
of this British War Mission (BWM) would represent the War Cabinet, and he
would do everything possible "to make America's resources rapidly available in
the most effective manner”. However, he would not have any diplomatic
responsibilities, and he would have to consult the British Ambassador on all
diplomatic issues. Lloyd George concluded his message by saying that the War
Cabinet felt "a man of the type of Lord Northcliffe is needed and they propose to
offer the appointment to him at once but before doing so they would be glad to
receive your views" 43

Balfour replied "that co-ordination of British Departments over here is of
greatest importance...I have however grave doubts about the particular
suggestion put forward by the Cabinet". He noted the American people would be
obliged to tolerate Northcliffe but would not greatly admire him. Moreover:

If they form a concrete picture of Lord Northcliffe other than in his character of

newspaper proprietor they would probably think of him as a rigorous hustler and
loud voiced propagandist; one who will tell them with utmost emphasis not

43. J.M. McEwen, "Northcliffe and Lloyd George at War, 1914-1918", The Historical
Journal 24 (1981): 655-66.

44, Stephen Roskill, Hankey: Man of Secrets, 3 vols (London: Collins, 1970-74),
1: 390-91.

45. Telegram, Foreign Office to Balfour and Spring Rice, 26 May 1917, CAB 21/54.
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merely what the Allies would like to see done but what America ought to do.

Whether this is [the] best way of treating our new Allies is a matter for

argument. Personally 1 think it is not.
Balfour concluded by emphasising the need to win the President's approval of the
appointment before making a final decision. 40

Lloyd George ignored Balfour's objections, sought Page's rather than
Wilson's opinion, and on 31 May 1917 offered the BWM appointment to
Northcliffe. And the press baron, to the surprise of many, accepted the position.
Northcliffe departed shortly thereafter, and arrived in New York on 11 June
1917. Unknown to him, no one in the United States looked forward to his
arrival. Spring Rice viewed him as a potential rival, Wiseman shared Balfour's
interpretation, and Woodrow Wilson loathed his selection, claiming Northcliffe
was no better than Mr Hearst. However, despite their dislike for him, Wiseman
and House decided Northcliffe's Mission was too important to fail, and they
assisted him for the duration of his stay in the United States.47

Northcliffe faced a chaotic situation in America. Morgan's wanted to
leave the Allied purchasing arena; the US government, although eager for
Morgan’s to depart, still needed an effective organisation to assume purchasing
responsibilities; and the individual British missions operating in the States
remained disorganised. As he tackled these problems, Northcliffe met some
success. He improved co-ordination between the various departmental missions.
He encouraged communication with the different London Ministries that had
missions in the US. And, at US Secretary of the Treasury McAdoo's insistence,
he helped to establish the Allied Purchasing Commission.4® Furthermore,
Northcliffe assisted the British military missions. Since these missions lacked a
direct haison with the US Government, he encouraged the War Office to

despatch more energetic military attachés. As a result, Major General J.D.

46. Telegram, Balfour to Lloyd George, 28 May 1917, CAB 21/54.
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"official” means to co-ordinate Allied purchases in the United States for the duration
of the war. Burk, Sinews, 145-57, 150-52.
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McLachlan (the new military attaché) and Lieutenant Colonel the Honourable
Arthur C. Murray (his assistant) helped to introduce British training and
organisational schemes to the US Army. Murray also met his distant cousin,
Assistant Secretary of the Navy Franklin D. Roosevelt, for the first time while
serving in the United States.4%

Through these efforts Northcliffe gradually won House's respect and
friendship. Indeed, after the Paris Peace Conference House wrote, "Northcliffe
has never received the credit due him in the winning of the war. He was tireless
in his endeavours to stimulate the courage and energy of the Allies, and he
succeeded in bringing them to a realization of the mighty task they had on their
hands.">0 Wiseman and Wilson remained much less enthusiastic, partially
because Northcliffe lacked the expertise to assist in the financial arena.
Northcliffe acknowledged he possessed little aptitude for these matters, but
McAdoo insisted on discussing financial issues with him. Finally Colonel House
wired Wilson on 11 July 1917 that in order to solve the financial differences
between the British Government and the US Treasury "it will be necessary,
however, for the British to send out another financial man."5!

Subsequently, House wrote to the War Cabinet (at Wiseman's request)
and stated that "the best temporary solution would be to send Lord Reading or
someone like him, who has both a financial and political outlook, and give him
entire authority over financial questions, Northcliffe to retain charge of all
commercial affairs.” On 30 August 1917 the War Cabinet approved Reading's
appointment as head of a special financial mission. He arrived in New York on
12 September 1917 accompanied by a Treasury adviser, John Maynard Keynes.

Despite earlier assurances that this Mission would have no influence on

49, Burk, Sinews, 158-59.
50. Seymour, ed., House, 3: 91.
51. Seymour, ed., House, 3: 108; Fowler, Wiseman, 168; Burk, Sinews, 146.
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American operations, in the same month Reading began his work in the US

Northcliffe requested a return to Britain.32

E. The Reading Mission
Although Reading's primary task would be to address financial problems
threatening Anglo-American relations, he also was "authorised to deal with any
subject which he considers desirable for the proper discharge of his Mission".
This broad charter allowed him to survey the entire British organisation in North
America, and to submit any recommendations for improvement to the War
Cabinet.?3 As he completed his analysis of the relationship between the Embassy
and the British War Mission he concluded it required major restructuring. The
existing split created friction between the two organisations, and prevented
Britain from presenting a unified voice on key Anglo-American issues. Reading
believed the amalgamation of the two offices under one supreme head offered the
only viable solution to this dilemma.34

Reading returned to Britain in November, and discussions ensued about
the appointment of a "supreme” ambassador. The new position was offered to Sir
Edward Grey, who refused it, and thus it fell to Reading himself. In December
1917 Reading accepted the appointment, but he waited until 10 February 1918 to

return to America. The new Ambassador refused to sail until he had received

52. Northcliffe, in fact, never felt at ease in the US, and after a few months the direction
of the BWM no longer retained his interest. Thus, Reading's Mission provided
Northcliffe, in part, with a convenient excuse to leave the United States. Seymour,
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assurances that Lord Northcliffe would remain in England - Reading wanted no
challenges to his authority this time.33

As Ambassador, the first major task that Reading faced was to force the
Embassy and the British War Mission to work together. Ironically both
organisations now denounced his appointment: the British Embassy personnel
protested Reading's appointment because he was not a career diplomat; and the
BWM administrators, many of whom were Lord Northcliffe's personal friends,
proved reluctant to shift their loyalties. However, Reading quickly won over
both organisations. Indeed, by mid-March 1918 Wiseman praised Reading's
efforts in a letter to Drummond, and complimented him on the rapid, efficient
resolution of several supply problems.3® Nevertheless the new Ambassador was
dissatisfied with his own performance. His perceived failure to establish a close
working relationship with Wilson provoked this disappointment. In a subsequent
letter Wiseman warned Drummond that Reading

is disappointed that the President has not taken him more into his confidence.

While this is perfectly true - and 1 think a great mistake from the President's own

view - | am sure that the President likes him and that he can get more out of the

Administration than anyone I can think of.d’
Increasingly upset about the quality of his relationship with Wilson, Reading
requested permission to return to London in July 1918. He remained in England
until February 1919, and returned to the United States only long enough to wind

up matters before turning over the Ambassadorship to Sir Edward Grey in July
1919.58

Before the United States became a belligerent in the First World War
Morgan's provided a source of continuity in the Anglo-American purchasing
relationship. Stettinius's Export Department centralised British purchasing in the

US and established an effective working relationship with the British missions in

5S. Burk, Sinews, 182-83; Fowler, Wiserman, 125-6.
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America. Indeed, Morgan's purchasing responsibilities discomforted the US
Administration because of that company's close relationship with the British
Government (and its strong Republican Party ties) during this period of US
neutrality. When the US entered the war the American Government had to fill
the void left by Morgan's departure from the purchasing arena. The Allied
Purchasing Commission tried to accomplish this task, but America's Allies
continued to buy many of their goods through their old commercial
connections.”® The British Government tried to improve co-ordination of the
overall purchasing effort by sending various missions to the US. But the transient
nature of these missions meant that individuals and institutions involved in the
Anglo-American purchasing relationship were still struggling to define its

parameters when the war ended.

Churchill and Roosevelt
During the Great War several senior officials of the Second World War first
witnessed the difficulties of co-ordinating Anglo-American purchases in the
United States. Most notably, Winston Churchill and Franklin Roosevelt drew on
these lessons of 1914-1918 in order to improve the Anglo-American supply
relationship established twenty years later. Both men held positions concerned
directly with supply issues: Churchill rejoined the Cabinet in 1917 as Minister of
Munitions, and Roosevelt served as Assistant Secretary of the Navy throughout
the war. And, in these positions, in addition to their introduction to the supply
aspect of war, they revealed some of the qualities of character that would
influence their leadership style in the struggle against Hitler.

Churchill had resigned as First Lord of the Admiralty during the
Dardanelles campaign in 1915, and did not rejoin the Cabinet until Lloyd George
asked him to serve as Minister of Munitions. Churchill willingly accepted this

59. David M. Kennedy, Over Here: The First World War and American Society (Oxford:
Oxford Univ. Press, 1980), 323; Burk, Sincus, 9.
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appointment, and despite initial opposition within the Ministry he settled quickly
into his new position.®® From the moment Churchill arrived at the Ministry he
began to mould it to suit his needs: he implemented a major reorganisation
scheme, addressed issues peripheral to his duties as Minister of Munitions, and
closely monitored the relationship between Britain and the United States.
Through these measures he hoped to maximise his influence in his own
organisation and in the Government.

When Churchill assumed control of the Munitions Ministry in July 1917,
it had grown from 18 to 50 departments and had almost tripled its staff just since
the end of Lloyd George's tenure as Minister in mid-1916. The two intervening
Ministers acknowledged the need to adapt to the rapid expansion of this
organisation but neither served long enough to oversee this process. Churchill
required a structure which allowed him to control a massive organisation, easily
switch production to new items (such as tanks) and eventually oversee an orderly
demobilisation of the Ministry's vast work force at the war's end. On 18 August
1917, one month after he assumed his duties at the Ministry of Munitions, he
announced a major reorganisation. He established a Council Secretariat as the
Ministry's central administrative body. And more importantly, the new Minister
created the Munitions Council. The members of this council supervised the
routine of the different departments (the departments had been reorganised and
consolidated as well) and advised the Minister. By creating the Munitions
Council Churchill decreased the number of individuals responsible to him from
50 to 11. These changes freed his time considerably and allowed him to devote
his efforts "to the assignment and regulation of work, to determining the
emphasis and priority of particular supplies, to the comprehensive view of the

war programmes, and to the initiation of special enterprises”. Apparently this

60. See Diaries, 17 July 1917 entry, Box 98, Addison Papers, for Addison's comments
on the reaction to Churchill's selection as his successor at the Ministry of Munitions.
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new system worked effectively because it remained intact until the Ministry was
dissolved in 192161

However, Churchill did not devote all of his tenure as Minister of
Munitions to the direction of his Ministry. He also took on issues only
tangentially related to Ministry of Munitions affairs, upsetting most of the War
Cabinet on at least one occasion.®2 But Churchill's actions also reflected his
appreciation for the need to co-ordinate the manifold aspects of war planning. In
particular he was keen to ensure the maintenance of a proper balance between the
military's strategic policy and the nation's supply capabilities. As Minister of
Munitions Churchill frequently wrestled with this issue. For example, in a 21
October 1917 memorandum to the War Cabinet, Churchill stated "In deciding
upon the Munitions Programme for 1918, the first question to be answered is,
'What is the War Plan? When is it to reach its climax? Have we the possibility of
winning in 1918, and if so, how are we going to do it?..." The Munitions
Minister understood the crucial link between strategy and supply, and he was
determined to force the War Cabinet to recognise the same by asking these and
other provocative questions.®3 In a 5 March 1918 memorandum on the
Munitions Programme of 1919, Churchill stated the relationship even more
broadly. He commented that this munitions programme could be defined only by
answering the fundamental question, "How are we going to win the war in

19197" And even Maurice Hankey, the War Cabinet Secretary, who sometimes
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was impatient with Churchill's methods, called the Minister's thoughts on this
question "brilliant" .64

Finally, Churchill's responsibilities at the Ministry of Munitions gave him
an early lesson in the importance of a close Anglo-American wartime
relationship. Unlike the Second World War, American troops relied on British
heavy artillery pieces and and heavy gun ammunition once they had arrived in
Europe. One of the major supply problems facing Britain and the United States
in the First World War was how to equip and resupply these soldiers with the
necessary war materiel since American industry was incapable of meeting these
requirements in 1918.65 Churchill worked closely with Stettinius (he had
temporarily left Morgan's to advise the US Government on purchasing matters)
and other American officials to find a solution to this problem. He believed that
efforts like these would encourage a strong, informal Anglo-American
relationship. In 7The World Crisis he made a point of stressing the importance of
such close Anglo-American co-operation, commenting:

The longer we worked with the Americans, and the more interdependent our

affairs became, the better grew our relations. In October [1918] we got rid of all

sorts of rules prescribed in the early days of our association, and fell back on a
'gentleman's agreement’ to help each other by every conceivable means, the sole

test being the relative importance of particular services to the common cause. %0
And Churchill further maintained that as Minister of Munitions: "No British
Minister had, I believe, a greater volume of intricate daily business to conduct
with the United States representatives than I had during 1918."67 Certainly
Churchill was not completely enamoured of the Americans. Indeed, in October
1917 he criticised "the slow and frugal development of American fighting

strength in France".®8 But he understood the urgent need for America's

64. Lord Hankey, The Supreme Command 1914-1918, 2 vols (London: George Allen
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assistance to help win the war, and hence the corresponding need to cultivate a
good relationship with the United States in order to win their full co-operation.
Churchill's Second World War American counterpart, Franklin D.
Roosevelt, did not hold a Cabinet-level position during the First World War,
serving instead as Assistant Secretary of the United States Navy.%® Roosevelt
assumed this office on 17 March 1913 at the age of 31 years. He immediately
fell under the spell of the senior admirals when he entered this job. This bias,
combined with i{oosevelt's brash, action-oriented personality soon challenged the
patience of Navy Secretary Josephus Daniels, since the Assistant Secretary
repeatedly (and publicly) sided with the admirals against Daniels.’9 And once the
war in Europe began, Roosevelt's behaviour became even more insubordinate.
He believed the European situation demanded improved preparedness in the
American armed forces. When Daniels disagreed, Roosevelt created the illusion
he had taken full command. On 2 August 1914, for example, he wrote to
Eleanor, his wife, that Daniels was "feeling chiefly very sad that his faith in
human nature and civilization and similar idealistic nonsense was receiving such
a rude shock. So I started in alone to get things ready and prepare plans for what
ought to be done by the Navy end of things."7! A few days later he again
emphasised this point to his wife by stating "I am running the real work;
although Josephus is here! He is bewildered by it all, very sweet but very sad!"72
In the summer of 1915 Roosevelt brought increased fervour to his

wartime preparedness campaign. He urged the establishment of the Council of
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National Defense, a permanent organisation to plan and co-ordinate war
production. The Assistant Secretary believed that he alone understood the
importance of creating such an organisation, writing on one occasion: "without
intending to throw bouquets at myself, I think I am the only person in
Washington in the Administration who realizes the perfectly wonderful
opportunities, nationally and politically, to accomplish something of lasting
construction.” 73 Roosevelt also spoke out more publicly about preparedness and
the need for a stronger army and navy. In private he took his argument to its
ultimate extreme, exclaiming more than once to Daniels that "We've got to get
into this war."74

Germany's decision to reinstitute unrestricted submarine warfare
introduced a new phase in this preparedness campaign. Roosevelt and other war
advocates called for the arming of merchant vessels for self-defence. Wilson
finally authorised this measure on 12 March.”> The following week German
submarines torpedoed three American merchant ships, and Roosevelt
immediately met with Captain Gaunt (British Naval Attaché) to discuss the
establishment of some informal mechanism for Anglo-American naval
co-operation. However, when the Foreign Office learned of Roosevelt's proposal
it disapproved the scheme stating: "In view of the hesitating attitude of the

"ne

President” and "'the jealousy and anti-British sentiment which pervades the
Navy' there are obvious objections to discussing schemes of co-operation with
American Naval Authorities unless we are officially approached in this sense
through the proper diplomatic channel."76 Balfour reaffirmed this position on 23

March 1917 when he commented that "all such conversations would be on a
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much more satisfactory footing if we were asked through the ordinary diplomatic
channels to consider how the two Navies could best assist each other in the
present crisis”.”’ As if to demonstrate Balfour's point, Wilson ordered Admiral
Sims to London on 24 March. Shortly thereafter the Royal Navy prepared to
send its own liaison officers to the United States. 8

Once America entered the war, Roosevelt moved quickly to commandeer
war supplies for the Navy. In later years he liked to say that the Navy placed
orders so quickly that Wilson summoned him to the White House and told him,
"Mr. Secretary, I'm very sorry, but you have cornered the market for supplies.
You'll have to divide up with the Army." Roosevelt also worked with the
representatives from the missions that travelled to the States to discuss
Allied-American co-operation.”® However, he aspired to responsibilities greater
than supply and manpower issues. To this end, he asked for permission to lead a
US mission to Europe.

