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ABSTRACT

The year following the collapse of France was & dare for Britain. It had
become the sole great power resisting the Axis.|8Vicky to have escaped from
Dunkirk with its army, Britain had to leave most it land-based military equipment
behind on the beaches. It found itself fighting naty alone, but starting almost from
scratch.

The nature of this period of the war, and Britainéading role in it, is
overshadowed by subsequent British decline andd#tete over it. The traditional
narrative of the Second World War holds that durit@40-41 Britain was out-
produced by Germany and by superior American imtalstcapacity, allowing
America to save the day by supplying its allies arsdown forces, with Britain
playing an important, secondary role.

In fact, Britain’s 1941-42 is a success story—thowge with high costs. It was
the last time Britain harnessed its strength aswbed’s greatest poweBritain knew
well that to defeat Nazism, its place in the warldst decline, the only question being,
how far? To finance the war, Britain liquidated dwn assets before Lend-Lease. It
passively acquiesced when Canada moved away frentimperial system. Production
from the U.S. was not forthcoming and, even sotaBrisent aid to Russia, which it
correctly calculated was the critical theatre & thar. This decision, in turn, damaged
the strength of Britain’s own forces in North Africand indirectly in Singapore, and
sullied its relationship with Australia. Britain’s941-42 is, then, a key moment when

Britain made bold, costly and ultimately effectsecrifices for the greater good.
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Introduction

Addressing an acrimonious session of the House wfid in late January,
1942, Robert Gascoyne-Cecil, Lord Cranborne, bjurgkplained the causes of
Britain’s repeated setbacks in 1941. “To providallgeenough for this country, for
the Middle East, for Russia, and for the Far Eaas weally beyond our power last
year. It was beyond our power to provide adequatetyall.”* Although at times
during the prior 18 months it had seemed possitid¢ adequate supplies to achieve
these aims might materialize from North Americagythdid not arrive in time to
prevent humiliation in the Far East and setbackslanth Africa. Even as Cranborne
spoke, more than a year after Britain nearly bapted itself with orders for planes
and tanks from the U.S., he described American ycbdn only in the future
conditional tense. “We were delighted to read amchéar of the magnificent and
colossal programme which has been put forward by lthnited States. It is a
tremendous contribution, and it should, | think,kmauccessful outcome of the war
absolutely certain. The fact remains, that we ditl mave that great flow of weapons
last year, and we had to a great extent to do rel we could to provide for
ourselves.? Unexpectedly having to make do with its own inadste production,
Britain’s planners had to choose which areas t@luand which to starve, knowing
that the consequences even of the best choicesdweale important areas of the
Empire weakened. It was not an accident that theniDimns Secretary illuminated

the nexus of production, strategy, and the Empaethe Dominions Office had been

! Lords Hansard Parliamentary Debatekanuary 29, 1942. Series 5, Volume 121: 572.
2 Lords Hansard Parliamentary Debatekanuary 29, 1942. Series 5, Volume 121: 572.
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immersed with the Services and the Ministry of Sypip the struggle to divide
Britain’s deficiencies, and mitigate the fallout.

The year following the collapse of France was a&dare for Britain. It had
become the sole great power resisting the Axis.ISVhicky to have escaped from
Dunkirk with its army, Britain had to leave mostitd land-based military equipment
behind on the beaches. Britain found itself figgtimot only alone, but starting almost
from scratch. Yet there was a silver lining to Biits dogged resistance, described by

the German Official History as the turning pointtbé war.

The strategic dilemma in which Hitler, after hisctery over France, found

himself owing to Britain’s uncompromising attitudeand which he was

determined to overcome by a rapid systematic stibjeof the Soviet Union, led

to a strategic turning point in the war. Germang kast her strategic initiative

vis-a-vis the continental power of the Soviet Unamd the Anglo-Saxon naval
powers. The further development was marked by thdual transformation of

the military and economic potential of the Alliesdathe Soviet Union into the
strategic offensive, to which the Germans coulchdanore than react and which
eventually resulted in the collapse of the Réich.

In its euphoria after the fall of France, Germanyniulated “completely inaccurate”
estimates of British aircraft production in 1940hieh led it also to estimate British
production in 1941 inaccurately, expecting Britiorproduce a paltry 180 fighters per
month—fewer than Britain spared for Rus$i@erman fighter production over the
critical period from June-December 1941 was onlgQ,6or 276 per month—Iless than

half of what Britain produced, notwithstanding U.SCanadian and Soviet

8 Ed. Bernhard Kroener. Et.@ermany and the Second World War. Volume V. TheabWar. Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2000. P. Viii.

4 Ed. Meier, Klaus. Et.alGermany and the Second World War. Volum&drmany’s Initial Conquests in
Europe.Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1991. P. 404.
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production®> Thus, Germany erred precisely at the moment whetisB production
and grand strategy emerged from catastrophe.

The nature of this period of the war, and Britaidéading role in it, is
overshadowed by subsequent British decline andiéibate over it. British economic
weakness after the war regularly is projected badkme by historians, to the 1920s,
or even the 1890s. The traditional narrative of 8erond World War holds that
during 1940-41 Britain was out-produced by Germamg by superior American
industrial capacity, allowing America to save theydy supplying its allies and its
own forces, so that they could overwhelm the tathyc superior Germans. This
narrative was implicit in Roosevelt's imagining tiie U.S. as the “Arsenal of
Democracy” in December 1940. The reality, howewesas much more complex.
When Britain went to war in 1939, it did so as #yfundustrialized country—unlike
Germany—with huge capabilities in production andowgces, and the greatest
empire the world had yet seen. Furthermore, it tgelars for American industrial
production to emerge from Depression era stagnati@halso to switch from civilian
to military production. Not until late 1942 couldnferica deliver the quantity of
supplies it optimistically had promised long beftoeBritain, the Commonwealth, the
Soviet Union, Latin America, and the GuomindangCinina through direct purchase
and Lend-Lease.

Meanwhile, in the two years from June 1940 Britaiareased its production

dramatically, produced more and better munitionantiGermany, mobilized the

5 Ed. Boog, Horst. Et. aGermany and the Second World War. Volumerhé Attack on the Soviet Union.
Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1998. P. 819.



Commonwealth for war, and financed the bulk of Aim&'s initial war mobilisation,
while meeting its strategic needs in a way thatedkthe odds and frustrated its foes.
Britain and the Empire’s contributions in materdring this period defended the
British Isles, slowed the Axis in Africa, and hetpéhe Soviet Union stop the Nazi
advance at the Battle of Moscow in December 194ds(ile its desperate situation
and the challenges of working with sometimes am&i allies, Britain devised
strategies which allowed it to increase its protucbf armaments and to get them to
the front or the ally which British leaders believeould have the greatest effect on
the war, even to the detriment of their own foragstheir relationship with the
dominions.

The consequences of these decisions were seriohite ¥e British economy
raised war production after June 1940, it starteminfa mixed position. Despite
efforts to preserve foreign reserves and gold,igrifinances were not strong enough
to pay for the importation of the equipment necessa fight Germany alone. British
production was outstanding in warships and prorgism aircraft, but dismal in land
armaments. After the fall of France, “the Britismmdy was practically disarmed; its
losses included nearly 700 tanks and 850 anti-gumks.® Moreover, Britain had to
ensure the absolute security of the home islam#spnly place where it could lose the
war, and to make the equipment of land and airef®iia the United Kingdom its top
priority. It was reluctant to send large quantiteésequipment, especially good material,

out of the United Kingdom. This decision was thedamental limit to Britain’s ability to

6 Playfair, 1.S5.0The Mediterranean and Middle East Volume IlI: BiftiFortunes Reach Their Lowest
Ebb.London: Her Majesty’s Stationary Office, 1960. 854
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supply forces in active theatres, much more thanpaablems in productiohus, from
June 1941 to November 1941 Britain produced 3,88létdrs, of first rate quality. Of
these, 66% remained in Britain. In hindsight, Bnitaver-insured the U.K. where it had
far more forces than necessary, and would have defiego send more of them abroad.
Such a decision also would have reduced some o&dbeaizing choices Britain had to
make in the autumn of 1941 and the spring of 19tuawhich theatres should receive
reinforcements. Yet this is a judgment purely frioimdsight, which contemporary British
decision-makers rejected as optimistic.

Britain’s deficiencies in the Middle East, Far Eastd other lesser theatres
might easily have been reduced had the BritishsIbleen less heavily defended. By
late 1941 it was highly unlikely, if not impossiblehat Germany could have
attempted to invade Britain before the spring od2,9although the possibility would
have risen had Russia been defeated. Yet Britistheles dared not risk leaving Britain
inadequately defended, for reasons of politicsategy and morale. On January 29,
1942, Cranborne addressed those critics who argoad more should have been
transferred to the Far East from Britain’'s own dhekes. “This is, in fact, | believe, a
case of being wise after the event. Suppose inmabmd been attempted—and it
might very easily have been, if we had not beerfigahtly protected—then we
should have been told that the Government had lgeety of criminal folly and

negligence in allowing too many armaments to letéve country.” Unable to denude

" Lords Hansard Parliamentary Debatekanuary 29, 1942. Series 5, Volume 121: 572-573.
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the base, only one, simple, explanation remain€tde“real truth, as noble Lords will
recognize, is that there was not, at that timetegehough to go round.”

With the Home Islands atop Britain’s strategic pities, two fundamental
guestions remained: how Britain could increasentag¢eriel available for its armies—
which meant securing both financing and productemg where such materiel would
be dispatched. United States production was thg osdlistic source of modern
weapons in the quantities Britain required. To aagtrthis source, and maximize the
Empire’s capabilities, Britain also would need tyron the Dominions, especially
Canada and Australia. Canadian production, econstnéngth, and connections with
the U.S. offered the hope of effecting dramatic duction increases in North
America. Australia was needed to provide soldierdight in North Africa, and to
accept a British strategy which left Australiangpegsed to danger. While Britain
asked different things of each dominion, in thegass both became dramatically
more independent than they had been. Britain’scpedi as it fought for its life
accelerated the processes already underway in thmirllons, against Britain’'s
wishes to retain closer ties with, and leadershigrahem.

In June 1941, Operation ‘Barbarossa’ turned Brisstategy on its head. The
invasion followed Britain’s successful domestic re@ses in production during the
previous 12 months, a moderate recovery of armowdngth, and the mass
deployment of newer models of aircraft. Britain waady to reinforce the Middle

East in strength or to reduce its astonishing weag&nn the Far East. ‘Barbarossa’,

8 Lords Hansard Parliamentary Debatekanuary 29, 1942. Series 5, Volume 121: 572-573.
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whilst assuring a temporary respite from the Nawas a mixed blessing from the
supply standpoint. Any serious aid to the USSR numhe at the direct price of

strength in Singapore and North Africa. Britainssponse to this strategic dilemma
illuminated its decision-making process and priesit In choosing to aid Russia at the
expense of the Middle-East and Far East, Britaer@sed for the last time one of the
greatest of its grand strategic techniques: theofigEonomic aid to an ally, to increase
the damage it inflicted on the enemy, in a syndéigfashion. Britain’s leaders focused
on what they believed to be the most effective mearbeat Hitler, even at a high cost to
the British Empire.

Although many of the areas addressed in these phges rich individual
historiographies, this dissertation breaks new gdoin linking Britain’s production,
finance, the Dominions, Russia, and strategy durl®40-42. Despite the close
integration of the Commonwealth and its impact aitigh industrial capacity—and
strategy—these nations have separate historiogeapdii the war, as do the United
States and the Soviet Union. Several authors hawebmed some of these areas,
especially Joan Beaumont and Brian McKercher. Bemils Comrades in Arm$
however, was written during the Cold War. She hadaccess to Soviet archival
sources, and could only make conjectures abouStheet Union, which limited the

scope of her conclusions. McKercheTgansition of Powelillustrates the process by

9 Beaumont, JoarComrades In Arms: British Aid to Russia, 1941-194%don: Davis Pointer, 1980.
7



which the United States superseded Britain as tbedig greatest power, but omits
the impact of Russia and aid to Russia in this gsst

Until recently, both Western and Russian historaphy assumed that Lend-
Lease had little impact on the Soviet war efforttteg start of the war. Particularly
during the Cold War, it was widely accepted thas fheriod of Lend-Lease to Russia
was wasted, and therefore that equipment shoule lypne elsewhere. This view
stemmed from several factors. Soviet historiogragptayed that early Lend-Lease was
meaningless. For example, Admiral Kharlamov, thei&onaval attaché in London,
stated in his memoirs that “Soviet troops suffehesn an acute shortage of aircraft
and tanks. We are yet to see that in the days eBtttle of Moscow the deliveries
existed only in protocols, never reaching the bé&#lds, and that the great battle was
won by the Soviet Union wholly and totally througdliance on its own resources.”
Western historians took that claim for grantédThe handful of scholars who
assessed the topic failed to assess what was gaintsawhat was available to the
Soviet Union. One of the best attempts of this seas Mark Harrison'sSoviet

Planning in Peace and Warlthough it focused on operational military higté®

10 McKercher, Brian JTransition of Power: Britain's Loss of Global Prei@ence to the United States,
1930-1945 Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999.

11 Kharlamov, Admiral NDifficult Mission War MemoirsMoscow: Progress Publishers, 1983. p. 68.

12 Even Beaverbrook’s biographer, A.J.P. Taylor sfall this trap, noting that as of February 194 2tHinm
[had been] done to aid Russia.” Taylor, A.BBaverbrookLondon: Hamish Hamilton, 1972. p. 506.

13 Harrison, MarkSoviet Planning in Peace and War, 1938-198ambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1985.



Another historiographical school even argued thdtta Russia stemmed essentially
from Soviet spies influencing British leadershipcluding Eden and Beaverbro&k.

Nearly every author on Lend-Lease fell into onetefo camps. On the
Western side, the traditional argument was: “[ImM3Pthe war was still to be won,;
the Germans were still deep in Russia; the Lendseeaupplies were still an absolute
necessity for Russia to win the victory>." Thus, the contention was that Lend-Lease
initially was insignificant, but critical for latewvictory. On the Soviet side the
argument was simpler and politicized. Not only dignd-Lease provide an
insignificant four percent of Soviet production dhghout the whole war, but in the
early period it was worthless. This statistic of ,48pplied in the late 1950s to prove
how paltry was the impact of Lend-lease on the &peconomy, has since been
proven false by Mark Harrisoff.Nonetheless, most Russian scholars of Lend-Lease
still believe that it had little valu¥.

Both sides have tended to assume that in the estakyes, Lend-Lease was
ineffectual. This view is incorreét. Although the overall tonnage of Lend-Lease aid
sent during the first protocol was much smallemthater shipments, its timing and

type was critical. In the latter part of the waid @rimarily took the form of food,

1 For a summary of this theory see, Folly, MartirCRurchill, Whitehall, and the Soviet Union, 194Q-45
London: Macmillan, 2000. p.2-7.

15 Jones, Robert HRoads to Russia: United States Lend-Lease to thietSdnion.Norman, OK:
University of Oklahoma, 1969. p. VII.

16 See Harrison, Markccounting For War: Soviet Production, Employmeniy the Defense Burden,
1940-1945New York: Cambridge University Press, 1996. p. 188-

7 Vorsin, V.F. “Motor Vehicle Transport Deliveriedhiiough Lend-LeaseJournal of Slavic Military
Studies10.2: (1997). pp. 154-175.

18 Hill Alexander. ‘British Lend-Lease Aid and thexget War Effort, June 1941 June 1942urnal of
Military History. 71, 3 (July 2007), pp. 773-808. And Hill, Alexand“British Lend-Lease Tanks and the
Battle of Moscow, November—-December 1941 — Réedist Journal of Slavic Military Studie®2:574—
587, 2009.



trucks, and raw material8.In its early stages, British aid consisted alnastirely of
munitions: tanks, planes, and ammunition. Rese#énclAlexander Hill has shown
that not only did British tanks reach Russia in tak of 1941, they were distributed
to armoured units and fought at the Battle of Magcét a critical moment British
tanks were “a meaningful, morale-boosting Britistnibution to the war on the
Eastern Front?° By the end of December 1941, they comprised 25%h@fmedium
and heavy tank strength of the Red Arfhy.he quality of these Matilda and Valentine
tanks, moreover, matched that of most Soviet egeipirim action. Though the KV and
T-34 tanks were much better vehicles, they weremumberous at the front in 1944.
Furthermore, more than 650 British fighters wergpgéd to Russia by December. By
December 5, British supplied Tomahawks and Britmhilt Hurricanes comprised
15% of the Soviet ® Fighter Air Corps defending Moscoi®. These fighters,
particularly the Hurricane, were well suited to tf®oviet front. They were
mechanically reliable and performed well in intgogt and escort roles, for which
the Soviets lacked superior aircraft in any quarfitin the autumn of 1941, Russia’s
initial holdings of weapons were nearly annihilgtedd its production capacity was

at the lowest ebb, and recovered slowly. From Sepér 1941 to June 1942, British

1% The First Protocol was the first official agreemen the type and amount of Lend-Lease aid to gbdo
Soviets. It was signed and took immediate effedDatober 1, 1941 and concluded on June 30, 1942.
20 Hijll, Alexander. “British Lend-Lease Tanks and ®Battle of Moscow, November—-December 1941 —
Revisited.”Journal of Slavic Military Studie22:2009. P. 587.

21 Hill, Alexander. “British Lend-Lease Tanks and ®Battle of Moscow, November—-December 1941 —
Revisited.”Journal of Slavic Military Studie22:2009. P. 581.

22 ‘British Lend-Lease Aid and the Soviet War Effaltine 1941 June 1942’, fthe Journal of

Military History, 71, 3 (July 2007). P. 785.

23 Hill Alexander. ‘British Lend-Lease Aid and thexet War Effort, June 1941 June 194Rurnal of
Military History. 71, 3 (July 2007), p. 796.

24 |bid. p. 796.
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aid to Russia helped the Red Army fundamentallyhie early stages of the war, at
great cost to British forces. To know that Britisidl was not wasted in Russia allows
Britain’s strategic decisions in 1941 to be re-ased. That is the aim of this
dissertation.

This dissertation examines British decision-makimd 940 and 1941 through
the lenses of three interrelated issues: equipmf@mncing, production, and
allocation. The first chapter explores the finaheelationship between Britain and
the United States surrounding Britain’s gold andlatocrisis of late 1940. Britain
neared, and then reached bankruptcy in gold, UdBard, or assets that could be
liguidated to produce either. Most of the Empireswaithin the Sterling Area, and
Britain could have carried on with empire autarkyhich could produce enough
armaments to defend the British Isles and probalolg other theatre, but no more.
Barring a dramatic change to U.S. law, to be bagrtkiu gold and U.S. dollars was to
know that Britain could not win the war. The orflgpe of eventual victory was the
United States’ industrial base. Yet Britain riskdeding its ability to order desperately
needed military equipment from the United Statdse U.S. was slow to accept that
Britain's reserves were depleted, with some betigvthat gold and dollars were
hidden elsewhere. U.S. domestic politics furthempared a timely resolution to
Britain’s financial dilemma. A presidential eleati@ombined with fears of perfidious
Albion either swindling the U.S. or entangling mté the war, meant that little could
be done until 1941, although Britain probably woblkl broke by then. In December

1940, however, following his electoral victory, Bident Roosevelt developed the
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idea for the Lend-Lease programme, a long termtmwluwhich solved Britain’'s
financial troubles in the United States, at sigrafit future costs.

These problems necessarily involved Canada, whasaoeny was closely
linked to both powers. Britain needed a stable pmatuctive Canada, which was
threatened by the advent of Lend-Lease. Chaptaxplores the novel and clever
response by the Mackenzie King government to theblpms of finance. As a
significant middle-man in the Anglo-American prodioo system, Canada was
exposed to danger in event of British bankruptcyonk late 1940 Canada actually
financed Britain’s purchases in the U.S. with Caiacdwn dwindling supply of U.S.
dollars. So too, Canada was at the mercy of Brgagalvation: Lend-Lease would
leave Canada desperately in debt to the UnitedeStathe Canadian Government
found a third way through its dilemma, playing ddgame of bluff and intrigue,
enabled by Britain’s affection for Canada. The tgsthe Hyde Park Agreement,
solved Canada’s imbalance of payments with the ,UsM8hout leaving it in either
moral or monetary debt, and substantially enhandisgnational independence.
Needing U.S. Lend-Lease aid, and wanting a prodecd@ianada, Britain had to watch
its senior dominion take irreversible strides awaym the Empire, which could
neither be fixed nor halted, considering Britairgsimary strategic objective of
financing and producing enough materiel to win wee.

Chapter Ill moves from problems of finance to the$groduction. Financing
in the U.S. proved easier to fix than chronic prctchn shortages. This chapter
analyzes the persistent disconnection between thieatl.S. thought it could produce
and what it actually was able to deliver. From #aeliest tentative British orders in
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1939, to the massive schemes for thousands of plpakl for by dollars and gold in
1940, and through the Lend-Lease orders of thet fmotocol in 1941, U.S.
commitments to deliver materiel to Britain routipetere unmet or delinquent. This
failure had serious knock-on effects for Britishas¢égy around the world, exacerbated
by America’s inability to meet its promised aid Russia, which Britain promised
to—and did—make good. Systemic inefficiencies irdustrial production and
government procurement contributed to these shoritogs, as did exuberant
optimism at the top of the Roosevelt Administratidoo late did British planners
learn to expect much less than was promised byatisenal of democracy’.

Delivery shortfalls from the U.S. became espegiaffroblematic after
‘Barbarossa’, the subject of chapter IV. The Axigasion of the Soviet Union proved a
difficult test for British strategists. Expecting\8et resistance to crumble in a matter of
weeks, British planners initially hedged on aidRassia. While promising to do their
utmost they sent little aid. As the summer progdsdowever, the ranks of British
strategists began to divide; the services prefesedding platitudes, fearing that
substantial material aid could simply mean anotl®urnkirk; meanwhile Lord
Beaverbrook, the Minister of Supply and Sir Stadf@ripps, His Majesty’s Ambassador
to the Soviet Union, urged concrete material amscd. For their part, the Russians
begged for material aid and an impossible secoadt.frin this case, Brian Farrell’'s
‘rolling seminar’ of British decision-making was full operation, and ground the cabinet
to a halt. Stalin and his ambassador to the Udiaddom, Ivan Maisky, finally prodded

Churchill into a decision, albeit a rash one, ping Russia deliveries of 400 planes and
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500 tanks per month on a specific schedule. Thisnfe had effects which cascaded
throughout the Empire.

Britain made concrete promises to Russia fod#iery of planes and tanks that
were sorely needed elsewhere. Churchill made tlagegic decision that Russia was the
best place to stop Hitler, a hard but true judgmenNorth Africa, however, as Chapter
V will show, Britain was planning a major offensj\@peration Crusader. Aid to Russia
significantly weakened its offensive strength. Sadawith poorly trained personnel and
informed by intelligence that he could not postptmeoffensive, the British commander
in the Middle East, General Claude Auchinleck’sstbehance for success was more
equipment, especially RAF fighters. Instead, mdé®ritain’s available planes and tanks
were sent to Russia, dramatically reducing theeanforcements reaching North Africa,
and cutting off tank shipments entirely for oveotmonths. The Middle East, however,
retained just enough kit for its commanders to dwd#feat. Elsewhere, they were not as
fortunate.

Chapter VI explores the effect of Russian aid &mderican shortages on the
defence of Singapore, the ugly step-sister in Gfillic strategy. Behind the home
islands, Russia, and North Africa in priority, Biit’s material weakness and America’s
recurring shortages of deliveries left Singaporéuaily without modern air defense and
with no armour whatsoever. Even without the impEdRussian aid, Singapore probably
would not have had much more strength than it diterwJapan attacked, because
Churchill would not allow it, but had planes thagre sent to Russia been in North Africa
instead, they would, at least, have been freeatuster east at the outbreak of hostilities,
saving not the day but at least face—a key compavfdBritain’s imperial strength.
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Finally, Chapter VIl examines how Britain and Awadia’'s relationship was
affected by Britain’s strategic decisions made e twake of over-commitments
elsewhere. Australia, beset by political instapiind with a different strategic hierarchy
than Britain, responded angrily to the collaps&igapore, blamed Britain for ignoring
the antipodes in order to aid Russia—even as Japaged toward the Australian
mainland—and fed a narrative that the Australiaad been undersupplied and over-
fought in earlier British setbacks in the MiddlesEawhen Australian orders for tanks
and planes for its home defence and training needs postponed or cancelled in 1941,
it was more evidence against Britain. These actistessnmed from the substantial
shortages in promised deliveries from America, a®tond, from Britain’s decision to
aid Russia. When Japan advanced to New GuineaiBstill could do nothing to help
Australia in its hour of darkness, further reinfogza sense of betrayal.

1941 was a hard year for Britain. It made riskptstgic decisions that it believed
necessary to win the war, knowing well that to haven a chance to save the world from
Nazism, Britain’s place in it must decline, the yoguestion being, how far? To finance
the war, Britain liquidated its own assets beforend-Lease solved its financial
problems. It passively acquiesced when Canada mawey from the Imperial system.
Production from the U.S. was not forthcoming anckreas it faced serious equipment
shortages, Britain sent aid to Russia, which itexity calculated was the critical theatre
of the war. This decision, in turn, damaged thersgth of Britain’s own forces in North
Africa, and at least indirectly in Singapore, andlied its relationship with Australia.
Britain’s 1941 is misleadingly remembered as aesewnf blunders and misfortunes,
overcome by the sweat of Americans and the blooRwsians. In fact, it was a year
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when for the last time Britain harnessed its stiengs the world’s greatest power,

making bold, costly and ultimately effective saicet for the greater good.
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Chapter |
United States Supply and British Bankruptcy, 1940-4

The passage of H.R. 1776, better known as the Leade Act, is a key moment
in the myth of the Anglo-American ‘special relatstip’. To contemporaries, Lend-
Lease meant that a nearly broke and dangerouslysegpUnited Kingdom was rescued
from its plight by the might of United States inttys In Roosevelt's words, the United
States would be “the arsenal of Democracy.” To @tiveho worked in the Lend-Lease
programme, it was ®eapon for Victoryand to Churchill, in his exuberance, “the most
unsordid act in the history of any natioclf.Even after time for reflection, one British
Official History termed Lend-Lease an instance Uokxampled generosity on the part of
the American nation?® Indeed, the initial tranche of $7 billion U.S. ldo$, covering less
than a year of purchases, was primarily earmarkedifplanes for Great Britain, and
exceeded in dollars the combined orders of bothaBriand France in the United States
over the first year and a half of the war. Frone 18942 to the end of the war, the United
States Lend-Lease programme provided tens of ihdliof dollars in food, armaments,
and raw materials to Britain and its Empire.

The events which led to Lend-Lease and the firghteen months after its
passage were a different story. H.R. 1776 was appttpincidentally, named; it was the
final act of an American policy which brought thetBh Empire to its financial knees,

begging help from its erstwhile subjects. For Bhtplanners during 1941-1942, Lend-

25 Churchill, Winston Their Finest HourHoughton Mifflin: Boston, 1949. P. 569. Edward $tetis Jr.,
the head of the Lend-Lease Administration titleslfiemoird.end Lease: Weapon for Victory.
26 Sayers, R.Srinancial Policy, 1939-45Her Majesty’s Stationary Office: London, 1956. P53
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Lease was typified by a series of undelivered amdetrdelivered American promises.
From the start, British orders dramatically excekdeS. production capabilities—though
to acknowledge this fact publicly would have beathinkable. Furthermore, Lend-Lease
became necessary only because the United Statsamed nearly all of Britain’s gold
and U.S. dollar reserves in materiel orders throL@#0, leaving the Sterling Area in
danger of a currency collapse. Unlike the caséénRirst World War, Britain could not
borrow money (or goods) in the United States dusvtmlaws: the Johnson Act and the
Neutrality Act. The Johnson Act of 1934 prohibitedtions that were technically in
default on their debts to the United States—asaBriand France were—from borrowing
money in the United States. This ruling was augeerity the Neutrality Act of 1939,
which prohibited belligerents from borrowing moneythe United States. Thus, Britain
was doubly prohibited from credit in the United t8&a Even Britain’'s cash orders
exceeded U.S. capacity, so through the most drijears of the war Britain gained little
for its exhausted gold and dollar reserves. Amegoaversely, gained much, as British
and French money financed most of America’s exmensif its armaments production
capacity for the first two years of the war. Bmitavas promised—and paid for—tens of
thousands of planes, among other essential itemisAMerican deliveries were a mere
trickle even by the end of 1941. The United Statek not intend to fleece Britain;
Franklin Roosevelt's administration intended to tn@merica’s promises, and support
the Allies. Nevertheless, within the Government ardong the public, Americans
assumed that Britain had more money and power thald, and possibly ulterior
motives, such as luring the U.S. into the war. iacpice, these attitudes caused delays in
the passage of the Lend-Lease Act, ruthless imgisten extracting as many dollars as
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possible from Britain, and public displays of econoimpotence by the British. Because
Britain must have more money squirreled away, mmoust be extracted in order to be
sure Albion did not pull a fast one.

Britain did all it was asked, because the war raggaHitler was existential. It
borrowed South African gold to the limits politibalpossible, further stretching an
already fraught relationship. Britain sold whatlible investments it could in Latin
America at bargain prices, in the process losingVer its substantial influence in
Argentina. In the United States a system was setoupxtract British securities in
exchange for dollars, again at low prices. In oxengple a British corporation, American
Viscose, was sold to United States investors sapiighat the British Government was
sued, and had to reimburse the original British emsrdouble what they had received in
dollars?’ Dollars had to be found to secure the fruits ofekica’s industrial capacity.
Lend-Lease was to be the reward for these demaiosisaof good faith.

A tweak to the Neutrality Act in November 1939oalked Britain, its Dominions,
and France to buy armaments on a cash and carig; basaning that belligerents must
pay in gold and U.S. dollars for any armaments Ipased in the U.S., and ship them
from U.S. shores. These purchases had to be acoedgay a hefty down payment, and
the British/French purchasers often had to paytter construction of the factories to
build the armaments. This remained the policy uhtWas replaced by Lend-Lease in
March 1941. Until that time, significant Britishpital was required in advance to place

orders for materiel that might materialize two yelence. For example:

27 This example is covered in detail below.
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Figure I: British Purchasing Commission Order frhiovember, 194%

Programme

Initial Order (Excluding
Capital Amortization)

Capital Investment Required to
Create New Production Capaci

Ly

Scheme to Produce 12,000
Aircraft

$1,075,000,000

$400,000,000

Armaments and Ammunition $125,000,000 $50,000,000
for above

Arms for 10 Divisions $600,000,000 $200,000,000
Other Ordnance $75,000,000 $25,000,000
Tanks and Tank Guns $100,000,000 $15,000,000
Total $1,975,000,000 $690,000,000

Not only did Britain have to purchase this equiptneith gold or dollars, it had to pay

on average an additional premium of 35% in ordebudd factories to produce them.

This situation was like paying General Motors $00,@0ow, for the chance to pay it full

price for a $30,000 Chevy two years hence. Nevkxssethe desperate British accepted

this system. Furthermore, many Americans regartded a generous concession. When

Britain neared bankruptcy in gold and dollars ite 14940, it suggested that its remaining

orders might, on this occasion, only be requiredawer the costs of the actual munitions.

Henry Stimson, the Secretary of War, was so shodkedhis request that he called

Morgenthau immediately to see if he was behindTihe British apparently expect to

escape all expenses for capital investment if reaiifies are built for their work. At first

we did not know where they could have got this ided | called up Phillip Young to

find out whether the Treasury had given them tdagiand he said né® Only the

expenditure of great political effort by Rooseveitercame isolationist opposition to

28 This purchase increased the total wartime expereditof the British Government in the U.S. to $4.6
billion, half of it on aircraft. British Purchasir@ommission Order from November 28, 1940. NARA. RG

107, Entry 74A, Box 7.

2% Entry of November 14, 1940. Henry Stimson Diariéale University Library. Reel 6.
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these changes. Isolationists, believing that that4.S. had been tricked into joining the
First World War because of its addiction to warghases, continued to oppose selling
armaments to belligerents. They also argued tratuts. was geographically isolated
from any possible danger and so ought to be very whany slippery slopes toward a
war it need not fight®

From the outbreak of war, the British Governmenew that its exchange
position with the U.S. could become problematiaitong conflict. It took immediate
steps to catalogue and protect its gold and U.Bardoosition. So serious was this issue
that the entire War Cabinet addressed the ranidicatof matters like reducing apple
imports from North Americ&* More prosaically, British purchasers hesitatedplace
large orders in North America in the early montlfigh® war, not merely to conserve
dollars, but because the lack of plant in the Whi¢ates meant long delays in deliveries,
in addition to the expense of paying to build thdntish strategists also doubted the
need to place broad purchase orders in the U.SeStnance would do most of the
fighting on the ground, Britain would do its pa#t building a large air force, ruling the
seas, and remaining riéhFrance, however, placed massive orders in the ftb& the
early months of the wa#. It needed great numbers of planes and tanks inatetgiand
did not have the domestic ability to build suffitienumbers. Until the spring of 1940,

Britain did well in reducing its purchases of nasential goods from the U.S., and

30 Stettinius, Edward.end-Lease: Weapon for Victotyew York: Macmillan, 1944. P. 20.
31 Memorandum for the Cabinet by the Chancellor efExchequer. October 19, 1939. CAB 67/1/45.
32 Memorandum on the British Gold Position by KingsWood. August 21, 1940. PRO. CAB 66/11/4.
33 Stettinius, Edward.end-Lease: Weapon for Victotyew York: Macmillan, 1944. P. 18.
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limiting its purchases of war materiel. Britain @afly increased its holdings of gold and
U.S. dollars in the first nine months of the war.

At the outbreak of war our holding of gold and dddl was roughly £450 million.
We requisitioned from residents in this countryitthmlances of useful foreign
currencies and obtained returns of their foreigtugges, with a view to their
subsequent requisition. These returns disclosed ribare securities readily
marketable in the United States to an amount ofiebd75 million. Some of the
holders of these securities proceeded, with thecapp of the authorities, to sell
them for dollars, which were surrendered to the gboment. Owing partly to
this, partly to the requisitioning of dollar bala&s¢ and partly to Canadian help,
the gold and dollar holding rose in the early ment the war, touching its
highest point at the end of November at about #68llon. At the 1st January,
1940, our total resources, gold, balances and isiesymwere about £775 million
(gold £m. 525 and securities £m. 280).

This success, and Britain’s gold and dollar positicollapsed with the fall of
France. The British Empire now alone was fightindgled and Mussolini, after losing
most of its best equipment at Dunkirk and anticigaimminent invasion. In order to
ensure continued work on armaments in the U.S.iarttie hopes of getting combat
planes as soon as possible, Britain took over r@héh contracts in the U.S. at one go,
dramatically expanding the scale of its own orddere. Although France had made
substantial down payments for its orders, the lu@lastill had to be paid. Arthur Purvis,
head of the British Purchasing Commission in th®.Ucommitted Britain to 125 million
pounds (~$500 million) in French contracts in oight®

By August, just two months after absorbing Frenolmmitments and expanding
Britain’s own, alarm bells sounded in the Cabinebw the hemorrhaging of gold and
dollars. As the Chancellor of the Excheqgeur, Smdsley Wood, explained the situation:

| am seriously perturbed by the rate at which oud gold exchange resources are
now disappearing. At the 1st January, 1940, oual totsources,.e., gold

34 Memorandum on the British Gold Position by KingsWood. August 21, 1940. PRO. CAB 66/11/4.
35 Sayers, R.Srinancial Policy, 1939-45Her Majesty’s Stationary Office: London, 1956. B73
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(including balances) and United States securitiese about £775 millions [$3.1
billion], a figure which by mid-August has shrunk £490 millions [$1.96
billion]. The collapse of France greatly changee ¢ituation, particularly by the
assignment to ourselves of French contracts withelgan manufacturers for
aeroplanes, &c. The position at the end of Junethatswe might have expected
to lose, as a minimum, £410 millions [$1.64 billiaf gold and exchange before
June 194%°

Even having absorbed French contracts, Britain trigive expected its reserves to last
until the summer of 1941, when £80 million ($320liom) might remain, and the threat
of a German invasion had passed—one way or the.dtwavever, further factors were
draining gold and dollar reserves:

Repeat orders for aeroplanes are proposed, coatingdditional £50 millions
before June 1941b) The programme for the purchase of munitions ankistay
the British Purchasing Commission costing some ®#ilons before that date,
apart from projected additions which may run tohhfigures. (c) A further
projected scheme for the large scale purchaseroplames in the United States,
which might also involve many tens of millions byat date. Unless these
schemes, when formulated, assume less formidatmerdiions during the period
in question than at present appears likely, themdvbalance of the year to June
1941 might grow from £410 millions to a figure hetregion of £800 million¥.

All told, these expenditures would leave a net tiegaf £310 million ($1.24 billion) by
June 1941. Economies or fundraising could not nmeduily offset the runaway
spending of dollars and gold. Britain already hadnid every significant source of
realizable dollars and gold. Two key questions geer when would Britain be broke;
and what would America do when Britain’s money oait?

Britain clearly warned the U.S. of its decliningld) and dollar position by June
30, 1940. Lord Lothian, the British Ambassador tashMngton, informed Morgenthau

that:

36 Memorandum on the British Gold Position by KingsWood. August 21, 1940. PRO. CAB 66/11/4.
37 Memorandum on the British Gold Position by KingsWood. August 21, 1940. PRO. CAB 66/11/4.
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So long as the gold and other foreign assets atlisposal permit, we shall, of
course, continue to pay cash for essential armamneav materials, and food-
stuffs, but we desire to impress upon the Admiatiin in the clearest possible
manner the utter impossibility of our continuing do this for any indefinite
period in view of the scale on which we shall nezdbtain such resources from
the United State¥,

Either ordering must end, or a new system be deeeldhat did not require the payment
of gold or U.S. dollars, so altering the Neutralgt, and running the gauntlet of
isolationists in both houses of Congress.

This situation was exacerbated by the timing of th8. presidential election in
November. Since avoiding a ‘European’ war was aomapmpaign issue, no major
challenge to the Cash and Carry provision of thetiedity Act could occur before the
election. Even a best case scenario—a Democratiory+—offered no hope for change
in the purchasing system until at least NovembeRé&publican victory would mean a
delay until at least January when the new Presidex® inaugurated, and with little
guarantee of help from him. The Republican candidatendell Willkie, supported aid to
Britain, but he would have incurred debts during #hection to the isolationist wing of
the Party. All Kingsley Wood could suggest was that Treasury “watch” British dollar
expenses. Yet military exigencies meant that durtpicosts could be suicidal.
Dangerous too would be to make purchases that wowddingly lead to default, which
would have disastrous effects on American opinibime Chancellor was emphatici “
mere continuance of losses at the rate we haveriexged in the last six weeks would

run us out of gold by the end of December. It isgade to reckon on a slower rate of

38 “The Munitions Situation”. Memorandum by Herberbison. August 29, 1940. PRO. CAB 66/11/19.
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loss, and unless steps are taken it may prove hitfiés on the battlefield, the autumn

of 1940 was a close run thing for Britain. It facedeal quandary. Money mattered, but
no more than maximum armaments. Yet to get the mamxi armaments over the long

term would require money, so long as America reetzhimeutral.

Although British plans included the desperate aggion of substantial American
aid in some form, strings were expected to be latdcEven worse was the possibility
that American aid might not materialise, after &nthad exhausted its gold and dollar
reserves, leaving the pound without credibilityimternational markets and threatening
Britain’s ability to purchase raw materials fromhet neutrals. With a Republican
victory, this possibility would be real. Churchitmained confident that the Americans
would come around, and held that Britain must “gemto some extent on the
willingness of the United States to give us finahbielp on an extended scafé.He also
trusted in Britain’s ability to shape American pelbpinion. If America dragged its feet,
Britain could requisition gold wedding rings andhet ornaments from its public “if we
wished to make some striking gesture for the puemishaming the American$'This
trust may have been overly optimistic. In March 1L.9Roosevelt instructed Morgenthau
on how to process British antiques and manuscrgitsuld the U.S. decide to collect
those as payment in kind. “I approve giving consatlen to British library holdings of
rare books in connection with trade or financiafrte to be worked out under the Lend-

Lease Bill. Such manuscripts or books—or even pagstor prints—should, of course,

39 Emphasis in the original. Memorandum on the Britgold Position by Kingsley Wood. August 21,
1940. PRO. CAB 66/11/4.

40 War Cabinet. Confidential Annex. August 22, 19RR0O. CAB 65/14/23.

41 War Cabinet. Confidential Annex. Author unstatédgust 22, 1940. PRO. CAB 65/14/23.
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inure to the benefit of the Smithsonian, the NaloMuseum or to the Library of
Congress* Despite the dangers of running out of dollars, iChill saw the bigger
picture: “After all, the greatest economy wouldtbeshorten the war. Nothing could be
more extravagant than to shape our course in suaydhat we had to fight a prolonged
war in a broken-backed conditiof”

Churchill left British departments free to focua getting the most from the
United States, without regard to finance. The syp¢partments, in particular the
Ministry for Aircraft Production, must encouragedagxploit U.S. production, especially
aircraft, where thanks largely to French orders, efican productive capacity had
expanded. Nevertheless, output disappointed theatxfions of the British planners who
sought to maximize deliveries as soon with as jbessi

By November 1940, Britain’s gold and U.S. dollatuation was approaching
emergency status, yet Roosevelt and Morgenthaeuaelithat little could be done to
alter the financial situation even after the etmttiunless it was absolutely clear to the
public that Britain was broke. Roosevelt's inter@stpublic opinion is well known.
Opinion about aid for Britain, war production, atite trend towards war particularly
concerned him. The Government Statistics Branch keweekly index tracking these

issues. This chart of the interaction of the thssaes

42 From FDR to Morgenthau. March 17, 1941. NARA. R& Bntry 198, Box 196.
43 War Cabinet. Confidential Annex. August 22, 19RR0O. CAB 65/14/23.
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Figure II: Instances of Editorial Commentaries niiS. Newspapers

500

450 /

400 /\ /
5o / \ /
200 [/ \ ]

5o A / \ ]

/ ) { | === Criticism of Slow Progress

200 / \\ // T Aid for England
150 \/ / Trend Toward War
o N/ AN S
>0 \‘//

0 . T . . T T . T T . ; .

o »iz@ Qf‘& ((\\oé\'bou;&,gt\é\ éi? \?9& ®Q,* < N S’& (éoé

I ® < &

shows each instance of an article on the respettipiEs in an index of major U.S.
newspapers, and demonstrates that Roosevelt'stti@araid for Britain would make
people think they were closer to war, was inaceurédhere was a negligible increase in
the “trend toward war” following Morgenthau’s Decken announcement that Britain
needed aid* Concern about slow progress, however, was a lgadaue, except for the
height of the Lend-Lease battle in Congr&sdlevertheless, public opinion moves
quickly, and Administration officials focused on erdinand Kuhn of the Office of War
Information suggested that Morgenthau could winlipubupport by explaining how

many jobs and factories had been built by the 8ritHe was shot down.

44 See Below.

45 The chart also illustrates the decline in criticisf slow progress during the euphoria over theages of
the Lend-Lease Act. Many, perhaps within the Adstiaition too, conflated intent with action. (Numioér
Editorial Articles from Major Newspapers in the Main Federal Reserve Zones Statistics Branch, weekl
reports. NARA RG 107, Entry 36, Box 1287.)
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Kuhn: Isn't it also a selling point with the public show what the British have
put in here in cash, in orders, to expand plangive employment and so on and
so forth?

Morgenthau: | think it is a dead turkey. | thinkwias all very good when the
airplane industry employed a few thousand peoplt| think today the thing has
changed so fast—I used that for all it was wortb g®ars ago, but | don’t think
they are interested today. | mean they read evaeyy&D millions dollars for this
plant and a hundred million dollars for this. Irtkiit is past that.

Kuhn: It has never been tofd.

Administration officials were not convinced thatitBm was as poor as it claimed
to be. On December 1, Morgenthau and Roosevelussed Britain’s financial position.
“Secretary Morgenthau said that he had anotheers&it with him showing what the
British say they have for money and also what vuektthey have. The Secretary handed
it over to the President who said ...‘Well, they ardmust—there’s lots of money
there.”*” To assuage his concerns that Britain was holdiagkb“the Secretary has
purposely taken the position of pushing the Briisifar as possible. That is, he wanted it
to be known that he was calling upon them to puthfdheir best efforts and was
demanding from them a frank and full expressiontlddir financial and economic
situation.”® Thus, Morgenthau encouraged Britain to liquiddsehioldings in dollars,
particularly securities and direct investments, the Western Hemisphef&.
Unfortunately, this aim was difficult to accomplisthe autumn of 1940 was a poor time

to sell investments except for pennies on the dodla the markets were depressed by

46 Transcript of a meeting at the Treasury Depart@ahversation extract between Ferdinand Kuhn and
Henry Morgenthau. January 13, 1941. The Henry Muttggeu DiariesPart 1. Reel 34.

47 Notes on a meeting at the White House with theiBeat. December 1, 1940. The Henry Morgenthau
Diaries. Part Il. Reel 30.

48 From Mr. Cochran to Morgenthau. Treasury Officeetdepartmental Communication. December 12,
1940. The Henry Morgenthau Diaries. Part Il. Reel 3

49 Report of a conference between the British and Ur&asury Officials. November 2, 1940. NARA. RG
59, Entry 360, Box 20.
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Hitler's successes and worries about a Republicetory in the election. Morgenthau
also was confused by the heavy British investmenhsurance companies, which had
large paper values that were inextricably linkedhwir London based headquarters and
could not be sold to American investors because there too interwoven with
international programmes. Morgenthau warned thdidBrithat they must be very
obviously—and publicly—at the bottom of the barrel.

The President had this attitude too because hepwesent when the President
spoke to Sir Frederick Phillips about the Argentseeurities and about the slow
rate at which the British were liquidating them... TBecretary returned to his
theme about the need really for the British to d@ivn to the bottom of their
resources before they asked for our help. He sakhkw the British had in this
country numerous substantial direct investmentshwvttiere had been no serious
effort to liquidate, although it would be possibtedo sc®

Britain’s huge financial influence in Argentina, particular, had long been a source of
envy to the commercially and Monroe Doctrine mindederican officials. In a sense,
however, this pressure indicated that the U.S. pl@sning a concrete financing scheme,
and anticipating the public relations steps thatilkde necessary to effect it.

Armand Hammer, an eccentric Republican businessamdradviser to Roosevelt,
thought along the lines of Morgenthau, or perhdyes dther way around, though even
more ambitiously in favour of America. He urged tReesident to create a panel that
would determine the value of all British investneem the Western Hemisphere, and
how they might be sold or used as collateral. Titiesa was benign enough. He then
added, ominously, “What are the factors to be aw®rsid in connection with the various

proposals to acquire possessions in the Westerridghere from Great Britain in return

50 Report of a conference between the British and Ur&asury Officials. November 2, 1940. NARA. RG
59, Entry 360, Box 20.
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for all possible financial help? Trading bases for 50 obsolete destroyers had been
expensive enough; to exchange larger swathes @ntipere for planes that were not built
would be another matter.

With Roosevelt's reelection on November 5, 194% toment of reckoning
arrived for Britain and America. The election vigtpalong with huge majorities in the
House and Senate for Roosevelt's Democrats, retleam implicit shift in public opinion
toward helping Britain, but Americans were not neéat actions that risked war. As the
New York Timesvrote, Americans “are facing calmly the dark abgssl have girded
spirit and arm beyond what seemed possible tol&epsg democracy of 1939. They are
facing it calmly, but they have not apparently atwared their resolution neither to be
pushed nor descend into it if they can safely kdegir footing on the rim3® Many
Americans wanted to have it both ways.

Roosevelt's administration had to satisfy contremic American desires by
finding a way to aid Britain while convincing theilgic that Britain was broke and the
U.S. never would enter the war. The answer strumbsBvelt in early December while on
a fishing trip to Florida and, according to hissdet advisor, Harry Hopkins, without any
outside advic&® This idea was the kernel of the Lend-Lease systemsolve the
financial problem by removing the dollar sign frdnitish war purchases. This meant
that the U.S. Government would take responsibibtyfinancing British purchases, and

indicated that Roosevelt had come to believe Britaas approaching bankruptcy. He

51 Memorandum by Armand Hammer. November 28, 194@R Eibrary. FDR Official Files 48, Box 2.
52 Krock, Arthur. “Will we Stay Out?The New York Timedanuary 12, 1941. Page SM3.
53 Sherwood, RoberRoosevelt and Hopkins an Intimate Histdfarper: New York, 1948. Pp. 224-225.
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was not sure about the finer points of the programon how to get it through Congress,
but he knew his mandate, his opportunities, andimgs. He would first need to win
over public opinion, which would require convincipgof that Britain was broke.

While the President and Hopkins were fishing, Matbau, Stimson and their
staffs met several times to discuss Britain’s detating financial position. They were
not aware of Roosevelt’'s imminent epiphany and Bbug develop a programme to
finance British purchases which might be able tespg@ongress.

No great power engaged in a life or death strubgke been more dependent on
benevolent and drastic action by a non-belligecenintry than Great Britain is
now dependent on action by the United States. Wiilly, the United States
holds one end of the Scales of Fate on which bakapoecariously the future of
the British Empire. This is, of course, well undeasl by the ruling group in
Great Britain (though not by the British people aswhole). The British
Government is aware that it is not in a positiorésist quid pro quo demands
from the United States. Concessions by the Bri@&lvernment in connection
with financing British supply requirements in theitéd States will ultimately be
accorded, though in some cases reluctantly, foBtitesh are not ready givers
and they are even now conscious of post war paljteconomic and strategic
implications of a drastic liquidation of British erseas assets. But the fact
remains that they will in the last analysis stand deliver>*

At another meeting Stimson noted with understaténtbat “On a blackboard the
Treasury had chalked up the resources of the BriB®vernment as they had been
revealed by the British... They were rather discourggiThe orders of the British wanted
in all over 5 billions of dollars and their availalyesources as revealed by themselves are
considerably smaller than this amotiit.

Some on Morgenthau’s staff felt that the Britishrevléiiding assets. “After one

year of war [at August 13, 1940] British Empire diags of gold, balances, and readily

54 Report for the Treasury by R.L. Buttersworth. Daber 13, 1940. The Henry Morgenthau Diaries. Part
Il. Reel 32.
55 Entry of December 10, 1940. Henry Stimson Diarieel 6.
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marketable American securities may be estimatezsbatewhat around $4,000,000,000,
or nearly $1,500,000,000 below the level at thet sththe war.®® The very high—and
inaccurate—figure meant that “the resources whiehevavailable to the British Empire
for its essential purchases abroad at the endsbfAagust can hardly last beyond the
early part of 19425 Stimson dismissed this suggestion as baselesmgadit is not at
all unlikely that they may feel shy about revealingakness in so large an audience as
we had and with the possibility of leaks as to theakness getting back to the enertiy.”
Morgenthau wanted to know, if the U.S. acceptedidriorders, that, in the event they
could not pay and the U.S. repossessed the musijtitvese would benefit the U.S.
military. Stimson hurriedly assured that they wouldiready we have been delaying
over these negotiations for two months and theyrelesfixed time for the munitions to
be ready.%

Just a week later, on December 16, 1940, the gdiplally were informed of
Britain’s dire financial status when Eleanor Roadeand Henry Morgenthau addressed
the matter. Mrs. Roosevelt let it be known that stygported giving gifts to Britain in the
form of cash or whatever else was neefethis view prompted reporters to pressure

Morgenthau for information. When asked directl\Biitain had requested a loan at any

56 Federal Reserve of New York report by L.W. KnokeMorgenthau. December 12, 1940. The Henry
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57 Federal Reserve of New York report by L.W. KnokeMorgenthau. December 12, 1940. The Henry
Morgenthau Diaries. Part Il. Reel 32.

58 Entry of December 10, 1940. Henry Stimson Diarieel 6.

59 Entry of December 10, 1940. Henry Stimson Diaritsel 6.

80 “The International Situationklew York TimesDec 17, 1940. P. 1.

32



time over the last week, Morgenthau replied that Wwatch had stoppéd.This flip
answer satisfied reporters for several minutesi| one guessed what it really meant;
“Going back to this clock business, it was prettyrfy, but it was also pretty serious. Our
inescapable conclusion is that they have askedh flwan.®? This revelation led to a
barrage of questions about whether Morgenthau plnto sneak something by
Congress, or if Britain would be stripped of Caghh territories before aid was
rendered. The point that came through was thaaiBriteeded aid®

This led, the following day, to Roosevelt's famdine-hose speech which defined
the concept of Lend-Lease. In addition to the wethembered fire-fighting analogy
were several other statements that suggested andeisianding of Britain’s finances.
Roosevelt stated that the British “have plenty>afteange, you know. There doesn't seem
to be very much of a problem about payment fortawgsorders, but there might be a
problem about paying for additions to those ordmrsor replacement of those orders
now."* While that statement may have been meant to akmgcerns about a British
default, nothing suggests that this was a motivatiather, it appears to have been stated
and taken as a fact. The speech aimed to prepdiiec mpinion for aid to Britain.
Roosevelt had concocted a scheme just odd enoughotade an opening salvo in a

public opinion contest with the isolationists inrgoess.

