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Foreword

This is a history of coalition warfare. It is focused upon the agency in which
the decisions of governments were translated into orders, and upon the decisions
of General Eisenhower, the Supreme Commander, Allied Expeditionary Force.
The narrative describes the plans and recounts the events, controversial or
otherwise, leading up to the creation of the Supreme Command and the choice
of a Supreme Commander for the cross-Channel attack. It follows the history of
this great command to the surrender of Germany. It is the history not only of
the decisions that led to victory, but of the discussions, debates, conferences and
compromises that preceded decisions. Controversy was inevitable in an under-
taking that required the subordination of national interests to the common
good. The author does not gloss over the conflicts that arose between allied na-
tions or individuals. The picture that emerges from these pages is one of discus-
sion and argument, but nevertheless one of teamwork. Differences of opinion
and the discussion incident thereto are often the price of sound decisions.

The nature of the subject, the purpose of the author, and generous contribu-
tions of information by the British make this an Anglo-American, rather than
a strictly American, history. Subsequent publications based on a full explora-
tion of British sources may be expected to round out the picture and give it
deeper perspective as the history of a joint undertaking.

ORLANDO WARD
Washington, D. C. Maj. Gen., U.S.A.
27 January 1953 Chief of Military History
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Note on the History of the
European Theater of Operations

This volume tells the story of the Supreme Headquarters of that Allied
Expeditionary Force which seized a foothold on the German-held shores of
western Europe in 1944 and which, by the following year, had completed the
liberation of all western Europe.

The history of the battles fought by the American armies of the Grand Al-
liance as they drove from the Normandy beaches into the heart of Germany is
given detailed exposition in other volumes of this series, some of which already
have been presented to the public. The present volume deals with the command
exercised by the Supreme Allied Commander, the decisions made by the
Supreme Commander and his staff, and the operations conducted under the
aegis of the Supreme Headquarters.

The reader constantly will be reminded that the war in western Europe was
fought by Allies and that the commands and decisions which determined the
ultimate conduct of this war came from an Allied headquarters. Every effort
has been made to draw on the records of all the Western Allies and the memo-
ries of their leaders, as well as the records and memories of the German High
Command. But this volume is an integral part of a series dedicated to the
United States Army in World War II and inevitably is written from an Ameri-
can point of view,

Research for the volume was completed in 1951 and an initial draft circu-
lated to more than fifty key participants in the events therein described. The
author completed a final and revised manuscript in January 1952. No effort has
been made to include information or record opinions which have been pub-
lished in the United States or abroad since that date.

The author, Forrest C. Pogue, has studied diplomatic history and interna-
tional relations at Clark University and theUniversity of Paris, receiving the
Ph.D. degree from the former institution’in 1939. Before his entry into military
service, in 1942, he taught European history at Murray (Ky.) State College.
Dr. Pogue made the five campaigns of the First United States Army as a com-
bat historian, collecting information on battles from Omana Beach to Pilzen.

Washington, D. C. HUGH M. COLE
15 May 1952 Chief, European Section



Preface

The purpose of this volume is to tell how the Supreme Allied Command
prosecuted the war against the enemy in northwest Europe in 1944-45. A part
of that story has to do with the way in which an integrated command, devoted
to the Allied cause, waged one of the most effective coalition wars in history.

I have deliberately focused this account on the Supreme Commander and
his staff, including for the most part only those decisions of the Prime Minister,
the President, and the Combined Chiefs of Staff which affected the activities of
the Supreme Commander. On the enemy side, I have included enough detail
on Hitler and his commanders to provide a contrast between the Allied and
enemy command organizations.

Although General Eisenhower commanded air, sea, and ground forces in
the operations in northwest Europe, it has been necessary for reasons of limita-
tions of space and time to restrict the narrative basically to his command of the
ground forces. Only enough material has been retained on air and naval mat-
ters to show how they affected the SHAEF command organization and to deal
with those cases where SHAEY’s intervention was required. This approach has
seemed doubly important in a volume comprising part of the UNITED
STATES ARMY IN WORLD WAR II series.

The Allied point of view has been considered throughout, but it has not
always been possible to present British and French views as fully as the Ameri-
can because of the lack of the same ready accessibility to British and French
files.

Operations have been considered from the standpoint of their influence on
the Supreme Commander’s decisions and the eflects of his directives on the field
commanders. A corrective to this emphasis on command at the expense of tacti-
cal action may be found in the operational volumes of this series and in similar
accounts now in preparation by the British and Canadian historical sections.

This volume differs from others in the European series because of the
greater attention necessarily given to political or nonoperational questions. To
tell the full story of SHAEF, I have had to interrupt the operational narrative
on occasion in order to interject discussions of such matters as press relations,
civil affairs, military government, psychological warfare, and relations with the
liberated countries of Europe. As the war progressed these matters tended to
occupy an ever-increasing proportion of the Supreme Commander’s time.

The accounts of Allied operations in this volume rest heavily on after action
reports and semiofficial histories of the army groups and armies. These in turn
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were based on daily situation and operational reports made during the battle.
Since the latter reports were prepared under the stress of battle and may not
always be wholly accurate, the narrative may repeat some of their inaccuracies
as to dates, units involved, and precise achievements, Whenever it has been
clear that the reports were in error, corrections have been made. The primary
sources, however, represent operations much as the Supreme Commander saw
them at the time when he issued his directives and are therefore more valuable
for throwing light on his decisions than later amended accounts.

A word of caution is necessary for the reader who may be unduly impressed
by the accounts of controversy and difference of opinion which arose between
commanders of the same nationality, officers of different nationalities, and
heads of governments. The debates that stemmed from divergent viewpoints
were in all probability heightened by disparate national interests or by clashes
of temperament and personality. When the discussions of the participants in
Allied conferences are seen in cold print, without the benefit of the smile which
softened a strong argument or the wry shrug which made clear that the debate
was for the record, and when there is no transcript of the friendly conversation
which followed the official conference, the reader may get the impression that
constant argument and heated controversy marked most meetings between
Allied leaders. Likewise, interoffice memorandums, written by men at plan-
ning levels, frequently give the erroneous impression that the officers concerned
were engaged mainly in baiting traps and digging pitfalls for their opposite
numbers. It is inevitable that a study of such discussions will emphasize the dis-
agreements and spell out the problems in reaching accords. The numerous basic
decisions which were reached with only minor debate attract less attention. No
true history of the war can be written by describing merely the disputes and
controversies of the Allies; even less can it be written on the assumption that
even the best of Allies can achieve agreement without prolonged discussion and
debate. It is important to remember that different nations, although-Allies, have
divergent interests, and that they are not being unfriendly if they pursue those
interests.

An alliance is based on an agreement by two or more powers that they will
oppose their combined forces and resources to a common enemy. They do not
_ agree thereby to have an absolute community.of interest. The success of such
an alliance is to be judged, therefore, not by the amount of heat which may be
engendered between the powers in their attempts to find a course of action
which will most nearly preserve their individual aims while gaining a common
goal, but rather by the degree to which the powers, while frankly workingon a
hasis of self-interest, manage to achieve the one aim for which their forces were
brought together. On that basis the Western Powers forged a unity seldom, if
ever, achieved in the history of grand alliances. Their commanders, while striv-
ing to preserve national identity and gain individual honors for their forces, still
waged a victorious war.

The Supreme Command has benefited greatly from the advice and help of a
number of individuals in the United States and abroad. Only a few can be
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singled out for special mention. To the others, I have space only to express my
deep appreciation.

For recommending me to Lt. Gen. Walter B. Smith as the person to write
a history of SHAEF and for many helpful suggestions, I wish to thank Col.
S. L. A. Marshall under whom I served as a combat historian in Europe. In ad-
dition to the present Chief Historian, Dr. Kent Roberts Greenfield, and other
officials of the Office of the Chief of Military History whose important contribu-
tions to the volume go without saying, I should like to list the names of Maj.
Gen. Harry J. Malony, Maj. Gen. Orlando Ward, Col. A. F. Clark, and Col.
John Kemper, who are no longer with the Office, as persons who helped make
this volume possible.

The footnotes indicate only partially the generous way in which fellow his-
torians employed by the Army, Air Force, and Navy in this country, Great
Britain, and Canada have made available information in their files. I wish to
thank in particular Brigadier H. B. Latham, Chief, British Historical Section,
Cabinet Office, Lt. Col. A. E. Warhurst, formerly of that section, and other
members of Brigadier Latham’s staff for their assistance in gathering material
on British forces. I am similarly indebted to Col. C. P. Stacey, Chief, Cana-
dian Historical Section, for aid extended to me when I was writing those por-
tions of the volume relating to the Canadian Army. These historians, it should
be noted, do not by these actions concur in the conclusions reached by me nor
are they responsible for my interpretations.

Nearly one hundred British, U.S., and French officers and civilians aided
me greatly by granting interviews in which they talked candidly of the work of
the Supreme Commander and his headquarters. Their names have been listed
in the bibliographical note. I have a special debt to Gen. Dwight D. Eisen-
hower, Lt. Gen. Walter B. Smith, Marshal of the Air Force Lord Tedder, Lit.
Gen. Sir Frederick Morgan, and Maj. Gen. Ray W. Barker for giving gener-
ously of their time and supplying me with their private papers on the period
concerned. Some fifty former participants in the activities of the Supreme Com-
mand were kind enough to read part or all of my manuscript. Of these I must
make special mention of Brigadier E. T. Williams, now Warden of Rhodes
Scholars at Oxford, who generously took many hours from his vacation in 1951
to check the British side of this story. It is, of course, to be understood that
neither he nor the other officers who checked the mariuscript necessarily agreed
with my conclusions.

For assistance in exploring a number of documents in the Department of
the Army files and the German sources I wish to express my especial apprecia-
tion to Mr. Royce Thompson of the European Section, and to Mr. Detmar
Finke and Mrs. Magna E. Bauer of the Foreign Studies Section. I was always
able to count on their willing assistance even when they were carrying on simi-
lar duties for other writers in our series. I have made specific mention elsewhere
of their precise contributions to the volume. Among the employees of the De-
partmental Records Branch, AGO, who dealt so willingly with my requests for
the files in their keeping, I wish to thank in particular Mr. Albert Whitt, Mrs.
Blanche Moore, and Mrs. Ellen Smith Garrison. I have also drawn heavily on
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the patience and the labor of Mr. Israel Wice and members of his Reference
Branch staff in the OCMH.

I have been fortunate throughout the writing of this volume in having the
advice of Editor Joseph R. Friedman who has saved me from numerous errors
and has made many suggestions for improving the narrative. Miss Constance
Gay Morenus edited the footnotes and copy-edited the entire manuscript. Mrs.
Helen McShane Bailey had the difficult job of preparing the index. Typing of
the manuscript in its initial form was done by Mr. John Lee and after revision
by Miss Beatrice Bierman. The excellent maps of the volume bear the imprint
of Mr. Wsevolod Aglaimoff, whose skill as a cartographer has distinguished all
the volumes of this series.

The Supreme Command was written under the general direction of Dr. Hugh
M. Cole, Chief of the European Section, Office of the Chief of Military History.
His broad knowledge of military history and wise counsel have been of great
aid to me throughout the writing of this volume.

Recognition of their contributions by no means implies that the individuals
who lent their assistance have approved either my English or my interpretations.
For these, as well as for the general outline and the major research on this vol-
ume, I must bear the responsibility.

Washington, D. C. FORREST C. POGUE
15 January 1952
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Biographical Sketches*

Brig. GEN. FRANK A. ALLEN, JR. served as chief of the Pictorial and Radio Branch of
the Bureau of Public Relations, War Department, from February to August 1941.
From August 1941 to June 1943 he held various command assignments in the
United States with the 1st, 5th; and 9th Armored Divisions. In June 1943 he as-
sumed command of one of the 1st Armored Division’s combat commands in
North Africa. Later, in Italy, he headed Task Force Allen, which was organized
by II Corps. In July 1944 he was appointed G-2 of the 6th Army Group. He
came from that post in September 1944 to SHAEF as chief of the Public Rela-
tions Division.

GEeNERAL OF THE ARMY HENRY H. ARNOLD, one of the first Army fliers, was a pioneer
in the development of airplanes and air techniques in the Army. After being se-
lected Chief of the Air Corps in 1938, he pressed for the development of aircraft
production and for a program for the civilian training of flying cadets. In 1940
he became Deputy Chief of Staff (Air) and in the following year Chief, Army Air
Forces. In 1942 his title was changed to Commanding General, Army Air Forces.

GENERAL DER PANZERTRUPPEN HERMANN BALck served as a company grade officer in
World War 1. At the outbreak of war in 1939 Balck was in the General Staff of
the Army and was transferred to the command of a motorized rifle regiment in
late October 1939. During the winter and spring of 1940-41 he commanded a
Panzer regiment and later a Panzer brigade. He returned to staff duties in the
Army High Command in July 1941. In May 1942, Balck went to the Eastern
Front and successively commanded Panzer divisions, corps, and an army. He was
transferred from command of the Fourth Panzer Army in Russia to the command of
Army Group G in September 1944 and in late December was transferred back to
the Eastern Front to command Army Group Balck. Balck was captured in Austria
by Allied troops on 8 May 1945.

Maj. GEN. RaAY W. BARKER was an artillery colonel in early 1942 when he was sent
to the United Kingdom. In May of that year, under orders from General Mar-
shall, he associated himself with British planners working on plans for a cross-

*The rank given in each biography is the highest held by the individual concerned during the
194445 period. Unless otherwise noted, the last position given for each name on the list was the one
held at the end of the war.



THE SUPREME COMMAND

Channel operation for 1943. General Barker became head of the planning group
at Headquarters, U.S. Forces in Europe, and in addition met regularly with the
Combined Commanders planning group. He worked from July to September
1942 on Operation TorcH and then returned to the cross-Channel project. He
served as G-5 (then head of war plans) for ETOUSA fromJune to October 1942,
as G-3, ETOUSA, from October 1942 to April 1943, as Deputy Chief of Staff,
ETOUSA, from February to April 1943,and as G-5, ETOUSA, from April to
October 1943. In the spring of 1943 he became deputy to General Morgan on
the COSSAC staff and remained there until the spring of 1944 when he became
the SHAEF G-1.

GENERALOBERST JOHANNES BLaskowiTz served as an infantry officer in World War 1.
In World War Il he commanded the Eighth Army during the Polish campaign, and
after a short term of service as Commander in Chief East in Poland he was trans-
ferred to command of the Ninth Army in the west. In earlyJune 1940he became
Military Governor of Northern France. Blaskowitz held this position until Octo-
ber 1940 when he was transferred to the command of the First Army. He retained
this post until May 1944when he was hamed commander in chief of Army Group
G. He was relieved of command of Army Group G in late September 1944and rein-
stated on 24 December 1944.0n 28January 1945he was appointed commander
in chiefof Army Group H. This command was redesignated in early April 1945 and
Blaskowitz became Commander in Chief Netherlands. He was captured on 8 May
1945at Hilversum, Holland.

Gen. Omar N. BraDLEY in 1940 became an assistant secretary of the General Staff
in the War Department. In February 1941 he was given command of the
Infantry School at Fort Benning, Ga. From this post he went to the 82d Division
early in 1942. InJune of that year he assumed command of the 28th Division.
General Marshall sent him to North Africa in February 1943 to act as an
observer for General Eisenhower. A few weeks later Bradley became deputy
commander of Il Corps under General Patton, and in April, when Patton was
given the task of planning the Sicilian campaign, he took command of 11 Corps.
In the new command, General Bradley fought in Tunisia and Sicily. He was
selected in September 1943to head the First U.S. Army in the invasion of north-
west Europe aswell as a U.S. army group headquarters. General Bradley led the
First Army in the Normandy campaign until 1 August 1944when he became
commander of the 12th Army Group.