His first opportunity came in August 1917 when Sims recommended an
increased US military advisory presence in Britain to improve Anglo-American
co-ordination. Wilson authorised Admiral Mayo to head such a mission. But
Roosevelt also sought this position, and he enlisted the aid of his friend Arthur
Willert, chief correspondent of The Times (London) in America, to plead his
case. 80 Willert sent a telegram to Wiseman, then in London, praising Roosevelt's
qualities. He noted that,

co-operation between Naval Department and 'Admiralty includes important

political problems also technical questions with which officers could not deal. It

has been suggested to me that the best way to meet this suggestion would be to
send Franklin Roosevelt with a small civilian staff as well as officers. Franklin
Roosevelt, who is the best man here, has for some time been anxious to get mto
personal touch with Eric Geddes in order to arrange for effective joint policy...If
you should get Geddes or Balfour to send message that we should appreciate the
sending of responsible civilian representatives of Naval Department at the head
of the Department's delegation, Franklin Roosevelt's name should not be

77. Draft Telegram, Balfour to Barclay, 23 March 1917, FO 371/3112.
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mentioned, as it has not been suggested to the President yet. 1 cannot answer for
the effect of such a message, but it can do no harm if it appears to be
spontaneous. Prompt action is necessary as President will make his decision

early next week.81
Willert received no response to his message, but his suggestion did not go
unnoticed. Sir Eric Drummond noted in a 14 August 1917 memorandum that
encouraging Roosevelt would be a mistake. Delegates from the other countries,
he commented, would be professional officers and, therefore, Roosevelt's
presence would be anomalous. He stated: "but apart from this Franklin Roosevelt
is not on the best of terms with his chief, whose policy he criticizes very freely,
and I am doubtful in the circumstances whether such a visit would do us any
good."82 Apparently Roosevelt had alienated the officials representing the
country he was so anxious to help.

Roosevelt finally received his opportunity to travel to Europe in 1918.
Daniels instructed him to conduct a preliminary inspection of the US Navy's
European installations before the House Naval Affairs Committee toured these
facilities.83 Roosevelt revelled in every aspect of his trip which began on 9 July
1918. He crossed the Atlantic in a newly commissioned destroyer, toured the
Western front, inspected troops, and met with senior military and civilian
leaders.84 He also tried to engage in discussions on Anglo-American naval
relations, but Admiralty officials realised Roosevelt lacked the authority to make
any official commitments. Geddes (First Lord of the Admiralty), for example,
had tried to address "the question of the American share in the Naval war" with
Roosevelt, only to discover that:

Mr Roosevelt is not, as we thought, in a position similar to a Deputy or

Assistant to the First Lord of British Admiralty, but is concerned only in the

production of naval materiel and has no say at all in the use made of that materiel
when it has been produced. In fact, he is more like the Admiralty Controller than
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I tirst supposed. I also find that Mr Roosevelt, like all capable men, while his
energy 1s much admired, is not without his own difficultes, and I am told that
any agreement come to with him, or any agreement which he went back and
recommended as a result of a conference here, would start prejudiced.85

In mid-September Roosevelt's trip came to an inglorious end when he sailed for
the United States suffering from influenza and double pneumonia. He returned to
the Navy Department in mid-October, when the armistice was only a month
away. 80

Roosevelt's tenure as Assistant Secretary of the Navy spanned seven
years, including the entire First World War. He successfully administered the
day-to-day manpower and supply problems that comprised the bulk of the
Assistant Secretary's responsibilities. But Roosevelt wanted to be more than "just
the Assistant Secretary” he wanted to formulate grand strategy and national
policy. Ironically, since his position permitted neither, he could be brash and
outspoken about both. Yet he learned during those years, especially when urging
war preparedness, that for the cry to be heeded the admirals, the politicians, and
the public must be mobilised and guided until a consensus could be reached.
Roosevelt also exhibited a fondness during the war for informal discussions and
"mission” diplomacy. Less resulted from his efforts in these areas than he
indicated in later years. But FDR had discovered a diplomatic vehicle he
favoured, one he would encourage, and ultimately compel, Allied governments
to follow in the Second World War. Younger and less politically experienced
than Churchill, Roosevelt nevertheless left the Assistant Secretary's job with a
store of wartime experiences he would recall some twenty years later as he

launched the second war preparedness campaign of his life.
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In terms of Anglo-American relations, the First World War provided three
valuable lessons for individuals involved in the creation of the Second World
War coalition between these two countries. First, co-operation between Britain
and the United States required support and constant attention from the highest
levels of government. Hence, Wilson's insistence on a strictly neutral policy
toward Britain between 1914 and 1917 meant little opportunity existed for the
British Government to encourage an informal alliance before America declared
war. Second, once Britain and the United States were co-belligerents, a
co-operative relationship did not automatically emerge. Rather, the two nations
merely began to disagree over various issues, as demonstrated by the heated
debates after 6 April 1917 between senior British and American officials about
the most effective use of US forces overseas. And finally, the complexity and
expense of twentieth-century warfare suggested that the supply aspect of any
future Anglo-American wartime relationship would require early and careful
cultivation. Britain's need for American supply and financial assistance initially
fostered the relationship between Morgan's and the British Government. And,
between 1914 and 1917, employees from J.P. Morgan and Company were the
only US citizens to maintain daily contact with senior British officials solely
because of the European crisis. Subsequently, the interwar period would create
the impression that Anglo-American co-operation was an aberration created by
the Great War - but Churchill and Roosevelt, as well as many others, would

demonstrate twenty years later how completely these lessons had been absorbed.
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Chapter 111

The Search for Equilibrium

Anglo-American relations began to change dramatically even before Germany's
surrender in 1918. Beneath the surface of wartime co-operation forged by joint
military and supply needs, conflicting interests re-emerged as the US and Britain
prepared for the postwar world. Before entering the war, neutral American
shipping suffered because of the British blockade of the Central Powers.
Repeated naval confrontations between the future allies during the years of
American neutrality brought into sharp relief the conflict between the American
belief in freedom of the high seas and the British doctrine of maritime belligerent
rights. When the US entered the war this issue disappeared, but only
temporarily. President Wilson's speech on 8 January 1918 outlining his Fourteen
Points for a future peace program re-focused attention on these underlying
Anglo-American tensions. In Point Two, for example, Wilson proclaimed the
principle of freedom of the seas in response to earlier British harassment of
American shipping; Britain promptly objected, since Point Two would drastically
curtail its historic role in blockading neutral shipping destined for enemy ports.
Clearly, both nations recognised that peace would bring a new form of strategic

competition to the world arena. !

The Washington and Geneva Naval Conferences

In the United States, Big Navy advocates exploited the British abhorrence of the
freedom of the seas doctrine in order to persuade the Congress and the President
to support the construction of "a navy second to none". The United States in
1918 possessed sufficient industrial resources to support such a program, and its

implementation would pose a direct challenge to Britain's maritime strength.
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Conversely, Britain wanted to preserve its naval might but economically could no
longer sustain an arms race. Fearing a naval arms race might develop from this
controversy Wilson and Lloyd George agreed to suspend further conversations on
the subject until the League of Nations had been established. If the League
proved successful Britain would allow a thorough examination of the rules of
naval warfare, including the freedom of the seas doctrine.2

The United States reluctance to join the League of Nations resulted in the
search for an alternative method to deal with these naval issues. The start of
President Harding's term in office offered the first hope for a successful
challenge to navalism. President Harding and Senator William E. Borah, the
"irreconcilable senators'” leader, both supported a naval limitation conference
for different reasons. This high level political interest led to Harding's public
announcement on 10 July 1921 that the United States would invite to Washington
the principal naval powers, as well as China, to participate in a conference on
arms limitation and Far Eastern policy.3

The Washington Conference (12 November 1921 to 6 February 1922), as
it became known, produced three treaties which profoundly affected Anglo-
American relations. First, the Five-Power Treaty bound its principal signatories
(Britain, the US, and Japan) to a 5:5:3 total tonnage building ratio for capital
ships and aircraft carriers. Second, the Four-Power Treaty abrogated the Anglo-
Japanese Alliance of 1902. Finally, the Nine-Power agreement also addressed the
Far Eastern situation. It pledged all the conference participants to respect the
Open Door principle in China and to refrain from exploiting China's domestic

difficulties for their own interests.
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Although the Washington Treaties put a temporary check on the
immediate causes of Anglo-American antagonism, the Washington Naval Treaty
in particular threatened to increase naval competition while, at the same time, it
sought co-operation. This Five-Power Treaty regulated capital ship construction
only. Several warship classes remained unrestricted, most notably cruisers and
destroyers. Cruisers presented a problem because they were the primary means
of defending maritime routes and enforcing blockades. Therefore any discussion
about their construction or deployment inevitably reopened the freedom of the
seas versus belligerent rights controversy. Indeed the Geneva Conference's later
attempt to regulate cruiser strength reopened this debate, and brought Anglo-
American relations to their lowest ebb in the interwar years.

President Calvin Coolidge called the Geneva meeting for many of the
same reasons Harding had invited conference participants to Washington.
Coolidge wanted to silence the Big Navy group in Congress which advocated
increased cruiser construction, and he sought to increase his domestic popular
support. The responses to Coolidge's invitations, however, were much less
enthusiastic. France and Italy refused the invitations, arguing that they disagreed
with additional naval limitations unless land and air weapons were also
considered. Japan accepted the offer although there was little popular support for
a fixed ratio for cruiser construction. Britain, the last country to respond to
Coolidge's proposal, felt compelled to participate in the conference once the US
and Japan had agreed to meet. The Foreign Office, however, feared that British
participation in separate naval limitation talks would be viewed as a rejection of
the League of Nations' disarmament efforts. Despite these Japanese and British
doubts, the three major naval powers agreed to participate in a naval conference,
and on 11 March 1927 the Coolidge Administration formally announced that they

would meet in Geneva in June 1927.4
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Any hopes for a quick agreement vanished at the first plenary session
with the presentation of the British and American proposals on cruiser
limitations. The United States proposal was derived from ratios established at the
Washington Conference. It included a tonnage ceiling for the three powers based
on the 5:5:3 ratio, and used the cruiser limitations of 10,000 tonnes and eight-
inch guns as the basis for discussions at Geneva. The British proposal agreed to
these specifications, but went further to suggest the creation of a second class of
cruiser for smaller vessels of 7500 tonnes and six-inch guns, with the total
tonnage for this class open to negotiation. Moreover, although the total tonnage
of this smaller class would be limited, the total number of vessels to be
constructed would be flexible within the tonnage limit. The Admiralty wanted
the right to build these smaller vessels in numbers sufficient to meet Britain's
global defence commitments and to ensure its ability to maintain a wartime
blockade. The United States, however, was equally committed to the protection
of its neutral rights in wartime, and it viewed the British proposal for
establishing a second standard for light cruisers as a threat to the freedom of the
seas. Thus the seeds for further Anglo-American tensions were sown.>

Winston Churchill, the Chancellor of the Exchequer, showed his irritation
with attempts at Anglo-American co-operation in a 20 July 1927 Cabinet
memorandum. Apparently frustrated by the Geneva proceedings, Churchill wrote

that he feared any British attempt to extend the Washington Treaty principles
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beyond the battleship class because "We are, in fact, gravely endangering the
foundations of British sea power and our security by entering into entangling
engagements. Moreover the Americans and their press will mar the workings of
any such agreement by continued friction, together with reproaches.” He went on
to state in this same memorandum:

No doubt it is quite right in the interests of peace to go on talking about war with

the United States being 'unthinkable’. Everyone knows that this is not true.

However foolish and disastrous such a war would be, it is in fact, the only basis

upon which the Naval discussions at Geneva are proceeding.
Thus Churchill encouraged the Cabinet "to break away from the net which is
closing on us" by pursuing a cruiser compromise and to pursue instead a policy
which would retain "British security and independence”.6

This British and American inability to compromise on the cruiser issue
ultimately brought the Geneva Conference to a standstill and introduced the most
difficult period in Anglo-American relations during the interwar years. The
already abysmal state of Anglo-American relations darkened further when Britain
attempted to reinvigorate the League of Nation's Disarmament Preparatory
Commission. The British and French Foreign Ministers met privately on 9
March 1928 to discuss the Anglo-French inability to agree on a disarmament
policy. Austen Chamberlain, the British Foreign Minister, offered to support the
exclusion of trained reserves from total troop strengths if France agreed to naval
limitation by tonnage per class. Aristide Briand, the French Foreign Minister,
accepted the British offer because he believed the two countries would require
cruisers of the same class to protect sea lines of communication.

With a joint basis for Anglo-French discussions established, Chamberlain
appointed Vice Admiral Howard Kelly (the Admiralty representative of the

British delegation to the Preparatory Commission) to write a letter which

outlined in greater detail the British naval limitation proposals. Kelly highlighted

6. Memorandum by Churchill, "Cruisers and Parity", 20 July 1927 in Martin Gilbert,
ed., Winston S. Churchill, vol. 5, companion part 1 (London: Heinemann, 1979),
1030-35.
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two essential points in his letter: first, all classes of submarines would be limited;
and, second, cruisers below 7000 tonnes would not be subject to limitations. By
10 March 1928, Briand had received his copy of the proposal. The British and
French discussed this compromise in earnest from March until mid-June when it
seemed all hope for reaching an agreement had again disappeared. However,
hope was renewed suddenly when Captain Deleuze, Kelly's French counterpart
on the Preparatory Commission, offered an unofficial compromise. This proposal
suggested a limit on cruisers below 10,000 tonnes which possessed guns of over
six inches. No limitations would be placed on cruisers smaller than these.

