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SPECIAL ATTENTION TO THE READER

All material contained herein is classified RESTRICTED
{Security Information).

Under no circumstances will material contained herein
be republished nor quoted publicly without apecific clearance
in each instance with both the author and the Naval War
College.

NAVAL WAR COLLEGE REVIEW (formerly known
as INFORMATION SERVICE FOR OFFICERS) was estab-
lished in 1948 by the Chief of Naval Personnel in order that
officers of the service might receive some of the same bene-
fits as the resident students of the Naval War College. Dis-
tribution is authorized to officers of the Navy, Marine Corps,
and Coast Guard—both regular and reserve—of the rank of
Lieutenant Commander and above. It will be kept in the
possession of officers only and destroyed by burning when no
longer required.

Aa a reader of the articles herein, most of which are
transcriptions of lectures delivered hefore the Naval War Col-
lege, you share the same privilege as the resident students in
receiving the speakers’ frank remarks and personal opinions.
As a reader, you also share the same responsibility of respect-
ing the privacy of the speakers’ expressions. This is true irre-
gpective of the security clagsification.

The Naval War College Lecture Program has always
been of great benefit and interest to officers because the
speakers have been willing to talk frankly, thus contributing
their most objective thinking to meet the needs of the stu-
dents without having to consider the possible viewpoints and
reactions of an unknown audience.

The thoughts and opiniona expressed in this publication

are those of the author and are not necessarily those of the
Navy Department or of the Naval War College.
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THE HIGHER DIRECTION OF THE WAR

A lecture delivered
at the Naval War College
on 10 April 1962 by
Mr. Cheater Wilmot

Admiral Conolly, Gentlemen:

In about an hour from new you may think that “warning’ was
the right term—but whether you feel that or not, I hope that you
will feel quite free to take your revenge upon me by making your
questions as frank and as forthright as you like. What I want to
do this afternoon is to consider some aspects of, as the title says:
“The Higher Direction of the War.” Inimitably, that will in-
volve me in some analysis of certain aspects of Anglo-American
policy during the war and in what I hope is a fairly frank examina-
tion of the Anglo-American Alliance.

That alliance is the very foundation of our foreign policy.
I believe that one of its great sources of strength is the fact
that during the war and now the senior officers as well as the
political leaders, working on common grounds and common proj-
ects, were able to apeak frankly to each other; that there were
“no holds barred.,” In the arguments of the Combined Chiefs of
Staff very often the division was not upon national lines at all,
but on service lines; the airmen and the naval men thinking
one way and the soldiers thinking another—regardless of national-
ity. One aspect of the enemy side of the war that strikes one
most forcibly, when one examines the German and Italian records,
is that there was no such frankness, no such give and take, no
such exchange of information, no eommon planning, no real con-
centration, no working together in the sense that we understood
it. Maybe that is one of the primary reasons why we were able to
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defeat the so-called “Pact of Steel,” yet the Axis Powers appeared
to represent a solid and cohesive alliance to the world at the time.

As I say, I want to feel free to be fairly frank and I hope
that you will feel equally free when it comes to question time,

On one occasion when 1 was speaking on much the same
subject as this to the R. A, F. Staff College at Braeknell, there
was an American Air Force colonel in the audience. When I had
finished and came to questions, he got up and said: "Sir, if so
many mistakes were made, how come we won the Goddamn thing ?”

Now that, I think, tends to miss the point because while we
are not worried at all that we won the Goddam thing militarily,
we seem to have a Goddamn mess on our hands now. Whether or not
that is due to the policy pursued in the war is, of course, open
to argument. But I think we do need to reexamine the strategy
and diplomacy of the war period to see whether there were not
some decisions which contributed to the present situation.

It is on this basig that I want to review the higher plan-
ning and direction of the Second World War with particular refer-
ence to Europe—not for the purpose of placing praise here, or
blame there, but merely from the point of view of examining
the policies and judging them by their consequences. That is the
only way you can judge a policy. What we have to do now, at
this distance in history, is to take the decisions, to take the in-
formation available at the time—and then take the information
which we have got now. We must examine both the straight
concrete results (which we can all discern for ourselves) and the
evidence that comes from enemy sources or from our own side
about what the real situation was at the time and try, as I say, to
measure our policies by their consequences. This is not a question
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of mere hindsight; it’s a question of reexamining its circumstances
in which its critical decisions were made, and of discovering that
there were some people who were right at the time, some people
who were wise before the eveni—and some people who were not.
So, with that background, I would like to turn to the general de-
velopment of the theme that I want to put to you.

It seems to me that in the higher direction of any war there
are two very broad factors: On the one hand, there is the mobili-
zation of the nation's human and material resources for military
purposes and, on the other, there is the application of those mili-
tary resources for the political purpose for which the war is fought
—in other words, for the purpose of bringing about a more stable
peace and a more satisfactory world in which we live.

If we take these problems—on the one hand mobilization of
resources and, on the other, the application of those resources to
secure our object in the war—I think that we come to this con-
clusion: In the mobilization of our resources the Western Powers
were incomparably more efficient either than the Axis Powers or
the Russians. On nearly all the major technical and scientific
and production issues, we solved the problems—and we solved
them in pretty good time. It is true that even at the end of the
war we didn’t have a tank that was as good as the German or
the Russian tank, but there are very few other items of equip-
ment in which we failed to produce what was needed for the
job, and we managed to produce them in the necessary numbers.

We did solve this problem of ‘‘mobilization.”” In Britain
we were able to call upon our people for a degree of effort in
relation to the war that the Germans never even begun to demand.
For instance, women were mobilized for war work in England in
1941, There was no such mobilization in Germany until the latter
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part of 1948 and then it wasn't severely applied. But, as I say,
whether it was a matter of organizing our forces and mobilizing
our manpower or of solving great scientific problems, whether in
relation to radar, aireraft, or the atom bomb, on those grounds
our records stand very high and stands the test of examination in
the light of victory. By contrast with this, we find that the
really great weakness, the great failure of the Germans was that
Hitler did not in the early years of the war (when he was
triumphant) expand his industrial capaeity to sustain his strategic

.....

responsibilities.

In 1940-41-42, there was no marked expansion in German
war production, In fact, one of the most extraordinary things
that emerges from the enemy records is that production in Britain
alone of the major categories of arms, munitions, and aircraft (re-
gardless of production here) was greater than the production in
Germany through 1940-41-42 and until July, 1943. That’s why I
say that one of the great Axig failures was their failure in the
realm of mobilizing their resources. But when it came to apply-
ing these resources in the field, while we gained great victories, I
think that the historian inevitably comes to the conclusion that we
lost sight of the purposes for which we were fighting the war. We
forgot, for instance, that when the war ended there would be the
possibility that one power or another would replace Germany as
the dominant forece on the continent.

What I want to inquire into this afternoon is really this:
How was it that in the process of liberating Western Europe and
defeating Nazi Germany, we allowed Soviet Ruassia to get contrel
of Eastern Europe and to prevent us creating in Europe the kind
of peace for which we had fought? If we had to put the anawer
to that question in one sentence—or a little more—I think one
would say this: Throughout the war Stalin kept his political ob-
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jectives always right in the very forefront of his thinking and
we did not. When he was determining strategic issues, they were
determined in their relationship to his post-war political objectives.
When we were planning, we very seldom took account of post-war
political objectives. I think that it is fair to say that on this side
of the Atlantic your planners were reluctant to take account even
of what you might call “tactical political factors” in relation to a
particular strategic plan.

Only the other day I had a letter from a colonel who was on
the staff of Field Marshal Sir John Dill, who was head of the
British Staff Mission in Washington during the war. This let-
ter happened to reach me here and it struck me as being particularly
relevant to the point that I want to make. This colonel, a Colonel
Davison, was a member of the Combined Planners working for the
Combined Chiefs of Staff. He says: “It was always a rather uncom-
fortable experience to discuss strategy with the United States’
planners because one knew that they were shutting their minds
to the political aspects of the problems. Indeed, it wasn't easy
to get them to look at the political aspects of intelligence questions,
as you will see if you look at the Combined Intelligence Commit-
tee papers.”

What Colonel Davison wrote is a fair expression of the
British view. The British Chiefs of Staff felt that in evaluating
strategic situations your people had forgotten the dictum of your
own Admiral Mahan, who said, you will remember: “The strategist
is he who always keeps the objective of the war in sight and the
objective of the war is never military and is always political.”

To elaborate that a little more, before President Roosevelt
went to the Casablanca Conference, he discussed the unconditional
surrender formula with the Joint Chiefs of Staff, but he did not dis-
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cuss it with the State Department. When he went to Casablanca,
he refused to take with him his own Secretary of State and in-
sisted that Churchill should not bring Anthony Eden, the British
Foreign Secretary,

When Roosevelt went to Cairo, on his way to Teheran for
discussions with Chiang Kai-shek, he refused to take with him a
Far Eastern expert from the State Department, Maybe some of you
think that it is a good idea to leave your State Department people
behind in view of certain criticisms that have occurred. But the
point is that the President tried to insist, in the higher direction
of the war, that he was dealing with military problems that were
no concern of his Secretary of State.

Before Pearl Harbor, Cordell Hull attended the meetings of
the War Council in Washington. After Pearl Harbor, he was
never invited to attend and no representative of the State De-
partment was present at those meetings. Also, no representative
of the State Department used to attend the meetings of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff. This separation between the military and the pol-
itical is rather built into your system, but I do think it is a matter
to which one has got to turn one’s mind frankly and critically,
because it appears (at any rate, to the observer from outside)
that some of the points at which our wartime policy miscarried
was due to the fact that there was no relationship between military
strategy and the ultimate political purpose.