LT. Gen. Lewis H. BRereTon graduated from the U.S. Naval Academy in 1907,
transferred to the Army in 1911, and in turn transferred to the flying section of
the Signal Corpsin 1912. He was a flier in Europe in World War 1. InJuly 1941,
General Brereton was given command of the Third Air Force. When war broke
out, he was the commanding general of the Far East Air Force in the Philippine
Islands. At the beginning of 1942 he became Deputy Air Commander in Chief,
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Allied Air Forces, on the staff of General Wavell besides serving as commander
of the Fifth Air Force. General Brereton organized and commanded the Tenth
Air Force in India in March 1942. Two months later he became commander of
the Middle East Air Force. In February 1943 he assumed in addition the com-
mand of U.S. Army Forces in the Middle East. In October 1943 he was trans-
ferred to the United Kingdom where he became commanding general of the
Ninth Air Force. He was appointed commander in chief of the First Allied Air-
borne Army in August 1944,

FieLp MarsHAL SiR ALaN BrRookE (Now LoRD ALANBROOKE), a graduate of the

Royal Military Academy, Woolwich, served in World War I, receiving the Dis-
tinguished Service Order with bar and other awards for his actions. By 1941 he
had gained a reputation as the Army’s expert on mechanization. He commanded
the 2d British Corps in France in the early part of World War II and helped to
make possible the successful evacuation at Dunkerque. Generals Montgomery
and Alexander served under him at that time. Shortly thereafter he became
commander of the British Home Forces and organized the defenses of the United
Kingdom against possible attack by the Germans. He succeeded Field Marshal
Dill as Chief of the Imperial General Staffin 1941.

Maj. GEn. HaroLp R. BULL served as Secretary, General Staff, of the War Depart-

ment in 1939. He followed this duty with assignment as Professor of Military
Science and Tactics at Culver Military Academy, and later as assistant division
commander of the 4th Motorized Division. After the outbreak of war, he became
G-3 of the War Department, and went from this post to head the Replacement
School Command, Army Ground Forces. In the summer of 1943 General Mar-
shall sent him to North Africa as a special observer. On his return, he became the
commanding general of III Corps, holding this post from June to September
1943. In the latter month, he was sent to London where he became deputy G-3
of COSSAC. In February 1944 he was appointed G-3, SHAEF.

ApMIRAL HaroLD M. BURROUGH was assistant chief of the Naval Staff, Admiralty,

Lr.

at the beginning of the war. From 1940 to 1942 he commanded a cruiser squad-
ron. He was commander of Naval Forces, Algiers, in 1942, and Flag Officer
Commanding Gibraltar and Mediterranean Approaches, 1943-45. In January
1945 he succeeded Admiral Ramsay as Allied Naval Commander-in-Chief,
Expeditionary Force. After the dissolution of SHAEF he became British Naval
Commander-in-Chief, Germany.

GeN. M. B. Burrows served in the North Russian Expeditionary Force, 1918-19.
In the period 1938-40 he was military attaché at Rome, Budapest, and Tirana.
He served as head of the British Military Mission to the USSR in 194344, and
as General Officer Commanding-in-Chief of the West Africa Command in
1945-46.
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GENERALFELDMARSCHALL ERNST Busch served as an infantry officer in World War I.
He commanded the VI Corps in the Polish compaign and in October 1939 was
appointed commander of the Sixfeenth Army. In November 1943 he was made
acting commander in chief of Army Group Center on the Eastern Front. From May
1944 until August 1944 Busch was commander in chief of Army Group Center. He
was then relieved and placed in the officers’ reserve pool until March 1945 when
he was made commander of Fuehrungsstab Nordkueste which was renamed OB
NORDWEST in early May 1945.

Maj. GEn. A. M. CAMERON, a member of the antiaircraft operations section of the
War Office at the beginning of the war, went to Antiaircraft Command Head-
quarters in 1940. Later he commanded a brigade and a group in the Antiaircraft
Command. He was commanding a group on the south coast of England when
sent to SHAEF in May 1944.

Maj. GEN. Joun G. W. CLaRk was commander of an infantry brigade at the start
of the war and led it to France. Later he was a divisional commander in Palestine
and Iraqg. He served in North Africa and Sicily in 1942 and 1943 and at the end
of 1943 he became Major General in Charge of Administration, Middle East. In
January 1944 he was transferred to Allied Force Headquarters as chief admin-
istrative officer. One year later he became head of the SHAEF Mission
(Netherlands).

Lt. GEn. J. LaAwTon CoLLins was chief of staff of VII Corps in January 1941. After
the attack at Pear]l Harbor he became chief of staff of the Hawaiian Department.
In May 1942 he became commanding general of the 25th Division. He relieved
the 1st Marine Division on Guadalcanal in December 1942 and later fought in
the New Georgia campaign. In December 1943 he was transferred to the Euro-
pean Theater of Operations where he assumed command of the VII Corps and
led it in the assault on northwest Europe.

AR Cuier MarsHAL Sir ARTHUR ConNINGHAM served with the New Zealand Forces
Samoa and Egypt from 1914 to 1916 and then in Europe from 1916 to 1919. In
World War II he served with Bomber Command, working with the Eighth Army
in North Africa and forming the First Tactical Air Force, French North Africa.
He furnished air support to the Eighth Army in Sicily and Italy in 1943 and
commanded the 2d Tactical Air Force in northwest Europe in 1944-45.

Maj. GEN RoBERT W. CRAWFORD was district engineer in New Orleans in 1939 when
he was called to the War Plans Division in Washington and assigned duties in
connection with overseas supplies, munitions, allocations, and the like. By July
1942 he was transferred to the 8th Armored Division as head of a combat com-
mand. Near the end of 1942, he became Commanding General, Services of Sup-
ply, U.S. Army Forces in the Middle East. From this post he was sent in July
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1943to the United Kingdom where he served for a time as deputy commander
and later as chief of staff of the Services of Supply organization, and as G4,
Headquarters, ETOUSA. In November 1943 he became deputy G-4 of
COSSAC. On the activation of SHAEF he became G—4 of SHAEF.

Rear Abm. GeorgE E. CREAsy commanded a destroyer flotilla from 1939to May
1940. FromJune 1940 to August 1942, he headed the division of antisubmarine
warfare at the Admiralty, and in 1942-43 commanded the Duke of York, taking
part in the North African landings. In August 1943 he joined COSSAC as naval
chief of staff, becoming chief of staffto Admiral Ramsay when the latter was
named to the post of Allied Naval Commander-in-Chief, Expeditionary Force.

Gen. Henry D. G. Crerar was senior officer, Canadian Military Headquarters,
London, in 1939-40. In 1940-41 he served as Chief of General Staff, Canada.
He became commander of the 2d Canadian Division Overseas in 1941. From
1942to 1944 he commanded the 1st Canadian Corps and for a part of the same
period commanded the Canadian Corps Mediterranean Area (1943-44). He
led the 1st Canadian Army in 1944-45.

AbmiraL oF THE FLEET SR ANDREw B. CunningHAM entered the Royal Navy in
1898 and participated in World War 1. As Commander-in-Chief, Mediterranean,
between 1939 and 1942, he directed operations against the Italian Fleet at
Taranto and Matapan and evacuated the British forces from Greece. He headed
the British naval delegation in Washington briefly in 1942 before becoming
Naval Commander-in-Chief, Expeditionary Force, North Africa. In October
1943 he replaced Admiral Sir Dudley Pound as First Sea Lord.

Bric. GEN. THomasJ. Davis was an aide of General MacArthur in the Philippines
from 1928to 1930and returned with him to the U.S. to duty in the Office ofthe
Chief of Staff in 1930. In September 1933 he returned to the Philippines, serving
as assistant military adviser under MacArthur until January 1938when he be-
came adviser in the Philippines on adjutant general affairs. In January 1940
Davis came back to the War Department, firstin The Adjutant General’s Office
and then as executive officer of the Special Service Branch of the War Depart-
ment. In April 1942 he became executive officer in the office ofthe ChiefofAd-
ministrative Services, Headquarters, SOS. He was appointed adjutant general
of Headquarters, ETOUSA, inJuly 1942. From August 1942toJanuary 1944
he was adjutant general ofAllied Force Headquarters. In February 1944 he was
named adjutant general of SHAEF. In April when the SHAEF Public Relations
Division was established, he became its head. In October 1944 he returned to
the post of adjutant general of SHAEF.

MaJs. Gen.JoHN R. Deane was secretary of the War Department General Staff in
February 1942. He became American secretary of the Combined Chiefs of Staff
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in September 1942. In October 1943 he was appointed as head of the U.S. mili-
tary mission to the USSR.

Maj. Gen. Francis DE GuinGAND, a graduate of the Royal Military College, Sand-
hurst, was Military Assistant to the Secretary of State for War in 1939-40 and
later became Director Military Intelligence Middle East. In 1942-44 he served
as chief of staff of the British Eighth Army, and in 1944 he took over the same
post in the 21 Army Group.

Gen. S1r MiLes DemMpsEY commanded the 13th Infantry Brigade in France in 1940,
receiving the D.S.O. He returned to England to become Brigadier General Staff
with the Canadians under Gen. A. G. L. MacNaughton. Shortly after El
Alamein, he took command of the 13th Corps of the Eighth Army and led itin
the Sicilian campaign and in the invasion of Italy. In January 1944 he became
commander of the Second British Army, which he led through the remainder of
the war in France, Belgium, the Netherlands, and Germany.

GEN. Jacos L. Devers became chief of the Armored Forces, Fort Knox, Ky., in the
summer of 1941. From this post he went in May 1943 to the command of the
European Theater of Operations. While there he helped COSSAC in its plan-
ning for the OvErRLORD operation. In December 1943 he succeeded General
Eisenhower as commanding general of the North African Theater of Operations.
Later he was Deputy Commander in Chief, Allied Force Headquarters, and
Deputy Supreme Allied Commander, Mediterranean Theater. In September
1944 he became commander of the 6th Army Group, which consisted of Seventh
U.S. and First French Armies.

Maj. GeN. RicHarp H. DEWING was a brigadier instructing at the Imperial Defence
College in 1939. Shortly thereafter he was appointed Director of Military Oper-
ations at the War Office with the rank of major general. In 1940 he became Chief
of Staff, Far East, and in 1942 joined the British Army staff in Washington. He
spent the next two years as head of the United Kingdom Liaison Staff in
Australia and in 1945 was appointed head of SHAEF Mission (Denmark).

FiELD MarsHAL Sir Joun DiLL, a veteran of the Boer War, served near the end of
World War I as Field Marshal Haig’s Brigadier General Staff Operations. Later
he was on the general staff in India, Director of Military Operations and Intel-
ligence in the War Office, and commander in chief at Aldershot. He served as
Chief of the Imperial General Staff from May 1940 to the end of 1941. In Decem-
ber 1941 he was sent to Washington as head of the British Joint Staff Mission and
senior British member of the Combined Chiefs of Staff organization in Washing-
ton. He was serving in this capacity at the time of his death in November 1944.
He is buried in Arlington National Cemetery.
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GrossabpMiRAL Karr DoeNITZ served in naval air and submarine forces in World

L.

War . He was placed in sole charge of Germany’s U-Boats in 1935 when he was
appointed Fuehrer der Unterseeboote. In early 1941 Doenitz’ position was raised and
he was named Befehlshaber der Unterseeboote. He held this position until the spring
of 1943 when he was given supreme command of the German Navy and named
Grossadmzral. In late April 1945 Hitler designated Doenitz as his successor in place
of Goering. After Hitler’s death Doenitz carried on the German government until
his arrest by the Allied Command in May 1945.

GEeN. JaMes H. DooLiTTLE served in World War I as a flier. He resigned from the
Army in 1930 but continued his work in aeronautics as a civilian. He was
recalled to duty in 1940, and in April 1942 led the first aerial raid on the Jap-
anese mainland. He was assigned to duty with the Eighth Air Force in the
United Kingdom in July 1942 and in September of that year assumed command
of the Twelfth Air Force in North Africa. In March 1943 he became command-
ing general of the North African Strategic Air Forces. He was named commander
of the Fifteenth Air Force in November 1943. From January 1944 until the end
of the war he headed the Eighth Air Force in the European Theater of
Operations.

Bric. GEN. BEVERLY C. DUNN was district engineer at Seattle, Wash., in July 1940.

In March 1942 he was assigned to the North Atlantic Engineer Division, New
York. He became deputy chief engineer at Headquarters, SHAEF, in February
1944. Shortly before the dissolution of SHAEF he succeeded General Hughes as
chief engineer.

GENERAL OF THE ARMY DwigHT D. E1seNHOWER was graduated from West Point in

1915 and commissioned in that year. His first assignment was with the 19th In-
fantry Regiment. He remained with this unit, except for short periods of
detached service, until 1917. In September of that year he was assigned to duty
in the 57th Infantry Regiment. During World War I he served as instructor at
the Officer Training Camp at Fort Oglethorpe, Ga., from September to Decem-
ber 1917, taught in the Army Service Schools at Fort Leavenworth, Kans., from
December 1917 to February 1918, had a tour of duty with the 65th Battalion
Engineers, which he organized at Fort Meade, Md., and commanded Camp
Colt, Pa. After the war he commanded tank corps troops at Fort Dix, N. J., and
at Fort Benning, Ga. In 1919 he returned to Fort Meade where he served in
various tank battalions until January 1922, Meanwhile he graduated from the
Infantry Tank School. In 1922 he went to the Panama Canal Zone where he
served as executive officer at Camp Gaillard. From September to December 1924
he was recreation officer at the headquarters of Third Corps Area. This assign-
ment was followed by a tour as recruiting officer at Fort Logan, Colo., until
August 1925. He then attended Command and General Staff School at Fort
Leavenworth, graduating as an honor student in June 1926. A brief tour with the
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24th Division followed. From January to August 1927 he was on duty with the
American Battle Monuments Commission in Washington. He graduated from
the Army War College in June 1928 and then went back for a year with the
Battle Monuments Commission with duty in Washington and France. From
November 1929 to February 1933 he was Assistant Executive, Office of the
Assistant Secretary of War. During this period he graduated from the Army
Industrial College. From 1933 to September 1935 he was in the Office of the
Chief of Staff (Gen. Douglas MacArthur). He served as assistant to the military
adviser of the Philippine Islands from September 1935 to 1940. In 1940 he was
assigned to duty with the 15th Infantry Regiment. In November of that year he
became chief of staff of the 3d Division, in March 1941 chief of staff of the IX
Corps, and in June 1941 chief of staff of the Third Army. He joined the War
Plans Division of the War Department in December 1941 and became chief of
the division in the following February. On 25 June 1942 he was named com-
manding general of the European Theater of Operations. In November 1942 he
commanded the Allied landings in North Africa and in the same month became
Commander in Chief, Allied Forces in North Africa. As commander of Allied
Forces in the Mediterranean he directed operations in Tunisia, Sicily, and Italy
until December 1943 when he was named Supreme Commander, Allied Expedi-
tionary Force. In this post he directed the invasion of northwest Europe and the
campaigns against Germany.

Maj. GEN. GEORGE W. E. JamEs ERSKINE was a lieutenant colonel on the staff of a

division in England at the outbreak of war. In June 1940 he was given command
of a battalion and in January 1941 a brigade. He went with the latter to the
Middle East in June 1941. In February 1942 he became Brigadier General Staff,
Headquarters, 13 Corps, and in January 1943 was given command of the 7th
Armoured Division. He commanded this unit in the Western Desert, Italy, and
Normandy. In August 1944 he became head of the SHAEF mission to Belgium.

GENERALADMIRAL HANs vON FRIEDEBURG, was commanding admiral of submarines

Lr.

in June 1944. He was appointed commander in chief of the German Navy by
Doenitz in early May 1945 and as such signed the final capitulations in Reims
and Berlin. He committed suicide soon thereafter.