81 Transcript of a Press Conference by MorgenthageBwer 16, 1940. FDR Library. FDR Official Files
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To make the sale, Roosevelt emphasised how the-Lease system would be to
America’s advantage. British orders were “a trenoersdasset to American national
defense; because they automatically create additifatilities. | am talking selfishly,
from the American point of view--nothing else. Téfeare, from the selfish point of view,
that production must be encouraged by us.” The gbhis new system was “to eliminate
the dollar sign. That is something brand new inttieights of practically everybody in
this room, | think--get rid of the silly, foolishld dollar sign.®> This novel argument,
which went against both the Johnson and NeutrAlitg, threw the isolationists off long
enough to give Roosevelt a head start.

Administration officials were thrilled by the résiof the speech. “The scheme is
universally praised, nearly all [press] commentpleasizing the fact that the statement
revealed a determined effort for speeding up prodo@s the primary problem eclipsing
any technical considerations of finance or foregnhange # Stimson found the idea to
be “a clever scheme and may be useful and maywsey af getting through the authority
through Congress quicker than it would be to tatkkething head on by an attempted
repeal of the Johnson Act”

A great speech does not guarantee the passagéanf however, and the War
Department prepared for a British bankruptcy. ¥ fRill failed in Congress, Britain
really was out of gold and dollar resources. Bniiability to place new firm orders in

the U.S. already had been suspended by Morgenth@atober. Stimson was not pleased

55 “Franklin Roosevelt’s Press Conference.” Decenifferl940. Accessed on October 3, 2013 at
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at this decision, though it was out of his aregppArently the British had been forbidden
by the Treasury Department quite a long time ag&dtober last, to place any orders at
a time when it appeared that they did not haverasgurces themselves to do more than
pay for the orders they already had in. If thiallswed to drag on, why it will mean that
there will be a big lag in the final deliveriestjas the time when they need them md&8t.”
The failure of the Bill would extend this suspemsiavhich risked a major slowdown in
U.S. production, with the potential for layoffs. &wv with a successful passage,
Morgenthau’s delay still would hurt British delives “because it will take at least six
weeks before we can get the Bill of the Presiderdugh.®® Here, the War Department
stepped in, commanding that orders be placed & @nc many critical Ordinance and
Air Corps items in order to have on hand or in psscof manufacture materials to meet
our own and known British requirement8.’Anticipating resistance from Morgenthau,
Stimson added, “These items will be useful to oum if not made available to the
British.””* This act proved the truth of Britain’s assumpttbat the U.S. would follow
through on unfunded British orders, though had Ekedse failed in Congress, Britain
probably would not have received the planes, dmyUu.S. Army Air Corps.

Part of the widespread overestimation of Britaiwsalth in America stemmed
from a Federal Reserve study of 1939 which fourad Britain had $7.5 billion in gold

and dollars at the beginning of the war. When Cesgdebated the Lend-Lease Bill, the
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New York Timepromoted a fantastic version of British financ&dess helpful or more
misleading article is hard to conceive. Addinghe Federal Reserve’s estimate of $7.5
billion, the Times guessed that U.S. trade and (mostly South Afriagmil mining
provided Britain an additional $2.5 billion in 1948aving already spent $2.6 billion on
arms from the U.S., this left $7.4 billion in godohd U.S. dollars at the beginning of
1941. Britain, however, would have to spend $3lbhiin 1941, leaving it $4 billion for
1942 and beyoné. This article appeared just after the British Cabimad been reduced
to debating the requisitioning of wedding rindsLo make matters worse, thiew York
Timeswas not an isolationist rag aiming to undermingpsutt for Britain, but a neutral
paper which explained that not all of Britain’s vaglions were easily convertible into
cash./4

The seven billion dollar figure was not limited tbe Times. It reflected a
widespread belief that the clever British were hwadout. In a press conference on
January 13, Morgenthau was pressed on the mathter,new Federal Reserve bulletin
had a seven billion dollar resources figure whioln ynay have seen written about in the
papers quite a lot; and while they had warned agaionsidering this as free money, still
the impression got out fairly generally that thetiBin had a good many more resources
than they had been claimin@’Morgenthau replied that he “didn’t want to geuitibat.”

Yet, reporters remembered he had mentioned in &sé that Britain must liquidate its
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resources before it could get credit, of which thporters reminded him. The gross
overestimates of British wealth forced Morgenthaw a difficult spot, needing to
demonstrate British poverty, yet to prove that &ntwas less wealthy than assumed
would hurt British finances. The reporters alsospesl Morgenthau about money that
Britain had squirreled away in Latin America andetiter those assets would need to be
sold too. Collateral was another suggestion putatdwMorgenthad® All of these
guestions reflected and shaped public attitudestaBotish wealth, wile, and protecting
America’s ‘investment’ in aid to the United Kingdom

Also on January 13, the U.S. Treasury worked ounhymaf the different
assumptions about Britain’s position and how begpdss the Lend-Lease bill. Closely
tied in to Lend-Lease was British morale, which mamerican officials
underestimated. Ferdinand Kuhn, of the Office ofrW&dormation, warned that the
British:

Are confident that they will survive and stand tvin the end, if we really
make ourselves the arsenal of the democracieshiasbill would have us
do...The British have told me repeatedly that theyehanother need fully as
urgent, fully as desperate as their need for thapams of war. This is the
assurance that they can get the flow of future kegppvithout which they cannot
continue this war. | can tell you gentlemen, quitdiverately [sic] and quite
solemnly, that unless the British can have suchrasse, they will have to make
peacé.

Harry Dexter White, senior Treasury Department ¢Hfi and later architect of the
International Monetary Fund and the World Bankpalsubted Britain’s resolve. “The

statement that they are going to be all out of §uniiat they practically have no cash

¢ Transcript of a press conference by Morgenthanuaiy 13, 1941. FDR Library. Morgenthau Papers.
Treasury Department Papers, Box 612.
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now, no gold left—I don’t know what the moral effex that would be. It might be quite
dispiriting with this new group demanding an endhe war on the left and on the right
wanting to appease therf#'Morgenthau treated both men with a dose of petised|f
half the story is true about their morale, thenfewt that they are busted | don't think is
going to make them quit anymore—if those fellowsldogo through Dunkirk and then
face the Germans with nothing, the way they didiioee to six months, | think they can
go through this thing, only knowing that they acéng to get it from here!®

White also continued to doubt Britain’s claims avprty. “l am positive they
have got adequate assets which they can liquid&ey knew what they were getting
into a long time ago. They must be amply prepalfetthey are really up against it, they
can borrow from their dominions, from Canada, tbey dicker with the Belgians and
borrow from them—I don’t see on what grounds yoausti give yourself one moments
concern as to how they raise the money that isssacg in the next six or eight weeks. It
is the British Empire after alf® Morgenthau seemed ambivalent on this matter, and
doubted his ability to convince others that Britaias as badly off as it claimed to be. I
think that if you paint the picture as bad as,inisbody is going to believe it. | have done
that on the hill before...I have told them what tledidt was going to be, and things like

that, and they said, ‘oh, Morgenthau, he is so.bHesalways says it is much worse. It

8 Transcript of a meeting at the Treasury Departm@amment by Harry Dexter White. January 13, 1941.
The Henry Morgenthau Diaries. Part Il. Reel 34.

7® Transcript of a meeting at the Treasury Departo@amment by Morgenthau. January 13, 1941. The
Henry Morgenthau Diaries. Part Il. Reel 34.

80 Transcript of a meeting at the Treasury Departo@amment by Harry Dexter White. January 13, 1941.
The Henry Morgenthau Diaries. Part Il. Reel 34.

38



can't be that bad.?* The only way to convince people was to broadsient “I think
you have got to shock the American people into fiaet that England is busted
financially, as far as cash goes, and then the @ssdias got to decide...do we or don’t
we.”®2 White continued to argue that Britain was hidinfpune, “I don’t think anybody
would believe it. Moreover, | think we have gotdstinguish between what they claim
and what we know, because this is what they saylods seem unusually low. There are
several—there is anywhere from half a billion tbiion dollars you just can’t account
for.”83 Morgenthau persevered and readied himself tdfydsgfore Congress.

On January 16, the eve of his testimony to Congriksgenthau released a
balance sheet of Britain’s dollar position, atteimpto dispel the impression that billions
of dollars remained hidden away. The sheet listeltaxid and gold valued at $1.775
billion. Reporters, thinking that this figure exdkd the Empire, asked about dollars in
that hoard. He was blunt in his reply, “you have geerything that | have got. There
aren’t any other dollars®* Even this statement did not satisfy reporters, wtinued to
intimate that Britain must have money hidden elseh and to wonder why
Morgenthau’s figures differed so much from otherSU.Government estimates.
Exasperated, he offered a longer explanation:

Whenever anybody is making estimates when theytdoawe access to the
British Treasury, a great many of the figures watpped being published as of
September 3, 1939, when the war broke out, sohheg sat down and projected

81 Transcript of a meeting at the Treasury Departor@amment by Morgenthau. January 13, 1941. The
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these figures...| mean, we have been studying thisgtltontinuously for
years...there may possibly be a discrepancy of seheradred million dollars
where the transactions run into billions, but om ¢ime hand, we are using official
figures furnished us by the British Treasury, anehht to say in my seven years
of dealing with them | have never known them toegime—to mislead me on
figures...It was an estimate, and that might varysbyeral billion dollars from
being accurate. | mean, | might perfectly well legesal billion high or too low
in my estimates of what their assets are in sggoinside of the United Stat®s.

The fact that out of 7 billion Morgenthau might d# by “several” billion dollars must
have been a shock in itself.

Making public this information had its risks. Ssan explained the delicate
balance the Administration had to walk in winningbpc support for financial aid to
Britain. America must “steer between sufficient ambof scaring our own people to
make them work and too much scaring, which mightralthe British and discourage
them in regard to their defence. He said he apaietiit and [Halifax] intimated that he
had been a little troubled by Morgenthau’s pesdimeccount yesterday of the finances
of Great Britain and feared its effect upon thetighi people.?®

The press could not believe that Britain had uspditsi gold and dollars so
quickly. Morgenthau had Harry Dexter White answame specific technical questions.
When White was asked where Britain might have hiddeme gold, he answered in
exasperated detail:

Look, the British Government had to meet—had teeaiollars for the following
reasons. It had to raise dollars for the goodsBtigsh Purchasing Mission,
armaments and what not, had purchased here. Itohaget dollar payments for
plant expansion and advance payments, which wemne sidstantial, which it
had to pay here. It had to meet dollar paymentsHfermerchandise, foodstuffs,
iron and steel products, which they did not buytigh the purchasing mission.
It had to meet dollars here for the withdrawal oflal balances by Americans

85 Transcript of a press conference by Morgenthanuaiy 16, 1941. FDR Library. Morgenthau Papers.
Treasury Department Papers, Box 612.
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which they had permitted right along. It had to maellars in order to pay for
the goods that they buy all over the world whichytthave to pay in dollars.
They had to meet the dollars for some amount eél evasion or withdrawal of
funds which they couldn’t prevent...Does that explaimat happened?

This explanation reveals the Treasury’s determomato press for passage of the Lend-
Lease Bill, and its difficulties in convincing a lgic which shared the Treasury’s own
recent skepticism that Britain did not have a Sestiash.

These issues explain Morgenthau’s decision pubjidal make a spectacle of
Britain’s poverty during the debate about the Lémase Bill. Morgenthau’s testimony to
Congress was a thunderbolt to the American puaiid, particularly the financial writing
staff at theNew York Timed\ot only were previous assumptions about Britafiriances
inaccurate, they were catastrophically so. Morgamtinformed Congress that Britain
had, in January 1941, not the $7.4 billion suppdsetheTimes but just $1.775 billion,
less than a quarter of the supposed original tétathermore, much of that figure either
was difficult or impossible to liquidate, and ifldan a hurry would garner rather less
than $1.775 billion. As of January 1, 1941, Brithiad in liquid gold and dollars only
$259 million, against obligations for 1941 of ov&3 billion. Morgenthau’s testimony
was effective. Thélimesconcluded that “If ever cold statistics spoke wallbbquence,
these figures do. The message they carry is th&tiBhas reached the end of her rope as
far as unaided purchases of war materials in thtetrStates are concernet.internal
Treasury Department analysis found public opinidmftiag, though not entirely

convinced of British honesty. “Many editorial wmigeremain unconvinced that Great
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Treasury Department Papers, Box 612.
88 “Britain’s Financial Position. The New York Timeganuary 17, 1941. P. 16.

41



Britain is genuinely at the end of her dollar reses. There is exceedingly widespread
expression of uneasiness as to the financial coles®egs to this country of continued
deficit financing on the scale necessary to mainthe British war effort.” On the other
hand, “if there is reluctance to acknowledge thaglgnd can be bankrupt, there is at
least an awakening recognition that the EngliskeHzeen making great sacrificé8.The
same could be said of the Treasury.

On January 18 Stimson and Secretary of Commercee Jdsnes called
Morgenthau to find out why he continued to blocktiBn purchases, even of items the
War Department also wanted. In this heated argurttemtDepartments of War and
Commerce fought for aid to Britain, and Morgentlieated the matter as a budgetary
problem.

Jesse Jones: | was wondering why you couldn’t a[Britain] to go ahead and

place these orders. | think it's wrong to let themmple—I don’t think they

\é\:gtrjlltd do it—place orders with American manufactsr@hen the money isn't in

Morgenthau: Because they say they haven't got theemand they're not going
to hypothecate in this situation.

Jones: Afraid you've got a higher opinion of thdran I've got...

Morgenthau: | thought you were pleading with me.

Jones: | certainly am not! To hell with it. | wamlthelp if | can and | thought I'd
found some way that you could help and if you deveint to do it, that's up to

you...I'm expected to violate the law and I'm notgito do it.

Morgenthau: Well, let me put it the other way ambun If this was your
responsibility, would you do it?

Jones: | would in a minute. Certainly would.

89 Memorandum by Alan Barth of the Treasury DepartimEabruary 14, 1941. NARA. RG 56, Entry 198,
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Morgenthau: You would?

Jones: Absolutely! And if | were Phillips and heldlt do it, I'd fire him and get
another secretary—if | were the British. These peare fighting for their
lives®

Jones’ last line reminded Morgenthau that he wasdirte with a matter beyond dollar
signs, and his attitude toward Britain’s plight wead.

Public opinion, however, was not moving as quicktyBritain needed. The slow
pace of changing American views was reflected imgfess, with delays in the passage
of Lend Lease. These extra weeks of debate fuathBritish difficulties. Britain had so
few liquid dollars that it had to borrow them froBanad&! On January 27, Hopkins
reassured Churchill that “The President feels \vamyfident about the Bill. He believes it
will pass somewhere between thé"Zhd the end of February. He also wires me that he
is making some adjustments through our Federal ingn8lgency which should prevent
undue delays in placing immediate orders. He semdsvery warmest personal
regards.®? Churchill even intervened directly with Roosevel:

We are deeply grateful for all your understandifighe problems which will be
thrown up in the interval before Congress approwes proposals. It is not only
a question of total amounts but of how we areu® through a period which may
extend to February ¥5What would be the effect upon the world situatiiowe
had to default in payments to your contractors Wwhee their workmen to pay?
The idea that in the interval we shall either heoveefault or be stripped bare of
our last resources is full of danger and causgsafsund anxiety. | feel sure this
will be ever in your thought$.

% Transcript of a phone call between Stimson andgdiethau. January 18, 1941. The Henry Morgenthau
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Shifting public sentiment and large Democratic mégs meant that passage of
the Bill appeared likely. This led Britain to hopeat the Act might include its massive
dollar commitments through 1941. The Treasury ahlife U.S. counterpart to ask for
relief:

On present information it looks as if our liquidsoeirces will be practically
exhausted early in March. Further, we shall havertoide in the year following
the passage of the Lease-Lend Bill for the remaindé our existing
commitments...We cannot liquidate our assets asdaspur liabilities under
existing commitments become due...We, therefore, estgthat the possibility
should be considered of an appropriation enabliveg Rresident to take over
existing contracts...If this can be done it might pstin a position also, by
temporary operations, to overcome the temporarly déficulties of the interim
situation.®*

When making this request, Britain hoped to presana then rebuild enough dollar and
gold deposits to protect the viability of the Stegl Area, avoid default and to increase
U.S. production at maximum speed. Not only was dris request denied, but
Morgenthau was not yet confident that public opiniiolly accepted that Britain deserved
Lend-Lease.

A final casualty in the effort to demonstrate Bits need for credit was the
American Viscose Corporation, which was publichenched from its British owners as
the Lend-Lease Bill was debated. This sale wasinedgpby Morgenthau, who told
Ferdinand Kuhn at the Office of War Informationwobnder if the English couldn’t find
some way of getting out more publicity about theaficial and economic sacrifices
which they are making. | think it would be very el if they could.®® The sale,

concluded just after the Lend-Lease Act was sidneBresident Roosevelt, was featured

%4 From the British Supply Council to the US Treastfgbruary 12, 1941. FDR Library. Henry
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on the front page of thdew York Timedt crowed that Britain had sold for $40 million a
company valued at $100 millidh,allegedly the first of many such sales to pay for
munitions purchases in the U.S. Such displays wetended to smooth the
implementation of the Lend-Lease Bill and to coreirskeptics that Britain was paying
for its war. Britain had not been keen to take sadbss, but its hand was forced: “Finally
matters reached the point when Mr. Morgenthau ucstid Halifax that progress must be
shown [on British sales of direct investments ia thS.] immediately by the sale of at
least one substantial direct investment. The rega# that in spite of all the difficulties
which had been conjured up previously, the Britigere able to sell the American
Viscose Company (subsidiary of Cortaulds) at theé ehlast week®” The Economist
responded to the news as cheerfully as possilleisg thus:

The fact that the passage of the Aid for Democracty(nee Lend and Lease) has
not absolved the British Treasury from the necgssitincreasing its supply of
dollars by every possible means has been emphgtigadierlined by the news
that the holding of shares in the American Visc@arporation, owned by
Courtaulds Ltd., has been sold on behalf of thastiey to an American syndicate
who are to make a public issue of the shares. AxmerViscose is one of the
earliest and most successful examples of diredisBrenterprise in American
industry and, however good the monetary bargakrethvill be a great deal of
sympathy with Courtaulds over the loss of theildthit is, indeed, a sad event,
though not one that is to be regretted, sincerntamat a most appropriate hour to
demonstrate that Great Britain is still ready facrifices of any kind to provide
the sinews of wat®

This scene served its purpose, as the Americarngwithessed a public divestiture of a
British owned American direct investment. Britaiopled to limit the damage to this one

company. Canadians, observing from the sidelinestied that “there will have to be a

9% “American Viscose is Sold by Britain to Bankersrelé New York TimesMarch 17, 1941. P. 1.

97 Report on Visit to Washington by Clifford Clarknderline in the original. March 21, 1941. LAC RG
19, Vol. 3971.
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showdown on this matter unless public opinion cleangery rapidly and makes possible
a complete change in the present policy of theddn@tates administration which seems
determined to strip the British of all their assietshe United States”® The lesson was
not lost on Ottawa.

The sale proved educational to Americans. As a Igrartment analysis noted:

The confusion of editorial thinking has seldom béetier revealed than in the
reaction to the British sale of the American Vised@3orporation. Newspapers
which had been clamoring for the liquidation oftiBh holdings in this country
were suddenly sobered by a concrete instance ot Wiey demanded. The
disposal of this direct investment was widely appkd as evidence of Britain’s
willingness to go all-out in her own defense. loyided an answer to the
guerulous critics who have insisted that America Waing swindled into paying
for Britain’s war. At the same time, however, ibased fears for the financial
future of the British and strengthened the sentinfen dealing with them
generously. A number of editorials advance the ghouthat a wholly
impoverished Britain is not likely to be a substantustomer for American
goods when the war is over and may, indeed, bectmajgh the necessity to
barter, a dangerous competitor. Paradoxically, ireasury Department, but a
short while ago accused of pampering the Britist aanniving to ease their
financial problems, is now cast in the role of tifjeted banker. The press and
public are learning to be gentf&.

If Morgenthau’s aim was to use the forced salenefAmerican Viscose Company to win
over moderates, look tough, and silence the iswidis, it succeeded brilliantly. He also
secured the U.S. a good deal on a successfullBdtipany.

The Administration’s main goals throughout this ipéy like those of many
Americans, were threefold: to keep Britain in tharwto delay America’s entry; and to
make money. Yet even to reach this point had takemuous efforts. While still basking

in victory after the passage of the Lend-Lease #wt, Administration knew that the

% Report on Visit to Washington by Clifford Clark.avth 21, 1941. LAC RG 19, Vol. 3971.
100 Memorandum on the first reactions to Lend-Leaser&ary of War's Top Secret Safe Files. March 21,
1941. NARA. RG 107, Entry 74A, Box 9.

46



opponents of British aid—or any defensive preparsi—were not beaten. As the
Treasury noted:

[The] very anxiety for national unity eloguentlysdioses the absence of it...the
fight against effective aid to Britain will certdyncontinue. Henceforth, however,
it will be in the hands of the strong-stomached|-ffadged isolationists, the
fanatic fringe...John L. Lewis is reported to be reanol lead the left-wing of
labor into a national political alliance of crackpolt is necessary to understand
the character of this opposition to appreciate enace it presents. It has
achieved now a certain degree of homogeneity, digtinct fascist implications.
Most of the leaders bear one or more of the hakmaf fascism: opposition to
labor, anti-Semitism, rampant nationalism and tesi to all organized
community efforts to improve social circumstancé&sen the ‘respectable’
supporters—the men who chipped in the funds tonfirathe America First
movement—bear a curious resemblance to the indlistrjroup which financed
Hitler's rise to power...The fanatics of the rightdaeft are not at opposite ends
of a straight line; they are merely the tail enflasdoop and have now joined
hands to complete the circf¥.

Furthermore, the meaning of keeping Britain in fight, as the Administration
believed it had done, was clear: “The Bill was ofise of an unprecedented measure but
it was at the same time an act of magnificent seglithat it ended the old folly of
remaining shackled by rules which the potentialngiee of the country would not
recognize.” The President had solved this problamleadership had “virtually made the
warring democracies an expeditionary force of aauntry of which we were the base
and supply of munitions'®?

British policy, by necessity, rested on three leapfaith: gold and dollars would
last until the American political situation stabédd (and produced a friendlier attitude
toward Britain); the U.S. would provide some typecoedit at or before the day of

financial reckoning; and American production wouldliver weapons in time to stop

101 “Eyolution of the Minority” Treasury Departmenttérnal Analysis. March 14, 1941. NARA. RG 56,
Entry 198, Box 196.
102 Entry of March 17, 1941. Henry Stimson DiarieseR&
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Hitler's relentless advances. To a large degrdepfathese leaps fell short. Gold and
dollars ran out before the President’s inauguratioecessitating substantial British
borrowing from Canada. U.S. credit was not forthcgnagain necessitating Canadian
loans, and a major rejiggering of U.S. Army Air E®icontracts to ensure that factories in
the winter of 1941 did not stop production. Finalproduction delays continued into
1942, affecting the British Empire directly on thattlefield, and indirectly when it had to
handle late American deliveries to the Soviet Unibhese failures eventually played a

role in British setbacks around the world.
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Chapter Il
The Anglo-U.S.-Canada Relationship and Canadiaededdence

Britain’s gold and dollar crisis had a final victim the form of its economic
relationship with Canada. When Canada declared avaiGermany in September
1939, it acted as an independent nation for th&t fime in its history. But what
Canadian ‘independence’ meant in practice was tedrcto Britain or to Canada.
Canada remained part of the British Empire as a iDmm within the
Commonwealth. Its government departments were sarall inexperienced, though
often staffed with able men. To its south the Aman behemoth, integral to the
Canadian economy, was neutral in the war and ostriin its relations with a
belligerent. As Britain’s continental allies fello t Germany, the war became
increasingly an Empire effort. Yet by the end o#Q9Britain was nearly bankrupt
and the U.S., the chief beneficiary of British sgeg, was preparing to give Britain a
credit card with no spending limit: Lend-Lease. Spresented Canada with a stark
choice; it could sign up to Lend-Lease, and so aommise its economic sovereignty
to the U.S. during and after the war; or it coutdd British orders, damaging the
Canadian economy and undermining political stapititiring a time of war. Prime
Minister W.L. Mackenzie King and his government aleal these dangers by creating
a third option.

The Hyde Park Agreement of April 20, 1941 was aituy point in Canada’s
trilateral relationship with the United States a@deat Britain. The Agreement was

primarily the product of the imaginations of Macken King, Minister of Munitions
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and Supply C.D. Howe, and Deputy Minister of Finar@ifford Clark, who cleverly
turned a confusing economic crisis into an oppatyumhe King government sought
to achieve a balance in its relations between Briend the U.S. and went far to
achieve that outcome. This goal fit a broader Camag@olicy of independence from
the Imperial goliath that dominated Canada’s ecanand cultural life, and the other
monster to the South that threatened to take dusrrole; Canada sought a moderate
commitment to its Allies and a limited liability iany war. King and his ministers, at
the height of war, wove together skillful diplomaddritish goodwill, and American
flexibility to achieve an economic and diplomatictery at Hyde Park. The skill and
assertiveness which Canada displayed in this psosesprised the British and
strengthened Canada’s position vis-a-vis the Un8t&des. It also produced increased
prosperity and stability for Canada, at the expesfdritain.

While the expanding Canadian-American relationsthiping the late 1930s
and the first two years of the Second World War teaeived attention from Canadian
historians, British and American scholars havedarggnored the matter. The British
Official Histories ignore Canada, apart from speaihilitary matters. So too, Churchill
in his memoirs. One of the few British authors tl@ss this issue was a member of
Britain’s economic negotiating team in the U8 Seeking to explain how, in J. L.
Granatstein’s words, “Canada was forced into thmsaof the U.S”, historians have

tended to interpret any examples of increased Ganalimerican co-operation as

103 See Opie Redvers. “Anglo-American Economic Retetiim War-time."Oxford Economic Paperslew
Series, 9:2 (1957).
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evidence of a fast, accelerating and inevitable entovthe American spher®* James
Eayrs, for example, portrayed the relationship eemvKing and Roosevelt in almost
comical colours, with King the younger brother admg his bigger sibling Franklin
Roosevelt® Even more recent work accepts the inevitabilityGe#nada’s passage
from one power to another. For instance, Stephemd&band John Herd Thomson
contend that King made the best of his circumstarase doubts that any other prime
minister could have done better: “the restructunhghe U.S. Canadian relationship was
more the product of historical circumstance thawats of strengths or deficiencies in
King’'s or Roosevelt’s personal character.” Theyaode their analysis of Hyde Park by
asking, “And what safer place could there have led®41 than in America’s arms?®
These views of Canada’s relationship with the WAI®. not entirely accurate. Canada
had a more active—and thoughtful—role in this psscethan generally

acknowledged, and the country’s leadership was astinept, helpless, or pro-

104 The historiography has been shaped by a natidiegiaradigm in Canada, and a tendency to view
effects as stemming either from inevitability, ocompetence, by Canada’s leaders from 1936-194el. Th
history generally has been addressed from two raagies. The first, characterized by works such as
George Grant'dament for a Natiomecognizes an active Canadian (i.e. Liberal) rolés economic
realignment with the U.S., but from a damning petjve, exemplified by W. L. Morton’s claim that
because of Mackenzie King’s policies, Canada was fsw irradiated by the American presence that it
sickens and threatens to dissolve in cancerougslif@anadian Historical Review5:4, 1964. pp. 320-
321) A second view holds, for varying reasons whtighically are overdetermined, that Canada had
no choice but to cozy up to the U.S. because Briteas weak. Jack Granatstein, perhaps the most
significant contributor to the historiography ofr@alian diplomacy during the war, has a short book
whose title,How Britain’'s Weakness Forced Canada into the Aofrthie United Stategxpresses this
sentiment. C.P. Stacey, the official historiantef Canadian Army in the Second World also emphdsize
British impotence. Ed. Stacey, CHistorical Documents of Canada. Volume V: The Aftg/ar and
Peace, 1914-194%ew York: St. Martin’'s Press, 1972. And StaceyR.@rms, Men, and Governments:
The War Policies of Canada, 1939-19@4tawa: The Queen’s Printer for Canada, 1970. Bdtimese
Canadian paradigms view the Hyde Park Agreemeetvaence of British weakness and American
strength, with Canada playing a passive, or waide,

105cayrs, Jamedn Defense of Canada: Appeasement and Rearmaihemmto: University of Toronto,
1965. pp. 41-43. James Eayfbe Art of the Possible: Government and Foreigridydh Canada.

Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1961.
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American as historians suggest. That the U.S. aanth@a would become increasingly
linked economically during a great war is undergalidut the nature of this change,
and the way that Canada shaped it, was not prerdeted.

The trilateral Canadian/American/British econommationship during the
Great Depression shaped the exchange imbalances whecipitated the economic
crisis in 1940 that led to Hyde Park. Trade betw€anada and the United States had
been a troublesome issue since Confederation. Gapiéeh found itself subject to the
whims of American and British trade policy. Up teetlate 1930s both Britain and the
U.S. were affected by domestic policy rivalries @hipitted those who supported
free-trade liberalism against those who favouredtgmtionism. These rivalries
created instability in Canada’s economy as tarfftaild swing substantially with
changes in American and British administrations tie Canadian economic historian
Harold Innis noted in 1938, “the conflict betwedre ttwo systems has cumulative
effects.”®” These effects were increased nationalism which kamewhat
paradoxically to imperial loyalty. As a result dfi¢ process, “the instability of the
Canadian political and economic structure...increabesweakness of Canada as a
political unit in relation to Europet®® In the middle of the Depression, Canadian-
American economic relations were near their natBgpite the interrelated economies
and geographical proximity of the two countries1BB0, the U.S. passed the Smoot-

Hawley Tariff Act, raising tariffs on most imports the U.S. In 1932, the British

107 Harold Innis.Essays in Canadian Economic Histofyronto: University of Toronto Press, 1956. p.
236.
108 Harold Innis.Essays in Canadian Economic Histofyronto: University of Toronto Press, 1956. p.
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Empire retaliated with the Ottawa Agreement on IngdePreference, designed to
create a trading block large enough to overcometridge obstacles stemming from
protectionism elsewhere, the U.S. especially. Th&awa Agreement offended free-
traders like Cordell Hull, the U.S. Secretary oat8t and outraged American anti-
imperialist sentiments. Despite their seeming hyiyc these American sentiments
were not simply cant. Hull was a genuine free tradead many Americans really did
oppose imperialism and believed that their govemimaid too. Hull called the
Ottawa Agreement the “greatest injury, in a comnadreway, that has been inflicted
on this country since | have been in public offié®. Largely as a consequence of
Canada’s failure to recover economically, in 1988 government of Conservative
Prime Minister R.B. Bennett was defeated, and wgadaby Mackenzie King and the
Liberals. King sought to improve trade with the U.&s it was the only realistic way
to generate growth. However, his efforts to impr&@amnada’s relations with the U.S.
did not indicate a desire to abandon the Empireeantrace the U.S. Granatstein has
argued that the, “trade agreements in 1935 and b®8&d the two economies ever
more tightly together,” but this reflected the simpgesire to rationalize the economic
relationship of the two countrié&?

Despite King's efforts, Canada’s trade balance wille U.S. remained

negative, with a net loss in its American accouatabce of $65 milliod!! When

1091 obell, Steven. “Second Image Reversed Politicikal®'s Choice of Freer Trade or Imperial
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53



viewing trade in actual goods, reflecting the im@ movement of material and
services across a long porous border, Canada wasein worse shape vis-a-vis the
Americans, losing over $350 million during the saperiod!? American efficiency
and geographic proximity crushed the old econoralarce between Britain and Canada.
Canada’s trade with Britain, on the other handyvmted immense surpluses of $600
million from 1934-1938!2 Canada sold mostly raw materials to Britain, bineveas
Britain once would have sold Canada finished gaafdhe same value, the Americans
had seized this market. The only loser in thisntsia was Britain. The imbalance with
the U.S. represented approximately 7% of Canadi@P Gnd the British surplus
12%. In peacetime, this trilateral arrangement wamfortable for Canada, which
netted $300 million. King sought to reduce the Ghaa deficit with the U.S. through
negotiations to reduce tariffs. But the problem was urgent, offset as it was by the
Canadian surplus with Britain. The events of 19¢8at this balance, built precariously
upon Britain’s ability to finance a large bilater@éficit with Canada, and Canada’s
ability to use those profits to buy U.S. goods.

When France fell in June 1940, Britain’s U.S. doliexchange situation
lurched from strained to untenable. Already in 193Rie to U.S. isolationist
legislation, all kit purchased in America had to feed for in gold or U.S. dollars.
This rule applied indirectly to Canada, which hadbuy many components for its

British orders in the U.S. To fulfill these ordef3anada had to import large numbers
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of machine tools and advanced manufactures, suemgises, from the United States
at the same time that the latter could no longeeptpayment in sterling. Although
Canada had an overall net trade surplus in 1940a# only a paper surplus. While it
earned $463 million (CAD) in the Sterling Area,rdn a deficit of $301 million
(CAD) with the U.St** Canada’s extra pounds meant nothing in the UtS.déficit
could be paid for only with U.S. dollars or gold.hi®¢ Canada could cover this
difference through exports of raw materials to thes., and by collecting British
payments in gold, Britain could not. It hemorrhaggold and dollars through the
latter half of 1940. By year’s end Britain was rgdiroke, but to cut spending meant
risking defeat, which was out of the question. Batain could not rely purely on the
Empire or Sterling area for supplies, since it &tkhe industrial capacity of the United
States. The six month process of overcoming thesklgms from December 1940 to
May 1941 was a period of uncertainty for Canadagerd for Britain’s economy.

Unable to obtain loans from the U.S., Britain’s ynkemaining course of
action was to borrow money from Canada. These fuwaise in two forms: U.S.
dollar loans from Canada to Britain; and Britistypeents to Canada in sterling rather
than gold, an option which undermined Canada’sruese since Ottawa still had to
pay for all kit purchased from the U.S. in goldW:S. dollarst!® Britain first asked

Canada for help in December 1940, and again ifiN&we Year:
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We are (as we have always feared) facing a timeredt difficulty during the
period which must elapse before President Roosgyddtn is put into effect. It is
clear that we shall need to exhaust the last obaur gold and dollar reserves for

our needs in the U.S.A. during this period. We htherefore no option but to

appeal to the Canadian government for further teamgdielp'*®

Canada came through with another loan which boBgitain a few weeks, as it used
this money to maintain its orders in Canada. Thexess worked for the short term—
keeping Canadians employed and Britain armed—bwiag tiresome and financially
unsustainable. Furthermore, once Lend-Lease paSsedress, the situation would
change as Britain no longer would rely on Canadiams and gifts. In the short term,
it would be in Britain’s interest either to haver@ala join Lend-Lease or simply to
cut Canada out of war purchases. The only logiaaictusion the British could
envision was for Canada to join Lend-Lease, so ithebuld borrow American made
components for British orders. The Treasury urgddng the “first steps to bring the
point home to the Canadian Government so that iy be willing, at the appropriate
moment, to do everything possible to obtain sudistence from the United States of
America that Canada will be able to hold Sterlind aot to ask us for gold which we no
longer can make availablé?” Some Treasury officials viewed Canada’s emphasis o
protecting its gold reserves as evidence of paabdelf-interest at the expense of the
Allied cause. “Presumably Canada is bound to askousover a large part of our
payments in gold so long as she has to make langedJStates dollar payments for raw

materials and components required to carry outavders. Canadian government may

116addressed to the United Kingdom High CommissioneCanada (For Sir Frederick Phillips). January 3,
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not feel disposed to press very urgently for ‘Leasd Loan’ Bill to be applied to her
needs in so far as they arise from our ordé&fs.”

In Britain, theTimesnoted, “the impression here is that the point dafisien is
drawing near about Canada’s power to continue @se$ on a cash-and-carry basis.
If she cannot do so, the choice lies between a-eahich, since Canada is a
belligerent, would involve a modification of the Amican statutes—and resort to the
provisions of the Lease and Lend Aét”The Dominions Office and the Treasury
were arriving at this conclusion as well; as mushGanada hoped to avoid joining
Lend-Lease, it would have to do so or be cut ouBwfish orders in North America,
since Britain could get supplies from the Unitect8s without having to pay for
them.

Yet for long term political reasons, Ottawa wased®ined to avoid signing up
for Lend-Lease, which would transform Canada’sti@hship with the United States.
However much Roosevelt described Lend-Lease asdeading monetary value, in
practice it was a loan. Ottawa’s mandarins felt theban would have collateral, however
implicit. Much of Canada’s hesitation stemmed frohe long term implications of
accepting such a loan, particularly after the wer.Clark noted shortly after the Hyde
Park Agreement, “The course of post-war events @anow be predicted,” but “the
disruption of this relationship [vis-a-vis the U,Schanging the situation from one of

interdependence to unilateral dependence, nottsigaservience, is not something to be
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lightly entered upon, if there is any reasonablerahtive.”?® Ottawa viewed the
consequences of joining Lend-Lease as just shaxistential, and worked vigorously to
find Clark’s reasonable alternative.

Ottawa made quixotic and desperate attempts toinespending by Canadian
shoppers in the U.S., but little could be done.tles Treasury observed, “despite the
steps taken by Canada, the large munition ordexsegdlby us involve additional imports
of raw materials and component parts from the U.&m#d the fact that Canadian work
people have more wages to spend must to some é&tehto result in their buying more
goods from the U.S.AY! Believing Lend-Lease was Canada’s only real adtive,
Dominions Office officials worried not about wheth@anada would join, but if it would
be milked thoroughly by the Americans before beatigwed to do so. After all, “may
not the US demand that Canada should empty hercupboard before assistance is
given?'22 Considering Britain’s experience with the Amerisathey expected no easier
course for Canada.

The British knew that Canada was trapped betweenmbrking of the Lend-
Lease Agreement and a deep reluctance to join isoution was essential, as it
involved not only the present war effort but thesfear trilateral economic
relationship. As one worried Dominions Office offitput it, “If our extensive orders
in Canada are to be fulfilled and as we can nodongansfer gold to Canada, it seems

that Canada will have to incur debts in the U.Shen own account in order to fill our
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orders, for which she will be paid at present irlstg only.” 122 Such a situation was
unsustainable.

Canadian officials had kept in touch with their Amnan counterparts regarding
plans to grant Britain some type of credit. Whea details for Lend-Lease firmed up in
December, Graham Towers of the Bank of Canada aSke#t “to urge Phillips [at the
Treasury] to press the Americans to grant the ®ritise of some of the dollars to be
loaned to them for payments to Canada to coveeadtla portion of their Canadian
requirements??* From the start, Canada pursued alternatives tmwaorg directly from
the U.S.

When Clark went to Washington to meet Phillipsrakat month, he also visited
U.S. Undersecretary of the Treasury, D.W. Bell.tiDistful of the British, Bell asked
Clark for detailed information about Canadian andtigh finances and exchange
balances. Ominously, he asked for specific inforomaton “other Canadian assets
‘possibly convertible into U.S. dollar exchangé&®Though Clark showed no concern,
this request suggested that, as the British feahed Americans had plans to exhaust
Canadian finances in anticipation of, or as a doodifor, U.S. aid. Clark gave the
Americans all they asked for in a thirty page rémr Anglo-Canadian finances. This
report earned him a one-on-one meeting with Segretd the Treasury Henry

Morgenthau, and his trust®
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After this visit, Bell reported to the U.S. Treagwn the Canadian financial
situation. He and Harry Dexter White assured Motiganm that Canada would have
plenty of dollars and gold for the foreseeable reituMorgenthau found this claim

dubious and pressed for more information.

Morgenthau: In other words, between now and Septerhtd1, Canada will not
be in distress? They need 906 million dollars.

White: That is what they will spend.
Morgenthau: How are they going to get it?...\Wherthée peanut under this shell?

White: That is 375 million dollars which is due@anada from U.K...Here are
their assets, which presumably they will not havetich.

Morgenthau: They won't have to touch?

White: That is by September, providing England ghagsn what they owe them.

Bell: They will be good for another year.

White: They should be good for another year.

Morgenthau: All right. That is Canad.

For the next two months, as Lend-Lease moved throGgngress, the
Department of Finance paid little attention tofitencial relations with the U.S. C.D.
Howe’s Ministry of Supply, however, was busy analgzthe possible ramifications of
Lend-Lease on Canadian trade with Britain, assuntivag Canada remained outside
that system. As one of Howe’s deputies recallede ‘Wére all agreed that there was a
grave danger to the continuity of our British oglém Canada by the fact that Britain

would be able to buy in the United States on cretliéreas she would have to pay cash

127 Transcript of a meeting at the Treasury Departni@atember 16, 1940. The Henry Morgenthau
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in Canada.?® The Department played defense, obtaining Britssueances of continued
orders, arguing “This looks like the beginning dfituation which will become extremely
serious if we do not tackle the problem immediatatyl obtain a clear understanding
with Great Britain on future supplie$?®

By mid-February, with the passage of Lend-Leaseeasingly likely, Clark
told British Treasury officials that Canada wouldtrjoin unless it had no other
option. He was “very doubtful whether it would lmeGanada’s advantage to make use of
the Lend-Lease Bill. His [Clark’s] present idedascarry on while his gold lasts and then
probably sell, at least some Canadian holdings mifdd States securities before apply
[sic] for help.”*° This, however, was not merely Canada’s problemdésire to avoid
Lend-Lease, coupled with its temporarily strong remmic position, created
difficulties for Britain. As one DO official obseed, “It might not be to_Canadian
advantage to use the lease and loan bill as longeagan give her gold. But it is
undesirable for her to take gold from us if someghcan be done with the U.S.A. The
treasury will not be satisfied with thi3* Canada’s position appeared unsustainable.
When pondering Canada’s next step, the British thiwerry for Canada’s economic
fate, and annoyance that little or nothing couldlbee either to help Ottawa, or to make

it see sense.
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Britain’s ability to pressure Canada was circunizxui by economic
circumstances and the U.S. Government. At thistp8amada was subsidizing British
purchases from Canada with multiple loans. Fromustd 940 through February 1941,
Canada had provided Britain $265 million (USD) pthsee million pounds sterling?
These loans essentially kept Britain afloat withrle while Congress debated the Lend-
Lease Bill. But these were not just the productnmgnanimity, for Ottawa loaned
London money which Britain immediately spent in @da. The easiest solution for the
British, Lend-Lease, was the most unacceptableatta@a. “If Canada were to draw upon
her gold and U.S. dollar reserves and if she waildd obtain everything possible from
the U.S.A. under the Lease-Loan Bill, Canada shaeked little or no gold from us, but
could accept payment in sterling and hold sterlyadances or use it to repatriate her
sterling debt.”* This outcome was politically and economically irgible for Canada.
“The position would be radically different if Carsdike Australia, New Zealand and
India, kept her monetary and banking reserves enlis). But Canada is so closely
linked, geographically and economically, with theSIA. that this is impossible. It would
involve a change in orientation more radical thaan#&tla appears able or willing to
make.”3* Britain understood Canada’s predicament but uciaffy still pressured

Ottawa to accept what they believed was inevitabl@gin Lend-Lease.
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On February 19, Dominions Secretary, Lord Cranbopushed Britain's view
in a letter combining conciliation and veiled thieaThis cable shaped Canada’s
response to the Lend-Lease Act. Cranborne warregdttivas:

clear not only that the [Lend-Lease] Bill will priaee us with much needed
assistance for the prosecution of the war in arnmisjeraw materials and
food, but that in taking advantage of this assistativere are numerous points
at which interests of our partners in the Britislon@nonwealth will be
involved as both consumers and producers...[Canadhjner doubt have a
special interest in the use to be made by the drifimgdom Government of
the financial facilities afforded by the Bill, anthe distribution of our
purchases between Canada and the United Sfétes.

It is unclear whether Cranborne intended to ofteshsa strong message; his Lordship
may simply have been unaccustomed to communicatith the Dominions as
equals.

Cranborne, however, knew munitions orders wergimgry concern for the
King government. The “interests of Canada are veych in our minds,” added
Cranborne, “it will be our constant aim to proceedhe closest and most harmonious
co-operation with the Canadian Government.” Yetri@@da's position as a member of
the Commonwealth and an active participant in owar weffort requires special
consideration to ensure that her economic staymgep shall not be damaged as a
result of diversion of orders to United Staté¥'Cranborne reassured King that “we
do not contemplate that our programme of purchas€anada should be appreciably

modified [by the Lend-Lease Act],” but noted thagét‘extent to which we can realize
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our hopes will inevitably depend on gold and ddlatich we have from time to time
available, and amount of financial assistance whigdroves possible for Canada to
extend to us?®’ In other words, Britain would not cut orders ton@da only if
Ottawa agreed to accept Sterling or otherwise teevimperial expenses in Canada.
Cranborne’s threats were not lost on King, whdiegbrepeatedly that he was
glad “to receive your [Cranborne’s] assurance” fBdatain was not planning to cut its
Canadian orders. King reminded Cranborne that Caraedceady was increasing its
production at great expense, in accordance witAngements made in 1940 between
London and Ottawa. “These arrangements were baseth® understanding that
existing plants and those in course of construcsioould be employed throughout the
war to their fullest capacity. This understandingderlies our whole programme,
under which Canada is undertaking the very difticthsk of taking for all
governmental purposes in 1941 more than half theeenational income.” Noting
how wasteful and inefficient it would be to duplieaeffort in constructing plant on
both sides of the border, King concluded with ainglae appeal: “I need not
emphasize the depressing effects, political as waslleconomic, on Canadian war
effort if this were to come about?® Britain and Canada were at an impasse.
Probably around this time King began to contempkatether solution. After
Carnborne’s threat, King regarded finance as or@éamiada’s top priorities. He therefore
met Howe and Clark to discuss Canada’s options.héfd planned to send Clark to

Washington, “to protect our interests and get dwares of munitions under the Lend-
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Lease Bill, when passed. This seems to be the ordital thing at the moment®
While Clark opposed joining Lend-Lease, he ackndgéal that it might be inevitable. If
Britain cancelled orders in Canada and transfetiech to the U.S., Canada likely would
have to accept whatever demands the Americans mmgké. But this outcome remained
a worst case scenario. King had no illusions aldhdat Lend-Lease meant for Britain,
and could mean for Canada: “I have no doubt the Wilb wipe off a good part of the
obligation especially if Britain loses heavily medle. If, however, she were not
brought very close to her knees, the U.S. wouldubtkdly keep the obligations arising
under the Lend-Lease Bill hanging pretty much dwarhead to be used to compel open
markets or return of materials et¢®King, determined to avoid Britain’s fate of being
“bankrupt, insolvent, under obligation to those wiheere formerly of her own
household,**! concluded that Canada would watch Britain’s exgare with Lend-
Lease, avoiding participation unless compelled.

Clark’s visit to Washington on March 16 did notok® the trilateral exchange
problem, or gain any assurances about future ard#eng sent Clark in part to secure
American permission for a British transfer of gtddCanada, so that Canada could spend
the money on the U.S. components for British order€anada. Clark realised that
Congress was so hostile to British aid that it wlobe unwise even to mention the
possibility to Morgenthau, which would hurt Canadahe long term. Clark concluded

that the atmosphere was too poisoned to reach eeeragnt with anyone but the
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President himself, which would require a visit I tPrime Minister to the President’s
vacation in Warm Springs, Marylantf

Treasury officials, meanwhile, had tired of Canadieesitation to participate in
Lend-Lease. The British understood that, “righthywoongly they fear that they are in a
much weaker position than we are vis-a-vis the éthibtates and that the latter would
make a hard bargain with them as to ultimate remayrt*® Nevertheless, time and
circumstance would help the Canadians overcome fitele and insecurity and join
Lend-Lease, albeit broke. “Another six months kelly to force a change in Canadian
government attitude!** These views, however, were fuelled by Treasurypariseption
of Canadian motives.

Days later, the Treasury began to come aroundata@a’s side. As a Dominions
Office official noted, “Sir F Phillips [at the Treary] also seems to have been impressed
by the real difficulties of the Canadian positi@rich is also satisfactory:* The British
discovered that Canada’s adverse balance of pagmattt the U.S. was worse than they
had thought. As one Dominions Office official ptyt“‘iThe problem now becomes much
more serious and the day when Canada will haveltmg herself to the tender mercies
of the U.S. correspondingly nearéf® The increasingly sympathetic British attitude
would matter six weeks later.

The British also sought to reassure Canada th&iBmould make new orders in

Canada once old contracts had been fulfilled. “\&&d that it is essential that at the time
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when a Lease-Lend expenditure programme is appravedtdnance you should give the
Canadians some definite assurance with regard tdinced employment of their
munitions capacity?’ Indeed, the British tried unsuccessfully to pedguathe
Americans to let Britain borrow U.S. dollars fomgeal use under Lend-Lease, so that it
might continue to spend gold in Candéfa.

Another possibility existed. In late February, theeasury had an idea which
might mitigate Canada’s economic difficulties: twacge to Britain’s own Lend-Lease
account the specific American made components @sexh by Canada to fulfill
British military orders in Canada. This idea waggested to the Americans:

Clark and | [Phillips] saw Morgenthau yesterday pribved as difficult as ever to

get concrete decisions out of him. The suggestian deroplane engines and

other component parts obtained in the United Stattésnerica to be worked up

in Canada for our account, should be brought utidetend-Lease Bill has been

explained to Treasury officials and to Morgenth@he latter said it was a new

idea to him, that he would have to talk it overhwiitis colleague...At a rough
guess the sum involved might be between 100,00a660200,000,000 million

dollars#®

Although Morgenthau implied he might accept thetiBhi proposal, his leisurely pace of
response convinced the British it would not be aped!®° Once again, the only realistic
possibility seemed to have Canada sign up for Ussabe as soon as possible.

From the middle of March, Canada’s attitude becaroeeasingly assertive while
the British became pessimistic about Canada. TitsBawaited word on the intentions

of the Canadians, the latter being busy makingaregns to which Whitehall was not
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entirely privy. Canada did inform Britain that ita& working with Morgenthau to cover
some U.S. components for British orders in Candti British thought the best way
was to Lend-Lease, for example, engines, ship tieeBngland and assemble them there
to Canadian frames which would be hopelessly ioeffit, as well as a probable abuse of
the system. The Canadians politely told the Britistt they would prefer to handle the
negotiations themselves, through Howe and Clatwashington the following week?
The Canadians provided cryptic indications thatytiaere up to something, but the
British did not grasp how coherent Canadian plagmas. As the Canadians told to the
Dominions Office:

For various reasons, we believe that there will dbdar more appropriate
opportunity at a later date to negotiate with thétéd States on this question and
we are content for the moment to defer furtherasgntation to the United States
Treasury. We have, however, made clear the magnitnfd Canada’'s own
exchange problem with the United States and thenéxio which Canada’s
shortage of United States dollars is created byptirehase of components and
materials in the United States for production oftiBn war supplies in Canada
and we are hopeful that the United States will edgnizance of this problem at
a more opportune mometit.

The day after the Lend-Lease Bill was signed, oh€lark’s advisors suggested that
Canada charge to Britain its U.S. war purchasesdarponents on British orders. Clark
urged Mackenzie King to discuss with Rooseveltisiea of this plan during his coming
trip to Washingtori>3

On March 27 King informed the Dominions Office thevhile Canada

understood Britain’s precarious financial situatiah had its own concerns. He
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offered an ultimatum: Canada would continue to pt&erling payments, but only
under certain conditions. These conditions were: diversion of British orders from
Canada to United States sources either in resgettuaitions of war, or agricultural
products or raw materials...In respect of foodstuffee United Kingdom would procure
from Canada as large a proportion of its requirdmas Canada can supply?For the
future, Canada would “take up with the United Stad¢ a more appropriate time the
amount of gold or United States dollars which theyuld be agreeable to the United
Kingdom transferring to Canada in partial settletradithe United Kingdom deficit with
Canada and/or the extent to which they would bearexl to Lease-Lend to the United
Kingdom the United States component of British esdimn Canada®® The British
Treasury’s earlier plan to charge Canada’s producfor British orders to Britain’s
account was alive but out of British hands. Canadd the U.S. would tell Britain
how and to what extent it would pay for its order€anada.

The Canadians were conducting serious businessriamdng risks with their
vulnerability in the process. In order to coverithrear, they concluded by welcoming
“your assurance that the United Kingdom Governnvemild be agreeable...to consider
jointly with Canada any representations that mayrdmeived from the United States
Government that the United Kingdom should makeaterpurchases of agricultural
products from the United State$? Canada needed to know where both America and

Britain stood if it was to maximize its advantagg@anada was not asking Britain for
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permission to negotiate this agreement with the Acaas; it was telling Britain to
pay for Canadian production itself. King noted iis kiary how difficult this letter
had been to writ&’ This attitude is understandable; his decision wasgatershed in
the trilateral relationship.