The supreme example of this is the case of the discussions
between Roosevelt and Stalin at Yalta regarding the entry of Rus-
sia into the Japanese War. Those discussions were conducted by
Roosevelt and Stalin alone, without the benefit of any advisers ex-
cept Molotov and Averell Harriman, your Ambassador in Moscow.
When the conference began, Roosevelt sent his Secretary of State
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(Stettinius) out of the room on the grounds that the discussions
were going to be purely military and not political. They were so
purely military that what was agreed to on that occasion was that
Russia should dominate Outer Mongolia, that Russia should domi-
nate Manchuria, that Russia should have the Kuriles, and that
Russia should have Southern Sakhalin—and there were no de-
tailed military discussions at all.

Stalin, on the other hand, not only at the big conference
but right through, whether he was dealing with Roosevelt or
Churchill or Hitler, kept his eye on his political objective. In
November, 1940, Molotov came tc Berlin to discuss with Hitler
what Hitler called “the partition of the bankrupt British Empire.”
This was five months after the German victory in France and five
months after the Russians, in order to protect themselves by build-
ing up a cordon sanitaire in Eastern Eurcpe, had taken over not
only Eastern Poland (which, of course, they had got at the time
of the Non-Aggression Pact), but had also taken over Northern
Roumania and the little Baltic States.

The issue really, as put by Ribbentrop and Hitler to Molo-
tov was this—they invited Russia to participate in the partition
of the Colonial territories of the world, a partition between Ger-
many, Italy, Russia and Japan. They suggested that in order to
avoid conflicts between them, in the process of dividing the spoils,
they should each direct their expansion efforts southward—as
Ribbentrop said, ‘“‘scuthward towards the sea.”

Molotov peused, and said: “Which gea?”
Ribbentrop said: “The Indian Ocean, the Persian Gulf.”

Molotov replied in effect: “No! The Black Sea and the exit
into the Mediterranean.”
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It was on this issue that they broke, What Russia said in
effect was—that they must have control over Bulgaria, balancing
Germany’s control over Roumania: that they must have the exits
from the Black Sea through the Dardanelles. In other words,
they must have a share in the management and control of the
Balkans,

So far as Hitler was concerned, of course, Russia in con-
trol of Bulgaria and the Dardanelles would have stood between Ger-
many and the oil of the Middle East which Hitler had to have if he
was to carry out a sustained naval and air campaign against the
British Isles. So, on this issue they broke.

The significant thing, however, is that Stalin did in fact
agree to accept Hitler's plan for a four-power partition of the
world, having made that condition about the Dardanelles and hav-
ing made one other which is worth remembering now, because
he said he would join its pact “provided that the areas south of the
Caucasus in the direction of the Persian Gulf is recognized as the
center of the aspirations of the Soviet Union.” We know this now
because we have got all the documents recording these discussions.
Here you see Stalin’s concentration all the time on safeguarding
not Communist potitical objectives, but traditional Russian political
objectives—the objectives of the Romanovs. The Czarist objectives
are the direct forebears of the Kremlin objectives of today.

Ag we know, Hitler gained an early and striking success
in Russia, as he had in the west. By December 4, 1941, the
Germans were on the outskirts of Moscow. They were actually
fighting in the suburbs. That night there was a dinner in the
Kremlin. The guest of honor was Marshal Sikorski, the Polish
Prime Minister. From one of Sikorski's colleagues we know that
at the height of the dinner when Sikorski thought he had found

8 RESTRICTED



RESTRICTED

some mellowness in the man, Stalin turned to him and said: “And
now we will discuss the post-war frontier between Poland and Rus-
gia.” There, with the Germans in the streets of Moscow, this same
concentration on the political objective,

A fortnight later, when Eden went to Moscow, he was con-
fronted then and there with the demand that we in the West
(Britain and the United States) should recognize Russia’s claim to
the territories she had acquired as a result of the Non-Aggression
Pact with Hitler; namely, the little Balkan States, Eastern Poland
and Northern Roumania.

At that stage, the President stood firm. Churchill was in-
clined to recognize these territorial gains because he feared that
Russia would make a separate peace. But the President then took
a stand which he endeavored to maintain until Yalta; namely, that
he would make no territorial agreements affecting the post-war
gituation. In other words, he would make military arrangements
with the Russians but he would make no political commitment since
it would prevent him having a free hand after the war. That is
one thing; it is quite another to disregard altogether your political
considerations in determining your strategy.

The point I want to get at is this—in judging these events
by their consequences one does see an enormous, relentless pattern
unfolding, one thing seems to lead irrevocably to another. It is for
this reason that I want to take you through what one might call
an historical analysis of the development of Anglo-American policy
from this point on, when we refused— and rightly refused—to
recognize Russia’s pust-war political objectives as then stated.

Following this refusal on our part to recognize these terri-
torial plans, Stalin changed his tactics. He made no further political
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demands until late in 1944. In fact, when Churchill tried to draw
him out at Teheran at a dinner, Stalin said: “There is no need to
speak now about Soviet desires, but when the time comes, we will
speak.” That time would not come until Russia was in actual
or virtual possession of the territories which she wanted to acquire.

After this rebuff, Stalin pressed and pressed vehemently for
the opening of a Second Front in 1942, Molotov came to Washing-
ton and in discussion with General Marshall and President Roose-
velt secured an assurance that the Western Allies were planning
to start a Second Front in France that year. Having got this as-
surance, Molotov proceeded to embody it in a public communique
which General Marshasall in particular was most reluctant to sign
and to endorse. But the President felt that because of the danger
of a separate peace and because of his refusal to recognize Russia’s
territorial demands, this Second Front promise had to be given pub-
licly. Churchill went along with that promise, although in private
he gave Molotov an Aide-Memoire in which he directly disassociated
the British government from it.

Well, as you know, in that year we eventually came to the
conclusion that there could be no cross-Channel attack, At the
time, General Eisenhower thought that that was a grave mistake,
but he subsequently conceded that it would have been fatal to have
gone across the Channel that year. We went, inatead, to Africa. But
the President continued to be haunted, I believe, by this Second
Front promise—it lay uneagily on his conscience and I believe that
it was this which led primarily to the issuing of the demand for un-
conditional surrender. Incidentally, this illustrates the point I want
to make about one act of policy leading to another. At the time
one doesn't see the relationship between them, but in the light of
history I think one sees the conjunction extraordinary clearly.
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The unconditional surrender demand was, I am sure (having
talked to a good many of the people who were at Casablanca), de-
signed as an assurance to the Russians that although we had not
opened the Second Front in 1942 and could not open a Second Front
in 1943—yet, we would not make a separate peace with Hitler, we
would not come to terms.

At the time (as I mentioned earlier), the political implica-
tions of this decision had not been considered in relation to Ger-
many, nor had the military implications been considered. There
wag no discussion by the experts in psychological warfare of the
possible effect upon the German people or the German armed
forces. It was regarded at the time as a rallying cry, a clarion call
to the United Nations to rally for victory. And, above all, it was
an assurance to Stalin that we would not make a separate peace.

The consequences of this were, in military and political
terms, very much greater I think than anybody anticipated at the
time. Yet, if we look at it logically I fear we must come to the
conclusion that once we had demanded unconditional surrender, we
were proclaiming our determination to carry the war against Ger-
many and the other enemy countries beyond the point of military
vietory to the point of political disintegration—to the point where
the enemy’s state would collapse,

So far as the German people were concerned this, I believe,
bound them hody and soul to Hitler because what they dreaded
above all else was the complete breakdown of government and the
spread of anarchy throughout their country. Therefore, they felt
they had no alternative but to go on fighting until the Nazi gov-
ernment was replaced by Allied military government.

The other aspect is this (and I think that this in retro-
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spect must be considered even more important) : once we had said,
“We're going to fight to the finish,” we said in effect that the
war in Europe would not end until the Western armies and the
Russian armies met in the centre of Europe. It meant, too, that
because unconditional surrender would have to be enforced, there
would have to be armies of occupation and that the Russians, hav-
ing advanced deep into Europe, would have every reason for stay-
ing there, Moreover, it meant their maintaining in the satellite
countries garrison forces to protect supply lines., Thus the Rus-
sians obtained a legal justification for having troops in Eastern
Europe to control what are now the satellite countries.

I don’t say for a moment that all these possibilities should
have been foreseen, or necessarily could have been foreseen. I do
think that one is drawn to the conclusion that this is what un-
conditional surrender means, if you demand it. It may be a warn-
ing that it is unwise to demand it in the future and that it is un-
wise to carry on one’s diplomacy under the basis of demanding
the unconditional surrender of your adversary in negotiations.

After the Casablanca Conference, since the war would not
end until the Allied armies met in the middle of Europe, the question
so far as the post-war world was concerned was: “Where will the
meeting place be? How far west will the Russian armies come
before the Germans finally collapse?”

As far as we were concerned, the issue was—by which route
would our forces come? To a certain extent this issue had already
been. decided at the start of 1942. Then, as you remember, the
President, the Prime Minister and the Combined Chiefs of Staff
had proclaimed the doctrine of defeating Hitler first and waging
a holding campaign in the Pacific. That was followed up in April
of 1942 by an agreement in London (at the time of a visit by
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Harry Hopkins and Géneral Marshall) that the final blow against
Germany must be struck across the Channel, over the plains of
Western Furope, and into the heart of Germany.

The cross-Channel invasion becomes the basic agreed policy,
the ultimate move by which we are going to apply the major part
of the forces in Europe. It was the British view (and I think it was
the American view, too) that it would be fatal to attempt that
invasion unless you were certain that it would succeed—that the
only way we could lose the war in Europe was to invade and fail,
or else to have the situation on the invasion beaches reduced to a
stalemate.