The Foreign Office received word of Deleuze's proposal on 23 June
1928. Initially the Foreign Office believed the compromise had been approved by
the French Government. The Baldwin Cabinet chose to pursue the compromise
even when notified to the contrary on 27 June. The French agreed to work with
this compromise if the maximum light cruiser displacement was raised to 8000
tonnes and allowances were made to transfer a percentage of the prescribed
tonnages into either a lower or higher category of vessel, depending on each
country’s need. In time the French sent a formal naval limitation proposal to the
British which was officially accepted on 28 July 1928. Two days later the British
Embassies in Washington, Tokyo and Rome received notification of the
agreement along with instructions to discuss it with their host governments.”

Unfortunately between the British acceptance of the compromise and the
embassy notification Chamberlain prematurely disclosed the agreement's
existence. In America word of the compromise not only caused confusion, it also
raised suspicions about the compromise's contents and purpose. American
Anglophobia increased dramatically once the "Big Navy” group and the press
brought this compromise to the public's attention. Any British attempts to ease
American fears only made matters worse. Eventually several British officials,

including Maurice Hankey, Secretary to the Cabinet and CID, challenged the
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conciliatory British policy toward the United States when American responses
always appeared so hostile. Instead they advocated looking more to Europe to
meet British security needs. The American resentment was perhaps best
illustrated by President Coolidge's 1928 Armistice Day speech. Coolidge blamed
Britain for the lack of progress in cruiser limitation efforts, and supported a bill
which authorised the construction of fifteen new cruisers. Anglo-American

relations had reached their nadir.®

American War Plans

Discussions among policymakers as to the likelihood of an Anglo-American
armed conflict highlighted the tensions between these two countries in the late
1920s. In addition to Churchill's memorandum, an exchange of despatches
between Esme Howard, the British Ambassador in the United States, and Austen
Chamberlain revealed such considerations. Just before the termination of the
Geneva Conference, Howard sent a letter to Chamberlain relating two
conversations in which he had participated on the possibility of an Anglo-
American war. In the first, Howard, Frank Kellogg (US Secretary of State), and
Herbert Hoover (US Secretary of Commerce) discussed the need to educate the
public in both countries "to understand the real absurdity of contemplating the
possibility of war between the United States and the British Empire”. Kellogg
recommended that Howard pursue this point further with Hoover. As a result,
Howard and Hoover met again a few days later to finalise an education plan.
This meeting, however, turned into a discussion of the type of war Britain and
the United States would probably fight. Howard summarised this assessment in a
letter to Chamberlain, noting that Canada would remain neutral and "the
hostilities would probably resolve themselves more or less into a great blockade
of Europe by the United States and a blockade of the United States by Europe, so

far as England would be able to enforce it".?
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Chamberlain read Howard's letter with great dismay. In his 10 August
1927 reply Chamberlain disagreed with Howard on two points. First, he
commented "English opinion about America is more sore than I have ever known
it, but the thought of war does not enter into anyone's calculations.” Second, he
explained to Howard that the idea of Canadian neutrality violated the theory and
practice of Imperial unity.10 Howard would not let the argument rest, and he
wrote back to Chamberlain that he thought the possibility of war entered into the
calculations of some people in England. For example, his own Naval Attaché,
Captain Stopford, argued that "with the help of the Japanese we [Britain] could
hold our own" against the United States.!! Howard felt such thoughts were "only
suitable for a Lunatic Asylum” but believed none-the-less "that the consequences
of war with America have not yet been appreciated by many of our naval and
military men". Furthermore, he wrote, war with America was possible "if we
allow ourselves to be taken unawares - in more than one way".12

Colonel R. Pope-Hennessy, the British military attaché in Washington,
also maintained that a war between Britain and the United States was possible. In
a September 1927 memorandum to Howard, Pope-Hennessy recounted a
conversation with Major General Preston Brown, the American Army
Commander of the First Corps. Pope-Hennessy described Brown as a man who
had "not allowed his mind to lie fallow since he left the University of Yale to
enter the American Army some thirty-three years ago”. Hence Pope-Hennessy
took it quite seriously when Preston Brown said that a war between Britain and
the United States, "as an issue arising out of a state of war between Great Britain
and a third party”, was "'probable’, unless Great Britain modifies her practice of

blockade so as to conform with the wishes of the United States."13
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Colonel Pope-Hennessy agreed with Preston Brown in a 10 October 1927
despatch to General Charles, the Director of Military Operations and Intelligence
at the War Office. In this message Pope-Hennessy challenged the Foreign
Office's fundamental assumption that war between Britain and the United States
was unthinkable. He argued that America's doctrine of freedom of the seas and
Britain's historic use of the blockade were irreconcilable. Unless Britain
abandoned the use of the blockade, as Pope-Hennessy advocated, it was foolish
not to anticipate the eventuality of war with the United States by making the
appropriate plans and preparations. 14

The possibility of an Anglo-American conflict also concerned American
war planners. At this time the United States was developing two war plans, Red
and Red-Orange, which identified the British Empire (Red) as a potential enemy.
In the Red plan the US expected to fight the British Empire alone; the Red-
Orange contingency anticipated a coalition between Britain and Japan.!5 The
planners ranged widely in the issues they addressed. First, they envisaged the
primary cause of an Anglo-American war to be "increasing BLUE economic
penetration and commercial expansion into regions formerly dominated by RED
trade, to such an extent as eventually to menace RED standards of living and to
threaten economic ruin". Desperate to protect Britain's economic standing His
Majesty's Government would eventually opt for war - but only after winning the
support of the Dominions. If the Dominions accepted this course of action,

Britain might then enlist Japan's assistance.

14. Enclosure, Pope-Hennessy to Charles, 10 October 1927, DBFP, 1A, 4: 388-91.
Britain at the tme had no war plans for an Anglo-American war.

15. Letter, Pershing to Secretary of War, 2 June 1923, Joint Board Papers (cited as JB
hereafter), vol. 325 (Serial 210), Record Group (RG) 225, National Archives; Ray
S. Chne, Washington Command Post (Washington, DC: GPO, 1951), 35-6. The
mmportance of these plans, jointly formulated by the US Army and Navy, was later
mimimised by official historians of the Second World War. Cline in Washington
Command Post for example, states such plans were "virtually meaningless because
they bore so little relation to contermmporary international political and military
alignments”. These official historians concentrate instead on Plan Orange because it
anticipated the future conflict between the United States and Japan.
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Second, developing the alliance point further, the US strategic planners
expected Britain to ally with some of the European powers in order to protect
British continental interests. However they expected the United States to fight
alone because of a long-standing American aversion to alliances. As the Joint

Estimate stated:

The foreign policy of BLUE is guided by the principle of avoidance of military

and political alliances with other nations. It is primarily concerned with the

advancement of the foreign trade of BLUE and demands equality of treatment in

all political dependencies and backward countries, and unrestricted access to

sources of raw materials. In this particular it comes in conflict with the foreign

policies of RED. Traditionally, BLUE foreign policy has always been directed

toward the principle of "Freedom of the Seas”, as opposed to domination of the

seas by RED.
This statement also illustrated the continued interest of American policymakers in
the freedom of the seas controversy by highlighting the historical Anglo-
American disagreement over this issue. 16

Third, the "Outline of Tentative Plan Red" addressed the comparative
strengths of the British and American armed forces. Relative naval strengths
were of special concern to the planners because the early stages of the war would
be fought by the navies, and command of the seas offered the key to victory for

both nations. On naval strength they noted that:

Red's naval forces are superior in the fighting strength of her capital ships, and
the degree of concentration of her fleet is greater than that of Blue [the United
States]. The Red fleet is greatly superior in cruiser strength, that is, in the type
of vessel best adapted for controlling important sea areas and for repelling
destroyer attacks. Red is inferior to Blue in total destroyer and submarine
strength. Red has a numerous and well-trained naval reserve personnel which

can be quickly mobilized.17
From this statement it would appear, then, that Britain had also duped the United
States at the Washington and Geneva Conferences.

Finally, the plans outlined possible factors which would influence the two

countries once war started. Britain was expected to seek an early resolution to the

war because of the United States’ "potential superiority in military and economic

16. "Joint Estimate of the Situation, Blue-Red"”, 8 May 1930, JB 325 (Senial 435), RG
225.
17. "Outline of Tentative Plan, Red", 23 June 1926, JB 325 (Serial 274), RG 225.
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strength”. Strategic planners also expected His Majesty's Government to stand by
its political responsibility to support Canada even though, in the long run, it
would be impossible to prevent an American conquest. The planners’ comments
about the United States concentrated more on the importance of public opinion.18
Fortunately for the US Government, these staff officers anticipated httle
difficulty winning popular support for a war against Britain because "despite
racial affinity, common culture and similar political systems, the great majority
of the BLUE nation possesses an anti-RED tradition".19

Plan Red, and its corollary Red-Orange, exhibited considerable sensitivity
to many sources of Anglo-American difficulties in the interwar period. The plans
touched on the issues of economic rivalry, naval competition, freedom of the
seas, American Anglophobia and the lingering fear of a resurgence of the Anglo-
Japanese alliance. Furthermore, the Joint Estimate accounted for the precarious
position of Canada should a conflict occur between the United Kingdom and the
United States, an issue of particular concern to the British Foreign Office. These
American war plans largely accounted for the international political and military
alignments of the period. Only the dramatic alterations in international politics in

the late 1930s would make these plans not only invalid, but even nonsensical.

The London Naval Conference

While the finishing touches were being put on the Red and Red-Orange plans,
arrangements were being made for another disarmament conference by the new
British Prime Minister, Ramsay MacDonald, and the new American President,
Herbert Hoover. MacDonald and Hoover had assumed their offices within a few
months of one another. When MacDonald succeeded Baldwin as Prime Minister
on 5 June 1929, he placed at the top of his agenda the improvement of Anglo-

American relations. Hoover, despite initial misgivings within the Foreign Office,

18. "Outline of Tentative Plan, Red", 23 June 1926, JB 325 (Serial 274), RG 225.
19. "Joint Estimate of the Situation, Blue-Red”, 8 May 1930, JB 325 (Serial 435), RG
225.
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also showed great interest in improving the relationship. Both leaders felt an
arms limitation agreement would provide one of the best means to improve
relations. Thus, arms control initiatives remained an essential element of British
and American foreign policy.

MacDonald realised from the Geneva experience that a successful arms
agreement required careful preparation before calling a formal conference. As a
result he met with Charles Dawes, the new American Ambassador to Britain, and
Hugh Gibson (US arms limitation negotiator) on several occasions in London to
establish a firm foundation for any subsequent treaty. A tentative arms control
agreement eventually emerged from these meetings which MacDonald then
personally communicated to President Hoover in October 1929.20

MacDonald excluded all naval representatives from his official delegation
when he travelled to America. This exclusion ensured that political rather than
technical considerations would dominate the arms talks. In their conversations
Hoover and MacDonald concentrated on naval limitations, and wartime rights
and immunities at sea. Once again, in the former category, cruisers received
most of the attention. This time the conversation focused on the use of Hugh
Gibson's 'yardstick' proposal, (a formula accounting for differences in
displacement, age, gun calibre, speed) to determine an 'equivalent tonnage' for
ships of various sizes in the cruiser class. Gibson's proposal appeared to be a
promising way to break the cruiser deadlock, and so during these conversations
Hoover and MacDonald decided to send invitations to the five major naval
powers to attend a naval conference in London the following year.2!

The London Naval Conference opened on 21 January 1930 with the five
powers in attendance. The British delegation was headed by MacDonald and
Secretary of State Stimson represented the United States. So many Anglo-

American discussions had preceded the conference that many of their previous

20. Roskill, Naval Policy, 2: 37-44; McKercher, Baldwin, 194-97.
21. Minute by Lindsay, 25 June 1929, DBFP, 2, 1: 11-3; Roskill, Naval Policy, 2: 38-
46; McKercher, Baldwin, 197-99.

35



differences had been resolved. When Japan appeared unwilling to compromise on
the cruiser issue, MacDonald and Stimson threatened to sign a two-power
agreement. This threat prompted a reluctant Japan to accept a sixty per cent ratio
in eight-inch cruisers, seventy per cent in six-inch cruisers and destroyers, and
parity in submarines. An official treaty was now possible, and on 22 April 1930
all the participants signed the London Treaty. France and Italy however signed
the London Treaty without accepting its terms. Concerned primarily with land
threats as well as the threat from each other, they felt the Treaty ignored their
security needs. By signing the treaty they merely pledged to resolve their
differences after the conference. Two years later they gave up this goal, still in
disagreement.22

The London Conference offers a useful benchmark from which to re-
evaluate Anglo-American relations between the wars. It marked the triumph of
the use of disarmament conferences for diplomatic purposes, and the hint of a
new era of political rapprochement between these two countries. With their
earnest willingness to compromise, the new political leaders overruled their naval
technical advisers frequently in order to reach an agreement. The senior naval
leaders, however, were much less satisfied with the conference's results. Anglo-
American distrust and competitiveness, rather than rapprochement, still
dominated their professional ranks. And they felt their own politicians had
relinquished too much power, thereby undermining their naval forces. Such
circumstances explain the reasons Plans Red and Red-Orange could be approved
within weeks of the London Treaty.

Anglo-American Disagreements over the Far East
Japanese expansionism added another complicating factor to Anglo-American
relations in the 1930s. When the Manchurian crisis began with the Japanese

seizure of Mukden in 1931, the League of Nations sought a unified response.

22. Hall, Arms Control, 96, 103, 115; Roskill, Naval Policy, 2: 64.
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However, it found its efforts frustrated by British and American foreign policy
differences. First, the United States non-membership in the League cast doubt on
American willingness to uphold the organisation's decisions. On one hand the
United States promised to support the League's actions, sent an observer to
Geneva to follow its proceedings, and encouraged denouncement of the Japanese
invasion as a violation of the Kellogg-Briand Pact. On the other hand the United
States refused to have the foreign policy "initiative passed to Washington", and
promised to withdraw from any situation requiring American leadership in the
Far East.23

Second, Britain's largely pro-Japanese attitude to the Manchurian
invasion diminished hopes for a collective response even more. The Fbreign
Office believed Japan had a legitimate claim in Manchuria, and British
policymakers publicly voiced this opinion. However, these same policymakers
also feared alienating the League of Nations and the United States. Suddenly the
Foreign Office found itself trying to create a policy to accommodate all parties.
In reality these efforts amounted to Foreign Office inaction.24

Caught between Britain's pro-Japanese position and the United States'
confused thoughts on collective security, in the early months of this Far Eastern
upheaval the League of Nations adopted a resolution to investigate the
Manchurian crisis but did little else. The Japanese capture of Chinchow and the
battle of Shanghai in January 1932 modified these attitudes toward Japan. After
the fall of Chinchow on 3 January Stimson sent a letter to the Japanese
Government which condemned Japanese aggression and stated that the United
States "does not intend to recognize any situation, treaty or agreement which

may be brought about by means contrary to the covenants and obligations of the

23. (1) Telegram, Osbome to Patteson, 16 October 1931, (2) Telegram, Patteson to
Vansittart, 17 October 1931, and (3) Telegram, Patteson to Vansittart, 18 October
1931 in DBFP, 2, 8: 776-77, 781, 788.