Britain’s response to this cable was mixed. The W& pleased to know for
once in clear language what Canada really wantetingn “This is a very important
telegram and the line taken by the Canadian Govenhis very satisfactory:* As for
Canada’s demands, “So far as the UK is concerneis. gties further than anything we
have been asked for before,” and Britain couldittte Iwith the specifics of the Lend-
Lease agreement still to be determined. Philipsighbthe Canadians had gone too far,
particularly their demands that Britain buy fromn@da first. He also objected to issuing
the Canadians an exchange guarantee which wouldtpdng to the value of the U.S.
dollar at the time any sterling Canada accepteghasnent was made, ensuring no
Canadian loss after the war. Afterwards, “Playfgdir Frederick Philips’ assistant]
looked it up and found that it was an agreemertt Raips himself had negotiated, but
has not yet told him this'*® The Canadian cable, however, revealed a cleasrvisi its
interests and a plan for action: “The Canadiansrafact maneuvering for position vis-a-
vis the U.S. whose reactions so far have not bémmyether satisfactory or indeed
realistic. They...feel that the ‘more appropriate appnity’ will occur when the U.S. try

and unload their surpluses on us under the lease-dgrangement$® The British
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accepted that Canada was waiting on events whikaiBrfocused on the specifics of
Lend-Lease. Meanwhile, King took a proactive versod waiting, planning to have the
Americans adopt a Canadian means to solve Northridaie trade imbalance.

King arranged to take a short ‘vacation’ to Wagtem DC in April, and had
Clark prepare a proposal for Roosevelt. This plas wntirely Canadian, as a senior
American official noted weeks later, the Canadiarafted it as something which they
hoped the Prime Minister would be able to get thesident to agree to...No one in the
State Department and, | am told, in our Treasurgdbenent had any advance knowledge
of the statement!®! In a Cabinet War Committee meeting where Canagéens
solidified, King, Howe, and Clark all agreed that‘is in the best interest of future
relations between the U.S. and Canada that Carramddsnot come under Lend-Lease
directly except as a last resort. Succeeding W8&irastrations would demand payment
by Canada for such purchases, thus upsetting ndrade relations®? The Canadian
plan had two parts: first, to slap British orders Canada on Britain’s Lend-Lease
account; and, second, to have the U.S. make pwesha<anada. The reciprocal element
of the new plan for Canadian-U.S. trade was thestaaddition to Canada’s plan,
appearing at a meeting on April 7. Clark informée rime Minister that Canada’s

imbalance with the U.S. the following year, if than failed, would be $478 million
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Canadian dollars, while Canada had gold and U.Surges (not always easy to
liguidate) totaling $587 millioA%3

The initial plans for King’s trip to the U.S. inlwed a meeting with Roosevelt on
the Atlantic Coast, but these were scuppered bgpisiemic outbreak. King instead met
Roosevelt briefly on the night of Wednesday Ap#l but, sensing the moment was not
yet ripe, “I purposely refrained from discussingdincial matters, as | saw how tired he
was, and did not wish to introduce this subjectl um¢ got away when we could discuss
them quietly. | felt it might embarrass the conegitn which we would have later, if |
appeared to do other than to accept his invitdom bit of a holiday with him:64

The next morning King fortuitously met Hull, whame knew how to handle. Hull
was a passionate free-trader. Despite the U.Syetoliring a shot in anger, he already
was planning how to design the post-war world. Kemgphasised “what | regarded as the
most serious matter affecting our countries,” hettnenace of Hitlerism, but “preserving
normal trade relations between countries. Thosee veotected by the position our
exchange was in.” King then began his proposadtdipe that it will be possible to have,
with respect to war materials, etc., the componehtsaterials we were producing for
Britain, secured from America on the lease-lend Acam basis and that America would
place orders with us for things that we could paduKing then explained why the U.S.
should accept Canada’s plan. “I stressed the paatimg to war materials, pointing out

that we had neither gold nor American dollars; thatwe became dependent on
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American [sic] for loans and the like, we would Banationalist policies developing after
the war."®% “Nationalist” was code for protectionism, which IHiound abhorrent.

With Hull on board, King next met with Morgenthaudugh a happy accident.
While King had no appointment and it was Morgentha28" wedding anniversary,
Morgenthau was working nonetheless. When King belyammeeting, “It was clear that
he had more or less put Canada out of his mind dittleetime ago, understanding that
our affairs were in pretty good shape till the efidhe year.®® This was news to King
who said “till the end of last year?’ He said: ;nof this year.’” | said: ‘no, quite the
contrary’; that we were in a very bad way, haviragl to repatriate securities first from
Britain being pressed by her; also not getting gdédhad expected to pay for American
purchases®’ King took some liberties with the facts, as Carmdgld and dollar
situation was adequate over the short term, as &mdhgu thought, but an indifferent
Morgenthau was a safe bet to bluff.

Their discussion turned to gold. The U.S. alrelaaly extracted nearly all the gold
Britain possessed, which Morgenthau claimed wasaidable because “to get Congress
behind him, he had to make clear that Britain waskbupt.”%® Canada held a large
deposit of French gold, which the Americans haedtrio extract via the British.
Morgenthau (and probably many other Americans) weanelear on the extent of
Canadian independence. King explained that the g@d being held under trust for

France, that Britain had tried to get it from Camdaor the U.S., and that King had a row
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with the Treasury over the matter. As King told genthau, “Phillips [at the Treasury]
had said to me that he would have to report theemed Churchill. | had said | hoped he
would. Not to think that Canada was a colony. Thatwere a nation administering our
own affairs, and that | had refused to let the ggdd®® This news was instructive to
Morgenthau, who also was won over to King's plan.

The plan included reciprocal trade arrangementis thie U.S. to offset Canada’s
dollar exchange imbalance, above and beyond thailvied with British orders in
Canada. For example, Canada would manufacture miwmiand exchange it with the
U.S. for aeroplane engines. Morgenthau, seemingnable to this barter system, asked
to discuss the specifics with Clark. Morgenthauw ghiat he found Clark easy to work
with.1’0 They agreed that King would resume his vacatietyrning to Washington on
Monday, when Morgenthau would accompany him, ifessary, to take the jointly
completed plan to the President.

Leaving the meeting in high spirits, King gave iklhis assignment for the rest of
the week. Howe was to meet with Hopkins while Clartrked on Morgenthau. King
would lay low at the beach until it was time to ske President. They agreed that it
would be best to say nothing to the British AmbdesaGerald Campbell or Phillips
about these issues. The British would be excludaed hegotiations, despite the fact that
the talks would determine what Britain must pay #as King put it, “Morgenthau had
really wanted to work alone with Clark. He so exgsesl it this morning, and everything

in regard to war material production definitelytisst with Morgenthau up to the point of
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the agreement that he and | were to place befaePtlesident and would be sure of
getting his acceptance on #* Everything was falling into place for King. He wdu
wait to act while others put the details in order.

As he did so, King worried about the future, refileg on Morgenthau's
acknowledgement that the U.S. had bankrupted Briia domestic political purposes.
He “could not but wonder what the nemesis mighsd®e day, in this great country (the
U.S.), waxing in wealth as it is, but not prepatedjive her blood to help in such a great
cause for freedom as the present. That after allLase-Lend measure was a selfish
thing compared to what Greece and Britain were gidii¥ Trapped between the two
great English speaking powers, King’'s sympathieseweith Britain. “While | believe
strongly in keeping English speaking peoples togrethwas stronger than ever for the
British connection as far as Canada was concetrm@d. Halifax said he thought a good
many of their people were feeling the same way abo U.S. piling up wealth etc. at
this time."3

When Clark met with Morgenthau, he picked up whérey had left off.

Morgenthau: | told [Mackenzie King] that | hadn’t-eigg back, | didn't know a

month or two—we had agreed a month or two agoGaaiada would be all right
until about December 31, but that since then dudedfact that the English for
the last number of months have not paid you in gitidt that upset the apple
cart. | think that that, in a very broad way, isdrisn'’t it?

Clark: Yes, and then on top of that, our estimatetheir purchases in Canada
have gone up, and our own military program has ggneo that the deficit is
larger than we anticipated.
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Morgenthau: | just don’'t know how far you have gamelend-lease, how much
you are going to do.

Clark: Well, we haven't gone any distance there #tink perhaps Mr. Howe is
perhaps seeing Mr. Hopkins about that this morhithg.

Britain inadvertently helped the Canadians throwghbis process. The Treasury
and Dominions Office carefully denied the Americapecific data on their imbalance
with Canada or the ratio of British orders in theSUto those in Canada—despite
repeated American requests for this informatiord (@rark’s report of 1940). This policy
was intended to prevent the Americans from usinghsknowledge to dump surplus
goods on Britain, or upsetting Britain’s efforts have the Canadians finance British
purchases in Canada. This hampered the Americaiigydo check King's and Clark’s
assertions. Dominions Office analysis (on the daygknet Morgenthau) noted

That the hesitations of the Treasury [to share gxpformation with the U.S.]
were well justified. Our position vis-a-vis Canadlader the Lend or Lease Act
was still somewhat delicate. We were engaged wigmtin discussion on the
guestion of Canada financing our adverse balangetimn for assurances that we
should not divert purchases from Canada or apgolciaodify our purchasing
programme there. It appeared to me that to givepoogramme of prospective
imports and their distribution between Canada &edU.S. might prejudice the
course of our rather difficult three-sided negatias and might give the U.S. an
unfair advantage in such matters as trying to foop®n us the sale of
commodities which were surplus in the U’S.

On Sunday morning King met Clark and E.P. Taylant the Department of
Munitions and Supply to finalise the draft statetnehich was assembled after Clark’s
meeting on the 18176 “We spent two hours going through the particutsfrthe supplies

Canada could manufacture for the U.S. Also getstgistics on Canada’s financial
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position vis-a-vis Gr. Britain and vis-a-vis theSJ.As a result of the discussion |
suggested raising the figure of $200,000,000 toO¥RW,000.2’” The matter rested in
King’s hands, and he confidently hoped to get asymaS. dollars as he could to finance
Canadian purchases in the U.S.

At their meeting, Roosevelt brought up his talkéhworgenthau about King's
planl’® The President “thought perhaps it might be goindjtte too far to have
something manufactured in Canada for the U.S.deddend to England.”® Roosevelt
seemed to be rejecting a main tenet of the Canagdéam King, nonplussed, replied that
the U.S. could buy things from Canada to Lend-Lealsewhere. Roosevelt's top
advisor, Harry Hopkins noted that “it was very iffit to say, once things were
assembled, where some things had been manufaauteddecide what part should go
someplace and where another. That that perhap4 imégjust as well left to be thought
of later on. The thing was to get the things madeClark and Morgenthau had already
discussed this problem in March, noting, for examghat “it would be hard to separate
the iron ore and limestone used by the Canadiai stdustry in making shell casings
from the iron ore and steel entering into the maauire of steel used for a hundred
domestic uses!'®! Roosevelt and Hopkins, fully briefed, generallpgorted King's plan

and agreed to postpone haggling over details. hhepisked about Canadian shipping
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179 Library and Archives Canada. W. L. Mackenzie Kiapers, Diary, April 20, 1941.

180 Memorandum on Clark’s meeting with Morgenthau. éhat2, 1941. LAC RG 19, Vol. 3971.

181 Memorandum on Clark's meeting with Morgenthau. éhat2, 1941. LAC RG 19, Vol. 3971.
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capacity and announced that he wanted to run @drerthrough Howe, rather than create
another feeding frenzy for lobbyists in Washington.

King presented a completed draft of an agreemeRmsevelt. After personally
reviewing the proposal, Roosevelt accepted it cetepl, excepting one line referring to
other Lend-Lease recipients. “I confess that | wager more surprised in my life than
when he accepted the statement as a whole withoatd” 82 Rather than haggling over
wording, Roosevelt simply ordered his stenograpgbeprepare several copies of the
agreement. “The President then said: ‘Why don’t goue them this statement yourself
when you go to the train.’ | said | would be detigghto do that, if that were agreeable to
him. He said: certainly. He thought that would be thing to do, not to waste a minute in
giving it out. | said: could | say this is a stagmyou and | have agreed upon and just
hand it as it was? He said: that was the thing dd'# As the meeting ended, the
President said “now we will each go our own way toe present...We will pass each
other on the way*®* His comments suited their nations, as well.

King had scored a complete victory, not over Ameriar Britain, but for
Canadian independence and interests. The Agreehshttwo parts. First, the U.S.
agreed to buy as much material from Canada as @avaaght from the U.S. in terms
of price, thus ending Canada’s hemorrhaging ofatsll Secondly, Canada received

exactly what it hoped for, being added to Britaiatscount without having to sign up

182 | iprary and Archives Canada. W. L. Mackenzie KPapers, Diary, April 20, 1941.

183 Library and Archives Canada. W. L. Mackenzie Kiapers, Diary, April 20, 1941. For a full text of
the Hyde Park Agreement and Mackenzie King's subsegaddress to Parliament see Ed. Norman
Hillmer. Partners Nevertheless: Canadian-American Relatinrthe Twentieth Centur§foronto: Copp
Clark Pitman, 1989) 103-107.

184 ibrary and Archives Canada. W. L. Mackenzie Kiapers, Diary, April 20, 1941.
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as a Lend-Lease client itself. Canada got Lend-¢ead for free. Canada’s bilateral
imbalance in trade with the U.S. was to be elimnedatEven more, Canada could
import expensive components from the U.S., assertiiden and send them off to
Britain—and a few months later, to Russia—collegtmoney immediately from the
Americans and charging the difference to BritaimisTwas a recipe for prosperity,
though its impact was impossible to gauge at thme ti

The importance of the Hyde Park Agreement was i@gmpao contemporary
commentators. According tbhe New York Time8lt constitutes an acceptance of the
economic interdependence of Canada and the Unit@gsSas the foundation of the
program of war production in both countri¢€>The Toronto Daily Starwrote that
“the motive of friendly co-operation with Canadaswvaever before so strong in the
U.S."8 King, somewhat overheatedly, asserted that “ThdeHjark declaration is, |
believe, further convincing demonstration that Ginand the United States are
indeed laying the foundations of a new world order;order based on understanding,
on mutual aid, on friendship and good witf” Louis Rasminsky, later a governor of
the Bank of Canada, commented that Hyde Park wa®mmon-sense approach to
the problem of obtaining an integration and co-oation of the Canadian and

American economiest® Nor, were its benefits one sided, “for the Unitztes will

185 philip, P. J. “Canada Retaining Curb on Exchangjae€ New York Time#&pril 29, 1941.p. 10.

1864y S, Desire to Co-Operate ‘Never So Strong’-Kifigsronto Daily StarApril 22, 1941.p. 13.

187 “More Effective Aid For Britain’New York TimesApril 29, 1941. p. 10.

188 Rasminsky, Louis. “Foreign Exchange Control: Psgsoand Methods.” IBanadian War Economics
Ed. Parkinson, J. F. Toronto: University of ToroRt@ss, 1941. p. 127.
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receive full value.*®® Rasminsky’'s comment implies that the Canadiansighothat
they might even have taken advantage of the Amesica

The British response to Hyde Park combined disapgpent with
helplessness. This was, in part, their own fauli, tas they did not realise how
Cranborne had terrified the Canadians when he stegjienoving orders from Canada to
the U.S. if Canada did not find some way to finatiez British, i.e. joining Lend-Lease.
In fact, the British were having to struggle int&ip to keep orders being switched away
from Canada. Such attempts were usually the Trgastoing, and were thwarted by the
Dominions Office, and occasionally by the Admirakyho preferred, respectively,
loyalty and quality to immediate savintf8.Canada’s fear led to the exclusion of Britain
from the Hyde Park negotiations, which took themsoyprise. The British had been
preparing a formal response to the Canadian demainbitarch 27 which would state,
testily, that British intentions were unchangedi BWherein’ enquiries ‘to’ Canada
involving variation in the quantities of new ordeastually placed ‘in’ recent months
called for act of fortitude®* In the monthly DO report to the War Cabinet for it
delivered on April 17 as Clark and Morgenthau wereeting in Washington, under
the heading of “Economic Activities”, Cranborne ogiged “Nothing of importance to
record.”92

The British responded as well to the Canadianshag tould. After heaping

praise on Canada for its generosity in war, Cranbavrote, “We recognize the great

189 Rasminsky, Louis. “Foreign Exchange Control...” p71

190 |nternal Dominions Office note by Clutterbuck. A@dr7, 1941. PRO. DO 35/1075/1

191 From Lord Cranborne to Canadian Consulate Gendia).5, 1941. LAC RG 19, Vol. 3991.

192 Monthly Report by the Dominions Secretary to thar\@abinet. April 18, 1941. PRO. CAB 68/8/28.
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significance resulting in your discussions with $ident Roosevelt on coordination of
productive capacities of Canada and the UnitedeStand on the method of meeting
the greater part of Canada’s adverse balance wahUnited States. We have learnt
with much satisfaction of arrangements concludédlinternally, the British response
was less enthusiastic, starting with envy and bitss, followed by spin to make the
best of a situation beyond British hands.

Malcolm MacDonald, Britain’s High Commissioner toalada, offered the
first report on the news. Unusually, it was delerdirectly to the War Cabinet in
London. His analysis began by describing how antedding:

Told me the story of his conversations, first wih. Morgenthau and then with

Mr. Roosevelt, which ended in what the Prime Mwiiskeeps inviting future

historians to call the Declaration of Hyde Park. aivhl think somewhat

irreverently of all the declarations which have baaade by one person to
another under the trees in that Hyde Park whichesofirst into the mind of a

Londoner, | feel that the new pronouncement isame ways quite in keeping
with those others. This is a declaration of lovenreen Canada and the United
States, and the bachelor Prime Minister, who aaggroxy for the Dominion

which is already married into the family of the tidh Commonwealth, is as
proud and smiling as any infatuated swith.

Having not quite exhausted his sarcasm, Macdoragded “the Declaration contains the

announcement of a quite handsome exchange of doweigveen the two parties, which

is a valuable contribution to the problems of waoduction and dollar exchanges

193 Dominions Secretary to Secretary of State for EveteAffairs. May 10, 1941. Ed. Murray, David.
Documents on Canadian External Relations.499.

194 Cranborne reporting Malcolm MacDonald’s view ofddyPark to the War Cabinet. May 9, 1941. PRO.
CAB 67/9/48.
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here.® At this point, the British attitude evolved fronittbrness to acceptance of the

positive consequences of the Agreement:

Each of the principal partners in this love affeftems to have played his part
with skill. One result is a considerable strengthgmof Mr. King's reputation as a
Statesman in Canada, where this latest achieveisideservedly greeted by the
press and the public as something of a triumph.ughothis development
undoubtedly marks a further step in the close digwdgether of Canada and the
United States, it will not mean any loosening & tie of devoted loyalty binding
Canada to the United Kingdom...A ‘rapprochement’ lestw the two North
American countries is natural and inevitable, andtipresent entirely consistent
with the other relationship between the Dominiond anthe British
Commonwealth®

Macdonald was right; the Agreement removed muctheffriction which had affected
the Anglo-Canadian relationship.

The real threat discerned by British leaders, aqutessed clearly by MacDonald,
was the possibility of Canada breaking its psychiclal ties with Britain, and essentially

becoming American. Two weeks after his initial epMacDonald added a follow-up:

| expect you are a bit exercised about the longrtpolitical effects of these
comings and goings between Mackenzie King and Rediselt is natural and
inevitable that Canada and the United States shooide closer and closer
together, on account of their geographical situgtibis to the general advantage
of the English-speaking peoples and of the worldt tthey should do so;
nevertheless, it is undesirable that the effedhisf should be any weakening of
British sentiment in Canada and of her links with British Commonwealth; the
real danger of this comes from the propinquity afhaall nation of 11 million
people with an enormously powerful nation of 13dlion, whose ideas and
culture keep slopping over every day into Candua;drocess must be countered

by the deliberate keeping alive of British idead anlture®’

195 |bid.

196 |pid.

197 Lord Cranborne reporting Malcolm MacDonald’s viefHyde Park to the War Cabinet. May 9, 1941.
PRO. CAB 67/9/48.
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One way to achieve this aim was to accept the Hald Agreement with good grace,
which Britain proceeded to do, after getting in dast word to Ottawa, “We have no
doubt that the Canadian Government have not fail@dalize our own positiont*

In Ottawa, Finance and Supply went right to workmaximize Canada’s
benefit from Hyde Park—and to establish precedeotgnsure the duration of its
benefits. Indeed, the Canadians pushed so hard “thepkins had been rather
querulous about our scheme using up his 7 billidhMaving soothed Hopkins, Coyne
informed Clark that once again, “our fellows ardtimg the heat-on—telling the U.S.
ordnance people that they must buy from us or vaél slm out of dollars 2°°

Fuelled by the urgency with which Canada carried the Hyde Park
Agreement, it had an even greater and swifter exociampact than many had
expected. By May 20, 1941, tleronto Daily Starreported that “one phase of the
Hyde Park declaration already is in effect—the egien of the Lend-Lease Act to
American-made components of war supplies made ina@a on British account.
Under it Britain takes title to the goods, for iaste aircraft engines, before they
leave the U.S. and they are shipped to Canada wit@@anada having to pay for
them,” saving Canada between $200,000,000 and 826M00 a year®! In fact, the

deficit was more than covered. In July, the DO régd that Canada was having

198 To the Government of Canada. Author unstated. May1941. DO 35/1075/1.

19987 billion was the initial Congressional allocatiof funds to the Lend-Lease programme. Roosewaélt h
sought unlimited funds but Congress chose initilgive him a spending limit. James Coyne to Giiff
Clark. May 19, 1941. LAC RG 19, Vol. 3971.
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record exportd®? By the end of 1942, Canada had not just saveds#t® million
(U.S.) of earlier estimates, but had acquired aplsisr of $275 millior?®® The
Canadian economy was humming. Over the longer tevith the exception of a
hiccup at the end of 194% the Hyde Park Agreement produced comfortable
surpluses in Canada’s foreign exchange balancesthy@arBritain’s expensé®

In summing up Britain’s role in the evolution ofethrilateral relationship,
Granatstein asserts that “Britain’s immediate antly ontent in the world wars and
after was to do everything it could to keep itsmif of enemy control and its economy
functioning. A great power that properly put its mwterests first, and one of utter
ruthlessnessn extremis Great Britain did only what it had to dé?® Granatstein
interprets this period as one of Britain bullyingp@lpless Canada. King’s response to
Cranborne showed that, “the Canadian governmenttesh blackmailed, not too
strong a word, into agreeing to finance Britain&fidit before arriving at a settlement
of her own financial troubles with the United S&at&’ This argument is not borne
out by the evidence. King conceded nothing to Brithut platitudes. While the

official announcement of the Hyde Park Agreementultonot occur for another

292 Internal Dominions Office note by Clutterbuck.\aR, 1941. PRO. DO 35/1075/1.

203 ingard, Cecil and Reginald Trotte€€anada in World Affairs, September 1941 To May IBdbnto:
Oxford University Press, 1950. p. 215.

204The hiccup occurred because it took some monthGdnada to deliver the promised increase in
production to the U.S. This resulted in a temporacyease in Canada’s deficit with the U.S., ashirees
and some raw materials had to be purchased frord.thebefore Canada could add value and resell the
finished products to the U.S. Report on Canaddlaidexchange situation by the Department of Fieanc
Author unstated. December 29, 1941. LAC RG 19 g6er1.

2051942 saw a net increase in Canada’s reserves taimdarge as the loss had been in 1941. Report for
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206 Granatstein, Jacklow Britain’'s Weakness Forced Canada into the Aofrthe United StateJ.oronto:
University of Toronto, 1988. p. 4.
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Oxford University Press, 1975. p. 141.
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month, King told the British that he had alreadyeibetalking with American
representatives about these isstfé€anada was not being bullied. While Britain had
tried to sound tough about finance, Canada actuglytough. In the case of Hyde
Park, he is mistaken. Canada was neither a pawnanoelpless victim of British
desperation. The King government used a moment pparnt Canadian
vulnerability, the passage of the Lend-Lease Aatdictate terms to Britain which
were tremendously advantageous to Canada. Briesdnted with resignation to this
independent and calculated Canadian decision, whiée United States paid little
attention to Canada. Although Canada increasingds helied on the U.S.
economically since 1941, it has not been crushedsbharger neighbor. By allowing
Canada to place major expenditures on Britain’soant Britain freed Canada from
the burden of holding immense debts to the U.S&rdfte war. Nor did the U.S. take
maximum advantage of Canada. King played a brawk fan sighted game which
secured the best possible outcome for Canada dandafter the war without hurting
the Allied cause. This success was only possibke tduBritain’s near bankruptcy in

seeking to maintain its war effort with North Amean supplies.

208 Erom the Government of Canada. Author unstatedcMa7, 1941. PRO. DO 35/1029/1.
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Chapter 1l
United States Production, 1940-42

With the difficult questions of North American finee settled by the Hyde Park
Agreement and the passage of the Lend-Lease BillaiB could focus on a second
problem—its long term objective in North America—eomuch harder to overcome than
writing cheques: actually to produce weapons. Thigdd States was to be the ‘arsenal of
democracy’, in President Roosevelt's term, and pcedso many advanced weapons that,
when combined with British and Canadian productibe, Axis would be overwhelmed.
American opinion, however, remained fearful of wand hoped to avoid U.S.
involvement. Furthermore, although the fight topasnd-Lease was fraught, it was a
massive fiscal stimulus which pumped billions ofi@® into the economy and improved
employment prospects nationwide. Efficiently andfyvincreasing output, however,
proved more difficult to achieve, as it required th.S. to move closer to a war economy
footing. To do so would require some form of ratm@nand greater government control
of the economy, which the U.S. did not yet have llheeaucratic apparatus or public
support to execute. As a consequence, well-intenldesl promises of production
repeatedly and consistently fell short of delivenmtil late 1942. These delays followed
previous failures to deliver on time those direatghase orders placed by Britain, the
orders which had bankrupted it in the first platke timing of these disappointments
seriously affected British capabilities, particlyain 1941. Britain often was left
scrambling to juggle unexpected shortages in & fighere it already was dividing its

own deficiencies. The Roosevelt administration Badry intent to meet its promises to
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Britain. The shortages were the product of a coatimn of factors—political, military,
bureaucratic—which surprised and embarrassed Rethssawvd Hopkins almost as much
as they imperiled Britain.

The difference between American promises and mtimu emerged by the
summer of 1940, even before the gold and dollasiriBritain proposed to purchase
3,000 planes per month from the U.S. The lattegsstgd that it supply 1,256° Neither
number could be achieved without significant change American production, and
Britain faced the possibility of receiving only 7@anes per month—and even that not
until the winter of 1941-42, at least a year a¥&yThe Chancellor's commentary shows
how far the supply departments had been givenealfemd, “There is no prospect of our
having dollars to pay these sums, nor of our egpaying those amounts, if lent to us by
the U.S.A. Production under either scheme depend$i® willingness of the American
Administration to pay for it?** When these orders would be produced was unclaar, b
they were pursued vigorously.

The Cabinet still pushed for the 3000 plane a matheme. Expecting the
Americans to cut the plan, “it would be prudenp&g out the largest area on the ‘ground
floor' of American aircraft production which we ddureasonably claim?*? Moreover,
to place the largest orders possible, and give tpelvic attention, would create a
political and economic imperative to continue theomehow, even if British funds ran

out. Sounding like wily Albion, the Cabinet gambligt “no United States Government

209 Archibald Sinclair to Beaverbrook. August 25, 19B®O. AIR 8/421.

210 Archibald Sinclair to Beaverbrook. August 25, 19BR0. AIR 8/421.

211 Memorandum for the War Cabinet by Sir Kingsley WoBeptember 4, 1940. PRO. CAB 66/11/35.
212\War Cabinet Conclusions. Confidential Annex. Authostated. September 6, 1940. PRO. CAB
65/15/2.
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would dare to call a halt to this great expenditamce it was fairly on the way, and to
assume responsibility for the ensuing economic plta# To lay-off tens of thousands of
workers recently hired in the aircraft industry lwbbe a political and economic disaster
for the American leadership.

Even the ever optimistic Beaverbrook warned that3/000 plane scheme would
not be achieved soon:

It is quite impossible for me, in charge of thesgatiations, to say when the
aeroplanes will be forthcoming, at what rate thdil be delivered, in what
month they will begin, or when they will reach thpeak. Any statement must be
pure speculation. It all depends on conditions timdtody can foresee. All we do
know is that we have priority in materials, platuols, etc. And we could not
hope for morg!*

The Air Ministry had to make concrete plans for wlelns promises. It assumed that
substantial deliveries “would begin in small nunsber January 1941, rising to a steady
flow by mid-1941.%1° R.A.F. pilot training and aircraft procurement peeded on this
schedule.

Even Beaverbrook's warning was too optimistic, hegre and the highest
guarters in the United States provided ample sgjrdanger. President Roosevelt asked
the head of the British Purchasing Commission feekly updates on Britain’s war
situation, and the evolving needs “from the Unittdtes that might be caused by the
changing fortunes and conditions of war; for examnj might arise that our need for
bombers would become more urgent than that fotdigh or vice versa2®® His request

revealed a misunderstanding of how production ailvanced, complex and different

213 Memorandum for the War Cabinet by Sir Kingsley WoBeptember 4, 1940. PRO. CAB 66/11/35.
214 Beaverbrook to Archibald Sinclair. July 28, 19R®RO. AIR 8/421.
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216 Notes on a conversation between Walter LaytonFiDid. September 27, 1940. PRO. AIR 8/421.
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types of aeroplanes worked. The British gently exy@d to Roosevelt that “the
arrangements in the factory have to be made veratiaad. You could not, therefore,
suitably vary your allocation from week to week.tBagreed in principle the allotment
of planes in a manufacturing capacity should besthasn operational considerations
which should be known to hint}” Roosevelt's request, of course, may have stemmed i
part from a thirst for proof of Britain’s abilityot survive the German bombing
campaigr?i®

Layton encouraged Roosevelt to find ways to stiteufaroduction, explaining
some of the efficiencies achieved in the MinisthyA@craft Production. These structural
improvements were accompanied by a publicity cagmpavhich improved workers’
morale—and productivity—by linking their efforts thi those of fighting men. It
emphasised that workers were like fighter pilotsing their bit to beat Hitler, not
shirkers making money while hiding from combat. amefforts in America could
cause faster production there as well. Roosevgipexh this discussion on systemic
organizational improvements with an anecdotal exangb “a case where output had

increased by 10% after he had visited a factoryhéjged to do more in this respect after

217 Notes on a conversation between Walter LaytonFddid. September 27, 1940. PRO. AIR 8/421.
218 Nor was Roosevelt alone in fearing for Britainis\gval. Stimson, in particular, was deeply conegrn
and he pressed his views on the President. Hedatrongly that when Hopkins returned from hist ¢
Churchill in February 1941—after Britain alreadydreurvived months of the Axis’ most aggressive
bombardment—Stimson commented that “Harry Hopkams ¢dome back loaded down with the British
view and | think now, in the light of what our péepeport, that the British are over-confident and in
for a bad time and it makes another problem tiavie got to take up with the President to keepfhom
being too much influenced by Harry Hopkins’ repdtrts quite natural for Hopkins, who has beenrliyi
very close to the heads of the British Army antiMimston Churchill, to imbibe their views but | thithat
they are all living in a state of undue optimisignry Stimson Diaries. Entry of February 27, 19Ré&el
6.
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the election.2® Roosevelt's folksy naiveté affected Layton, whorneal the following

week:

Very few people here [America] have an idea ofdba@e on which they must lay

their armament plans. Their own programme is imtlest rudimentary stage and

there is as yet very little understanding of thastic things that will have to be

done to secure a really rapid mobilisation of indudt is still too much assumed

that armament production can be superimposed oragefime economy. In

short, America as about where England was afteridf?’

Layton was right to be concerned. At the end ofrtienth the U.S. service chiefs met
with Morgenthau and came to a consensus on Layteqsests: “Unfortunately this did
not indicate that we could do anything like allttiiae British want and desperately need.
Airplanes are particularly slow?!

Echoing these concerns, Churchill pressed Rodseteel accelerate U.S.
production. After explaining the dangers facingt&n, and its determination to continue
the fight, he asked that everything be done proygal“that deliveries may come out in
the middle of 1941.” He concluded, flatteringly,ath“the world cause is in your
hands.???2 On December 7, 1940 Churchill again told Roosebeit:

It takes three to four years to convert the indestof a modern state to war

purposes. Saturation point is reached when the mamri industrial effort that

can be spared from civilian needs has been aptdi@dr production. Germany

certainly reached this point by the end of 1939.iMAhe British Empire are now

only about half-way through the second year. ThdtddnStates, | should

suppose, was by no means so far advanced &’we.

The need to increase production was not lost omesonembers of the

Administration. Stimson was concerned about thevgdace and lackadaisical attitude

219 Notes on a conversation between Walter LaytonFddid. September 27, 1941. PRO. AIR 8/421.
220Walter Layton to Arthur Purvis. October 8, 194R®. AIR 8/421.

221 Henry Stimson Diaries. Entry of October 29, 1986el 6.
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toward production. “I feel that it is high time wgot this country on to a basis of
appreciating the danger and not wasting our energiegoing ahead with ordinary

construction of peace industry which cuts into war plans.??* He worked to increase

efficiency and output, but it was a struggle evergét minor improvements, though as
U.S. production potential was so immense, and utseat status so inefficient, these
minor improvements could produce significant outesm

[l got] a decision that there should be no moreuahmodels by the automobile
industry and that their spare strength and timailshioe spent in making tools for
munitions. As the situation is now, a large nuntdifeskilled tool makers spend
half the year idle and the other half in makinggéasums of money in devising
new models for automobiles...a similar check puthtentiuilding of commercial
planes needed only for extending commercial busindshat alone would give
us some more than 200 good bombers in place af@imaent number of new
commercial planes for each yé&ar.

American production was not aided by an attitudemgnsome leading military
figures that the war would not last beyond 19410ktober 1940 General Hap Arnold,
Commander of the U.S. Army Air Corps, for examglaecast peak wartime Anglo-
American aircraft production hitting 4,100 planesm@nth in September 1941, and
dropping precipitously to less than 500 per montt8bptember 194226 He worried that
a British proposal to increase peak production 5@ per month would overtax
American production, “retarding progress that isvrieing made??” This view reflected

gross over-optimism about the impact of bombing thedsurvivability of bombers.

224 Entry of October 1, 1940. Henry Stimson DiarieseRb.

225 Entry of October 4, 1940. Henry Stimson DiarieseRb.

226 “Estimates of Situation” Memorandum for the Seargiof War by General Arnold. October 26, 1940.
NARA. RG 107, Entry 74A, Box 7.

227 “Estimates of Situation” Memorandum for the Seargiof War by General Arnold. October 26, 1940.
NARA. RG 107, Entry 74A, Box 7.
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With politics and the isolationist movement retaglthe expansion of American
industry, Britain and France had kick-started Armamni war production, though they
received few planes before 1941. The U.S.A.A.F. wasn even worse position. In
November 1940, for example, Stimson lamented thet had gotten almost nothing as
against over 400 planes for foreign export—6 forlukink.”??® Its state of ‘peace’
enabled the U.S. to sell abroad the few planesotiyced. However, few thought the
U.S. could escape war indefinitely. Stimson desctilhis dilemma: “It involves very
deep and basic questions such as whether or noawafford to take this risk—that is,
whether the planes will probably be more valuablé@merican national defense in the
hands of the British now than later in our handswads again a proposition in which the
Army had to make the sacrifice if it is done at”at? General Arnold warned of the
weakness of his force in the event of war, thougltdnfused cause and effect, blaming
British purchases for his weakness:

The proportion of the output of our aviation indydbeing shipped abroad and
that which is earmarked for foreign delivery creagecritical situation for our

own air defence establishments. The Army GHQ AircEamust be depended
upon for the defence of the continental Unitedetats well as for furnishing any
expeditionary forces required, since the air umitsour foreign possessions
cannot be reduced in case of war, but on the agntraght require prompt

reinforcement. In the GHQ Air Force there were 4£t@nbat airplanes of all

types as of August 15, 1940. Four months latenfddecember 15, 1940, there
were 478 airplanes. The majority, while usefuldombat training, are unsuitable
for war operations against an enemy equipped wibdem combat airplanes. At
the present there are approximately three pilatedeh airplane in the GHQ Air
Force and our training schools are turning out tamwil pilots at a constantly
increasing raté*

228 Entry of December 14, 1940. Henry Stimson Diarieeel 6.
229 Entry of November 7, 1940. Henry Stimson Diari€eel 6.
230 General Arnold to Lovett. January 6, 1941. NARA RO7, Entry 74A, Box 1.
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Britain, too, had a surplus of pilots. In July Brit dramatically increased the efficiency

of its pilot training programmes, allowing autunmaduation forecasts to increase by 30-

40%/month from October through Decemb&r.This surplus was rushed from the

Commonwealth training academies in anticipatiorthef 3,000 plane a month scheme

from America.

Nor did the Lend-Lease Act streamline productiomodgh presented to the

public as something novel and American, in practiceontinued British attempts to

harness American production, particularly in aemopk. Production delays from Lend-

Lease orders exacerbated existing ones in Britiskctdpurchase orders, the difference

being that the U.S. Government was more directiyolwved in appropriations, and

handled finance. The actual organisation of pradnatemained similar. This fact might

have given pause for concern, based on the pock texord for meeting British paid

contracts:
Figure lIl: Deliveries on British Contracted Orcs

Contracted Delivered Contracted Delivered Contracted Delivered

Through June Through June Through Sept} Through Through Dec| Through

30, 1940 30, 1940 5, 1940 Sept. 5, 1940 5 1940 Dec. 5 1940
Bomber | 735 14 1085 (4542) 48 4503 (4613) 40
Fighter 815 49 1223 (4913) 150 4699 (5071) 257
Trainer 1395 408 3282 (10014) 561 9920 (9970 1057
Transport| 11 6 31 (780) 11 769 2
Total 2956 477 5621 (20,249) 770 19891 (20,4R3B56

To compare December deliveries to the recently ma@a orders of autumn would be

unfair and inaccurate. The June orders, howevere wkaced before the fall of France

231 Archibald Sinclair to WSC. July 1, 1940. PRO. AlB/162.
232 Statistics Branch, weekly reports. July 5, 194&pt8mber 12, 1940, and December 12, 1940. Author(s)
unstated. NARA RG 107, Entry 36, Box 1286.
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and did not require the stupendous expansion afymtion it triggered. By December,
more than six months after these orders were pldoackly 5% of the contracts for
bombers were filled. For fighters, the most criticaed in Britain, the figure was better,
at 31%. Yet these planes were among the oldestrsm® paid for, along with the
factories to produce them, built with British aneirch capital.

The U.S. production system had other problems wivete hard to surmount for
a nation not quite at war, and determined nototk like it was at war. The U.S.
attempted to produce armaments for war with a p&aee economy. Stimson saw that
this attitude was a problem. “Industry was not viogkat the rate it should work, and that
| did not believe it would work as hard as we nekeiiéo work in time to be useful with
our airplanes next summer until the Commissionrbeashed a war psychosis—until the
people of the country and the people in industryanticular realize that they are up
against a great danger just as much as if they wevear and were willing to buckle
down and meet it?®3 Stimson urged the President to drive home “the fhat we
couldn’t conceal from ourselves that we are uprajavarlike measures in case we were
going to try to save Great BritaiR®*

Stimson was unable to surmount this problem. Byedvaver 1941, when the U.S.
was seriously lagging in deliveries to Britain—améssing its first protocol promises to
Russia, too—the War Production Board reflectedhmndauses of America’s persistent

production setbacks:

233 Entry of December 14, 1940. Henry Stimson Diarieeel 6.
234 Entry of December 14, 1940. Henry Stimson Diarieeel 6.
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Under the present system, a lump sum of money [gsogpated to be spent
within a specified period, either to buy a spedfieumber of airplanes, or
possibly to buy the maximum number of airplaneshimitthis cost. It then
becomes necessary to make hurried arrangementsnaitiafacturers to produce
the corresponding number of airplanes and in maseg they are urged to
produce them in the minimum possible time. Sinae thmber of airplanes is
designated, the manufacturer then makes his fagtianys, buys materials, and
adjusts his schedules to produce this fixed nunjbgtr as though that were
specified as the last order he were to receivethda must not build up to a
production rate unduly high, which would mean heuldohave to hire a large
number of men and train a good many for them fshart period of operation
and then discharge them when the order is complatestlart discharging them
after the peak production has been reached. Wegivayhim a second order
before this order is completed, but in both cadesrtumber of employees is
reduced and then again increased together witheat gieal of factory shifting
and replanning. Our normal factory production cerveave a saw-tooth
appearance and the height of the teeth is in akésdess than the maximum
possible production rate. The space between tleetle &nd a considerable space
above them is a total production 1383.

Thus, the American Government incentivized inedindy.

An added factor in inflating British hopes was theaggadocio of the
businessmen running American aircraft companie®irTéonfidence in their ability to
work miracles made it difficult for the American rathistration to differentiate what
actually was being produced, from what might bee Wiar Department reminded the
Treasury Department “to avoid the possibility ofamisunderstanding arising as a result
of the loose talk so frequently indulged in by #iecraft manufacturers in an effort to
answer questions for which they are not prepareshgtheir Washington visits...I hope
that you and I, by comparing notes frequently, dan the truth out of the mess of

approximations in this guess work indust?§?'1f Americans at the top with authority and

235 Memorandum by Lt. Col. Grandison Gardner to CoE.Bvieyers of the War Production Board.
November 4, 1941. NARA. RG 179, Entry 3, Box 26.

236 Robert Lovett, Special Assistant to the Secrepéiywar to Philip Young, Special Assistant to the
Secretary of the Treasury. January 16, 1941. NARB.107, Entry 74A, Box 7.
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access to information felt befuddled, the Britiserezeven more vulnerable to the fog of
confusion.

In addition to the problems with production, U.Sbfic opinion still hoped that
America might avoid direct fighting in the war. Inediately after the passage of the
Lend-Lease Act, a Treasury Department analysisucagtthe contradictory wishes of the
U.S. public. Having passed Lend-Lease and seen Weresh the Italians in North
Africa and Britain survive the Luftwaffe’s onslaugBome Americans felt real optimism:

The British victories during March, in Africa anadlthe lonian Sea, together with
the Yugoslavian revolt, gave rise here to a buoyaating that the war had
reached a turning point. While they were restraimedhe expression of their
optimism, many commentators, as well as a largensagof the general public,
permitted themselves the private hope that the Nazimachine might crumble
as readily as had the ltalian. They clung tenatyoiasthe notion that the panzer
divisions were no more than a papier-machier nigiénconjured up by Nazi
bluff and bluster; and they daydreamed of popularisings inspired by the
magic of America’s Lend-Lease |&W.

This statement demonstrated an unrealistic hogestmehow Hitler might just go away,
and Lend-Lease work without America having actutdlypuild anything.

U.S. Government agencies were under no suchalushough they were limited
by public opinion. The Treasury Department welcomaddose of reality after
Yugoslavia’'s collapse, which awoke public opinian the Nazi danger. A principal
lesson learned was that “the good will of the Witates was of small avail to the
Yugoslavs; real aid must be delivered to be of 3#¥ Indeed,

Behind the continuing popular support of aid foit&n there still lies a twofold
motivation: the American people desire to defeat Axis. And they desire to
stay out of war. These motives are now so comingled they cannot be

237 Memorandum by Alan Barth of the Treasury Departm&pril 12, 1941. NARA. RG 56, Entry 198,
Box 196.

238 Memorandum by Alan Barth of the Treasury Departm&pril 12, 1941. NARA. RG 56, Entry 198,
Box 196.
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separated and weighted with accuracy. ProponentsheflLend-Lease law
presented it to the public as an instrument forjtivet accomplishment of both
objectives. But a study of the development of Aweari opinion about the war
suggests strongly that the desire to avoid involmvas certainly the dominant
consideration in the early stages, and perhapsésesn at the present tinf&.

Given that reality, it was even more important tmid taking steps to put the U.S.
economy on a war footing; to do so could createdppearance of deception by the
Administration, undermining those very efforts tariease production.

The U.S. Government was trapped. Officials knewt theduction must be
increased but could not take the steps necessa&fyett immediate improvements. With
the fear of a German onslaught in spring 1941, wewelelivering British orders became
a matter of greater urgency. Some in the U.S. Gouent supported Stimson in advising
the politically unpalatable step of moving towardia economy:

It is today clear that the number of weapons akibElfor Great Britain in 1941,
while sufficient to enable her to resist, will nehable her to conquer. The
number of weapons which Great Britain will havectnry on the war during
1941 is known and though their production can beelacated, it cannot be
greatly increased because it is the result of #pacity of production laid down
in England and the United States during 1939 and01%ince British
production is already geared toward its maximurg sfust obtain from the
United States the balance of the supplies thatemidible her to top the German
strength in 1942. To achieve this, an immense eiffonecessary here. To result
in effective supplies in 1942, this effort must thecided, planned, and made
now...neither human will nor genius can change duri®g2 the process of
production based on decisions taken Rtw.

Stimson had sober expectations about the impadieofd-Lease. “Whatever
benefit Britain would derive during that period ffiche passage of Bill 1776 would be

mainly in the increased morale which such passagddauundoubtedly give to the British

239 Memorandum by Alan Barth of the Treasury Departm&pril 4, 1941. NARA. RG 56, Entry 198, Box
196.

240 Report on Great Britain. Author not stated. Febyu®, 1941. FDR Library. The President’s Secresary
File. Great Britain 1941. Accessed on November08,32at
http://docs.fdrlibrary.marist.edu/psf/box34/t3 1546l
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people...The immediate material advantages wouldhyiropinion, be far from sufficient
to greatly increase her defensive pow#ét. The U.S. was too new at re-armament to
increase output before 1942. The President showd ifformed that the U.S.
Government'’s policies thus far “will not probablgcsire a British victory?#?

On the front lines of the air war, the U.S. Emlyass London wondered how
Britain might handle another defeat, accompaniedddgys in supplies from America:

| still believe the British can resist invasion.will be a hard, bloody business,
but what has occurred so far in Crete does nat @lyeopinion. By some error or
lack of judgment the R.A.F. withdrew its planeseB\a few fighters would have
wrought havoc amongst the German troop carrietkeabutset and would have
been well expended...At the same time | have nev@uael and cannot see how
the British Empire can defeat Germany without thfplof God or Uncle Sam...
From here our steps in aid of Britain appear tdofelalong well behind the
development of events. The lag is great and mayeptoo much. It seems
already to have had its effects in the slow andadisaged crumbling of France.
There was some chance that this might have beeh stower otherwise. As it is
there seems to be no more sense of resistance ahfigench than there is in a
wet dishrag... One may question now, a year lateetidr the decision to try to
defend the whole empire was a practical one. Negbrss, any other decision at
that time (after the French collapse) would havenbenthinkable militarily, as
well as directly opposed to the British charactest tradition?*®

In this analysis Britain had the advantage of gaplgy and a stouter character than the
French. The constant was American support laggetgna events on the ground. But
this diplomatic office could not bolster Americanroguction, which remained
disorganized, despite the efforts of many withid antside the Administration.

Averill Harriman understood that American prodantidelays were linked to the

political and cultural desire to avoid war, no reatvhat was happening elsewhere. After

241“Resume of Situation Relative to Bill 1776.” Authanknown. Henry Stimson’s Top Secret Safe Files.
January 22, 1941. NARA. RG 107, Entry 74A, Box 9.

242 secretary of War's Top Secret Safe Files. “Resofriituation Relative to Bill 1776.” Author not
stated. January 22, 1941. NARA. RG 107, Entry TBéx 9.

243 Colonel Raymond Lee, U.S. military attaché atth8. Embassy to Ambassador John Winant. May 27,
1941. FDR Library. Harry Hopkins Papers, Box 304.
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the Lend-Lease Bill he expressed his frustratioth vimerica’s insistence on avoiding
war:

Why can't people in America understand that eveay de delay coming into

the war at le[a]st_ multiplies our difficulties whewe finally do. Country after

country has waited until it was too late to be afue to the fight, and then
overrun in the end anyway. Incidentally, if we acw we can still save a few-
Turkey, Iraq, Iran, Spain, Portugal—perhaps Rusaia] even stop Japan’s
further aggression. These countries will probahiyegn without a struggle

unless we do move soon—think of the effect on Séuttterica, where things are
none too happy for us at best—when the Gallupgiaivs 19% for war now and
68% for war if necessary to save the British, Amerinust be a nation of
ostriches. Don’t they read the newspapers andlist¢he radio?*

Fuelling Harriman’s frustration was the slownessAmherican production to catch up
with the promises of Lend-Lease, or the backlo®utish cash purchases. In London at
the height of the Blitz, Harriman sensed a dangemetachment from America. “My
days are filled with analyzing problems of suppbrdrand then trying to find words to
convey the urgency to Washington so that theywake up to the fact that ‘Business as
usual’ is not possible if we want to be of helpen&éFrustration bred contempt, “Hasn’t
the country any pride? Are we to continue to hidbibd the skirts of these poor British
women, who are holding up the civil defence hefdfdd British women give in, we will
be in for it without a friend left?*> His disgust likely was exacerbated by his awkward
position as the representative of the U.S. Govemtrteeexplain delays in supplies about
which he was embarrassed, or contrasting isolati@mguments in U.S. newspapers with
the nightly bombing of civilians in England.

The top of the Administration was slow to addr@sserica’s unfilled promises,

despite efforts by departments and officials tooemage immediate action. The delays

244 paverill Harriman to his wife. May 6, 1941. FDR lrdry, Hopkins Papers, Box 304.
245 pverill Harriman to his wife. May 6, 1941. FDR lrdry, Hopkins Papers, Box 304.
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were fueled by systemic problems. Stimson grew wWaosn his fruitless advocacy for
improving efficiency in order to aid Britain andcmrease America’s own military
strength. He complained that Roosevelt's “mind does follow easily a consecutive
chain of thought but he is full of stories and dents and hops about in his discussions
from suggestion to suggestion and it is very mug&k thasing a vagrant beam of
sunshine around a vacant rooff®” The President continued to shroud himself in
optimism. In April, Stimson reported,

The subject of getting munitions, particularly manto Great Britain, both by the
northeast and the southeast was discussed butwkeeeno concrete suggestions
or decisions that | can remember and the grountdwisa covered could have
been covered in very much shorter time. It was xample of the President’s
weak side as an administrator. He has flashes mitigebut when it comes to
working out a hard problem in a short time and with aid of expert advisors,
well, he just doesn't quite connect and it doesvork. However, he has done
well enough this past year to be entitled to thefidence of the world...Our job
is to fill in the shortcomings of his lack of adrisitnative regularity*’

The Aircraft section of the Office of Production Megement illuminated the
dynamic which contributed to President Roosevettsy forecasts: “In an effort to please
the President and all others who are interestednag make the mistake of being too
optimistic about deliveries?*® So serious were the pressures, and so eager|lfoeres
were the British, that staff were constantly ungierssure to give dates and quantities for
deliveries. The Aircraft Section urged the needvoid impossible promises:

There are so many things over which no human bednghave complete control,
which enter into the meeting of a schedule, th&ope we are going to be
conservative and not go on record for delivery dakes for anything that we are
not very sure we can meet. Someone quoted me liee day as having made a
promise on something | had never heard of. My pdfias always been to write

246 Entry of December 18, 1940. Henry Stimson Diarieeel 6.

247 Entry of April 2, 1941. Henry Stimson Diaries. Rée

248 | etter from Merrill Meigs, Chief of the Aircraftegtion, War Production Board, to his staff. May 9,
1941. NARA. RG 179, Entry 3, Box 27.
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anything which is a definite promise. | think itasgood policy for all of us to
follow. We are asked to make commitments aboutgthievery day over which
we have no control. Give the facts, give the polloyt when pinned down to a
promise let's put it in writing. Promise to try aedphasize the word ‘try'—to
help carry out a program but don’t promise unlessave suré*®

Politicians, alas, easily could conflate the esadpese ‘try’ as a synonym for ‘will".

Roosevelt brought in the influential and wealthysinessman, Bernard Baruch,
chairman of the War Productions Board during thestFiWorld War, to advise the
Administration on industrial expansion. He informddpkins:

| am sorry to find myself in disagreement with wimts been done...We are
improperly organized. It has cost us 20% more imeygwhich is comparatively
unimportant) but also 33 1/3 percent in time whiahnot be measured accept by
success or failure. Unless this organization isxgkd, and immediately, | do not
believe we are going to be able to get the thingsie. The matter of machines
in this highly mechanized war ought to be duck starpAmerica because no
nation can be so highly geared to the productiothe$e things as this country.
The United States Steel Company is said to be pindguas much steel as
Germany. What is the matter that we do not gettoaitthings?...I am sorry |
cannot be more encouraging but if my opinion is t@dnno one knows better
than you that we must look grim realities in theef&°

The Administration had not yet learned how to assésat could be built, how much and
when.