The issue really between the British planners and the Ameri-
can planners was, I think, this: How is the success of that invasion
to be insured? At the risk of over-simplification, I think that it is
fair to say that your view was: if the enemy has such and such a
force available to resist us on the beaches, we must meet that
challenge by building up in Britain “such and such a force plus.” The
British view was: instead of trying, as it were, to out-produce the
enemy and to defeat him by mass, to out-maneuver him; that in-
stead of, as I say, trying to build up such and such plus in England,
we should endeavor to weaken the enemy in France by distracting
him down into the Mediterranean and compelling him to disperse
his forces, until he had in the West “such and such a force minus.”
Then we would have relative superiority without amassing such
a vast force as would be needed under the proposals put forward
by General Marshall. In other words, as I say, instead of trying
to out-produce the enemy-—you would endeavor to out-maneuver
him. You would draw his forces away from France, down into
Southern Europe, expose the southern flank before assaulting the
Western Front—instead of concentrating on building up an over-
whelming power against the Western Front itself.
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To a certain extent, this difference of opinion goes to the
very root of the difference between British and American thinking.
You are a people with a surplus; certainly with a productive ca-
pacity to solve problems of this kind by sheer production, by de-
livering the goods. You have shown it again and again in rela-
tion to your own physical problems. I think that in relation to
war you think along much the same lines—how much will it cost?
How much do we have to produce to do the job? Give us a firm
date by which it can be done. I don't think that that is an over-
simplification because it comes cut again and again in your strategic
thinking. Of course, because of your own national self-confidence
in your capacity to deliver the goods, I think you tend to become
impatient—perhaps justifiably impatient—with the British de-
sire to think in terms of making a little go a long way and winning
not by mass, but by diverting the enemy’s resources away from
the point where you really want to attack.

The British, on the other hand, have no surplus and never
will have any. They have always had to win their continental wars
by means of exploiting the mobility of sea power (and now, air
power) in order to threaten the enemy’s forces widely, make him
spread them thinly, and then strike at some point where compara-
tively small forces can achieve a strategic impact out of all pro-
portion to their size,

I think that is the baasis of the disagreement between our two
policies with regard to the question of going into the Mediterranean.
There is a very strong feeling in the British forces that your idea
of concentration and our idea of concentration differ very radically.
In the minds of your Army thinkers, the view of concentration
seems to be that everybody attacks all the time, everybody pushes
right along the line and that if you haven't got enough strength
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to break the enemy’s line—well, then, you merely build up more
strength.

The British concept is that, first of all, you gain your
relative superiority by using your mobility to compel the enemy
to disperse so that the process becomes your dispersion (a nomi-
nal dispersion of your forces through mobile sea and air power),
followed by the enemy’s dispersion, followed by your concentration
at the point of main effort.

That, really, is the basic theory behind the Churchill-Brooke
policy of striking first in the Mediterranean. I think that the
wisdom of that policy is apparent in this one fact: In June of
1942 there were four times as many German divisions in Western
Europe as there were in Southern Europe. By June, 1944, there
were as many German divisions in Southern Europe as there were
in Western Europe.

I think that it is fairly clear now that had we not exposed
the Mediterranean flank, had we not drawn those divisions down
into the south, the Allied forces available to General Eisenhower on
June 6, 1944, would not have been sufficient to get us across the
channel. We would have had to wait longer and build up a greater
mass of shipping and a greater mass of attacking forces. I don't
suppose that we are likely to agree on the merits of the different
solutions, but I think there is some purpose in trying to find out
the concept behind the different ideas of strategy which were be-
ing put forward at that time,

There is another aspect in relation to this that I think is
worth dwelling on. When the Casablanca discussions were in prog-
reas, the British put forward the view that we should go from North
Africa into Sicily and at the same time we should hold in reserve
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a force capable of going into Italy, and of exploiting the political
crisis which seemed likely to develop there at any time in view of
Mussolini’s uncertain position.

At Casablanca the U. 8. Joint Chiefs of Staff would not go
along with that idea. They said: “We'll clean out North Africa;
we'll go into Sicily for the purpose of opening the Mediterranean—
but no further.”

In fact, it wasn’t until after the North African campaign
was over that informal approval was given by the Combined Chiefs
of Staff for the planning of an invasion of Italy., No formal O. K.
was given for the invasion itself until after Mussolini had fallen,
with the result that it was six weeks before we could go into Italy.

We now know (from the German records) that when Mus-
golini fell Hitler was prepared to give up the whole of Southern Italy
south of Florence and to give us then and there, without a fight,
the territory which it eventually took us nearly eighteen months to
secure, That is something you may say that we didn’t know at the
time. But the point I want to get at is this—when these plans were
being discussed at Casablanca, the fact that there was a political
opportunity of military significance was not taken into aecount by
your people, They did not regard that as a valid factor in the
calculations.

Sir Charles Portal, who was the Chief of the Air Staff in
Britain, has told me that in those discussions the whole case for
the invasion of Italy had to be placed on a strictly military basis
even though in fact the weakness of Mussolini (a political factor)
was a matter of great military consequence and held the promise
of great military opportunity. But here, as I say, there was this
very marked difference between us about this question of whether
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or not you take account of political factors in the calculation of
your strategy.

If T may, I will jump from there to the Teheran Confer-
ence, which is the next logical issue. On the eve of Teheran the
question of the strategy for 1944 was still undecided. The Brit-
ish were concerned that the German strength in Western Europe
waa still too great; that the forces which had been so far allocated
by the Combined Chiefs of Staff were insufficient to ensure success
of the cross-channel invagion. Remember that at this stage, under
the COSSAC plan, there was to be a three-divisional assault and the
three-divisional agsault at Salerno had very nearly failed.

The British feeling was; “Alright, if more forces cannot be
provided in the United Kingdom then we must carry out further
diversionary operations in the Mediterranean to draw the German
strength away from the Western Front and to bring into battle
such strategic reserves as the Germans have before we attempt
to go across the channel.”

It has often been represented that the Churchill policy was
to make a grand offensive from Italy through Yugoslavia and into
the Danube valley. I can find in the records of the time no evidence
that such a policy was ever put forward. To him the campaign in
the Mediterranean was the esgential prelude to the cross-channel
attack, but was not a substitute for the invasion. It was to him a
question of using the Mediterranean for the purpose of exploiting
political opportunities of military significance, such ag Mussolini's
wegkneas and the existence of Tito’s partisans, exploiting the
Mediterranean for that purposé while we had the forces to do it
and at the same time distracting the enemy away from the west.
But, as I say, this problem was still unsolved when we went to
Teheran. Churchill was advocating very strongly that the in-
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vasion of France must be delayed until the late summer (1944) so
that further operations could be carried out in the Aegean Sea in
the apring with the object of bringing Turkey into the war,

If we are to appreciate what happened at Teheran, I think
one has got to consider the strategic issue against what I can only
call the “personal background” of the relationships between the
“Big Three.” For that purpose I want to point to one or two
documents,

I think that the course of these major conferences between
Roosevelt, Stalin and Churchill ean only be followed if we look
at the personal factors involved, and if we remember that when
three men, as powerful as they, were meeting round the table the
inter-play of personality had a marked impact on the outcome of
the negotiations.

I think there were three beliefs implicit in Roosevelt's atti-
tude when he went to Teheran: The first was that he could handle
Stalin, that he could get along with Stalin, and that provided he
could meet Stalin across the table he would be able to work out a
bargain that would really provide a stable basis for continued re-
lations. His personal belief, as I say, that Stalin was “get-at-able”
and that he was the man to handle him.

The second factor was Roosevelt’s belief that the Russians
at that time did not have any territorial ambitions, or any ag-
greasive designs.

Thirdly, there was his suspicion that the British were more
imperialistic than the Russians. That may sound incredible at this
distance in history but at the time there is no doubt that again and
again Roosevelt, in the presence of Stalin, was needling Churchill
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about British imperialism. At the same time, I believe, he was en-
couraging Stalin to be imperialistic himself—encouraging him, of
course, unwittingly.

If you would like me eventually in Question Period to docu-
ment my theory that Roosevelt was bitterly anti-Colonial and bit-
terly opposed to the continuation of the British Empire in its pres-
ent form, I'll be happy to do so—but I won't waste time on that
particular peint now. ButI think there were these three factors in
Roosevelt's attitude: His belief that he could handle Stalin, the
belief that Stalin had no aggressive ambitions, and the belief that
the real Imperialists in the post-world war would be the British—
not the Russians,

Added to that there was a belief that in the post-war world,
provided you could establish a United Nations (a world peace or-
ganization), it would not matter if the balance of power were des-
troyed. It was on this particular issue that Roosevelt and Churchill
differed most fundamentally. Roosevelt believed that you could
take this great leap from national states to an international or-
ganization in one bound. Churchill believed (and said again and
again) that if you destroy the balance of power, or if you ignore
the balance of power as a factor in world politics, then you only
encourage those who are inclined to be aggressive. He argued that
your world organization will never come to fruition if, before it is
established, one power is in command of vast areas of Europe and
Asia; and that the only firm foundation on which to build your
international organization is a balance of power within that organi-
zation.

As I said, I walked over to the lectern because I wanted to
read extracts from various documents to you to prove those various
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points—but I am looking at the enemy clock on the wall up there
and I think perhaps I had better not.