24. Christopher Thome, The Limuts of Foreign Policy: The West, the League and the Far
Eastern Crisis of 1931-1933 (London: Hamish Hamilton, 1972), 141, 148; Wm
Roger Louis, British Strategy in the Far East 1919-1939 (Oxford: Clarendon, 1971),
18S.
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Pact of Paris".25 Stimson's Doctrine, as this statement became known,
effectively condemned the Japanese move to annex Manchunia. The letter
certainly marked a toughening in the American attitude toward Japan, and not
surprisingly the Japanese Government unanimously denounced its contents. The
State Department expected the Japanese condemnation, but the lack of British
support for the Stimson Doctrine took American policymakers by surprise.
Rather than issue a strong statement of approval Sir John Simon, the British
Foreign Secretary, briefly acknowledged the Doctrine in one of his despatches
and then ignored it. Simon's inaction enraged State Department officials and
reinforced departmental prejudices against Anglo-American co-operation in the
Far East.26

The attack on Shanghai later in January forced the Foreign Office to
reconsider its position on Anglo-American co-operation. Shanghai required
British protection because it was the center of Britain's commercial interests in
China. The United States now looked like a useful ally and the Foreign Office
hinted at closer co-operation between the two countries in order to end the Far
Eastern crisis. Once again, however, Britain failed to follow-up this initiative
quickly enough to satisfy the State Department. After waiting a month for the
Foreign Office to act, Stimson finally decided to take matters into his own hands.
This time he outlined his Far Eastern position in a 24 February 1932 letter to
Senator Borah. In the "Borah letter” Stimson recapitulated the highlights of the
Washington, Nine-Power and Kellogg-Briand Treaties and demanded their

enforcement in the Far East.2”7 To many this letter implied military action against

25. Telegram, Stimson to Forbes, 7 January 1932, US Department of State, Foreign
Relations of the United States: Japan, 1931-1941 (cited as FRUS Japan hereafter), 2
vols (Washington, DC: GPO, 1943), 1: 76.

26. Telegram, Simon to Lindsay, 9 January 1932, DBFP, 2, 9: 101-102; Thorne,
Lirmts, 211.

217. Telegram, Stimson to Cunningham, 24 February 1932, FRUS Japan, 1: 83-7;
Thorne, Limmts, 263.
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Japan, thus invalidating Hoover's earlier promise to keep the United States out of
a Far Eastern war.?8

Stimson's outburst shocked the Foreign Office, and the hostile British
reaction to the Borah letter offended the State Department. These heightened
Anglo-American tensions demanded all of Sir R.C. Lindsay's (British
Ambassador in the United States) mediating skills merely to prevent further
deterioration of this relationship. He tried to explain to State Department officials
that despite the great importance of British-American co-operation, they "must
realize that there were very definite limitations to the distance to which we
[Britain] could go and the pace at which we could travel". Conversely, he told
the Foreign Office that although the Americans "are dreadful people to deal with
- they cannot make firm promises, but they jolly you along with fair prospects
and when you are committed they let you down." None-the-less, "on the long
view there has never been a case when we were not right to have made the
bargain [with the United States]. And never since 1812 have we ever come down
on the non-American side of any fence. I do not think we shall this time."2°
Lindsay's efforts minimised the negative impact of the Borah letter on Anglo-
American relations, but the strain still remained between the two countries when
a temporary peace was declared in the Far East in May 1932,

Diplomatic events rather than military engagements dominated the
remainder of the Manchurian Crisis. Most importantly the League of Nations
released the October 1932 Lytton Report which it had commissioned to examine
the Far Eastern situation. After surveying the causes of the Manchurian problem
this report recommended first, belated support for the Stimson Doctrine, and
second, an autonomous Manchuria governed by China, but aided by an
international advisory body which included a large Japanese delegation. The

Japanese Government of course condemned the report when it was presented to

28. Thome, Limmts, 212.
29. Letter, Lindsay to Simon, 3 March 1932, DBFP, 2, 9: 709-11.
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the League of Nations on 24 February 1933. And once the League approved its
findings the Japanese delegation left the League of Nations, and took with it most
of the world's hopes for peace through collective security.30

Britain and the United States followed the Manchurian events closely.
After the early days of the crisis both countries realised that Anglo-American co-
operation provided the key to ending it, but conflicting goals in the region
hampered co-operative efforts. This British-American antagonism mirrored the
mutual distrust which already had been revealed at the arms conferences and in
American war plans. Thus, although the Foreign Office and State Department
were more vocal in their support for good relations, their efforts to improve
them during the Manchurian crisis failed. And the underlying tension which
caused this failure would continue to frustrate Anglo-American co-operation

throughout most of the 1930s.

Isolation versus Co-operation

In December 1934 Anglo-American relations again revolved around naval
limitation. Less than two years after its withdrawal from the League of Nations,
Japan announced it was also withdrawing from the Washington Naval Treaty.
The treaty's original provisions called for a conference to be held before a
member left the Washington system. Hence the Washington powers planned a
new naval conference for December 1935. During the pre-conference
negotiations the participating powers struggled to arrive at a new agreement.
Japan declared the old ratios unacceptable and demanded an offer of parity in any
new agreement. This proposal inevitably proved unacceptable to the United
States and Britain, although Japan adamantly held to this position when the
Second London Naval Conference opened in December 1935. The conference

participants rejected the Japanese proposal when they voted on it a month later,

30. Thome, Limmts, 284, 335-36.



and that same day, 15 January 1936, the Japanese delegation quit the
conference.3!

Although France, Britain and the United States did sign a new agreement
on 25 March 1936, as Hedley Bull noted, "It had so many 'escape clauses' and
escalator clauses' as to be virtually meaningless.”32 Thus when the Japanese
delegation left the London Naval Conference it effectively ended the
international use of negotiations for arms limitation. This "death” of the naval
conference had important ramifications for Anglo-American relations. Although
detested by many policymakers, much of the interaction between these two
countries between 1921 and 1936 occurred under the auspices of the naval
disarmament conferences. Britain and the United States now found themselves
trying to cope with the new threats attendant upon Japanese and German
rearmament, but were deprived of their most familiar diplomatic, as well as

naval, negotiating tool.

A. US Neutrality Legislation
The loss of this forum was complicated by the new American neutrality laws. In
1935, while Japan was still involved in preliminary negotiations for the London
naval conference, isolationists pressured the US Congress to pass the first
Neutrality Act. This act, as approved by the President on 31 August 1935,
provided that
upon the outbreak or during the progress of war or during the progress of war
between, or among, two or more foreign states, the President shall proclaim
such fact, and it shall be unlawful to export arms, ammunition, or implements of
war...to any port of such belligerent states.

The mandatory embargo aspect of the act, which expired on 29 February 1936,

granted the President the discretion to determine whether the embargo should be

31. Telegram 205, Leeper to Lindsay, 5 March 1934 and Telegram 641, Lindsay to
Simon, 31 May 1934 in FO 115/3405/510; Norman H. Gibbs, Rearmament Policy,
vol. 1 of Grand Strategy, (London: HMSO, 1976), 325-38.

32.. Hedley Bull, Strategic Arms Linmtation: The Precedent of the Washington and
London Naval Treaties (Chicago: Univ. of Chicago Press, 1971), 20.
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applied to a state entering a war already in progress, as well as the right to
determine the definition of arms, ammunition and implements of war.33

When President Roosevelt signed the revised Neutrality Act on 29
February 1936 he approved a new law which further limited his ability to act in
the international arena. Reaffirming the arms restrictions in the 1935 version, the
revised law also forbade loans to belligerents, demanded the embargo be
extended to countries joining a war in progress, exempted American Republics
from the law if they were at war with a non-American state, and denied the
President the right to restrict trade in raw materials.34 However, the neutrality
issue remained a controversial subject and resulted in yet another examination of
the neutrality legislation in 1937.

A bitter fight ensued in Congress over possible changes to the current
law. The legislation as finally approved on 1 May 1937 combined mandatory and
permissive features which reflected the nation's ambivalence over the neutrality
question. Four restrictions, some of them remaining from the original 1935
Neutrality Act, became automatic when the President "found” a state of war:
first, the export of arms, ammunition, and implements of war, excluding raw
materials, remained forbidden; second, all loans, excluding short-term
commercial credits, were banned; third, American citizens were prohibited from
travelling on belligerent ships; and fourth, American merchant ships trading with
belligerents must remain unarmed. The President received some discretionary
powers, however, to offset some of the economic ramifications of these
mandatory features. Most importantly he was allowed to authorise trade on a
"cash and carry” basis for a two year trial period. This permitted the sale of

everything except lethal weapons to belligerents as long as they paid cash

33. Robert A. Divine, The Illusion of Neutrality (Chicago: Univ. of Chicago Press,
1962), 115. This work remains the standard account of US neutrality legislation in
the 1930s.

34. Divine, Illusion, 158; Robert Dallek, Franklin D. Roosevelt and American Foreign
Policy, 1932-1945 (Oxford: Oxford Univ. Press, 1979), 120.
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immediately upon receipt of the goods and transported the materials themselves
from the United States.35

By passing the Neutrality Acts the United States announced its
isolationism to the world. This message particularly concerned British
policymakers for two reasons. First, on a practical level, if Britain went to war
American resources probably would be needed, and the Neutrality Acts would
deny access to them. Second, isolationism restricted the possibilities for Anglo-
American co-operation. Economic issues remained acceptable topics for British-
American discussions. However, the isolationists would attack any attempt to
conduct naval or military conversations, despite the growing threat of Japanese
and German rearmament. No politically acceptable means remained for Britain
and the United States to discuss naval or military 1ssues, because of the
discontinuation of the arms conferences. The need to re-establish a naval
dialogue, in particular, grew as problems in the Far East again reached the crisis
level. Indeed, within a few months of the approval of the 1937 version of the
Neutrality Act, Japanese aggression in the Far East commanded the anxious

attention of the US and Britain.

B. The Sino-Japanese War

On 7 July 1937 a clash occurred between Japanese and Chinese troops at Marco
Polo Bridge, just outside Beijing. This confrontation marked the beginning of the
long, undeclared Sino-Japanese War. In the early stages of the clash, predictably
the United States distanced itself from the conflict. Although US policy never
quite attained the "absolutely impartial course” Hull described in a despatch to
the Joseph C. Grew, the US Ambassador in Japan, the American Government's

unwillingness to involve itself was apparent.36 Hence any initiatives by the

35. 1937 Neutrality Act, 1 May 1937, US Department of State, Peace and War: United
States Foreign Policy, 1931-1941 (cited as Peace and War hereafter), (Washington,
DC: GPO, 1943), 355-65; Divine, Illusion, 166, 193-94.

36. Telegram, Johnson to Secretary of State, 8 July 1937 and Telegram, Hull to Grew, 2
September 1937 in FRUS Japan, 1: 313, 361-64.
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League states, especially Britain, France or China, to involve the United States
in a collective action against Japan were rejected.3’

At the same time President Roosevelt feared giving the isolationists too
strong a voice in American foreign policy. Acting on the advice of Hull and
Norman Davis, he decided to deliver a speech on the importance of international
co-operation. In his famous Chicago "quarantine speech” on 5 October 1937, the
President indicated with his usual flair and ambiguity that he might be ending
this period of nonalignment. Roosevelt condemned the killing of innocents
"without a declaration of war and without warning or justification of any kind"
and demanded that "peace-loving nations" work together to stop "the epidemic of
world lawlessness". Under these circumstances neither isolation nor neutrality
provided a sufficient response. Rather, the President noted: "When an epidemic
of physical disease starts to spread, the community approves and joins in a
quarantine of the patients in order to protect the health of the community against
the spread of the disease.” Because "War is a contagion, whether it be declared
or undeclared” America must actively "search for peace”.38

Roosevelt's speech implied the need for unspecified collaborative action
by the "peace-loving” nations against aggressor nations such as Japan. Yet in a
press conference on 6 October 1937 Roosevelt refused to define this action,
stating that any economic sanctions were "out the window", as were conferences
because "You never get anywhere with a conference.”" According to the
President the quarantine "is an attitude, and it does not outline a program; but it
says we are looking for a program”.39 Although Roosevelt's speech contained no
specific follow-up plan it did mark a slight shift toward the League of Nations'

position on the Sino-Japanese conflict. The day after Roosevelt's speech the

37. Dallek, Roosevelt, 147; Cordell Hull, The Memoirs of Cordell Hull, 2 vols
(London: Hodder and Stoughton, 1948), 1: 543.

38. Hull, Memoirs, 1: 544; "Quarantine Speech”, 5 October 1937 in Samuel Rosenman,
ed., The Public Papers and Addresses of Frankliin D. Roosevelt (cited as PPA
hereafter), 1937-1941 (New York: Russell and Russell, 1938-1950), 1937: 406-11.

39. Press Conference, 6 October 1937, PPA, 1937: 423.
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League condemned the Japanese aggression in China as a violation of both the
Kellogg-Briand and Nine-Power Treaties, and called for a Nine-Power
Conference to be held in an effort to solve the Far Eastern dispute. The
American State Department immediately issued a statement concurring with the
League's statement, and Roosevelt accepted the invitation to participate in the
Nine-Power Conference at Brussels. Ironically, then, the Administration's only
specific effort to stand by the precepts outlined in Roosevelt's address was to
accept an invitation to a conference despite the President's earlier condemnation
of this forum.40

In the case of the Brussels Conference, Roosevelt's disdain for diplomatic
conferences was entirely justified. Japan's refusal to participate in this conference
immediately dashed any hopes of finding a peaceful solution to the undeclared
Sino-Japanese War. Moreover, the United States rejected any efforts to
encourage American participation in a collective action against Japan. In
particular, the overtures by Foreign Secretary Eden on the eve of the conference
to create a unified Anglo-American position at Brussels were rebuffed by the
American delegation. According to Eden, Britain was willing to stand "shoulder
to shoulder” with the United States in the Far East once it knew how far the
United States would be willing to go. Davis, one of the American delegates,
replied that the "United States had no intention of taking the lead”, and that a
large segment of the American public believed "that our interests in the Far East
were much smaller than Britain's, and that Britain, being unable to protect her
own interests, was trying to maneuver us into 'pulling her chestnuts out of the
fire.'"4! Hence when the Brussels Conference opened the following day, Britain
and the United States were already at odds, and the conference participants in
general had only a vague notion of their aims. Not surprisingly little was

accomplished during the conference, and the participants agreed to call a recess

40. Hull, Memoirs, 1: 550; Divine, Illusion, 213.
41. Hull, Memours, 1: 553.
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three weeks later, on 24 November 1937, to reconvene again "when conditions

were more favorable".42

The Ingersoll and Hampton Missions
A British search for an alternative means to discuss Anglo-American security
issues ensued after the Brussels Conference. Shortly after the conference ended,
Eden insisted Britain and the United States discover a way "to strengthen our
hand in dealing with the Japanese”. To Neville Chamberlain he proposed the use
of secret naval talks, and the Prime Minister skeptically accepted this proposal.43
Eden next contacted Lindsay in Washington who transmitted the request to the
State Department. A few days later Lindsay was invited to discuss the possibility
of Anglo-American naval conversations with Hull. The Secretary of State
emphasised the importance of complete secrecy even when discussing the
proposal, because of the isolationists’ power in Congress. He also stressed to
Eden the need for patience in the education of the isolationists to a broader world
view. Although Hull never explicitly rejected the British suggestion, Lindsay
implied that the Secretary of State believed Eden "had been travelling too fast in
talking about Staff conversations” and that the suggestion of holding such
discussions had been declined. This belief was confirmed later by Sumner
Welles, the US Under Secretary of State, who explained that the State
Department did not share the Foreign Office's pessimistic opinion of Japanese
intentions, and therefore thought staff conversations were unnecessary.44

The 12 December 1937 Japanese attack on HMS Ladybird and USS
Panay prompted the United States to reconsider the staff conversation option. On
15 December Lindsay wired Eden that the President wished to discuss the
possibility of arranging such talks.4> In a secret meeting with Hull and Lindsay

on 16 December 1937 Roosevelt hinted at establishing a secret Anglo-American

42. Hull, Memoirs, 1: 555.

43, Telegram, Eden to Lindsay, 27 November 1937, DBFP, 2, 21: 543.