The President received much advice about how poawe the situation, not all of
it helpful. One former ‘dollar-a-year’ man, Thomidswes, suggested a solution like that
proposed by Beaverbrook: a production czar. One shanld be empowered to overrule
the squabbling departments and control all U.Soastin international exchange. Then,

any “decision to act would be felt immediately thgbout the world and might well be a

249 | etter from Merrill Meigs, Chief of the Aircraftegtion, War Production Board, to his staff. May 9,
1941. NARA. RG 179, Entry 3, Box 27.
250 | etter from Bernard Baruch to Harry Hopkins. Mayl®41. FDR Library. Hopkins Papers. Box 304.
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turning point in the war and possibly forestall tise of arms [by the United State$]"”
The only man for the job, however, would be theskient. This suggestion was
impracticable, as the transparent Lend-Lease BRsklfi had provoked hysterical
accusations that Roosevelt aimed to become a alictat

Surprisingly, interference from the U.S. Servicgisl not cause delays in
production and deliveries, despite reasonable coscabout their meagre supplies.
Fortunately for Britain, Stimson fully supportedpsglies for Britain. In December 1940,
the entire U.S. military received a paltry 21 fighplanes. Over the first half of 1941,

distribution of combat plane production was asoiol:

Figure IV: Distribution of Actual Total U.S. CombRtane Productici?

1941 Delivered ta America & all Total Percentage tp
British others Britain

January 308 125 433 71%

February 267 183 450 59%

March 186 336 522 36%

April 236 398 634 37%

May 366 201 567 65%

Total 1363 1243 2606 52%

Britain received more than half of all U.S. compé&ine production during this period,

including 71% in the months when it most neededraft—after receiving nearly 100%

in December 1940. Yet even these percentages tedflecfailure of U.S. production. As

of January, fighter deliveries to U.S. services evéaundreds of planes in arrears.

According to the Office of Statistics, “Labor, fimagal and production difficulties of the

251 Thomas Hewes to Harry Hopkins. June 18, 1941. EDRary. Hopkins Papers, Box 301.
252 pttachment to Memorandum for the Chief of Staffitior not stated. June 25, 1941. NARA RG107,
Entry 39, Box 147.
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various manufacturers may be relegated to a secppaaition so far as this situation is
concerned until there is a complete revision ofti@m schedules, giving the agreed
priority to British orders. Only then can the tioettlenecks in our own Army production
be determined?®® That is, even in 1941 the U.S. Government didkmatw the causes
for its own production delays.

By the early summer of 1941, deliveries of tanksoaWere in arrears, and
Roosevelt issued an urgent instruction:

| am very anxious that we substantially increasecaput of tanks and that we
do it as promptly as possible...| am particularlyianos that the program include
as much increase as possible in the planned piiodufdr the balance of the
year. As you know there is an immediate and urged on the part of the
British for tanks. | know how difficult it is forra/one to try to indicate the exact
number of tanks which are needed by the British @ntelves and it seems to
me, therefore, that the criterion should be, fertlext year or so at least, that the
only limiting factor should be the ability of indug to produce the tanks?

This order, however, was misleading. Rooseveltredi¢ank production to be increased
without determining what other programme must declso to make available raw
materials, factory space, machine tools and skiilbdurers.

Roosevelt’'s advisors’ reply to his tank ‘order’ eaded a frustration with being
told to make so many things their “number one” ptyo “We feel obligated to state that
[the newly agreed tank production program] doesliterially meet your directive, ‘that
the only limiting factor should be the ability ofn#erican industry to produce the tanks.’
If more medium tanks are vitally needed they can pbeduced, but not without

considerable industrial dislocation and some ieterice with other phases of the defense

253 statistics Branch, weekly reports. February 8,118dthor not stated. NARA RG 107, Entry 36, Box
1287.

254 FEDR to Hillman and the Office of Production Managmt. July 9, 1941. FDR Library. Official File
4488.
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program.?5° Stimson offered a more detailed explanation oftwisas possible, stating
that U.S. industry could achieve a maximum outdut@0 medium tanks a month by
the end of 194%%¢ However, this dramatic increase of 2/3 over thevious goal, to be

achieved over a very short period of time, wasmet.

Already dealing with inefficiency and delays, tAaglo-American production
system was shaken by operation Barbarossa. Onc8dwiet Union survived beyond
initial estimates, it became clear that substardidl from Britain and the U.S. was
necessary to help Russia survive. This realisgiit@mpted a British assessment of its
joint production efforts with North America. Thestdts were worrying. The report
discovered that both Britain and Canada were coostrg more military equipment
than the U.S. The Ministry of Supply found that tpeoduction of Army equipment by
Britain and Canada during the eighteen months (igindhe end of 1942] will exceed that
of the United States by about 15%. In the currardrigr Britain and Canada will be
producing approximately twice as much army equipnzanthe United State$®” The
COS hoped to use this report to embarrass the Aamesiinto producing more kit, “to
show the production men that a nation of 140 milliwas apparently only able to
produce the same as two nations totaling 45 milliamich “was a situation which they
could surely not sit down undet®® By September, British estimates of U.S. fighter
deliveries to the U.K. for June, 1942 noted a deficy of 25 squadrons, causing a 15%

reduction in British strength, even worse if Bnitaflailed to achieve an improbable

255 Office of Production Management to FDR. July 1941. FDR Library. Official File 4488.

256 Secretary of War to Roosevelt. July 11, 1941. RiiiRary. Official File 4488.

257 Note on the Anglo-American consolidated Stateno¢tiie Position at June 30, 1941. Author not stated
but file held in the Stacey May Papers. Septemp&p41. PRO. BT 87/34.

258 Note of an informal meeting held in General Isnsa@ffice. August 28, 1941. PRO. BT 87/34.
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surplus in its own production by Jutf8.The Ministry of Supply summed up Britain’s
position as follows:

It is perfectly clear that British-Canadian prodoitalone will not be sufficiently

large to meet British minimum requirements for a&ggive warfare. Still less will

it be sufficient to allow Great Britain to make stdmtial contributions in military

equipment to other actual and potential combatagsinst the Axis powers—
Russia, China, the Dutch East Indies and suchiogsss might occur upon the
European continent. American production must biedalpon to supplement, in
important measure, Britain’s armament programme, ianaddition to provide

the implements needed to make the efforts of odmtirAxis forces effective.

Furthermore, this must be accomplished while th#ddrStates is attempting to
bring its own forces to a wartime footing with tleast possible dela®

This dire analysis revealed Britain’s reliance be tnited States to enable offensive
warfare. While the Empire could produce sufficiptanes to defend the British Isles,
American production was necessary to do anythingemémerica, moreover, had

promised to make good British needs, as well assinos Chinese and Dutch

requirements, in addition to dramatically expandisgown weak air forces.

The slow growth in American production rates wasacetbated by the
undersupplied condition of the U.S. military. Whieend-Lease was signed in March
1941, the U.S. possessed barely enough munitiotrgitoits small army®! The need
to equip the army, combined with the inefficienciesAmerican manufacturing and
the President’s political desire to avoid all-oubguction, meant that the U.S. could
not meet its forecasts. As the following comparisoh British and American

production in the '3 quarter of 1941 shows:

25%From Arthur Harris to Charles Portal. SeptemberlB8i1. PRO. AIR 8/420

260 Note on the Anglo-American consolidated Stateno¢tiie Position at June 30, 1941. Author not stated
but file held in the Stacey May Papers. Septemp&p41. PRO. BT 87/34.

261 Butler, J.R.M.Grand Strategy Volume Iip.143.
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Figure V: Production, Forecast and Actual, Thirda@ar (July-September) 194%
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The U.S. missed its forecasts in tanks and fighbsrshundreds of units, while its
production was far less than that of Britain (exithg Canada). Furthermore, in
September 1941 Russia was promised 400 planesO&nildks per month through June
1942. Those items were America’s biggest shortfatlissing forecasts by twenty and
fourteen percent, respectively. America’s shorttdl1276 fighters would have more
than doubled the number of fighters shipped fromefica to Britain for the entire
quarterzss

Piling on disappointing U.S. production in therthiquarter, was more bad

news, delivered on the eve of the Moscow Conferdnm® September 29, 1941 to

262 Comparison Between British and U.S.A. Producti@msvis Forecast. Author not stated. December 6,
1941. PRO. BT 87/34.

263 Figures from Ed. Hancock, W.I&tatistical Digest of the Wakondon: His Majesty’s Stationary Office
and Longmans Green and Co. 1951. p. 157.
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October 2, which formalized the material aid Rusgald receive from the British and
Americans through June 1942. Knowing that its milt desperately needed
equipment, but the Soviets also had received presni8ritish strategic planners
decided to meet the Americans before visiting Mescbhe Americans could supply
some production to whomever they wished, but giveeir generous and diverse
promises coupled with the limits of their capabekt someone must go short.
Although the Soviets did not qualify for Lend-Leaséd until November, the
Americans let them purchase weapons and other rabten exchange for gold
beginning in late July. On August 2, 1941 Rooseymlbmised the Soviets “all
economic assistance practicable.” The Americansewege to send their limited
supplies to the destination of their choostfgChurchill expressed his knowledge of
American capacity to Stalin, when he emphasizetriwst of the first nine months of
aid to Russia would come “almost entirely out oftBh production, or production
which the United States would have given us untier tease and Lend Bill. The
United States were resolved to give us virtually Whole of their exportable surplus,
and it is not easy for them within that time to npaut effectively new sources of
supply.”% Some British planners feared the Americans wotldrdBritain increased

deliveries in the distant future, in exchange fomiediate sacrifices to Rus$f&.

264 OQvery, Richard J. “Co-operation: Trade, Aid, anetfinology.” InAllies At War: The Soviet,
American, and British Experience, 1939-19M&w York: St. Martin’s Press, 1994. p. 207. JorRRahert
H. Roads to Russia: United States Lend-Lease to thietSdnion.Norman, OK: University of
Oklahoma, 1969.

265 etter from Churchill to Stalin. September 21 19RRO. PREM 3/401/7.

266 Gwyer, J.M.A.Grand Strategy Volume llI: June1941-August 194shdon: Her Majesty’s Stationary
Office, 1964. p.149.
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The London Conference, presented to the Sovietasfort to determine the
maximum that could be given to Russia, really wasalB’s attempt to learn the most
that the Americans would give anyoffé, so that Britain could re-allocate its
production elsewhere to make up for the diversibmsRussia. As Harriman and
Beaverbrook prepared for the main meeting, Air Mais Arthur Harris in
Washington, warned the Air Ministry and Beaverbradkvhat was about to happen:
“l have just obtained confidential information whigvas not intended to be disclosed
that the U.S.A. representatives will propose in dom a scale of releases to us which
will be considerably less than we require, expecthave moral or even financial
right to.”?® The Americans would be ruthless, “We will get thetput off British
financed contracts (but note well that their wayin@ this is to superimpose U.S.
contracts on ours and then demand their share gubthus delaying our eventual
receipts or just do a plain double cro$¥.'Tired of the repeated disappointments in
American production, Harris advised a change irk:tdondon should “demand a
numerical programme of production and releasesdetraur strategical needs and not
content ourselves with demand for a percentage hadtewer happens to materialise.
This is essential to secure the urge to accelemateduction on a war economy basis
and to avoid the authorities here remaining conteith only what they are now

doing.”?® Such a step certainly would punish the Americansahy shortfalls, though

267 For more on this see Leighton, Richard M. and Rolbe CoakleyUnited States Army in World War I,
The War Department, Global Logistics and Stratd@A40-1943Washington: Office of the Chief of
Military History Department of the Army, 1955. .9
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also implied that American shortages were voluntarg swiftly correctable, and that
Britain had the bargaining position to impose theseditions.

A full year after Layton had met Roosevelt to urgeanges to the U.S.
production system to improve efficiency, the Presidstill was uninformed about
how production worked. An exasperated Harris coteth

[The] President is already dumbfounded at revefatimt USA production up
to end 1942 barely exceeds UK and Canadian effodtia | understand in
mood for drastic action pro[v]ided the howl forfifom our side rings loud
enough. This, | feel, is the opportunity for ushimwl in no uncertain manner
with the probable result that increase of supptiesus at the expense of
U.S.A. forces will start the latter howling in chur instead of remaining
content as now to rob our till at every opportuni8o far the half hearted
though frequent attempts to increase productioreHad in the main to the
projection of an additional stream of orders dowa same narrow old and
limited channels of production into a more and maistant future?’*

Harris understood the inertia within the U.S. systand hoped that pressure from

Churchill and Beaverbrook might overcome it.

While America’s shortages were worse than anyorigritain had anticipated:

The U.S. delegation submitted new production afatation estimates which
(i) provided insufficient deliveries of tanks anidcaaft to Russia to match the
deliveries promised by Britain to M. Stalin and) (iprovided smaller
deliveries to Britain than we had previously beed to expect. The effect of
the proposals, therefore, was to throw a larget glathe burden of supplying
Russia upon Britain than had been expected whenptbmises to Russia
were made. The new U.S. production estimates shothatl American
production was falling short of original plafis.

Britain had expected to face the diversion of 200t® own planes a month, and a
possible reduction in shipments from the U.S. Ndawlearned that the U.S. was

further cutting its deliveries to Britain, and Bxilh must make good another American

211 Arthur Harris to Charles Portal, September 18,11%R0O. AIR 8/420.

212 Report on the London Conference by Sir Walter baySeptember 1941 (Specific date not given).
PRO. BT 87/37.
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shortfall to Russia. The Americans would miss tHenecast in tank production by
more than 2400 units (26%). They would send Ruesig 1163 of the 1800 planes
promised, leaving Britain to make up the differerafe637, in addition to its own
commitment of 1800 planes and the decline in Anzarideliveries to Britaid’® The
American decision eliminated most, 60%, of the 3, #anks which Britain had
expected to receiv&? and 50 air squadrons, of which 15 were fightétS.he British
were astonished that the Americans would cut thdotments so much, in such a
seemingly arbitrary mannéf® Britain could do nothing about the situation. Hayi
tried for more than a year to boost U.S. produgctBritain once again faced crippling
and unexpected shortages, exacerbated by the mentuRussia. By December 1941,
the Ministry of Aircraft Production reported thatifssh orders in America “are now 3081
aircraft in arrears,” almost matching British anthérican deliveries to Russia during the
first protocol?’” Since Britain made good America’s shortfalls inetireg its promises to
Russia, even more British planes (and tanks) tharally promised by Churchill were
sent to Russia. Since stripping the home islands uveacceptable to British planners,
other theatres absorbed the blow.

Barely two months later, the situation got even seowhen Japan entered the

war. British planners thought they were readydorAmerican response to a Japanese

273 Report on the London Conference by Sir Walter baySeptember 1941 (Specific date not given).
PRO. BT 87/37.

274 Report on the London and Moscow Conferences bWaiter Layton. October 1941 (Specific date not
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275 Butler, J.R.MGrand Strategy Vol. lll.p. 152.

278 For a detailed description of the entire systemGeakley, Robert W. and Richard M. Leightbmited
States Army in World War I, The War Departmentglal Logistics and Strategy, 1940-1943.
Washington: Office of the Chief of Military Histoiyepartment of the Army, 1955. pp.77-81.
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attack. They understood that Lend-Lease delivewese subject to the President’s
approval, and could be postponed or confiscateghiemergency. Yet they were totally
unprepared for the scale of Japan’s initial sucaas®f America’s reaction, or the

possibility that the U.S. would seize British oslgrlaced with gold/dollar accounts,
designed to specifications that were useless toAthericans. Since aid to Russia had
reduced the RAF in North Africa and the Far Easth®® minimum, time was needed to
fill any gaps made by the shuffling of resourcesilevthe confusion of U.S. leaders
produced new and critical delays. Their effect cdanbe quantified, but given the

centrality of timing and the complexity of movingpbal reinforcements, each delay had
knock on effects elsewhere. The reinforcements sei@8ingapore arrived too late and
were too meagre and haphazard to blunt the Japatiesd, while in the Middle East

Britain suffered a serious setback.

Immediately after Pearl Harbor, the RAF Delegaiimiashington met the head
of the Lend-Lease Administration and the U.S.A.ATRat Delegation had been headed
by Arthur Harris since the Mission was founded tibeamline Lend-Lease. His
experiences had left him jaded with Americans. Aht it just before Pearl Harbor and
his impending transfer home,

The joke, as usual, will be on us and the laughhem. If, in the process, the
Yanks get rid of me, no doubt they'll appreciatattHf I've done nothing else
I've at least got them thinking once or twice befaach succeeding and blatant
double cross. Yet another ‘new boy’ will be easierat for them over the period
of his initiation—although of course my now wary—niét weary—staff, such as
Cribett and Weldon, will give them no repetitiontbé ‘taking candy from a kid’
period when we were all new on our first arrivaheTonly text on ethics to be
observed anywhere out here is ‘there is a sucker &gery minute’. Anyone new
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must inevitably be a sucker—or one hell of a cadthe danger of Anglo-U.S.
relations?’®

Harris was presented with what he interpreted adtanatum: Britain must surrender its
rights to a certain portion of its Lend-Lease precoent, or have that production seized
anyway. Harris’ cable home captured the mood in thé&. and the irritated

condescension of a senior officer in his third yefaexistential war:

Stimson sent for me, Mcloy and Lovett present with to ‘the Disaster of

Hawaii'. They were dazed and Stimson himself hamltye to speak. In that
environment | did not anticipate much reason oseaableness neither would
argument which in any event must take place over gide have profited here.
They demanded every aircraft of the folljowing] égowhich in their estimate we
have now available over here viz 42 B24, 52 Hudsdb6 Kittyhawks. | asked

for their considered minimum requirements but tliae of argument got

nowhere...It is my view that an expensive gesturedgt this juncture is vital to
future relations and will do much to pull servicasd countries together when
full extent of disaster is known...They promise tplage as quickly as poss[ible]
to which Levitt added rather uncalled for threatttfailing response from us they
would be forced to raid Leaselend. Please replgntig and give me priorities as
to what you most desire to save from the wreckyriick is unavoidable, also
your views on sanctity of Russian agreeméfits.

As British theatre commanders had learned, Chdichgromises to Russia were
inviolable. Harris’ inclination to play defence wée only practicable means to deal with
the Americans; he must accept the Americans’ elgtyands in the hopes it would avoid
the bad feelings stemming from futile resistance.

On the next day, events were even worse. “Sitndtiere is the U.S. War Dept.
has frozen all supplies whether L/L or our own cacit now in country and not actually
on board ship. They say this is only a stock takimgneuver of no anticipated serious
duration.” This was a doubtful assertion, Harrided] “I foresee a hopeless game of grab

with dice loaded against us unless we press fangulow that all diversions of weapons

278 Arthur Harris to Vice Chief of the Air Staff. Dexder 2, 1941. PRO. AIR 8/415.
279 Arthur Harris to Chief of the Air Staff. Decemi®r1941. PRO. AIR 8/419.

112



ready for use which are proposed by U.S. servibesild be agreed in staff discussions
on strategical justification...Today no attempt wasaden in the demand for all our
aircraft...to argue comparative needs on strategjoalinds. It was just plain panic and
grab.”?® The creation of a consultative body with authotitydetermine strategy, and
therefore allocations, in the light of where thesally were needed, was the “only
reasonable means of dealing with these people awitigs ourselves from continuous
spate of unreasoned and unreasonable demands.” &usbdy would take time.
Meanwhile, Harris suggested meeting some Ameriesmahds so to buy good will in the
future, despite the harm this might cause on thtefialds of the Middle East and the
Far East. Harris could do little else, believingttithe Americans would do what they
wanted?®! That night he sent an urgent follow-up to Londamrning that “Arnold is
signaling you ordering urgent release [of the BhitLL planes]...Must warn you Arnold
says he will take if we will not give?®?

The following day the CAS endorsed Harris’ planGburchill. The best option
was to mitigate American “panic”, adding, “I realigre must help the Americans, but the
guestion is whether we should do what they askawitliliscussion, in spite of the injury
we think it will do to the war effort as a whole; whether we should make a small
interim release and keep the subject in play untian be fully discussed® Portal
cabled Arnold in a naked attempt to buy time, hgphat the American leadership would

calm down enough to allow a more thoughtful allawatof aircraft. In a classically

280 Arthur Harris to Chief of the Air Staff. Decemi®r1941. PRO. AIR 8/419.
281 Arthur Harris to Chief of the Air Staff. Decemi®r1941. PRO. AIR 8/419.
282 Arthur Harris to Chief of the Air Staff. Decemi®r1941. PRO. AIR 8/419.
283 From Chief of the Air Staff to the Prime Minist&ecember 10, 1941. PRO. AIR 8/419.
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British and patronizing tone, he said “| fully rsal and sympathise with [your] desire to
make good the losses sustained...It is neverthelgsirm conviction that without full
and careful examination by joint staffs of all flaetors affecting rival claims for aircraft
for all fronts, viz. Pacific, Russia, Libya, Malgy@ritain, it is impossible to arrive at a
correct decision as to the best use of our availedgources in the common cau&¥.”

On December 10 Harris met Arnold, who had even depademands than
Stimson had expressed. Arnold faced serious puiskssure, in addition to his own
concerns:

Overnight the tune has completely changed. Stingsappeal to me for aircraft
yesterday was based entirely on replacing losse# how appears that he had
got it all wrong Arnold and Lovitt now say that day@se naval superiority in
Pacific has altered whole basis of U.S.A. defencap.rlavy can steam where it
likes (their view not mine) and carriers which pgoasly dared not pass Hawaii
are now an active and immediate threat to citieb arcraft factories on west
coast. | referred to fantastic conception of semeaof carriers and low scale of
attack if any but this was brushed aside on US Nasgurance that they can
make it. Indeed last night San Francisco had 3rad alarms. U.S. R.D.F.
equipment (which is anyhow useless) picked up 2jyelaformations and
interceptors reputed to have made visual contdais ©f course is nonsense
similar to 1914 Russians with snow on their boatsSzotch railways, Lovett
does not believe a word of it. Arnold for own puspe does and papers have it.
Consequently what | said above re political andlipylressure on Arnold here
applies... Cities and factories on west coast andiffanmust be protected and
he must have equipment for reconnaissance andnfighnits. If we do not give
he will take etc...We can only attempt to set somdtlto effect West Coast
fantasy...The present alternatives [to a joint staféfmmittee] are these
unreasoned and unreasonable demands from whicltowvdy Isuffer... At present
hysteria is prevalent here in all circles. Air raidrnings have just been sounded
up whole eastern seaboard from New York to Bodiwobably it will be stated
that they were for A.R.P. rehearsal purposes. Algttteey were meant and taken
seriously. The atmosphere is thus bad for ratidisalussion of anything®

Arnold replied to Portal’s earlier cable explaigithat Japanese “carriers may

now come within striking distance of our west coashust build up my combat units to

284 Chief of the Air Staff to Arthur Harris. Decembld, 1941. PRO. AIR 8/419.
285 personal for Chief of the Air Staff from Arthur His. December 10, 1941. PRO. AIR 8/419.
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protect Panama Canal and aircraft industries onMbs coast, and in addition furnish
sufficient protection to satisfy the American pabk® The COS acknowledged that
Britain’s only recourse was to posterity, notingafestically that “with reference to the
request from the United States War Department, as vagreed that, if the U.S.A.
arbitrarily diverted the allocation, there was norento be said but, from a military point
of view, it would be wrong to say that we agreedhis transfer.”?” Portal had the
advantage of dealing with events second hand,ngettiarris’ analysis once he had
absorbed the direct shocks of U.S. decisions. Wieatris learned was that, in its
urgency, the U.S. was losing track of strategy.sTias revealed particularly in an
exchange between Harris and Arnold about the Uy requirements for the defence
of Hawaii. The Navy

Claim to need 300 pursuit aircraft. | said thahailigh they faced only carrier
borne attack from probable maximum of 5 carrieeytivere putting in for a first
line strength equal to about a third of that withieth Battle of Britain was won
against the whole might of the German air forceetlasn land 20 miles away.
His astonishment betrayed that they were thinkingin terms of area to be
defended and probable scale of attack but simplthefmaximum number of
aircraft obtainable from any sour¢g.

Harris and the RAF delegation were unable to swayAmericans. On the following
day, more severe measures were taken at the expeBseish supplies. In addition to
the fighters and bombers the U.S. had ‘requestd@y froze “even solely British
equipment not used or required by them and of eoallsspares about to be sent forward
to ME and other theatres.” Arnold assured Harra the U.S. would make up later, and

then some, for what it took, though the British dexk the materials—many of which

286 From General Arnold to Chief of the Air Staff. Besber 10, 1941. PRO. AIR 8/419.
287 Extract from COS meeting. December 10, 1941. PRR.8/419.
288 Arthur Harris to Chief of the Air Staff. Dacembkt, 1941. PRO. AIR 8/419.
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were of no use to the Americans—immediately toftfigife Japanese in Malaya and the
Germans in North Africa. As Harris put it:

| attach no importance to such jam tomorrow promaleof which have without
exception been cynically disregarded in past whan of settlement arrived
although they were not then even at war. Can | lyawg views on sanctity of
Russian undertaking in these altered circumstan¥es. should know that
Arnold intends to rip airscrews off airacobras ahdecessary Bostons now at
docks for Russia to make up for U.S. Air Corps deficies...Can | have
appreciation of foreseen effects on our immedigterations of the loss of the
aircraft mentioned above and date flow must beoredtshort of disaster. This
will at least enable me to apprise Stimson’s leftdhof what his right hand does
which would not otherwise be apparent to him arteé@d the necessity has not
yet even entered his he#d.

Four days into the war with Japan, the U.S. wadyré¢a renege on its agreements with
both Britain and Russia, without effectively strémning U.S. defences or engaging the
enemy. By the end of the day, Harris learned thatl.S. planned to seize 1161 planes,
285 of them from Lend-Lease orders which they hadght to, and 876 from long
standing—and delayed—-British cash orders which thidynot. He also believed, based
on comments by a senior U.S. general, that therdndd come from Roosevéi
Meanwhile, the U.S. cabled Portal to ask for a giftBritish RDF equipment to be
shipped in as great a quantity as possible and@s as practicabR®! Portal told Harris
that he was right, “Further action foreshadowednosv being accelerated. Meanwhile
you should maintain with Arnold a strong but frigndbstinacy on lines of my message
to him. See Ancient and Modern 5492 This reference alludes to the transformation of
Saul of Tarsus, the great oppressor of early Ganst into the Apostle Paul. Portal

seemed to suggest that while the Americans cuyremélre treating British contracts

289 Arthur Harris to Chief of the Air Staff. Decembkt, 1941. PRO. AIR 8/419.
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cruelly, in the long run they would be on Britairsgle, and together they would win.
Harris met Arnold and learned that the U.S. haduced its demands, though they
remained significant, particularly affecting theddle East. These demands included 417
first line fighters from British contracts (not Leédhease); 211 Kittyhawks and 206
Airacobras (P-39's}?° The Kittyhawks were intended to go to the MiddeesEto replace
Hurricanes, which then would be sent to Singap®he Airacobras were to be sent to
Russia, to free 200 British built fighters for NorAfrica and the Far East. The loss, or
delay, of these fighters meant that planes purchasethe U.S. could not cover
diversions from the Middle East to the Far Eastic8idelays of Russian aid and leaving
the British Isles under-defended were out of thestjon, the only option was to divide
the deficiency in the Middle East, leaving bothirid the Far East dangerously weak until
the U.S. could make good its deliveries. As Pastatl, “Without the American aircraft
upon which our plans are now so dependent our ssdnelibya would be nugatory and
the north western approaches endangered. This weadd the situation for Japan. We
still intend to honour our bond to Russia and tk #eem for no revision until the
prospects of carrying it out become hopel&8s.”

On the 18, the War Department asked Harris for his help. &ainthe British
equipment the American Government sought to coatigsevas in transit to ship via
railroad, which would not release the shipmentd 8. Government authorities because
it did not regard the seizure as legal. The Wardb@pent hoped that Harris would call

the railroad and tell them to hand over the equipm&s Harris explained it, “I cannot be

293 Arthur Harris to Chief of the Air Staff. Decembi?, 1941. PRO. AIR 8/419.
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expected to order railways to release materialschviiknow will be seized without
further by your leave from ug® The situation seemed almost comedic, “War Dept.
having knocked us down and stripped and searchedeumaking ad hoc polite request
for whereabouts of safe key before proceeding itk up.®°°

Finally on the 18, Harris reported better news to London. He betietiee
Americans “had been instructed from on high to reyeom orgy of grab to some
reasonable system of give and take based upondewason of vital necessities of all
parties dependent upon a limited pool of resourCasne away with definite impression
that we shall save reasonable share of Kittyhawkkspssibly some Hudson®" This
was Britain’s first inkling that it would receivésiKittyhawks, and could provide North
Africa with something approaching adequate air powed, therefore, be able to send
more aircraft to the Far East as well. It also pba false dawn. On December 17 the
Commander in Chief Far East asked for the urgeliwetg of Kittyhawks, which was
impossible because their supply was cut#ffThe U.S. delays also had knock on effects
with Australia, which, recoiling at Japan’s sucesss was demanding serious
reinforcement for the Far East as promised by thigsB Government. The Air Ministry
hoped to divert 3-4 squadrons of Hurricanes tottieatre, but the uncertainty about
replacing them made this a particularly difficutidaslow decisioR??

After a harrowing nine days of fighting to savetBh North American supplies,

Harris struck a note of resigned pessimism:
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296 Arthur Harris to Chief of the Air Staff. DecembEs, 1941. PRO. AIR 8/419.

297 Arthur Harris to Chief of the Air Staff. DecembEs, 1941. PRO. AIR 8/419.

298 Commander in Chief Far East to The War Office.ddeer 17, 1941. PRO. AIR 8/944.
299 Ajr Ministry to RAF Delegation in Washington. Denber 23, 1941. PRO. AIR 8/518.

118



| am firmly convinced Lease Lend will go and is ngaing by the board. USA
no longer arsenal of democracy but badly shakerigbent frantically
concerned with acquiring real and imagined nedesdior her own defence now
and offense in future...within a few hours of war paty had Lease Lend been
frozen or taken but even our own aircraft manufactito our specifications in
capacity created by us and paid for in our dolteas been arbitrarily confiscated
in toto until we begged a few releases. This matkebvious to me that future
relations will be conducted along similar lines...Oof the pool of
production...we shall get only what (A) we can cowethe US services through
joint staff channels must be or should best be édmer to us in prosecution of
| hope common strategy plans plus (B) Any surpfuthi distant future after US
services are gorged and if they consider our neathoms more imperious than
those of Russians, Chinks etc. The above is myiapinOur part will be to beg
and to advise and as suppliants to accept gratefutth crumbs as fall from the
rich man’s table...Must reiterate that above is myhapinion but a firm one.
You may agree that apart from original ride as stekipon first arrival most of
my more dismal prognostications have been bornéyevents®

Harris was right only in part. Lend-Lease lived dn. a year the Americans were
producing stupendous amounts of war materials, nodickhich went to Britain, but by
then the damage to the British Empire was done.

By New Year's of 1942, the situation hardly hadproved. Portal and Harris’
strategy of delaying the Americans was having mixeesults. “Prolonged
discussions...have not repeat not stopped our effontstrieve aircraft position prospect
still bad but hope to return to attack before CA8ves and perhaps extract more blood
from stone.®%! In fact, the situation was not resolved until #eeadia Conference on
January 7, fully one month after the JapaneselkatBy this time, Singapore’s fate was
sealed, and Portal wrote back to his Air Ministiyoting scripture which captured his
mood: “I have fought a good fight, | have finishety course, | have kept the faith;

Henceforth there is laid up for me a crown of reghtsness®®?

300 personal for Vice Chief of the Air Staff from AdthHarris. December 16, 1941. PRO. AIR 8/415.
301 From Arthur Harris to Vice Chief of the Air Staffanuary 1, 1942. PRO. AIR 8/413.
302 Chief of the Air Staff to the Air Ministry. Janua?, 1942. PRO. AIR 8/413.
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Portal’'s exasperation can be understood by consglérow these new delays

exacerbated existing U.S. delivery delays.

Figure VI: Requisitions and Deliveries of Lend-Leasrcraft for Britain through
March 31, 19433

Number requisitioned Number Delivered % Achieved
4 Engine Bombers 1,000 13 1.3%
2 Engine Bombers 3,915 503 12.8%
Fighters/Interceptors 3,087 161 5.2%
Trainers 4,155 432 10.4%
Flying Boats 387 0
Reconnaissance 250 20 8%
Transport 811 148 18.2%
Total Aircraft 13,605 1,277 9.4%

No one did, or could have, expected the Americandeliver all of these requisitions
within the first year and three weeks of the Lerei$e programme. Neither did anyone
expect the U.S. to lag so far behind on its promisg¢he most critical year of the war. Of
these total figures, more than 11,000 planes had bequisitioned before June, 1941—
over 80% of the total figur®* The U.S. deficit was not the product of later osde
inflating the shortage. The delivery figures, hoeevare inflated by the rapid
improvement of transfers beginning in February 194&til then, almost no planes had
been transferred to Britain under the Lend-Leasg@amme.

The freeze of British airplane deliveries duritigs critical month added to

Britain’s burden in juggling continuous disappoietmts in deliveries and in meeting its

03 “Ajrcraft Requisitioned and Transferred Thru Ma@&h, 1942. ” Lend Lease Administration. Undated.
Author not stated. NARA. RG 169, Entry 74, Box 605.
s04“Ajrcraft Requisitioned and Transferred Thru Ma@&h, 1942. ” Lend Lease Administration. Undated.
Author not stated. NARA. RG 169, Entry 74, Box 605.
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commitment to Russia. Scholars have ignored teiszi, particularly as exacerbating the
setback in North Africa and the fall of Singapok&hile it is almost impossible to
imagine how the reinforcement of the RAF could haaged Singapore, lessening the
speed of the collapse was possible. It was theesobphe humiliation which was most
painful to the British Empire, and enraged Aus&malopinion. The earlier arrival of RAF
reinforcements might have lessened this blow. ¢teidainly plausible, for example, that
had the British ordered 211 Kittyhawks been sergcieduled, many Hurricanes could
have left the Middle East for the Far East muchneoonotwithstanding Britain’s aid to
Russia or previous delays in American deliveriestdad, the RAF could move only
penny packets in ad hoc fashion for the first msmththe defence in Southeast Asia. Aid
to Russia left air power in the Middle East at &saute minimum, and the freezing of

the American built planes delayed reinforcementswvhere.
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Chapter IV
Churchill’'s Great Gamble: The Decision to Aid Rassi

By May 1941, for the first time in a year, Britawas on the verge of being
able to reinforce the Middle East in strength amdeduce its astonishing weakness in
the Far East. Lend-Lease in the United States loicked the difficult problem of
finance, and America promised significant aid sodhen, in June 1941, Operation
‘Barbarossa’ threatened to turn British strategyitsnhead yet again. Whilst Britain
acquired a major ally on the continent, Russia’sistance was expected to be
fleeting. It was, in any case, an ‘ally’ Britainddinot trust, which would require
serious material assistance if it was to last. THR&rbarossa’, whilst assuring a
temporary respite from the Nazis, was a mixed lmhgswhich presaged greater future
British difficulties. How British strategists respaded to ‘Barbarossa’, why and when
they chose to substantially aid the Soviets, and Bach aid affected Soviet and
British material capabilities, are central quessiom understanding British grand
strategy during the first six months of Soviet ilwement in the war. Any serious aid
to the USSR must come at the direct price of Brisgrength elsewhere.

Britain greeted the attack on the Soviet Union asliaf, believing that the Axis
would be occupied in the East until it defeated Swwiets, probably buying Britain a
year before facing an Axis invasion in the sprifgl®42. Yet this event was not
initially embraced as a greater opportunity to bibet Germans. Allied and German
intelligence all thought the Axis would smash Sovesistance in between three weeks

and three months. For example, on June 11 the hueltigence Committee and the
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Joint Planning Staff estimated that the Sovietsldidast four to six week¥®> German
estimates were similar; they expected to defeaGtheets in three to eight weeks. Even
the most pessimistic German generals thought tvee&owould fold by the end of the
year3% Thus, if Britain wished to prolong Soviet resistanthe need for decisive aid
was immediate; vacillation likely would mean thahé ran out to help Russia. Yet
Britain did little to assist the Soviets for thregtical months following ‘Barbarossa’,
save offering sincere moral support, and some syimbwl. The first Arctic convoy, the
‘Dervish’ did not sail until August 21, 1941, aririg August 31. “It was unimpressively
small, consisting of only six merchant ships, savef which were ‘very ancient®®’
The convoy contained mostly raw materials suchirmaand wool, along with a small
complement of 15 Hurricanes in crates. HMS Argadirgy separately, delivered another
24 Hurricanes. Their purpose was to protect theragmh of future convoys, not to
participate on the Eastern Front. They also weyeril by British pilots. These months
offered the chance British strategists seeminglg haen awaiting: they obtained a
continental ally able to resist the Axis for longkean several weeks. Yet Britain chose
not to substantially aid the Soviets during thisiqu

The causes of this delay have been debated oveyates, with Soviet and
Russian historiography attributing it to myopic jodice. Soviet and even recent
Russian historiography has tended to emphasizealtbgedly willful refusal of Britain

to send meaningful aid, despite its promises tocthr@rary. The Russian scholar Lidia

395 War Cabinet Joint Intelligence Subcommittee. Authat stated. June 11, 1941. PRO. CAB 79/12.
308 Butler, J.R.M.Grand Strategy Volume IlI: June 1941-August 1942ndon: Her Majesty’s Stationary
Office 1964) p. 90. Woodward, Sir LlewellyBritish Foreign Policy in the Second World War, Mok II.
(London: Her Majesty’s Stationary Office 1971) 3p.

307Woodman, Richardlhe Arctic Convoys, 1941-194hondon: John Murray 1994) p. 36-37.
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Pozdeeva, in her tolerably balanced post-1991 axtcofithe Soviet war economy,
notes “an unwillingness of some elements within ieed military bureaucracies to
supply weapons and materials to other countries.9lould one forget the feelings of
hostility and mistrust toward the Soviet Union dre tpart of certain American and
British  policymakers®® Soviet authors routinely leveled accusations of
duplicitousness at the British. Ivan Maisky, arguthét Britain, and Churchill in
particular, strove “to display the utmost economyspending her own resources for
winning the war and, on the contrary, to transfeg thaximum effort, suffering and
losses in the attainment of this objective to tb&i& Union.®% Despite its persistence
in the historiography, this version of events ilséa Albion willingly sent shipments to
Russia, and the delays in that decision were ndidjpgus.

On both sides of the Atlantic, British and Ameridaaders’ immediate reaction
to Barbarossa was a desire to help the RussiaribelRoosevelt administration, it was
felt that “our practical choice is clear: whethernot we like Russia’s internal or other
policies, we will aid Russia, in our own nationaterest, to eliminate the far more
immediate danger to our security from Hitler's abitg partially executed plans to rule the
world.”310 In Britain, on June 22 Churchill made a powerfpéach promising support
for Russia. Many historians have assumed that Qfiliscspeech shows that he was,
from the start, committed to giving full aid to thkESSR. As a result, discussions about

changes in British grand strategy have overemphdsizhurchill’'s support for the

308 pozdeeva, Lidia. “The Soviet Union: Phoenix.Allies At War.Ed. David Reynolds, Warren Kimball,
and A. O. Chubarian. (New York: St. Martin’s Pra894) pp. 160-161.

309 Maisky, lvan.Memoirs of a Soviet Ambassador: The War Years,-1983. Tr. Andrew Rothstein.
(New York: Charles Scribner's Sons 1967) p. 271.

310 Oscar Cox to Harry Hopkins. June 23, 1941. FDRdrija Hopkins Papers, box 305.
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inception of Lend-Lease aid to the Soviet UniéhThis misperception began the day
the speech was reported, with the misleadiiiges’ headline “Full British Aid For
Russia.®!? Indeed, Churchill's own reminiscences recall a ootment to Soviet aid
that is not recorded in the documentary record. 983 Churchill wrote: “From the first
moment | did my utmost to help with munitions angglies, both by consenting to
severe diversions from the United States and bgcdiBritish sacrifices'2 Although
his memories of sacrifices to the Soviet causeaarirate, the timing is not; the first
serious direct aid to the Soviets did not occuil Beptembef* Nor was the decision
to give Russia material aid inherent in the spedfchune 22. The statement promising
aid to the Soviet Union actually states, “We hatfered to the government of Soviet
Russia any technical or economic assistance whkich our power and which is likely
to be of service to theit® Rather than pledging material aid, this statenteitayed
Churchill’'s hesitation to do so. It was a publitateons statement and a vague policy
announcement. The clause stating “any technicalematomic assistance which is in
our power” implied that aid to Russia would hinge the availability of material and
money, both in short supply. The second clausengtdand which is likely to be of

service to them” is an even larger loophole. As Bréish leadership believed the

311 Gilbert, Martin.Winston S. Churchill, Vol. IV: Finest Hour, 19394119 (London: Heinemann 1983) pp.
1117-1136. Leighton, Richard M. and Robert Coalliited States Army in World War I, The War
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313 Churchill, Winston SThe Second World War Vol. Il ‘The Grand Allianogiondon: The Reprint
Society 1953) p. 311.
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USSR could not hold out for more than six-to-eiglteks3' while almost that length
of time would be needed to deliver aid if it leftmediately, Britain could have given
nothing at all to the Soviets and still technicdligve honoured Churchill’'s promise; if
the Soviet government did not exist, then aid walkaly to “be of service to them.”
Churchill’'s speech reflected an early consensubiwiihe British Government. It was a
statement of moral support and strategic hedgingaiB sought to make the most of
the respite in the west given by Barbarossa, ambssible, to extend it with British
effort. Britain would offer public support and drggonary military effort to prolong
Soviet resistance and to demonstrate to the ptitditif Russia was defeated, Britain
had done what it could to help.

Before Barbarossa the COS had assessed the probfibtts of a German
invasion of Russia, emphasising the probable outcofrsuch a campaign (a quick 3-6
week German victory) and the impact on neutrals daghn. A Joint Intelligence sub-
committee report produced on June 11 1941 simphsidered how long a German
invasion of the Soviet Union would postpone theasion of the UK’ After
Barbarossa, the COS, aware of new strategic pdiisibi and requirements,
commissioned a study of how Britain might shore itg position and prolong
resistance. The Joint Planning Staff (JPS) replieat raids on the French and
Norwegian coasts, coupled with carefully timed k&kthe Germans of plans for larger

operations, would have a successful diversiondggcebn the Eastern Front. In order to

316 Woodward, LlewellynBritish Foreign Policy in the Second World W¥ol. Il. (London: Her
Majesty’s Stationary Office 1971) pp. 2-5.
317War Cabinet Joint Intelligence Sub-Committee. Awuthot stated. June 11 1941. PRO. CAB 79/12.
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help the Soviets, and to deny advantages to Germaftey a swift victory, the JPS
advocated increased bombing of German industrihwénWest, and infiltrating agents
into the Caucasus, Central Asia, and Persia, antblmg of the Baku oilfields, in case
of German victory!8

Any available army force or equipment would mosifitably be employed in
the ME. Nevertheless this country is by no meant fesecured, and the
Germans can switch their forces in a shorter timntwe can. As a quick
conclusion of the Russian Campaign would give Gesméme to attempt
invasion before winter weather sets in, we canrtoth&s stage afford to
increase the program for the dispatch of men oipegent oversea$?

This statement illustrates Britain’s hesitancy id &oviets unconditionally; urging
action on the French coast, which would prove insfas to execute, noting needs in
other theatres, while recommending that no mengoipenent be sent to Russia. One
week later, the War Office expressed its oppositordirect aid in any form to the
Soviet regime in a telegram to the Commander-ine€CHrar East, “our co-operation
[with the Soviet Union] will not extend to militarglliance nor are there any plans for
dispatch of military forces or supply of war magdri®?° Instead, “we plan indirectly to
assist Soviet by large scale air operatio®s.”

Large scale air operations had the advantages Ipingethe Soviets while
retaining control of weapons. Any material aid senRussia was unlikely ever to be

seen again, whereas indirect aid left Britain oaliitrg its assets, and able to redeploy

318 \War Cabinet Joint Planning Staff Aide Memoire h(Daniel, W.F. Dickson, and G.S. Thompson.
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them when and where necessary. The R.A.F. begagndicant air offensive over

France.

Figure VII: Increased British Air Offensive in tWgest in the Wake of Barbaro$3a

Sorties Own Losses
January 5-June 15 2558 42
June 15-October 31 14,722 302
Increase 12,164 260

Air power was expected to be a decisive factoha East, and the Americans too were
glad that Britain was attempting to ease Russia’snéeriority, “In all probability the
result will depend upon air power. If Hitler domies the air, it is likely that the same
thing will occur in White Russia and the Ukrainattioccurred in Flanders and in France,
namely the inability of land forces, without airopection, to resist the combined attack
by air, mechanized forces and infantfy® Over this period British sorties against
Germany increased by nearly 600%, with increasedl.lR.casualties of more than
700%. British intelligence

estimated that these operations have affected @ermpalicy to some

considerable degree: for example:- a) Reserve wfitfirst line units on the

Eastern Front had to be retained for operationtitslon the Western Front, thus
slowing up the number of crews and aircraft totfiiree operations units

operating against the Russians; b) the reinforcernérGerman fighters was
prevented in sectors of the Russian front wherstieg fighter forces are known
to be inadequate. In the Southern sector Rumarttamgarian and Italian

fighters had to be used to make good this defigiétfc
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Given how quickly Russia had been expected to subcguits continued
resistance swiftly disproved the pre-invasion exggans of Allied intelligence. As the
Americans noted only 16 days into the campaigng“fésistance of the Russian Army
has been more effective than was generally expgétedhe Russians indicated that
they would not buckle quickly. “Intelligence officein Russia reported that General
Zhigarev, Commander in Chief Soviet Air Forces,peessed same confidence as other
Soviet commanders have consistently disclosed tdHasstated German bombers and
fighters consistently refused to battle with Sowgghters. Soviet Air Force operation
very successfully against German tanks and airamaftground. Zhigarev agrees that
German first line strength is about 2,000. He ersizea that Russians would continue to
attack oil targets in Roumania remorselessly. Yall know better than | whether
Zhigarev's confident picture well foundeé® Zhigarev's dubious claims of German
cowardice aside, evidence of Russian determinatmsymounting.

Such evidence indicated that some form of dirett@iRussia would be needed.
What form that aid would take provoked much debaitdin the British leadership,
and, later, within the alliance. Throughout Julyglaugust, Britain’'s leadership became
plagued by indecision and conflicting strategidos. The result was inertia. Some aid
was promised—but not sent—to Russia, while the @@D§hed to retain its precious
and precarious supplies. America meddled but dtchage the production to support its

interference. Within the British leadership, thebdte created stress between the Chiefs
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of Staff Subcommittee of the War Cabinet and thelian Ministry of Supply;
Churchill and his close friend Beaverbrook, the igliar of Supply; and, eventually,
between Stalin and Churchill. This stress had sf\eauses, among them: resistance to
a change in strategy by the COS, British distrdsthe Soviet Union (and Russia), a
continued belief in some quarters that the USSRIldvoot survive long enough for
direct aid to matter, a dearth of military suppliesthe Empire, and the lack of clear
priorities within a strategic framework. This ssdauilt until it reached a breaking point
on September 4, when the Soviets called what tlegeived to be a British bluff,
giving Churchill the impression they would seekeparate peace with the Nazis. This
impression spurred Britain’s leadership to actionl dorced it to adopt a strategy of
substantially aiding Russia.

The British leadership had an odd structure ingbmmer of 1941. Churchill
stood at the top, with remarkable autonomy overtamy} issues. He led the War
Cabinet, which consisted of political leaders fraith three parties. Few politicians,
however, tried to exercise influence over militalgsues. The greatest limit to
Churchill’'s power came from the fighting servicdfie COS, the official voice of the
military, was made up of Sir John Dill, the Chidftbe Imperial General Staff; Admiral
Sir Dudley Pound, the First Sea Lord; Sir Charlest®, the Air Chief Marshall; and
Major General Sir Hastings Ismay, a close advisoChurchill. This group shaped
military planning, coordination with the commanderschief in the theatres of war,
and the making of strategy in complex ways. Chiiredrimed Dill “Dilly Dally”, yet he

had an important influence on strategy making.edifig with Churchill on key questions
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such as favouring the Far East over the Middle .E&sThe Foreign Office under the
Secretary of State, Sir Anthony Eden, a memberhef Yar Cabinet, had some
influence on strategic issues. Outside the Brigishernment, but possessing a powerful
influence on strategy making, was the United Stamgrnment. American opinion
mattered both for its present contributions andeipected future role. The supplies
sent to the U.K. by the U.S. were critical for #mnomy. It was also widely believed
and hoped in the British leadership that the Anarsc eventually would abandon
military isolationism and join the war against tA&is. Each of these groups and
individuals had fluctuating influences on strateggking over time, and on the key
leadership: Churchill, the War Cabinet, and the COS

Leading historians such as Brian Farrell and AleanEhev have argued that
British strategy was unchanged after BarbarossarefFacontends that Barbarossa
ignited a debate about grand strategy, which setwedaffirm the extant grand strategy
rather than altering #2 This unshakeable “wear down” strategy was in pfacm the
fall of France until mid 1943, when the strengtld amomentum of their American and
Soviet allies pushed Britain to take a more dimggproach. Danchev also views May

1943 as the point when British strategy finally mbad. 32° Ample documentation
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(Queenston, On: The Edwin Mellon Press 1998) p. 15
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seems to support Farrell's thesis of unchangingtegly. For example, a War Office
report from August, 1941 stated:

We are doing quite nicely against Germany, paridul in view of ever

increasing American aid and the practical certaifigt USA will sooner or

later come into the War. All our forces are now ngeidevoted to the
accomplishment of a definite strategy for winnirge twar without having

allowed for Russian aid. If we are to divert fordesm this major strategy in
order to give Russia direct assistance, then wet ieiquite sure that these
forces are not going to be wasted. In other wonds, want more than

assurances that Russia will not be rapidly defedtgdGermany: we want
concrete evidence. If we get this evidence, themaveplan accordingl{?°

Yet the tone of this report is one of resistancalsyaff officer to a change of policy in
favour of Russia, which suggests that British sggtalready was moving in that
direction. Instead of proving the idea of a stat@intenance of strategy, this document
demonstrates the growing friction among planningspenel and a debate between
strategic decision makers.

While Farrell’s claims that British strategy waschanging are dubious, his
arguments about Britain’s style of war planning eoavincing. Farrell writes that the
COS worked as a ‘rolling seminar,” in which evergmber could express his ideas.
This let the leadership “air and reconcile all ilmeal views,”so that highest common
denominator decisions could be arrived at by cote®if! A prominent feature of the
‘Rolling seminar’ was its ubiquity. It occurred litonversation, over the phone and

telegraph wires, on paper, in conference, at dinterg after dinner, at weekend

330 t. Col. General Staff reporting to the ChiefsStaff Committee. Minuted by four other officers hvit
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retreats, in formal and informal setting§?'This theory has merit. It explains much of
the indecision that racked British leadership darthis critical period. One British
leader stands out in Farrell’'s account because & willing to break the rules to
further his ideas. Lord Beaverbrook vehemently ggooextant British grand strategy;
or rather, the policy of waiting to see what woblppen. He was the loudest proponent
for Lend-Lease aid to the Soviet Union, arguingttigaven the lack of British
effectiveness on any front, and the COS’s lackrahesiasm for any decisive activity
in the near future, the only alternative was todsevery available weapon to the Soviet
Union. Beaverbrook's argument saps Farrell’'s cohadpthe democratic consensus.
Farrell states that “the argument that the sum ed\@rbrook’s actions amounted to a
substantial and comprehensive challenge to overallcy is borne out by the
record.®33 Beaverbrook’'s opponents argued that aid to theieSoMnion would
squander resources. In fact, that aid inflicteahifigant damage on Axis forces. It was
his finest hour.

The Foreign Office’s position regarding aid to thew Soviet ally was one of
glacial change, because of the attitudes of itsldeship, and the influence of the
Ambassador to Russia, Sir Stafford Cripps. To tlmeeign Office, Russia was a
traditional rival and the Soviet Union a particlyanntrustworthy entity?>* On June 26
1941, Anthony Eden wrote, “As regards the generastijon of promoting better

understanding between our two countries [UK and RIS$ thought that we must
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proceed most carefully?® This view initially was shared by Cripps and therdign
Office establishment. As Cripps aptly wrote, “owwnrelations had only existed since
last Sunday and it was better to wait until we resaint to trust each other over a period
of military and economic co-operatiof®® The Foreign Office was a cautious
department and a radical change in outlook requtree. But time, according to
professional estimates, did not exist.

The Foreign Office’s animosity towards the Sovietidh, and the slow pace of
its decisions, were so well known that when Maisdgguested a second front in the first
days of the war, he bypassed it and went straighBeaverbrook, whom Maisky
believed could grasp the new strategic situatioti \Wass prejudice than Eden and also
had direct access to Churchill. As Maisky recall&dter careful consideration | came
to the conclusion that probably it would be mogtedient to make the first approach to
Lord Beaverbrook. He was a bold and independerggmality. He easily accepted new
ideas and original methods of action...Beaverbrooghinaccept the idea of a second
front with greater sympathy than Churchill or Edé#. This was a severe breach of
diplomatic protocol, but “an unusual situation matly demanded unusual methodg®”
Maisky received a sharp rebuke for this act, batrBquest for a second front was heard
at the highest levefs? Eden assured Maisky that he could speak to himmnissue

and his requests would be heard by Churchill. Aftes incident, Maisky resumed
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proper diplomatic protocol. By late August, Maiskgld Eden about “a growing
dissatisfaction due in the main to our failure twegthe Soviet Government any
important measure of help?*® He feared “that, unless some remedy were appiésl,
Soviet feeling must grow deepet? When told why a second front was impossible,
“Maisky said that no doubt this was so (though frbi®m manner he indicated that he
was not so completely convinced that our reasodsblean good ones)...he thought the
feeling in Moscow to be: ‘if you cannot establislsecond front, at least give us more
liberal aid in armaments’*? Yet this was not happening, nor would it occuriluthie
Soviets became even more aggravated.