GEN. S1ik HuMFREY M. GALE was deputy director of supplies and transport in the
War Office at the beginning of the war. Two months later he became G-4 of 3
British Corps and went to France. In 1940, after Dunkerque, he became Major
General in Charge of Administration (includes both G~1 and G4 functions in
the British Army) in the Scottish Command. He left this assignment in July 1941
to take a similar position at Home Forces under Sir Alan Brooke. In August 1942
he was appointed chief administrative officer on General Eisenhower’s staffin the
Mediterranean, where he remained until February 1944. At that time he was
appointed one of the deputy chiefs of staff of SHAEF with the title Chief Admin-
istrative Officer.
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Lr. Gen. Leonarp T. GErow was executive officer of the War Plans Division of the

War Department from 1936 to 1939. He served as chief of staff of the 2d Division
through 1939. In 1940 he was appointed assistant commandant of the Infantry
School. In October 1940 he was transferred to the 8th Division and in December
of that year he was assigned to the War Plans Division, War Department. He was
chief of that division at the time of the Pearl Harbor attack. In February 1942 he
was given command of the 29th Division and later was put in charge of field
forces in the European theater. In July 1943 he became commander of V Corps
and led that unit in the assault in northwest Europe. He became commanding
general of the Fifteenth Army in January 1945.

ReicHsmarscHALL Hermany GOERING was one of Germany’s outstanding flyers in

Lr.

World War . He became a member of the Nazi party in 1922 and held many
party positions. In 1933 he was made Reich Minister for Air and in 1935 named
Commander in Chief of the Air Force. As President of the Council of Ministers
for the Defense of the Reich and as Trustee for the Four Year Plan, Goering exer-
cised great influence on the political and economic life of the Reich. Long desig-
nated as Hitler’s successor, he was removed from this position in late April 1945,
Goering was captured by American forces in May 1945.

Gen. Sir A, E. Grasett, a Canadian-born officer, was stationed in China in
1938-41. He returned to the United Kingdem in 1941 to command a division,
and from 1941 to 1943 a corps. He next served as chief of the Liaison Branch of
the War Office, and after the organization of Supreme Headquarters he became
chief of the European Allied Contact Section. In April 1944 he was appointed
chief of the G5 Division. ’

GeNERALOBERST HEINZ GUDERIAN, a veteran of World War I, was a strong proponent

of armored warfare. At the outbreak of World War II, he was given command of
XIX Panzer Corps and in this position fought in the Polish and French campaigns.
He commanded the Second Panzer Group, later designated Second Panzer Army, in the
Russian campaign from June to December 1941, Guderian was then placed in an
officers’ reserve pool until February 1943, at which time he was assigned as Inspec-
tor General of Panzer Troops. In July 1944, while still on this assignment, he was des-
ignated as acting chief of the Army General Staff. He held these positions until he
was relieved in March 1945, Guderian was captured near Zell am See, Tirol, 10
May 1945.

MarsnHAL oF THE RovaL AR Force Sik ArTHUR T. HaRR1S, who was commanding

the RAF in Palestine and Transjordan in the summer of 1939, became chief of the
No. 5 Group of Bomber Command at the outbreak of war. In 1940 he became
deputy chief of the Air Staff under Air Chief Marshal Portal. In May 1941 he
came to the United States as head of the RAF delegation and as member of the
British Joint Staff Mission. He remained in Washington until February 1942
when he was named Commander-in-Chief, Bomber Command.
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GENERALOBERST DER WAFFEN SS PauL Hausser was a member of the General Staff
Corps and served as a divisional and corps staff officer in World War 1. He was re-
tired from the Army with the rank of Generalleutnant in 1932. Hausser became a
member of the Waffen SS in 1934 and by 1939 had again reached his former rank
of Generalleutnant. During the Polish campaign Hausser served on the staff of Pan-
zer Division Kempf. From October 1939 until October 1941 he commanded the 24
8§ Panzer Division “Das Reich.” During this period he was wounded and had to be
hospitalized until June 1942, at which time he became commander of the 77 §S
Panzer Corps. He led this corps until the end of June 1944, fighting in the east, in
Italy, and finally in Normandy. At the end of June 1944 Hausser was assigned to
command the Seventh Army, holding this position until late August 1944, when he
was again severely wounded and hospitalized until January 1945. From the end
of January until the beginning of April 1945 Hausser commanded Army Group G.
Thereafter, until he was taken prisoner on 13 May 1945, Hausser served on the
staff of OB WEST. o

RercusrUEHRER SS uND CHEF DER DEUTSCHEN PoLizer HEinricH HIMMLER served as
a 2d lieutenant in a Bavarian infantry regiment in World War I. A Nazi party
member since 1925, Himmler by 1936 had brought all of the German police and
the SS under his control. After the putsch of 20 July 1944 Himmler was also ap-
pointed Chief of the Replacement Army (Chef der Heeresruestung und Befehishaber des
Ersatzheeres). In late November 1944 all of the defenses on the eastern bank of the
upper Rhine were placed under him as Oberbefehishaber Oberrhein. Hinimler
retained this command until late January 1945 when he became commander in
chief of Army Group Weichsel on the Eastern Front. On 20 March 1945 Himmler
relinquished command of Army Group Weichsel. He was captured by Allied troops
in early May 1945 and committed suicide shortly thereafter.

GeN. CourtNeYy H. Hopaes, an overseas veteran of World War I, became comman-
dant of the Infantry School, Fort Benning, Ga., in October 1940. He was named
Chief of Infantry, War Department, in May 1941, and commanding general of
the Replacement and School Command, Army Ground Forces, in March 1942.
Later he became commanding general of X Corps. From this post he went to the
command of the Third Army in February 1943. In March 1944 he was sent to
the European Theater of Operations as deputy commander of the First Army. He
succeeded General Bradley in command of that army on | August 1944 and led
it through France, Belgium, Germany, and to the Czechoslovakian frontier at the
war’s end.

Maj. Gen. H. B. W. HuGHES was chief engineer of the Western Command in 1939
and engineer-in-chief of General Wavell’s Middle East Command from 1940 to
1943. In December 1943 he became chief engineer of COSSAC and in February
of the following year chief of the Engineer Division of SHAEF. The latter post he
held until the spring of 1945.
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GENERALOBERST ALFRED JoDL served as an artillery officer in World War 1. In Sep-
tember 1939 Jodl was assigned to the OKW/ Wehrmachtfuehrungsstab, becoming
chief of this office in the following month. He held this position until the close of
the war. He became a prisoner of war in May of 1945.

GeNERAL ALPHONSE PIERRE JUIN was born in Algiers and spent much of his early
career in North Africa. He served for a time as an aide of Marshal Lyautey and
was regarded as a strong disciple of that commander. From 1938 to 1939 Juin was
chief of staff to General Nogues, commander of the North African Theater of Op-
erations. Near the close of 1939, he headed an infantry division in northern
France and helped to cover the withdrawal to Dunkerque the following year. On
the fall of France he became a German prisoner, but was released in 1941. In the
summer of that year, he was given a command in Morocco and later in1941 was
named commander in chief of French forces in North Africa. In 1943 he was_
placed at the head of the French Expeditionary Corps, which performed bril-
liantly in Italy. In 1944 General de Gaulle appointed him to the post of Chief of
Staff of the Ministry of National Defense.

GENERALFELDMARSCHALL WILHELM KEITEL served in various staff positions at corps
and army headquarters in World War 1. He was appointed chief of OKW in
1938, a position he held for the duration of the war. Keitel was taken into custody
in mid-May 1945.

Maj. Gen. ALBerT W. KENNER was chief surgeon of the Armored Service at Fort
Knox, Ky., at the beginning of the war. He was taken by General Patton to
North Africa as chief surgeon of the Western Task Force in November 1942. One
month later he became Chief Surgeon, North African Forces, under General
Eisenhower. In 1943 he returned to Washington as Assistant Surgeon General
with the task of training and inspecting Ground Forces medical troops. He came
to SHAEF in February 1944 as chief medical officer.

GENERALFELDMARSCHALL ALBERT KESSELRING, served on various divisional and corps
staffs in World War 1. After staff and troop assignments he was assigned as ad-
ministrative chief to the Reich Air Ministry. Kesselring remained in this position
until June 1936 when he was assigned as chief of the Air Force General Staff. In
the Polish campaign he commanded First Air Force and later in 1940 Second Air
Force in France. In December 1941 Kesselring was appointed as Commander in
Chief South with command of all German Air Force units in the Mediterranean
and North African theaters. In the fall of 1943 he was redesignated as Com-
mander in Chief Southwest with nominal command of the German armed forces
in Italy. Kesselring was transferred to Germany as Commander in Chief West in
March 1945 and later designated as Commander in Chief South. He was taken
prisoner at Saalfelden on 6 May 1945,
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FrLeer Apmirar Ernest J. Kine graduated from the Naval Academy in 1901. He
served during World War 1 as assistant chief of staff to the Commander in Chief,
U.S. Fleet. Beginning in 1937 he served in succession as member of the General
Board of the Navy, commander of the U.S. Fleet Patrol Force, and commander
in chief of the Atlantic Fleet. In December 1941 he became Commander in Chief,
U.S. Fleet, and in 1942 also took the title of Chief of Naval Operations.

Vice ApM. ALaN G. Kirk in 1941 was naval attaché in London, where his duties in-
cluded reporting on German naval organization. From March to October 1941
he served as Chief of Naval Intelligence in Washington. This assignment was fol-
lowed by brief tours on convoy duty in the North Atlantic and in transporting
troops to Iceland. In May 1942 he became chief of staff to Admiral Stark in Lon-
don. Admiral Kirk was appointed Commander, Amphibious Force, Atlantic
Fleet, in March 1943 and helped prepare the forces for the Sicilian operation.
Later he was in charge of transporting some 20,000 soldiers to the Meditér-
ranean. He served as commander of U.S. Naval Forces for the cross-Channel
attack and held operational control of all U.S. naval forces under General Eisen-
hower except those in the south of France. Later he was head of the U.S. Naval
Mission at SHAEF and was for a short time acting Allied Naval Commander
after Admiral Ramsay was killed in January 1945.

GENERALFELDMARSCHALL GUENTHER vON K1uGE served as an infantry and mountain
troop officer in World War 1. During the Polish and French campaigns, and the
early part of the Russian campaign, of World War 11 von Kluge commanded the
Fourth Army. In December 1941 he was assigned as commander in chief of Army
Group Center on the Eastern Front, a position he held until May 1944. Von Kluge
relieved von Rundstedt as Commander in Chief West in early July 1944, and was
relieved in turn by Model at the beginning of September 1944, On his way to
Germany he commitied suicide.

GEen. PiERRE Joserpn KoENIG was serving as a captain in the French Foreign Legion
at the outbreak of war. As a major he led elements of the legion at Narvik in May
and June 1940. After these forces were withdrawn, he went back to France. On
the fall of France he fled to the United Kingdom where he joined the Gaullist
forces. Shortly thereafter he went to Africa. As the commander of a brigade, he
fought at Bir Hacheim in Libya. On 1 August 1943 he became assistant chief of
staff of the French ground forces in North Africa. The French Committee of Na-
tional Liberation named him its delegate to SHAEF in March 1944 and also
gave him the title of commander of French Forces of the Interior in Great Britain.
When Allied forces entered France, he assumed command of the French Forces
of the Interior in France. On the liberation of Paris in August 1944 he was named
military governor of Paris and commander of the Military Region of Paris. In
July 1945 he became commander in chief of French forces in Germany.
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GeNERAL DER INFANTERIE Hans KREBS served as an infantry officer in World War 1.
In 1939 he was in the Intelligence Division of the General Staff of the Army. Krebs
was assigned as chief of staff of the VII Corps in December 1939 and served in this
capacity until March 1941. He was then appointed as acting German military
attaché in Moscow, remaining in this post until the outbreak of war between Ger-
many and the Soviet Union. From January 1942 until September 1944 he served
as chief of staff first of the Ninth Army and later of Army Group Center on the Eastern
Front. Krebs was appointed chief of staff of Army Group B at the beginning of Sep-
tember 1944 and remained in this position until 1 April 1945 when he was named
acting chief of the General Stafl. Krebs was killed or committed suicide in Berlin

in May 1945,

Maj. Gen, Francis H. Lananan, Jr., was chief of the War Plans Division, Signal
Corps, from December 1941 to June 1942. From June to December 1942 he
served as assistant director of planning in charge of the Theater Section. He was
director of planning of the same branch from January to June 1943. From August
1943 to February 1945 he served as deputy chief of the Signal Division at
COSSAC and SHAEF. In March 1945 he succeeded General Vulliamy as chief
of the Signal Division, SHAEF.

GeN. Jean pE LatTre DE TassioNy commanded the 14th Infantry Division in 1940.
He withdrew his forces into the French zone in that year. He was commanding
a military region in the south of France in November 1942 when he was arrested
for a demonstration he made at the time of the Allied landings in North Africa.
He was sentenced 1o ten years’ imprisonment by the Vichy authorities but es-
caped from the Riom prison in September 1943 and went to the United King-
dom. At the end of the year he went to North Africa. On 18 April 1944 he was
appointed commanding general of Armée B, which was later named the First
French Army.

Fieer ApmiraL WiLriam D. Leany graduated from the Naval Academy in 1897
and served in the war against Spain. During World War I he sefved on ships of
the line and on a transport. In 1933 he became chief of the Bureau of Navigation.
Four years later he became Chief of Naval Operations. In 1939, after he had re-
tired, President Roosevelt appointed him governor of Puerto Rico and in the fol-
lowing year made him Ambassador to France. He was recalled to active duty in
1942 and made chief of staff to the Commander in Chief, a post he held under
Presidents Roosevelt and Truman.

AIR CHieF MarsHAL Sik Trarrorp Leice-Mavriory won the Distinguished Flying
Order in the Royal Flying Corps in World War 1. He commanded the 11 and 12
Fighter Groups in the Battle of Britain in World War II. From November 1942 to
December 1943 he served as Air Officer Commanding-in-Chief, Fighter Com-
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mand. At the close of 1943 he was appointed Commander-in-Chief, Allied Expe-
ditionary Air Force, and as such commanded the tactical air forces in support of
the Allied Expeditionary Force. He was transferred to the post of Commander-in-
Chief, South-East Asia Command, in the early fall of 1944, but was killed in a
plane crash en route to that headquarters in November 1944,

Maj. GeN. Joun T. LEwis served in 1941 in the Office of the Secretary, General Staff,
War Department. In February of the following year he was assigned to a coast
artillery brigade in New York. He was named Commanding General, Military
District of Washington, in May 1942. While in this post he was a member of the
commission which tried the Nazi saboteurs. In September 1944 he was selected
as chief of SHAEF Mission (France).

Bric. GEN. RoBERT A. McCLurg, U.S. Millitary Attaché in London in 1941 and
military attaché to the eight governments-in-exile in the United Kingdorﬁ, be-
came G-2 of ETOUSA under General Eisenhower early in 1942. From Novem-
ber 1942 to November 1943 he headed the Public Relations, Psychological War-
fare and Censorship Section at AFHQ. In November 1943 he was sent to
COSSAC to organize a similar section. In February 1944 he became G-6 of
SHAEF. When that division was divided later in the year, he was appointed chief
of the Psychological Warfare Division of SHAEF.

Bricapier KENNETH G. McLEAN at the outbreak of war became a member of the
staff of the 52d Division in Scotland. From April 1940 to June 1941 he was an
Army representative on the British GHQ Planning Staff. When COSSAC was
established in 1943, he became the Army member of the planning staff. On the
activation of SHAEF he was named head of the Planning Section of G-3.

GENERAL OF THE ARMY GEORGE C. MARSHALL was graduated from Virginia Military
Institute in 1901 and commissioned early in the following year. He served on
the staffs of the First and Second Armies in World War 1. In July 1938 he became
Assistant Chief of Staff, War Plans Division, General Staff, and in October was
appointed Deputy Chief of Staff of the Army. In September 1939 he became
Chief of Staff of the Army.

GENERALFELDMARSCHALL WALTER MODEL served as an infantry officer in World War
1. During the Polish and French campaigns in 1939 and 1940 he served as a corps
and army chief of staff. In the Russian campaign from 1941 until 1944 he served
in succession as a division, corps, and army commander. Model in January 1944
was assigned as commander in chief of Army Group North on the Eastern Front. In
mid-August 1944 he was transferred to the west as Commander in Chief West
and concurrently as commander in chief of Army Group B. Upon Rundstedt’s re-
turn as Commander in Chief West in early September 1944, Model retained
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command of Army Group B, a post he kept until the final dissolution of Army Group
Bin April 1945. Model is said to have committed suicide at this time.