But I would like to say this—this belief that you could deal
with the Russians and that the Ruasians would play ball was not
something that existed merely in the mind of Roosevelt, the ideal-
ist, It was supported by Cordell Hull and it was supported by the
U. 8. Joint Chiefs of Staff., In fact when Roosevelt went to the
Quebec Conference in 1943 he took with him a memorandum which
was prepared by the Joint Planners, but was regarded by his in-
timates as expressing his views. That memorandum, which was a
military appreciation, said this:

........ Since Ruasia is the decisive factor in the war,
she must be given every assistance and every effort
must be made to obtain her friendship. Since with-
out question Russia will dominate Eurcope on the de-
feat of the Axis, it is even more essential to develop
and maintain the most friendly relations with Russia.”

In mentioning Roosevelt’s belief that he was the man to
handle Stalin, and his suspiciona of Churchill’s imperialism, I don’t
do 80 in any sense of political criticism. I mention them as matters
of fact that are well established on the record. I may add this for
myself, however, that I do believe that the effort to win Russia’s
friendship had to be made—1I believe that it had to be made, above
all, by the United States. And I do not believe that today the West~
ern World would be as united as it is; I don’t believe there would
have been a Marshall Plan, that there would have been a North
Atlantic Alliance, or that you would have the Mutual Defense Aid
program today if a sincere and prolonged effort had not been made
hy the political and military leaders of the United States to win
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Russia’s friendship and to win her cooperation. That effort had
to be made.

You, I think, are a pragmatic people who are determined
to find things out for yourselves and once you do find them out you
learn from the experience extraordinarily quickly, as post-war his-
tory affirms. But I don’t think that you, today, would be as united
a nation in opposition to what Russia stands for if you had not a
clear conscience in this matter and could not feel that in your
wartime dealings with Russia everything was open and aboveboard
and that the hand of friendship was freely and gladly extended.

In addition to that, I think one must also discuas this question
of our wartime approach to Russia practically, and consider whether
a less generous approach would not have produced a more coopera-
. tive reaction on Stalin’s part. Because the lesson of all dealings
with Russia—whether on the part of the Germans, or the British,
or the Americans—is that if you make concessions to the Soviets
without getting concessions in return, you merely encourage them
to raise their price.

During the war you had in Moscow as head of your Military
Mission a General Deane, who was an astute and unsympathetic ob-
gerver of the Russian scene. In December of 1944 he sent g letter
to General Marshall in which he summed up what, I think, is the
real essence of this problem of dealing with the Russians. He puts
his finger on the point when he implies that in our desire to earn
Russia’s cooperation we went so far that, instead, we encouraged
her to be unfriendly toward us, In his letter General Deane said
this:

........ We never make a request or proposal to the
Soviets that is not viewed with sugpicion. They
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simply cannot understand “giving” without “taking.”
And, as a result, even our giving through lend-lease
is viewed with suspicion. Gratitude cannot be banked
in the Soviet Union. Each transaction is complete in
itself without regard to past favors.”

There, I think, he puts his finger on the whole problem of
these wartime negotiations. It comes out again and again at
Teheran and at Yalta that if you wanted to get a bargain with the
Ruasians which would work you had to deal with them firmly, and
you had to be very tough in demanding that for everything you
yielded something was yielded by them.

Now let me turn to the Teheran Conference. It began with
three personal episodes which I think were unfortunate, Before
the Teheran Confrence, Stalin had already discovered that there
was a rift between Churchill and Roosevelt. In May, 1943, Roose-
velt had asked Stalin to meet him at a rendezvous “either on your
gide or my side of the Bering Straits.” He had suggested this as
their meeting place because, as he aaid in his letter of invitation,
if they were to meet in Africa or Iceland” it would make it diffi-
cut, quite frankly, not to invite Prime Minister Churchill at the
same time.”

So, before Teheran, Stalin was aware that Roosevelt was in-
clined to pursue an independent line, and this was confirmed most
clearly at their first meeting (which was a private meeting be-
tween the two) where Roogevelt made it quite clear that he didn't
agree with Churchill on many issues regarding the conduct of the
war and the structure of the peace, and that he hoped to be able
to work out with Stalin an agreement that would carry on through
the war and into the peace.

22 RESTRICTED



RESTRICTED

Stalin followed this up at once. That night he invited Roose-
velt to move from the American Embassy to his own villa inside the
Russian Embassy compound. He did this upon security grounds
that may have been perfectly justified, but one can imagine the
psychological effect in Stalin’s mind if the President left his own
embassy and went to stay in the Soviet Embassy. Then, at the first
plenary session, Stalin suggested that Roosevelt should take the
chair. This was a role that Roosevelt wished to play because in
the chair he could avoid committing himself until he had heard
the rival views expressed. He could maintain a certain measure of
independence. He could avoid committing himself, for instance, on
post-war issues. Since he was, I think, a man not untouched by
vanity, he felt that in the chair he had the capacity to hold the
issues in the balance and to determine them by his voice.

What was the result? As I mentioned earlier, Roosevelt and
Churchill had gone to Teheran with no agreed Anglo-American pol-
icy. In fact, it was almost a matter of design on Roosevelt’s part
that there should be no agreement lest the Russians should think
that they were dealing with an Anglo-American alliance. So in the
Teheran discussions what was really an Anglo-American point of
view was left to the British alone to sustain., Roosevelt, being in
the center as Chairman, stood aloof from the discussion so that
it tended to develop into a two-way argument between the British
and the Russians. And because Roosevelt, as the Moderator, was
to all intents and purposes opting out of the discussion, so Ameri-
ca's military and political delegations opted out of the discusasions,
too, with a result, I believe, that the Russians were able to drive
a wedge between Britain and America and to exploit that wedge
for their own advantage.

The real issue upon which they exercised this capacity to
split the Anglo-American alliance was the issue of the Second
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Front. Here, I think, is an example of the close liaison the Rus-
sians always maintained between the political and the military as-
pects of policy. The issue, as put to the Russians at Teheran by
Roosevelt, was broadly this: “Do you want a cross-channel invasion
in the spring and a stalemate in the Mediterranean until then—or
do you want further diversionary operations in the Mediterranean
and a cross-channel assault in the autumn?”

Stalin said: “I want the Second Front—and the sooner the
better. I want not only a Second Front in Northern France, but
I also want an invasion of Southern France.”

Now, what that did was this: It settled the post-war map
of Europe in so far as it could be settled militarily because when
Stalin’s view prevailed it meant that the reserve offensive power
that the Allies had in Italy (when it came to the summer of 1944)
could not be switched eastward into the Balkans—into the area of
Soviet aspirations—but would be switched westward into Southern
France, away from the areas which Russia hoped to dominate after
the war. So, by coming down dogmatically in favor of the invasion
of Southern France at Teheran, Stalin pretty well determined that
there would be no major Allied operations (nor even any substantial
diversionary operations) in the Balkans,

In the summer of 1944, six months after Teheran after the
Normandy invasion had been successfully launched, there was a
very strong school of opinion (British and American) which be-
lieved that the victory which we had gained in Italy by the capture
of Rome should be exploited. We had the Germans on the run and
there was a possibility of us going right on into Northern Italy, and
crossing through Northern Yugoslavia into the Danube valley. This
was the plan put forward by Alexander, by Mark Clark, and en-
dorsed by Bedell Smith, Eisenhower's own Chief of Staff. It was
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backed by Churchill and the British Chiefs, but when the issue came
to the point of decision, the President’s reply was: “I cannot agree
to the use of any of our resources in the Balkans without the con-
sent of Marshal Stalin.”” That reply left the Russians an open road
into the Balkans, and they made the most of it.

There are only two other matters that I will have time fo
touch on—I shall have to deal with these briefly. Let me go from
this conference to the Yalta Conference, the outcome of which is
explicable in very much the same terms as the outcome of Teheran.
Again, you had no Anglo-American unity before the conference.
You had a great Russian military victory—the occupation of the
whole of Western Poland immediately following our reverse in the
Ardennes with the result that Stalin went to Yalta, holding both
the military and the political cards. Again, he exploited Anglo-
American disunity. Again, he exploited the desire of the President
to work out a solution between Stalin and himself—a “Big Two”
solution.

This comes out very clearly in the discussions about the
Far East about the entry of Russia into the Japanese War, because
there not only did Roosevelt exclude his own Secretary of State,
but he also excluded Churchill. There was no British representa-
tion either at the political level or, subsequently, in the Staff talks.
It was entirely a Russo-American affair.

Here, I believe, Roosevelt destroyed his own position in re-
lation to Stalin because in relation to the Far Eastern War he made
certain concessions at the expense of China—without China’s
knowledge—concessions which seriously derogated from the sov-
ereignty of China: such as that Russia should regain her rights
in Dairen and Port Arthur and her control of the Manchurian rail-
ways. Thig, in effect, gave her Manchuria and gave her the legal
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right to the position from which, of course, the Communists event-
ually moved down into Korea.

Having made this bargain about the Far East (having aband-
oned his whole political position which had been up to that time:
“I will make no post-war territorial settlements until the peace
treaty and I will make no settlements involving any other country
without that country’s consent”), having abandoned his principles
in Asia, the President could not expect to apply them in Europe;
not against a man like Stalin, nor over an issue as touchy with the
Russians as the issue of Poland.

1 think if you study the Yalta Conference, you find that
this bargain about the Far East is the turning point. Until that
stage a fairly successful rearguard action had been fought againat
the Russian demands in Eastern Europe. After that, the flood
gates were down. The consequences of this became apparent at the
final conference at Potsdam, but I don't propose to go into that.

I merely intend to say one thing thing—and that concerns the
decision about not going into Berlin and Prague, Here, again, we
see our failure to take advantage of a political opportunity be-
cause of an American obsesgion with a purely military victory.

Within a month of the Yalta Conference, there was a serious
breach developing in relations between Washington and Moscow.
The President was accusing Stalin of breaking the Yalta agree-
ment with regard to Poland, Rumania, and almost every other
issue which had come to the test of action. The Rugsians were
accuging the United Stateg of “negotiating a separate peace.”