Public opinion played an important role in pressgrBritain to aid Russia.
Organised labour pressed for fast and substantdhlt@ the Russians. Workers
expressed solidarity with their Soviet counterpains packed meetings. Unions
pressed the government directly, sending lettergh® Ministry of Labour and
sometimes direct to the War Office, urging “thdtgdssible military aid & economic
assistance be given to the U.S.S.R. in their gak&and against hittler [sicf* By
August they protested “against the apparent noopmration of the British and
Soviet military authorities and [were] urging immaig joint action against the

common enemy* Although the unions had no idea about the dynamiin

340 Anthony Eden to Stafford Cripps. August 26, 198R0O. FO 371/29489.

341 Anthony Eden to Stafford Cripps. August 26, 198RO. FO 371/29489.

342 |bid.

343 | etter from the Amalgamated Engineering Union added to Ernest Bevin. July 10, 1941. PRO. WO
208/1776.

344 etter from the Hull Discussion Group. Authorame not legible. August 6, 1941. PRO. WO
208/1776.

135



government decision making, British survival restedthe continuous production of
weapons, especially aircraft, and the workers lodaetheard.

Nor, broadly speaking, were union demands fuellgdSbviet agents or the
British Communist Party. The Trades Union Congr@ss).C.) distanced itself from
the British Communist Party. As the President & ThU.C. explained on September
1, for example,

We welcome Soviet Russia as an ally. We pay homagihe bravery and

resolution of the Russian fighting forces and of Russian people, who are
also fighting, every man and woman of them, in s&sice to the invading
Hun. | should make it clear that what | have sdidwt Russia implies not the
least sympathy with the leaders of the British Camiat Party. The

astonishing gyrations of these people have plalcethtin the lowest category
in the esteem of the British working-class. Fomthéhe war ceased to be an
imperialist war at 4 a.m. on Sunday, June 22, 1@4t, became a righteous

one3®

The T.U.C. urged greater co-operation with the 8bwnion despite communist
agitation, rather than because of it.

The War Office increasingly was concerned by theettaken in left-leaning
newspapers, some with large circulations, whichodised the reality of the struggle
on the Eastern Front. Initial enthusiasm for theistance of the Soviet people was
turning into a dangerous combination of optimismowtb Soviet victory and
annoyance at the failure of Britain to help the &ass. As intelligence officers in the
War Office complained:

The Press continues to report the progress of tweSGerman campaign in
such a manner that the general public is firmlyhef belief that the defeat of the
German offensive is only a matter of weeks and thatday when the Soviet
armies will be on German soil is not far distant. dertain newspapers and
journals this pep-talk is accompanied by thinly legi suggestions that the

3454 abour’s part in the war. T.U.C. President on fligs. Good Will in Factories The TimesSeptember
2,1941. p. 2.
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Imperial General Staff is not doing its best tastssur new allies in the defeat of

the common enemy.One has only to listen to uninformed civilian angeme

military comment on the course of operations tdiseghat the views voiced by

the press and the B.B.C. are producing an impnessithe campaign, which by

no means corresponds with the actual f&t&s.

These misleading press reports were fuelled by nteigretations of Soviet
releases, where minor victories were reported ambanajor effect. There would be dire
consequences on morale if another ally were defeatiee falls of Norway, France, and
Greece all had been shocks—and the implication ithatas Britain’s fault would
exacerbate a new wound. The consequences wereurely fiypothetical either. After
meeting his Canadian counterparts, one Britisnligémce official reported that “it was
the general feeling amongst the Canadian officadsteoops that the Russians had well
nigh won the war...and metaphorically they were lagkforward to packing their kits
and returning home**” As a result Canadians were treating training Vatkity. The
public pressure from these newspapers and thekimgpclass readers was an additional
motive for Whitehall to help the Soviets. Even m@ressure came from the Soviets
themselves.

Over the first ten weeks of the war, the Sovieterapted constantly to secure
any form of aid from the British. They began touegt a second front or some other
type of aid as early as June 24, barely 24 houes #ie Germans had attacked. Their

requests for aid frequently were met by assuramfedeep sympathy, and vague

promises of future aid. For example, on July 7 Chilrcabled his “general admiration
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of the bravery and tenacity of the soldiers andppedof the USSR].2*8 He assured
Stalin that Britain would continue to bomb Europleil he hoped the Admiralty would
prepare a serious operation in the north. Absemhfthe cable was any reference to
material aid or direct military cooperation. By W1 the Soviets, growing weary of
the chances of military action, asked if there wierée no second front, could not the
British send them military supplies inste&d?

The Soviets also angled for planes in America, waykboth the Roosevelt
administration and the British supply mission in 3Neagton. In late June Ambassador
Oumansky told the Americans that the Soviets hade®x for tanks but desired 6,000
aircraft, split evenly between fighters and bomiétsTo the Americans, the Soviets
belittled the R.A.F.’s air effort in the west asexious aid to Russia:

The Soviet Government felt that it is Russia atrtt@ment which is carrying the

burden of the war for all the democratic countpj]iand that the widest possible

view ought to be taken by the United States andaGBeitain. It was not a

sufficient answer to say that bombers could be sware effectively and with

less delay from the west than from the east to béantories. Russia required

bombers to attack the enemy front line, commuricati depots and troop

concentrations, and without this possibility they daight be lost. Speed was
essentiaf>!

After pressing the Americans for as yet non-existewels of production, Oumansky
pressed Arthur Purvis to give up a greater shar8ridfsh purchases in the U.S. in
favour of Russia, pointing out that “Germany had @006 of her whole strength on the

Russian front, and if this front could be held ilght mean a complete change in the
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strategic situation®®? Purvis, as with the rest of the British leadershipderstood
Russia’s potential to affect strategy, but refusgdtommit to specific aid that would
weaken Britain, with no benefit, in the event Baviet collapse.

Russia’s relentless pressure for aid, and signisithmight be able to survive,
began to have their effect in London. On July 2b,ai quintessential example of
goodwill thwarted by delayed action, Churchill piieed to send “as soon as possible”
200 Tomahawk fighters to northern Rus$fThirty-four days later he told Stalin that
he was now “expediting the 200 Tomahawks about hielegraphed in my lasé*
Given the tenuous situation of the Russians, tkiaydis surprising, but indicative of
the indecision in the “rolling seminar” and the fommend shortages of aircraft. This
delay was not intentional, nor due to the inabildygather aeroplanes; the Tomahawks
existed and were ready to be sent somewhere. Ratheppened because the initial
consensus to hedge on aid to Russia was beginmifrigdture. The COS wanted to use
the aeroplanes elsewhere, but could not force Qiitischand. Beaverbrook and Eden
wanted to aid Russia, but they could not win eitfi¢re ‘rolling seminar’ was real, and
had an impact: paralysis. The Tomahawks were adiginngs to come.

August witnessed increasing divisions over the mixteat Britain should aid
Russia, and consequent indecision. In early Augrsssian efforts paid dividends in
Washington, when Roosevelt decided to send matarihito Russia. The President,

however, ran into the limitations of skeptical swificers and shortages in production.
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“The President wanted quick action, though it weaised that any immediate aid could
be only on a very small scale... Decisions aboutdiversion of U.S. production to
Russia should be reached on the basis of stratégatars. The joint requirements of the
U.S.A., U.K,, and Russia far exceeded the prese$t production, and what had to be
divided was a deficit®®® This development was particularly worrying for & as it
threatened British supplies in two ways: eitheotigh the President forcing diversions of
American production to Russia, or the American isess protecting themselves from
paying that price.

Fearing a grand gesture by the President, the Aareervices reorganized the
supply system to shore up their own weak posititexris cabled a worrying warning to
London that the Slessor Agreement was in dafR§dihe latest activities of the American
Services were troubling, “effect is that largepadition is made to U.S. Army contracts at
expense of our lease lend contracts which are sbatesieferred®” Harris also aimed
to mitigate any urges toward unilateral action iy ¥White House:

Continuing discussion on aid for Russia...Brieflyeeff of Russia entering and
remaining in war has determined USA opinion thablehbasis of future USA
allocation must now be reviewed. Effect of this afiduture appropriations...is
that total pool of American production will passararmy hands as our contracts
finish. US administration will then regard themssias free to allocate to USA
forces, Britain and Russia out of this pool in ademce with their own decision
on strategic needs of any given occasion. Thatsibeciwill only be influenced
by our highest level arguments succeeding or otiserim impressing our need
upon them as greater than that of our US or Russianpetitors. Bearing in

355 Notes on a meeting between U.S. Officials, So&iabassador Oumansky, and Lord Halifax. August 2,
1941. NARA. RG 169, Entry 15, Box 206.

356 The Slessor Agreement called for a majority of38e000 planes expected to be produced in the tnite
States by the end of 1942 to go to Britain, inahgda minimum of Britain’s 26,000 contracted airtraf
(14,000 cash purchased and 12,000 Lend-Lease yB&i&in.The Arsenal of Democracy: Aircraft Supply
and the Anglo-American AlliancEdinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2013. P..112
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mind of course that for a year or more it must ri@naacase of dividing up what

is a deficit for even 1 of 3 clamorous partiestdantly represented that the offer
of any definite programme of future releases tosiRushould be avoided. Ad

Hoc decision would produce the necessary psychmbgesult while leaving the

US free to alter ideas to suit individual occasi®i¥s

Harris, then, supported one—off acts of aid, sushCdurchill's promise of 200
Tomahawks. Not only did these acts avoid long-teammitments, they could be sent
when—or if—necessary, avoiding the pressure ofdigsehedules. This was a classic
example of the hedging strategy, which Harris eixygld clearly: Britain ought “to keep
promises and outgoings down to the minimum possiblihe foregone conclusion that
future will take care of itself when Russia is eittknocked out or proves herself a horse
worth further backing®° If his policy failed in Washington, Britain coufdce a serious
loss in the planes it had been promised, and inyntasses, already paid for in gold.
Failure would subject Britain to “the arbitrary faaick decisions of the few amateur
strategists who decide such things in a countriz wit staff or war planning organisation
and, at present no firsthand experience of or tiraplication in war. Therefore at all
costs we must pressure the few powers that betbengr way of strategical thought®
Britain’s delicate position vis-a-vis Americamopluction was exacerbated by
Churchill’'s promise of 200 Tomahawks. Despite Reeditss enthusiasm to send aid to
Russia, Churchill's decision to promise 200 Tomaksawrustrated the American
services, which were less excited about aiding Rugn was their Commander in

Chief. Furthermore, Harris believed that the Amzmicservices viewed Churchill's

358 From Arthur Harris for Charles Portal. August 1041. PRO. AIR 8/417.
359 From Arthur Harris for Charles Portal. August 1041. PRO. AIR 8/417.
360 From Arthur Harris for Charles Portal. August 1041. PRO. AIR 8/417.
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promise of the American planes as proof that Britdid not seriously value them.
Moreover, the 200 Tomahawks would comprise aroud% 4f the frontline fighters
which the USAAC could wield, if they were retainedthe U.S. “Thus for us to release
200 Tomahawks to Russia is objectionable becauséhink it a waste of potentially
useful aircraft. For them it would be to strip theives of a very considerable proportion
of their available fighter strengti*

At this point Harris made the connection betweeritips, production and

strategy:

There remains the problem of the politicians. Igiste clear that U.S. Defence
Production cannot go on even at its present temipoout interfering quite
seriously with civilian amenities. To increase thampo as they must do to
supply themselves and possibly the Russians asasethe British will involve
war conditions here. The politician will not fadeist unless public opinion is
clearly on our side, and public opinion will not theere unless it is convinced
that we really have a plan and are not simply @sfon more36?

He understood the necessity for the hedging poheynely that to appear irresponsible
by sending aid to Russia could undermine futurgbep for Britain--in addition to the
immediate danger of giving away scarce weaponghis quintessential example of
Clausewitz’s trinity, the politicians, military amqgbpulace all had to digest the possibility
of aid to Russia, and the knock-on effects it wdwdgte on each other.

By late August, Britain was considering a secon@-time offer of material
support. This time the gift would be 200 Hurricaf@®ugh the 200 Tomahawks still had
not been shipped). The discussions surroundingdiftislluminate the attitudes of the

services, the cautious nature of the offer, and tlese timing with intense displays of

361 To Charles Portal from Arthur Harris. August 1941. PRO. AIR 8/417.
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Soviet frustration. Brainstorming for the Hurricagié envisioned a two staged delivery,
with the first 100 Hurricanes to be shipped witalout a fortnight of the approval, and
arrival in Archangel 10 days later. Once in Rusta, planes would be assembled near
Archangel by Soviet personnel who worked along&désh technicians in Murmansk,
learning the intricacies of correct Hurricane adsignand maintenanc®2 Soviet pilots
would be flown to Murmansk and given training ire tbafe operation of Hurricanes by
British pilots of the two Hurricane squadrons salled soon to arrive there on the
Dervish Convoy on August 21. The second 100 Humgsawould be shipped at an
unknown later date, once the implications of th#& gould be determined in other
theatres—North Africa and the Home Forces in paldic For the Air Ministry, even the
loss of the first 100 Hurricanes was worrying, &hdw rapidly this loss can be made
good depends on the extent to which the flow fraimdpction can be stimulated and
what further commitments arise in the meantiffé.The shipping of a second 100
Hurricanes was contingent on a boost in produatioa decline of need in North Africa;
Russia was not likely to see more than 100 Huragsdar some time.

The COS’ reply to this proposal demonstrated aisoatl commitment to the
hedging strategy and a thorough grasp of Russlatepn Britain’s grand strategy:

The views of the Chiefs of Staff are as followseTdespatch of 200 Hurricanes
to Russia is unobjectionable from the point of viefvdepleting our stocks at
home. Nevertheless the direct military value t@lRussia having these aircraft,
only a proportion of which would reach the firshdj is not high. It is not
possible to assess the indirect military values@ithe despatch of these aircraft
to Russia, but clearly if their arrival puts heatb the Russians and keeps them
fighting the Germans a little longer, we benefin @urely military grounds,

363 From Secretary of State for Air to the Prime Miais August 27, 1941. PRO. AIR 19/287.
364 From Secretary of State for Air to the Prime Miais August 27, 1941. PRO. AIR 19/287.
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however, the Chiefs of Staff consider that theseraft would pay a better
dividend if sent to the Far East and to the Mid8&st and/or Turkey. On the

other hand the Chiefs of Staff realise that pdliticonsiderations may be

overriding®®

Keeping Russia fighting was the main goal, butdmitcould not offer enough material

aid in time to help Russia on the battlefield. Merboosting token aid that did not hurt
Britain’s own military strength, however, was a sdunvestment, even if it had no direct
impact in combat. In the event, the 200 Hurricabesame moot when the Soviets lost
patience with Britain’s hedging policy.

The examples of the promise of 200 Tomahawks, tee/iBh Convoy, and the
slow pace of British actions, exasperated the Ssvi@mbassador Maisky recalls
saying, in another instance, “just think, our Airniétry asked yours to let it have
urgently sixty big bombs—but what has happened?&has been a long exchange of
correspondence, as a result of which we have beemiged six bombs?®® The
combination of bureaucratic inertia and the lackda®ct British assistance for two
months caused a clash in the Anglo-Soviet relatignsThe initially wise policy of
hedging on the Russians until they proved theilitgltio fight, had given way to two
mutually supportive reasons to delay action: thestsient shortage of deliveries from
America, causing deficiencies everywhere; and aveomnt falling-back on
stereotypes to excuse delays in aid to Russia. @ongbboth reasons, South African

Prime Minister Jan Smuts cabled Churchill on Sepmn?2 that:

365 Draft Annex by the Secretary of State for Air foe Prime Minister. August 27, 1941. PRO. AIR
19/287.

366 Maisky, lvan.Memoirs of a Soviet Ambassador: The War Years,-1983. Tr. Andrew Rothstein.
(New York: Charles Scribner's Sons 1967) p. 186.

144



Russia's present contribution is most valuable,willitnot last, as the Russians
are never good stayers...With our difficult linessapply in the Middle East and
our shipping shortage added to our manpower dlffas) we may be hard put to
hold our own in the Mediterranean area. Meanwlile,main forces will have to

be prepared to deal with a possible attack on @ettin... | fear that we are all

relying too much on continued Russian resistaned,dsillusion may overtake

us when America is still out of the war and unpredaand we have to face the
storm alone®”’

Russian impatience over further delays over-ruleditS and those of his views.
On September 4, the Soviets lost patience withaBritSensing that they had nothing to
lose, they gave Churchill the impression they woskkk separate terms. Stalin
informed Churchill that without a second front amdterial aid, the USSR “will either
suffer defeat or be weakened to such an extentithvatl lose for a long period any
capacity to render assistance by its active opmraton fronts of the struggle against
Hitlerism.”%8 This statement, and Maisky's comments as Eden Gimdrchill read
Stalin’s message, gave Churchill the impressiont tha Soviets were threatening a
separate peace. Churchill was so alarmed that b&edaRoosevelt the next day:
“although nothing in his language warranted theuaggion, we could not exclude the
impression that they might be thinking of sepatatens...l feel that the moment may
be decisive.®° Stalin’s cable and Maisky’s impassioned speechclsia the British
leadership from its inertia, and forced it to act material aid. Above all, Churchill
reached a key strategic decision. He concludedtttetSoviets need not be crushed,

and if allied to Britain could become a formidabde to Germany, but only if provided

367 Jan Smuts memorandum to the War Cabinet on theidamesituation. August 30, 1941. PRO. CAB
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large and immediate material aid. Having made tl@sision, bureaucratic resistance
from staff officers, and the objections of theatmmmanders in the Middle East, Far
East, and India, immediately were overcome. Bettwe end of the month the first
convoy of fighters was on its way to Russia, beftre first official protocols were
agreed at the Moscow conference, which took plem® September 29 to October 1.
The swiftness of this shipment in the wake of tbpasate peace scare proves
that, as Brian Farrell’s theory of the “rolling sear” suggests, Britain’s leadership did
work in a consensual manner. In this case, howeher;rolling seminar” did not help
British decision making, but hindered it. Havingrespond to the demands of different
interests paralyzed the British leadership for twonths, after the initial consensus
began to erode. When Britain did act, it leapt irdomassive and unalterable
commitment of resources that had to come from &ritheatres elsewhere. By forcing
Churchill’'s hand, the Soviets also made Britainad®wa risky and costly strategy. Aid
to the Soviet Union became a major British prigritgnsuming essential war material
that otherwise would have gone to the Middle East, perhaps, the Far East. Not until
the summer of 1942 did Allied production reach ploént that all theatres could receive
anywhere near the necessary war material. ThusaiBrhad to make up the loss of

thousands of tanks and planes from its forces ardh@ world.
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Chapter V:
Aid to Russia and the Campaign in North Africa

Churchill’s promise to Russia in September 1941o&h8ritain’s strategic
hierarchy, replacing the Middle East with Russia th® second priority for
armaments, behind only the home islands. The pmmias a commitment of a
specific, large and continued amount of Britain akwherica’s production of key
armaments to an unknown ally, made under pressutieout fully assessing whether
Britain and the U.S. could even fulfill that promjshow it might hurt the build-up for
offensive operations in the Middle East, or whetther aid would be used effectively.
In Churchill’'s mind, there was no other option. \dall and the Chiefs of Staff must
find the equipment to meet their promises, whiletméstic British and diplomatic
Soviet pressure for ever more aid intensified. leetmg their promises to Russia,
British planners learned that they had, and woeltkive, much less equipment from
their own and U.S. production than originally exiget The only remaining option
was to limit the buildup in all other theatres favour of Russia. The consequences in
all theatres were serious, even in North Africae #ite of Britain’s planned autumn
offensive, and central to Churchill’s strategy. Theminions were cut off from tanks
and fighters for months, while the build-up for Gader was weakened. The Far East
theatre was left prostrate as war with Japan loorBeithin, however, was trapped by
its promise to Russia. Indeed, all Britain couldvdas try to mitigate the military and
political damage caused by diversions to the Eastaont, by parrying Russian
demands for more aid, assuaging the Dominions teikkens of help and gambling on

which theatres could survive being starved.
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Since 1940 British and Axis forces had been waggirsee-saw battle in North
Africa. It was the only area where large Britisindes could fight the Axis directly on
the ground, and the closest Britain could come tgeaond front in late 1941.
Operation ‘Crusader’ was, therefore, to begin inv&lober 1941. Unfortunately,
‘Crusader’ was initially a limited success, soornldwed by disaster. The Eighth
Army offensive intended to clear Axis forces fronyr€naica, allowing Britain to
attack Italy in force, create a real second frard show the world that British
soldiers could fight. Crusader did not achieve afythese goals, though it was a
success in other areas: it ruined Rommel’s plaratgatk on Tobruk; inflicted heavier
losses on his forces than the British absorbed; famded his army to abandon
offensive operations for several months. The reagonthe inconclusive outcome of
‘Crusader’ are numerous and interwoven. The dicgzEises stemmed mainly from
shortages of crucial weaponry and training, andanfitweing forced into battle before
such problems could be overcome. ‘Ultra’ showed tih@ operation could not be
delayed any further, because Rommel was on theevefattacking Tobruk, which
the British rightly feared would fall quick§/° Lack of training, a fundamental factor
in British weaknesses, was beyond the direct cborafowhitehall given the time
constraints of the operation, but Whitehall did govthe supply of equipment to the
Middle East. Aid to the Soviet Union was a majousa for the inadequate supplies to
British forces in North Africa, exacerbated by dteortages of supplies from America

promised in Lend-Lease. British strategists knewattibhe Middle East needed

370 Bennett, RalphULTRA and Mediterranean Strategyew York: William Morrow and Co., 1989. p. 85.
148



equipment, and that much of the kit sent to thei&@swvcould have arrived in North
Africa in time to be incorporated into the ‘Crusddeffensive, and the rest used to
bolster the British position afterward.

The concrete commitment to the Russians, speaifiquantity, quality, and
schedule, left no wiggle room for the Allies; eitlibey shipped the goods on time, or
betrayed their promise to Stalin. The fulfillmerittbese promises and the build-up of
arms in the Middle East for Crusader also reliedtlom ability of the Americans to
meet their production forecasts, an eventuality @laurchill optimistically continued
to anticipate, despite repeated disappointmenteadlly dividing a deficiency, Britain
had no ability to offset any production shortageésalh. The Air Ministry put it
bluntly, “To maintain the Middle East and to ser@ Hurricanes a month to Russia is
an impossibility.®” Yet for reasons of morale, military strategy amanéstic politics,
Churchill felt compelled to meet his promise to IBtaWhen American production
failed to meet promises, not only to Britain bud@to Russia, Britain made good the
difference from its own supplies, further weakenitggpreparations for the Crusader
offensive. Churchill placed his bet on Red.

Many pressures weighed on British planners as Huapted to the decision to
aid Russia—and not to renege on solemn promisegieSteaders and diplomats
viewed the aid they received as being far belowti®ri capabilities. Admiral
Kharlamov, head of the Soviet naval mission in Lomd recalled his bitter

disappointment that after two months of war all ythead acquired were 200

S1D.W.0. to V.C.A.S. September 16, 1941. PRO. AIR30Q.
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Tomahawks. “We failed to convince the British gavaent to do something that
would really count.®”? Nor, to British annoyance, did promises and aiélig8oviet
demands for active military assistance, which sakland diversified precisely as
Britain struggled to meet its new obligations amghiicant Axis advance3’? This
increased pressure came in the form of telegraom f6talin and personal requests
from Maisky, Kharlamov, and Cripps. Whereas Staliid Churchill exchanged only
one personal telegram from June 22 to 31 Augusl &€xchanged a series of letters in
September and October.

The Soviets constantly pressed for more, emphagittie need for a second
front. They never accepted, or at least never ddditto accepting, British
explanations for their inability to form an immetiasecond front. After a meeting
with Maisky, Eden reported, “the ambassador had almphasized that in the years
before the war there were many people in this aguatho advocated allowing
Germany a free hand in the East...As a result whexybefor very good reasons, we
did not form a second front, these suspicions wei certain extent revived™ Joan
Beaumont suggests that this attitude stemmed from skeptictbat the Allies,

particularly the United States, ever would deliver their promised’® Yet however
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skeptical the Soviets were, they never stoppedngskir aid. Not entirely convinced
that the Allies would deliver, the Soviets had noghto lose by making them try.

Maisky understood and exploited Churchill’'s frusima at British military
impotence. He recommended that Stalin always pfessa second front, fully
expecting Britain to refuse, but striking the expdsierve so to secure more material
aid. “I addressed to Stalin a request...raising tvoins: one on the opening of a
second front in France, the other on supplying Resl Army with arms and war
materials. | warned Stalin that on the first quastihere would be no practical results,
but it was important constantly to remind the Biitiof the need for a second
front.”3’6 Stalin’s requests for a second front led to extressure both to mount an
operation in North Africa and to make additionabmises of aid at the Moscow
conference.

Stalin then upped the ante. Desperate for miligsyistance, as the Germans
began another offensive in mid-September, he suwgddbat 25-30 British divisions
be sent to fight on the Eastern Front, through Angel or the Persian corridor.
Churchill’s immediate reaction was incredulous, séemed hopeless to argue with a
man thinking in terms of utter unreality’”” The COS argued that to send two
divisions to Russia would reduce shipments to thidd¥ East by 25,000 men and
400 thousand tonnes, with their maintenance needmg additional future cost$®

Nonetheless, the increasingly dire situation o Bastern Front led the Department
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of Military Intelligence to warn that “the Russidonrces in the Caucasus do not
appear to be strong enough to ensure the defen3eaot-Caucasia and we cannot
rely on large intact Russian forces being able tthdvaw to aid in the defense of
Caucasia?® Russian armies in the south were nearing collafhsepasses into Iran
from the Caucasus were passable during winter,Bartdin might consider sending
troops to the are®#® The COS and Churchill rejected many of these paissic
conclusions, yet still shared some of the concef@s. September 29, Maisky
suggested sending a smaller force, noting thatrfevdew British troops in uniform
would have an excellent effect on Russian mor&le.The COS would have none of
it, nor would Churchill. Refusing to send Britishobps on a hopeless mission,
London cabled General Noel Mason-Macfarlane, hdatieBritish Military Mission

in Russia, “to say no and emphasize the greateeflielo be derived from material
deliveries to the Soviet Unior?2 Churchill and the COS agreed that material aid to
Russia coupled with an offensive in North Africa Wl be the best practicable
‘second front’.

Neither was Britain’s decision to send materiel stodRussia made in blind
faith. Britain already had stood by once, offerogy token aid while building-up its
own strength through the initial 10 weeks the Stsviwere expected to be able to
resist. The War Office admitted this policy to Coamder-in-Chief Middle East,

Claude Auckinleck in July:
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[On July 4] you said that an offensive in Westermsert could not be

contemplated until you had at least two and préfgréhree properly trained

armoured divisions. Until Germany attacked Russiaas impossible for us to
contemplate sending any considerable reinforcerokntuiser tanks from here
since we had to regard invasion in August or Sepé&zras a distinct probability.

We cannot say this probability has now disappeatéogether since Russia
might crack quite soon, but we are prepared to sakbance...In our estimation
there is every chance of our relative air strengtioving up to September, and
possibly even continuing to improve even after,that this of course depends
on the outcome of the Russian campafgn.

Lip-service would no longer keep the Russian waforéf going. With
Churchill’'s commitment of aid came an intelligenepparatus which sought to
maintain real time estimates of the Russian abibtyight, and implicitly, of whether
British aid was being wasted. Russian paranoia nthdecollection of intelligence
difficult, and their obsessive security and obstiardasm soured the attitudes of
British officials2®* Russian techniques included denying British obemrwisits to the
front, air transportation, or meetings with Russidficials of senior enough rank to be
able to make any concrete statements. A typicamela occurred in mid-October.
Mason-MacFarlane told the DMI,

Have just seen Col. Klopof the only General Sta#pResentative in Kuibishev.

He is entirely ignorant and out of touch. Last nifritish] ambassador had

asked Vishinsky who has arrived here to get peionider a small embassy and

mission party to return to Moscow. | told Klopofath must have an aeroplane

this afternoon. Klopof refused and said that hisrimation was that Panfilov

and others would probably arrive here to-day. Wecampletely in the hands of
the Russians here and there is nothing to be darepeto go on trying. | told

383 War Office to Commander in Chief, Middle EastyJl9, 1941. PRO. AIR 8/517.

384To DMI from General Mason-MacFarlane. Octoberd41. PRO. AIR 8/564. These activities
continued into November. General Mason-MacFarlartbe Air Ministry. November 1, 1941. PRO. AIR
8/564.
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Klopof exactly what | thought of my mission beinglered out of Moscow by
Molotof in my absencé®

Nevertheless, enough information reached Londosutggest that British aid
was not being wasted, thereby supporting the caatine of deliveries. In late
September and early October as the German advastemed, intelligence reports
developed a pessimistic tone: “Up to the presentamd there seems every likelihood
that the Russians will fight for Moscow to the lasten if this should be unsound
strategically. There is no doubt that morale hdkerfaconsiderably... Many of the
population seem quite resigned to the fact thatGeemans will be in Moscow in the
very near future?®® Yet even these reports presupposed continuedtaeses should
Moscow fall, meaning that British aid would be usadd not fall unused into German
hands. Further reports indicated that ordinary iseddand officers, including many
who had been on the retreat, were committed tofijie. British observers noted a
“Considerable surplus of unattached officers. Sofrdese were naval officers going to
be trained as Tank Corps officers. Army and esjigaamy air force officers said they
were going to join the ‘Army of the Urals’. In coengation there was a general
impression that the Russian High Command intenddetd Moscow and the Donets at
all costs and to build up forces during the winitetake the offensive next springg”

British military intelligence officers stationed Russia were impressed with the

capabilities of Russian soldiers, if not of thaaders. “We should not be tempted to say
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‘are we quite sure that the Russians can use aupmgnt?’ but rather ‘are we giving the
Russians every facility which will enable them, lwiheir peculiar efficiency in some
directions and limitations in others, to get thestbeut of what we are sending®®
Intelligence reports indicated that the Russiand Ipéenty of pilots and ground
personnef®® With the arrival of severe cold the Russians cwd to reward
Beaverbrook’s hopes with their toughness: “Russjait organisation and methods are
not compatible with our own but they are hard weoskand improvisers. Above all they
can stand the cold. They have erected and pubpecational units about 150 Hurricanes
and 170 Tomahawks...Severe conditions under whichadirare erected outside in snow
and low temperatures are amazing to the Britisls.&38

Other officers, like Mason-Macfarlane, wanted thes&ans to be accountable,
to explain why they needed what they demanded, smaffer a quid pro quo by
revealing their production statistics, strategicalmesses, and tactical methods. “We
have got aircraft, tanks and much other equipmenviag at Archangel and being
handed over to the Russians. Unless we here knawewhis going and can arrange that
our instructional and technical staff are distrdzsuitand employed to best advantage we
cannot hope to pull our weight, and it is obviousbubtful if anything like full value will
be obtained by the Russians from our armameéfitdhis was a reasonable request and
Mason-MacFarlane took great lengths to determinatvwBoviet needs really were.

The Russians continued to make this aim difficutt.took weeks for Mason-
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MacFarlane to be allowed a brief visit to the fromhere, he warned the COS, he may
have been shown a Potemkin Villatjé The Kremlin also concocted unsubstantiated
accusations against officers under Mason-MacFadaremmmand, functionally
deporting them. Since no Soviet would be seen wh#ém, the accused could not
perform their duties. Most frustratingly, Mason-Madane routinely failed to get
information from his Soviet counter-parts, eventba location of British personnel
and equipment in Russia. In late October, he lastdmper and asked the War Office
for help:

At Moscow conference the British delegation cortedcto supply large
guantities of aircraft to the Russians but omitted make close technical
collaboration a condition of supply. This was in oginion a mistake which we
must make every endeavor to right if we want out gircraft to operate
effectively against the enemy. Russians are delibbr keeping information
from me regarding destination of Tomahawk and Hanme detachments. |
regard this as intolerable and must demand thé tiglxercise my responsibility
to you for the work and welfare of these detachsent therefore consider
that we should make very strong representationsighest plane. My
personal opinion is that we ought to be prepardeéttthe Russians know
that we should have to withdraw detachments armggtgvart of mission if
position does not impro\i&3

Mason-MacFarlane understood the Russians well,apsribetter than his bosses in
London. As he reminded the COS, “we are makingeatgmistake if we hope to obtain
good relations with them by a policy of concessiBassians admire strength in others
and despise weaknes¥? He was overruled. Roosevelt, Churchill, and theasest
advisors, especially Harry Hopkins and Lord Beaxayk, simply dismissed complaints

on these matters. Beaverbrook believed that Seusgpicions could be overcome with
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more promises of aid, explaining his view that “tme way to break down the suspicious
attitude which had given rise to Russian secrecy wwamake clear beyond a doubt the
British and American intention to satisfy Russiaeds to the utmost in their power,
whether the Russians give anything or not. It veabe a Christmas-tree party, and there
must be no excuse for the Russians thinking the wet getting a fair share of the gifts
on the tree®?® Beaverbrook’s opinions were fallacious, but infitial, because he led
Churchill to endorse them. Mason-MacFarlane wasapposed to aiding Russia, but
simply sought to ensure that it was used effegtivelren, or especially, by attaching
strings to aid. Yet Churchill had made a politipedmise to Stalin that he did not believe
could be abandoned or altered, however difficidtRussians’ behavior.
Mason-MacFarlane was not alone in demanding recipyrdrom the Soviets.
Even Cripps, despite his sympathy for the Soviaiggjle and support for a second
front, urged that aid should be contingent on coapen with the British military
mission. Whilst he passed on complaints of Sovietriction, Cripps also tried to
explain them: “their failure to cooperate adequateth the military mission is no doubt
due in part to this distrust of our intentions pedjng aid] and lack of appreciation for
what we have already done.” Cripps believed thatsthlution was to inform Stalin of the
difficulties facing the British mission, but sttt supply aicf® In Washington, referring
to Russia’s refusal to share information, HenryrS8on told Ambassador Oumansky

in Washington that “you have taken away my eyes amil | get my eyes back, |

3% Taylor, A.J.PBeaverbrookLondon: Hamish Hamilton, 1972. p. 487.
396 Stafford Cripps to Anthony Eden. September 20 1841 371/29469. Taylor, A.J.Beaverbrook.
London: Hamish Hamilton, 1972. p. 488.
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cannot take the responsibility of recommending mivaway our weapons?” These

efforts were largely in vain, however, because Chili's mind was made up. The
Soviets would receive 400 planes and 500 tanks atimthrough June 1942, half
from America and half from Britain; Churchill’quid pro quowas simply that the
Russians keep killing Nazis. Despite the mixed ndwesn British observers in
Russia, there was enough positive information stify British aid.

Choosing what to sacrifice from which theatreonder to send aid to Russia,
however, could spell defeat for the commander ddhey giving. As the Chiefs of
Staff said, “the Prime Minister had made the ofteM. Stalin, and this had been agreed
with the Americans, there could be no questionadfig anything but acquiescé®® Alan
Brooke, Commander in Chief, Home Forces, partidulégared the consequences of
Russian aid on his armoured units. Given the redocin the number of tanks
available and, of those, the unreliability of th@utchills and Covenanters, Brooke
urged that shipments be slowed to build reservesttie Home Forces. Churchill

retorted,

All experience shows that all Commanders-in-Chigfriably ask for everything

they can think of, and always represent their oaneds at a minimum. | do not
therefore consider that there is any inherent ®iitu the sweeping claims put
forward by the C. in C. (H.F.) He would like to lathem met and so should I,
but | do not admit that the need should be expdessthis form... There can be
no question of us going back on our promises tesRu#f of course Archangel

freezes up we must do our best by other routesitBaifar too soon to raise any
such issues now when the ink is hardly dry on gomise, and we have been
unable to do anything else to help the Russidhs.

397 BeaumontComrades in Arms. 37.
3% \War Cabinet. Meeting to be held on November 511%R0O. WO 193/580.
399 Prime Minister's Minute. W.S.C. November 3, 19RRO. WO 193/580.
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Brooke was not alone in pressing for the needs isf theatre. Wavell,

Commander in Chief, India, had been asked to sewithh divisions to Iraq and

Persia to set up a vast defensive line south ofCthecasus in case Russia collapsed

and the Germans surged toward the Middle EastimgpBut Wavell, now fourth in

line for any tanks, warned,

Defence of Iraq impracticable without armoured p®a@nd if none are to be
available whole policy in this area must be recdam®d. We should not be
justified in sending further troops from India t@d unless armoured troops are
available. Do not consider it possible to rely amaeured formations from
Middle East. Whatever result of operations in WestBesert at least one
armoured division will be out of action for longrjmel and if Syria and Iraq are
threatened simultaneously armoured formationshéltequired in both theatres.
Also factors of time and distance will prevent thphovement of armoured
formations from one theatre to another...Requestthre that policy in this area

and allocation of tanks be reconsidered by chieftaff and War Cabinéf?®

The transfer of British and American tanks to Rassirced London to juggle with

tanks, and luck. Just how drastically Wavell’'s teses were altered can be seen in

figure VIII below:

Figure VIII: Long term Impact of Diversions to Ris®n Projected Indian Armoure

Strength through 194%

d

Orders prior tg For Active Forces| For For Total
Moscow Training | Reserves

From U.S. Production| 650 30 526 1206
From U.K. Production| 160 10 130 300
Total 810 40 656 1506
Revised Allocation For All Purposes % Decline

From U.S. Production| 48 96%

From U.K. Production| 30 90%

Total 78 95%

400 For CIGS from General Wavell. October 23, 19410PRIR 8/970.
401“Note on effect of Tank Diversion to Russia.” Aatiot stated. October 10, 1941. PRO. WO 193/580.
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The U.S. sourced tanks were intended to supplyrew armoured divisions, one to
be dispatched to the Middle East by January 1944d,aasecond, to defend India, to
be ready by the autumn of 1942. These formationth veere eliminated by the
transfer of tanks to Russia. The British-suppliatiks were intended to supply a
heavy armoured Brigade for the defence of IndiaDegember 1941. Although the
American tanks were part of its ambitious produttiorecast, the British vehicles
were real. With a reduction of 95% of its allocatso from 1,500 to fewer than 100,
India was the biggest loser in the reallocatiortastks. In order to transfer tanks to
Iraq in the spring, Britain would have not only won the Crusader Operation, but
also possess enough tanks in operational conditiadefend North Africa and to be
shipped further east; all within a four month peri®vavell justifiably doubted the
practicality of such ambitious schemes, but thet B&®tegic choice was to plunder
his theatre.

British production could not make up the shortageleed, until mid 1941, it
could barely replace wastage. During this periodi®8r aircraft production increased
by less than 10982 because it was nearing its upper capacity. Thelymiion of
Hurricanes averaged 59 per month in the autumn98®1reached 210 in 1940, and
peaked at 264 in 19493 Production of the more complicated Spitfire inc@ad more

slowly, averaging monthly totals of 104 in 1940 axtD in 1941°°* The Royal Air

402 “Munitions Production, British Reports.” LAC. RGZFA(5) v. 5741. Pp. 3-5.

403 “Ajrcraft. Delivery, Import and Export Fig.s: 193®45. Undated. Author not named. PRO. AIR
19/524.

404 |bid.
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Force was seriously affected by the commitment tisska. The planes sent to Russia
were Hurricanes, with monthly production averagd¥® in the second half of 194%.
Thus, virtually all British Hurricane production weto Russia, with the Middle East
taking the remainder. Spitfire production, avergg239 per month, had not yet achieved
levels that would let them be sent anywhere butaBri Nor were any spared to other
theatres until March 1942.

Britain’s modest increases in production, combimgth a trickle of American
planes, eventually allowed a small build-up in No#frica by summer, with the hope
of more in the autumn. By the late summer, reirdorents of modern aircraft
accelerated and began to arrive in encouraging ewnkSee figure 3). Even if
America had achieved its goals, however, combineadyrction could not have
absorbed the allocation to Russia of an additi@® modern fighters a month, more

than 40% of the total production of Hurricanes &@pitfires, without making cuts

elsewhere.
Figure IX: Fighter Arrivals by Type to the Middleakt

Jul | Aug | Sep | O¢f¢ | Nov | Dec Jan 1942| Feb MAr
Hurricane 82 34 186 81 60 93 186 87 71
Kitty Hawk 0 0 0 0 62 135 116 42 108
TomahawK% | 29 87 23 16 0 0 4 0 0
TOTAL 111 | 121 | 209 97 122 228 306 129 179
405 | hid.

406 Figures through October from Playfair, I.SThe Mediterranean and the Middle East. Vol. Il “The
Germans Come to the Aid of Their Allpndon: Her Majesty’s Stationary Office, 1956. Bp1-363.

407 Figures from November through March from Playfai,0.The Mediterranean and the Middle East,
Vol. lll. London: Her Majesty’s Stationary Office, 1960. gp8-459.

408 The Kitty Hawk and the Tomahawk were American nigdie former a development of the latter.
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The impact of diversions to Russia is obvious, viittober and November deliveries
nearly halved from the September peak. The redadhoJ.S. Tomahawk deliveries
from a trickle to virtually nothing also is tellingrhese were sent to Russia at the
expense of the Middle East, over the objection iofMarshal Harris, without spare parts
but with a mechanical defect. The result was enalsament for Britain and fodder for
Soviet conspiracy theorist¥?

The consequences of the strategic decision to askig and the shortages of
American supply were felt most acutely in North i&& and the disappointing
Crusader operation. Churchill’s vision for succes€rusader was logical and clear,
and possible regardless of what happened in Rudglee Soviets collapsed, then the
British would have strengthened their position agaithe next expected German
move, an attack in the Middle East; if the Sovistdl stood, Britain could move
troops wherever they were needed to help the Russa@ launch a devastating attack
on lItaly. Thus, Churchill hoped to win any scenafitie only way to fail was to do
nothing. As Churchill wrote,

Upon ‘Crusader’ and the use made of it, issuesctffg the whole immediate
future of the war depend. Turkey, French North édriand Spain will pick
their steps accordingly. The struggling Russianiasmvill feel that our long
period of inaction has been at least broken and tivgy are not the only
people engaging the enemy. Feeling here has risgnhigh against what is
thought to be our supine inactiéi.

Churchill’s desire to act was reinforced by Sowaetd British demands for a Second

Front, or some major offensive. By October, Crippgently asked London for a

409To Charles Portal from Arthur Harris. August 1941. PRO. AIR 8/417.
410 Butler, J.R.M.Grand Strategy..p. 229.
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concrete explanation to justify British inactivityo Stalin. Churchill’s reply to
Maisky’s request for a token force to join the Rassfront—that he would not send
British soldiers to the Eastern front simply to‘feat to pieces,”—was so severe that
Cripps could not reword it polite8t! Certainly, Cripps noted, it could not persuade
“the Russians that there are good reasons from bwotlpoints of view why we are
unable to help them by sending armed forces to ¢bisntry.”*2 Cripps wanted to
know what Britain was doing. “We seem to be tryitgg carry on two relatively
unrelated wars to the great benefit of Hitler iast®f a single war upon the basis of a
combined plan*? The Soviets made similar criticisms, and neededaaswer.
Beaverbrook echoed Cripps’ frustration when he tbkl War Cabinet on October 19
that “since the start of the German campaign agd&tassia our military leaders have
shown themselves consistently averse to taking military action.™* Churchill
realized that the best answer to such questions ba#tde in the Western Desert.
Excuses without action would carry no weight. Siacéon on the Eastern Front or in
Northern Europe was not yet practicable, the orblistic alternative over the short
term was to fight in Africa, where Churchill wantemact anyway.

Despite Churchill's pressure to open the offensinelLibya as quickly as
possible, the Commander-in-Chief Middle East, Caddichinleck, was not initially

keen to do so. He wanted to wait until his troomsl la “reasonable” chance of

411 Churchill, The Grand Alliance. pp. 374-375.

412 Stafford Cripps to the Foreign Office. October 3941. PRO. PREM 3/401/7.
413 Stafford Cripps to the Foreign Office. October 3941. PRO. PREM 3/401/7.
414 Taylor, A.J.PBeaverbrookp. 495.
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succes$!® He took over his post precisely because, in JOperation ‘Battleaxe’ had
failed to dislodge the Axis from Cyrenaica. Chutcproved able to co-operate with
his general. He let Auchinleck delay the start ©fusader’ four times, each time on
the grounds that his troops did not have the aggmin tanks and planes, or the
training they needed to win, and also, some knogdefdom ‘Ultra’ that Rommel was
not ready to attack Tobruk. Not only was Auchinlscforce cobbled together from
across the Empire and Dominions, it nearly doubiedsize between June and
November 194% Eventually Auchinleck relented. Intelligence comsgéd him that
he had the “reasonable” chance he sought, and teedgvith Churchill on the merits
and timing of ‘Crusader*!” When Auchinleck started the operation, it was loam last
possible day before Rommel planned to begin hiachltton Tobruk, and with
intelligence showing that Britain had greater auperiority than Auchinleck had
originally thought!'® He went to war with the maximum number of tanksnps and
anti-tank guns that the British Empire could seoidce the Home Forces and Russia
were provided fof!® It was not as much as he wanted, however, or éntugin.
Anti-tank guns were central to armoured confrootati in the desert.
Especially on the defense, the Germans made dewvastase of their 50 millimeter
anti-tank guns and their 88 millimeter anti-aird¢raitillery against British tanks.

German attacks also exploited British weakness rti-tank guns. The Germans

415 Ferris, John. “The ‘Usual Source’: Signals Inggince and Planning for the Eighth Army ‘Crusader’
Offensive, 1941.Intelligence and National Security4:1 (1999), p. 112.

418 Ferris, Johnlintelligence and Strategy: Selected Essagsidon: Routledge, 2005. p. 202.

417 Ferris, John. “The ‘Usual Source’...p. 112.

418 Bennett, RalphULTRA and Mediterranean Strategypp.85-86.

419 From the War Office to Commander-in-Chief MiddlasE July 15, 1941. PRO. PREM 3/291/1.
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attacked in a style similar to that of the Britighey lined up and charged. When
attacking British infantry artillery firing over @m sights and their two-pounder anti-
tank guns, however, German armour often was regwsth serious losses. Fully half
of the Afrika Korps was knocked out through theseams during just two German
attacks in ‘Crusader’. However, the segregated reataf British armoured units,
combined with their misunderstanding of mobile vaaef enabled the integrated
German armoured units to smash British arnféulNot until mid 1942, when the
British equipped their anti-tank regiments with -paunder guns, which, in turn,
allowed more two-pounder guns to be sent to infantits, did Britain finally have a
decent anti-tank capacity. Notably, from that momm&erman armoured attacks
routinely failed, at great coét! Although British commanders, both locally and in
London, failed to appreciate fully the importanck amti-tank artillery until after
‘Crusader’, they nonetheless knew that it was nemmgs Auchinleck in particular
appreciated his weakness in anti-tank artillery.Jily 1941 he requested his full
allotment of anti-tank weapons. He was reassurethbyWar Office that more were
on the way, “You have 328 available in Middle East in addition there are 42 en
route and 104 are being dispatched to you in W.STl0s actually gives you a
surplus over your establishment of 14 guns.” By time ‘Crusader’ started,
Auchinleck’s forces still were weak in that armtMhitehall believed that they were
strong enough. In October, Britain began settingleasanti-tank guns for Russia,

which started to be shipped there in November:

420 Ferris, Johnlintelligence and Strategy p. 208-209.
421 playfair, 1.S.0Vol. llI... p. 215.
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Figure X: Two-Pounder A/T Guns to Rusa

Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan 42 Feb Mar Total
Russia 0 0 52 48 64 84 40 286

Thus, Whitehall deprived Auchinleck’s forces of legement anti-tank guns at a crucial
time. Even what he possessed had taken two morithgangling to obtain. These
diversions did not weaken British forces during €aer, but did undermine their power
over the next 6 months, when Rommel recovered.

The position regarding tanks was particularly tlesbme. By October 25, the
Middle-East command had received over 770 tanksnfritish and American
shipping via the Red Sé& While the British forces assembled for ‘Crusadeere
the strongest yet provided in the theatre, the Awgisnations had several strengths
which mitigated British superiority in numbers. he&orked well together, traveling
at similar speeds and in well integrated units,ngscombined arms tactics with
infantry, anti-tank guns, and artillery. The crddizerman advantage was in superior
training and unit cohesion.

Auchinleck understood the inferior training of Bsh tank crews as compared
to their German opponents, though not its scale,the problems in British tactics
and command. He sought to mitigate his known diaatbges, given the urgency of
the offensive and the limited time for training, bye only means at his disposal:

numerical superiority. He insisted on a large Bhtadvantage in numbers of tanks,

422 Figures for November and December from monthlfilfiuient reports PRO. FO 371/29582; January
through March are from “LONUS MOSSY” Jan 6, Felvr 4, and April 9. PRO. FO 371/32858.

423 playfair, 1.S.0.The Mediterranean and the Middle East, Vol. Libndon: Her Majesty’s Stationary
Office, 1960. pp. 4-5.
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combined with hefty reserves of 50% to addressntiterious unreliability of British
tanks in the deseft* On the eve of the offensive the British had 738ksain the
Middle East. The Germans, conversely, had only al2&0 tanks, with no reserves,
and they only managed to get to this number throexgtellent maintenance. They
received “practically” no tank reinforcements betweluly and December 19#4%.The
British based their strategy around their percemiof Axis strength, which were
askew in the summer of 1941. Thus at the end ofe®aper the British estimated that
on November 1 Axis tank strength would to be 336nfrline with another 34
reserves, or a total of 378 Just before the attack, however, ‘Ultra’ revealeat the
Axis would have only 274 serviceable tanks, mucldpthan the earlier estimates
had indicated. This shaped Auchinleck’s decisioatthe had a fair chance of
succes$?’

In addition to poor training, the British faced ptems in the quality of their
tanks. Although their equipment was not bad, theiah was “not between a good
tank and a better one, but between a fairly gowd tand no tank at all**® Wild
variances in speed between tank types and modeisg avith different fuels forced
these vehicles to be segregated into separate dimésmain British tanks sent to the
Middle East, the “I” tanks, Matildas and Valentine®rved in self-contained units

allocated to support infantry divisions. They watew, and heavily armoured, with

79 See below. Playfair, I.S.0he Mediterranean and the Middle East, Vol. Ip..255.

80 Playfair.The Mediterranean and the Middle East, Vol. Ip..263.

426 Commander-in-Chief Middle East to the War OffiSeptember 30, 1941. PRO. PREM 3/288/8.
427 Bennet, RalphUltra... pp. 85-86.

428 playfair, The Mediterranean and the Middle East, Vol. L. 435.
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the thickest and second thickest armour by far hie theatr$?® (an important
consideration given the lack of training), and #@me armament as Crusaders, and
similar to Stuarts, the other main tanks in the dled East. The American Stuart,
conversely, was a light tank with appallingly bagelf economy, but reliable. The
newest British tank, the ‘Crusader’, having beershed into production, was
mechanically unreliable and needed time consuminggrades just to be
operational® This fact, well known months before the start gfe@ation ‘Crusader’,
should have been considered by the British leadersthen it was allocating
supplies, but was not. After the battle, Auchinleckted “our cruiser tanks are
mechanically inferior to the German tank in sodartheir reliability in battle conditions
is concerned?®! Tank maintenance was a severe and constant prdbleime British. In
March 1942, when enough American production camdirm to begin to meet the
demands of the British and the Soviets, the nurob&anks in the Middle East increased
to 1383. 746 of these were in the shop, being regaian astronomical fifty-three
percent!3?

Auchinleck constantly pressed for greater numbétark reinforcements. The
need was known at the highest levels. The CIGSJ&n Dill, told the War Cabinet
just weeks before the start of ‘Crusader’ thattdrek situation in the Middle East was
grave. “The parlous state of our tank situationuttide represented to the USA with

the request that they should supply the Middle East 350 cruiser tanks from those

429 |bid, p. 439.

430 bid. Playfair p. 471.