FierLp MarsuAL SIR BERNARD Law MonTGOMERY commanded the 3d British Divi-

Lrt.

sion in France in the winter and spring of 1939-40. He was given temporary com-
mand of the 2 Corps at Dunkerque. In the fall of 1940 he was given the 5 Corps
and, in 1941, the 12 Corps. In 1942 he became head of the Southeast Command.
In the summer of that year he was told that he would head the First British Army
in the North African invasion, but the death of General Gott, who was slated for
the command of the British Eighth Army led to Montgomery’s selection for the
post. As commander of this army he won the battle of El Alamein, pursued Mar-
shal Rommel’s forces to Tunisia, and helped defeat the enemy in Tunisia. Later
he led the Eighth Army to Sicily and Italy. His appointment as Commander-in-
Chief, 21 Army Group, was announced in December 1943. He commanded the
Allied assault forces in Normandy, serving in that capacity until 1 September
1944 when General Eisenhower assumed control of field operations. Field Mar-
shal Montgomery led the combined British and Canadian forces in France, Bel-
gium, the Netherlands, and Germany for the remainder of the war. During much
of this time the Ninth U.S. Army was also under his command. In the course of
the Ardennes counteroffensive he was also given command of the First U.S.
Army.

GEN. Sir FREDERICK E. MoORGAN served in France in 1940 as commander of a
group of the 1st Armoured Division. In May 1942 he was appointed to command
the 1st Corps District, which included Lincolnshire and the East Riding of York-
shire. In October of that year he was made commander of the 1 Corps and placed
under General Eisenhower. He was given the task of preparing a subsidiary land-
ing in the western Mediterranean either to reinforce the initial landings or to deal
with a German thrust through Spain. When neither operation proved necessary,
he was directed to plan the invasion of Sardinia. In time this was abandoned and
he was directed to plan the invasion of Sicily. This project was later given to the
armies in North Africa. In the spring of 1943 he became chief of staff to the
Supreme Allied Commander and as such directed planning for the invasion of
northwest Europe. He served in 1944 and 1945 as Deputy Chief of Staff, SHAEF.

AwmBassaDpOR RoeerT D. MURrPHY, a career diplomat, was counselor of the U.S. Em-

bassy in Paris when war began in Europe. After the fall of France, he served
briefly as chargé d’affaires at Vichy. In November 1940 he was detailed to Al-
giers. In the fall of 1942 he helped in negotiations between Allied military leaders
and the French forces in North Africa. After the invasion of that area he was
named political adviser to General Eisenhower. Later he became Chief Civil Af-
fairs Adviser for Italian Affairs on General Eisenhower’s staff and also served as
U.S. member of the Advisory Council to the Allied Control Commission for Italy.
At this time he was given the rank of Ambassador. In August 1944 Mr. Murphy
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was named political adviser at SHAEF and Chief of the Political Division for the
U.S. Group Control Council set up to plan postwar occupation of Germany.
Later he served as political adviser to Generals Eisenhower, McNarney, and

Clay.

Bric. GEN. ARTHUR S. NEVINs served in the Strategy Section of the War Plans Divi-
sion of the War Department from May 1941 until after the outbreak of war with
Japan. In the spring of 1942 he went to the United Kingdom as a member of the
planning staff for the North African invasion. When II U.S. Corps was activated
he became its deputy chief of staff. Later he became G-3 of the Fifth U.S. Army.
After a month in that position he worked as an Army planner on the Sicilian in-
vasion, and was then appointed operations officer on General Alexander’s com-
bined headquarters staff. In October 1943 he went to the United Kingdom to
head the Plans and Operations Section of COSSAC, a post he was holding when
he was appointed chief of the Operations Section, G-3 Division, SHAEF.

GEN. SirR BERNARD PaGET was commandant of the Staff College, Camberley, at the
outbreak of war. He then took command of the 13th Division in East Anglia and
in the spring of 1940 commanded British forces in the Andalsnes area during the
expedition to Norway. After Dunkerque he was named Chief of Staff, Home
Forces, and then served for a time as chief of the Southeast Command. When
General Brooke became Chief of the Imperial General Staff in 1942, General
Paget succeeded him as commander of Home Forces. As head of this command,
Paget was a member of the Combined Commanders. When the 21 Army Group
was established in the summer of 1943, he was named to command it. On 24
December 1943 he was assigned to the Middle East Command.

Lt. GEN. ALEXANDER M. PatcH was in command of the Infantry Replacement
Center at Camp Croft, N. C., at the outbreak of war. In the spring of 1942 he
commanded a U.S. infantry division in New Caledonia, and on 8 December
1942 he assumed command of Army, Navy, and Marine forces operating against
the enemy on Guadalcanal. He became commander of the X1V Corps in Jan-
uary 1943. In April of that year he returned to the United States where he took
command of the I'V Corps. He was designated commanding general of Seventh
Army in March 1944, and in August of that year brought it into southern
France. He commanded it in Alsace during that fall and winter and led it into
Germany the following spring. In July 1945 he became commanding general of
the Fourth Army at Fort Sam Houston, Tex., where he died in November 1945.

GEN. GEORGE S. PaTTON, JR., commanded the ground elements of the Western Task
Force in the landings in North Africa in November 1942. In March 1943 he
assumed command of the II Corps in Tunisia. In April of that year he began the
work of planning the invasion of Sicily. He commanded the U.S. forces in the
assault on that island. His headquarters was renamed Seventh U.S. Army after
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the landings in Sicily. He was brought to the United Kingdom as commander of
the Third U.S. Army in the spring of 1944. It became active on the Continent on
1 August 1944 and under his direction campaigned in France, Luxembourg,
Belgium, Germany, and Czechoslovakia. After the war’s end he became com-
manding general of the Fifteenth Army. He died as a result of an automobile
accident in December 1945.

Mg. CuarLEs B. P. PEAkE entered the British diplomatic service in 1922. In 1939 he
was made head of the News Department of the Foreign Office and Chief Press
Adviser to the Ministry of Information. In 1941 he was temporarily attached to
Viscount Halifax as personal assistant in Washington and promoted to be a
counsellor of embassy. From 1942 to 1943 he was the British representative to the
French National Committee and in October 1943 he was appointed to General
Eisenhower’s staff as political liaison officer to the Supreme Commander with the
rank of minister.

AmBassaDOR WiLrLiaM PHILLIPS began his career in the foreign service of the United
States as private secretary of the U.S. Ambassador to Great Britain in 1903.
Among his important appointments after that time were Ambassador to the
Netherlands in 1920, Undersecretary of the Department of State, 1922-24 and
1933-36, Ambassador to Italy, 1936-41, and personal representative of the Presi-
dent to India, 1942-43. He was appointed political adviser to the COSSAC staff
in September 1943 and held the same position at SHAEF from its activation until
September 1944.

MarsHaL oF THE Rovar AR Force Sir CHARLES PorTAL served as an observer and
fighter pilot in World War I. In the 1930’s he commanded the British Forces in
Aden and was Director of Organization, Air Ministry. Early in World War II he
served on the Air Council and was Air Officer Commanding-in-Chief, Bomber
Command. He was appointed Chief of the Air Staffin October 1940.

GrossaDMIRAL EricH RAEDER served in fleet and staff service during World War 1.
He was commander in chief of the German Navy from 1935 until 1943, when at
his own request he was replaced by Doenitz and appointed Inspector General of
the German Navy (Admiralinspekteur der Kriegsmarine), a nominal title.

ApMIrRAL BErTRAM H. RaMsay retired in 1938 after forty-two years in the Royal
Navy, serving the last three as Chief of Staff, Home Fleet. He was recalled to
duty in 1939 as Flag Officer Commanding, Dover, and in that post organized
the naval forces for the evacuation of Dunkerque. Later he helped plan the
TorcH operation, commanded a task force in the Sicilian invasion, and became
British naval commander in the Mediterranean. He was appointed Allied Naval
Commander-in-Chief, Expeditionary Force, in the fall of 1943 and served in that
post until his death in a plane crash in France on 1 January 1945.
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M-r. SamuEL REBER entered the U.S. Foreign Service in 1926. He was stationed in
Washington at the beginning of the war, but went to Martinique on a special
mission in early 1942. After the landings in North Africa he was transferred to
Mr. Murphy’s staff in Algiers. From there he went to Italy in October 1943 as a
member first of the Allied military mission and later of the Allied Control Com-
mission. While in Italy he was attached for special duty to the Fifth Army. He
left Italy in July 1944 and joined SHAEF as a political adviser.

Maj. GEN. HarRoLD REDMAN was instructing at the British Staff College in 1939. He
was then appointed to the War Cabinet Secretariat. In 1940 he was given com-
mand of a battalion in the United Kingdom. From June to December 1941 he
commanded an infantry brigade in the Middle East. At the end of the year he
was selected to be Brigadier General Staff, Headquarters Eighth Army. In March
1942 he returned again to a brigade command, which he held until 1943 when
he was appointed secretary to the Combined Chiefs of Staff in Washington. In
August 1944 he was promoted to major general and became deputy commander
of the French Forces of the Interior. In the following month he was appointed
deputy head of the SHAEF mission to France.

AR MarsHAL JaMes M. RoBe went to Canada at the beginning of the war to help
plan the Commonwealth Air Training Plan. In 1940 he became commander of
the No. 2 Bomber Group in the United Kingdom. Later, he was made chief of the
No. 15 Fighter Group, conimanding the Western Approaches to the United King-
dom. In 1942, he served as deputy chief of Combined Operations Headquarters
and then acted for a brief period as air commander at Gibralter during the inva-
sion of North Africa. He next served as air adviser to General Eisenhower. On the
formation of the Northwest African Air Forces in 1943, he became commander of
RAF North Africa and deputy to General Spaatz in the Northwest African Air
Forces. He became Deputy Chief of Staff (Air), SHAEF, in March 1944. On the
dissolution of AEAF in October 1944, he became Chief of the Air Staff (SHAEF).

GENERALFELDMARSCHALL ERWIN ROMMEL served as an infantry officer in World War
1. In August 1939 he was assigned as commandant of the Fuehrerhauptquartier, a
position he held until February 1940. Rommel participated in the French cam-
paign as commander of the Seventh Panzer Division. In February 1941 he was as-
signed to command the German troops assisting the Italians in North Africa.
Rommel remained in Africa from September 1941 until March 1943 and com-
manded first Panzer Army Africa and later Army Group Africa. In the late summer of
1943 Rommel was assigned as commander of Army Group B in northern Italy. In
the fall and winter of 1943 he conducted surveys of coastal defenses in the west.
In January 1944 he again became commander of Army Group B in the west and
retained this position until he was severely wounded in July 1944. Rommel,
suspected of complicity in the plot of 20 July 1944, was forced to commit suicide
in October 1944.
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GENERALFELDMARSCHALL GERD vON RuNDSTEDT served as chief of staff of various

division and corps headquarters in World War 1. He was retired in October 1938,
In June 1939 he was recalled to command Army Group South in the Polish cam-
paign. After a very short term as Commander in Chief East in occupied Poland
he was redesignated as commander in chief of Army Group A and transferred to
the Western Front. In May 1940 his forces broke through the Ardennes and ad-
vanced to the Channel coast. In October 1940 he was designated as Commander
in Chief West, a position he held until the transfer of his headquarters to the east
in the spring of 1941. During the Russian campaign von Rundstedt commanded
Army Group South (formerly Army Group A) from June until December 1941, when
at his own request he was relieved of command because of ill health. In March
1942 he was assigned as Commander in Chief West. He retained this position
until he was relieved early in July 1944, Von Rundstedt was reassigned to his
former position as Commander in Chief West on 4 September 1944 and remained
as such until his final relief on 10 March 1945. He was taken prisoner in Bad
Toelz on 1 May 1945.

Maj. Gen. LowerL W, Rooks was chief of the training division of Headquarters,

Army Ground Forces, in March 1942, In June of that year he became chief of
staff of 11 Corps. He was named G-3 of Headquarters, North African Theater of
Operations, when that headquarters was organized, and in January 1944 he was
named deputy chief of staff of Allied Force Headquarters. In March 1945 he
became Deputy G-3, SHAEF. In this position he helped to liquidate OKW at
the end of the war,

GENERALFELDMARSCHALL FERDINAND SCHOERNER served as an infantry officer in

World War I. From September 1939 until October 1943, he served with moun-
tain troops, rising from regimental to corps commander. After a short time as an
armored corps commander on the Eastern Front and then as a staff officer at
OKH, he was assigned as acting commander in chief of 4mmy Group A on the
Eastern Front. Schoerner was appointed commander in chief of Army Group 4in

. May 1944 and transferred to Army Group North as commander-in chiefin July

1944. In January 1945 he became commander of Army Group Center.

. Gen, WiLriaM H. Simpson, veteran of overseas service in World War I, held the

command of the 9th Infantry Regiment, 2d Division, in June 1940, He was given
command of the Infantry Replacement Training Center of the Army in April
1941. Six months later he became commanding general of the 35th Division, and
he served from April to September 1942 as commander of the 30th Division. For
one month he commanded the X1I Corps. In September 1943 he was placed at
the head of the Fourth Army. In the spring of 1944 an additional army head-
quarters (the Eighth) was formed from the Fourth Army, and General Simpson
was made commander of the new headquarters. He took it to the United King-
dom in May 1944 and remained as its head when it was renumbered the Ninth
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Army. He commanded the Ninth Army in France, Belgium, the Netherlands,
and Germany.

Lt. GEN. WALTER BEDELL SMITH was assistant secretary of the General Staff in Octo-
Ber 1939. He became Secretary, General Staff, in September 1941. In February
1942 he was named U.S. secretary of the Combined Chiefs of Staff and secretary
of the Joint Board. General Eisenhower chose him in September 1942 to be chief
of staff of the European Theater of Operations. Later he became chief of staff of
the Allied forces in North Africa and of the Mediterranean theater. At the end of
1943, he became chief of staff of SHAEF.

GEN. CARL Spaatz served with the First Aero Squadron of the Mexican Punitive
Expedition in 1916. During World War I he won the Distinguished Service Cross
in combat over St. Mihiel and the Meuse~Argonne. In 1940 he was sent to the
United Kingdom as an official observer of the Battle of Britain, On his return to
the United States he became commander of the Air Corps Materiel Division.
At the beginning of 1942 he became chief of the Army Air Forces Combat Com-
mand. In May of that year he was given the command of the Eighth Air Force,
which he took to the United Kingdom in the following July. Shortly thereafter
he also became Commanding General, U.S. Army Air Forces in Europe. At the
close of the year he was appointed commander of the Twelfth Air Force in North
Africa. Two months later he was named commander of the Northwest African
Air Forces. When the Mediterranean Allied Air Forces headquarters was estab-
lished in 1943 under Air Chief Marshal Tedder, General Spaatz became its
deputy commander. In January 1944 he went back to the United Kingdom
where he assumed command of the United States Strategic Air Forces in Europe.

Maj. GeN. KENNETH W. D. STRONG served as assistant military attaché in Berlin

shortly before the outbreak of war in 1939, and in the first one and a half years

of the war as head of the German Section, War Office. Later he commanded a

battalion and then became chief of intelligence of Home Forces. In February

- 1943 he was appointed G-2 of Allied Force Headquarters in the-Mediterranean.

In this capacity he helped General Smith in armistice negotiations with the
Italians. In the spring of 1944 he became G-2 of SHAEF.

GENERALOBERST KURT STUDENT was one of Germany’s first fighter pilots—in 1913—
and served in the Luftwaffe during World War 1. After the outbreak of World
War II, he took an active part in the paratroop attack on Rotterdam and in May
1941 commanded the paratroop attack on Crete. When the Allies invaded
Europe, Student held the position of Commander of Paratroops in OKL in Berlin, and
from 3 September until 31 October 1944 he was commander of the First Parachute
Army under Army Group B in the Albert Canal-Maastricht sector. For the next
three months he commanded Army Group Student, later renamed Army Group H, in
Holland. During the month of April 1945 he again commanded the First Para-
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chute Army in the Weser—Ems area. For the remaining week of the war, General
Student commanded Army Group Weichsel on the Eastern Front. He was captured
on 28 May 1945 near Flensburg.