44. Telegram, Lindsay to Eden, 30 November 1937, DBFP, 2, 21: 548-550.
45. Telegram, Lindsay to Eden, 15 December 1937, DBFP, 2, 21: 578.
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naval liaison similar to one he remembered between Captain Pratt (USN) and
Captain Gaunt (RN) from 1915-1917. Roosevelt, whose tenure as Assistant
Secretary of the Navy included this period, described how innocuous discussions
about routine naval matters eventually blossomed into a full scale intelligence
exchange which, in fact, reduced Admiral Sims's much heralded London mission
to a minor role. The President also informed Lindsay that neither the State
Department nor the Foreign Office knew of these secret conversations, and their
occurrence would have been denied if any questions had been raised.46

No documentation has been found to verify Roosevelt's recollections of
the Pratt-Gaunt conversation. Before the United States' entry into the First World
War, however, Roosevelt established an informal relationship with Gaunt. And
his files from service as Assistant Secretary contain several letters in which
Gaunt requested Roosevelt's advice. Each of Gaunt's letters also contained a
disclaimer to explain his reasons for writing unofficially to Roosevelt in the first
place. For example, Gaunt wrote:

I am writing you this simply because I want to ask your advice as to whether it is

a fair question to ask officially. I so hate putting a man officially in the position

of having to say "no", while I don't mind asking you in an unofficial way and

getting an emphatic refusal. Our people are very interested in the Catapult for

launching sea-planes, which you tried out on, I think, the "North Carolina”. Is it

a fair thing to ask for information and detail?4’
Given Roosevelt's tendency to exaggerate his importance in the First World War
and his fascination with secret negotiations it is probable that he gradually
embellished these early informal exchanges to create the scenario he related to
Lindsay (see page 39 above). Regardless of the veracity of his recollections,

Roosevelt's interest in pursuing secret talks again in 1937 indicates he believed

such negotiations might be of use.

46. Telegram, Lindsay to Foreign Office, 17 December 1937, Admiralty Papers (cited as
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According to his report to the Foreign Office on this meeting, Lindsay
encountered Roosevelt in his worst "inspirational” mood, full of what some
might think were the utterances of a "harebrained statesman or an amateur
strategist”. But he also said Roosevelt was anxious to bring the US in on the
Allies side "before i1t might be too late and if it should be necessary”. For these
reasons Lindsay supported Britain's participation in FDR's proposed staff
talks.48 Only after the staff talks were approved in London was Captain R.E.
Ingersoll, head of the US Navy's War Planning Division, notified that he was to
undertake a secret mission to England. Ingersoll received a special summons to
the White House on 23 December 1937. Roosevelt, Hull, Morgenthau and Leahy
(then Chief of Naval Operations) greeted him and outlined the task he would
undertake in England. FDR advised Ingersoll to discuss with the Admiralty the
implementation of an immediate blockade against Japan, and the possibility of
attaining a waiver to the 35,000 ton limit for battleships. Ingersoll departed three
days later and arrived in London on 31 December 1937.49

Eden himself met Ingersoll, promised full co-operation, but also
requested clarification of the purpose of the visit. Ingersoll, rather than mention
the blockade issue, stated he sought "to obtain naval information on which to
plan and base decisions, if necessary, for future action". Eden then asked
Ingersoll specifically about the possibility of the US despatching cruisers to
Sydney and perhaps Singapore in a show of force against Japan. Ingersoll
dismissed Eden's query, replying that any decision on this topic would have been
taken since he left Washington and so he could tell Eden nothing. He
surprisingly noted in his report of the meeting that "he got the impression that
Mr Eden was more interested right now in immediate gestures to the Japanese

than he was in long-range planning. "0 The discussions over the subsequent two

48. Telegram, Lindsay to Foreign Office, 17 December 1937, ADM 116/3922; Leutze,
Bargaining, 20.

49. Leutze, Bargaining, 21-2.

50. Memorandum, Ingersoll conversation with Eden, 1 January 1938, ADM 1/9822.
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weeks ranged widely from the tonnage waiver, to intelligence exchanges, and
fleet availability in the event of war with Japan.3! Ingersoll also discussed the
quarantine at some length with his British planning counterpart, Captain T.S.V.
Phillips. Areas of responsibility were designated should the US and British
Governments decide on a distant blockade, but they formulated no plans for the
implementation of a quarantine. Indeed, the joint report submitted by Ingersoll
and Phillips concentrated on recording general information on the "composition,
state of readiness and initial movement of fleets” and proposing better
communications between the two navies. The blockade idea, which had been one
of the major reasons for holding the talks, receded into the background.>2

The exchange of code books and communication personnel were the only
tangible results of Ingersoll's visit. The participants themselves must have
wondered about the usefulness of the talks because the conclusion of their report
notes "that no further measures for general liaison purposes are necessary at the
present time".33 The Ingersoll Mission represented too dramatic a departure from
the interwar diplomatic and naval exchanges to be very useful. The distrust
between the two countries built up over the last twenty years over naval
limitation, Far Eastern issues, and mutual reliability could not be dissipated so
hastily nor in so direct a fashion. But despite its limited long-range impact, the
Ingersoll Mission was one of the first Anglo-American efforts to fill the void
created by the abandonment of the naval limitation talks. As a new discussion
forum, its importance should not be underestimated.

The Ingersoll Mission was not followed-up systematically despite
Roosevelt's earlier hints to the contrary. But it foreshadowed Commander

Hampton's (RN) trip to the United States eighteen months later.>4 The

51. Memorandum, Record of Ingersoll's visit to Britain, 31 December 1937 to 14
January 1938, ADM 1/9822.

52. Record of Ingersoll's Conversations with the Naval Staff, 13 January 1938, DBFP,
2, 21: 651-56. Document also found in ADM 1/9822.

53. Record of Ingersoll's Conversations with the Naval Staff, 13 January 1938, DBFP,
2, 21: 651-56.

54. Roskill, Naval Policy, 2: 476.
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circumstances behind the Hampton Mission seemed even more unusual than
those of Ingersoll's trip. Shortly after the German entry into Prague, the Foreign
Office sent a telegram to Washington which suggested a continuation of the naval
conversations from the previous year. This overture was unusual because senior
Admiralty officials were unaware of its despatch. When Roosevelt learned of the
request he agreed to participate in new talks, provided the Admiralty altered their
procedures to ensure secrecy would not be breached by the type of press
disclosures that had hampered the Ingersoll Mission. Therefore he wanted the
British to send to Washington a naval officer, undercover and no higher ranking
than Captain, possibly "in connexion with some mission for purchase of
munitions”.55

Lindsay suggested to the bewildered Admiralty that it again consider
conducting these conversations according to FDR's 1915 recollections of a
"permanent mission for exchanging 'all sorts of intelligence' rather than staff
conversations directed towards joint action in particular circumstances”.
Admiralty officials appreciated Lindsay's opinion and knew the importance of
not rebuffing the US, especially since Britain had originally suggested the
conversations. But as Captain Danckwerts of the RN Plans Division noted, no
moves to hold talks ought to have been made until the Admiralty could identify
topics for consideration. Suddenly the Admiralty found itself in the potentially
embarrassing position of being unprepared to participate in the very discussions it
had proposed.>®

In due course the British proposed a vague agenda which outlined the
possible wartime disposition of the British and American fleets. Commander
T.C. Hampton from the Admiralty Plans Division was selected to conduct these
secret talks in Washington. He departed for the US on 26 May 1939 and arrived

in America, via Canada, on 12 June 1939. He went immediately to Admiral

55. Telegram, Lindsay to Foreign Office, 21 March 1939 and Telegram, Lindsay to
Foreign Office, 11 May 1939 in ADM 116/3922.
56. Minute by Danckwerts, 24 March 1939, ADM 116/3922.
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Leahy's house for the first of two meetings with Leahy, Admiral Ghormley
(USN Plans Division), and the British Naval Attaché, Captain Curzon-Howe.
The secrecy surrounding his visit was so great that no written record was
allowed. Curzon-Howe was told to deal directly with Leahy to arrange any
meetings, and all were expressly forbidden to reveal any information about
Hampton's visit especially to the USN Director of Naval Intelligence.>’

The meetings themselves revolved around fleet locations and
responsibilities in the event of war. If hostilities broke out only in the Pacific,
Leahy said Britain must assume initial US neutrality. Ultimately, however,
Roosevelt probably would send a fleet to Hawaii, establish a neutrality patrol to
protect shipping, and provide the RN with intelligence. If Britain were to find
itself at war with Germany, Italy and Japan, Leahy (stressing that he was sharing
a personal perspective) expected the US fleet to control the Pacific while the
Allied fleets dominated European waters, the Mediterranean, and the Atlantic.
When the talks moved from general to specific issues, Hampton noted in his final
report that he found the Americans very difficult to pin down to any co-operative
ventures. For example, he tried to discuss technical questions such as the status
of development of high and low frequency direction finding devices, but found
this impossible because security requirements prevented him from consulting
with US technical staff officers.58

Hampton left Washington two days after the conclusion of the second
discussion. He felt the talks yielded few positive results other than to keep senior
US Naval and Administration officials apprised of the difficulties facing Britain.
He also noted that any leakage of his visit would have had "political
repercussions out of all proportion to the importance of the conversations
themselves". Most important was the point his report omitted. As with the

Ingersoll Mission, there was no provision for a systematic follow-up to this

57. Appendix 1 to Letter, Hampton to Danckwerts, 27 June 1939, ADM 116/3922.
58. Appendix 1 to Letter, Hampton to Danckwerts, 27 June 1939, ADM 116/3922;
Leutze, Bargaining, 38.
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single overture. Given the doubts complicating Hampton's Mission from its

inception, this is hardly surprising.>%

* %k X%

The Hampton and Ingersoll Missions were hastily conceived attempts to deal
with an increasingly dangerous world. Both countries realised closer co-operation
would probably be essential in the future, yet their current attitudes about the
need to improve Anglo-American co-operation remained ambivalent. British and
American policymakers were still influenced by the tensions that periodically had
marred Anglo-American relations during the last twenty years. Therefore the
long-term naval collaboration suggested by these missions demanded a level of
commitment, or a sense of urgency, neither country possessed. Thus Britain and
the United States required some means to ease this transition, and ultimately they
found an answer in a shared need to increase wartime supplies. The military
aspect of the supply issue was obscured to such an extent that Britain and the
United States could engage in discussions without necessarily being accused of
military collaboration - even if such collaboration occurred. In the next chapter

the background to this Anglo-American supply relationship will be explored.

59. Appendix 1 to Letter, Hampton to Danckwerts, 27 June 1939 and Minute by
Danckwerts, 28 June 1939, ADM 116/3922. Malcolm Murfett, Fool-Proof
Relations: The Search for Anglo-American Naval Co-operation during the
Chamberlain Years, 1937-1940 (Singapore: Singapore Univ. Press, 1984) provides a
narrative of these early Anglo-American naval missions similar to the one found in
Leutze's work.
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Chapter IV

Anglo-American Supply Relations:
The Interwar Years

The Anglo-American supply relationship of the First World War disappeared
soon after the Armistice. The disintegration of this link occurred even more
quickly than its diplomatic and naval counterparts because the immediate need
for supply co-operation vanished once hostilities had ended. In fact, during the
interwar period the individual services regained much of their former authority
over the procurement process. This lack of centralisation combined with the
paltry peacetime funding available to the land and air services meant that these
supply organisations atrophied in the 1920s. Instead, Britain and the United
States devoted most of their defence resources to the maintenance of strong,
albeit reduced, naval forces because both countries saw the sea as their first line
of defence. Neither country, however, felt a similar need to retain powerful land
and air forces, and they allowed these forces to languish. The commencement of
German rearmament in 1933 prompted some initial re-evaluation, particularly in
Britain, of military preparedness. The Munich crisis, however, truly highlighted
the importance of rearmament not only to Britain but to all the western
democracies. As rearmament became a priority, the need for an Anglo-American
supply relationship gradually reasserted itself. In part this relationship resembled
its First World War predecessor. But its responsibilities also extended into areas
Morgan, Northcliffe and Reading could only have imagined. To understand this
relationship one must begin with the British and American supply practices

implemented after the Armistice.
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The Principal Supply Officers Committee

During the last years of the First World War the British Cabinet supported the
immediate establishment of a permanent Ministry of Supply to replace the
Ministry of Munitions. The latter had been established as a temporary wartime
measure, but several members of the Government thought steps should be taken
to make it permanent. The Cabinet therefore hoped to incorporate the centralised
supply responsibilities of the Ministry of Munitions into a new Supply Ministry.
The need to establish such a Ministry, however, became less pressing after the
Armistice. Instead immediate postwar concerns, such as demobilisation and the
establishment of a peacetime economy, pushed the supply issue out of the
limelight for almost a year. By the time the Cabinet returned to the issue in late
1919, interest in a separate Ministry of Supply had waned.

The Cabinet continued to acknowledge that this proposed Ministry would
prevent a return to the early wartime circumstances where “"the great
Departments of the State were continuously competing with one another for
labour and materials”. But the realisation that the Army and RAF possessed
sufficient surplus stores to meet their requirements for the next five years
reduced Cabinet support for a separate purchasing organisation, "particularly in
view of the fact that any separate organisation would involve considerable
duplication of staffs”". The Cabinet "suggested, therefore, that the remedy was
not to set up a large and cumbersome Ministry" but rather "to organise the
officials of the Service Departments on such a basis as to make it possible to
expand them into a Ministry of Supply on a large scale should another great war
break out".! After considerable discussion this proposal was adopted, and by late
1920 the Ministry of Supply scheme was abandoned.

Once the Cabinet decided to decentralise the military supply system a
search ensued for the most effective way to co-ordinate the individual supply

efforts of the three Defence services. This search culminated in the creation of

1. Conclusions, Cabinet, Conference of Ministers, 9 December 1919, CAB 23/37.
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the Principal Supply Officers Committee (PSOC) in 1924 which was directly
responsible to the CID. Originally the PSOC consisted of the senior supply
officers from the three services. Inter-service rivalry, however, interfered with
the Committee’s operation and led to a restructuring of the PSOC in 1927. At
that time the President of the Board of Trade became the Chairman of the
Commuttee, and Home Office, Board of Trade, and Department of Scientific and
Industnial Research representatives also joined the PSOC.2

The PSOC's primary function remained the same despite the expanded
membership. By bringing the services together during peacetime, the Cabinet
hoped to identify potential supply problems and to prepare plans for the
acquisition of adequate supplies in an emergency. Since this planning would be
continuous, the PSOC was expected to handle any emergency (short of another
major war) with minimal expansion. Only a large conflict like the First World
War would require the establishment of a Ministry of Supply. Even in a global
war, however, the PSOC would provide direction during "the critical period of
transition from peace to war, and for the early stages of the war".3

The PSOC assumed two responsibilities. First, since 1927 the PSOC had
cultivated a relationship between industry and the Services. The Committee
strongly supported close ties with Imperial Chemical Industries (ICI) through Sir
Harry McGowan (President of ICI) because of his interest in explosives
production. The PSOC believed that a good relationship with ICI in peacetime
would prevent a recurrence of the explosives shortages which plagued the nation

for much of the First World War. Furthermore, the PSOC advocated the widest

2. PSO (SB), Memorandum on the Origin and Function of PSO Organisation, 16
December 1933, Ministry of Supply Papers (cited hereafter as SUPP) 3/5, PRO;
CID Paper 471-B, "Warlike Stores”, 21 December 1923, CAB 16/51. The only
secondary source to offer an in-depth discussion of the PSOC is G.A.H. Gordon,
British Seapower and Procurement between the Wars (London: Macmillan, 1988).
Gordon's account is quite good. But because of his interest in seapower he
concentrates on the PSOC's impact on naval procurement.