431 Claude Auchinleck to Churchill. January 12 194R(P PREM 2/291/7.
432 playfair, 1.S.0The Mediterranean and the Middle East, Vol. Ip..471.
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now being allocated to the American Arm?®These pleas had little effect, nor could
they given the shortages in American production éueit arrears to Russia.
Auchinleck’s tank difficulties were related directto American production
and Churchill and Roosevelt's promise to Russia560 tanks per month from
October 1, 1941 to June 30, 1942, half from Brissbres. This base commitment of
250 tanks per months already exceeded 100% ofsBriEmpire aggregate production
of tanks, excluding promises of US production faitiBh orders placed in America or
Canadian production, which “will be fully stretché&t some months in making up and

maintaining their armoured division and Army tamighde.34

Figure Xl: Immediate Effect of Diversion of Tank déluction to Russia on British
Supplies of Armour
British Tank Production Cruisers | Tanks Total
Monthly Forecast

120 290 410
Liabilities as of Sept. 11
Monthly shipment to Empire and30 70 100
M.E.
Needed for Home Forces 50 375 425
Recurring Monthly Total 80 445 525
Monthly Net 40 (155) (115)
New Russian Commitment Mix Mix 250
New monthly net (deficit) (365)

433 \War Cabinet, Chiefs of Staff Committee Minutesviimber 3, 1941. PRO. CAB 79/15.
434 Figures from “DDMO to DMO & P” September 11, 194RO. WO 193/580.
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Production forecasts anticipated Empire producbbéronly 225 Matildas and
Valentine$® for October, and 261 for November. “The approjwiatof tanks for
Russia is necessarily limited to two types: Matitgoh Valentine,” since Crusaders were
allocated to the Middle East, whilst Churchills afbvenanters were as yet too
unreliable to be shipped outside Britain. In fatiese tanks probably were the most
useful for Russia, though roughly equal in valueBrtitish forces in the desert. Even
worse, the Americans could not meet their quotaBsitain met that shortfall to

Russia of 84 in October and 43 in November fronouts production.

Figure XII: Relationship of Russian Diversion tatih Tank Position
October Novembéf¢
Promised from British Production 250 250
U.S. Deficiency to be made up from BritisB4 43
Production
Total British Contribution 334 293
Total British Production of Transferrable@25 261
Types
Balance to be withdrawn from Home Forces 29 32

435 Brief by the C.1.G.S. for Churchill, October 4,419 PRO WO 193/580.
438 |bid.
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Thus, in October and November 1941, 61 tanks wené fsom home forces to Russia,
along with the entire Empire production of Matildasd Valentines, and the whole
American shipment of 373 tanks to Russia, which waginally earmarked for

British units#3” American production was well below commitments:

Figure XIlI: U.S. Tank Production and DistributiSh

Production Distribution
Light Tanks AllU.S. U.K. U.S.S.R. | Total Distributed  Netto U.S.A.
Production
October 339 96 94 190 149
November 316 152 38 190 126
December 349 84 116 200 149
Medium Tanks
October 130 52 72 124 6
November 235 20 169 189 46
December 275 120 184 304 0

Shipments to Russia during the fall, therefore, ohated British exports of armour.

Figure XIV: Distribution of British Tank Productiofrom October 1941 through January
194239

Total Overseas Russia Home Forces
2526 520 1127 879
% of Total Production 20% 45% 35%

Excluding the over-insurance of the British IslBsjssia was favoured over all other
parts of the British Empire by more than a two t@ gatio in tanks for the autumn of

1941, and through the new year of 1942.

437 |bid..
438 “Tank Production and Distribution.” October 25419 NARA. RG 169, Entry 63, Box 492.
439 ncluding M.E. and all Empire forces. Figures frdanuary 27, 1942. PRO. WO 193/539.
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These deployments seriously reduced Britain’s gbib reinforce the Middle

East. The results of this change can be seenundijV:

Figure XV: Tank Allocations to The Middle East Thref
Middle East | Pre-Moscow Revised Difference | Percentage
Allocation Allocation
October 220 148 (72) -33%
November 240 164 (76) -32%
Total 460 312 (148) -32%

The War Office had planned to send more than 46@stao the Middle East before
Operation Crusader, but actually sent only 312eduction of one third. During
October and November, on the eve of a major offensm North Africa, with the
threats of invasion of the British Isles and Malageute, the British Empire gave
away to Russia exactly 1000 tanks.

The Americans wished to do more than they did. Wbenfronted with the
news of British sacrifices to make good Americai®rises to Russia, the State
Department advised that,

Please do not overlook, however, the fact that Bniéish are insisting on
shipment in October and November of 124 light tapés month to the Middle
East to complete equipment of their mechanizedsitimithere. Since the British
are sending such a large percentage of their Bripsoduction direct to
Archangel from Great Britain and counting on thgstent of our light tanks to
the Middle East, | strongly recommend that we aeherthe British requeét!

Once again, though, America could not ship tankscitiailed to materialise in its
factories.
In October, Britain revised its delivery scheduléhis schedule, based on a

doubling of U.S. tank production available for Bfit use in the New Year, foresaw a

440 Brief by the C.1.G.S. for Churchill, October 4,419 PRO WO 193/580. PRO. WO 193/580.
441 Cable from U.S. Embassy in London to Hopkins. ®etdl1, 941. NARA. RG 169, Entry 86, Box 697.
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reduction in the percentage allocated to Russid,aameeting of the American arrears

with the Middle East and the Dominions

Figure XVI: Proposed Empire-wide allocation oftalhks produced from October 1941-March 1'94:

Oct-Dec 1941 Total | Home Forces India| Australia New Zealdhd Ru$sM.E.
U.K. and Canadian | 1790 | 678 54 18 18 807 215
Production

U.S. Production 524 12 7 20 Nil nil 512
Sub-total 2314| 690 61 38 18 807 727
% of Sub-total 30% 2.6%| 1.6% .8% 35% 31.5%
Jan-Mar 1942

U.K. and Canadian | 2025 | 746 54 18 18 750 439
Production

U.S. Production 1035 165 180 60 30 nil 600
Sub-total 3060| 911 234 78 48 750 1039
% of sub-total 30% 7.65% 2.5% 1.6% 24.9% 34%
Overall Total for 5374 | 1601 295 126 66 1557 1766
Oct-March

% of overall total 30% 5.5% 2.3% 1.2% 29% 33%

These figures were not met, since U.S. productionticued to lag and then was

consumed by U.S. forces after the Japanese atBacMarch 1942, the War Office

reported the following deficiencies from U.S. protan:

Figure XVII: Deficiencies in U.S. tank deliverieoiember 1941-March 194%

M.E. Dominions | Other Total
Allocation 602 858 128 1588
Actually delivered 545 227 37 866
Shortfall 57 631 91 722
% of allocation missed 9.5% 74% 71% 46%

442 Figures from War Office, “Production and Allocatiof A.F.V’s.” Author not stated. October 25, 1941.

PRO. WO 193/580

443 Statements showing allocations of American tamamared with actual shipments. Author not stated.
March 10, 1942. PRO. WO 193/539.
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Although the tanks sent to Russia in November wadt have arrived in the
Middle East in time to participate in the openingapes of ‘Crusader’, they are
relevant to an evaluation of British decision-makiithe first issue is the uncertainty
of Churchill’s perceptions of the readiness of Bhtarmoured forces, and therefore
of the need for re-inforcements and of the spedat which they would be available.
He assumed that any tanks which arrived in the Mideast could be unloaded and
sent to the front with capable crews very quickiyJuly, he told Auchinleck that he
realized the need for extra armour “in spite of steess which Wavell and you both
lay upon the further training of thesdready trainedunits.™44 Auchinleck retorted,
correctly, that the tank crews from England “weudlyf trained in their own type of
tanks but lacked individual and collective trainifgy different types of tank®
Again, this armour could have freed up reserves‘@usader’. Auchinleck kept a
reserve force of approximately 50% of his tank rsgte4® While half of these
vehicles were undergoing modifications, the othalf were fully functional, and
could have advanced sooner had fresh tanks artiveadke their place as reserves.
While these vehicles could not have swayed theltesaf the initial aspects of
‘Crusader’, the extra 495 tanks sent to Russia atoler and November certainly
could have contributed to the fight against Rommélanuary counter-attack. They

also would have been valuable insurance had Rommssled his chance six days into

444 Churchill to Claude Auchinleck. July 7, 1941. PRRIREM 3/291/1. Italics mine.
445 Commander-in Chief Middle East to Churchill. Juy, 1941. PRO. PREM 3/291/1.
446 p|ayfair, 1.S.0The Mediterranean and the Middle East, Vol. lIp.. 31.
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‘Crusader’, and destroyed all British armour in thesert, as he was well positioned
to do?’” The 1500 tanks sent to Russia by March would weled British strength
in the desert by May 1942, creating a force evemiRel might have not dared
attack, and with which even the Eighth Army couldt rhave lost, especially if
bolstered by the anti-tank guns sent to the U.S.S.R

Even more important to British success in the Med&last than armour was
the strength of the RAF. The Air Force was much eneifficient, effective, and better
trained than British armoured forces, and duringu$ader’ caught up to and then
surpassed the Luftwaffe in operations over grouotds. Where additional tanks
would have reduced British weaknesses, more atrorefuld have built up its
strength. Furthermore, success on the ground wasngent upon strength in the air,
as, in practice, the RAF worked closely with themrand often leveraged success on
the ground*® The role played by British aid to Russia in thentliution of RAF
strength in the Middle East is easier to quantiig &larify than that of tanks. Planes
could be flown to the Middle East and arrive in slagther than weeks. Given the
competence of RAF pilots and crews, moreover, Iy tarrived, they could have
made contributions more swiftly. Additionally, stegists in both London and the
Middle East knew how important air superiority woule to success in the desert. So
important was air power in North Africa that thewyand Army attributed their setbacks

in the spring and summer of 1941 to a lack of app®rt. While the Air Ministry saw this

447 Ferris, John. “The ‘Usual Source’: Signals Ingince and Planning for the Eighth Army ‘Crusader’
Offensive, 1941.Intelligence and National Security4:1 (1999), p. 113.

48 For a detailed look see, Gladman, Bratelligence and Anglo-American air support in wbar
Twa the Western Desert and Tunisia, 1940-48lgrave Macmillan, 2009.
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blame game as a symptom of the other servicegdattu“recognise that the war in the
Mediterranean is one great combined operation,” thiee services, even while
squabbling, agreed on the need for more platfes.

With the inception of aid to Russia, the arrivafsagcraft to the Middle East
took an immediate decline. While this reduction was absolute like that of tanks, it

lasted for much longer (See figure XVIIfP2

Figure XVIII: Fighter Distribution Outside Britaff!

Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec Jan 42 Feb Mar Total
Middle East 121 209 97 122 228 306 129 183 1395
Singaporé> 0 0 0 0 0 5 | 0 0 51
Russia 0 200 182 269 216 287 178 181 513
Total 121 409 279 391 444 644 307 364 2959

The peak number of air reinforcements to the Mid8&st before Barbarossa was in

June, at 394. These numbers dropped immediatelyOt in July and to 168 by

449 “Official notes on the R.A.F. in the Middle EastUhdated. Appears to be July 19 or July 20, 1941.
PRO. AIR 8/517.

450 The statistics for Russia are those of planeshthdtbeen shipped, but not necessarily arrivediissia.
Those for the Middle and Far East are of arrivBle choice was made to compare different categories
order to show the point at which the British nogencontrolled the aircraft, in the case of Rusaial the
point at which the aircraft were usable againhim ¢ase of the Middle East. Moreover, the timenake
box and load these aircraft for Russia would nethzeen necessary if they were going to the Miéaist
instead. 711 British planes had arrived in Rusgithb end of 1941. Ed. Alexander Hillhe Great
Patriotic War of the Soviet Union, 1941-45. A Doemtary ReaderRoutledge: London, 2009. P. 174.
August-October figures from Playfair, I.S.0@he Mediterranean and the Middle East, Val:‘Tihe
Germans Come to the Help of Their Allpndon: Her Majesty’s Stationary Office, 1956. 8p1-363.
November-March figures from Playfair, I.S.0he Mediterranean and the Middle East, Vol. lllitBh
Fortunes Reach Their Lowest Ellmndon: Her Majesty’s Stationary Office, 1960. gp8-459.

451 ncludes Tomahawks, Kittyhawks, Hurricanes, anffda (to the Far East only). In March 1942 the
first Spitfires arrived in the Middle East, and kayeen included in the tally for that month.

452 The only fighters in Singapore at the start ofittae were Buffalos, which arrived in February 1941.
Allen, Louis.Singapore 1941-19420ndon: Davis-Poynter, 1977. p. 52.

453 These aircraft were Hurricanes which arrived imtes and required assembly. A further 48 were
scheduled to be flown off tHadomitable but arrived too late for the fighting in Singap@nd so were
sent to Java instead. Kirb@hain of Disasterp. 163. Another 136 were scheduled to be trangfdroam
the Middle East to Burma to be ready For actioeary February. January 1, 1942. “Reinforcement
Programme For Singapore.” PRO. PREM 3/154/3.

454 Figures for November and December from monthlfilfiuient reports PRO. FO 371/29582; January
through March are from “LONUS MOSSY” Jan 6, Felv&r 4, and April 9. PRO. FO 371/32858.
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October!® Reinforcements did not return to near 300 plane®ath until December,
and even this number could not be maintained riliahtil March#°® This decrease
in reinforcements occurred precisely during theigeerwhen the Soviets were
beginning to receive aid in aircraft from the Bsitiand Americans.

Acutely aware of the importance of air power in Meldle East and the effect
of Russian diversions on the build-up for Crusadbg Air Ministry in October
launched a bureaucratic rear-guard attempt to detgyments to Russia. It was their
last chance to ensure air superiority for the Novemoperation. Their tactics were
lawyerly, as they attempted to water down the nucaércommitment to Russia in
favour of more subjective measures of supportdilise you very strongly to avoid, if
possible, becoming involved in figures during yaliscussion with Lord Beaverbrook.
May | suggest instead that you should try to mamnthe right of the Air Ministry to
decide how best to allot the available aircraftotatain the maximum advantage for
Russia compatible with the security of this couratngl the maintenance of the necessary
strength in the Middle East®” The plan was endorsed at the very top of the Air
Ministry, “S. o S. agreed that the essential nesfdthis country and the Middle East
must come first in any consideration of aid to RausBrom the Russian point of view an
offer of Mustangs and Aeracobras would possessinesdtrong attractionst®® This

position was at odds with Churchill's strategic rarehy, though the effort to shunt

455 playfair, 1.5.0.The Mediterranean and the Middle East, ValLibndon: Her Majesty’s Stationary
Office, 1956. p. 361.

456 playfair, 1.S.0.The Mediterranean and the Middle East, Vol. Libndon: Her Majesty’s Stationary
Office, 1960. p. 459.

457 Chief of the Air Staff to the Secretary of SthieAir. October 18, 1941. PRO. AIR 19/302.

458 Notes of a meeting of the Air Staff. October 1941. PRO. AIR 8/1000.
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unreliable American deliveries off on the Sovietsyttered-up as a qualitative
improvement, was laudably ruthless. The effort wadmomed, as Churchill and
Beaverbrook were more powerful than the Air Ministand public opinion backed the
commitment to Russia. As Sinclair informed his sdbmates of their defeat, “the
proposals which we have put forward are intringyctile best that could have been made
from the standpoint of the efficient conduct of &iewar as a whole. | have stood firm
on them in my correspondence with Beaverbrook aathlprepared to advocate them
strongly at the Defence Committee or in the CabiAethe same time, we shall have to
take heed of the other consideratioffs.”

The aggregate figures of aid to Russia reveal the impact of British
assistance and of American production difficulti®sitish exports to Russia were
timely and substantial:

Figure XIX: British Shipments to Russia as of Debem31, 19445°

ltem Arrivals | Afloat | Loaded or booked TOTAL
FIGHTERS

Hurricanes 284 124 50 458
Tomahawks 26 4 0 30
Airacobras 11 36 15 62
TOTAL 321 164 65 550
TANKS

Valentines 259 51 45 355
Valentines 0 15 85 100
(from

Canada)

Tetrarchs 20 0 0 20
Matildas 187 95 61 343
TOTAL 466 161 191 818

459 Secretary of State for Air to Chief of the Air 8taDctober 20, 1941. PRO. AIR 19/302.
460 From the British Supply Council in North Ameriaathe Lend-Lease Administration. February 11,
1942. NARA. RG 169, Entry 4, Box 76.




The figure of 550 fighters shipped does not incluBdtain’s earlier gift of
Tomahawks or a separate shipment of Hurricaneshwiiedated Lend-Lease, leading
to a total number of British fighters sent of justder 1,000 before the end of 1941.
Of these, 711 already had been received by theighssas of January 1, 1942,
Looking at fighters which could definitely have begsed in Crusader, by October 31
Britain and the United States combined had shigpesisia a total of 711 fighters. Of
these, 92% came from British supplies; the U.Supptied the remaining 8%.

Figure XX:

Fighters shipped to Russia: Arrived, Afloat, or
Landing, as of October 31, 1941.

W United States

Britain

462

461 Indeed, the British gift of Tomahawks was opemafincombat in Russia at least as early as Octbber
Ed. Alexander Hill.The Great Patriotic War of the Soviet Union, 1941-A Documentary Reader
Routledge: London, 2009. P. 174.

462 Report on British deliveries to Russia. Undatetlibiernal evidence suggests a date in the firgtkd
November, 1941. NARA. RG 169, Entry 63, Box 492.
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As the extent of American under-production becamearcthe Air Staff had no
alternative but to send Russia exclusively Hurris#f® Air Ministry officers considered
increasing the supply of American planes, but thigal 200 Tomahawks sent to Russia
had serious mechanical issues and lacked sparg pambarrassing the Allié&* Stalin
was even offered the brand new P-51 Mustang in§@ctdor shipment in January, an
offer motivated by the Air Ministry’s desperate dder Hurricanes in North Africa: “S.

0 S. agreed that the essential needs of this goantt the Middle East must come first in
any consideration of aid to Russf&” But Stalin eventually turned them down, stating
“We would like as many Hurricanes as possible. swad that besides planes of the

Aeracobra type you have in mind to send us Mustdrgaft. The number of different

463 Neither did the Russians receive inferior typesaacusation common in the Cold War literature.
(For example, see Berezhkdiistory in the Making..p. 181.) Rather, as the below figure shows, the
main fighter sent to Russia was the same as thelown in figure 3, the Hurricane, a good fighter,
and far better suited to Soviet maintenance capi@silthan the skittish Spitfire, which had not yet
been sent to any theatre outside Britain. Furtheemithe combined Hurricane distribution figures
match almost exactly their overall monthly prodonthumbers as shown in Figure 2. Fighters to
Russia by Type (Figures For November and Decentioen fnonthly fulfillment reports PRO. FO
371/29582; January through March are from “LonussB4d Jan 6, Feb 9, Mar 4, and April 9. PRO.
FO 371/32858.

Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan 42| Feb Mar Tota|
Hurricane 0 182 218 195 260 162 181 1193
Tomahawk 200 0 19 11 0 0 0 230
Aerocobra 0 0 37 10 27 16 0 90
TOTAL 200 182 269 216 287 178 181 1513

The types of aircraft sent to Russia also weresdrae models that would have been sent to the
Middle East (see figure 6).

464To Air Ministry from 30 Mission, Russia. NovemhEd, 1941. PRO. AIR 8/1000.

465 Notes of a meeting of the Air Staff. October 1441. PRO. AIR 8/1000. In actuality, the U.S.
production of Mustangs exported in January was 6.
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types is getting too numerou¥® As a consequence, the Air Ministry could presetve
supply of Hurricanes in North Africa only by tryirtg slow shipments to Russia. As it
argued, “If we were to send the second 100 as asgoossible in one batch, this could
only be done at the expense of Middle East and haloconsider that we should do
this.”¢” Beaverbrook rejected this option, intervening tasten the shipments of
Hurricanes and to ensure their arrival by the eh@aiober?¢® In fact, the Air Ministry
shipped 540 Hurricanes to Russia by the end of Mées and had nothing to send the
Middle East in their plac®® All one could do was take satisfaction in honolyab
meeting a promise and hope the Soviets made efegtie of the equipment. On the eve
of the Crusader operation, the Middle East wasttefhake do with the British Isles’ and
Russia’s leftovers.

Over the course of the build up and execution atiSader’, eight convoys of
military aid were dispatched to the Soviet UnioheTirst four, P.Q. 1 through P.Q.4,
from September 29 to October 31, during the peobdreatest intensity in the build-
up for ‘Crusader’, contained 645 combat aircraftl &24 tanks, all of which arrived
by November 337° These shipments very nearly match the numberswhatd have
been shipped to the Middle East had the earliee gmeen maintained. While these
tanks might have had little impact on the resulttioé ‘Crusader’ offensive, the

aircraft certainly would have, and quickly. Britiglstimates of numerical strength on

466 | ord Beaverbrook to Archibald Sinclair. Decembei@41. PRO. AIR 8/1000.

467D/A.M.S.O. to Mr. Wood. September 16, 1941. PR@R &/1000.

468 Tg Air Ministry from BRITLISTAF, Moscow. October,4941. PRO. AIR 8/1000.

469 Ajr Ministry to 30 Mission, Russia. November 2841. PRO. AIR 8/1000.

470 Convoy PQ 2 arrived after traveled direct to Raiséa Scapa to Archangel. Arriving in 17 days. F3Q.
and P.Q. 4 stopped in Iceland, thus lengtheninig tiie from Iceland it took 11 days to reach Arcigel.
“Report of the Lord Chancellor.” PRO. PREM 3/401Jdnuary 31, 1942.
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the eve of the offensive showed bare parity with émemy. Estimates of October 13,
October 15, and October 20 all showed the Axiskatylto have numerical superiority in
the air. Even when the Italians were taken ouheftally the Germans were expected to
have near parit§’! It is all the more risky that reinforcements tee tMiddle East
would be reduced at so critical a time. Furthermavigh interior lines the Germans
were better positioned to reinforce their air posit—and quickly—which they did by
mid-December, doubling the number of single endigbters and increasing their
strength in other types by 50% in one motthEven more, together these forces
would have transformed British military power iretMiddle East during the spring
of 1942.

Indeed, when the Germans chose to place a largeeotmation of the
Luftwaffe in Sicily from December 1941, Britain t@wrarily lost air superiority in
the Mediterranean, specifically at the key outpo&tMalta. Churchill noted the
potential dangers of this loss of power, “I am stirat Tedder was not thinking only
of numbers when he mentioned the loss of air ‘sopi¢y.” Performance is a most
important factor, and so is the encouragement temgn morale afforded by a
combination of higher performance and temporary etical superiority.*”® This
situation was serious, and not just a passing phmenon. Churchill telegrammed

Nye, the VCIGS, who had been sent to the Middlet Easask tough questions of

41 From H.Q. RAF Middle Eeast to Whitehall, Octob8; 1941; From Commander in Chief Middle East
to War Office, October 15, 1941; and from HQ RAFdNlie East to Whitehall, October 20, 1941. PRO.
PREM 3/291/2.

472 Cited in Cox, Sebastian. “The Difference Betwé&®hite and Black’: Churchill, Imperial Politics, and
Intelligence before the 1941 Crusader Offensiigtélligence and National Securjt9:3, 1994. P. 438.

473 Chief of the Air Staff Charles Portal to ChurchMarch 21 1941. PRO. AIR 8/963.
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Auchinleck, but appeared a Balaam when he took Alekk’s side, “I do not wonder
everything was so pleasant, considering you seeimat@ accepted everything they
said, and all wénave got to accept is the probable loss of Malththe army standing
idle, while the Russians are resisting the Gernamterstroke desperately, and while
the enemy is reinforcing himself in Libya fastemthwe are?*”* This loss of air
superiority allowed Axis reinforcements to reachrticAfrica with fewer losses. Axis
convoys could be sent within close proximity to kaland with a tiny escoft®
Malta’s dire position gave the COS serious conceha it would be invaded, or
starved into submission. By mid April, the COS dtatbthat Malta could be held
beyond Juné’® Meanwhile, the large number of reinforcements Wwhtbe Axis
passed to Libya during this time delayed Britaiaigcess in North Africa by some
months, and threatened its entire position in Egypt

Axis reinforcements arrived just as Allied figurésclined steeply:

Figure XXI: Allied Fighter Reinforcement Arrivals ithe Middle East Theatfé’

Nov. ‘41 | Dec. Jan. ‘42 Feb. March| April| May | June| July| Aug. Se
Hurricane | 60 93 186 87 71 111 13 122 78 83 :
Spitfire 0 0 0 0 35 61 77 73 81 72 5(
Kittyhawk | 62 135 116 42 108 11 56 51 23 79 1
Tomahawk| 0 0 4 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0
Total 122 228 304 129 214 183 149 244 182 234 ‘

474 Churchill, WinstonThe Hinge of FateCambridge: The Riverside Press, 1950. p. 294.

475 playfair, 1.S.0The Mediterranean and the Middle East, Vol. p1189.

476 Bennet, RalphUltra... p. 120.

477 playfair, 1.S.0.The Mediterranean and the Middle East, Vol. IllitBh Fortunes Reach Their Lowest
Ebb. London: Her Majesty’s Stationary Office, 1960. gp8-459.
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After a brief bump in January, reinforcements te Middle East theatre plummeted,
dropping by almost two thirds in February. The dezilstemmed partly from the near
collapse of U.S. aircraft shipments after Pearldgar In April, U.S. arrivals reached
their nadir, at a mere 11 planes. Deliveries ditl m@over until summer while the
trend of U.S. deliveries to the Middle East wasatag '8

Figure XXII: Total Fighter Reinforcements to theddie East and U.S. Contribution
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478 playfair, 1.S.0.The Mediterranean and the Middle East, Vol. IllitBh Fortunes Reach Their Lowest
Ebb. London: Her Majesty’s Stationary Office, 1960. gp8-459.
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The situation of tank reinforcements was similar:

Figure XXIII: A.F.V. Position in the Western Deseft®

Serviceable  (of Repairable or Reinforcements  “in
which, Light | Undergoing Transit™80
Tanks) Modifications
December 12} 356 (180) 57 (6) 23
194181
February 9, 1942 | 187 (83) 513 (109) 927
March 13, 1942 321 (80) 355 (105) 670
April 12,1941 489 (141) 134 (33) 521
May 10, 1942 659 (132) 165 (27) 243
July 12, 19422 517 (167) 1193 (249) 492
August 4, 1942 792 (257) 1100 (170) 379

In December, British forces in North Africa werewdoto 176 serviceable tanks, with
an equal number of light tanks, virtually no reirdements in transit and few vehicles
in the shops. By February the number of functioniagks declined to nearly 100,
though with greater prospects of imminent reinfoneat. At this time, however, the
loss of air superiority in Malta allowed greaterig\xeinforcements to reach North
Africa too, meaning that Britain could not buildetmumerical advantage needed to

neutralise the more effective German armour.

419¢A F.V. Position in the Western Desert.” Weeklydets. Author(s) not stated. PRO. WO 193/565.
480 The official figures include tanks which have actually been shipped but are expected to be agivi
in convoys as much as 4 months hence. This is tmajatrge figures ‘in transit’ do not necessarilpegr
the following month in the theatre.

481 Figures missing for January.

482 June figures are missing. July figures are forathire 8 Army, including tanks in Irag, Cyprus and
Palestine.
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Figure XXIV: Estimated Relative Tank and WeaporeBgth4®3

British Axis British Advantage
(Deficit)

As at June 20
Tanks 111 130 (19)
Field and Medium | 246 406 (160)
Guns
Anti-Tank Guns 466 398 68
As at July 1
Tanks 603 519 84
Field and Medium | 497 430 67
Guns
Anti-Tank Guns 701 582 119

After the Eighth Army was routed at the Battle oh#ala, it had a numerical
inferiority in tanks which, even with repairs arginforcements, was barely overcome
by the first Battle of EI Alamein.

The embarrassing setbacks in North Africa affeatemlale at home, where
“the Libyan campaign was watched with a good déatserve by the public, even when
official assurances were taken to be encouragin@mBlwas freely distributed among a
wide number of recipients, among which ‘the gergrand ‘our leadership’ were
certainly the commonest®* Even before the surrender of Tubruk, Britain'duia to
make good Churchill’'s repeated optimistic progreadtons undermined British prestige
in the United State®®> despite the significant role which shortfalls inmArican
production played in weakening Britain’s positioregywhere but the Home Islands. In

this case, his Russian gamble cost Britain.

483 The Middle East: Present dispositions, comparatikengths and reinforcements. July 1, 1942. PRO.
CAB 66/26/6.

484 Report for the Cabinet by Brendan Bracken. JulylBA2. PRO. CAB 66/26/28.

485 Memorandum to the Cabinet by Harold Butler. May 1842. PRO. CAB 66/24/38.
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Although ‘Crusader’ was not a defeat, its resulsvwat nearly as decisive as
anticipated. The Labour M.P. Emmanuel Shinwellytrdéscribed the result:

The ‘Crusader’ campaign has been prolonged beyapdatations. Instead of
the destruction of General Rommel’s forces, no ntbem 40,000 men were
captured. This means that 80,000 are intact anti@reapparently reinforced
and are capable of taking the initiative...All thingsnsidered, while the
Libyan campaign may not be regarded as a stratedidlre, it cannot
properly be described as a success. It has notalid@ our forces in the
Mediterranean nor paved the way for an attack aly land the creation of a
real second frorft®

The clear correlation between the inception of L-éedse aid to the Soviet Union
and the significant drop in the reinforcements htag the Middle East shows that
Britain made real sacrifices to aid the Russianstife M.P., and former Minister of
Supply, Leslie Burgin, stated, “the British Army svéighting in Libya knowing that
many tanks which would have offered a better rasis® to Rommel had been sent to
Russia.*®” The British leadership took these steps becausg tad committed in
September to specific aid deliveries to the Soldeton, in other words, because they
had promised to do so. But the gravity of theseisiees should now be clear; the
difference in potential strength for ‘Crusader’ bye end of December was 867
modern fighters, 495 tanks, and 100 anti-tank gurfss would have more than
doubled British armoured and air strength, all befohe January counter-attack.
American production difficulties added to Britishoas, as Britain had not only to
offset American arrears to Russia, but also to db#ite almost complete collapse of

American supplies to the Middle East for monthsy&heless, although Lend-Lease

486 Hansard Series V, Volume 377. Jan. 28 1942. p. 791-92.
48%Tanks That Went to RussiaThe Timesune 22, 1942: p. 3.
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aid to Russia reduced British strength in the Med#&last, the Eighth Army at least
retained a place as the third British strategicomty. While the sacrifices in the
Middle East were real, and perhaps cost a victtmgy did not cause defeat; the

British got just enough equipment to stymie Rommes$trategy and fight to a

stalemate on the ground.
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Chapter VI
From Defeat to Catastrophe in Singapore

R. K. Hardwick, a survivor of the Japanese invasibthe British Empire in the
Far East, penned a fitting epitaph for the Singamampaign, “We have completely lost
face in all Malaya; we have lost face with the Dytand with the Chinese. We have been
out-generalled, out-gunned, and out-fought. Inweds of the dying Goethe when he
turned his face to the wall, ‘how long, oh God, hiowg?*88 The catastrophic defeat at
Singapore signaled the death knell of the Britigipite in the Far East. Yet the Japanese
attack was not unexpected. British planners halihedtin surprising detail the direction,
size, and components of a Japanese attack, wheshkilew was likely. Furthermore,
British planners made reasonable plans to oppos&ét throughout 1941 British
defences in Singapore remained weak, particularlgefence. Whitehall, and especially
Churchill, would not make Singapore a priority tbe RAF; Churchill’'s Russian gamble
ensured no last minute reinforcements. Greater ezoscelsewhere and a lack of
resources meant that Singapore’s reinforcement inethasomething to be done later.
Had planes not been sent to Russia, it is unlikedy RAF reinforcements, would have
been sent directly to Singapore. However, they dddve been sent to the Middle East,
from whence they could have gone to Singapore ddpan attacked. While this could

not have saved Singapore it would have preventedliation by demonstrating British

488 Censored letter by R.K. Hardwick. March 21, 194R0O. DO 35/1010/3. R.K. Hardwick. Hardwick, a
gentleman planter in Borneo before the war, submstyujoined the Australian military, attaining thenk

of major in the Services Reconnaissance Detachragmto-special forces branch, and was mentiomed i
despatches in 1945 for his bravery leading nativeps behind enemy lineslhe Straits TimesApril 29,
1947, Page 7.
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commitment. Instead, the final chance even forrewi Far East reinforcement was
eliminated by the decision to send British aid tas&a, where the planes were
irretrievably lost from British control.

British aid to Russia has played a small role ie tich historiography of
Singapore’s collapse. Though often acknowledged f&tor in British weakness in the
Far East—that if only Britain had not wasted weapinRussia, things might have been
better in Singapore—further investigation has bbampered by the lack of evidence
from Russian sources about the efficacy of Brit@sti there. As such, Britain’s true
supply priorities have been unmeasured. Raymondhl@al, for example, urged an
investigation, noting that “the critical shortage the Far East was in fighter aero-
planes...The fighters existed, but they went to theldié East or to Russia...The
guestion of whether the material sent to Russiahtnitave been more profitably
employed elsewhere has been little discussed. peibhahould be?8° In 2002, Brian
Farrell stated that “the decisions made by theidrigovernment and high command
regarding the defense of Singapore and the Farriesst to be seen not only in a long-
term perspective, as we have been doing todayglbatfor the year 1941, in a global and
comparative one?®® With recent evidence from Russian sources showhiagBritish aid
mattered, a better view of Singapore’s place irddris resource allocation hierarchy is

possible?®! Continuity and change in British Far Eastern stygt before and after

489 Callahan, Raymond. “The lllusion of Security: Sipgre 1919-42.Journal of Contemporary Histoyy
Vol. 9, No. 2 (Apr., 1974), pp. 69-92.

490 Farrell, Brian. “1941: An Overview.” 160 Years On: The Fall of Singapore Revisitéds. Brian
Farrell and Sandy Hunter. Singapore: Eastern usities Press, 2002. p.180.

491 See Hill, Alexander. “British Lend-Lease Aid arktSoviet War Effort, June 1941-June 194drnal
of Military History. Vol. 71, No. 3 (Jul., 2007), pp. 773-808.
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Russian aid, and the strength and quality of invgdlapanese air forces, set this
assessment of the impact of Russian aid.

From the outbreak of the war British planning foe defence of the Far East was
somewhat adaptable and usually realistic. Locaitamyl authorities in the Far East had
realistic assessments of the Japanese threat aingh Breeds to thwart it. They shared
these assessments with Whitehall, which largelyeshéhem. London, however, could
not act to improve Far Eastern defence becaudeeafi¢ed to reinforce other areas first.
Furthermore, Churchill was implacably opposed todg®y reinforcements to Singapore,
which remained a blind spot to him. His only sesi@pposition on this matter came from
the Chief of the Imperial General Staff, Field M&a# Sir John Dill, who was replaced as
C.1.G.S. owing in part to this difference of opinio

All these issues were exacerbated by Singaporestardie from sources of
reinforcements. As Dill noted, it would take as mmus three months for reinforcements
to arrive in Singapore, except for aircraft. Thoulipan eventually would have taken
Singapore had it set its mind to it, Britain cohlave made that achievement far more
costly to Japan. Aircraft were the centerpiece wig&ore’s defence for 18 months
before Japan attacked; there were plenty of pdotscrews in the Empire. Many of these
were tied down in Britain as over-insurance ofhase, which British planners would not
have altered. However, hundreds more first linéhtBgs would have been available
without Russian Aid. They likely would have beemts® the Middle East, where they
would have given Auchinleck comfortable air supetyo and enabled Britain to transfer
several squadrons to the Far East when Japan edtaldiwever, with the advent of aid
to Russia, Singapore went from third to fourth ortén’s strategic hierarchy in air
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power, as India probably would have been in arnpreority, with a real consequence:
with airplanes sent to Russia, there were no reseavailable in the Middle East to send
to Singapore when the Japanese attacked. The rdnede strategy, already on a
shoestring, received no reinforcements, exposingeakness which ultimately turned
defeat into a rout that forever defaced Britaithie Far East.

Before war broke out with Germany, Whitehall hopleat the Royal Navy would
deter Japan from any attack on the British Emprece war with Germany appeared
imminent, the RAF acquired the role of deterrenidpan. In both cases, the primary goal
was deterrence, and failing that, the hope thabrdamuld be defeated by British
forces?®? This plan, usually called the ‘Singapore Strategyeld that Royal Navy
quickly could be dispatched in force to the FartE@ke object of the Army and RAF in
Singapore was to hold out briefly until help ardveThis strategy arguably was
reasonable until the outbreak of war with Germatywhich time the COS lengthened
the time Singapore would be expected to hold oubwi as the ‘period before relief’:
the “time during which the Garrison will have toléh@ut, beginning on the day in which
the garrison is first attacked and ending on thewvdaen the Main Fleet arrives and either
defeats the enemy or forces him to withdra®v®’ The length of this period had been
growing before the formal declaration of war. Ii3T9t was 42 days, jumping to 70 in

1938 and reaching 90 at the outbreak of the warlaBy September 1939, it jumped to

492 For a detailed analysis of the Singapore straseglya defense of British strategy in the Far East,
Christopher M. Bell. “The 'Singapore Strategy' #mel Deterrence of Japan: Winston Churchill, the
Admiralty and the Dispatch of Force Zl'he English Historical Reviewol. 116, No. 467 (Jun., 2001),
pp. 604-634.

493 War Office Report. “Notes on the problems affegtine Army in the case of an increase in the period
before relief at Singapore.” Undated, but intematience suggests a date of late September, 1889. P
WO 193/997.
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105. The War Office acknowledged that this figurswoptimistic” and dependent upon
continued Italian neutrality and unfettered moventerough the Mediterranedf:
Each increase in the period before relief had krmtleffects on British strategy

in the Far East, which exposed Singapore to greaieger.

If this period is increased to six months, the deée problem is altered
considerably. The Japanese, in addition to having to establish shore bases
for their attacking aircraft, would be able to mbanfar larger scale of land
attack...Against shore-based air attack, which véllpossible if Japan has a free
hand for six months, large increases on both Auxisgand fighter aircraft will
be required...The repercussions of an increase gbe¢hied before relief cannot
be limited to Malaya: they affect the whole of thear East and
Australasia...Further repercussions will be felt ins&alia and New Zealand,
who are both vitally interested in the strengtiSafgapore...If they are now told
that this fleet is not scheduled to arrive untl sionths after Singapore has been
attacked, they will not be so confident about dagdpag formed bodies overseas,
in view of their reaction on the security whichsthincreased risk to Singapore
will have. If Singapore is lost, it will result incalculable harm to the Empire. It
is also very doubtful if we would ever be ableggain it*%°

Thus the defence of the Far East, of the antipo@eamninions, and even indirectly of the
Middle East, through the potential recall of ANZAlVisions, was at stake in Singapore;
and the answer was more anti-aircraft guns andeigplanes. But these could not be
spared yet, and Japan was not an imminent thrédhefbeginning of 1940, the Far East
was devoid of combat aircraft. On January 24 1849 COS told the Prime Minister that
“there are, at present, no fighters in the Far Bast we, therefore, propose to start
forming two fighter squadrons ther#?® Even in the first month of the war British
planners demonstrated an understanding of the taopoer of the Far East, and flexibility

in the practicable ways to defend it.

494 |bid.
495 |bid.
49 Chiefs of Staff to Prime Minister. January 24, Q9RRO. PREM 3/156/3.
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The Far East defence strategy again was delayddnea 1940, when France fell
and Italy joined Nazi Germany as a belligerentuneqg substantial reinforcements to
the Royal Navy’'s Mediterranean fleet. The COS usided that Britain could send no
fleet to the Far East for the foreseeable futumtunately, the War Office already had
realised that the time might arrive when the pehetbre relief would become indefinite.
On June 4, as France collapsed, the immediatenatmin of the COS was appeasement:
“if we are not in a position to stand fast on @pdnese demands, accepting the risk of
war, we must go for a sufficiently wide settlemémsatisfy the Japanese...To stand fast
on all points would, in fact, bring us to war wilapan and we cannot, from the military
point of view, recommend this course. The altex@ais to make every endeavour to
clear up the situation in the Far East as soorossilple on a wide basié?”

Two months later, having had several weeks to esasstrategy, the COS
determined that the solution was to give respolisilfor defence in the Far East to the
RAF, ‘the Air Plan’. In late June, prodded by thais&alian Prime Minister, the
Governor of the Straits Settlements asked the WheceOfor immediate reinforcements.
He noted a glaring contradiction in the plans for tlefence of Singapore; the GOC was
attempting to defend a naval base without capligissin it, with planes operating from
airfields he could not defend, forcing aircraftdoncentrate in Singapore, thus leaving
the Malay peninsula exposed to a land and air iowakat would wreck those air forces

in Singaporé®® In response, Whitehall asked Australia to send squadrons of fighters

497 Report by the Chiefs of Staff on the Far Eastagitin. Written by Field Marshall Sir John Dill, Adiral
Tom Phillips, and Marshall of the Royal Air ForcgriCNewall. July 4, 1940. PRO. CAB 66/9/29.

498 From the Governor of the Straits Settlements éoShcretary of State for Colonies. June 23, 19R@ P
AIR 23/3575.
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to Singapore, and, after initially encouraging t@®vernor to initiate emergency
measures, ordered him to maintain the status'3uo.

A more thorough reply followed in August, when D®S reassessed Far Eastern
strategy. Through its moves into South East Asapad had developed the capacity to
threaten British territory in the Far East by lakihwever, the base at Singapore was no
longer sufficient; the entire Malay Peninsula miostdefended with land and air forces.
The primary means to deter a Japanese attackyor dahe that occurred, would be the air
force. As such, “Provision should be made for thereased air forces required in
Malaya, British Borneo and the Indian Ocean, ifgiole by the end of 194%% Japan
could attack British territories in the Far Easthwé17-704 aircraft. To oppose them, the
Empire needed 336 first line aircraft in the FastEAt that point, it had 8!

Whitehall informed the Governor of the Straits teetent of this plan,
accompanied by elucidations of capabilities of Eastern strategy. Reinforcements of
planes and anti-aircraft guns soon would be forfiog, including a first batch of
fighters. Nevertheless, the Air Plan could notyfulle met until late 1941. Logically,
Japan would be mad to attack Britain—and inevitatlg USA—Dbut British and
Japanese aims were in fundamental conffitt.

In October, the commanders of the services irFtireEast, Commander in Chief,

China Station, Vice Admiral Sir Geoffrey Layton,rADfficer Commanding, Far East,

499 From the Secretary of State for Colonies to Goveatf the Straits Settlements. July 2, 1940. PRIR A
23/3575.

500 Far East Appreciation by the Chiefs of Staff. Asigh, 1940. PRO. CAB 66/10/33.

501 Far East Appreciation by the Chiefs of Staff. Asigh, 1940. PRO. CAB 66/10/33.

502 From the S of S for Colonies to the Governor ef 8traits Settlements. Extracts of COS Far East
Strategy. August 16, 1940. PRO. AIR 23/3575.
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Air Vice Marshal John Babington, and General Offic@ommanding, Malaya, Lt.
General Sir Lionel Bond, created a tactical assessraf British forces and Japanese
potential action in the Far East. They offered espient account of Japanese actiSn.
The commanders regarded the 336 planes offeredeb©S as wholly inadequate. Far
East Command covered a massive area and air poagthe backbone of its defence.
The RAF must: “l) Defeat Japanese Airborne Attaltk;Defeat Japanese land attack
through Thailand; 11l) Attack any Japanese whoaethore anywhere; IV) Cut Japanese
Sea Communication within range®® Furthermore, “in view of the weaknesses of air
forces...the defence forces provided, handicappetatly of artillery, tanks, anti-tank
weapons, mortars and of A.C. aircraft, with theuh@sg serious effect on their morale,
cannot be counted on to resist for more than at gfesiod, nor can we replace ‘tired’
units.”™0

Neither did the report underestimate the strenfthapanese air and naval forces.
In addition to substantial carrier based forcethe South China Sea, Japan could bring
up to 400 planes through Thailand and South Eaist, Adich could be reinforced easily
by land. British forces were much more difficult r@inforce. This provided even more
reason for strong Air Forces in the Far East. Taport contrasted the Far East
Command’s estimates with those of the COS (Tableaddl both of their intelligence

estimates of likely Japanese forces (Table 2).r€kalts demonstrated how seriously the

503To the Air Officer Commanding, Far East from thie Winistry. Undated. Approximately Late October
1940. PRO. AIR 23/3575.
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Far Eastern commanders regarded the Japaneseahdehbow inadequate was the COS’

offer.
Figure XXV: Present and Potential Far East Stréi{§jth
[) Present II) Present Units Re-| Ill) Strength As | IV) Full Strength
Strength in Far| equipped Plus 4 Estimated by | as Recommended
East Squadrons COS by Far East
GR Flying 4 (obsolete) 6 18 18
Boat
GR Land 24 84 126 168
Based
Fighter Nil 32 64 144
Bomber (or 60 (24 80 128 192
T/B) Obsolete)
Army Coop. 6 Spotters 6 Spotters Nil 44
Total 54 (First line) 208 336 566
Deficiencies at each stage:
GR Flying 14 12 Nil Nil
Boat
GR Land 144 84 42 Nil
Based
Fighter 144 112 80 Nil
Bomber (or 132 112 64 Nil
T/B)
Army Coop. 38 38 44 Nil
Total 472 358 230 Nil

Even the Far East Command’s plan accepted a defiaverall planes vis-a-vis Japan,

though a small

one.

508 “Tactical Appreciation of Defence Situation in Mgh” by the Air Officer Commanding, Far East,
General Officer Commanding Malaya, and CommandeChief, China Station. October 16, 1940. PRO.

AIR 23/3575.
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Figure XXVI: Comparative Potential Strengtffs

GRAND British Far East Anticipated Japanese | British Advantage
SUMMARY Command’s Plan Strength (Min/max) (Deficit)
Reconnaissance 186 50/70 136/116

Planes

Fighters 144 175/195 (31/51)
Bombers (“striking | 192 406/446 (214/254)

force” for British)

Army Co-operation | 44 Nil 44

Total 566 631/711 (65/145)

The Far East commanders possessed a solid grdspariese intentions and capabilities.
The COS’ reply was disappointing, if not unexpdctdhere could be no
shipments of tanks or anti-tank guns through theé @n1941, and the request for 566
aeroplanes was impossible. The COS was “fully alivehe weakness in land and air
forces, particularly the latter, and we are doitdigtlzat can be done to remedy this
situation having regard to the demands of theattésh are already the scene of waf®
This inescapable fact affected supplies to theHzat; as aggressive as Japan looked, it
was not yet at war with Britain. At the end of 19#@re just was not enough equipment
to go around. The choice between fewer fighteBritain or Egypt, where the Luftwaffe
daily engaged the British, or sending them to tlee East, where the policy was
deterrence, was easy to make. The COS agreeds8Radircraft is an ideal, but consider
that 336 should give very fair degree of securiking into account experience in

Middle East (where our air forces had 3 to 1 imfety at start of present campaign),

507 | bid.
508 To Air Officer Commanding, Far East from the Aiiistry. Undated. Approximately Late October
1940. PRO. AIR 23/3575.
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Malta and air defence Great Britain. Japanese dhuatl be overestimated® Taken out

of context, the last sentence might confirm a blttiéude toward the Japanese threat—
and the COS certainly did underestimate the Japanbst at least they were compared
to Italians, a second rate European air force.

After the fall of France, British commanders i thar East, planners in Whitehall
and the Australian Government, accepted that thegapiore Plan was indefinitely
postponed and Britain’s Far Eastern defence restedeterrence, or victory through air
power. The commanders in the Far East accurataslgsasd Japanese capabilities and
British defence requirements. Unable and unwilltog meet these ideals, London
accepted the necessity for dramatic increasesriE&stern air power by the end of 1941.

Through the early part of 1941, as expected, retefoents were slow to arrive in
the Far East. The Joint Planning Staff in June J84étluced a very accurate assessment
of Japan’s attitude and capabilities, as well agwh would be best positioned to act
aggressively: soon.

The expansionist policy of Japan is likely to besped in the future, as it has
been in the past, by opportunist methods... she waliéys be prepared to
resort to war with us, if her peaceful penetraticars definitely checked, if we

were in extreme difficulties elsewhere, or if shera convinced of USA

indifference to her action. Japan has adequatesand shipping available, and
although her resources are severely limited, slseahgresent sufficient stocks
for a year of war. Owing to British and Americaroeomic pressure, which is
being increased, her economic capacity for war pvibigressively deteriorate. If,

therefore, Japan should decide to run the riskafwith us, it would be to her

advantage to take that risk sooner rather than late

In the event of war, her probable course of act®m@an immediate attack on
Singapore, both by land through Thailand and by, seenbined with the

occupation of British and Dutch Borneo. We concltiugt the effect of Japan’s
entry into the war will depend upon the fate ofgaipore. If we lose Singapore,

509To Air Officer Commanding, Far East from the Aiinistry. Undated. Approximately Late October
1940. PRO. AIR 23/3575.
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the strategic consequences are disastrous, if Wk ihoJapan’s intervention,
though it will add greatly to existing naval comménts and economic
difficulties, should have no decisive effect on ter in the West*°

Furthermore, the Far East received a new CommamdeZhief, Sir Robert
Brooke-Popham, at the end of 1940. As an Air CNlafshall, he was inclined to support
the Air Plan. At the beginning of summer, severanths into his tenure, he cabled
London, only three days after Barbarossa, to askwhinforcements could be expected,
“Our establishment in the Far East laid down by @teefs of Staff is 336 first line
aeroplanes; at present we have 150 and | am ut@blatain complete information from
the Air Ministry as to how the balance will be mage™*! The entire Far East, as of
June 30 1941, possessed 32 fighter and 30 receanais plane¥? For one year, British
defence of Malaya had centred on a policy of awgrm which meant the identification of
a Japanese fleet by reconnaissance planes, aelimiaation by fighters and bombers.
Although fighter numbers were expected to improrggonnaissance planes were to
remain at 30. Furthermore, there were few to nerves. Thus, the fundamental premise
of the Air Plan, to defend Malaya indefinitely, whellow. As Brooke-Popham put it
simply: “squadrons will do good work so long asytiest but casualties will be heavy in
war and reserves insufficient to keep them opematip efficient for long.®2 In the
months when the Far East was expecting its tumeiaforcements, the Commander in

Chief made sure London knew that planes were needed

510 Joint Planning Staff Future Strategy Review. Ji#hel941. PRO. AIR 9/141.

511 From Air Chief Marshal Robert Brooke-Popham to AieMinistry. June 25, 1941. PRO. AIR 23/3575.
512Commander in Chief Far East to Air Ministry. JuBtg 1941. PRO. AIR 23/3575.

513 Commander in Chief Far East to Air Ministry. Jitg 1941. PRO. AIR 23/3575.
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In August, Brooke-Popham again cabled London awtidinanged his tone. He no
longer expected to receive reinforcements befageotitbreak of war. Indeed, he knew it
was impossible to expect scarce planes to be seS8ingapore when in other theatre
British troops were fighting. Instead he hopeddorfulate a plan to deliver planes once
hostilities were underway. He reported a deficiemcyaugust of 184 planes (of the 336
allotted by the COS); by the end of the year hicancy would be 168. “It would be
helpful if | knew what is the Air Ministry policydr meeting this deficiency?** The
delay in meeting the promised reinforcements befloeeend of the year would be very
dangerous, because “with the situation as it stdaday it is probable that we shall
receive not more than a small percentage of oucidat aircraft before war breaks out
with Japan.®'®> Furthermore, he proposed erecting planes in Insbathat they could
move easily between the Middle East and Far Eashwiecessary. “| feel the time factor
may not be fully appreciated in England. From timetwhen an order is given for
aircraft to be sent to this country from the U.Ktilithese aircraft are ready for issue to
squadrons out here is between 4 and 5 months. &iyito form a new squadron out
here with pilots trained only up to the FTO [Flightaining Organization] stage is a
matter of some three months from the time when ghets arrive in this country
assuming aircraft are ready for theP®These warnings were prescient but ignored. This

request arrived just as the Soviets were surviviedeat, the COS were furiously

514 “From Commander in Chief Far East to Air MinistAugust 14, 1941. PRO. AIR 23/3575.
515 bid.
518 |bid.
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reinforcing the Middle East, American contractedivégies still lagging, and the first
steps toward sending military aid to Russia weiadgtaken.

Far East command had only thirteen squadrons: @uBlenheims, two of
Buffalos, two of Vildebeasts, two of Hudsons, antk wf Catalina8!’ All of these
aircraft, save for the Blenheim, which was notghter, were second rate, or defenseless.
Only the Buffalos were fighters, slower and lessnewverable than the Japanese Zero,
though still rated at or above its level, the rafsthe airplanes being bombers, torpedo
bombers, or flying boats. No further reinforcementsre expected until October, a
handful of Blenheims, contingent upon the governnmanAustralia releasing thefd®
The British expected the Japanese to outnumber.ttem

On September 15, Far Eastern Command estimatedf tihat Japanese invaded
they could immediately “operate 72 heavy bombe#s|ight bombers, and 36 fighters
from southern Indo-China? Shortly thereafter, they could throw 240 shoreedas
aircraft against Malayzt! While these figures were rather smaller than tize of
Japanese air forces on December 8, 1941, they goer estimates for the time, and the
warnings issued by the JPS, in concurrence witlCtiveC Far East, were clear. “Owing
to the absence of a fleet, the Chiefs of Staff dletito rely primarily on air forces to

harass an approaching enemy expeditionary foroe pfésent numerical weakness of the

517 Annex lll—Air Forces. No date, but internal evigdersuggests a date between August 10 and 13. PRO.
CAB 79/13.

518 Annex Ill—Air Forces. No date, but internal evigdersuggests a date between August 10 and 13. PRO.
CAB 79/13.

519 Production Requirements. Joint Planning Stafft&aper 11, 1941 PRO. CAB 79/14.

520\War Cabinet, Joint Planning Staff Malaya Tactisppreciation. September 15 1941. PRO. CAB

79/14.