So you find Roosevelt, early in April, cabling Stalin and
saying this:
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........ Frankly, I cannot avoid a feeling of bitter resent-
ment towards your informants, whoever they are, for
such vile misrepresentations of my actions and those
of my trusted subordinates.”

Now when relations had come to this pass, Churchill pro-
posed that since Eisenhower’s armies were across the Rhine, they
should drive hard for Berlin and should there establish a bargain-
ing position from which we would not retreat, unless the Russians
carried out the agreements they had made at Yalta. When this
was put to Washington, it was opposed (it had been opposed, initial-
ly, by General Eisenhower)—it was firmly opposed by General
Marshall on the ground that it was more important to end the war
quickly and to clean out the possible resistance in the so-called “Na-
tional Redoubt” in Southern Germany than it was to secure Berlin.

In a cable to Churchill, General Marhall said this:

........ The single objective should be quick and com-
plete victory. Such psychological and political advan-
tages as would result from the possible capture of
Berlin ahead of the Russians should not override the
imperative military consideration which, in our opin-
ion, is the destruction of the German armed forces.”

So here, in the very last weeka of the war, there is still this
concentration on the military outcome without regard to the pol-
itical consequences. It is in that, I think, that for all our success in
mobilization of our forces, for all our skill and bravery in the appli-
cation of those forces in the field, we were denied the fruits of
the victory to which we were entitled because in fashioning our pol-
icies we were not agreed as between Britain and America on the
kind of post-war world that we wanted. We were not agreed on the
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policy which we should pursue in dealing with Russia and, there-
fore, we allowed the Russians (who always had their political ob-
jectives in mind) to gain their ends and to finish up in command of
Berlin, Prague and Vienna.

Since then British military opinion and American military
opinion has come a very long way, and one does see at every stage
now a very close recognition of the importance of political factors
in the determination of strategy. To take only one example: Gen-
eral Eisenhower’s own report on the first year of NATO is as much
a political and economic document as it is a military one,

I hope that you won’t take amiss the time that I have spent
in examining certain aspects of Anglo-American policy in the light
of their results, because it is only in the light of those results that
they can really be judged. In faet, your own General Bradley has
said in his memoirs:

........ At times we forgot that wars are fought for the
resolution of political conflicts, and in the ground cam-
paign in Europe we sometimes overlooked political
considerations of vast importance.”

In that eonfession, I think, we have one of the major lessons
of the war.
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DISCUSSION PERIOD

Q. Mr. Wilmot, I don’'t disagree in any way with your analysis
or conclusion, but I am wondering if you have taken your analysis
far enough to conclude how in the world this could all go on gen-
erally in the presence of (and I say this seriously) the very astute
and politically-minded Mr, Churchill.

A, That is a fair enough question. I think that over the last
period of the war (at any rate the period after Teheran), he is
on the record quite clearly as foreseeing the posasibility that Russia
would end up as the dominant power in Europe. He believed
that every effort should be made in the last months of the war to
forestall Russia and to get ourselves into positions from which
we could either head Russia from vital areas or else could insist
upon her standing to her bargains, But it is known now that
Churchill shared an equal responsibility (or very nearly an equal
responsibility) with Roosevelt for unconditional surrender. I think
that Churchill himself would admit that until 1944 he was obsessed
with the danger that Germany might be left in command of the
continent-—that Russia might either make a separate peace or
might in fact be rendered militarily impotent, so that you would
have a stalemate on the Eastern Front. Churchill, because of his
recollections of the great crises of two World Wars, did find it
extremely difficult to see beyond the question of defeating Hitler
until the defeat was put beyond doubt by the invasion in June,
1944. I thought, until recently, that in the Mediterranean in 1943
the political factors which were preying on his mind were post-war
political factors—the factor of forestalling Russia. But he now tells
me that the political factors which he had in mind then were re-
lated to the war, not the post-war—the desirability of exploiting
the political opportunities provided by Mussolini’s weakness and by
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the activities of the guerrillas and partisans in Greeece and Yugo-
slavia. I do think that before the start of 1944 he may have been
no more alive than Roosevelt to the danger of Soviet expansion,
but from then on Anglo-American post-war political objectives
were very much in his mind. They were frequently brought for-
ward by him at Teheran and at Yalta and in discussions by cable
between London and Washington, both before and after Yalta, But
he was in a weak position. He felt that he was fighting a rear
guard action in defense of the British Commonwealth and of the
British Empire. He was very riled at being excluded from the
negotiations between Roosevelt and Stalin about the Far Eastern
War, but felt that he had to go along with that agreement; other-
wise, .a3 he said to Anthony Eden: “We may be excluded from the
Far East altogether.” He was very aware of two things, I think,
in the latter part of the war: firsi, that at all cost the Anglo-Ameri-
can alliance must be maintained even if it meant that he had to
give way on most of the big issues; and secondly, that he must
safeguard British Imperial interests against what he thought were
the unjustifiable and rather irresponsible assaults by the Presi-
dent.

Q. Mr. Wilmot, I think I can appreciate and understand your
speech a lot better if you tell me what you mean by political
factors. What does that mean to you?

A. Let me take an example: the Mediterranean campaign in
1943, The British view was that if we went into Italy that year
the military situation would be that much more favorable to us
because Italy was politically weak. Mussolini was on the point
of being overthrown. If we struck at the weaker political partner
of the Axis, we would thereby gain a considerable military advan-
tage. You did find throughout, I think, the British Chiefs of Staff
trying to take a broad view of these strategic moves. In other
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words, they saw not only the opportunity of getting our forces
ashore and conducting a profitable campaign in relation to the
enemy’s military strength, but also of striking at the enemy’s
point of political weakness. That's what I mean by “taking ac-
count of political factors in the determination of strategy.” As
far as political objectives are concerned, what I mean by that is
this: I believe that it would have been of great political advantage
in the poat-war world if we (and by we, I mean the Anglo-Ameri-
can forces)—if we, instead of the Russians, had liberated Prague,
Berlin and Vienna from the Nazis. The balance of power in
Europe would have been that much more in our favor, even if we
had had to give up Berlin afterwarda because of the zonal agree-
ment. The fact that we liberated Berlin, that we gained the de-
cisive military victory in relation to Berlin, would have had great
political advantages. If we had got in there first, it would have
made all the difference in the world. Take just one consideration,
In the last week of the war General Patton’s troops were halted
on the Czech horder. The German forces in front of them were
weak almost to the point of being negligible. The Russians were
held by the strong German armies well to the east of Prague.
Eisenhower proposed that we should go into Prague then and there.
He communicated this intention to Moscow and Stalin immediately
objected and insisted that we should go no nearer than Pilsen,
Now, you may say: '"“What difference did it make?” It made this
difference—that the Red Army got into Prague then and there
by our default, because we held back, This was of direct benefit
to the Czech Communists. There was a very prompt clean-out of
the “Middle of the Road” elements—the Social Democratic-Liberal
elements in Prague and in the trade unions, Moreover, when
Benes and Masaryk went to sign a Soviet-Czech treaty of friend-
ship in June, 1945, they negotiated in Moscow while there were
Russian troops in the streets of Prague. That is the kind of
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political factor which I have in mind. I believe that in making
military plans we should have considered what was going to
happen in Europe after the war, It wasn’t enough, as I said, to
make a leap from national states te an international peace or-
ganization. Within that international peace organization you had
to have regional groupings which would preserve the balance of
power. Yet, this was a view that was not accepted in Washington.
After his first visit to Moscow in November, 1943, Cordell Hull
came back and told Congress: “When the United Nations or-
ganization is established there will no longer be any need for
spheres of influence, for allegiance, for balance of power, or any
of the other special arrangements through which, in the un-
happy past, nationa strove to safeguard their security or promote
their interests.” That was the kind of philosophy which inspired
the handling of problems. Since these political factors weren’t
going to be important, it didn’t matter if you destroyed the bal-
ance of power altogether. This was a case, as I said, where I
think that we ignored a political factor of prime importance.

- Q. Mr. Wilmot, to go back to unconditional surrender. I he-
lieve that you mentioned the JCS in connection with President
Roosevelt at the Casablanca Conference. Well, Mr. Roosevelt had a
committee of civilians, post-war advisers—Advisory Committee
on Post-War and Foreign Policy-—or something like that. In No-
vember of 1942 a sub-committee on security discussed unconditional
surrender, how it should be applied against Germany and Japan,
with direct emphasis on Italy, and reported (not direct to Mr.
Roosevelt, but to the committee chairman, Mr. Norman Davis—
according to State Department records) the committee’s entire
thinking on the subject of “unconditional surrender.” It would
indicate that there was some civilian discussion on that subject.

A. I wag under the impression that that discussion took place
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after Casablanca, not before it. If what you say is right, I am
clearly wrong. I learned that it was discussed and approved by
the Joint Chiefs of Staff. I know that it was net discussed with the
people in charge of either the American or the British psycholog-
ical warfare sections, and I had understood that this civilian
committee examining the ramifications of it met and discussed
this issue after Casablanca, not before, Maybe you have addi-
tional information on that which I didn’t have. If I am wrong
about that, I am sorry.

Q. It is in the “Post-War Foreign Policy Declaration,” print-
ed by the Department of State,

A. Well, I shall look at it. Thank you very much. I'm sorry
about that. There is no end to one’s research in these matters,

Q. Mr. Wilmot, I am inclined to question the importance of the
unconditional surrender. If we assume all the rest of the errors,
what would be the alternative—and would it work?