AIR CHIEF MARSHAL SiR ARTHUR W. TEDDER served as British air commander in the

Middle East in 1942, helping to stop Rommel’s advance toward Egypt. His
forces also contributed to the success of the El Alamein attack and the subsequent
drive toward Tunisia. From February 1943 until the end of the year, he served as
Commander in Chief, Mediterranean Allied Air Forces, which included RAF
Middle East, RAF Malta Air Command, and the Northwest African Air Forces.
In January 1944 he was appointed Deputy Supreme Commander, SHAEF.

. Gen. HovT S. VANDENBERG served from June 1939 to June 1942 as assistant chief

of the Plans Division in the Office of the Chief of the Air Corps. From June to
August 1942 he was chief of the organization and equipment section in the A-3
Division of the same office. He went overseas in August 1942 as chief of staff of
the Twelfth Air Force and served in that capacity until August of the following
year. From August 1943 to March 1944 he was deputy chief of the Air Staffin
Washington. He filled the post of Deputy Air Commander, Allied Expeditionary
Air Force, from March to August 1944, and was then appointed to the command
of the Ninth Air Force.

Maj. Gen. C. H. H. VuiLiamy served in 1939-40 as chief signal officer of the Anti-

aircraft Defence of Great Britain. In 1940 he became chief signal officer of a corps
in Northern Ireland. He held a similar post in an army in 1941-42 before going
to the Middle East Command as chief signal officer in 1943. In November of that
year he became head of the Signals Division of COSSAC, and in February 1944
became chief of the Signal Division, SHAEF. He held this post until the spring of
1945.

Maj. Gen. J. F. M. WHITELEY, veteran of World War I, in which he was awarded the

Military Cross, served as Deputy Assistant Adjutant General India from 1932 to
1934. In the following year he became General Staff Officer, War Office, con-
tinuing as such until 1938. In World War II he served as deputy chief of staff at
Allied Force Headquarters, was assigned briefly as chief of intelligence at
SHAEF, and became Deputy G-3, SHAEF, in May 1944.

GENERALOBERST KURT ZEITZLER served as an infantry officer in World War I. In

World War IT he served as a corps chief of staff in the Polish and French cam-
paigns and as chief of staff of First Panzer Group, later Furst Panzer Army, in Russia
in 1941. After a short tour as chief of staff of 0B WEST he was appointed Chief
of the Army General Staff in September 1942. He was relieved of this position in
July 1944 and retired from the Army in January 1945.
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CHAPTER 1

The Supreme Commander

Christmas Eve, 1943, found the world
in its fourth year of war. The Allies, still
faced with the grim spectacle of western
Europe under Axis domination, gained
some cheer from the knowledge that their
position had improved substantially in the
year just ending. Not only had they won
victories in the Mediterranean, on the
Eastern Front, and in the Pacific, but the
Western Powers and the Soviet Union had
at last agreed upon the strategy for break-
ing the power of Hitler. As radio audiences
listened that Christmas Eve to the carols
already beginning to fill the air, they heard
the President of the United States an-
nounce the selection of General Dwight
David Eisenhower as Supreme Com-
mander of the Allied Expeditionary Force
that was to march against Germany. The
appointment meant that an important
milestone in World War II had been
passed. The last great phase of the war in
the West was about to begin and peace
seemed somehow nearer than it had
before.

The Selection of the Supreme Commander

Almost a year had elapsed between the
Casablanca Conference, which decided
that a Supreme Commander would be
named, and the announcement of 24
December.! The appointment had been
postponed initially on the ground that
more than a year would pass before the in-

vasion of northwest Europe (Operation
OvVERLORD) could be launched. The con-
ferees thought it sufficient at that stage to
select a Chief of Staff to the Supreme
Allied Commander (COSSAC)? and give
him power to choose a staff and to conduct
preliminary planning for the cross-Chan-
nel operation. Lt. Gen. Frederick E.
Morgan was named to head the COSSAC
staff. It was assumed that members of his
staff would serve as a nucleus for the future
Supreme Headquarters.

The final decision on a Supreme Com-
mander was delayed further for several
different reasons—some quite clear cut
and others indeterminate. The first, dis-
cussed at the Casablanca Conference, had
to do with the nationality of the Supreme
Commander. The U.S. President, Frank-
lin D. Roosevelt, realizing that any attack
made in the near future would have to be
mounted largely by the British, said that
the appointment if made then should go to
a British officer. Prime Minister Winston
S. Churchill proposed that the decision be
postponed, suggesting that the question be
settled ultimately in accordance with the

! The Casablanca Conference, a meeting of the
British and U.S. heads of government and the Com-
bined Chiefs of Staff, was held in Casablanca in Jan-
uary 1943. This is sometimes referred to as the ANFa
or SymeoL Conference. See below, pp. 37-41, for dis-
cussion of Combined Chiefs of Staff.

2 The title GOSSAC was used to indicate both the
headquarters and its head. This volume will use

COSSAC to refer to the headquarters; General Mor-
gan will be referred to as the COSSAC chief.
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Supreme Command in Europe, and that
the British interposed no objection. They
expected the U.S. Chief of Staff to be ap-
pointed, and it appears that some agree-
ment had been made whereby he would
act with the British Chiefs of Staff in Lon-
don on matters affecting operations in the
European theater.®

Even after agreeing tentatively on the
person to be named to the Supreme Com-
mand, the President delayed making the
final selection. While he was convinced
that General Marshall should be chosen
in order that he might have proper credit
for his work in building the American
Army, Mr. Roosevelt still wished to retain
the Chief of Staff ’s services in Washington
as long as possible.”

Publication of statements that General
Marshall was to lead the cross-Channel at-
tack received a varied reaction in the
United States. Many newspapers took the
appointment as a matter of course and de-
clared that the Chief of Staff was the logi-
cal nominee for the job. Critics of the
administration in the press and Congress
took a different stand. Apparently not
knowing that Secretary of War Stimson
was urging the appointment and saying
that it was something which General Mar-
shall wanted more than anything else, the
opponents of the President attributed the
selection to everything from a British plot
to get rid of a U.S. Chief of Staff who op-
posed their schemes to a suggestion,
branded by Mr. Stimson as “‘outrageous
libel,” that the proposal was prompted by
an administration scheme to replace Gen-
eral Marshall with a political general who
would manipulate the awarding of war
contracts in a manner to re-elect Mr.
Roosevelt in 1944. The Army and Navy
Journal and the Army and Navy Register,
which reflected the views of many officers
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in the services, objected to the shift on
military grounds. So much anxiety was
evidenced by members of Congress that
Secretary Stimson and General Marshall
at length found it necessary to deny the
charges that the President was interfering
with the War Department.?

Part of the concern over the proposed
appointment arose from reports that Gen-
eral Marshall’s colleagues on the Joint
Chiefs of Staff were opposed to the change.
Their reaction was due not to the fear that
politics was involved but to the feeling that
it was necessary to retain General Mar-
shall as a member of the Combined Chiefs
of Staff where he could fight for U.S. con-

6 Frederick E. Morgan, Overture to Quverlord (New
York, 1950), p. 124. General Morgan’s views on the
need of an American commander are cited in Ltr,
Gen Ingles, Deputy Theater Cmdr, to Gen Marshall,
6 May 43, Hq ETOUSA files. For Mr. Stimson’s
views, see Henry L. Stimson and McGeorge Bundy,
On Active Service in Peace and War (New York, 1948),
p. 439, including quotation from his diary of August
1943. For other views, see General Ismay’s interview
with the author, 17 December 1946; Robert E. Sher-
wood, Roosevelt and Hopkins: An Intimate History (New
York, 1948), p. 762; and Churchill, Closing the Ring,
pp. 85, 301. Statements by various British and U.S.
officials are noted in the Diary of the Office of the
Commander in Chief, entries for 5, 8, and 19 October
1943, and a memorandum by General Eisenhower for
6 December 1943. The Diary of the Office of the
Commander in Chief, hereafter cited as Diary Office
CinC, was kept by Capt. Harry C. Butcher, USNR,
for General Eisenhower. It includes summaries of the
Supreme Commander’s activities, memoranda written
for the diary, many of the top secret letters which
came to or were sent by the Supreme Commander,
and copies of plans, intelligence estimates and the like.
Edited portions of this diary appeared in Butcher's
My Three Years With Eisenhower (New York, 1946).

* Churchill, Closing the Ring, pp. 303-04.

8 Sherwood, Roosevelt and Hopkins, pp. 759-64, has
a convenient summary of these reactions. See also
Congressional Record, Vol. 89, Pt. 6, 7682, 7883, Pt. 11,
App. 4001; Army and Navy journal, September 18,
1943; Army and Navy Register, September 11, 18, 25,
October 2, 1943; The New York Times, September 23—
30, 1943; Stimson and Bundy, On Active Service, pp.
437-43; Churchill, Closing the Ring, pp. 301-03.
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cepts of Allied strategy. Their view was
shared by General of the Armies John J.
Pershing who, as the elder statesman of
the Army, warned the President in mid-
September that the proposed transfer of
the Chief of Staff would be a ‘“funda-
mental and very grave error in our mili-
tary policy.” The President agreed on the
neced of keeping General Marshall in
Washington, but held that the Chief of
Staff deserved a chance to lead in the field
the Army which he had developed.®

Although members of the War Depart-
ment had good reason to know that there
was no disposition on the part of the Presi-
dent to “kick General Marshall upstairs,”
they nonetheless feared that the shift of the
Chief of Staff to a field command would
result in an actual demotion and remove
from the Combined Chiefs of Staff the
stanchest proponent of the cross-Channel
attack. They therefore backed proposals
outlined by the Operations Division of the
War Department giving General Marshall
control of the operational forces in the
cross-Channel attack but still retaining
him in his position on the Combined
Chiefs of Staff. Under one such plan, the
Chief of Staff would command all United
Nations forces and at the same time keep
his vote on European matters in the Com-
bined Chiefs of Staff organization. It was
proposed that the position of Deputy
Supreme Commander and the command
in the Mediterranean be given to British
officers, while operational command of the
cross-Channel attack should go to an
American.'’

To a degree the American planners were
trying to have their cake and eat it too.
They wanted operational command of the
OvERLORD forces, but at the same time
they wanted to be sure that the OvERLORD
viewpoint was fully represented in the
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Combined Chiefs of Staff. They were par-
ticularly anxious to place firm control of
operations in the hands of an American
general. This attitude was strengthened as
it became increasingly clear that the
United States would furnish more than
half of the forces and supplies to be com-
mitted in the cross-Channel operation.
The British, who in a sense had General
Pershing’s World War I problem of pre-
serving their national identity in an Allied
force, were equally determined to keep a
large share of control over the Supreme
Command and were not disposed to
strengthen Washington’s grip on opera-
tions and policy. They thus balked at any
proposal that would place a U.S. com-
mander, not only over the Allied forces in
Europe, but over all United Nations forces
fighting Germany and at the same time

3 William D. Leahy, I Was There (New York, 1950),
pp. 191-92; Interv with Admiral Leahy, 15 Jul 47;
Interv with Admiral Ernest J. King, 7 Jul 47; Henry
H. Arnold, Globat Mission (New York, 1949), pp. 455~
56. Texts of Pershing and Roosevelt letters, 16 and
20 September 1943, in Katherine Tupper Marshall,
Together (New York, 1946), pp. 156-57.

1% Air Chief Marshal Sir Charles Portal, British
Chief of the Air Staff, was suggested for the Deputy
Supreme Commander post, Gen. Sir Harold R. L. G.
Alexander for the Mediterranean command, and
General Eisenhower for the European command in
this unsigned and undated memo, The System of
Command in the War against Germany, apparently
written near the end of Séptember 1943 by a mem-
ber of the Operations Division of the War Depart-
ment. OPD Exec, Bk 12, The memorandum, while
not acted on at the moment, summed up several
other proposals then in the air and foreshadowed
the proposal the Joint Chiefs were to make in
December 1943 at Cairo. Also of interest was a sug-
gestion made by General Eisenhower in September
1943 to Capiain Butcher. The general proposed as
a solution that General Marshall come to Europe to
organize that theater, leaving a deputy chief of staff,
possibly Lt. Gen. Brehon B. Somervell, in Wash-
ington. When the European theater was properly
organized, General Marshall could then go to the
Pacific and repeat the operation. Diary Office CinC,
16 Sep 43.
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would leave him a voice on the Combined
Chiefs of Staff. The Americans undoubt-
edly had few illusions that they could per-
suade the British to accept all of these
points. It is more likely that from the be-
ginning they were ready to settle for some
expansion of General Marshall’s powers
beyond those of Supreme Commander in
Europe.

Reports of these proposals reached the
American press and allayed some fears
that Marshall was to be removed from a
role in determining Allied military policy.
The same reports caused Mr. Churchill
some uneasiness, and he wrote Mr. Hop-
kins that the proposals were contrary to
those agreed upon at Quebec.'!

While these plans were being discussed
in Washington and London, the President
and his military advisers proceeded on the
assumption that General Marshall would
command the cross-Channel attack. Gen-
eral Marshall himself began to make de-
tailed suggestions for the comimand struc-
ture of Operation OVERLORD. In October
he invited his prospective chief of staff for
the operation, General Morgan, to Wash-
ington so that the British general could ac-
quire information about the United States
and its people which would be of value in
dealing with Americans at Supreme Allied
Headquarters. General Morgan, on his ar-
rival in Washington, pressed for imme-
diate appointment of the Supreme
Commander, explaining that someone
with authority was needed to secure the
men and matériel for the operation. He
carried his plea to the President but was
told that General Marshall could not be
spared at that time. Mr. Roosevelt was
willing, however, for the British to name a
Deputy Supreme Commander at once.
The British Government repeated General
Morgan’s request in October, but again
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the President demurred, cabling this time
that the appointment of a Supreme Com-
mander would give away Allied plans to
the enemy. He added that he had made no
final decision on a replacement for a Chief
of Staff, since it was possible that General
Eisenhower, who was being considered for
Marshall’s place in Washington, would be
made an army group commander in the
cross-Channel operation.**

No final decision had been taken on the
Supreme Commander and his deputy on
the eve of the Allied conference at Cairo
and Tehran at the end of November 1943.
General Eisenhower, who was regarded as
the likely successor to General Marshall as
Chief of Staff, had been given no official

1t Stimson and Bundy, On Active Service, p. 441;
Sherwood, Roosevelt and Hopkins, p. 762, War Depart-
ment planners’ final draft presented in Joint Chiefs of
Staff (JCS) paper, Command of British and US.
Forces Operating against Germany, CCS 408, 25 Nov
43, SEXTANT Conf Min. It is possible that Mr.
Churchill’s opposition to an over-all Allied command
for General Marshall was responsible for the later
charge that the British opposed Marshall’s selection as
Supreme Commander. I't should be apparent thatif
the British desired to get rid of him as an opponent
the best way to do it was to get him off the Combined
Chiefs of Staff and into the Supreme Commander’s
position. No evidence exists that they ever opposed
him for the Supreme Commander’s post. Indeed, all
the evidence is the other way. Both Admirals Leahy
and King told the author in July 1947 that the British
offered no opposition to Marshall as commander of
the cross-Channel attack. This same statement had
been previously made in the most categorical fashion
to the author by Lords Alanbrooke, Portal, Cunning-
ham, and Ismay. General Eisenhower said in 1943
that he had been told by Mr. Churchill that the two
Americans acceptable to him for the command of the
cross-Channel attack were Generals Marshall and
Eisenhower. Memo, Eisenhower, Diary Office CinC,
6 Dec 43; Churchill, Closing the Ring, pp. 303, 305.