3. PSO (SB), Memorandum on the Origin and Function of PSO Organisation, 16
December 1933, SUPP 3/5; PSO 146, "Supply Organisation in Peace and War", 29
December 1926, CAB 60/9.
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possible distribution of defence orders in order to maximise the overall wartime
production potential of British industry. The PSOC warned that without such an
effort "danger of a serious diminution in the armament-productive capacity of the
country” existed.4

Second, the PSOC encouraged Service staffs to monitor foreign industnal
mobilisation, including that of the United States. Within a year of this
recommendation, on 28 March 1929, the PSOC submitted a detailed report to the
CID by G.S. Whitam (Director of Factories, War Office) entitled "Industrial
Mobilisation in America". The report described American requirements,
organisations and mobilisation plans. Whitam wrote that the United States
intended to mobilise 6,000,000 men with arms and ammunition. Along with a
detailed description of the mobilisation effort, an entire section was devoted to
the question: "'What purpose have the Americans in mind in creating such a
huge organisation for arming 6 million men?'" The most likely scenario for the
employment of such a vast force, according to this report, was to fight a war
against Canada and thus, by implication, Britain. The stated rationale for such a
war emphasised American interest in utilising the water resources of the St.
Lawerence River and Niagara Falls for hydroelectric power. Despite the
somewhat amateurish appraisal, this portion of the report reflected the
Anglo-American tensions of the period discussed earlier (see pages 47-54).3

Five years later the tone of reports on American industrial mobilisation
had changed significantly emphasising weaknesses rather than strengths. The
PSOC, for example, submitted a report to the CID on 29 October 1934 which
concentrated on inadequacies in the United States' industrial mobilisation
programme. These shortcomings included inadequate supplies of essential raw
materials, insufficient railway rolling-stock, deficient provisions for educational

orders, and the lack of a machine tools reserve for armament manufacture.

4. PSO 219, PSOC Fifth Annual Report, 31 July 1928, SUPP 3/4.
5. PSO 228, "Report on Industrial Mobilisation in America”, 28 March 1929, SUPP
3/54.
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Moreover, an assessment of the potential threat the United States might pose to
British interests was absent from the report. Although the PSOC certainly did not
cast the United States as an ally, the Committee no longer considered America a
potential adversary.® This change in attitude toward the United States reflected
some of the changes in British military thinking during the mid-1930s. The Far
Eastern crisis, the naval limitations talks, and the first signs of German
rearmament forced the Government not only to reconsider its relationship with

the United States, but also to re-examine the readiness of its own forces.

British Rearmament: The Early Years
The repeal of the famous (or infamous) Ten Year Rule, originally outlined in
1919, was the earliest indication of British rearmament. This Rule ordered
budgetary planners to assume that British forces would not engage in a major war
for the next ten years. This premise justified drastic cuts in defence expenditures
after the First World War. The Far Eastern crisis led the Chiefs of Staff to
reconsider this approach, and prompted them to recommend the repeal of the Ten
Year Rule in 1932. The CID accepted this proposal in March 1932 but refused to
approve a broad re-examination of Britain's defence requirements to identify
deficiencies resulting from a decade of neglect. The Cabinet finally authorised
the formation of the Defence Requirements Committee (DRC) on 14 November
1933 to conduct such a review in response to the failure of the Geneva
Disarmament Conference and the start of German rearmament.’

To accomplish Britain's rearmament programme the DRC immediately
called upon the PSOC for assistance. The DRC sought advice in particular from
the PSOC's advisory panel of industrialists on the most effective way to

accelerate the production of war supplies. Originally established in December

6. PSO 451, "Industrial Mobilisation in the United States of America”, 29 October
1934, SUPP 3/54.
7. CID 1181-B, "Imperial Defence Policy", 29 April 1935, CAB 4/23; Robert P. Shay,

Jr, British Rearmament in the Thirities: Politics and Profits (Princeton: Princeton
Univ. Press, 1977), 22-4; Gibbs, Rearmament Policy, 86-7, 93.
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1933, this group of prominent industrialists included Lord Weir (former
Secretary of State for Air), Sir Arthur Balfour (later Lord Riverdale) and Sir
James Lithgow. In February 1934 the PSOC received a memorandum from Lord
Weir outlining the industrialists’ proposals for meeting Britain's expanded
defence needs. Briefly these proposed measures included: the creation of a
shadow armament industry which could expand to meet war requirements; a
survey of Britain's more important engineering works so that a shadow scheme
could be implemented; and Government incentives to remedy production
boftlenecks and to devise plans for wartime expansion. The industrialists
recommended the use of educational orders for this last measure to help train the
staff.®

The CID approved these recommendations in May 1934, and the DRC
officially adopted them in its Third Report on "Programmes of the Defence
Services". But doubts persisted about the feasibility of satisfying production
requirements merely by meeting these three goals. During the discussions on this
report Lord Weir even inquired about the possibility of purchasing supplies in the
United States to alleviate production bottlenecks. However, on this issue he
found himself torn between his roles as a British industrialist and as a PSOC
advisor. While noting that purchasing supplies from the United States "was a
lazy man's way of solving our difficulties”, he admitted that "it would help to a
certain extent”. Yet when Lord Swinton (Secretary of State for Air) informed
Lord Weir that some firms had already placed orders in the United States for
machine tools, Lord Weir replied that the feeling within industry was that all
production should be kept within Britain if possible.?

Lord Swinton's revelation that the Air Ministry had already begun to
explore the possibility of American purchases was one indicator of how the

fighting services increasingly operated outside of the purview of the PSOC once

8. CID 1138-B, PSOC--Acceleration of Progress, 31 May 1934, SUPP 3/5.
9. DRC 37, "Programmes of the Defence Services”, 21 November 1935, CAB 4/24;
Minutes, DPR (DR) 1st Mtg, 13 January 1936, CAB 16/123.
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rearmament began in earnest. The PSOC's lack of authority stemmed from the
federated nature of the Committee. Besides, it was increasingly caught in the
middle of a debate over the establishment of a Ministry of Supply. The armed
services, although interested in this debate, were concerned primarly with
acquiring war supplies. Hence they pursued avenues for purchasing materials the
PSOC might have been reluctant to sanction.

The Air Ministry was at the forefront in establishing its own purchasing
procedures. And, as the need for aircraft became more acute, the Air Ministry
supported further exploration of American industrial potential despite protests
from British manufacturers. In early 1938, based on advice from the Treasury,
the Cabinet (apparently without consulting the PSOC) authorised the Air
Ministry to examine the possibility of purchasing American aircraft. Business
rather than military considerations shaped the Treasury's opinion. On 18 March
1938 Lord Swinton had participated in a heated discussion with the Australian
High Commissioner over the Air Ministry's repeated failure to deliver the
military aircraft Australia had requested. Under pressure to rearm his own
service, Lord Swinton felt neither able to forfeit any airframes to the Australian
Government, nor willing to turn down the High Commissioner's request
completely. Discussing this dilemma with Treasury officials Lord Swinton
suggested that if the Treasury authorised purchase of American military aircraft
then the Air Ministry would be able to deliver the requested British aircraft much
sooner to Australia. His Majesty's Government was very keen "to meet the
Australian demand, as otherwise there was a risk that they would start buying
aeroplanes from America, and this country would lose the Australian market”.
Hence the Cabinet recommended to the CID, on 30 March 1938, approval of the
despatch of a confidential mission to the United States to explore the possibility

of purchasing American aircraft.10

10. (1) Memorandum by Bridges, 21 March 1938; (2) Extract from CAB 17 (38), on
"Purchase of War Materiel from the USA", 30 March 1938, (3) Memorandum by
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The CID subsequently approved an American purchasing mission under
Mr J.G. Weir.1l Not surprisingly Mr Weir's mission upset British industrialists.
They complained to Lord Swinton that foreign resources should not be explored
until Britain's aircraft industry was working to full capacity.!? None-the-less,
Weir's mission travelled to the United States on 20 April 1938 to evaluate a
number of aircraft for possible purchase. The Lockheed, Douglas, and North
American (N.A.) Trainer/General Reconnaissance aircraft received the most
favourable reports from the mission. Ultimately the Cabinet approved the
purchase of 200 Lockheed B-14s and 200 N.A. 16 aircraft. Incidentally, the
Boeing Flying Fortress was rejected by the mission. Air Commodore A.T.
Harris, who had accompanied Weir as a technical expert, noted sarcastically that
"If we are at a loss for any aircraft of very long range and four engine reliability
it might be worthwhile to acquire a few of these bombers as a stop gap.” Weir
shared Harris's disdain for the B-17 because he requested permission from the
Air Ministry to cease any negotiations for the aircraft.13

Despite the mission's work, Australia still had not received a single
British aircraft five months later. Furthermore, the Air Ministry requested and
received Treasury permission to purchase fifty additional Lockheed aircraft
which were ready for immediate delivery. Once again, the Treasury approved the
purchase solely to keep America out of the Australian market. Treasury officials
still feared Australia might become "wedded to American types" before the Air
Ministry could deliver British airplanes. 14

Thus Britain's first glimpse of American aircraft production and the first

major Anglo-American purchasing arrangement resulted as much from Britain's

Bridges, 17 May 1938 all in Treasury Papers (hereafter cited as T)
161/1036/5.43313/1, PRO.

11. J.G. Weir was Director of the Bank of England, not to be confused with Lord Weir.

12. Enclosure to Letter, Bruce-Gardner to Swinton, "Statement on Aircraft Production,
1938-39", 20 April 1938, Prime Minister's Office Papers (hereafter cited as PREM)
1/236, PRO.

13. Message, Weir to Secretary of State for Air, 11 May 1938 and Report by A.T.
Harris, 30 May 1938 both in T 161/1036/S.43313/1.

14. Memorandum by Barlow, 25 October 1938, T 161/1036/ S.43313/1.
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peacetime desire to protect its economic interests as from an urgent need to
rearm. Throughout all of these negotiations the PSOC remained passive,
accepting the argument that the Service Ministries were best qualified to deal
with supply issues. Only the crisis of March 1939, and its subsequent impact on
British grand strategy, destroyed this belief and led to the 1 August 1939
establishment of the Ministry of Supply.

The Army and Navy Munitions Board
The American ground and air services also fell on difficult times during the
interwar period. After the First World War the Army (including the Army Air
Corps) dwindled from approximately 3.5 million men to a force numbering no
more than 140,000 (between 1925 and 1935). The Chief of Staff, General
Douglas MacArthur, commenting on the military's unpreparedness in 1933,
stated that the Army had reached its lowest level since the war. He estimated that
the American Army now ranked "seventeenth among the world's armies” in
fighting effectiveness.!> Even during this period of decline however Army
officials took time to grapple with the lessons of the First World War. Military
planners, for example, realised that modern warfare required effective provisions
for economic mobilisation. Once such a programme had been devised in the last
war American industries produced war materiel in vast quantities. Unfortunately,
these contributions to the Allied effort became available for use only in the last
months of the war. Thus the American Expeditionary Force found itself largely
dependent on the Allies for equipment and supplies. 16

The image of American soldiers fighting with Allied weapons
communicated as no other image could the time lag between manpower and
industrial mobilisation. Hence it became evident that in modern war effective

industrial mobilisation required elaborate preparations. This lesson inspired the

15. R. Elberton Smith, The Army and Economic Mobilization (Washington, DC: GPO,
1959), 121; Mark S. Watson, Chief of Staff Prewar Plans and Preparations
(Washington, DC: 1960), 16, 24.

16. Smith, Economic Mobilization, 37.
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US Congress to pass the National Defence Act of 1920 which placed the
Assistant Secretary of War in charge of industrial preparedness. According to
this Act, the Assistant Secretary's responsibilities included not only the War
Department's own procurement needs, but also peacetime industrial mobilisation
planning for the nation.

In the first year after the passage of this act the Assistant Secretary relied
on the War Department General Staff (WDGS) to carry out these responsibilities,
but this practice quickly led to a conflict between the Office of the Assistant
Secretary of War (OASW) and the WDGS. The Harbord Board of 1921,
convened to resolve this conflict, established the framework which governed
mobilisation and supply responsibilities throughout the interwar period. Based on
the Board's recommendations these responsibilities were divided so that the
Supply Division of WDGS (G-4) handled requirements and distribution, the
"military” aspect of supply; and the OASW managed the procurement, or
"business” end. Furthermore, the Board proposed the creation of a Procurement
Division of the OASW to carry out the Assistant Secretary's procurement and
economic mobilisation activities.1’

The Procurement Division in turn contained two branches, the Current
Procurement Branch and the Planning Branch. In the first decade after World
War I, current procurement planning received the most attention because the
Army required procurement plans for anticipated contracts before it could create
an overall industrial mobilisation plan. Moreover, these procurement issues
concerned only the Army's needs, and therefore required no collaboration with
outside agencies. Conversely, industrial mobilisation extended across the entire
economy, into areas where the OASW had little control. None-the-less, it also

fell to the Assistant Secretary's Planning Branch to fulfill his duties in this area.

17. Richard M. Leighton and Robert W. Coakley, Global Logistics and Strategy
1940-1943 (Washington, DC: GPO, 1955), 23, RG 225; Smith, Economic
Mobilization, 39-40. During the Second World War American planners considered
industrial and economic mobilisation synonymous, Smith, Economic Mobilization,
46-7.
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One of the Planning Branch's most important innovations to address
industrial mobilisation issues was the creation of the Army and Navy Munitions
Board (ANMB) in October 1922. The Assistant Secretary of War and the
Assistant Secretary of the Navy comprised the ANMB. Its purpose was "to
harmonise the plans of the Army and the Navy for the procurement of munitions
and supplies for war purposes”, to formulate legislation for the procurement of
supplies, and to allocate industries in wartime.18 The intent of this board was
laudable, but for the first decade of its existence two problems thwarted all
efforts to centralise industrial mobilisation planning. First, the board lacked a
lower level staff to deal with ANMB routine matters. Secondly, naval policy-
makers lacked interest in the organisation, which stemmed from their belief in
the Navy's peacetime role as the United States' "first line of defence". As long
as this role remained constant, naval officials confidentially assumed their
Service would be kept in a state of readiness in peacetime. A logical corollary
was that, in the event of war, the Navy would expand on a much smaller scale
than the Army, and thus would encounter fewer procurement problems. !9

Still lacking the Navy's co-operation, the OASW decided to formulate an
Industrial Mobilization Plan (IMP) in 1930. Although the Navy approved the
IMP shortly after its completion, only intervention from the US Congress
brought the uncooperative relationship to an end. In the summer of 1930
Congress formed a temporary War Policies Commission to look into price and
profit control in wartime, and as part of its work, this Commission examined the
IMP. The resultant Congressional interest in the IMP made naval officials keenly
aware of the need to pursue closer co-operation with the Army. The ANMB was
restructured shortly thereafter due "to the progress in procurement and industrial
planning achieved in the War and Navy Departments during the recent years".