A. The alternative to unconditional surrender?
Q. Yes. Would it have come out any differently ?

A. I think it would have speeded the collapse of Germany. You
see, at the time of Casablanca I'll admit that we did need to
make an assurance to the Russians that if all our plans were de-
layed in their development, we would fight to the very end—
that we would not come to terms with Hitler., But that was
quite a different thing from saying that we would never deal on
any terms with any Germans at any time—that is a carte blanche
refusal. It meant, as 1 have suggested, that we were going to
carry on the war beyond the point of military defeat to the point
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of the enemy's political collapse. As far as the Germans were
concerned—eivilian and military alike—I believe that it left them
no alternative but to support Hitler until the very end. It is
true that the plot of the 20th of July did reach the point of an
attempt being made on Hitler's life, but the conapirators con-
cerned in that plot found themselves balked at every turn when
they sought support by influential people, for they were told: “We
cannot go along with any proposal which requires us to accept
unconditional surrender.” As far as the German people were con-
cerned, the more we bombed Germany (particularly the more we
bombed their cities) the more we rendered them dependent upon
the Nazi state as the only source of supply for food, clothing,
medical care, and so on. They dared not turn against the Nazi
state, particularly in the last months of the war when their plight
was 80 desperate, because they knew there was no government
which we would recognize that could take over, They were also
very gravely worried by the fear that the foreign workers (of
whom there were 10,000,000 in Germany) would take their revenge
upon them if, in fact, there was an opportune situation in Ger-
many at the time of the collapse. So, you found that our armies
advanced across Germany, if the German field forces withdrew
from a particular town (or were about to withdraw), the German
civiliang would come out through the woods and urge us to come
in quickly so as to establish and maintain law and order before
the DP's and foreign workers got loose in the town. This dread
of anarchy, I believe, was a major factor in sustaining German
morale. Now, whether it would have made any difference: I pre-
sume it would for this reason. The Russians knew they had us
from that moment on. They knew that they could be as brutal as
they liked in Eastern Europe. We were denying ourselves tha
opportunity of making any compromise, making any arrangements
with even a decent German government—as we might have done
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in the lafter part of the war. That opportunity was never open
to us once we had declared for unconditional surrender, As I
say, these are things on which inevitably one can make only an
assessment. One can't be sure, but one can (I think) see certain
events hanging together when one sees them in historical per-
spective; seeing them individually at the time, they appear not
to be related.

Q. Mr. Wilmot, in this problem of bringing a war to a successful
conclusion we come to the possibility of, shall I say, control from
the air. I hope it is not wishful thinking that it might be (in a
war against Russia) possible for us to gain control without occupy-
ing Russia. Do you believe that there is any lesson to be learned
from the air battle over Germany that can guide us as to the
ending of a war if we are forced into it with the U. 8. 8. R.?

A, If you are talking, Captain, about the application of strategic
air power in the bringing about of the enemy’s collapse, I think
that German records do indicate two things very sharply. In the
firat place, very much greater damage is done to an enemy's war
economy by the kind of attacks which the United States Air
Force made than was done by the kind of attacks made by the
R. A, F. A greater impact was made upon German production
by the concentrated attack upon particular targets than was made
by area bombing. The vital factor in bringing about the collapse
of the German war economy was not the mass raids on the big
cities (although these contributed to it because they inevitably com-
plicated their problems), but the very decisive thing—the punch
that got home—was the attack on oil and on transportation, There
is no doubt at all, either, that this kind of an attack gives you
much fewer post-war headaches than the mass obliteration of cities,
I'm afraid that Bomber Harris was given far too free a hand in
the last part of the war. He was really looking around for cities
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to obliterate, regardless of whether they had any military sig-
nificance at all. On the other hand, the foundation of American
strategic bombing policy was that you could bomb in daylight;
that you could, if necessary, produce the fighters to escort the
daylight bombers, that you could bomb accurately and pick out
targets as small as aircraft factories and oil plants and could bomb
transportation targets. By and large, the United States strategic
bombing policy was overwhelmingly vindicated and that was, I
think, one of the major spheres in which Britain thinking was
quite clearly wrong in the light of the results as the German
records now show it. This is one point, but there is also the
question whether you can bring an enemy to his kneeg merely by
gtrategic bombing unless you can find some such Achilles’ heel, as
the Germans had in the case of oil. Now, in the case of oil we
were fortunate because the Germans were highly dependent up-
on gynthetic oil plants—almost entirely dependent on them after the
loss of Roumania; our intelligence was extraordinarily good; and
we had the ability to hit with remarkable accuracy. But I don't
think that we can generalize from that and say: “Therefore, we
will be able to find Russia’s Achilles’ heel.” If we could, it is
obvious that this is the kind of target that we must concentrate
on. It is wasteful and it is dangerous from the post-war world
point of view to indulge in mass area bombing of cities at large.

The other point which I gathered from your question was
whether you could police a state by the threat of application of
aerial sanctions. I think that {2 something that can quite definitely
be done. You see, at the end of the war we thought in terms,
physically, of imposing military governmnt in Germany by the
presence of ground forces. Once you did that, of course, you had
to bring the Russians into the Elbe and across the Elb. I don’t
know whether this was ever proposed (it may have been), but,
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quite clearly, once we had disarmed Germany we could have kept
her disarmed by the threat of imposing aerial sanctions on her.
That is one meana of solving the problem if it comes to a show-
down with the Russians and thus avoid having to occupy terri-
tories in order to enforce the peace treaty.

Q. Mr. Wilmot, taking our thesia into a possible war with Rus-
sia—it would seem that our military objective should be in line
with a political one. Therefore, theoretically, the military objective
would be limited to one that would create in the Russian zone a
political power which would be friendly to this country. However,
I cannot reason how one can be created in Russia under the Ger-
man rule if we encourage their people to be antagonistic to their
government, That is all very fine, and posaibly in a state of an-
archy if things get bad enough it can be created there. I can see
how we can destroy the Kremlin—but how can we create any-
thing to replace it? Total military occupation of troops would be
the only answer I think.

A. I wouldn't be quite as peasimistic as that. I think in a way
we are talking about two differnt things, aren’t we? 1 see a very
little possibility of us fostering resistance inside Russia today and
thereby weakening the structure of the Communist state. Perhapa
in ten, fifteen or twenty years’ time there may be such & crisia
which will bring about a downfall of the present Russian leaders
or their immediate successors. But, because of the very control that
the Communists have got (they have been in power now for thirty
yeara), there is very little chance of our undermining the Kremlin
from within. On the other hand, I would not despair of the pos-
sibility of finding an alternative government in the event of there
being a military defeat imposed upon the present rulers of Russia.
The Germans found, for inastance, that they were welcomed as lib-
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erators in the Ukraine, in White Russia, and in Western Russia at
large. That is not just German propaganda; there is plenty of
quite authentic and dispassionate evidence to that effect. One of
Hitler's gravest mistakes was that whereas he had this political
sympathy on his gide in the Dnieper Valley, and in Western Rus-
sia generally, he destroyed that sympathy entirely by turning loose
his Nazi Party commissars with their racial doctrines and proceed-
ing to wreck the country, to strip it, to take the industrial ma-
chinery out, killing many people off and transporting Russian labor
to Germany. The goodwill that was there, when Hitler came in,
was destroyed by him-—another example of failing to take account
of the political factors which are relevant to strategy. I do think
that we would find a not inconsiderable support from within Rus-
gia, distorted as the Russian mind must be by propaganda, once
we had imposed military defeat upon the present rulers.

Q. Mr. Wilmot, I am thinking of the Berlin airlift, I wondered
who it was that was responsible for agreeing that the Ruassian
control our access to Berlin, and who it was that remembered
to provide for air corridors into Berlin without at the same time
providing for ground ones.

A. Well, I think that is most relevant to this question of mili-
tary and political factors being taken into consideration when
making a bargain. When this question was being discussed in the
European Advigsory Commission in the first part of 1945, the Brit-
ish view was that we must have an absolutely firm agreement in
writing with the Russians, defining the railways and the roads,
as well as the air corridors, by which we could have access to
Berlin. The American representatives insisted that this was pure-
ly a military matter that must be decided on the military level by
the Russian, British and American commanders when in fact
they met, and that there must be no prior political decision on
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this point, If you want an American view of the whole back-
ground for this, there was an article in FOREIGN AFFAIRS about
three years ago by Mr. Philip Mosely, who was on the staff of
the Buropean Advisory Commission. He has given a very detafled
and well-documented account of the background of these particular
negotiations. I haven't read it for some time, but that is the
burden of what he said. The other interesting thing was this:
When Eisenhower, Montgomery and Zhukov met in Berlin in June,
1945, for the purpose of signing the treaty with regard to the
joint occupation of Berlin, Vyshinsky was there at Zhukov's elbow
the whole time and Zhukov signed nothing and said nothing with-
out putting his head round to get Vyshinsky's word in his ear.
That agreement, then signed, was a purely military one and con-
tained no clauses whatever with regard to an Allied ground corri-
dor into Beriin.
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BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH
Mr. Chester Wilmot

Mr Chester Wilmot was born in Melbourne, Australia in 1911.
He attended Melbourne University, majoring in History and Law.

During 1941 and 1942, Mr. Wilmot was War Correspondent for
the Australian Broadcasting Commission in the Middle East and
New Guinea. Before the Normandy invasion, he accepted the invita-
tion of the B. B. C. to report from the second front, and in 1944-45
gerved in this capacity in Northwest Europe. He was with Mont-
gomery at the surrender of the German armies of Northwest
Europe.

High-lights in Mr. Wilmot's duty in the European theatre of
war included landing in Normandy with the 6th British Airborne
Division before H-Hour on D-Day, and the distinction of being the
only allied correspondent to enter the German H. Q. while the war
wag still in progreasas.