521 War Cabinet, Joint Planning Staff Malaya Tactisppreciation. September 15 1941. PRO. CAB

79/14.

202



air forces accentuates the difficulties of guardagginst sea-borne attack; in fact, our
ability to attack shipping is deplorably weak? The decision to strip the Far East of air
power was not due entirely to misconceptions, tawiatrategic. As the JPS noted,

The Commander in Chief points out that, owing te #bsence of a fleet, the
Chiefs of Staff decided to rely primarily on airdes to harass an approaching
enemy expeditionary force. The present numericakwess of the air forces
accentuates the difficulties of guarding against-tserne attack; in fact, our
ability to attack shipping is deplorably weak. Haéda that our air forces lack
reserves of personnel and aircraft and that asiowffort dwindles, so will the
enemy’s chances of landing incre&&e.

Local commanders correctly warned Whitehall thaytlacked the air strength needed to
defend Singapore, and would lose if Japan attacKeeir description of how they would
lose was accurate, though they grossly underestdrisie speed with which this would
happen. The COS and Churchill received this repaoittagain nothing was done, because

they outstripped British resources, given Whitébalkfinition of priorities. The COS:

Fully appreciate your anxiety about the smallnekghe air forces at your
disposal... Appreciation gave end 1941 as our taigtt was subject to progress
of war and rates of production of aircraft. Sinbatttarget date was fixed we
have had to face disappointments in production hothome and in USA and to
undertake accelerated programme of expansion iMitidle East. At present we
are having to reinforce Mideast still further to ehg@robable scale of attack in
Spring. Necessity to provide aircraft to supports&ta and offset her loss of
production capacity likely to impose further strain British and American
resources. In these circumstances it is not passibfive you firm programme
of air force reinforcements but it is clear that skall not be able to complete
target programme nor indeed to give you any subataeinforcements before
the end of this year?’

The general issue of resources and prioritieslusnihated by the Royal Navy

fleet arm, the one other means by which Britain hhigave delivered air opposition

522\War Cabinet, Joint Planning Staff Malaya Tactisppreciation. September 15 1941. PRO. CAB
79/14.

523 |bid.
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shortly after Japan’s attack. It too was victimCiourchill’s other priorities. Not until late
1941 was he awakened to its weakness and movedt.td@his surprise, in September
1941, he learned that H.M.S. Indomitable was eqdppostly with obsolescent fighters,
Albacores, Fulmars and a handful of first generatifurricanes. Staff officers described
this complement of planes as “ancient and out ¢f.tf8> On September 30 he ordered
that the Fleet Air Arm be upgraded with “only theefst aeroplanes” and given “supreme
priority” in procurement?® This prompted a bemused explanation from the Minisf
Aircraft Production, “Believe me, | am fully alived the urgency of getting the best
procurable fighters for the fleet...if the P.M. waldy -‘give the best fighters to the Fleet
rather than send them elsewhere’- the matter wookd settled very quickly.
Unfortunately, ‘elsewhere’ at the moment, has Jitydi®?’ This statement exposed the
fundamental limit to Britain’s ability to defenddh~ar East. For some time, Churchill and
his staff let the matter lapse. On December 6, Weweas war loomed in the Pacific,
Churchill was, at last, prepared to adequately pdhe Fleet Air Arm, at the direct
expense of 10% of the bombers being built undedterase in the United States. Three
days later, after war began, he issued an ordeth®rdelivery of 225 fighters per
month528 It was too late.

When the Japanese attacked Malaya on Decembervisitdefended by 158

obsolescent aircraft, less than half of the mininafr836 which were deemed necessary

525| etter addressed to Colonel Harvie Watt by R. Beatof the R.A.F. November 13, 1941. PRO. PREM
3/171/3.

526 Prime Minister’s Personal Minute. September 3@11®RO. PREM 3/171/3.

527 From Mr. John at the Ministry of Aircraft Produmti to Captain Morse of the Indomitable. October 3,
1941. PRO. PREM 3/171/3.

528 prime Minister’'s Personal Minute. December 6, 194id Extract from D.C. (S). Meeting of December
9, 1941. PRO. PREM 3/171/3.
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for succes$?° Even this figure does not reveal the true picafrBritish weakness. Many
of these planes were so poorly armed and slow as @most as much a sitting duck in
the air as on the groué Only 91 obsolescent Buffalo fighters stood a ckaftc
Britain had just 5 reconnaissance aircraft, whi@swundamental to their failure to track
a Japanese invasion force which they knew wasat®*s&he Japanese attacked with a
four to one advantage in aircréf including around 200 fighters, approximately rif
them Zeros. The Japanese crushed British air farcésecember, but with few good
fighters. The entire invasion force of first linigtiters equals the number of Hurricanes
Britain sent to Russia in a single month.

When Japan attacked, the War Office realised tigenirneed for the fighters
which it had not been sending to the Far Eastlbited the Commander in Chief, Far East
to reassure him that “we are doing everything fidsdio sustain your day fighter force
and your short range bombers, and are also expgdii.A. reinforcements>®*
Unfortunately, precious few planes could be movdte CAS wondered whether more
than one squadron of Blenheims could be sent imahelgiP>> The only other fighters
which could arrive in the near term were in the dM&lEast, which was dangerously thin
in fighter strength itself. Nevertheless, by Decemb3, 1941 the Air Ministry diverted

11 squadrons of combat aircraft from the Middle tEtms the Far East and India,

529 Kirby. Woodburn.The War Against Japan p. 251.

530 The Vildebeest, for example, was a bi-plane, fitstt in the 1920’s, with a top speed less tha@ 15
mph.

531 Kirby. Woodburn.The War Against Japan p. 511.
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533 Ferris, John. “Student and Master...” p. 115.

534 War Office to Commander in Chief, Far East. Decenth 1941. PRO. AIR 8/944.

535 Minutes of a meeting at the Air Ministry. Decemiiér, 1941. PRO. AIR 8/944.
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amounting to over 20% of the combat aircraft in Bieldle East, though including no
Hurricanes*® Had more Hurricanes been available in the MiddistEnstead of Russia,
probably they would have been sent to Singaporeeidiately.

Instead, owing to the fragile state of British@awer in the Middle East, not until
Christmas did Churchill tell Auchinleck farepareto send 4 squadrons of Hurricanes to
the Far East. Time was of the essence. If the dightould meet the aircraft carrier
Indomitable, they might arrive in Singapore by lasuary3’ The same day, the COS
decided to postpone its planned follow-up offensivBlorth Africa, Acrobat, and to shift
all available resources to the Far East, optina#itidelieving that fighters and bombers
could be transferred to Singapore “without undsk to the Middle East>® Auckinleck
correctly retorted that “We are not in a positionassess the minimum requirements for
security in the Far East. But in the Middle Eastare already deficient of our minimum
requirements of naval, land and Air Forces for gégin the Spring of 19423%9 He
urged foot dragging. More study was needed—in dstetial emergency in the Far
East—though it was easy to move planes east quicKlyis possible to reinforce
[Singapore] with aircraft by air but we recommeihéttno decision be taken to divert
squadrons at preseri® The COS response was logical. Had the Middle passessed
more Hurricanes, probably this transfer could héeen ordered more quickly and

against less resistance from the Middle East Cordman

536 “Middle East Expansion.” Author not stated. Felmpé, 1942. PRO. AIR 8/509.
537 Prime Minister to Claude Auchinleck. December P%41. PRO. AIR 8/518.

538 \War Cabinet Joint Planning Staff. December 25118R0. AIR 8/942.

539 Claude Auchinleck to the War Office. December 28}1. PRO. AIR 8/518.
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The arrival of the first squadron of Hurricanes veapected to rally the British,
and to stall the Japanese attack. When the firsti¢dmes had been erected and were
ready to join the fight in Singapore, the Far Eastinmand cabled home that “232 fighter
squadron Hurricane 11 arrived Singapore 13/1 astffown 15/1 most heartening to all
of us.”®*1 When the Hurricanes performed poorly, genuine lshecerberated all the way
to London. On January 25 Japanese bombers raisd@ire with 27 heavy bombers
which were met and dispersed by an understrengtadsgn of 8 Buffaloes. Meanwhile,
11 Hurricanes failed to find the enemy, while twashed on their ow§*? By January
27, when 51 Hurricanes had been delivered and mhot operation in the Malaya
campaign, Far East Command had only eight opemdhoserviceable fighters, just one
Hurricane--most were either seriously damaged (@estroyed (17)%

Three weeks were needed to discover the causéhéopoor performance of
Hurricanes in the Far East, a series of mistakesnaisfortune that, combined, proved
disastrous. The first 51 Hurricanes had pilots wiese a “great majority from O.T.U.’s
who could not shoot and not [sic] well trained iighting tactics.?#4 Against direct orders
from the COS, the 48 planes brought from the Midd&st by the Indomitable “had
majority experienced pilots withdrawn before sajland replaced by O.T.U. traineé$>”
Thus, virtually all the pilots of Hurricanes flowinto action in the Far East against
Japanese veterans were rookies. Their inexperiexaeerbated the way they were sent

out, one-at-a-timas each plane was assembled, “Squadrons had todwentinto fight

541 To Air Ministry from Air HQ Far East. January 1842. PRO. AIR 8/612.

542To Air Ministry from AHQ Far East. January 26 194R0. AIR 8/612.

543 Chief of the Air Staff to Prime Minister. Janu&9, 1942. PRO. AIR 8/612.

544 From WES group (Air Vice-Marshal Maltby) to Air Mistry. February 17, 1942. PRO. AIR 8/612.
545 From WES group (Air Vice-Marshal Maltby) to Air Mistry. February 17, 1942. PRO. AIR 8/612.
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on arrival with little opportunity to prepare forcteon as only alternative to being
eliminated on ground by very heavy and constanttbog They thus had little chance to
get together in strange terrain and monsoon camditin face of greatly superior
numbers enemy flushed with previous success initiond they understooc?*® Finally,
morale already had begun to collapse by the tirmeHilrricanes arrived, due to the poor
discipline of RAF ground personnel and ineffectieadership by junior officers and
NCO's.

None of this meant that the Hurricanes were destioebe ineffectual. Even
accounting for the surreptitious replacement of eeigmced pilots by Middle East
Command, the “efforts to turn from defensive toeaffiive and to stem [decline in]
morale and discipline were producing results bute#oo late.?*” Indeed, as one British
official history explained of an engagement in Strana

When the sun set on 15th February, the day on wthieHortress of Singapore
surrendered unconditionally, the greatest succpssliuhen scored in the Far
Eastern War had been achieved, and achieved bRdlyal Air Force and the

Royal Australian Air Force. The landing of the ereat the mouth of the

Palembang River had been completely arrested, @inolssof his men had been
killed or wounded, and his plan of invasion broutgrhporarily to naught. The

action fought that day on the coast of Sumatra shanly too plainly what might

have been accomplished on the coasts of Siam afaydlhad an adequate Air
Force been availabfé®

The delay in getting Hurricanes from Egypt to Spm@ in the opening weeks of the
war, due to the RAF's tenuous position in the Maddast, was important. Defeat

probably would not have been as severe or rapidnhaady of the Hurricanes sent to

546 From WES group (Air Vice-Marshal Maltby) to Air Mistry. February 17, 1942. PRO. AIR 8/612.
547 From WES group (Air Vice-Marshal Maltby) to Air Mistry. February 17, 1942. PRO. AIR 8/612.
548 Richards, Denis and Hilary Saundérhe Royal Air Force, 1939-1945, Volume 2: Fightifsya
London: HMSO, 1953. P. 44.
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Russia been in the Middle East instead, where toeyd have been diverted east within
days—even if none were directly sent to the Fait Bafore 8 December, 1941, despite
its consistent requests for modern planes.

In desperation, by early January the Air Ministryee considered asking
Beaverbrook to help Britain invoke the escape @dusm the Moscow Protocol, to send
reinforcements to the Far East. It painted a bjgeture of the results of Russian aid for

the Far Eastern situation.

I would ask you to consider with Prime Minister, etfer the time has not come
to invoke the final paragraph of the Moscow Protoand ask Russians to
consider disposition of our available air forcesreet needs of present situation,
which is as follows; Russo-German Front. Strendteerman Air Forces 1500
aircraft against 3400 Russian aircraft. Westermtend Mediterranean. 3500
British aircraft (including 300 mainly engaged iatBe of Atlantic) against 2800
German and lItalian aircraft which are being reioéat by 300 aircraft from
central Germany after re-equipment following sesvin Russia. Far East and
Burma. 300 British and Dutch aircraft plus Americaimcraft against 2700
Japanese aircraft. Stalin told Eden that Russiadyation was already 70 to 80 a
day—say 2100 a month...Let me know whether you daagoge that we should
now ask Russians to forego Hurricane deliverieinduranuary and February in
order to expedite reinforcement of Far EASt.

Although the Air Ministry chose not to send thitetgam, understanding the futility of
asking Beaverbrook to kill his baby, the cable edséow far British aid to Russia had
strengthened Russia, weakened Britain in the Migdiet and left the Far East bare.

The RAF was the basis for British strategy in Spwa, which was woefully
undersupplied in air power. The planes sent as lexade aid to Russia obviously could
have helped its defense. British fighters begametghipped to Russia in September. Had

they been flown straight to Singapore, they woudenbegun to arrive in September.

549 Draft telegram from Archibald Sinclair to Lord Bembrook. Never sent. January 7, 1942. PRO. AIR
19/288.
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Even if boxed and shipped, they would have arrivetime to fight the Japanese attack.
Excluding the November shipment to Russia, 382 modighters from the September
and October Lend-Lease allotments remain, excludig 200 Tomahawks given to

Russia at the expense of the Middle East. Coupléu tive 91 Buffalo fighters already

present in Singapore, this force would have ndaipled the strength of RAF fighters on

8 December in Malaya, though in order to be usifeilair intelligence system in Malaya
also would have had to be boosted. Such a forcétrhigve stalled the initial Japanese
attack on Malaya, or forced them to send more ®there, which was possible.

However, that is a best case scenario. Britain wdikely to have shipped any
planes directly to the Far East had they not gon®ussia, but instead, sent them to
North Africa. Instead of being gone forever, howewvaes with the aeroplanes sent to
Russia, these Hurricanes would have been closarat &nd easy to transfer to the Far
East. This reinforcement might have slowed the Jaga success in South-East Asia,
probably by just a matter of weeks—perhaps longar—dnough to reduce British
humiliation. Indeed, when Japan did attack, fighteventually were transferred East,
resulting in loss without gains because they adriprecemeal, in numbers too little and
too late.

The potential impact of sending tanks or anti-tgwoks to Malaya is harder to
assess. Ong Chit Chung has dispelled the clichtétlibaguns were ‘pointing the wrong
way’ in Singapore. He proves that the British we@ taken by surprise when the
Japanese landed in Thailand and moved south thrMaghya. British planners had
recognised the dangers of such an attack and mlaaneordingly. This awareness
culminated in the concept of Operation ‘Matadorhieh was hatched by the JPS in
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October 1940. Knowledge that the British were nopased by the idea of a landward
invasion in Northern Malaya shapes any assessnii¢h¢io strategic planning before the
war. If the British expected an invasion from tteth, their decision not to send tanks to
Malaya was informed, not accidental. British tamksre better than those of the 1JA,
though some historians argue that, given the loalityuof the military leadership in
Singapore, these weapons would not have beenedtikffectively. The long series of
bungled decisions in the Singapore campaign supjloid stance. So too, Brian Farrell
argues, it was not just the numbers of weaponshwimattered, but the cohesive trained
units to operate thef? Yet when the Japanese did attack, they employbdlat® weak
tanks, against no British ones and no anti-tanksgti\Whilst Farrell probably is correct
from the standpoint of the value of tanks on thetldfgeld, he ignores the morale boost
tanks offered to infantrymen. The Japanese tankstantially affected the campaign.
Even a few British tanks might have had a posigffect on morale, thereby aiding the
delaying campaign in Malaya.

The British defeat in Malaya was swift, completed @ays faster than the
Japanese planned. “By the evening of théD@cember the combined British fighter and
bomber force...was unable to muster more than 10ceable aircraft®? After the war,
General Pownall summarized British strategy attime, in a way which supports the

fatalistic appreciation of the British position1841.:

550 Farrell, Brian. “1941: An Overview.” 160 Years On: The Fall of Singapore Revisiteds. Brian
Farrell and Sandy Hunter. Singapore: Eastern usities Press, 2002. p. 179.

551 Kirby, Woodburn.The War Against Japan, Volume |: The Loss of Siagaphondon: Her Majesty’s
Stationary Office, 1957. p. 522.

552 Kirby, Woodburn.The War Against Japaviol. I...p. 201.
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But suppose we'd made a better shot and got thatlhis true worth, would it
have made any real difference? | very much doul®iir policy was to avoid
war with Japan as long as we could (or to make Agqaerause it, if it was to
happen) and we gambled on that policy succeedingf (b didn't succeed on
America bearing the brunt). With all our other coittnents | don’t believe that
however highly we had rated the Japs as fightersvagld have been caused
thereby to improve the condition of our serviceghia Far East. We just hoped it
wouldn’t happen. And it dié®3

Churchill’'s reminiscences were similarly fatalistitam sure that nothing we could have
spared at this time, even at the cost of wreckiregMiddle Eastern theatre or cutting off
supplies to the Soviet, would have changed the Imaifcfate in Malaya*#* This
statement is false. Churchill rationalized histsigec decisions in the Far East, given the
weakness of the attacking Japanese air forceshendifference that even one month of
Russian aid could have made, had it been sentamhste the Far East. The broader
guestion is of the best use of existing resounewbgther the Russians could have done as
well from December 1941 to February 1942 withow %% of their fighter strength
which was provided by Lend-Lease is uncertain, that loss of some or all of that
strength likely would have harmed them. Could trszsee fighters have saved Singapore
from such an embarrassing defeat? Probably theld dmave avoided embarrassment,
though not prevented defeat. On this issue, Rayn@eithhan states a common view,
“here it is fair to fault Churchill. Even within éhframework of his strategic priorities he
could have done much more to see that Malaya goesnodern aircraft®®® Given the
howling for reinforcements by senior officers irttheatre and the CIGS, combined with

the weakness of attacking Japanese air forcesasbsssment seems compelling. But that

553 pownall, HenryChief of Staff: The Diaries of Lieutenant Generialk&nry Pownall.Ed.B. Bond.
Volume 2. London: Leo Cooper Ltd, 1973. p. 92.

554 Churchill, W. S.Grand Alliance. p.460.

555 Callahan, Raymond.he Worst Disaster..p. 272.
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is to judge by hindsight. Russia was where the Gaeswere defeated. That is where
Churchill placed his bet, and generally it paid off

Reflecting in April on the winter setbacks in bathe Middle East and Far
East, the Air Ministry observed fatalistically that

We were fully aware of the fact that our air forédesthe Far East would be
totally inadequate to cope with a Japanese onslaldgd we been able to
establish the air forces considered necessaryebpithStaff, and adequate scales
of anti-aircraft weapons, we would probably haveerbeable to check the
Japanese. However, every aeroplane sent to thEdsamwould have been at the
expense of the Middle East and it was in the ldkteatre that it had been decided
to concentrate our resources. Events have showrwehaid not over-ensure in
the Middle East. As in Greece, once the retreatestaour aerodromes were so
quickly over-run that we lost a large number otft on the ground and had no
bases from which to operate effectively with theraift that were left, in the face
of greatly superior enemy air forces.

This view overlooks the primary reason for the ihgbto provision both theatres
adequately. Shipping Hurricanes to Russia had wisalb effect on the British Empire,
reducing Middle Eastern defences to the minimumlaading Malaya defenseless. Nor
was the damage caused at Singapore limited to Lowddhe battlefield. One lasting

casualty was the Anglo-Australian relationship.

556 Draft report by the Air Ministry. Author not stateApril 25, 1942. PRO. AIR 9/141.
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Chapter VII
Aid to Russia and the Anglo-Australian Relationship

As Japan advanced toward Australia in winter 184200 did a popular narrative
of a ruthless, duplicitous Britain that lied to sedulous Australian government. This
view, while not universal, was widely held acrosdlitwal and social groups. The
response is understandable, as Australia was #isgm victim of Churchill's gamble
on aid to Russia. Yet the implicit assumption ofs&alian naiveté is inaccurate. The
Australian Government could sense its danger, réiffevith Britain’s strategic hierarchy,
and worked consistently to boost the position oé tRar East. The Australian
Government’s abilities to shape strategy, howewgere limited. This promoted
escalating moves toward Australian independenceaaggonism with London. When
Australia’s efforts failed and Japanese bombershed the Australian mainland almost
unopposed, the Australian parliament and virulemstfalian press rightly blamed Britain
for abandoning Australia; Churchill had picked Rassr/er Britain’s own Dominion.

While the repercussions of Churchill's gamble welesar in the Middle East, its
side-effects were muddled in Australia by multiplyicontingencies. Britain’s ability to
defend the Antipodes depended primarily upon timél$s. deliveries of armaments,
deterring Japan, and on the success of operatioNsiith Africa. Had even one of these
succeeded, some supplies would have been avaitabbaistralia. When all three failed,
Australia was abandoned to its fate. The effectgaidfto Russia had moved all other
theatres down a notch in the strategic hierarchys meant that the mother country could

do nothing for Australia in its hour of darknessetYhe nature of this betrayal has long
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been misinterpreted, permitting a simplified vemsiof complex events to dominate
popular discourse and the historiography. The wertand post-war Australian move
away from the U.K. did not boil down to simple ‘aslmnment’; without Russian Aid,
Britain's actions might otherwise have been veffecent. Australia still would have
been menaced by Japan, but it would not have hddcw it alone and unarmed for
months.

David Day'’s revealingly tittedhe Great Betrayalargues that Australia was hurt
by a colonial mentality, helpless in the face oft@n’s soothing promises of help and
unable or unwilling to assess its own interests inalculated way. “What stands out
immediately...is the persistence of Australia’soodhl mentality. Nothing could have
highlighted this more dramatically than the Domirigoremarkable readiness to place the
interests of her protecting power above that ofdven.”™>’ If Australia was affected by
youthful credulity, Britain was guilty of worse, hEre was no compulsion on [Britain]
virtually to ignore the Japanese challenge anddeaystralia to her fate. That she did so
was a dramatic illustration of the fact that grneaivers will usually pursue their national
interests regardless of treaties and understaniigs'se, still, was Britain’s treason “in
the Anglo-Australian case, despite the closest trapéies with their racial, historical,
economic and political aspect$® Australia was naive, but Britain was duplicitous,
feeding on its daughter’s innocence. Australia’ficfl History wondered whether more

vigorous efforts by Australia in the summer anduaut of 1941 might have convinced

557 Day, David.The Great Betrayal: Britain, Australia & the Onssftthe Pacific War, 1939-194Rlew
York: Norton, 1989. P. 353.
5%8 Day, David.The Great BetrayalP. 355.
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“the British leaders of the dangers and the lackoofes in the Far East”, or had an
Australian Prime Minister remained in London, Aafir might have been better able to
“participate in higher policy decisions in the R@aci>>® This comment implies that
Britain was unaware of its weakness in the Far Badthad the resources to make good
those shortages. More recently, Graham Freudenbeoge-time speech writer for the
Australian Labor Party, argues that the Britishiteny were worried about the Far East,
but Churchill “never regarded Singapore as morea thatep-daughter of the Cinderella
kind.”®6% His Churchill is a wicked stepmother who exploif&agstralian naivety to leave
Singapore undefended—and in so doing, Australi@rgsfless. Such widely accepted
versions of the causes for the Anglo-Australianfloctnin early 1942 are unsatisfactory
because they understate Australia’s role in fortmgastrategy, while misinterpreting
British goals, conflating impotence with intent.

Australia’s attitude to British strategy was slhabg its place in the hierarchy of
the British distribution of production. While Auatia always was below active theatres,
it could reassure itself that only Britain and Mildle East were above Australia and its
interests—the Far East and India, which were inrtbighbourhood. Domestic politics
also affected the Australian-British relationshiplthough a quarrel with Australia
probably was unavoidable given the conflicting tetgécal aims of Australia and Britain,
Australia’s inexperience as an independent natiah rbt help, nor did Britain’s

determination to buffer itself from the side-effedf Australia’s strategic and political

559 Hasluck, PaulAustralia in the War of 1939-1945eries 4 — Civil Volume | — The Government angl th
People, 1939-1941. Page 533. Brian Farrell not entiorses the betrayal narrative, but views it esl@
blooded gamble by Churchill that happened to blgvinuhis face. Farrell, Briail.he Defense and Fall of
Singapore, 1940-1942Tempus: Gloucestershire, UK, 2006. P. 424.

560 Freudenberg, Grahar@hurchill and AustraliaMacMillan, 2008. P. 308.
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immaturity. When war broke out Australia had not pwen signed the Treaty of
Westminster—and would not do so until 1942. Nor haigned the Visiting Forces Act,
which created a legal arrangement for the employra€i€ommonwealth troops under
British command, while ensuring they remained amahble to their national government.
Constitutional rights and dominion-mother countmerpgatives remained theoretical
until proved in real time during war. The Dominio@$fice and Churchill were but half
informed about Australian politics, which seemedsfratingly lively. Prime Minister

Robert Menzies operated with a minority governmemgr at the mercy of the Country
Party, a provincial, rural party. If the governmdeli, the Labor Party might come to
power, a situation which worried Menzies’ United stalia Party and the Dominions
Office. As Dominions Secretary, Anthony Eden tdha tCabinet, “From the beginning
the Labour [sic] policy has been open to the gibbeing, in the words of an article in
the ‘Sydney Morning Herald' one of ‘cheering on thées from the sidelines’...Since
then it has developed into what the same paperitdescas ‘a near neutrality policy of
keeping Australia out of active participation iretivar’.”! Fringe elements of the Labor
Party, including later Minister of External Affaits.V. Evatt, were known to have anti-
imperial views. Labor leader John Curtin was morederate, but beholden to his
neutralist basé®? The Australian Official History noted this regadite situation, but also

that political strife even during wartime was “angahe hard facts of Australian political

561 Report on the Political Situation in Australiatine Dominions Secretary, Anthony Eden, to the Getbin
January 17, 1940. PRO. CAB 67/4/12.
562 |bid.
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life and the characteristics of the Australian gedpPf® Furthermore, even if Curtin
contained the pressures within his party, Menzieks EBden worried that a Labor victory
would undermine Australian unity and hurt the Adlieause%4

With his tenuous hold on government Menzies haexert caution in his public
announcements. Public opinion shaped his approachustralian military and inter-
allied decisions. The Dominions Office noted thAustralian public opinion attaches
great importance to the retention of national idgyif®° though what this actually meant
was difficult to understand. Joan Beaumont dessrde Australian dual identity, which
illuminates the complications that could emerga tatastrophe.

Australian citizenship was positioned within a wid@nperial citizenship’.
Loyalty to Britain and the British Empire was axiatic for the majority of the
population, who saw no contradiction in having di@yalties or multiple
allegiances. They considered themselves ‘indepemklesiralian Britons’, linked
to Britain not only by blood, but also by histofgnguage and tradition. In fact,
imperial sentiment did allow for a sense of didiwe nationalism — the British
often providing the foil that threw into relief ptige ‘Australian’ characteristics
— but membership of the empire ultimately transeshdnd was superior to that
of the natiorr®®

Condescending, arrogant, and decadent—Britain as fdii for brave and hearty
Australians. The dual identity contained a powedohtradiction; when Japan attacked
and Britain proved too weak to defend the Malayamifsula, the basis of the dual
identity—empire over nation shattered, producingrifa between the British and

Australian Governments, and an Australian re-alignhwith the United States.

563 Hasluck, PaulAustralia in the War of 1939-1945. Series 4 — Giidlume | — The Government and the
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Parallel to, or perhaps even reflecting, Australidual identity was a divided
approach to strategy. In the Middle East the Aliatntagovernment focused on national
identity, leading it to emphasise appearances sivategy. Australian aims in the Middle
East were to engage the enemy with a cohesivdylyisiustralian, corps. Menzies and
Curtin cared less about where the Australians w&agoned, than that they never were
divided under British commarfd! Australian press attacks were relentless untiadap
attacked, including machinations by the Australlamy in North Africa to wrest control
of some RAF squadrons on the grounds that theynbaao-operated enough with the
Aussies. These efforts were supported by articlél titles such as “Our army-air
collaboration points way to hidebound British teicths.”®®® Another article claimed
“When our Air Forces were withdrawn from Crete, adwon after squadron, it was
stated, flew back to Egypt. Actually at the withaed we had seven Hurricanes facing
1000 German plane$® The Australians took this lesson from the Greel @mete
campaigns, believing that splitting Australian Biens had undermined them, and
resulted, indirectly, in the surrounding and besiggof the ' Division at Tobruk.
General Blamey, Commander of Australian forcesha Middle East, captured the
Australian mood in mid-November, 1941, when he tolk press, “In future Middle East
campaigns the A.L.F. will fight together as an Ar@grps...l do not believe in spreading

any force. We will not have a repetition of theifoa when we had one force fighting in

567 Jan Hamill discusses these views from a stratégiesspective, with less, though still some, emjghas
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Greece and another in Libya. It is much better mgwtwo Australian divisions fighting
together than one Australian and one British or Nésaland.?’° Blamey’s public
complaints were disingenuous, as he had privatelly his government that “I am
continually urging on G.H.Q. Middle East, the ndedcompletion of the A.l.LF. in war
equipment, but the plain fact is that supplies fiéngland are not arriving as rapidly as
desired...Under the circumstances bound to agreendgoparticipation of Australian
troops in a defensive role seeing that they areemgdly better equipped than the
remainder of the British Forces availabfé!”

Australian Middle East policy contrasted markedlitwthat of the Far East,
which successive Australian governments emphasisedstrategic lynchpin to their own
national defense. In 1940, for example, Menzietedtthat "the extent of Australian co-
operation in overseas theatres is dependent oAukgalian public's impression of the
degree of local security that exist§”?That these Australian concerns (and, sometimes,
demands) typically produced British reassurancesitaBritain’s ability to defend the Far
East contributed, then and afterwards, to a sttwelgf that Britain intentionally misled
Australia. However, Australia’s own insistences ttigxitain reinforce the Far East
eliminate this version of events; the Australian v&@oment understood that Far
Eastern—and therefore Australian—defenses were sexjoand strengthened them
consistently and to the limit of its ability. Bst planners largely agreed with the

Australians about theatre requirements, and a séhddr reinforcements, but events

570 “wyith the A.1.F. Will Fight as Army CorpsThe Central Queensland Heraldovember 20, 1941. P. 12.
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1939-1940.’Australian Outlook31:2 pp. 319-329. Quote p. 328.
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elsewhere blocked timely shipments of first rateliipapent, to the consternation of
Australians. This difference in priorities did moean that Australia refrained from trying
to boost the Far East’s importance in London.

Upon the fall of France, the Menzies Governmentuested a revised COS
appreciation of the situation in the Far East.iRgito receive a timely reply, in late July
the Australian Government prodded the British irstction by unilaterally halting
deliveries of British orders of small arms weap@msl ammunition. Britain initially
assumed that this blockage was related to the imsppl the Australian Imperial Force in
North Africa, but soon learned that it applied tatiBh orders, “owing to the changed
international situation” and Australia’s need toahwd deliveries “until supplies in
Australia are much improved”® This demand hinted at a quid pro quo, at a timerwh
the British desperately needed all types of armasnen

The Australians achieved their aim. On August 18 @OS appreciation arrived
in Canberra. Its estimate, despite subsequent &issir assertions to the contrary,
recognised Japan’s capacity to attack. Indeedestienate of Japanese capabilities was
higher that what Japan used for its invasion 16th®later. In addition to fielding six to
ten divisions, 10 battleships and 3-7 aircraft iessr the COS estimated that Japan

already could spare the following air forces faufe “adventures”:

573 Draft telegram from the DO to the British High Cmiissioner in Australia. August 1, 1940. PRO. DO
35/1068/3.
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Figure XXVII: Forces available to Japan for a m&autt?’
Type
Carrier borne fighter 75
Carrier borne bomber 206
Shore based fighter 96-120
Shore based bomber 192-240
Shore based reconnaissance 48-72
TOTAL 617-713

Neither the air nor naval forces in the Far Easteasubstantial enough to defeat,

or deter, the Japanese force.

Figure XXVIII: Existing and Required Air Forces ftine Defense of Australia and New
Zealand, August 1940

Location and Type Existing Required
Malaya & Singapore

Fighter Nil 96
Bomber 60 64
Reconnaissance (land & sea based) 28 48
Island and Sea:-

Fighter Nil Nil
Bomber Nil 32
Reconnaissance Nil 96

Total (raw) 88 336

Total (adjusted combat effective) 36 192

This imbalance of forces was “large enough to ghapan a very wide choice of
objectives.?’® Like the Australians, the COS recognized that &age was the key to
the defense of Australia, and given the fall ofrfé@and the inability to dispatch a fleet
to the east, “our policy should be to rely primamin air power.®’”” While a Japanese

threat was not imminent, its intentions and cajidsl were significant, and unfriendly.

574 Far East Appreciation by the Chiefs of Staff. Asigh, 1940. PRO. CAB 66/10/33.
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The Australian War Cabinet, misconstruing one of thain points of the British
appreciation, believed that “the dominant factoragard to the defence of Australia was
still the security of the naval base at Singaporeé iés availability for use by the main
fleet.”’8 The entire programme of air reinforcements walse@ompleted by the end of
194157

By November 1940, Menzies grasped the meaningi®bgsessment and the shift
to a focus on air defence. In the three monthsesine COS’ report was issued, however,
no RAF planes yet reached to Singapore—only twadmns sent from the miniscule
R.A.A.F. Fearing that British commitments elsewhesgre consuming Singapore’s air
defence, Australia suspended deliveries of a yaag-British order for 50 3.7 inch anti-
aircraft guns until Britain reinforced Malaya witt least four anti aircraft guns. This
action repeated Australia’s earlier suspensionetif’dries so to force the COS’ Far East
assessment. The complexity of the situation isttated by the fact that this nakedid
pro quotook more than two months to resolve, throughitivelvement of three British
ministries, the intervention of the Prime Ministand a constitutional precedent being set
by the Australians.

As the Ministry of Supply told the Dominions Of#fic“the Australian authorities
accepted this and other orders for us, and afténebcceptance of the orders had certain
advantages from their point of view...When the ordeese placed, there was certainly

no question about where the stores were to be "uBked:should be very sorry to see
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Australian supplies...be made condition#®"The War Office and Dominions Office
rejected this view on pragmatic grounds. The DoamsiOffice, always friendlier to the
Dominions than other departments, “put the poiritprancipal to the Ministry of Supply
“as clearly as possibl&®!

It would be undesirable for us to encourage thetralian authorities to make
deliveries on our orders conditional on their baiisgd in the Far or Middle East.
On the other hand we should find it rather difffcdb object to the

Commonwealth Government taking into account thdimson of such supplies
in reviewing the priority of allotment of deliveseas they come forward. In the
United Kingdom delivery priorities are reviewedrfrdime to time in the light of

the strategical situation and these consideratiomstrol our deliveries to

Australia on the Commonwealth Government’s ordeith ws, as they are well
aware. We do not treat the Commonwealth Governmentders on a

commercial basis, and we can hardly be surpriseldeif take the same line in
respect of our orders placed with them, though wednnot expect that the
Commonwealth Government will, in fact, in most caseke a different view

from ours on questions of priorit§?

The Dominions Office appreciated that Australia \wating, like Britain, in its national
interest, and legitimately reassessing the stratesgfiuation in the Far East. The
Dominions Office did not deem this instance to hmttv fighting over. Instead, it might
be better to tell the Australians where their wespaould be allocated. On November
26 the War Office announced its decision to semddims to the Far Ea¥€ and asked
the Dominions Office to intervene with the Ministoy Supply, which was still balking

on the issue. Stephen Holmes, in charge of this, Cass not particularly anxious to get
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mixed up in this difference of opiniof® but nonetheless called the Ministry of Supply
to press the joint War Office/Dominions Office case

The Ministry of Supply was unhappy. Though restyn® the Australian
“victory,” it was determined to mask that fact fratimem, so not to set an offensive
precedent. “I see no objection to the use of thexp@ipments in the Far East being
brought in as an added argument in favour of teamgption of deliveries. That is rather
a different thing from making it a conditiof®® The Ministry of Supply requested that
the Dominions Office press the High CommissioneAustralia to push the Australian
government along these lines.

As these agencies struggled to determine a dniBi@tish response to Australia,
the latter sweetened its offer, revealing the Aodigan view of what Malaya needed to
bolster its meagre defenc®8.This proposal marked an escalation by Australiiciv
had heard nothing in reply to its suspension oivdeks, except nagging by the High
Commissioner in Canberra. The Dominions Office ddtet Australia’s latest offer “was
clearly not the kind of message which should beroamicated in toto to the Ministry of
Supply.’®8” Furthermore, although the Dominions Office comsilyy had agreed with the

War Office about Britain’'s best response—acquiggsethe matter had reached the
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Christmas, which brushed Australia off, claimingtttthe danger of Japan going to war with the Bhiti
Empire had lessened and that the growing navahalitary advantages in the Mediterranean would also
have their effect on Japanese conduct.” Hasludll, Rastralia in the War of 1939-1945. Series 4 — Civil
Volume | — The Government and the People, 1939-Fxje 297-299.

587 Note by Stephen Holmes. December 7, 1940. PRO3®0068/4.
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Chiefs of Staff. Holmes expressed his exasperatitn the situation, “l feel that it is
quite unfair that we should be dragged into a ddimesspute between the War Office
and the department created to maintain militarypbep.™8 His superior, Sir Eric
Machtig, noted that the Ministry of Supply forgdiat Australia was a sovereign state,
“There are far too many delays and suspensionlofedy...of goods ordered by them
in this country to justify us in taking such a dgitand as is suggested by M. of Supply:-
apart from the constitutional concerns which jysfthe Commonwealth authorities in
this last resort] in doing anything they like withe output of their ordnance factories
according to the circumstances as they (not wejrgee at any given time?

By this point, the issue reached the Prime Miniggaven his old-fashioned views
on Dominion matters, Churchill likely sympathizedma with the Ministry of Supply’s
point than with the Dominions Office and War Offidéis decision met the Ministry of
Supply’s desire to mask Britain’s climb-down, whdeparating it from the issue: “I am
most grateful for your promised help at Singapanerespect both of troops and of
equipment and ammunition...]| am arranging for detas regards shipping and
equipment etc., to be taken up direct between tlae @ffice and Army headquarters,
Melbourne.®?° Whitehall had taken two months to answer a sedmisigiple demand

from Australia. This case demonstrates that Austnahderstood the deficiencies in air

588 | bid.

589 Note by Sir Eric Machtig. December 9, 1940. PRQ. 85/1068/4. Emphasis in the original.

590 nternal Dominions Office note. Author’'s name giele. December 19, 1940. PRO. DO 35/1068/4. The
Ministry of Supply was so adamant in its views thatone wanted to be the one to tell them theyibstd

the struggle and been removed from the issue. Tmilmlons Office asked the War Office to tell Supply
which it neglected to do. As late as January 1118% Ministry of Supply asked for an update omrtbw
well concluded situation.
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defenses in the Far East, and was willing to as¢réisely to improve it, in opposition to
British wishes.

This event led the War Office to hold a meetinghwihe Dominions Office
focused on supplies and their relationship with doeeinions. The War Office noted
Australia’s dissatisfaction, and a rise in the d&sa danger. It confessed that, until now,
“London has regarded the Dominions equipment qoestmuch as Pandora regarded her
box, but unlike Pandora has not had the couradit the lid.”>°* While “we could not
meet Dominion requirements by any foreseeable elae if we were to ascertain what
they amounted to2? After 16 months of war no British agency had yeerapted to
organise, or even track, Empire production! The Dwonms were, de facto, more
independent than anyone had imagined, includingnsleéves. There was no easy
solution to the problem, since the production whise Dominions demanded did not
exist. The War Office and Dominions Office resolwedask the Dominions about their
production goals and capacities. Even this requedt two months to prepare, from fear
that using the wrong phrases might lead the Domgito think Britain had extra
production to share. Finally, in April, the Domin® Office, War Office and Ministry of
Supply were ready to discover what the Dominiontsalty were producing, and needed.
In May detailed questionnaires on these lines 8erg to the Dominions.

It was not enough, however, for Britain simply takt about reinforcements.

Internally, the Australians complained that Britgtomises to reinforce the Far East as

591 “Dominions-Memorandum for discussion. Preparedh@/\War Office.” February 1941. Specific date
note given. Author not stated. PRO. DO 35/1077/9.
592 |pid.

227



soon as practicable were wholly insufficient; afédly “other theatres are not devoid of
both naval and air protection, as would be the ¢ase war with Japan, should a re-
disposition not be madé?® This is where Australian and British strategicwsewere
irreconcilable. Britain would not send fightersan inactive theatre, despite the danger
that war might happen there, since it was expedi®@erman invasion and had just been
thrown out of Greece and Crete. Australia, howeviewed the Far East as its highest
strategic priority. If there was a silver liningwé certainly know where we stand, the
degree to which we must rely on our own effortsl Hre necessity for expanding them to
the utmost extent>®*

By late summer, there was a temporary respite famncern about Japan.
Churchill took the opportunity to assure Austrdhat Japan was not an imminent danger,
while a proper deterrent of a strong fleet wouldlispatched to the Indian Ocean later in
the year®® While this assessment was overly optimistic altbatprospects of avoiding
war with Japan, its tone was the product of a teamyomoment of unity: Roosevelt
indicated that the U.S. finally would act in cortogith Britain; the Germans halted their
eastward advance temporarily; and plans for thes&ter Operation convinced Churchill
that the Axis would be defeated there. His asswnpttas that Japan would not dare to

attack, so long as Britain fought well and the Rarss were not losing.

593 War Cabinet Submission by Robert Menzies. Juri®4].Documents on Australian Foreign Policy.
Volume IVDocument 484.

594 War Cabinet Submission by Robert Menzies. Juri®41.Documents on Australian Foreign Policy.
Volume IVDocument 484.

595 The Prime Minister to Prime Minister of Austratiad Prime Minister of New Zealand. September 2,
1941. PRO. CAB/66/18/35
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Neither did Churchill's reassurances coax Audsrdaiinto complacent apathy.
Following this cable, the new Prime Minister, AnthBadden, representing the tiny
Country Party in a fragile minority government,stated his predecessor’'s demand that
the Australian forces surrounded at Tobruk be velieand reunited with other Australian
forces. The request was forced by the politicalagion in Australia, where Labor
politicians railed against supposed British shbifgying of Commonwealth troops. It
also hinted at the re-emergence of Australgsd pro quotactics aimed to pressure
Britain into re-enforcing Singapore. In asking Faddto reconsider that demand,
Churchill emphasised the upcoming Crusader Operadiod how Australia’s request
would damage the Allied position on the eve oflihdle.

As Whitehall knew, “the agitation for the relief ¢iie Australian troops was
largely political. The Australian Labour [sic] Pathiad always been mildly isolationist,
and was apt to argue that Australian troops shbaléept for the defence of Australian
s0il.”5% Unfortunately for Fadden, “It was in any case clémt the relief could not be
completed by the middle of September, so that m@amcement to this effect could then
be made in the Australian Parliament, as desirngd/tb Fadden.®®”

The Fadden Government fell less than a month latearly October, replaced by
John Curtin’'s Labor party, with a razor thin majpriAt this time the British War
Cabinet received the results of a fact finding misdy Duff Cooper, dispatched to the
Far East in July. He elucidated the extraordinargfficiencies of the colonial and

dominion administrations in the Far East, sugggstitey were Victorian, which was

5% From Prime Minister to Prime Minister of Austral@eptember 9, 1941. PRO. CAB 65/23/21.
597 |bid.
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true. The first two years of the war had donedlitib streamline the co-ordination of
British Far East defense; a profusion of uncommathie ministries often pursued
contradictory policies to the detriment of Britidafense. He also emphasised a point the
Cabinet had seen many times over the last few \aayat the importance of Singapore
to Australian defense, namely that:

It is not too much to say that the security of @imgre is of greater importance
for Australia than the security of Gibraltar is f@reat Britain. Thoughtful
Australians are well aware of this fact, and thenhar of thoughtful Australians
is increasing. With that increase comes the desickthe demand, more often
and more clearly-expressed, to be consulted wghrckto—and to be allowed to
influence any political or military decisions whichay affect—that part of the
world which lies closest to the Antipodé¥.

This observation reveals in nascent form the subm@gAustralian belief that they were
not consulted or given influence over strategimpiag in the Far East, despite the role
they had played in that effort over the preceding years.

It also came at the time that what little equipt@ight have been sent east was
sailing north. While the commitment to aid Russaal furt reinforcements to the Middle

East, it crippled those to India, Australia and Né&saland.

Figure XXIX: Dominion Tank Deficiencies Arising fne Diversion of Production to
Russid®®
India Australia New Zealand
October 44 16 10
November | 54 20 10
TOTAL 150P0¢ 56°01 20

598 Report by Duff Cooper to the War Cabinet on theBast in British Strategy. October 29, 1941. PRO.
CAB/66/20/9.

599 The deficiency is the difference between what legh allocated to each Dominion before the Moscow
Conference and had been eliminated afterwardsrésguom October 15, 1941. PRO. WO 193/580.

600 The figure includes an additional 52 American m&tleart tanks which had been allocated earlier but
were delayed due to American production not meegmectations. These tanks now had to be senéeto th

230



These figures do not give the entire picture, ay #xclude large standing orders which
were cancelled, in India’s case, or consistentlghgd back, in Australia’s. Nor were

these deficiencies a result of the Dominions alydwal/ing received healthy allotments of
armour. By January 1942, in 28 months of war, tbenions had been sent a combined
105 tank<?

In Australia the lack of tanks was a serious comc&hey were needed both for
training and defense of the continent. British pkns understood Australia’s position,
noting after the Moscow Conference that “the paditisituation in Australia is so tricky
that we must not run the risk of a withdrawal o tiffer of the Armoured Division or of
discouraging their war effort which has been coasrigitlle in spite of political
difficulties.”®® Nothing could be done, however, since any divesitm Australia must
come directly from shipments to the Middle EX4t.

Australia’s deficiencies were greater than juststhastemming from delayed
orders in Britain. At the beginning of 1941, theadiplaced a large order in the U.S. for
tanks to be delivered later in the year. By mid dDet, “Out of an order for 400

American Light and Medium tanks for Australia, 8vbaeen shipped and 30 were to

Middle East. The figures for India vary from 147015 the WO files. The Home Forces also had 61gank
removed from their theatre and transferred to Rudsiing these two months.
601 The additional 20 missing tanks were also Amerigararts which were lost from Australia’s allocatio

for the same reason that those of India were lost.
602

Total tanks shipped to all Empire theatres fromdami since beginning of war to January 1942

India Australia New Zealand Middle East Total

TOTAL 35 20 50 1646 1751

Excluding B.E.F. January 27, 1942. PRO. WO 193/539.
603 Note by DMO & P. October 15, 1941. PRO. WO 193/580
804To CIGS from DMO & P. October 16, 1941. PRO. WC3/B80.
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have been shipped this weéR>After the Moscow conference, they were told—fagyth
had no input in the process—that their orders fotidh and American tanks would be
late. As the High Commissioner in London reported:

War Office advise as result of policy of affordingaximum aid to Russia not
now possible to allocate to Australia any tanks iognirom production either in
this country or United States during the months Qdtober, November,
December, 1941. Dislocation thus caused in plartrboning and equipping of
Australian Armoured forces fully realised and muegretted. Shipments will be
resumed at earliest possible moment. The War Offitie that they feel you will
appreciate the overriding, consideration so impastathat temporary
inconvenience will be acceptéy.

The Australians responded as well as the Britisphtnhave hoped, resigned to
the delay in these orders. They instead focusenhitigating the losses. The Australian
minister in Washington understood “that the priatiprgent Russian necessity is tanks
and that as large a diversion as possible is beede from America and British supplies
and production. In the circumstances | do not beliepresentations here will alter the
above situation in our favour.” However, “represgions in London might be effective. |
am confidentially advised here that if representatnade on grounds of urgent training
necessity you might get 10 or even 20 relea8®&dThe Australians did not even know
how the allocation process worked, or where decssiwere made. Curtin had to be
informed by his minister in Washington that theafirallocations actually occurred in
London®%8

British assurances that tank orders eventuallyldvdye fulfilled were made in

good faith. Though the exigencies of war necessitatelay, American reassurances

605 From Australian Minister in Washington. October 2941. NAA: A5954, 505.
606 From High Commissioner’s Office, London. Octobér 1941. NAA: A5954, 505.
607 From Australian Minister in Washington. October 2941. NAA: A5954, 505.
608 From Australian Minister in Washington. October 2941. NAA: A5954, 505.
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about their production shaped British estimates the dominions would receive their

backlog soon. In October, Britain estimated théfwing delivery schedule:

Figure XXX: Proposed Empire-wide allocation of talhks produced from Oct. 1941-Mar. 19%2
Oct-Dec 1941 Total | Home Forces India| Australia New Zealand Rus$s.E.
U.K. & Canadian 1790 | 678 54 18 18 807 215
Production

U.S. Production 524 12 7 20 Nil nil 512
Sub-total 2314 | 690 61 38 18 807 727
% of Sub-total 30% 26%| 1.6% .8% 35% 31.5%
Jan-Mar 1942

U.K. & Canadian 2025 | 746 54 18 18 750 439
Production

U.S. Production 1035 165 180 60 30 nil 600
Sub-total 3060 | 911 234 78 48 750 1039
% of sub-total 30% 7.65% 2.5% 1.6% 24.59% 34%
Overall Total for| 5374 1601 295 126 66 1557 1766
Oct-March

% of overall total 30% 5.5% 2.3% 1.2% 29% 33%

This schedule assumed a doubling of the U.S. tamdtyztion available for British use in

the New Year, a reduction in the percentage alkatéd Russia, and fulfillment of the

American arrears with the Middle East and the Daomg. These figures were not met

since U.S. production continued to lag, and thes w@nsumed by the U.S. after the

Japanese attaék?® Thus it became another piece of evidence in thenaent for British

betrayal.

609 Figures from War Office. Production and AllocatiohA.F.V's. October 25, 1941. PRO. WO 193/580
610 By March, the War Office reported the followingfideencies from U.S. production:
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In early November Churchill received renewed Alstrarequests to boost Far
Eastern defenses immediately. The Australians geavinformation purporting to show
that Japan had dramatically altered its plans. ktavwgone to the Americans for
intelligence, the Australians also monitored Bhtislefenses. They contrasted the
situation in late October—130 frontline aircraft—twithe stated and agreed upon
minimum requirements from nine months earlier—38&éntline aircraft'' Churchill
summarized the Australian position as follows,Wié had adequate air and naval forces
at Singapore, Japan would not act against us, \atraie for many months$*? The
Australian representative, Earle Page, also balighat imperial aircraft dispositions
could be rejigged without weakening the Britishipos elsewhere. He did not offer any
factual evidence or clear suggestions about wieefad the resources needed to do so.
Perhaps he simply overestimated British strengthassumed that the British were
holding out on Singapore’s (i.e Australia’s) defens

Churchill’s response to the Australian request stesghtforward and honest:

The development of our Air Force had not proceealedast as we had hoped.
We had now to meet the demands of Russia to whorhadepromised to send
200 machines a month. Rather, it was essentidbt@iroand keep air superiority
in the Middle East. Above all we had to keep aisigfit air force in this country
to assist in repelling any invasion Germany miglatken next spring. Hitler had
great need to invade this country. It would be jbssfor him to contain the
Russian front, and to move sufficient forces to est and stage an operation

Deficiencies in U.S. tank deliveries November 194drch 1942
M.E. Dominions Other Total
Allocation 602 858 128 1588
Actually delivered 545 227 37 866
Shortfall 57 631 91 722
% of allocation missed 9.5% 74% 71% 46%

Statements showing allocations of American tankspared with actual shipments. March 10, 1942. PRO.

WO 193/539.

611\War Cabinet Conclusions. Confidential Annex. Nobems, 1941. PRO. CAB 65/24/2.

612 bid.
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on such a scale as had never been attempted baforeegardless of losses. The
key to repelling such an attempt lay in fighter extigrity over the enemy. Once
the fighter command of the air was lost, Germanylic¢invade this countr$:3

Churchill explained the hierarchy of allocationse thome islands; Russia; the Middle
East; and only then the Far East.