These reforms included the creation of an Executive Committee "empowered to

18. Letter, Pershing to Secretary of War, 27 June 1922, JB 346 (Serial 181), RG 225.
19. Smith, Economic Mobilization, 41.
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act for their respective services in all matters properly placed before the Board
for its action”. As one of its first actions this restructured ANMB revised the
IMP to incorporate the .War Policies Commission's findings and the Navy's
suggestions on joint planning.20

A provision to form four or five superagencies to direct the nationwide
war production effort was one of the most distinctive elements of the IMP. These
superagencies would be temporary, subject to Presidential control, and directed
and staffed primarily by civilians. In the 1931 and 1933 versions of this plan the
agencies operated relatively autonomously, although the War Industries
Administration (patterned on the WIB of the First World War) assumed primacy.
In the 1936 version, the War Industries Administration was renamed the War
Resources Administration, and, in the 1939 version of the IMP, this War
Resources Administration received official supervisory power over all the other
superagencies principally concerned with economic mobilisation.2!

Ironically, as the IMP reached its most refined form in 1939, the full
scale mobilisation anticipated by the ANMB and embodied in these superagencies
did not suit Roosevelt's emerging vision of American rearmament. With war
looming on the horizon in Europe, Roosevelt felt some rearmament efforts were
essential, but he also believed the United States would not support, and probably
did not require, full-scale rearmament. Thus, although the IMP remained
important as a theoretical framework for economic mobilisation, political
realities led to a search for an alternate way to increase the nation's war
production capacity. In this sense the ANMB served functions similar to the
PSOC. It preserved the experiences and memories of the First World War
through most of the interwar years, and provided a basic framework for

policymakers searching for a more politically feasible mechanism to increase

20. Memorandum by Hardigg, Reorganisation of the ANMB, 10 March 1932, JB 346
(Serial 501), RG 225; Smith, Economic Mobiliztion, 41, 75.
21. Smith, Economic Mobilization, 79-81.

84



industrial and military preparedness. The scheme that gradually evolved centered

primarily on aircraft production. 22

The Munich Crisis and Its Aftermath

The Munich crisis injected an element of urgency into the Western democracies’
war plans and rearmament efforts. In Britain, Chamberlain proclaimed that the
circumstances which created this crisis should never be repeated even while he
savoured signing the Munich Agreement. To this end, Britain and France would
have to accelerate their rearmament efforts.23 In France, Premier Edouard
Daladier had reached a similar decision. Even in the United States, as Hull
explained to Lord Lothian, "the practical outcome of the shock caused by recent
events [Munich]" included acceleration of rearmament, and "a desire to facilitate
the supply of arms and materials to Great Britain and France” to make war less
likely.24

One of the earliest results of this call for rearmament after Munich was a
closer supply relationship between France and the United States. Daladier
blamed the inferior condition of the French air force for allowing the Germans to
gain the upper hand at Munich. For example, he claimed he travelled to Munich
knowing that "the Germans can bomb Paris whenever they choose” because of
the Luftwaffe's superiority, and therefore he was forced to give in to Hitler.
Moreover, Daladier believed that if he "had had three or four thousand aircraft
Munich would never have happened”.25 Daladier made this point even more
emphatically in a conversation with William C. Bullitt (U.S. Ambassador to
France) shortly after Munich. He told Bullitt "that in his opinion the single thing
which counted today was not diplomatic negotiations but strengthening of the

military forces of France especially in the field of air rearmament”. Daladier

22. Except for the books by Leighton and Coakley, and R.E. Smith, little work has been
done on US industrial mobilisation initiatives during the interwar period.

23. Donald C. Watt, How War Came (New York: Pantheon Books, 1989), 82-3.

24, Letter, Hull to Lothian, October(?) 1938, File 358, Hull Papers, Library of
Congress.

25. Jean Monnet, Memoirs, trans. Richard Mayne (London: Collins, 1978), 117-18.
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believed that if France could strengthen her air force "the discussions which
inevitably would come during the next 12 months might be carried on in an
atmosphere of give and take. Otherwise France would be confronted with
ultimatums”. Bullitt reported that they "discussed for an hour and a half the
aviation position and ways and means of remedying it". The American
ambassador apparently felt the conversations were sensitive enough to require
returning to the United States "to report this portion of our discussion by word of
mouth".26 Bullitt travelled to the United States less than two weeks after this
meeting with Daladier.

Under orders from Daladier, Jean Monnet departed for America about the
same time as Bullitt to explore prospects for purchasing aircraft.2’ Up to this
point France had ordered only 100 American aircraft, and now Monnet was to
determine the feasibility of purchasing as many as 1700. The Ambassador
arranged for Monnet to raise this issue directly with Roosevelt. The President
supported the French initiative and directed Monnet to discuss it in greater detail
with Secretary of the Treasury Henry Morgenthau, Jr. As Roosevelt told Monnet
during their discussion, "Munich had opened the way to war", and the United
States must be spared "from ever having to give in under threats as France and
Britain had had to do. For this purpose it was essential to gain overwhelming
military superiority” and "at present the key factor was air-power”. Therefore, to
protect the western democracies, the United States must find a way to increase
aircraft production and help France and England find the capital to purchase

them. Furthermore the US must be prepared to work around the Neutrality Act

26. Telegram, Bullitt to Hull, 3 October 1938 in US Department of State, Foreign
Relations of the United States (hereafter cited as FRUS), 1938, vol 1, 711-12.

27. Jean Monnet, later known as the father of the European Community, dealt with US
authorities on supply issues repeatedly during the war. In addition to heading the
early French air missions, he chaired the Anglo-French Co-ordinating Committee,
and served as a member of the British Supply Council after the fall of France. In
1943 he left his Supply Council position to help de Gaulle organise a French
Provisional Government-in-exile.
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so as not to interfere with rearmament, even 1if this meant building assembly
plants in Canada.?8

The President, acting with the impetuosity reminiscent of his days as the
Assistant Secretary of Navy, immediately set out to create an aircraft programme
such as he described to Monnet. At the White House on 14 November 1938 the
President held one of the most important meetings of the interwar years to
outline his rearmament plan. Those in attendance included Secretary
Morgenthau, Louis Johnson (Assistant Secretary of War), Harry Hopkins (WPA
Administrator), General Craig (Army Chief of Staff), General Marshall (Deputy
Chief of Staff) and General Armnold (Chief of the Air Corps). Roosevelt opened
the meeting by emphasising the importance of the United States’ possessing "a
large mass of airplanes in being, together with a large productive capacity to be
available as a striking force to back United States foreign policies”. According to
Morgenthau's records the President went on to point out:

that for the first time since the Holy Alliance in 1818 the United States now

faced the possibility of an attack on the Atlantic side in both the Northern and

Southern Hemispheres. He said this demanded our providing immediately a huge

air force so that we do not need to have a huge army to follow that air force. He

considered that sending a large army abroad was undesirable and politically out

of the question.

The President's next point was that in 1917 it took the United States 13 months

after its declaration of war to put the first plane on the battlefront in Europe. The

circumstances then prevented that delay being disastrous. Hereafter there would
be no such period of grace.

Roosevelt also believed that if the United States had possessed 5000 aircraft
during the Munich crisis and the ability to produce 10,000 per year that "Hitler
would not have dared to take the stand that he did". In order to meet any future
threat the President proposed to increase immediately the number of military

aircraft to 10,000.29

28. Monnet, Memoirs, 118-9; Jon M. Haight, Jr, American Aid to France, 1938-1940
(New York: Atheneum, 1970), chapters 1-2. Haight's work is still the best available
on French purchasing in the United States.

29. 14 November 1938, Morgenthau Diary (hereafter cited as MD) 150: 337-342,
Roosevelt Library; Memorandum on White House Meeting, Amold to Chief of
Staff, 15 November 1938, WDCSA SGS [Secretariat], Verifax 100, Reel 20/762
Marshall Library.
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FDR had thrived on meetings of this sort since his days as Assistant
Secretary of the Navy. His advisors were on hand to listen to Roosevelt's
decisions, not to discuss options. The President ignored the army's industrial
mobilisation plans and presented no opportunity for a critical analysis of his
proposal. Throughout the meeting he exhibited the same single-mindedness for
increasing the number of aircraft as he had shown for rebuilding the navy at the
start of the First World War. Typically, he had no plan for the use of these
weapons once they had been manufactured.

While Roosevelt was no longer subject to the restraining hand of Josephus
Daniels, ultimately he did have to convince the War Department of the need for
air rearmament. This would be difficult. The military men in attendance
disagreed with Roosevelt because they thought a more balanced rearmament
programme was required for the Army as a whole. General Marshall, the new
Deputy Chief of Staff, gained instant notoriety when, at the end of the meeting,
the President asked for his concurrence on the proposal. Instead Marshall
responded that he did not agree with the programme at all.30

Thus Roosevelt's Air Corps expansion seemed ideal from a political
perspective but less than perfect from the military viewpoint. Politically it met
many needs without making any firm commitments. Roosevelt wanted to account
for three things in his scheme: first, to help France, and Britain if necessary, in
their stand against Hitler; second, to increase the American military's
effectiveness without the appearance of leading the United States into war; and
third, to be sufficiently vague in his actions so that the media and Congress could
not pinpoint his motive for the Air Corps expansion programme and then
substantiate their accusation. Militarily, however, his programme was
unacceptable to the War Department and needed to be altered. In a December
1938 study the Department provided Roosevelt with a balanced, two-year

rearmament programme which consisted of four elements: first, a 10,000

30. Eric Larrabee, Commander in Chief (New York: Harper and Row, 1987), 96.
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airplane air force; second, sufficient munitions, equipment and supplies to
support the Protective Mobilization Plan Army; third, provision to accelerate
industrial mobilisation; and fourth, expanded ground forces to include an
additional 58,000 Regular Army soldiers and 35,000 National Guardsmen.31

Under great pressure from the War Department, Roosevelt dramatically
altered his rearmament plans. However he continued to support the French
initiative to purchase American aircraft, and approved their request to purchase
1000 planes. This idea was unpopular with the War Department as well because
its officials expected the French purchasing plan to interfere with the Army's
own rearmament programme. According to a memorandum sent by Secretary of
War Woodring to Morgenthau: "An order at this time for one thousand planes
for a foreign government would prevent fulfillment of our ten thousand plane
program within the time limits now assigned."” Moreover, the Air Corps disliked
the prospect of the French purchasing the most advanced American aircraft,
especially the Douglas 7-B attack bomber (DB-7). Within the Air Corps, officials
believed this aircraft could outperform any other operational pursuit or bomber
plane.32

The War Department fought the release of these aircraft but to no avail.
On 29 December 1938 Woodring conceded defeat. He sent a memorandum to
Morgenthau stating that he had instructed General Arnold to make arrangements
for the French to inspect a number of planes including the DB-7.33 Morgenthau,
however, felt uncomfortable with his position as intermediary between the
French purchasing mission and the War Department. As he told Monnet two
days later, "I find myself now in the position that the whole United States Army
is opposed to what I am doing and I am doing 1t secretly.” He went on to say

that, as Secretary the Treasury, he could not continue to force the United States

31. Letter, Johnson to Craig, 10 December 1938, Box 72, Accession 8476, Louis
Johnson Papers, University of Virginia Library.

32. 22 December 1938, MD 172: 30-32; Dallek, Roosevelt, 174.

33. 29 December 1938, MD 172: 77.
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Army to show planes to the French against the wishes of Army Chief of Staff
and the Chief of the Air Corps. Morgenthau insisted that "If I am going to do
anything more on this thing, I have got to have this mission out in the open.”
Monnet assured Morgenthau that he appreciated the Secretary's difficult position
and promised to discuss the matter with the French Government.34

But Monnet failed to win permission for a public statement in time to
protect Morgenthau. Under renewed pressure from the President, the Army was
directed on 16 January 1939 to provide the French with immediate access to
every available aircraft. On 23 January 1939, before the release of any public
statement, a DB-7 crashed killing an American pilot and injuring a French
observer.3> The crash was impossible to keep secret because it destroyed nine
automobiles and injured ten observers. Inevitably, a Congressional inquiry
followed shortly thereafter.36

Before the crash the French had placed a $60 million order for 3555
aircraft (including DB-7s) to be delivered between May and October 1939. They
forestalled ordering any P-40s (the latest American fighter) because the earliest
delivery date from the factory for this aircraft would be May 1940. Between
February and September 1939 the French placed no additional orders for
American planes and, with the exception of ordering 1400 additional aircraft
engines from the United States, purchased no other war supplies. At the outbreak
of war in September 1939 fewer than half of these aircraft had been delivered,
but the United States in the interim had learned much about improving
procedures to accelerate aircraft production.37

While Britain remained aloof from these proceedings, it was weighing the

merits of placing more munitions orders in the United States. The strongest

34. 30 December 1938, MD 172: 76-87 and 2 January 1939, MD 173: 1-5.

35. 23 January 1939, MD 173: 61.

36. John M. Blum, From the Morgenthau Diaries, 3 vols (Boston: Houghton Mifflin,
1959-67), 2: 71. Much of volume 173 of Morgenthau's diary is devoted to this
Inquiry.

37. Haight, American Aid, 103, 131; Dallek, Roosevelt, 175; Blum, Morgenthau, 2: 78.
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advocates of using American industrial potential were on the Air Staff. On 12
November 1938, just two days before Roosevelt announced his intentions to
purchase 10,000 aircraft, the Air Staff Plans Division under Group Captain John
C. Slessor submitted a paper, "American Co-operation with Great Britain in the
Event of War with Germany". The paper opened with the remark that "The
importance of active American sympathy with the democratic Powers in the
event of war with Germany is so obvious as to require no emphasis." Despite the
fact that Weir's recent Air Mission had shown the limited capacity of the
American aircraft industry, the industry's production potential remained
immensely important to Britain. Indeed "to decry the value of American support
merely on the grounds that they cannot at present supply us with aircraft in
sufficient quantities or of adequate quality is obviously to take a ludicrously short
view." Slessor and his staff stressed the importance of using private enterprise
initiatives to promote at least some Anglo-American co-operation in peacetime.
To do this effectively Britain should work also for the repeal of the Neutrality
and Johnson Acts. Until these Acts were abolished it would be impossible for
Britain to make use of the American munitions industry.38

Slessor's recommendations went unnoticed until mid-1939. Until then the
only American asset to attract the interest of the Air Ministry was the Norden
bombsight. Group Captain George Pirie, the British Air Attache in Washington,
first tried to gain access to this highly classified apparatus in May 1938. By
March 1939 Pirie had given up any hope of acquiring it. As he commented in a
letter to Major Archie Boyle (Deputy Director of Air Intelligence) "The U.S.
bomb sight is now a 'political' piece of equipment!...The Norden sight is in fact
one of the United States' most jealously guarded secrets, and frankly, it is going

to be very difficult indeed to persuade the Navy Department, who are the sole

38. Memorandum on American Co-operation with Britain, Slessor to Freeman, 12
November 1938, Ministry of Aviation Papers (hereafter cited as AVIA) 10/120,
PRO.

91



owners of the sight to part with it..."3¥ When his efforts proved fruitless he
prevailed upon Chamberlain, through the Foreign Office, to write directly to
Roosevelt in August 1939 about the possible acquisition of the Norden
bombsight. Roosevelt, at the request of the Army and Navy, once again refused
Chamberlain's request.40

The War Office showed less interest in long-term access to American
equipment and production than the Air Ministry. Even after the annexation of the
remainder of Czechoslovakia in March 1939 it still opposed the creation of a war
production potential in the United States. Leslie Hore-Belisha explained to
Chatfield that the War Office determined after exhaustive enquiries into US
production capabilities "that apart from the multiplicity of patterns, the
equipments available were generally of older date and inferior to our own". As a
result War Office officials dismissed the capabilities of the American munitions
industry, and concentrated instead on developing British and Canadian industrial
potential. 4!