2 Stimson and Bundy, On Active Service, p. 442;
Morgan, Notes on Visit to Washington, Oct-Nov 43.
A copy of these notes was given to the author by
General Morgan. Morgan, Overture To Querlord, Ch.
VIII; Interv with Morgan, 2 Apr 46; Leahy, I Was
There, pp. 190-91. The cable to the British was drafted
by Leahy and Marshall.
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word, but various visitors to his headquar-
ters from London and Washington in the
fall of 1943 indicated that Marshall’s ap-
pointment as Supreme Commander and
Eisenhower’s transfer to Washington
would soon be announced. General Eisen-
hower had attempted to anticipate this
latter move by sending word to Washing-
ton through his chief of staff, Maj. Gen.
Walter Bedell Smith, that he would prefer
to serve under General Marshall as army
group commander rather than take the
post of Army Chief of Staff.*®

The selection of General Marshall
seemed certain when British and U.S.
representatives, on their way to Cairo in
November 1943, stopped by at Allied
Force Headquarters where General Eisen-
hower was in command. Mr. Hopkins said
that General Marshall would definitely be
Supreme Commander if the British did
not “wash out” on the cross-Channel op-
eration at Tehran. Admiral Ernest J. King,
discussing the matter in the presence of
General Marshall, told General Eisen-
hower that the President had tentatively
decided to give the command to the Chief
of Staff against the advice of the other
members of the U.S. Chiefs of Staff. The
Prime Minister somewhat later, while ex-
pressing his willingness to have either
Marshall or Eisenhower, thought that the
appointment would go to the Chief of Staff.
Finally, in late November, the President
himself explained the situation to General
Eisenhower. Mr. Roosevelt was impressed
by the fact that field commanders rather
than chiefs of staff were remembered in
history. He felt that General Marshall’s
contributions to American victory should
be recognized by a command in the field,
even at the expense of losing him as Chief
of Staff. This statement seemed to clinch
the matter, leaving General Eisenhower,
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on the eve of his appointment as Supreme
Commander, to assume that his work as a
field commander would soon be ended.**

Shortly before the conferences at Cairo
and Tehran, the U.S. Chiefs of Staff dis-
cussed plans for getting British consent to
the appointment of General Marshall as
commander of all western Allied opera-
tions against Germany, and to the organi-
zation of the strategic air forces in Europe
and the Mediterranean under one head.
General Marshall, embarrassed because
the proposal that he command all Allied
forces in Europe appeared over his signa-
ture, declared that he would concentrate
on pushing the plan to integrate strategic
air forces in Europe.'®

In their discussions en route to Cairo,
the U.S. Chiefs of Staff also considered the
possibility of giving over-all command of
Allied operations to a British officer if that
should be necessary to get British accept-
ance of the OVERLORD operation. Church-
ill’s statement early in the conference
that OVERLORD “remained top of the bill”
made any concession unnecessary. On 25
November, the U.S. Chiefs of Staff asked
for an arrangement which, if accepted,
would have placed firm strategic and tac-
tical control in the hands of the Supreme

13 See statements by Averell Harriman, Secretary
of the Navy Frank Knox, Admiral Lord Louis Mount-
batten, and Admiral Sir Andrew B. Cunningham in
Diary Office CinC, entries for 5, 8, 15, and 28 Octo-
ber 1943. General Smith reported after his return
from Washington on 28 October 1943 that Marshall
felt that any army group command would be a step
down for Eisenhower and seemed to prefer that he
take the position of Chief of Staff. Eisenhower’s state-
ment possibly was responsible for Roosevelt’s remark
noted above. See also Butcher, My Three Years With
Eisenhower, p. 452.

4 Memo, Eisenhower, Diary Office CinC, 6 Dec
43; Dwight D. Eisenhower, Crusade in Europe (New
York, 1948), pp. 197-98.

15 JCS 123d-126th Mtgs, on shipboard, 15, 17, 18,
and 19 Nov 43, ABC 334, JCS (2-14-42), Secs 5, 6.
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Allied Commander.*®* With an American
in the post, Washington, rather than Lon-
don, would have the dominant voice in
decisions on strategy. The U.S. Chiefs of
Staff asked that Allied forces in the west be
put at once under one commander, and
that he should “exercise command over

the Allied force commanders in the Medi- -

terranean, in northwest Europe, and of the
strategic air forces.” They added that any
delay in adopting this plan was likely to
lead to confusion and indecision. Under
their proposal, the Supreme Commander
would be directed to carry out the agreed
European strategy. He would be charged
with the location and timing of operations
and with the allocation of forces and maté-
riel made available to him by the Com-
bined Chiefs of Staff. His decisions would
be subject to reversal by the Combined
Chiefs.”’

The British, impressed by the “immense
political implications” of a scheme which
they felt should receive the earnest con-
sideration of the British and U.S. Govern-
ments, objected to the proposal. They
pointed to political, economic, industrial,
and domestic questions which a Supreme
Commander would have to settle by refer-
ence to the heads of the two governments.
The Supreme Commander, they con-
cluded, would be able to settle only com-
paratively minor and strictly military
matters. To an American argument that
similar authority had been granted Mar-
shal Ferdinand Foch in 1918, the British
replied that the French commander had
been given only the Western and Italian
fronts, whereas the proposed arrangement
would add to those two theaters the Bal-
kan Front and the Turkish Front, if
opened. They asked that the existing
machinery for the high-level direction of
war be retained, and that changes in it be
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confined to improving that machinery
rather than embarking “upon an entirely
novel experiment, which merely makes a
cumbrous and unnecessary link in the
chain of command, and which will surely
lead to disillusionment and disappoint-
ment.” *#

No agreement was reached by the U.S.
and British representatives at Cairo before
they recessed the conference to go to Teh-
ran for a meeting with Marshal Joseph
Stalin and his advisers. They were thus
unprepared to answer the Russian leader
on 29 November when he asked who was
to lead the cross-Channel attack. He re-
minded Roosevelt and Churchill that it
was not enough to have a chief of staffin
charge of OVERLORD planning, since a
newly appointed Supreme Commander
might disapprove of what had been done
before his selection. If a commander was
not appointed, Marshal Stalin said, noth-
ing would come of the operation. At this,
the President whispered to Admiral
Leahy: “That old Bolshevik is trying to
force me to give him the name of our
Supreme Commander. I just can’t tell him
because I have not yet made up my
mind.”

The Prime Minister replied to Stalin
that the British had already expressed
their willingness to serve under a U.S.
commander in the OVERLORD operation.
Apparently mindful of the unsettled mat-
ter of the over-all command, Mr. Church-

16 JGS 126th Mtg, on shipboard, 19 Nov 43, ABC
334, JCS (2-14-42), Secs 5, 6; Sherwood, Roosevelt and
Hopkins, p. 767; 2d plenary session, CCS, 24 Nov 43,
at Cairo, SEXTANT Conf Min.

'" Memo, JCS, Command of British and U.S. Forces
Operating against Germany, CCS 408, 25 Nov 43,
SExTANT Conf Min.

18 Memo, Br COS, Command of British and U.S.
Forces Operating against Germany, CCS 408/1, 26
Nov 43, SEXTANT Conf Min; Churchill, Closing the
Ring, p. 305.



THE SUPREME COMMANDER

ill added that decisions at the conference
might have a bearing on the choice. He
said that the President could name the
Supreme Commander for OVERLORD if he
accepted the British offer to serve under a
United States commander, and proposed
that when the selection was made the Rus-
sian commander be told who it would be.
Stalin hastily added that he had no desire
to take part in the selection, but stressed
the necessity of taking action as soon as
possible. On 30 November, the President
took notice of Stalin’s interest in the mat-
ter by saying that the selection would be
made in three or four days, certainly soon
after the return of the Allied delegations to
Cairo. Marshal Stalin’s pressure for the
immediate naming of the Supreme Com-
mander may have hastened by a few days
the announcement of the selection, but
that action had already been made essen-
tial by the fact that the Allies were sched-
uled to launch the cross-Channel opera-
tion in May 1944, less than six months
from the time of the conference.'®

The proposal to appoint an over-all
commander for the forces of the Allies in
the west was apparently dropped just be-
fore the Allied leaders left Tehran or
shortly after they returned to Cairo.?® The
appointment of General Marshall merely
to head the OvEerLORrRD attack would
mean, as Mr. Roosevelt well realized, that
he would not be available to press the U.S.
case in sessions of the Combined Chiefs of
Staff. Knowledge of this fact may have in-
creased the President’s reluctance to fore-
go the services of the Chief of Staff. Fur-
thermore, he wanted to keep General
Marshall in Washington to handle the
ticklish problems of relations with the
Pacific theater and with members of Con-
gress. These matters, Mr. Roosevelt be-
lieved, could be better handled by the
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Chief of Staff than by General Eisen-
hower. On the other hand, he was con-
vinced that Eisenhower could handle the
European command successfully. Not
only had he proved his ability to com-
mand Allied forces in the Mediterranean
theater, but his appearance before the
Combined Chiefs of Staff at Cairo had
demonstrated a firm grasp of the military
situation and added to the good impres-
sion he had previously made. Moreover,
from the time of the first discussions of a
Supreme Commander for OVERLORD his
name had been coupled with that of Gen-
eral Marshall’s as a possible choice to lead
the cross-Channel operation, and it was
clear that he was completely acceptable to
the British for the post.*!

Still hesitant to make the final decision,
the President on 4 December sent Mr.

1% 2d and 3d plenary sessions, Tehran Conf, 28, 30
Nov 43, EurReka Conf Min; Leahy, I Was There, p.
208.

2 Sherwood, Roosevelt and Hopkins, p. 791, quoting
from a set of notes of the third plenary session at
Tehran different from those available to the author,
notes that Roosevelt on 30 November told Stalin that
a decision had been made that morning to appoint
one commander for OVERLORD, another for the Med-
iterranean, and a third temporarily for the southern-
France invasion. It is possible that the over-all com-
mander question was settled at this time. In any
event, the Combined Chiefs of Staff on 3 December
at their first formal meeting after returning to Cairo
omitted the over-all command question from their
agenda. They did include the questions of the integra-
tion of the U.S. air command and the directive to the
Supreme Commander, Mediterranean Theater. CCS
133d Mtg, 3 Dec 43, at Cairo, SEXTANT Conf Min.

21 Captain Butcher in an entry for 10 December
1943 in Diary Office CinC records Hopkins’ state-
ment that Eisenhower’s appearance before the Com-
bined Chiefs at Cairo had made a good impression.
Butcher also felt that Col. Elliott Roosevelt’s out-
spoken belief that Eisenhower had succeeded in get-
ting British and American forces to work together and
in synchronizing Allied air, sea, and land power may
have played some part in the President’s decision. A
somewhat contradictory statement is given in Elliott
Roosevelt, As He Saw It (New York, 1946), p. 168.
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Hopkins to the Chief of Staff to ask if he
would express a preference between his
present position and that of Supreme
Commander. General Marshall simply re-
plied that he would accept any decision
the President might make. On Sunday, 5
December, Mr. Roosevelt personally in-
vited the Chief of Staff to make the deci-
sion. When Marshall repeated that any
action of the President would be accept-
able, Mr. Roosevelt remarked that he be-
lieved he could not sleep at night with the
Chief of Staff out of the country. The
President then decided to name General
Eisenhower Supreme Commander.??

The Cairo Conference adjourned with-
out the establishment of an over-all Allied
command and without the unification of
British and U.S. strategic air forces in the
Mediterranean and European theaters.*®

An arrangement was made for a British
officer to take charge of all Allied forces in
the Mediterranean area with the title of
Supreme Allied Commander, Mediter-
ranean Theater (SACMED). The post
went to Gen. Sir Henry Maitland Wilson,
who was told to assume command from
General Eisenhower when the latter, hav-
ing regard to the progress of the operation
then under way against Rome, thought it
desirable.?*

General Eisenhower’s first hint of his
appointment came on the morning of 7
December in a somewhat cryptic radio-
gram from General Marshall. Apparently
assuming that General Eisenhower had
been notified, Marshall said: “In view of
the impending appointment of a British
officer as your successor as Commander-
in-Chief in the Mediterranean, please sub-
mit to me in Washington your recom-
mendations in brief as to the best arrange-
ment for handling the administration, dis-
cipline, training and supply of American
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troops assigned to Allied Force under this
new command.” Later in the same day at
Tunis, where General Eisenhower had
gone to meet the President and his party,
Mr. Roosevelt himself notified the new
Supreme Commander of his appoint-
ment.?°

General Eisenhower spent the remain-
ing days of December in the Mediterra-
nean theater continuing to supervise op-
erations then in progress and preparing
to hand over control of Mediterranean
forces to General Wilson. The shifts in
command were announced officially on

22 Sherwood, Roosevelt and Hopkins, pp. 802-03,
has General Marshall’s own account. Mrs. Marshall’s
Together, pp. 168-69, has a similar account. Stimson
and Bundy, On Active Service, pp. 441-42, gives the
President’s version of the decision, and Stimson’s
reaction to it. Compare this treatment with Roosevelt,
As He Saw It, p. 209, in which the President’s son de-
clares that in a conversation with him (Monday, 6
December) the President said that the matter had
not been finally decided, but that it seemed that
Churchill would refuse to let Marshall take over. The
Prime Minister’s statement at Tehran and Roosevelt’s
offer of a choice to Marshall on Sunday, 5 December,
indicate that the President was talking of opposition
by the British to an over-all command for General
Marshall and not to his command of OVERLORD.
General Marshall on 6 December drafted for the
President’s signature a message to Marshal Stalin
announcing, “The immediate appointment of Gen-
eral Eisenhower to command the OVERLORD opera-
tion has been decided upon.” On the following day,
at the conclusion of the Cairo Conference, the Chief
of Staff sent the draft on to General Eisenhower as a

- memento of the appointment. Eisenhower, Crusade in

Europe, p. 208; Stimson and Bundy, On Active Service,
pp. 441-42,

23 The U.S. Chiefs decided at this time to integrate
their own strategic air forces in the two theaters. See
below, pp. 48-49.

24+ The Combined Chiefs indicated that when
Eisenhower’s appointment was announced he would
be given the title of Supreme Commander, Allied
Expeditionary Force. CCS 138th Mtg, 7 Dec 43,
SEXTANT Conf Min.

25 Marshall’s message of 6 December 1943 is quoted
in Diary Office CinG, entry for 10 December 1943.
For President Roosevelt’s statement see Eisenhower,
Crusade in Europe, pp. 206-07.
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24 December by the President and Prinie
Minister. At the samie time, Mr. Church-
ill announced that Gen. Sir Bernard
Law Montgomery, commander of the
Eighth British Army, would succeed Gen.
Sir Bernard Paget as commander of
the 21 Army Group. Near the end of
December, at General Marshall’s urging,
General Eisenhower prepared to go to
Washington to discuss with the Joint
Chiefs of Staff the allocations of men and
matériel for OVERLORD and to take a short
rest. On 1 January 1944, after instructing
Generals Montgomery and Smith to
represent him in London until his return
from Washington, and after a brief visit
with the Prime Minister at Marrakech,
Eisenhower left North Africa for the
United States.

The New Commander

The newly appointed Supreme Com-
mander had advanced rapidly since
March 1941 when, as chief of staffof IX
Corps at Fort Lewis, Washington, he had
been promoted to the temporary rank of
full colonel. At that time, with the United
States still some months away from war,
there was little to indicate that within
three years he would be chosen for the
chief Allied military role in the west. His
early Army career after graduation from
West Point in 1915 had included wartime
tours of duty as an instructor at Fort Ogle-
thorpe, Ga., Fort Meade, Md., and Fort
Leavenworth, Kans., and as commandant
of the tank training center at Camp Colt,
Pa. Between the two wars he had gone
through a number of Army schools, in-
cluding the Infantry Tank School at Fort
Meade, the Command and General Staff
School at Fort Leavenworth, from which
he graduated first in the class of 1926, the
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Army War College, and the Army Indus-
trial College. His Army assignments in-
cluded three years in Panama with the
20th Infantry Brigade, a year in France
while he was helping to revise the Ameri-
can Battle Monuments Commission’s
Guidebook to American Battlefields in Europe, a
tour of duty at the beginning of the thirties
as assistant executive officer in the office of
the Assistant Secretary of War, two years
in the office of Gen. Douglas MacArthur,
the Chief of Staff, and four years (1935-
39) as senior military assistant to General
MacArthur in the Philippines. He re-
turned to the United States in1939 and
held in rapid succession the posts of execu-
tive officer of the 15th Infantry Regiment,
chief of staff of the 3d Division, and chief
of staff of the IX Corps.