Soon after Japan attacked, urgent messages aatitbd Dominions Office from
Curtin, mixing panic and anger. He warned Britamalfly to take seriously the defense of
the Far East'* He emphasized the importance of air power andabethat Singapore
had none, “We are particularly concerned about ntepoeaching us regarding the
inadequacy of air-strength and anti-aircraft deésti%'® Curtin’s lawyerly tone and angle
of criticism was obvious. He directly asked whait&@n would do to address the air
defence shortages. Britain replied with a cabledlito Curtin from the British Defence
Committee, explaining the circumstances and impji@asking Australia not to blame
Britain for a lack of preparations. Their eloquelascription of the situation elucidates
how constrained British planners were, and how they agonised in allocating supplies
in the Empire.

Any judgment of the adequacy of our preparationghi@ Far East prior to
Japanese attack must have regard not only to wasidesirable but to what was
possible in the light of the limitation of our resoes and the demands made
upon them. It would have been strategically unsaondkeprive theatres in which
active operations against our principle foe wenialty in progress, in order to
reinforce a theatre which was not at that timénmactive war are3®

613 \War Cabinet Conclusions. Confidential Annex. Nobems, 1941. PRO. CAB 65/24/2.

614 Prime Minister of Australia to Prime Minister. Dmnber 21, 1941. PRO. DO 35/1010/3.

615 Prime Minister of Australia to Prime Minister. Dmnber 21, 1941. PRO. DO 35/1010/3.

616 British Defence Committee to Government of AuséraDecember 23, 1941. PRO. DO 35/1010/3.
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Curtin was not satisfied with this explanationgeacuse, “It is in your power to meet the
situation...Singapore must be reinforcéd.” This stance stemmed largely from
Australia’s independent analysis of the situatiohhe Australian Government
increasingly doubted that Singapore could be Haldgely due to the lack of air defence.
Australia’s representative in Singapore—the unfoate Vivian Bowden—informed
Canberra with some understatement, “that [Singaglormpregnability was in grave
doubt.’®8 Indeed, collapse was imminent.

| must emphasise that the deterioration of themachine in Malayan defence is
assuming landslide collapse of the whole defenstemy. Expected arrival of
modern fighter aircraft in boxes requires weeksas§embly under danger of
destruction cannot save position.

The renewal of military reinforcements expectedl Wi absorbed in relief of
tired front line troops and will make little diffence. British defence policy now
concentrating the greater part of the fighter ané Aefence of Malay on

Singapore Island to protect naval base starvingdat troops of such defences,
including A.I.F %

Even the planes and reinforcements in transit weoelittle, too late. Only one thing
could save the situation: “In my belief the onlyngpthat might save Singapore would be
the immediate dispatch from the Middle East byadipowerful reinforcement of large
numbers of the latest fighter aircraft with amplperationally trained personnel.

Reinforcements should be not in brigades but irstias... Need for decision and action

617 Prime Minister Curtin to Churchill and Roosevé@iecember 24, 1941. Report by Bowden, Australian
Minister at Singapore. December 24, 1941. NAA: A5%/1/4.

618 Bowden was captured by the Japanese and exeajtedizecause, he attempted to explain his
diplomatic status to his captors. Dedman, Johne‘féturn of the A.l.F. from the Middle Eagtustralian
Outlook.21:2, 151-164. Quote p. 152.

619 Report by Bowden, Australian Minister at Singap@ecember 24, 1941. NAA: A5954, 571/4.
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is matter of hours not day8?® This might have been possible only if the plares $o
Russia had gone instead to the Middle East.

Bowden’s information fuelled the Australian Goveemtis increasingly urgent
calls for reinforcements to the Far East. Perceptin Australia quickly turned sour. The
public had not been privy to the Australian Goveent’s efforts to reinforce Singapore.
Instead, to keep up morale, newspapers had cafreguent stories about the
strengthening of the Singapore base. The closeddhanese approached Singapore, the
more positive these stories became. Showy headlmésg reinforcements appeared
frequently, sometimes daily, throughout Austratiani September through November. A
typical example read “Reinforcements for Singapétather strong reinforcements have
arrived from Britain to-day. They include R.A.F.rBennel.®?! As a consequence, the
collapse in Malaya came as a greater surprisedgtiblic, giving Curtin a reason to
pursue the narrative of British betrayal. After, &lad Curtin expected a large Japanese
attack and failed to achieve a build-up in Singapéhen he either was incompetent or
Australia was a pawn.

Nor was Singapore the only hope for Australia’s edsk. Between it and
Australia lay the Dutch East Indies and the Phifipp. They too were quickly
endangered by Japan’s attack, which already in Jardtary threatened Australian
territory. Heavy Japanese attacks on Rabaul, resthef the main island of New Guinea,

showed Japan’s probable next aim to be Port Moreshgre 5,500 Australian troops

620 Naval Cypher from Australia. Report by Bowden, fakan Minister at Singapore. December 24, 1941.
PRO. DO 35/1010/3.

621 “Reinforcements for Singapore: Further strongfaitements have arrived from Britain to-day. They
include R.A.F. Personnel3ydney Morning HeraldNovember 7, 1941. P. 7.
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were stationed with virtually no air defenses. Fiitiere, Japan could attack Australia by
air. Curtin cabled London to demand air reinforcetado defend Australian troops and

territory.

Urgent necessity for fighter aircraft immediatelgpanese methods make it clear
that without fighter protection for our aerodromésere is every prospect of
carrier borne enemy air attack destroying our exélg limited striking force on
the ground by low attack, designed to search dlivigual aircraft. These tactics
may be practised with impunity by the enemy againstmainland aerodromes
as well as at the advanced bases, owing to the ¢tddighter protection and the
almost complete absence of gun defences. A redsestade for immediate
allotment to the R.A.A.F. of 250 fighter aircraft the-Tomahawk, Hurricane 2
or similar type??

Yet Britain did not have planes to spare. Oncergdgiiitish weakness exposed Australia
to danger, which remained the case throughout 184#gtin warned of a rise in “public
feeling of grave uneasiness at Allies impotencel@oanything to stem the Japanese
advance ®?

Thrashing about for answers, the Australian puiolicyd complicated and diverse
explanations for the weaknesses in the Far EastilstVBritish perfidy was one
explanation, popular on the political left, and dzblooded necessity a common
explanation offered among British loyalists, morganced explanations also appeared.
For many commentators, aid to Russia clearly hagbesth British weakness in the Far
East. A sophisticated analysis appeared in midalgnu

The general tendency is to lay the blame on thadend patient shoulders of
the British Government: nor has the British Goveenimattempted to disavow
the part it played in the development of those misfee measures based on
Singapore which have admittedly proved inadequatefaice of Japanese
aggression. Mr. Churchill said originally, and Mitlee has since repeated, that
we were relatively weak in Malaya because it wasnuied vital to be strong in

622 From Curtin to Churchill. January 24, 1942. PR@BX6/21/14.
623 From Curtin to Churchill. January 24, 1942. PR@BX6/21/14.
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Libya, and to divert war supplies of all kinds tadRia, even to the limit of

safety. It was beyond our capacity, as Mr. Attlgplaned, and as everyone [of]
every veil knew, to be strong everywhere. Nothings hyet happened to

prove, or even to suggest to the minds of dispaagtopeople, that it was or is a
mistake to fight this war in accordance with threnficonviction that the principal

enemy of mankind is Hitl€f*

Having linked Russian aid to the place of Malaydhe British strategic hierarchy, the
author reminded readers of their own recent vieWkén, as Mr. Churchill has implied,
one of the problems which confronted his Governnveas the allocation of supplies as
between Malaya and Russia, no voices were moreoctams for ‘all aid to the Soviet’
than some of the voices which, in Australia ancwltere, have since been loudest in
protest about the shortage of warlike equipme®ingapore and its approachés>”

These views were echoed elsewhere. Another editovég@le an even stronger
argument that aid to Russia was a direct causeeakmess in Malaya, and it could not
have been avoided:

Russia was calling for supplies of equipment fromiteh and America, and
some shipments that would otherwise have gone taydavere diverted to our
sorely-pressed Soviet ally. These decisions wemnlyaacclaimed. All agreed
that no other policy was possible in the circumstsn Even then the critics
accused the Government of not doing enough to Relpsia, and it is quite
possible that if the British War Cabinet had ordettee diversion to Russia of the
nation's war resources then lying idle in Malaya #iction would have been
hailed as one full of wisdom and courage. ‘All &dRussia’ was, at that time,
the insistent cry, and if there had been any suggethen of sending anything to
Malaya at the expense of Russia there would hase béderrific wail. It is all too
easy to forget that in those days Germany seerkety lfo overrun Russia—a
victory that would have made her almost invincittevas generally believed—
and there seemed to be the best of reasons fahéloey—that Japan's course
would depend almost entirely upon events in Rus3ihe..unpreparedness in
Malaya cannot be denied, but the difficulty thesdundamentally identical with
that which has hampered the Empire's prosecutioth@fwar from the very
outset and will continue to do so, according tertstatements by Mr. Churchill
and President Roosevelt, for the best part of @ngtbar. That is shortage of the

624 “What the Critics did for SingaporeThe AdvertisefAdelaide]. January 15, 1942. P.6.
625 “wWhat the Critics did for SingaporeThe AdvertisefAdelaide]. January 15, 1942. P.6.
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implements of war. Our troubles in the Pacific tydre primarily attributable,
not to the Empire's present leaders, but to thedkdind inept men who, in spite
of warnings by Mr. Churchill and others, idly wagthfor years while Germany,
Italy and Japan armed themselves to the teeth. e hot yet overcome the lag
in war production, and we can only hang on grimalyd perhaps at considerable
cost, until we d§?®

Explaining Russian aid as the cause for Britishkmeas in the Far East was not
limited to efforts to defend British planners. Anfluential socialist newspaper in
Brisbane hammered British planners for betrayingtfalia so to help the Soviet Union:

When help was given to Russia by Britain, Austraiavere given to understand
that this assistance to Russia was at Britain'sresg Therefore, the excuses that
have been made in Britain over the Malayan defeveaknesses would indicate
that this assistance to Russia was given at thenmepof the South-west Pacific.
Australians can put no other construction on thesarises than that equipment
meant for the defence of the Dominions, particyl&distralia, was either kept at
Home or sent to Russia. This ultra carefulnessooddfellowship at Australia's
expense might find favour with those 'Aid to Ru8siadvocates who just now
are remarkably silent in view of the aid that Aab& badly needs, but the
situation is perplexing to Australian families whare wondering what
next...Australia has made a wonderful contributothe Empire's war effort. It
is outrageous for anyone to think that the Ausiralhomes of the soldiers
fighting in the Middle East and Malaya can be rhgis by the Japanese because
of the adoption of a stupid policy that Germany niessmashed first’

This fascinating analysis correctly observed Bmitaiover-insurance of the home
islands—apparently expecting Britain to risk itsrodefence in favour of a theatre not
then at war—and linked Russian aid to the nascemisB betrayal argument. Another
commentator viewed America’s production shortages igs failure to deliver protocol
promises to Russia, as proof that Russian aidnota cause of weakness in the Far East:
“The New York Times expresses grave concern atebelation that during the last three

months less than half the war supplies promise®Russia have been delivered. It is

626 “Being Wise After the Event.Launceston ExamingTasmania)]. January 16, 1942. P. 4.
627 “Sjt Down Strike by the ‘Singapore BlimpsThe WorkefBrisbane]. January 27, 1942. P. 1.
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pointed out that apologists for the lack of assistato the Philippines and Malaya have
said that aid to Russia has been the reason. §hima disproved®?®

Others were less inclined to consider Britain's ngrastrategic needs when
assessing the weakness in the Far East. Probahbingcthe assumptions within the
Australian command, a military correspondent tbkel Australian Press ten days after the
Japanese landings in Malaya about the critical mapoe of air defence. Without it, all
was lost. He implored the shuttling of air reinfemeents from the Middle East to Malaya,
explaining that, “one of the great arguments beloimdaerial policy in Asia was that war
craft could be speedily shuttled from one parthef tontinent to the other in accordance
with changing strategical necessitié$>"One week later, another paper reported with
surprising nuance about the strategic decision-ngaldading up to Singapore, while still
containing a kernel of the narrative of Britishragtl.

The man in the street is at last beginning to sealhat he has been let down,
Malaya has been let down, and Australia has beedodn by men who have
committed the same mistake that Britain has comaohifto many times in this
war. The enemy has again been under-estimatednéiaths past service leaders
in this part of the world questioned Japanesetghdido things which in the first
fortnight he has proved beyond doubt that he can do

The Japanese were not good pilots, their eyesigist ad, they were
textbook pilots with no originality, the Japaneserevunable to use mechanized
equipment in Malaya's rice fields, jungles, andberbplantations, the Japanese
would be unable to land troops on Malaya's eas$tdoefore March because the
monsoon would prevent them, the Japanese woulchdlelelito send a strong air
force against Malaya—these were the stories feccdmespondents. Some
swallowed the stories and wrote about clouds ob@anes over the jungles,
others did not. Some who had seen the Japanesdiam an China expressed
contrary views and fears that Malaya had insufficar force.

In fairness to Air Chief Marshal Sir Robert BrooRepham, he is
reported to have declared before the war that he mat satisfied with the

628 | ess than Half Promised AidNorthern StandardDarwin, NT]. February 6, 1942,
629 “Fighter Strength in Malay: Need to Shuttle Plaisre.”The AdvertisefAdelaide]. December 17,
1941. P. 8.
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number of aeroplanes at his disposal. In that ¢hsdhlame may be laid at some
London door*

Obviously that door was 10 Downing Street. The austtates British views of Japanese
prowess with some accuracy, including his mentidnthe diversity of opinions
available®3! But this version, though nuanced, was not entiaglgurate, overstating the
degree to which Britain mis-assessed the Japamhesattand understating Australia’s
own grasp of events.

By the second week of January, the battle for tladaMPeninsula was nearing its
conclusion. The Japanese swiftly approached theordotstrait, which separated
Singapore from the mainland. Wavell planned a matand spearheaded by the
Australian Eighth Division, commanded by Major-GesleGordon Bennett. British
forces still outhumbered the Japanese by a sigmifimargin, and Japanese supply lines
were severely stretched. But Japan had completeuperiority. After a good start, the
Australian Division quickly was beaten on the gréuhe Australian press, however,
was accustomed to bludgeoning Britain with thekstitinadequate air support, blaming
the defeats in Greece, Crete and Malaya on thegedl failure. On January 13, the eve of
Great Britain’s stand, Curtin cabled Churchill wiag

It is naturally disturbing to learn that the Japsnbave been able to overrun so
easily the whole of Malaya except Johore. It isepbed that the '8 Australian
Division is to be given the task of fighting thecive battle...l urge on you that
nothing be left undone to reinforce Malaya to thieatest degree possible in
accordance with my earlier representations and idantions. | am particularly
concerned in regard to air strength as a repetitibnthe Greece and Crete

630 “Faijlures of Strategy'The MercuryHobart]. December 23, 1941. P. 2.
631 Ferris, John. “Worthy of some Better Enemy: Thiigr Estimate of the Imperial Japanese Army
1919-41, and the Fall of Singapor€&nadian Journal of Historyol. 28 Issue 2 (1993). Pp. 222-255.
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campaigns would evoke a violent [public] reactiom &uch a happening should
be placed outside the bounds of possibffify.

At this point, the outcome of the battle was inlditdoubt. Curtin’s cable, therefore,
essentially was a statement for the record; Briy@nhagain was sending the Australians
into battle without air cover for the second timeas many years. This implicit blaming
of Britain for any consequences in Australia amedrtb a threat to Churchill.

Curtin’s efforts in the press also had a saludfgct. Public opinion came to an
inescapable conclusion that Britain had exploitedstfalia. Censorship reports in
January were loaded with accusations “that Chdr@hibnly an orator or an old fogey,
that England has neglected Australia, that Englaasisent Australians overseas to fight
and is now telling Australia to wait until Germaig/ beaten, that there are plenty of
troops idle in England, that Britain was resporesiiolr all the bungling in Malaya, which
was run by ‘incompetent social fools’ or wearergha ‘old school tie’, that the British
had not fought in the war but had left it to thesfalians and the Indian&3®

With defeat imminent at Singapore, a brief winddfatime existed while public
discussion of failures in the Far East was possiblee battle had gone badly, but
Singapore remained under British control. Once &poge fell, the possibility of
recriminations arising from controversies about ¢hases of disaster would become too
dangerous to Allied harmony. Recriminations in firess were only one danger of
discussing weaknesses in the East. Once Singaplbréhe danger to morale and allied

cohesion made public discussion of the causes dtenpally damaging to be worth the

632 prime Minister of Australia to Prime Minister. demy 13, 1942. NAA: A5954, 571/4.
633 Hasluck, PaulAustralia in the War of 1939-1945. Series 4 — Ci@glume Il — The Government and the
People, 1942-194%. 746.
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negligible benefit of being able to have Britaisisle heard. On January 28 and 29, a
public debate in the House of Lords linked thetstyal implications of the role of the
Dominions, aid to Russia, and interservice rivalridt its conclusion Lord Cranborne
offered a detailed and searching answer to thetignesbrought up by the impending
defeat:

Recent events in the Far East have also broughiheofore another line of
criticism...the assumption that the question of the [Fast has been neglected by
the War Cabinet and that the eyes of Ministers Haeen concentrated rather
nearer home, on the Middle East and so on. Butithgtct is not true; the Far
East has never been neglected by the War Cabinet..dffficulty for the
Cabinet was not whether they should discuss oree@ranother, or whether they
should say, ‘Is there a risk in one area and ik irisanother?’ but to assess
priority of risks. There were risks in all areash&tthey had to do—and it was a
very difficult job—was to assess priority of riskemd send the materials which
they had to the areas that needed them fifbst.

This statement echoed Churchill’s view, and the that there had been no fighting in
the Far East after the Fall of France. Exacerba®inigin’s position, yet lending greater
hope to thoughts of victory, was Barbarossa, whicther eroded the Far East’s claim to
resources,

When Russia was attacked by Germany there wereviabsht appeals from the
Press and the public, both here and in the Doméiwith regard to assistance
for Russia... Throughout the Empire, as in this coyrthe universal view was
that Russia must be helped, and that, in factstleeessful outcome of this war
depended on the assistance given... This is thevaich, even if noble Lords do
not have to face it, the Government must face. Theaye to face the fact that
there is only a certain amount of armaments, ary thust be sent where they
are needed most. These places must be the plaees atithe time there is actual
danger as against places where at the time themrdyigpotential danger. | would
commend that particular point to noble Lords wheehsuggested, yesterday and
to-day, that more ought to have been done for é&eely. To provide really
enough for this country, for the Middle East, farsRia, and for the Far East was
really beyond our power last year. It was beyond power to provide
adequately for afi*®

634 Lords Hansard Parliamentary DebateSeries 5, Volume 121:569-570.
635 _ords Hansard Parliamentary DebateSeries 5, Volume 121. Pp. 571-572.
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Cranborne linked aid to Russia and the absenceodiem kit in the Far East, and the
Australian accusations that Britain could have domme than it did, “His Majesty's
Government and the British people sympathize wi#sé two Dominions [Australia and
New Zealand] in their present anxiety. We spealheixperience. We have ourselves
been threatened with invasion now for over two gedlve are threatened with it still at
the present moment, and we know what an extraaitfinmpleasant sensation it i%3®
Cranborne succinctly noted the inherent contraalicbetween the needs of Britain and
Australia. It was the same difference that had eddisction over the last year and a half.
He repeated the same arguments—intensely irritébinige Australians—that Britain had
been in danger since 1939, whereas Australia hash Har from the fighting;
patronisingly praising Australia’s contributions mmen and material to that point. Thus
Cranborne was factually correct, strategically shuand enraging to the Australians. In
Australia, his speech and the House of Lords delagepresented as a British admission
that it had conceived of the Singapore Campaigntle old way” and overlooked the
defence of the Far East, ignoring Cranborne’s eéptyint53’

In Australia the political aftermath of Japan’s itally success was ugly. The
Dominions Office had the unenviable job of mitigatiits fallout. This included the
impossible task of preventing the spread of rumaura/itness accounts throughout the
Empire%38 Since censorship was of limited use, the Domini@iffice settled on

explaining what most likely would result from thprsading of witness accounts, in

636 |_ords Hansard Parliamentary DebateSeries 5, Volume 121. Pp. 577-578.
637 “Ajr Strength Must Dominate War Strateg¥he AdvocatéBurnie]. January 31, 1942. P. 7.
638 Dominions Office note by Godfrey Eccleston BoydaSion. May 23, 1942. PRO. DO 35/1010/3.
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particular the common view of English evacuees fi®imgapore about bad Australian
behavior.

It is no disgrace to troops to be defeated by @&soipforce, but it is only a very

short step from this statement to the charge th#heé Australians had held, we

should not have lost Singapore.” Embittered evasweleo have lost, perhaps,
their families, homes and fortunes there, will hesitate to go this much further.
The further allegations about the Australians thngwaway their arms and

crashing on to the ships is also discreditablerué. As these stories spread
throughout the Empire, they will inevitably lowdret opinion in the Empire of

Australians in general and Australian troops intipalar. Whether or not they

are true this result can only be damaging to Afglstralian relations. | cannot

suggest a remedy, but it seems as well to recoghéethese relations, which

have already been strained at various times itetesix months, are likely to be

still further strained in the coming montfs.

Britain stifled arguments in its own defence beealr®y would do more harm than good.
In Australia, however, with Japan advancing closegry day, Britain’s silence
about the causes for collapse at Singapore wagpieted as a sign of guilt. The British
Empire could not defend the approaches to Austialits hour of danger. Worse still, as
Japan advanced, ever fewer aircraft remained endefustralia. The inability quickly to
transfer fighters from the Middle East added tcs throblem. Immediately after the
surrender of Singapore, ABDACOM'’s fighter strengtd “been reduced to twenty-five
Hurricanes, of which eighteen were serviceable. Toenber and reconnaissance
squadrons were in equally desperate case. At Skrapfeeld, twelve Hudsons, and at
Kalidjati, six Blenheims, sought to sustain the \W4f Everything had been in the shop
window when Japan attacked. Furthermore, Austesabaders for planes from the United

States, already seriously delayed, were subjeotgdttmore of them.

639 Dominions Office note by Godfrey Eccleston BoydaSion. May 23, 1942. PRO. DO 35/1010/3.
640 Richards, Denis and Hilary Saundérhe Royal Air Force, 1939-1945, Volume 2: Fightifsvaondon:
HMSO, 1953. P. 46
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The development of a fighter command in Java, atdba nucleus of the small,
ill-equipped Netherlands Air Force, which had sdublht had not received
modern equipment from the United States and GreddiB depended on the
early arrival of reinforcements...The only hope whet tthe American pilots and
the crated P-40's that arrived in Australia couddrhoved, by one means or
another, to Java. The attempt to move these plangmsva took precedence over
the fulfillment of the urgent needs of the Royalsfralian Air Force (RAAF),
which was quite inadequate to defend Port Darwinl &ine northeastern
approaches to Australta:

Already weak and frightened, the Australians wezaltdanother blow to their defenses as
Japan neared.

Despite the growing danger to Australia, no helsiorthcoming from Britain.
Newspapers announced that “No British Help Forthognfror Australia,” and sought to
explain that, while “Britain wished to send her omen to fight in Australia...help from
England must be indirect,” i.e. Americ&?3. The following month, the Australians
learned precisely how low was their place in Bntisupply hierarchy. Clement Atlee
announced that “We have to hold on until we cagane strength in the air, on the sea,
and on land. We are doing all we can to strengthenforces in India. Ceylon has also
been reinforced. The Battle of the Coral Sea hdbcted a severe check on the
Japanese.” He assured the House that Britain wesirkg up her programme of aid to
Russia, although it was not very easy to do®®All but Australia were to receive
reinforcements.

Meanwhile, Allied air forces were crushed in Burr@a March 21, the last Allied

air offensive in Burma saw ten Hurricanes and mienheims attack Japanese air strips.

641 Matloff, Maurice and Edwin M. SnelU.S. Army in World War Il: The War Department. $#gic
Planning for Coalition WarfarePp. 131-132.

642“No British Help For AustraliaRecordefSouth Australia]. April 24, 1942, P. 1.
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Japan retaliated the following day with 230 bombad fighter aircrafé** After this

attack, Burma’'s air defences consisted of

six Béémks and eleven Hurricanes. On

March 27, Japan “attacked in waves for seventy-twours and destroyed seven

Hurricanes and a Valentia. These two disastersiallt wiped out the air force in

Burma.”4> Japan threatened India and Ceylon, which also wwezak in air defence

because everything available had been sent forwade-meal over the prior four

months. The Japanese attack made more distantréspeets of reinforcements there,

exacerbating Australian feelings of abandonmentrddeer, with the fall of Malaya and

Burma, Britain rushed large and modern air foraedndia. None reached Australia.

Meanwhile, during spring 1942, while Japanese @dwmbed Darwin in Australia and

Japan’s forces threatened India, British deliveteeRussia continued, outnumbering air

reinforcements to India, the Far East and the Awlgs by more than two to one.

Figure XXXI: British Fighter shipments to Russiadao the Far East, 1942

Fighters sent from Britain to Russia, January
May 31, 194

British Fighter Reinforcements to India a
the Far East, January 1-May 1, 1942

1060

432

At the end of May, Britain was transporting 165 Htanes and 35 Airacobras to

Russia*® By the end of June, another 176 Hurricanes andiB&obras were in transit

to Russia, with a further 157 Hurricanes and 54éadbras loadingf®

644 Richards, Denis and Hilary Saundérhe Royal Air Force, 1939-1945, Volume 2: Fightifsvaondon:

HMSO, 1953. P. 65
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In the press, explanations were mixed. Australises®baron Keith Murdoch, for
example, argued that “One must agree that the hilmganpaign has had its value. The
diversion of hundreds of planes and tanks to Ryssibably was vital to Moscow, and
the arrival of capital ships at Malaya theoretigalas in time... But let us take our share
of the blame. What interest in Singapore have d@nguo governments takenf?® As a
former Minister of Information and member of the stnalian Cabinet, Murdoch knew
that this claim was not true, while Australia hadgsed repeatedly for more forces in the
Far East. The readers of his papers had no sudieimsformation to check against
Murdoch’s statements. Murdoch continued to condefamtin’s Government and the
British, accusing both of ignoring the danger, o @ccasion even calling Allied defeat
a political rather than a military o' By June, his criticisms began to lean heavily
toward British fault, and reached London. They wpresented to the Deputy Prime
Minister, Clement Atlee, on the floor of the HoufeCommons. Not for the last time, an
Australian Murdoch found a useful conduit in Bnitai Labour Party, as MP Richard
Stokes asked “Are you aware that Sir Keith Murdo@hMelbourne, reported that the
demands [for equipment in Malaya] were whittled doty Whitehall officials? Are
those responsible for this whittling down still @ffice?"®52 There was little doubt who

were the guilty men.

648 Supplies to Russia, Position as on 31.5.42. Ju®e42. PRO. AIR 8/1000.
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In March, Gordon Bennett informed the media thathhd not been invited to
submit a report of his experiences to the Britisiplying the possibility of a cover-uj§3
Bennett’s credibility was nowhere near Murdoch’'sedo the nature of his escape from
Singapore, leaving his men behind. Indeed, the rAlish Government could not find
him employment due to the likelihood of “insuborali& incidents” and the daily arrival
of “a large number of letters from private persabsising Bennett®®* Nevertheless, not
everyone despised him; he carried the rank of lemd&gal and had the authority of an
eye-witness and an Australian. The British invit€&neral Bennett to provide a
comprehensive report on the Singapore campaignchahé speedily delivered. In his
view, Singapore fell through the fault of everyobet the Australians and himself,
particularly on the Indians for losing morale, laiso a lack of air support, offensive
spirit, and superior enemy equipment. The DominiOffsce noted sardonically, “it is to
be assumed from the report that General Bennett doé consider that [the lack of
offensive spirit] applies to the Australians under command #5°

By summer 1942, as the threat of a Japanese amwadi Australia’s mainland
subsided and the presence of Americans on Ausirabd expanded dramatically, both
popular and governmental feelings toward Britaiprioved—though from a low nadir.
As the British High Commissioner reported with atatement, there was

A steady improvement in the feelings toward thetethiKingdom. A stranger
landing here would not, | think, notice any ill-fieg. We, who have been
pricked into sensitiveness on the subject and whacansequently not inclined
to take things for granted, have a pleasurableasi@nsof basking in the sunshine
of restored amity. | feel that a barrier has beemaved between myself and

653 “Report on Malaya.Manchester GuardiarMarch 14, 1942. PRO. DO 35/1010/3.
654 Ronald Cross to Clement Atlee. March 28, 1942. PRO 35/1010/3.
655 Dominions Office Analysis. Author’s name illegiblepril 4, 1942. PRO. DO 35/1010/3.
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some Ministers who in the past were far from frigrid the United Kingdom.
All this does not mean that improvements have patetkeverywhere but rather
that war consciousness and a friendly feeling aressablished in important and
less important quarters that they look like perigtgawidely and deepl§?®

The fact that it took eight months for a Britishglhicommissioner to be able to feel
relieved that a Dominion minister might speak tm lwithout visible contempt indicates
both the wisdom of not hammering the Australiand #me damage already done to
relations.

Australia still not only differed with Britain ontrategy, but assertively informed
the COS and Cabinet that London was saying ong thihd doing another. The COS’
view on strategy “appears to me to be a most wsfaatory and illogical...It has all the
appearance of a compromise between sharply divements of view.®>” The correct
strategy, and the one British planners would puigukey were following their own
requirements would mean that the use “of Bomber @and for the offensive on
Germany must be regarded as subsidiary to theqtimneof our sea communication®?
Instead, “the Chiefs of Staff have not followed tphegorities laid down, but make
additional action for the defence of sea commuigoatsubsidiary to the requirements of
Bomber Command®®® Once again, London’s decision would expose Adusttal danger
by weakening defences in the Indian Ocean.

In dealing with the Indian Ocean area the ChiefsStdff ‘recognise the
importance of meeting the requirements for recasaaice and striking force in
the Indian Ocean as soon as possible, as on thidepiend our ability to transfer
the Eastern Fleet to the Pacific or elsewhere.higt could be more important
‘for securing our vital communications and intetting those of the enemy’ in

656 | etter from Sir Ronald Cross to Clement Atlee.t8eyber 16, 1942. PRO. DO 35/1010/3.

657 Memorandum by the Accredited Australian Repredimetdo the Cabinet. July 31, 1942. PRO. CAB
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these waters than such transfer. Nevertheless tifefsCof Staff do not propose

to start sending long-range reconnaissance air@rditeylon until October. The

reason for this delay appears to be a reluctanceetmit even a temporary

weakening of Bomber Command...This is a completersaeof the priorities

upon which the Chiefs of Staff say they are workg
The Australians concluded by advising that the CQ&§in its strategic assessments
anew. When it did so, it would find that any delaygshe bomber offensive were minor
compared to their value in the East. The same, hervbad been true in 1941.

Britain’s public discretion about Australia allode one-sided version of events
to fill the vacuum of information, particularly irAustralia, and to colour the
historiography. Anti-British feelings became soosgy that a backlash emerged in some
newspapers and from the Returned Services Leagueausifalia (RSL). In early July

RSL issued a strong public criticism of Australlarpocrisy.

Returned men are not fair weather friends, norhdty treadily forget services

rendered. Australia has past debts to redeem—telxdiasmen who have borne
the cost, in blood and money, of defence of the iEanpa defence which has
stood Australia in good stead until now... Threadthg recent criticisms of

Britain was a suggestion of decadence. The hedheoEmpire was on the wane,
and virility was a quality found only in the Domimis. Decadent! If the men of
England are decadent, then it must have been themdry gods themselves that
they have descendé&d.

Echoing the RSL was an editorial accusing the Alisin government of being either
willfully misled or incompetent in not demanding reoaid for Singapore. This

accusation was inaccurate, but the editorial gfeaxplained why Singapore had not the
kit it needed.

Britain is mothering the world of freedom. To Rasshe is sending the planes
guns and tanks she sorely needs herself. Even teriéam troops a constant
stream of munitions is flowing. Bishop Booth redgmelated how, in the Middle

East, the A.L.F., after losing the bulk of its gouient in Greece and Crete, was

660 |bid.
661 “British—And Proud of It."The Benella Ensigduly 3, 1942. P. 4.
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re-equipped with the most modern guns, tanks, eftich came in a constant
stream of boats from England, via the long perilsubmarine infested route
around the cape. Britain delivers the goods; but fmderstand the colossal
nature of the task, and the magnitude of her comarits... Every attempt to
belittle the Mother Country depresses our friefiglsgds the East with doubts, and
our enemy with encourageméftt.

The editorial parallelled Churchill’s policy andsfified his decision to suppress Wavell's
report®2 Britain was in a lose/lose situation, in whichtéd its side or to suppress it both
damaged its image.

Britain’s impotence in the Far East and its in&pilo send reinforcements even
as Australia itself was attacked, encouraged antasinti-British sentiment in Australia.
Indeed, a full 50 years later, in a debate abauiptaicy, Prime Minister Paul Keating
belittled his Liberal opponents for having any Bht affinity, “I was told that | did not
learn respect at school. | learned one thing: inked about self-respect and self-regard
for Australia—not about some cultural cringe tocarmtry which decided not to defend
the Malayan peninsula, not to worry about Singa@oré not to give us our troops back
to keep ourselves free from Japanese dominaffdrithe use of such an argument as a

cudgel demonstrates how widely held remain theefseit expresses.

662 “British—And Proud of It."The Benella Ensigduly 3, 1942. P. 4.
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Throughout 1940 and 1941, Australia knew of thécamcies of Britain’s Far
Eastern defense and worked with it to craft a gabiCair defense, sustain the deterrence
strategy, or to defeat a Japanese invasion. Aisstpaessed its case to the point of
blackmail. The Air Plan was a realistic assessroédapan’s aims and capabilities, and a
reasonable strategy to oppose them. Aid to Rusgighlese plans hopeless. While few if
any planes would have been sent to the Far Easteb&ecember, many would have
gone to the Middle East, from whence they couldehlasen moved east. Even in defeat
they would have demonstrated Britain’s good fa#hcouple of hundred Hurricanes
shuttling across the sub-continent from the MidBkst to Malaya and going down in
flames would have undermined the emerging narraiaening that Australia had been
hoodwinked. Moreover, by defending the ABDA ared @erhaps surviving to help the
defence of Australia in spring 1942, these aironaftild have been a direct expression of
Britain’s commitment to its Dominion. Instead, winitain having given those planes to
Russia, when Japan attacked the Australians w&eslds defend themselves without air
power. Though British planes began to arrive in Méng damage was already done to
relations. As with Canada, the war pressed Austriaiward greater independence and
pursuit of its own interests, because those diffémemany ways with Britain’s own. The

defeats of early 1942 accelerated that trend, tames not restrained by a British brake.
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Conclusion

Churchill’s disappointment in early 1942 was hittd he reputation of the British
Army now lies unhappily very low. We do not seembi® able to fight the enemy on
even terms or man for man. | was looking to tfeaBmy, on which everything we have
has been lavished, to repair the shame of Singdp®raVhile these sentiments were
genuine, not all of the facts were so. Everythingtaih had wasnot lavished on 8
Army. Rather, most of the tanks and aeroplanesrdestor service outside the U.K.
went to the Soviet Union. From August 1941 to Mafd¥%2, Russia received 1513
modern fighters, almost 100 more than the MiddlstBad Malaya combined, and nearly
50% more tanks.

Britain also was losing a public relations battidere defeat jeopardized not the
present, but the future. Despite Britain’s loneBaxlong fight against the Axis from
June 1940 to June 1941, its military setbacks uh118nd 1942 risked leaving Britain
irrelevant after the war. As Harold Butler, Headlod British Information Service at the
British Embassy in Washington, warned the Cabinéday,

The future political relations between Britain atite United States largely
depend upon the extent to which Americans can bedht to understand the
nature and magnitude of the British war effortthiéy regard our contribution to
victory as having been secondary, and second tradg,will consider our views
on the peace settlement as of secondary importafites.the last war, as | learnt
by personal experience in 1919, the average Anretiea no conception of what
we had done. If this happens again, the politioasequences will be much more
serious.

During 1940 British prestige stood very high in Aiga. In the last
twelve months it has greatly declined. The BatflBritain is forgotten. With the
cessation of bombing the admiration for Britishtitade gradually waned, the

665 Churchill to Claude Auchinleck. March 1 1942. PROR 8/963.
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more so as the bombing of civilians became a conphace elsewhere
(Chungking, Singapore, Manila, &c)...The secondyhitCampaign was only a
partial success, while Hong Kong, Singapore andmBuhave been signal
failures. On the production side the American hasnbtaught that the United
States is the arsenal of democracy. He does nat kimat until now Britain has,
in fact, been the main arsenal. Still less doeknwsv what an effort in planning,
building, adaptation of plant and man-power is espnted by the fact that our
total war output is equal to that of the Unitedt&eor that for the years 1940 and
1941 we produced 50 per cent more military airdizh the United Staté%

Despite its inaccuracy and injustice, this nareatwas the prevailing American view
Britain’s poverty was the exacerbating factor iraplin Butler's warning. Having nearly
bankrupted itself, Britain had much less of a sgral941 than 1918. The increasingly
independent dominions weakened Britain’s positiathier.

If America’s false self-image as the ‘arsenal ofmderacy’ in 1941-42
endangered Britain’s post-war standing, so tootbal false equivalence it used when
comparing its production to that of Britain. As Butexplained,

Britain has had little or no credit for having aa¥ed a more rapid and radical
transformation than either while actually at waneTwhole of our vast expansion
of production, with the enormous number of newdées and buildings which it
has entailed, many of which have been built unadengd, has been carried out in
spite of the fact that the whole country was sukg@do an intensive aerial
bombardment at a critical time. Americans, on tlieeo hand, can plan their
industrial expansion without much regard for thegkrs and consequences of
air attack. It is essential that Americans shouldlarstand what we have
accomplished®’

Butler did not even point out where America got theney to pay for its expansion: the
United Kingdom.
In the sphere of production, not until late 1948 t.S. deliveries begin to

outpace British production, and to approach thenmes offered since 1940. During the

666 Memorandum to the Cabinet by Harold Butler. May 1842. PRO. CAB 66/24/38.
667 Memorandum to the Cabinet by Harold Butler. May 1842. PRO. CAB 66/24/38.
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air superiority crisis over Malta in March, Amenrcdeliveries to the Middle East almost
disappeared.

Figure XXXII: U.S. Versus Total fighter reinforcemts to the Middle East, 1942
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By the summer of 1942 American commitments to Britstill were in arrears. The
delivery even of direct purchase combat types, Wwhiere placed and paid for in 1940,

still was short by nearly 10%.

668 playfair, 1.S.0.The Mediterranean and the Middle East, Vol. IllitBh Fortunes Reach Their Lowest
Ebb. London: Her Majesty’s Stationary Office, 1960. gp8-459.
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Figure XXXIII: U.S. Production Performance

Orders Performance Against Ordéts
Lend Direct Total Lend Direct Total | Total Achieved
Lease Purchase Lease Purchase Thru June 30, 194
Bombers | 9,942 5,355 15,293,027 4,717 7,744 5,187
Fighters 7,433 4,402 11,8353,280 4,200 7,480 5,373
Others 1,986 285 2,271 587 280 867 628
Trainers 5,849 2,495 8,344 2,259 2,304 4,763 3,576
Total 25,210 12,537 37,749,153 11,701 20,85014,764

Lend Lease orders, many of which had been place@ than a year prior, were only

35% fulfilled.

Through the summer

of 1942, U.S. deliveries stiere problematic.

Commitments had grossly exceeded production capatibugh Britain did relatively

well in terms of the percentage of promised deleswhich actually arrived; other Allies

were even worse off.

669 “Summary of Foreign Airplane Requirements as ofé&aber 31, 1942.” NARA RG 179, Entry 3, Box

28.
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Figure XXXIV: U.S. Production Performance by Cowtrand Purchaser

Lend Leas&® | Direct Purchase| Combined Total Deliveries Deficie(0)
British Empire
Bombers 7667 4978 12,645 6147 6,498 (51%)
Fighters 4832 4154 8968 5593 3,375 (38%)
U.S.S.R.
Bombers 1766 0 1766 1156 610 (35%)
Fighters 1650 0 1650 1328 322 (20%)
China
Bombers 366 2 368 29 339 (92%)
Fighters 369 3 372 266 106 (29%)
Netherlands
Bombers 38 258 296 263 33 (11%)
Fighters 0 149 149 167 18 12%
Other
Bombers 105 100 205 149 56 (27%)
Fighters 82 96 178 122 56 (31%)
Total
Bombers 9942 5339 15,281 7744 7,537 (49%)
Fighters 6933 4402 11,335 7476 3,859 (34%)
All Combat| 16,875 9741 26,616 15,220 11,396 (43%)
Planes

Britain’s allocations slightly exceeded the averatjecations, while Russia’s share was
well below them. Britain could scarcely point ohist fact without undermining allied
harmony.

To do so would have been pointless too. By la#2li®was clear that American
production soon would deliver the long awaited dirids Britain had sought since the
fall of France. American munitions output grew deditally through 1942. U.S.
munitions output approximately doubled in 1941—frasvery low base—and doubled

again in the first half of 1942, and once morehi@ $econd half, for an annual increase of

670 “Analysis of Foreign Airplane Requirements on thaited States by country as of December 31, 1942.”
War Productions Board, Statistics Branch. Febr@an943. NARA. RG 179, Entry 3, Box 28.
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nearly 400%’* In combat aircraft, American production more thdoubled in 1942,
from 925 per month in 1941 to 2,092 Tank production grew almost by an order of
magnitude, from a monthly output in 1941 of 35Gbmost 2,000 per month in 1982,
The British investment in U.S. production and calpéixpansion during 1940-41 perhaps
hastened the start of this process by twelve mobilitsonce the juggernaut began to roll
its power was immense.

Furthermore, by mid-1942 Britain was able to aeathuge expeditionary force
in North Africa, and beginning to create anothetha Far East. It had reached a full and
mature level of production, far above the Germanguantity and quality. Germany
clearly was caught in a two-front war for at lethst next year, while Britain now had the
U.S. as a fighting ally. Britain, moreover, finalbpuld send large quantities of kit out to
the empire without risking the base. By MdyB42, Australia had been reinforced with
more than 100 fighters, the majority of them Bhtisand more on the way, while
domestic production was expected imminently to gle\a minimum 50 combat planes
per montH’4 Between January 1 and May 1, the R.A.F. also tibpd 692 combat
planes to India, Ceylon and the Far East, includiag Hurricane8’® They played a
crucial role in protecting Ceylon from a concerflsghanese air attack in April, and were

followed by increasing reinforcements. In the Maldast, March 1942 was the nadir of

671 Ed. Alan GropemarThe Big “L”: American Logistics in World War IMWashington DC: National
Defence University Press, 1997. P. 65.

672 Ed. Alan GropemarThe Big “L”: American Logistics in World War IMWashington DC: National
Defence University Press, 1997. P. 89.

673 Ed. Alan GropemarThe Big “L”: American Logistics in World War IWashington DC: National
Defence University Press, 1997. P. 92.

674 Gillison, Douglas NAustralia in the War of 1939-1945. Series 3 — Xolume | — Royal Australian Air
Force, 1939-1942anberra: Australian War Memorial Press, 1962.4.48

675 “Reinforcements to India-Far East.” Author nottethbut held the rank of Wing Commander. April 24,
1942. Air 23/1071.
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British air power, it was the moment after whichsiiddenly surged, as increased
production and the minimal threat of a German irora®f Britain allowed for the first
despatches of Spitfires to the Middle East. By A1gB879 Spitfires had arrived, along
with increased supplies of Hurricanes and Beaudigi§t® British air production lagged
strategic necessity by mere months. Churchill vezgrly got away unscathed from his
gamble on Russian aid. These facts illustrate \@hatar run thing were the outcomes of
these decisions on the allocations of military érc

The British decision to aid Russia significantljeated the Soviet war. At the end
of 1941, British tanks made up 25% of the mediumh la@avy armour in service with the
Red Army%’7 On the fronts where the great Soviet counter-mttzarurred, “British-
supplied tanks made up in the region of 30 to 4@ee of the heavy and medium tank
strength of Soviet forces before Moscow at the fo@igg of December 1941, and that
they made up a significant proportion of such vigisiavailable as reinforcementg®’
Britain delivered the maximum force it could to tHecisive front of the war, at the
moment of greatest Soviet weakness.

The impact of aircraft is less clear. AccordingHul, the Soviets received 699
Lend-Lease aircraft from Britain by the beginninfgDecember 194%7° By January 1,

1942, the Soviet Air Defense Forces had only 99rigames and 39 Tomahawks in

676 playfair, 1.S.0.The Mediterranean and the Middle East, Vol. IllitBh Fortunes Reach Their Lowest
Ebb. London: Her Majesty’s Stationary Office, 1960. gp8-459.

877 Hill, Alexander. “British Lend-Lease Tanks and Battle of Moscow, November—December 1941 —
Revisited.”Journal of Slavic Military Studie22:2009. P. 581.

678 Hill Alexander. ‘British Lend-Lease Aid and theset War Effort, June 1941 June 194Xurnal of
Military History. 71, 3 (July 2007). pp.790-791.

679 Hill Alexander. ‘British Lend-Lease Aid and theset War Effort, June 1941 June 194Xurnal of
Military History. 71, 3 (July 2007). p. 792.
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service®® The Soviet Air Defense Forces, however, were het dnly branch of the
Soviet Military to use British fighters. The NavgdArmy air wings also received some
Lend-Lease aircraft. For example, 14% of the fighten the Leningrad Front were
British supplied Tomahawk8! Furthermore, the Russians, whether to deliberately
conceal or to disperse for safety, spread the elamg erection depots for British aircraft
widely, so that British observers did not know havany planes were being used or
where.®®? Nonetheless, Lend-Lease aircraft were put intgieera month before British
tanks, and were distributed amongst the varioustsrovith an emphasis on the north.
Another factor affecting the number of planes aldé in Russia was the need to train
the pilots in flying them. In a debriefing repotthe RAF commander of the Hurricane
Erection Party in Kineshma, Russia, described hbe Hurricanes were used, and
showed how 700 planes might quickly be reduced:

Our first four squadrons consisted chiefly of nevigilots who were lavish in
their callow criticism of the Hurricane Il...and adted, fatuously, that it was
too easy to fly to be an effective fighter. Theyeewicknamed it after their
appalling biplane trainer, though they had to matietthis particular attitude
when they had stalled a few into the ground frofty fieet or so...This sort of
criticism from pilots who taxied fairly consistentivith flaps down and broke
many an aircraft through inattention to detailedkqnt drill and commonsense
precautions was most trying. They seemed...to balinately fond of the half
roll and dive out, which they repeated again, fegdly much too near the ground
for safety...Whilst the Russians do not lack couragethusiasm and
determination, it is a deficiency rather of commeense that in many cases
would place them at a disadvantage in the execwufaheir duties. We heard
very little news of how the squadrons we were sendo the Moscow Front
were faring. We were told, however, that the fissjuadron to leave had
destroyed four Me 109's. This was very shortly maftdad left. A few days later

680 Hill, Alexander.The Great Patriotic War of the Soviet Union, 1941-A Documentary Reader.
London: Routledge, 2009. P. 175.

681 Hill Alexander. ‘British Lend-Lease Aid and theBet War Effort, June 1941 June 194&urnal of
Military History. 71, 3 (July 2007). Ibid. p. 797.

682 To the Assistant Chief of Staff for Intelligendér Ministry, from Flying Officer W.A.A. Read,
Commander of the Hurricane Erection Party in KimsahApril 10, 1942. PRO. AIR 46/21.
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we learned that in the first squadron there wetg eleven machines left out of

the original twenty®?

The impact of British fighter aircraft in Russia msore difficult to assess, but they
probably were less important than British armour.

None of this was clear to Britain in 1941, when ttansfers of equipment to the
Soviet Union came at great risk to Britain’s segyrand ultimately at great cost. Britain
gave most of its available tanks and fighters tsdRu Doing so cost an earlier victory in
North Africa and shaped humiliation at Singaporetdt eventually needed American
help to win in North-Africa, and the campaign inrBia was overshadowed by American
efforts in the Far East. All this has left the endg impression of Britain as weak,
dependent on American wealth and Soviet sacrifinefact, from June 1940 until
September 1942, Britain gave far more in Lend-Ldahse it got. Indeed, it gave more
than even the U.S. did. The fact that in July 198@tain depended on supplies of
American tanks to restore its position in Egyptenftis taken as a symbol of British
impotence: rather, it meant that the United Stétedly had the capacity to deliver the
kit which it had promised long before, to replacgiipment Britain had sent to Russia
because the U.S. had reneged on its promises $0.d8ritain was cash-strapped, largely
because it financed U.S. rearmament. It lost imibeein the Dominions through the
decisions it made to beat the Axis at any costaihessed its last strength as the world’s

greatest power and won.

683 To the Assistant Chief of Staff for Intelligendér Ministry, from Flying Officer W.A.A. Read,
Commander of the Hurricane Erection Party in KimsahApril 10, 1942. PRO. AIR 46/21.
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This raises the question, how good was Britishtestia at this time? It certainly
got the key decisions right, which was hard toFlnancing U.S. rearmament accelerated
the painstaking process of mobilizing the U.S. u@r. Despite the disappointments in
U.S. production, even the deficient shipments wefeuse; Britain was at or near
maximum capacity in its own production. That moreuld have been spent more
effectively on modern armaments nowhere else, anthiBs investment paid off
spectacularly in 1943. The positive morale boosbught by America’s repeated
grandiose promises also is not to be overlookedceSit was politically impossible to
proclaim America’s missed promises, the public hadassume that ‘the arsenal of
democracy’ was keeping Britain afloat in 1941—asa targe extent, it still believes.

Sending every possible tank to Russia at the drticree was the best use of
British armour. The British share of 35% of all med and heavy tanks before the
Moscow counter-offensive was all that Beaverbrookild have hoped for when he
sought to convince Churchill to overpower the i@l seminar’, and initiate early aid to
Russia. British tanks fought in the infantry-sugpaie they had been designed for, in
one of the decisive moments of the war, at a somdbrtunity cost. British tanks would
not have been sent to Malaya in 1941. While extnaocar would have been sent to the
Middle East, along with substantial numbers of poamnder anti-tank guns, these forces
likely would, at best, have mitigated the poornnag of British armoured forces there.
On their own, they could not have transformed thie@mes of the battles fought in the
Western Desert between November 1941 and June 1942.

Fighter aircraft were another story. While Lend-¢@@lanes helped the Soviet air
forces, they did not play the significant role ofitBh armour in that theatre and the
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opportunity cost of sending them was substantiattiérmore, many of the planes sent
to Russia apparently were poorly utilized. Thesanpt would have made a real
difference in the Middle East, where Britain hae thlots, ground crews, and tactics
needed to use them effectively. A comfortable apesiority in North Africa would have
multiplied the strategic gains made from Crusache also have enabled safe and swift
transfer of fighters to the Far East after 8 Decemi941. In Singapore, tanks never
were envisioned as a major part of British strategythe RAF was its centerpiece. Yet
when the Japanese attacked they were met by ayeifdace of only 91 Buffalo fighters.
This weakness stemmed not from ignorance, but Isecaeind-Lease aid to Russia meant
shortages everywhere else but Britain.

Britain made good strategic decisions under diffiaircumstances, but not
perfect ones. In hindsight, it would have beendrdti send Russia fewer or no planes, or
to have reduced Home Forces substantially, thosvadh them both to aid Russia and to
reinforce Egypt and Singapore adequately, or, tf t send far more Hurricanes east
instead of north. Instead, Britain chose absolutelgnsure the safety of the base, and to
dedicate those resources which remained to suppgottieir second leading priority,
bolstering the Red Army. Under the circumstancés as a good, and bold, decision,
but a costly one.

Had all the material sent to Russia instead begpatithed to the Middle and Far
East, Britain would have more than doubled itsrgjtle in tanks and fighter aircraft,
which would have increased its chances of victbere. Instead, Britain at a tremendous
cost to its own strength decided to bankrupt itself940, and later to send its precious
equipment to Russia. It did so because Britaingglées felt they had to gamble if they
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were going to win and they thought these deciswnsld give the Allies the best chance
to do so. Having committed itself to aid Russiajtén honourably fulfilled those
commitments—including making good American shol¢fabn its pledges—at the
probable cost of a clear victory in ‘Crusader’ atw aftermath, and a humiliation in
Singapore. British strategists correctly determitieat Germany must be beaten. Until
June 1941, this meant surviving while mobilizingniinion and U.S. production. In the
case of Canada, this meant paying to usher thery &ravan the British Empire, toward
economic independence and closer ties with the Afi8r Barbarossa, and against much
bureaucratic inertia, Churchill correctly decidédttthe Soviet front was where Germany
would win or lose. British armour helped to stope tBerman advance at Moscow, and
drive it back, in one of the key campaigns of ther.WVas it decisive? British aid, while
helpful, probably was not a life-saver for Rusg\asessment of these issues, however,
leads to consideration of the difference betweernnayge of British power and one of
weakness and bumbling. Existential war is not auyeeontest and British planners did
not have the benefit of hindsight. Through theicisiens they demonstrated that if the

Empire was the price of victory, it was a priceytineere willing to pay.
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