In the first half of 1939, British policymakers weighed the importance of
Anglo-American co-operation for the future of their nation. Certain offices, such
as Slessor's Plans Division, actively campaigned for close Anglo-American co-
operation. But this was not a commonly held position within the Government.
Failed attempts to foster co-operation, such as the Hampton Mission, and efforts
to acquire new military technology, such as the Norden bombsight, reinforced
beliefs that American co-operation offered limited advantages. Roosevelt's first,
doomed attempt to repeal the Neutrality Act reinforced this position. As long as

this Act remained in effect the United States promised to be an unreliable ally, at

39. Memorandum on Norden bomb sight, Pirie to Boyle, 8 August 1938 and Letter,
Pirie to Boyle, 30 March 1939 in Air Ministry Papers (hereafter cited as AIR)
2/3339, PRO.

40. H. Duncan Hall, North American Supply (London: HMSO, 1955), 43-6; W.F.
Craven and James L. Cate, eds., The Army Air Forces in World War II, 6 vols.
(Chicago: Univ. of Chicago Press, 1948-1955), 1: 598.
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best. Therefore even in early 1939, His Majesty's Government refused to pursue

Anglo-American co-operation wholeheartedly.

The Riverdale Mission

A Foreign Office recommendation to the CID first prompted British
policymakers to reconsider their position on long-term Anglo-American co-
operation. Specifically the Foreign Office advised the CID to explore the
possibility of establishing a purchasing mission in the United States. Ambassador
Lindsay and his staff originally discussed the prospect of a "Government
purchasing agency” in the United States in April 1939. Based on their
discussions, they believed the Foreign Office should anticipate the need for a
British purchasing mission in America, if Britain were to go to war. Three
important factors influenced the Embassy's attitude toward the establishment of a
purchasing mission in the US--the experiences of the First World War, the
French effort already underway to establish such an agency, and intelligence
assessments of the productive capacity of American industry.

First, the British Embassy staff (in Washington) argued that Britain must
modify the purchasing mission system of the First World War. They believed the
existing purchasing technique had advanced "so far beyond the stage that it had
reached twenty years ago, or indeed has reached now in England, that
individuals or firms who are not experts in the matter can no longer hope to
make purchases on a large scale with economy and efficiency”. Under these
circumstances even J.P. Morgan and Company lacked the expertise to make the
large scale commercial purchases Britain might require. In addition the
Government would pay exorbitant prices for any goods procured by a
privately-owned firm. Therefore Lindsay strongly supported the establishment of
a properly qualified purchasing agency.42

42. Letter, Lindsay to Palairet, 9 May 1939, FO 115/367S; Note of Meeting on War
Purchases in the USA, 9 June 1939, FO 115/3675S.
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This attitude towards the establishment of a purchasing agency in the US
was further influenced by the belief that France was well ahead of England in
efforts to establish a permanent American purchasing mission. Foreign Office
officials warned that if Britain waited until weapons were needed, US armament
firms would either lack the capacity to increase production immediately or would
already be inundated with orders from the United States and other foreign
governments. 43

Finally, concern about the success of the French mission was heightened
by intelligence assessments on the possible impact of a European war on US
industry. Desmond Morton, Director of the Industrial Intelligence Centre (IIC),
believed once war broke out in Europe the American Government would greatly
increase its orders with industry for war-like stores, even though the United
States would not be immediately involved.44 Drawing from a source close to
Assistant Secretary of War Louis Johnson, Morton advised the Foreign Office
that a mobilisation of this sort would leave little capacity for foreign orders, and
since Britain would then just be one of many nations clamouring for supplies it
was essential to have someone on the spot familiar with "the American Executive
and the American manufacturer”. For these reasons Morton strongly supported
the despatch to America of "an unobtrusive Commission" which would "inform
itself of probable eventualities in the realm of production and supply in the event
of a European war, and to be ready to advise at short notice on what our course
of action should be".45

Within the United States Government, the Foreign Office first relied on
Louis Johnson to present a favourable case for a British Purchasing Mission. The

Assistant Secretary himself went to great lengths to substantiate his reputation as

43. J.G. Norrs, "French Mission Arrives to Pave Way for Buying War Matenals”,
Washington Post, 4 May 1939, FO 115/3675.
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a senior ranking US official with "an extreme desire to be helpful” to the British.
On one occasion Johnson even offered a British representative the use of a US
Government aircraft to fly to Dayton, Ohio in order to study the Army Air
Corps's aviation fuel.46 Johnson's friendliness toward the British, his crucial role
in the formulation of the US Industrial Mobilization Plan, and his reputation for
being well informed about the US Government's intentions regarding
rearmament and supply led the British Embassy staff in Washington to designate
him as the most approachable American official. Furthermore, they believed that
by establishing contact with him Britain would be in a much better position to
receive American assistance and information in the event of war.47

Johnson's approachability, combined with the insistent efforts by
Lindsay, Morton and others to send a British supply representative to North
America convinced the CID of the wisdom of sending such a representative to
the United States. They recommended either R.H. Brand or Lord Riverdale for
the task. Due to Brand's illness, Lord Riverdale was selected. Lord Riverdale's
political accomplishments, business interests the United States, membership in
the advisory committee on war munitions during the First World War, and work
with the PSOC made him an excellent emissary for the British government. He
could meet Louis Johnson on an equal footing and also talk knowledgeably about
Britain's industrial requirements. 48

Lord Riverdale departed England on 22 July 1939 (approximately one
month after Hampton returned from Washington) and arrived in the United
States on 31 July 1939 to commence a two week combined US-Canada visit.
During his first day in Washington Lord Riverdale met twice with Louis Johnson

to discuss specific aspects of Britain's projected wartime supply needs.4® In both

46. Minute by Chalkley on Purchasing Agency, 17 June 1939, FO 115/3675.
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49, Minute by Chalkley on Riverdale's visit, 31 July 1939, FO 115/3683.

95



conversations Johnson adamantly insisted on the immediate establishment of a
nucleus purchasing commission and assured Lord Riverdale of complete
American co-operation. Johnson's insistence was due partly to the frustration of
dealing with piecemeal French purchasing requests. But Riverdale sensed almost
immediately Johnson's willingness to help Britain in ways he would not assist
other governments.

In the course of these discussions Johnson explained to Lord Riverdale
the methods employed to expand the production capacity of US industry in the
event of war. Johnson explained that US industry had some latent capacity both
in machine tools and aircraft engine production. Furthermore, Johnson on at least
one occasion went well beyond polite discussion when he shared with Lord
Riverdale confidential information regarding the value of US aircraft orders.>°
Lord Riverdale considered this information important enough to forward it by
secret telegram to the Air Ministry and the Ministry of Supply.!

The remainder of Lord Riverdale's mission was even more important, if
less sensational, because it established a line of communication with Henry
Morgenthau, Jr and the Treasury Department. Morgenthau's various dealings
with the French purchasing mission had established him as the President's de
facto liaison for the foreign sales of American munitions. However, Morgenthau
felt like "a singed cat" (his words) after the difficult Congressional hearings on
the French aircraft accident. Consequently he initially refused any request that
his department work with Riverdale, "barring a request from the President of the
United States”. Only after Hull repeatedly assured Morgenthau that Riverdale
just wanted to familiarise himself with the operation of the Treasury's
Procurement Division did Morgenthau agree to allow Riverdale to meet with

Treasury personnel.>2
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As a result Captain H.E. Collins and Mr John W. Hanes, both from the
Treasury Department, discussed the idea of a purchasing commission at length
with Lord Riverdale. Collins, Director of the Procurement Division, explained
the Treasury's procurement practices in great detail. And Hanes, Under
Secretary of the Treasury, discussed the American and British defence budgets,
particularly the British war debts from the First World War with Lord Riverdale.
The war debt issue remained of crucial concern because the Johnson Act forbade
the US to extend credit to any country, including Britain, with outstanding war
debts. Lord Riverdale was well aware of the potentially detrimental impact of
this Act (as well as the Neutrality Act) on British access to US industry in the
event of war. Therefore in his discussions with the Treasury Department
representatives he repeatedly asked for their assessment of the likelihood that
such legislation would be repealed if England went to war. He received constant
reassurance that both acts would be waived under these circumstances, but he
was also cautioned that until the legislation had been revoked Britain must
strictly adhere to it. Anglophiles in the American government feared that any
attempt to find loopholes serving Britain's interest could arouse the ire of
pacifists and isolationists who would then try to frustrate Britain's efforts in the
United States.

Finally as part of his formal report Lord Riverdale addressed the
purchasing agency's structure and location. New York was chosen as the best
location for the agency in view of the scope of the city's financial and business
activities. The purchasing agency itself would deal directly with Whitehall, and
the British Embassy's commercial counsellor would act as the liaison between the
British and American governments. Lord Riverdale reiterated the importance of
moving swiftly in establishing an embryonic purchasing agency. Moreover, he
stressed that the current goodwill towards the idea in Washington would dissipate

quickly if positive steps were not taken immediately.>3

53. Riverdale's Trip Report, 14 August 1939, FO 115/3683.
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The new Ministry of Supply and the Foreign Office reacted with unusual
speed to the idea of establishing a purchasing agency. An interdepartmental
conference under Sir Arthur Robinson's chairmanship was held on 23 August
1939. By 26 August Lindsay received a secret telegram outlining the structure of
a small organization whose personnel were about to depart for the United States
and "would prepare the ground for a fuller mission”. The mission would have
offices in New York and Montreal, and initially would consist of a Director of
Contracts supported by a financial adviser, a contracts adviser and three technical
advisers representing the various services.

In this same telegram the Foreign Office sought Lindsay's advice on the
most effective way to cast the mission's establishment in a positive light for the
American public.54 Lindsay stressed that an air of secrecy should not surround
the mission. While he believed that the nature and extent of Britain's purchases
should remain classified, he felt only misfortune would accompany any attempt
to disguise the mission's true purpose.>> Within two days of Lindsay's message,
the Cabinet approved a mission under Colonel J.H. Greenly to look into the
utilisation of Canadian and American war potential.’® Hence, Britain created the
first permanent wartime mission which would have continual dealings with the

United States just before the war started.3”

¥ %k X

The mixture of purpose, flexibility and commitment encompassed in the

Riverdale mission set it apart from other interwar efforts to promote
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Anglo-American co-operation. It enjoyed the mutual support and interest of both
governments, a clearly defined goal, the authority to establish a purchasing
mission, and the British Government's commitment to long-term
Anglo-American supply co-operation. The Riverdale mission's success, however,
was not due to these factors alone; it also owed much to organisations such as the
PSOC and the ANMB. They helped preserve the supply lessons of the First
World War during a time when supply commanded little attention. Hence, the
United States and Britain understood the necessity to move quickly to establish a
supply relationship once the need had been identified. The impact of this
relationship on the formation of an Anglo-American wartime alliance had yet to
be determined. That responsibility rested with the two governments involved,
and the individuals chosen to represent their governments in the supply arena in
particular. As the next chapter will demonstrate, the efforts of Arthur B. Purvis
and Henry Morgenthau, Jr. proved instrumental in the exploitation of this

nascent supply relationship.
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Chapter V

The Early Months of War

The invasion of Poland compelled His Majesty's Government to declare war on
Germany. The British Government's attempts to assess the nation's wartime
requirements were complicated because confrontation between the Allies and
Germany was not immediate. But British officials believed they could meet most
of their needs without turning to the United States for assistance. Thus there was
little overlap between Britain's war preparations and America's national defence
initiatives inspired by the European war. However, the declaration of war
prompted both nations to renew efforts to explore America's industrial potential
in case they needed to employ it to defeat Germany. This task fell to the civilian
officials responsible for the Anglo-American supply relationship, which
improved dramatically between September 1939 and 24 January 1940. In part,
the advances reflected a shared desire to increase production to meet anticipated
supply needs. But the early success of this relationship owed much to the close

friendship forged between Arthur Purvis and Henry Morgenthau.

Britain Declares War

Chamberlain officially announced the creation of a War Cabinet on 1 September
1939. Modelled after its First World War predecessor, the War Cabinet approved
rearmament schemes, discussed grand strategy, and worked to strengthen the
Anglo-French alliance. The War Cabinet's powers superseded those of the
peacetime Cabinet and the Committee of Imperial Defence. It consisted of nine
members (Chamberlain's peacetime Cabinet had twenty-two) including the Prime

Minister, Chancellor of the Exchequer, Foreign Secretary, Lord Privy Seal
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(Hoare), Minister without Portfolio (Hankey), Minister for the Co-ordination of
Defence and the Service Ministers. !

The War Cabinet, including Winston Churchill (the new First Lord of the
Admiralty), met for the first time on 3 September 1939. In the early days, these
men devoted most of their time to the improvement of the nation's military
readiness and to the formulation of an Anglo-French operations plan. Military
readiness presented a serious problem. Leslie Burgin (Minister of Supply)
reported to the War Cabinet on 6 September 1939 that, based on existing
production rates, Britain could equip no more than 16 divisions for service
abroad in the first year of the war, despite the official goal of 32 divisions. Any
serious attempt to meet this goal required immediate, extensive expansion of the
nation's munitions manufacturing capabilities. Beyond these 32 divisions, Burgin
also asked the War Cabinet to estimate the Army's final strength. Chamberlain
thought it best to create a small committee of Ministers to examine this issue.
Thus the War Cabinet approved the formation of a Land Forces Committee to
advise on the scale and organisation of Britain's wartime Army.2

Sir Samuel Hoare assumed the chairmanship of the Land Forces
Committee which also included Chatfield, Burgin, Hankey, and the Service
Ministers. In one afternoon the Committee agreed that by the end of the second
year of war (based on projections of a three year war) the army should reach its
final strength of 55 divisions. In addition, after twelve months twenty divisions
should be ready for immediate service.3 Two weeks later the Land Forces

Committee also increased the monthly aircraft production goal to 2550 aircraft.

1. Conclusions, WM 1 (39), 3 September 1939, CAB 65/1; Winston S. Churchill, The
Second World War, 6 vols (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1948-1953), 1: 405-6; Roy
Douglas, The Advent of War, 193940 (London: Macmillan, 1983), 59; J.R.M.
Butler, Grand Strategy, vol. 2 (London: HMSO, 1957), 2: 4-6.

Conclusions, WM 6 (39), 6 September 1939, CAB 65/1.

Conclusions, WM 9 (39), 9 September 1939, CAB 65/1, Viscount Templewood,
Nine Troubled Years (London: Collins, 1954), 398-99.
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This represented a tremendous expansion because the RAF's actual strength in
September 1939 included only 1660 first-line and 2200 reserve aircraft.4

The War Cabinet approved these proposals, and showed it could move
quickly to create comprehensive rearmament programmes. Unfortunately its
efforts to formulate grand strategy were less successful. After the excitement of
the first days of the war had dissipated and Europe settled into the Phoney War,
the War Cabinet continued to struggle with formulating the nation’s strategic
goals. Allied and national concerns needed to be addressed. Since there was no
immediate threat, the War Cabinet felt no sense of urgency to resolve these
issues quickly.

In October 1939 the War Cabinet created a Standing Ministerial
Committee on Military Co-ordination to deal with strategic planning. However,
the Prime Minister's lack of involv<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>