Mr. Wilmot was Special Correspondnt for the B, B. C. at the
Nuremburg Trial of German War Prisoners, He was also Official
War Historian for the Commonwealth of Australia, commissioned
to write the volume dealing with the seige of Tobruk and the
Battle of Alamein.

In his book “The Struggle for Europe”, published by Harper
and Brothers in March, 19562, Mr. Wilmot has written one of the
finest strategic and diplomatic histories of World War II. This
controversial book was a sensation in England and wag received with
acclaim in the United States, Former Prime Minister Atlee said
of it: ““A contribution of first class importance to the history of
the Second World War."”
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STAFF

Vice Admiral R. L. Conolly, USN
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Commander G. E. Hearn, Jr., USN
Aide
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State Department Advisor
Colonel F. 0. Schmidt, USA
Army Advisor
Colonel J. W. Dennison, Jr.,, USAF
Air Force Advisor
Captain C. H., Lyman, III, USN
Head Strategy and Tactics Dept.
Captain E. Olsen, USN
Head Admin. Dept. & Secretary
Captain C. T. Caufield, USN
Head Research & Analysis Dept.
Captain R. P. Davis, USN
Head Intelligence Department
Captain J. C. Wylie, Jr., USN
Advance Study Grp, Staff Member
Colonel J. P. Berkeley, USMC
Captain F. L. Johnson, USN
Colonel J. R, Bailey, USMC
Captain E. L. Robertson, Jr,, USN
Colonel C. H, Dayhuff, Jr., USA
Captain L. J. Bellis, USN
Captain F. D. Witzel, (SC) USN
Colonel! H. McMillan, USMC
Captain F. A. Dingfelder, USN
Captain W. 8. Howell, USN
LT. Colonel D. W. Shive, USA
Commander H. K. Nauman, USN
Commander W, M, Collins, USN
Commander J. C. Bentley, USN
Commander D. L. Kauffman, USN
Commander A. T. Hathaway, USN
Commander J. H. Brown, USN
Commander A. H. Bowker, USN
Commander F. B. Herold, USN
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Rear Admiral W. M. Beakley, USN

Chief of Staff
Commodore R. W. Bates, USN

Word War II Battle Evaluation
Professor J. H. Kemble

Military History
Professor W. M. McGovern

Social Sciences
Professor M. 0. Hudson

Consultant International Law
Captain 0. Pederson, USN

Head Strategy and Logistics Dept.
Captain S. 8. Miller, USN

Head Command and Staff Dept,
Captain F. Virden, USN

Head Academic Plans Section
Captain D. Carlson, USN

Head Corr. Courses Dept.
Colonel N. M. Winn, USA
Captain J. J. Rochefort, USN
Captain J. H, Mills, Jr., USN
Captain E. 8, L, Marshall, USN
Captain J. 0. F. Dorsett, USN
Captain A. H. Wilson, Jr., USN
Captain A. H, Holtz, USN
Colonel C. H, Chase, USA
Captain J. H, Morse, Jr,, USN
Captain B, M. Dodaon, USN
Colonel F. A. Nichols, USAF
Captain 8, M, Barnes, USN
Commander J. H. Wagline, USCG
Commander C. J. VanArsdall, Jr. USN
Commander W. T. Kinsella, USN
Commander L. C. Mabley, USN
Commander J. T. Riordan (CEC) USN
Commander R. G. Jack, USN
Commander H. H. Larsen, USN
Commander E. B. Carlson, USN
LT, Colonel L. D. Fargo, USA
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Commander D. L. Johnson, USN
Commander W. F, Brewer, USN
Commander C. A, Marinke, USN
Commander V., R, Glocheski (SC) US
LT. Colenel J. F. Gole, USMC
Commander R. P. Jeffrey, (5C) USN
Commander J. G. Walsh, (8C) USN
Commander E. B. Henry, Jr,, USN
LT. Colonel O. B. Ross, USAF
Commander W. E, Fly, USN
Commander R. N. Miller, USN
Commander T. R, Weschler, USN
LT. Colonel B. W, McLean, USMC
Commander G. R. LaRocque, USN
LT, Col. G, E. W. Mann, Jr,, USAF
LT, Cmdr. J. A. Gommengenger, USN
Lieutenant W. H. Norris, USNR
Lieutenant J. A. Smith, Jr., USNER
Lieut. (jg) D. V. Holliday, USN(W)
Ensign J. E. Boss, USNR (W)
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Commander H. T. Gannen, (MC) USN
Commander W. J. Barry, USN
Commander G. S. Bogart, USN
Commander G, 8. Hart, USN

LT. Colonel J. Taul, USMC
Commander E. G. Fairfax, USN
Commander 8, E. Hindman, USN
Commander E. M. Standish (S8C) USN
LT. Colonel M. J. Costello, USAF

LT. Colenel J. W. Little, USAF
Commander R. A. Porter, (SC) USN
Commander C. L. Bardwell, USN
Commander F. P, Cuccias, USN
Commander E, A, Taber, Jr.,, USN
Commander D. F, Welch, USN

LT. Commander J. W, Smith, USN
LT, Cmdr. M. A. Barnum, USNR(W)
Lieutenant D, E. Steevea, USN{(W)
Lieut, (jg) R. W. Tucker, USNR
Lieut. (jg) A. R, Thompson, USN (W)
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Captain G. R. Phelan, USN
Captain C. J. Odend'hal, Jr.,, USN
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Colonel D. C. Roberts, USMC
Captain P. D. Gallery, USN
Captain J. P. Rembert, Jr., USN
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Captain J. D. L. Grant, USN
Captain L. J. Jones, USN
Captain W. 8, Post, Jr,, USN
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Colenel 0. 0. Schurter, USAF
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Colone] P. H. Brown, USA

Colene! K. H. Hunter, USA
Colonel R. W, Fletter, USA
Colenel P. D. Clainos, USA
Captain A. H, Dropp, USN
Colonel R. E. Thompson, USMC
Colonel F, E. Leek, USMC

Colonel D. W. Reed, USAF
Captain J. R. Ogden, USN

Colonel J. E, Blair, II, USAF
Captain T. H. Moorer, USN
Captain J. T. Blackburn, USN
Captain M. J, Luosey, USN

Mr. C. V. Ferguson, Jr,, State Dept.
Mr. A. L. Strang, CIA
Commander J. P. Craft, Jr., USN
Commander 8. S. Daunis, USN
Commander K. L. Veth, USN
Commander C. H, Turner, USN
Commander J. B. Rutter, Jr.,, USN
Commander A. I. Boyd, Jr.,, USN
LT. Colonel R. C. Dougan, USA
Commander W, F. Bringle, USN
Commander C. A. Burch, USN
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Captain R. A. Theobald, Jr.,, USN
Colonel G. A. Roll, USMC

TACTICS CLASS

Captain H, H. Caldwell, USN
Captain R. C. Lake, USN
Colonel D. H. Likes, USAF
Colonel L. S, Moore, USMC
Captain E. T. Sands, USN
Captain F. B. Miller, USN
Captain W, O, Snead, Jr.,, USN
Captain N. A. Campbell, USN
Colonel J. L. Dickey, USMC
Captain J. T, Wulff, USN
Colone] R. W. Strong, USAF
Colonel 8. E. Wagner, USA
Colone! W, T. Evans, USA
Colonel E. Schull, USA

Captain R. W. Cooper, USN
Captain F. D. Foley, USN
Colonel W. T, Fairbourn, USMC
Colonel R, L. Kline, USMC
Colonel E. C. Hedlund, USAF
Colonel R. F. Layton, USAF
Captain A. R. Gallaher, USN
Captain B, B. Cheatham, USN
Captain P. C. Staley, Jr., USN
Captain J. J. Vaughan, USN

Dr. 0. A. Hoffman, OEG
Commander A, R. Gralla, USN
Commander K. E. Taylor, USN
Commander M. C. Reeves, USN
Commander R, M, Keithley, USN
Commander W. V, Combs, Jr.,, USN
Commander J. W, 0’Grady, USN
Commander J. E. Richey, USCG
Commander E, W. Humphrey, USN
Commander J. B. Cresap, USN
Commander N. P. Watkins, USN
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LT. Colonel G, C, Hess, USA
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Commander R. 8. Belcher, Jr.,, USN
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Captain R. L. Rutter, USN

Captain T, S. Webb, USN
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RECOMMENDED READING

Current Books

The evaluation of books listed below include those recommend-
ed to resident students of the Naval War College. Officers in the
fleet and elsewhere may find these of interest.

Many of these publications may be found in ship and station
libraries. Some of the publications not available from these sources
may be obtained from the Bureau of Naval Personnel Auxiliary
Library Service, where a collection of books are available for loan
to individual officers. Requests for the loan of these books should
be made by the individual to the nearest branch or the Chief of
Naval Personnel. (See Article C-9604, Bureau of Naval Person-
nel Manual, 1948).

Title: Journey to the Far Pacific. 335 p.
Author: Dewey, Thomas E. Garden City, Doubleday, 1952,
Evaluation: Governor Dewey has written an interesting and lucid ac-

count of his trip to the far Pacific. His analysis of the
current situation in the important spots in the Far East
gives the reader much food for thought. The appraisals
of the various leaders in the area, their estimates of the
current situation, and the need for stabilizing the complex
racial, political, and historical aspects of this ever-boiling
part of the globe, are well developed. This volume is
well worth reading and becomes particularly interesting
if read in conjunctioen with Justice Douglas’ book, Strange
Lands and Friendly Psople, which was published last year
and covers significant aspects of the other half of Asia,
the Middle East.