In the summer of 1941 Colonel Eisen-
hower was appointed chief of staff of Lit.
Gen. Walter Krueger’s Third Army, which
was then preparing for the Louisiana
maneuvers against Second Army. He was
still inconspicuous enough to be identified
in a picture taken during maneuvers as
“Lt. Col. D. D. Ersenbeing,” and to be
dismissed by Second Army’s intelligence
section as a good plodding student. The
results of the maneuvers, which newsmen
hailed as a victory for the Third Army,
brought him favorable acclaim for his
performance as chief of staff.* In part be-
cause of this work, but undoubtedly more
because of his knowledge of the Philip-
pines, he was brought to the War Plans
Division of the War Department one week
after the Pearl Harbor disaster as deputy
chief for the Pacific and Far East.

Once started on his way up, General
Eisenhower rose rapidly. Scarcely two

rary rank of brigadicer general afier the mancuvers.
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months after he arrived in Washington, he
succeeded Maj. Gen. Leonard T. Gerow as
chief of the War Plans Division, which
shortly afterward became the Operations
Division of the War Department.?” In this
post, he strongly advocated making the
main Allied effort in the European thea-
ter, and helped to draw up plans for a
cross-Channel attack. In May 1942 he
went to London to inspect the organiza-
tion of American forces in the United
Kingdom. One month later General Mar-
shall chose him to command the newly es-
tablished Headquarters, European Thea-
ter of Operations (ETOUSA), in Lon-
don.?®

While holding the ETOUSA command,
the future leader of the cross-Channel at-
tack was in close contact with the officers
who were planning a proposed return to
the Continent. He thus became acquainted
with many of the Allied political and mili-
tary leaders with whom he was later asso-
ciated and became familiar with the broad
outlines of a plan for cross-Channel op-
erations. His work on these projects was
interrupted in July 1942 by the decision to
postpone the cross-Channel attack and
launch an operation against North Africa.
General Eisenhower was appointed com-
mander in chief of the Allied forces for
these operations.?® Later as Allied com-
mander in chief, he directed the attacks of
1943 against Sicily and the south of Italy.
He was engaged in planning future Italian
operations when named by President
Roosevelt to command the Allied Expedi-
tionary Force in northwest Europe.3°

General Eisenhower’s career as a com-
mander was a matter of acute interest to
German intelligence agencies at the time
of his assumption of command of the Al-
lied Expeditionary Force. One estimate of
the new Supreme Commander declared:
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Eisenhower is an expert on operations of
armored formations. He is noted for his great
energy, and his hatred of routine office work.
He leaves the initiative to his subordinates
whom he manages to inspire to supreme ef-
forts through kind understanding and easy
discipline. His strongest point is said to be an
ability for adjusting personalities to one
another and smoothing over opposite view-
points. Eisenhower enjoys the greatest popu-
larity with Roosevelt and Churchill.*!

This estimate hit upon that quality of
the Supreme Commander’s most often
stressed by those who knew him in the
Mediterranean theater —the ability to get
people of different nationalities and. view-
points to work together. Making Allied
understanding his keynote, he insisted
continually that his staff officers lay aside
their national differences in his command.
His willingness to go an extra mile with
the Allies drew from some U.S. officers the
gibe that “Ike is the best commander the
British have’ and the view that, in all de-
cisions settled on a 51-49 percent basis, the
51 percent was always in favor of the non-
Americans.

His ability to get along with people of
diverse temperaments was perhaps best
exhibited in the case of Gen. Charles de
Gaulle, leader of the French Committee of
National Liberation. The French chief,

7 General Eisenhower was promoted to the tempo-
rary rank of major general in March 1942.

28 Roland G. Ruppenthal, Logistical Support of the
Armies, UNITED STATES ARMY IN WORLD
WAR II (Washington, 1953), discusses this organiza-
tion at some length.

2% General Eisenhower became a lieutenant general
in July 1942, a four-star general in February 1943, and
a general of the army at the end of 1944.

30 Biographical details may be found in Eisenhower,
Crusade in Europe, and Kenneth S. Davis, Soldier of
Democracy (New York, 1945).

3t Luftwaffe Academy Lecture, Invasion Generals,
Careers and Assessments, 7 Feb 44, Generalstab der
Luflwaffe, 8. Abteilung (hist sec), British Air Ministry
files.
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despite initial anger over General Eisen-
hower’s relations with Admiral Darlan
and friendliness to General Giraud in
North Africa, believed that the new Su-
preme Commander was the one U.S. ofh-
cer with whom the French Committee
could do business.

General Eisenhower’s conciliatory atti-
tude was at times misleading. While genial
in his approach, he could be extremely
stern if the occasion demaided. His tem-
per, as General Patton, among others,
could testify, was sometimes explosive and
his reprimands could be blistering. These
traits were balanced by the gift of enor-
mous patience. He showed a tendency to
“make haste slowly” and to give people a
chance to work out their own solutions.

Despite remarkable self-possession, the
Allied commander during the North Afri-
can campaign showed at times that he
lacked the thick skin which public figures
so often require. He was extremely sensi-
tive to newspaper charges that he was
making political mistakes by insisting on
dealing with matters in his theater on a
purely military basis. At one point he re-
torted that he would like to be allowed to
fight the war and let the politicians take
care of politics.

Although at times General Eisenhower
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and his staff showed the same impatience
with some of the advice and criticism of
the Combined Chiefs and the Joint Chiefs
of Staff that most military commanders
and staffs show toward their superiors, his
relations with the high-level chiefs were
cordial. He maintained a close relation-
ship with General Marshall. In frequent
personal letters, Eisenhower outlined his
views on coming campaigns or discussed
frankly his successes and failures. General
Marshall replied with letters of encourage-
ment and sought new ways by which he
could give additional aid to his subordi-
nate. The Chief of Staff, aware-of Eisen-
hower’s great respect for him, prefaced
any proffered opinion with such state-
ments as “don’t let this worry you,” “don’t
let me influence your judgment,” “tell me
exactly what you need and we will get it
for you.”

General Eisenhower brought to Eng-
land in 1944 a reputation for dealing satis-
factorily with British, French, and U.S.
forces. He had established the basis for
close co-operation with the heads of the
Allied governments and the Combined
Chiefs of Staff. After a year of working
with Allied forces in the Mediterranean
area, he had demonstrated his knack for
making a coalition work.



CHAPTER II

The Coalition Command

Above the new Supreme Commander
and his fellow commanders in the various
theaters of operations of the world, there
was a hierarchy of command, developed
since 1942, which included the President
of the United States, the Prime Minister of
Great Britain, the heads of the executive
departments which dealt with military
matters, and an organization of British
and U.S. armed services leaders known as
the Combined Chiefs of Staff.! This
hierarchy was responsible for the adoption
of grand strategy and for the granting of
directives to the Allied commanders in
chief. Together with the Supreme Com-
mander, Allied Expeditionary Force, and
his chief subordinates they constituted the
coalition command for the battle against
Germany in northwest Europe.

Heads of Governments

The decisions of the Combined Chiefs of
Staff reflected the views of the heads of the
British and United States Governments
who, with their cabinet advisers, deter-
mined major national policies and strat-
egy. President Roosevelt and Prime Min-
ister Churchill differed somewhat in the
degree of direct control which they exer-
cised over their chiefs of staff. The Presi-
dent, as Chief Executive of the United
States and as Commander in Chief of its
armed forces, attended the great confer-
ences of the Allies and helped to determine

broad policy. On other occasions, as in the
decision for the North African expedition
in 1942, he intervened in the specific deci-
sions of the U.S. Chiefs of Staff. He kept
in touch with the members of this group
through his own chief of staff, Admiral
William D. Leahy, who presided over
their meetings and acquainted them with
the President’s views. Having outlined the
policy he thought the United States should
follow, Mr. Roosevelt was usually content
to recommend to Congress and to the
Prime Minister the detailed military
measures which had been worked out by
the U.S. Chiefs of Staff. On political issues
affecting military operations, such as the
recognition of the French Committee of
National Liberation * or the development
of the formula of unconditional surrender,
he often did not consult his military advis-
ers or paid little attention to their advice.
In such cases, the President had a habit of
consulting individuals outside the cabinet,
such as Mr. Hopkins, or heads of depart-
ments not directly concerned with military
matters, such as Secretary of the Treasury
Henry J. Morgenthau, Jr. This practice
often left the Secretaries of War and Navy
and the U.S. Chiefs of Staff without the

! Maurice Matloff and Edwin M. Snell, Strategic
Planning for Coalition Warfare, 1941-42, UNITED
STATES ARMY IN WORLD WAR II (Washing-
ton, 1953), discusses the Allied command structure
at some length.

* See below, pp. 140-52.
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information on his policy they found
necessary for their own decisions.?

Mr. Churchill, as leader of his party in
the House of Commons, as Minister of De-
fence, and as head of the War Cabinet,
had constitutional responsibilities to the
British Parliament which required a closer
connection than Mr. Roosevelt’s with the
conduct of operations. As Minister of De-
fence, Churchill was linked to the British
Chiefs of Staff Committee through Gen.
Sir Hastings L. Ismay, his chief of staff]
who regularly attended meetings of the
British Chiefs. In addition, the Prime
Minister himself frequently attended these
sessions. It was the practice of Mr.
Churchill, both because of his long-time
interest in operational details and because
of the British view that control must be
maintained over commanders down to
very low echelons, to keep much closer
contact with field commanders than did
President Roosevelt. In response to the
Prime Minister’s frequent demands for
battle information, the various British
commanders followed the practice of mak-
ing reports direct to London. While still in
the Mediterranean theater, General
Eisenhower criticized this practice as “the
traditional and persistent intrusion of the
British Chiefs of Staff into details of our
operation-—frequently delving into mat-
ters which the Americans leave to their
Field Commanders.” He described this
type of activity on another occasion as
“the inevitable trend of the British mind
towards ‘committee’ rather than ‘single
command.’” Efforts by the U.S. Chiefs of
Staff to restrict this kind of close control
brought a protest from Churchill. The
Prime Minister held that, whereas such
aloofness looked simple from a distance
and appealed to the American sense of
logic, it was not sufficient for a government
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to give a General a directive to beat the
enemy and wait to see what happens. The
matter is much more complicated. The Gen-
eral may well be below the level of his task,
and has often been found so. A definite meas-
ure of guidance and control is required from
staffs and from the high Government author-
ities. It would not be in accordance with the
British point of view that any such element
should be ruled out.

So strong was Mr. Churchill’s view on the
subject of direct reports that Eisenhower
on coming to the United Kingdom in Jan-
uary 1944 signified his willingness to per-
mit British commanders to continue the
practice if the Prime Minister so desired.*

Combined Chiefs of Staff

The permanent machinery through
which Great Britain and the United States
conducted the high-level control of the
war—the Combined Chiefs of Staff—had
been established in Washington in Jan-
uary 1942, Its task was to formulate and
execute, under the direction of the heads
of the countries concerned, policies and
plans relating to the strategic conduct of
the war, allocation of munitions, broad
war requirements, and transportation re-
quirements. As it had developed
by January T944the organization con-
sisted of the U.S. Chiefs of Staff and the
British Chiefs of Staff or their designated
representatives in Washington (British

3 Ray 8. Cline, Washington Command Post: The Oper-
ations Division, UNITED STATES ARMY IN
WORLD WAR II (Washington, 1951).

* Eisenhower’s views on British practice are con-
tained in a statement in Diary Office CinC, 16 Sep
43, and in Ltr, Eisenhower to Marshall, 8 Feb 43,
Eisenhower personal file. Churchill to Br COS, 24 Oct
43, SHAEF SGS 322.011/1 Comd and Control for
Opn OVERLORD. Speech, Eisenhower to his stf, 21 Jan
44, Min of SAC’s Confs.
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Joint Staff Mission).® After mid-1942, the
United States was represented by Admiral
Leahy, General Marshall, Admiral Ernest
J. King, Commander in Chief, U.S. Fleet,
and Chief of Naval Operations,® and Gen.
Henry H. Arnold, Commanding General,
Army Air Forces. Their British opposite
numbers, the Chiefs of Staff Committee,
consisted of Field Marshal Sir Alan
Brooke, Chief of the Imperial General
Staff, Admiral of the Fleet Sir Dudley
Pound (later replaced by Admiral of the
Fleet Sir Andrew B. Cunningham), First
Sea Lord, and Air Chief Marshal Sir
Charles Portal, Chief of the Air Staff. Gen-
eral Ismay attended the meetings, but did
not sit as a member.

In the course of the war, conferences of
the Combined Chiefs of Staff were held
with the President and the Prime Minister
at Casablanca (SymBoL), January 1943;
Washington (TripeEnT), May 1943;
Quebec (QUADRANT), August 1943; Cairo
(SExTaNT)-Tehran (Eureka), November-
December 1943; Quebec (OcTacoN), Sep-
tember 1944; Yalta (Arconaur), Febru-
ary 1945; and Potsdam (TERMINAL), July
1945.7

Normally the decisions of the Combined
Chiefs of Staff were made in Washington
in periodic meetings of the U.S. Chiefs of
Staff and the British Joint Staff Mission.
Field Marshal Sir John Dill sat on the
Combined Chiefs of Staff as a representa-
tive of the Minister of Defence (Mr.
Churchill), and officers of the three serv-
ices represented the British Chiefs of Staff.®

The British Chiefs of Staff in London gen--

erally made their views known in cables to
Field Marshal Dill, who then outlined
their proposals in meetings of the Com-
bined Chiefs of Staff. Frequently he dis-
cussed the British plans directly with
General Marshall before the British views
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were taken up formally in the meetings.
Because of the close relationship which ex-
isted between the two men, it was often
possible for Field Marshal Dill to iron out
differences of opinion before the Com-
bined Chiefs of Staff considered them for-
mally. The ease of settling problems with
Dill was probably responsible in part for
Marshall’s desire to centralize Combined
Chiefs of Staff activities in Washington.
The British, finding it much easier to settle
matters with the COSSAC chief (and later
with the Supreme Commander) and with
other U.S. representatives in London, pre-
ferred, as the time for invasion ap-
proached, to transfer an increasing num-
ber of Combined Chiefs of Staff functions

5 Gordon A. Harrison, Cross-Channel Attack,
UNITED STATES ARMY IN WORLD WARII
(Washington, 1951), Ch. I, has an account of the de-
velopment of this organization.

6 Initially Admiral Harold R. Stark, as Chiefof
Naval Operations, and Admiral King, as Commander
in Chief, U.S. Fleet, were both members of the U.S.
Joint Chiefs of Staff. The offices held by Stark and
King were combined in March 1942 and given to Ad-
miral King. Stark went to London as Commander,
U.S. Naval Forces in Europe.

7 The official records of the conferences used the
code words instead of place names for the confer-
ences, while the press referred to place names. To
avoid confusion place names are used throughout this
volume except in the citation of documents or in
direct quotations. ARcaDIa—the conference that
established the Combined Chiefs of Staff—was actu-
ally the first formal meeting of the President, Prime
Minister, and the British and U.S. Chiefs of Staff. It
was held December 1941-January 1942,

8 Field Marshal Dill died in November 1944 and
was replaced by Field Marshal Sir Henry Maitland
Wilson. The original members of the Joint Staff Mis-
sion in Washington were Lt. Gen. Sir Colville
Weymss, head of the British Army Staff; Air Chief
Marshal Sir Arthur T. Harris, head of the Air Staff;
and Admiral Sir Charles Little, head of the British
Admiralty Delegation. Later changes were as fol-
lows: Maj. Gen. R. H. Dewing (March 1942), re-
placed in June 1942 by Lt. Gen. G. N. Macready;
Admiral Cunningham (June 1942), replaced in
December 1942 by Admiral Sir Percy Noble; Air Vice
Marshal D. C. S. Evill (February 1942), replaced in
June 1943 by Air Marshal Sir William Welsh.
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They did not like to resort to this device too
often, however, lest the Supreme Com-
mander be influenced unduly by the views
of the British Chiefs of Staff. On several oc-
casions Marshall warned Eisenhower
against acquiring a one-sided view of
Anglo-American questions, and once, at
least, asked the British Chiefs of Staff not
to put their views before the Supreme
Commander before the matter was dis-
cussed by the Combined Chiefs of Staff in
Washington.