Title: World Wars and Revolutions. B531 p.

Author: Hall, Walter P, N. Y., Appleton-Century-Crofts,
1952.

Evaluation: A succinet account of the history of wars and revolutions

during the first fifty years of the twentieth century, in-
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Title:
Author:

Evaluation:

Title:
Author:

Evaluation:
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cluding political, economic and geographic factors that
have occasioned these conflicts, Necessarily brief In its
touching on events, places and people, its chief value lies
in its tying together of these factors in one continuous
atream, coherent and easy to read.

The Defense of Western Ewrope. 313 p,

Middleton, Drew. N. Y., Appleton-Century-
Crofts, 1962.

The head of the European Bureau of THE NEW YORK
TIMES, a trained observer with long experience on the
European scene and access to General Eisenhower and
the SHAPE Staff, here offers an anlysis of NATO’s mili-
tary program. He enumerates the forces available as of
early 1952, their state of readiness, and the planned
build-up. More important than the factual information,
which is, of course, available from official sources, is his
discussion of the intangible factors which must be con-
sidered when evaluating the program'’s effectiveness in
attempting to deter Russia from starting a war, or in
defeating her, should that attempt fail. The will of the
various European nations to fight is discussed in the
light of ‘neutralism,’ economic conditions, and the multiple
facets of the European situation in general which have
made NATO's progress so slow. The author's outlook is
e rather hopeful one, an attitude hardly supported by the
evidence adduced. The points which he lists in our favor
carry too many qualifications to be treated virtually as
atrength factors. Despite its questionable conclusions,
the book is, nevertheless, highly recommended because in
one package it offers a very reasonable and complete
exposition of today's situation in Western Europe.

The Irony of American History. 174 p.

Niebuhr, Reinhold. N. Y., Charles Scribners’
Sons, 19562,

In this small volume, one of America's leading theologians
and philosophers attempts to analyze our present world
position in the light of our historic hopes. The result,
as Reinhold Niebuhr sees it, is one of ironie contrasts be-
tween these historic hopes and the realities of our pres-
ent position. The lessons these ironic contrasts should
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serve, according to the author, are a greater awareness of
our own limitations, a keener appreciation of the meaning
of the contemporary struggle which transcenda the pol-
itical contingencies of the moment, and a renewed attempt
to view our own actions with a sense of humility. That
these lessons can be learmed only through the Christian in-
terpretation of history is at once the insistent claim of
Dr. Niebuhr and the source of controversy among those
who otherwise agree with his analysis, Recommended for
those with a special interest in the philosophical problems
to which the contemporary world situation has given rise.

Whither Europe? 207 p.
Bonn, M. J. N.Y,, Philosophical Library, 1952.

This is a timely and important book in the field of in-
ternational affairs. Dr., M. J. Bonn focuses attention on
the question of knitting Europe into a tighter organiza-
tion—a subject of high interest at this time. He con-
cludes that whatever its ultimate shape will be, it will
be a Union of Nations, and it will certainly not be a “Little
America”—a soulleas copy of the great United States'
original. Recommended reading for all officers.

Red Flag in Japan. 252 p.

Swearingen, Rodger and Langer, Paul, Cambridge,
Harvard University Press, 1962,

A factual study of the Communist Party in Japan dur-
ing the period 1919-1061. Tt ties Japanese communiam
in with international communism and presenis a broad
general picture of world communism during the above
period, slanted at the Japanese theater. The first third
of the book covers the pre-war and wartime period; the
latter two-thirds, the post-war period. Detailed coverage
is given on party structure, policies, and activities—both
legal and underground.

The United States and the Far FEast. 1945-1951.
144 p.

Vinacke, Harold M. Stanford, Stanford Univeraity
Press, 1962,

The author presents a concise factual account of U. 8.
policy in the Far East from 1945 to the end of 1851.
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Every eventful oceurrence in this vitally important area
of the globe is carefully and impartially analyzed in such
& menner as to make this extremely complex situation
appear amazingly clear.

Resources for Freedom. B vols.

President’'s Materials Resources Commission,
Washington, U, 8. Govt, Printing Office, 1952,

Resources for Freedom comprises a study of the material
problem of the United States from the broader and long-
er range aspects as distinct from its immediate defense
needs. It is an objective inquiry into all major aspects
of the problem of assuring an adequate supply of pro-
duction materials for our long range needs, giving due re-
gard to the needs and resources of the nations with which
the United States is cooperating closely on military secur-
ity and economic matters. Time-wise, the coverage s
from 1962 until 1876. It consists of five volumes, namely:
Poundations for Growth and Security; The Qutlook for Key
Commodities; The Outlook for Energy Sources; The Prosmise
of Technology; Selected Reporis to the Commission. It is an
excellent compendium of up-to-date studies of the free
world's material requirements .for the next twenty-five
years—a unique reference of objective nature. Itz broad
conclusions appear to be that we are growing so fast
and using sec much material that there are not adequate
raw material supplies in the United States to meet our
necds at low cost. If we do not increase supply sources
at home and abroad, costs will go up, our growth will
be decelerated, our standard of living will drop, our
military structure will weaken. It eoncludes that we are
currently in a state of emergency in regard to our material
resource deficiencies, rather than in a crisis. The latter
will come, however, unless adequate and timely steps, as

‘recommended in the report, are taken.

Across to Norway. 286 p.

Howarth, David, N. Y., William Sloane Aassoc.,
1952,

.A true narrative (somewhat self-consciously written) of

the operations of about a hundred Norwegians, and a
few fishing boats, who kept lines of communication open
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between agents in Norway and Shetland Islands during
World War II. Arms, explosive, radio equipment, etc.,
were smuggled into Norway, and numerous Norwegians
were evacuated. It makes interesting reading for those in-
tereated in the exploits of the underground in Norway. This
minor operation of a small number of men and boats
caused the Germans to increase patrols on the coast and
off the coast of Norway.

Major Problems of United States Foreign Policy,
1962-63. 413 p.

Brookings Institution, Washington, D. C., 1952,

This volume treats, largely from an American viewpoint,
the foreign policy programs facing the government of the
United States as of 30 June, 1962. Againat a backdrop
of the current domestic and world situation, the United
States’ political, economic, and military security problema
are treated in gencral terms and then in relation to the
specially conditioned geographical areas of the world. A
“problem paper” on raw materials and national policy con-
cludes the text., An appendix, containing the definition of
terms frequently encountered in foreign policy discussions,
is extremely useful. The selected references in each
chapter and the bibliography at the end give extensive
sources of additional information on current problems. This
volume is an exposition of the foreign policy problems and
the alternate courses of action which may be followed. It
is a group product. It is neutral and objective. It does
not give a recommended course of action—leaving the de-
cision to the policy- maker, policy-implementor, or student
of foreign policy.

Periodicals

The Aireraft Carrier.
Fechteler, William M., Admiral, U, 8. N.

ORDNANCE, September-October, 1952,
p. 300-304. :

Explains in detail what our carrier requirements are and
the justification thereof and deals with the reasons for
building more Forrestal class ships,
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Amphibious Infiltration.
Aldridge, Frederick 8., Lieutenant Colonel.

MARINE CORPS GAZETTE, September, 1952,
p. 36-40.

An article of interest to any student of the “shallow
water” concept of future naval tactics.

The Coldest Cold War.
Wilson, Gill Robb.
FLYING, October, 19562, p. 10-11, 56-57.

Sketches the program of Arctic activity being carried on
by the United States to gain knowledge of this strategic
area.

A New Look at the Atomie Bomb.
Fuller, J. F. C., Major General.

ORDNANCE, September-October, 1952,
p. 242-246,

A discussion of the various aspects of atomic warfare
which is particularly interesting in its discussion of the
psychological effects of, and the politico-diplomatic changes
caused by, atomic weapons.

Neutralism in France.

INTELLIGENCE DIGEST, September, 1952,
p. 11-15.

An analysis of the forces at work in France which create
grave doubts as to her future role in the Atlantic al-
liance.

Authority of Commanding Officers Ouver Persons
Embarked in Naval Vessels.

Chapman, D. D., Commander, U. 8. N.
JAG JOURNAL, August, 1952, p. 10-14,

Discusses current provisions of U, 8. Navy Regulations
and Uniform Code of Military Justice as they apply to
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various categories of personas, who may be embarked when
the ship is outside the jurisdiction of a state or federal
court.,

U. 8. Navy Men Work on NATO Team.
ALL HANDS, September, 1952, p. 31-35.

Points out the important role played by the U. 8. Navy
in NATO and briefly explains its purpose and organiza-
tion, (Chart of Allied Command, Europe, p. 32-38).

The Race for Stalin’s Throne.
Dallin, David J.
THE NEW LEADER, September 8, 1952, p. 7-9.

An account of the struggle for power behind the scenes
in the Kremlin in which Molotov, Malenkov and Beria
have emerged as the chief contenders for succession to
Stalin’s place.

Stalin's Secret War Plans.
Markoff, Alexei, General,

SATURDAY EVENING POST, September 20,
1962, p. 36-37, 86-90.

Discloses information about Soviet war plans of which
the author claims knowledge from his experience as a
member of the Red Army General Staff.

Sea Power of Tomorrow.
Miller, George H., Captain, U. 8. N,

UNITED STATES NAVAL INSTITUTE PRO-
CEEDINGS, September, 1962, p. 959-968.

Defines the term, examines the elements of sea power,
considers the influence of the airplane on it and con-
cludes that the development of American sea power is
of vital importance to national security.

Sonar - Underwater Electronics,
Richards, A, P.
SHIPMATE, September, 1952, p. 5, 7, 15, 42.

Reviews the history of sonar, discussea recent develop-
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