Inasmuch as orders to General Eisen-
hower from the Combined Chiefs of Staff
and the U.S. Chiefs of Staff were chan-
neled through the War Department, it was
possible for General Marshall to maintain
a close relationship with the Supreme
Commander and to keep the United States
point of view constantly before him. This
influence was balanced to a considerable
degree by the frequent personal meetings
between the Supreme Commander and
the key British leaders, including General
Eisenhower’s attendance at some meet-
ings of the British Chiefs of Staff. Eisen-
hower made it a practice to lunch weekly
with the Prime Minister and often brought
General Smith, Lt. Gen. Omar N. Brad-
ley, or some other American leader with
him. Even after Supreme Headquarters
was moved to France, the Prime Minister
and the Chief of the Imperial General
Staff kept in telephonic contact with the
Supreme Commander and visited him
several times at his headquarters.

The Supreme Commander and His Subordinates

Principle of Unity
of Command

Two years before General Eisenhower
took his new post, the British and U.S.
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Chiefs of Staff had agreed that one Allied
commander should have supreme com-
mand in each theater of operations. This
decision had followed General Marshall’s
strong plea for unified command. Pointing
out that problems then being settled by
the U.S. and British Chiefs of Staff would
recur unless settled in a broader way,
Marshall asked that one officer command
the air, ground, and naval forces in each
theater. He added that the Allies had
come to this conclusion late in World War
I but only after the needless sacrifice of
“much valuable time, blood and treasure.
... Mr. Churchill had opposed this prin-
ciple for the Pacific, where the various
forces would be separated by great dis-
tances, and had suggested instead individ-
ual commanders who would be responsible
to the Supreme Command in Washington.
After some discussion, however, Marshall’s
views were accepted. A few days later, the
Combined Chiefs of Staff named their first
supreme commander—Gen. Sir Archibald
P. Wavell —to command the air, ground,
and sea forces of Australia, Great Britain,
the United States, and the Netherlands in
the Southwest Pacific. Although the need
for this particular command disappeared
almost as soon as it was formed, the prin-
ciple was maintained, and other supreme
commanders were chosen for areas of the
Pacific, Middle East, Mediterranean, and
European theaters.”

General Eisenhower gained his first ex-
perience with the supreme commander
principle as Allied commander in chiefin
the Mediterranean area. Here he discov-
ered that British and United States con-
cepts of the role of the supreme com-
mander differed on the degree of control

¥ Sherwood, Roosevelt and Hopkins, pp. 435-57; Har-
rison, Cross-Channel Attack, p. 106.
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the Allied commander in chief was to be
given over troops of nationality other than
his own. Later, in the European theater,
he discovered that considerable differences
also existed as to the operational control
which a supreme commander was ex-
pected to exercise over the air, land, and
sea forces under his command.

Eisenhower approached his problem in
the Mediterranean theater with the inten-
tion of escaping the practice of the past in
which “unity of command” had been a
“pious aspiration thinly disguising the na-
tional jealousies, ambitions and recrimina-
tions of high-ranking officers, unwilling to
subordinate themselves or their forces to a
commander of different nationality or dif-
ferent service.” '* He wished to escape
these problems by developing an inte-
grated command in which British and
American officers were intermingled in
each section of his headquarters. Under
any organization of command, however,
he discovered that he had to struggle
against the influence of differing national
points of view and a tradition of far looser
alliances.

The British, with many years of ex-
perience in coalition warfare, followed an
older concept of allied command when, in
1943, they drew up their instructions plac-
ing Lt. Gen. K. A. N. Anderson, com-
mander of the First British Army in North
Africa, under General Eisenhower’s com-
mand. Copying the directives given to
Field Marshal Douglas Haig in World
War I and to British commanders in
World War II, when they were placed
under commanders of a different national-
ity, the British Chiefs of Staff declared: “If
any order given by him [the Allied Com-
mander in Chief] appears to you to imperil
any British troops in the Allied Force even
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though they may not be under your direct
command, it is agreed between the British
and United States governments that you
will be at liberty to appeal to the War
Office before the order is executed.” '
Following a principle which he was to em-
phasize throughout his service as an Allied
commander, General Eisenhower asked
Prime Minister Churchill and the British
Chiefs of Staff for a directive stressing the
unity of the Allied forces. He contended
that they were “undertaking a single, uni-
fied effort in pursuit of a common object
stated by the two governments; and that
for attainment of this object our sole en-
deavor must be to use every resource and
effort for the common good.” The British
acceded to this request. They revised Gen-
eral Anderson’s instructions to say that, in
the unlikely event he should be given an
order which would give rise to a grave and
exceptional situation, he had a right to ap-
peal to the War Office, “provided that by
so doing an opportunity is not lost nor any
part of the Allied Force endangered. You
will, however, first inform the Allied Com-
mander in Chief that you intend so to ap-
peal and you will give him your reasons.”
This was satisfactory to Eisenhower, who
sent a copy to the War Department as a
useful model “in future cases of this

kind.” *?

10 CinC Dispatch, North African Campaign, MS,
p- 1, OCMH files.

1 Annex, Ltr, Stirling to Eisenhower, 8 Oct 42,
SGS AFHQ 381-2, quoted in History of AFHQ,
August-December 1942, 1945, MS, OCMH files.

12 For exchange of correspondence, see entry for 9
October 1942 in Diary Office CinC. General Ismay
informed the author on 20 December 1947 that he re-
called no similar instructions being issued Mont-
gomery in 1944, Something like the “model” instruc-
tions were later issued by the Joint Chiefs of Staff to
Lt. Gen. Joseph T. McNarney when he assumed com-
mand of U.S. Forces in the Mediterranean theater.
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Control by the Supreme Commander

In the course of planning for the cross-
Channel operation, the British and U.S.
Chiefs of Staff differed over the degree of
control the Supreme Commander should
exercise over operations. The British, ac-
customed to a committee type of joint
command in which no service had over-all
control, favored a plan which gave broad
powers to the land, sea, and air command-
ers under the Supreme Commander.
Under this system, the Allied commander
in chief became a chairman of a board
rather than a true commander. The U.S.
Chiefs of Staff opposed the British sugges-
tions as “destructive in efficiency in that
none of them provide for an absolute unity
of command by the Supreme Commander
over all elements land, airand naval....” *?

Ilustrative of the British views was a
Royal Air Force suggestion that the staff
of the Supreme Commander concern itself
primarily with inter-Allied issues which
would be largely political. Under the Su-
preme Commander three Allied com-
manders in chief would implement all
broad decisions through their staffs, each
of which would be organized on a com-
bined basis.**

The matter of command was brought to
a head in the summer and fall of 1943
when General Morgan pressed for an
agreement on the ground command in the
assault and for a directive to the Allied
tactical air force commander. In the initial
outline of the OvVERLORD plan, the
COSSAC chief recommended that the
Allied forces in the initial assault be under
a British army commander and that the
Allied ground forces be under a British
army group commander until the Brest
peninsula had been taken or a U.S. army
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group had been established on the Conti-
nent, whichever development came first.’®

Lt. Gen. Jacob L. Devers, the U.S. thea-
ter commander, in early September took
exception to the Morgan proposal. He felt
that it would put units smaller than a
corps under direct British command and
would deprive the Supreme Commander
of operational control in the early stages of
the assault.’® He suggested instead that
separate U.S. and British zones of action
be established with all U.S. forces, land,
sea, and air, under a single U.S. com-
mander, and that both Allied forces be di-
rected and controlled as self-sufficient
units by the Supreme Commander. His
proposal for close co-ordination of the ini-
tial assault by the advanced headquarters
of SHAEF was considered unsound by the
COSSAC staff members who held that
Supreme Headquarters was a strategic and

13 Br COS Memo, CCS 75, 5 Jun 42; JCS Memo,
CCS 75/1, 26 Aug 42.

14 RAF Note on Comd Organization, 16 Apr 43,
SHAEF SGS 322 Comd and Contro} of Allied Air
Forces. It should be noted that at a time when it ap-
peared that a British commander would lead the
cross-Channel forces, U.S. military leaders had sug-
gested proposals somewhat like those recommended
by the British. For example, Eisenhower, in the Op-
erations Division of the War Department in May
1942, had suggested something like the system dis-
cussed above. See Eisenhower proposals, 11 May 42,
CofS file, BoLErO 381. .

15 Appreciation of Opn OVERLORD Plan, Sec. 40,
Pt. I, SHAEF SGS 381 Opn OvERLORD, I(a). Mor-
gan’s proposals included three other principles which
were to be accepted: (1) British-Canadian forces
should be based on ports nearest the United Kingdom
to simplify lines of communications, since it was as-
sumed that U.S. forces woeuld ultimately be supplied
direct from the U.S. and would need to be on the
western side of the attack; (2} normally no formation
smaller than a corps should be placed under com-
mand of another nationality; and (3) troops of both
nationalities should take part in the assault.

¢ The initial GOSSAC plan for OvERLORD called
for one U.S. and three British divisions in the assault
under a British army commander.
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not a tactical command. They felt it
unorthodox to cut out army group and
army headquarters, and saw no place
where the Supreme Commander could go
forward to direct the battle in the early
phases and still be in touch with the Allied
governments.'’

The British Chiefs of Staff on 11 Sep-
tember 1943 gave their backing to the
COSSAC command proposals and asked
the U.S. Chiefs of Staff for their comments.
The American answer had not been de-
livered when, on 12 October, the British
pointed to the need of integrating U.S.
and British tactical air forces under an
Allied tactical air commander and sub-
mitted a draft directive for U.S. approval.
A week later, the U.S. Chiefs of Staff de-
clared that “the issuance by the Combined
Chiefs of Staff of directives to subordinates
of the Supreme Allied Commander is un-
sound.” They made clear that the earlier
proposal to specify the nature of the
ground organization was an encroach-
ment on the powers of the Supreme Com-
mander.'®

Attempting to get an early solution to
the ground and air command questions,'®
General Morgan discussed the problems
with General Marshall in Washington in
late October and early November 1943.%°
The COSSAC chief found that the U.S.
Army Chief of Staff thought that “he
should in some way control the assaulting
army although I am quite certain that his
conception falls far short of what we under-
stand by the term ‘command.’” The
deputy chief of COSSAC, Brig. Gen. Ray
W. Barker, pointed out that while the
initial assault had to be commanded by an
army commander, who would be suc-
ceeded by an army group commander
about D plus 6, the Supreme Command
“could and would intervene at any time”
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the situation seemed to warrant such ac-
tion. This procedure, he noted, had been
followed at Salerno when Generals Eisen-
hower and Alexander had taken a hand in
the battle, the former ordering the whole
weight of naval and air forces into the ac-
tion. In the assault stages of the cross-
Channel operation, it would again be the
air and sea forces that the Supreme Com-
mand would employ to influence the
course of the battle. General Barker pro-
posed that complete telephonic, tele-
graphic, and radio contact be provided
with forward units, so that the Supreme
Commander could be in the closest touch
with the battle and could intervene
quickly if the necessity arose. General
Morgan approved this suggestion and in-
dicated that he would tell General
Marshall that arrangements would be
made for him to participate directly in the
battle when it took place.?!

Discussions of the British draft directive
for the tactical air forces were expanded in
November to include the strategic air
forces as well. The U.S. Chiefs of Staff pro-
posed at that time to set up an Allied
Strategic Air Force that would include
British and U.S. strategic forces in both

17 Draft Ltr (unsigned), Devers to Morgan, 4 Sep
44; Comments of COSSAC staff on Devers’ letter,
undated; Memo on Devers’ letter, 10 Sep 43. All in
SHAEF SGS 322.011/1 Comd and Control for OVER-
LORD. Morgan to Devers, 16 Sep 43, ABC (22 Jan
43), Sec 1.

18 CCS 304/2, 304/3, and 304/4, 12 and 19 Oct 43.

1® The naval command question, which was left
largely to the British, was not as difficult as the other
two. This was true chiefly because of the assumption
until shortly before D Day that the British would
furnish nearly all the naval support for the assault.

2% It should be remembered that at this time it was
generally believed that Marshall would command the
OVERLORD operation.

21 Morgan to Barker, 28 Oct 43; Barker to Morgan,
3 Nov 43; Morgan to Barker, 6 Nov 43. All in Barker
personal file.
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the European and Mediterranean theaters.
General Marshall, holding that a com-
mittee could not fight the war, wanted
part or all of the strategic air forces, as well
as the tactical air forces, put under the
Supreme Commander. The British Chiefs
of Staff, while willing to let the Supreme
Commander control those strategic air
forces in support of his operations once the
cross-Channel attack began, wanted to re-
tain full control of their RAF Bomber
Command. In their opinion, this organiza-
tion was so highly specialized and so firmly
rooted in the United Kingdom that “effec-
tive operational control could only be ex-
ercised through Bomber Command head-
quarters.” **

The Combined Chiefs of Staff ulti-
mately decided that they would have to
postpone a decision on the strategic air
forces and approve a directive concerning
tactical forces only. Perhaps to preserve
the shadow of the Supreme Commander’s
right to issue directives to his subordinates,
the Combined Chiefs of Staff permitted
General Morgan to issue in the name of
the Supreme Commander the directive to
the Commander-in-Chief, Allied Expedi-
tionary Air Force.””

The matter of the ground command was
also settled temporarily during November.
When General Morgan returned to Lon-
don from Washington in that month, he
carried with him Marshall’s views on the
organization of the ground forces for the
assault. Near the end of November the
COSSAC chief discussed the matter with
the Allied naval and air commanders and
shortly thereafter, acting in the name of
the Supreme Allied Command, issued a
directive to the 21 Army Group com-
mander. This officer, then General Paget,
was made jointly responsible with the
Commander, Allied Naval Expeditionary
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Force, and the Commander, Allied Ex-
peditionary Air Force, for planning the
assault. When so ordered, he was also to
be responsible for its execution “until such
time as the Supreme Allied Commander
allocates an area of responsibility to the
Commanding General, First Army
Group.” The 21 Army Group commander
was informed that the assault would be
made by two corps under the Command-
ing General, First U.S. Army, who would
remain in charge of land operations until
such time as the British commander felt
that a second army headquarters should
be brought in.** .
Later when the enlargement of the as-
sault force and the area to be attacked re-
quired the landing of two armies instead of
two corps, the 21 Army Group com-
mander was charged with the task of com-
manding land operations.”® He was thus
made de facto commander of the ground
forces in the assault but was never given
the title of ground commander. Further,
while his tenure in this temporary posi-
tion was not made clear, it was certain that
the arrangement could be changed when
the Supreme Commander so decided.

The Organization of the Subordinate Commands

While the question of the Supreme
Commander’s control over operations was

22 CCS 124th and 126th Mtgs, 22 Oct and 5 Nov
43; JSM to Br COS, 6 Nov 43. Both in SHAEF SGS
322.011/2 Dirs to Subordinate Comdrs.

** Marshall to Devers, R-5874, 18 Nov 43, Hq SOS
file, gives text of agreement of CCS on directives to
Leigh-Mallory. Morgan Dir to Leigh-Mallory, 16
Nov 43. SHAEF SGS 322.011/3 Summary of Dirs.

' Mtg of comdrs, 25 Nov 43, SHAEF SGS
322.011/2 Dirs to Subordinate Comdrs; COSSAC
Dirs to CinC 21 A Gp, 29 Nov 43, SHAEF SGS
322.011/1 Comd and Control for Opn OVERLORD.

#* See below, pp. 180-81.
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being considered, the subordinate com-
mands were being organized and their
commanders were being selected. The
easiest problem to solve was that of the
naval command. On the assumption that
the Royal Navy would furnish most of the
naval forces for the OVERLORD operation,
the Admiralty in May 1943, shortly after
the organization of COSSAC, had di-
rected Admiral Sir Charles Little, Com-
mander-in-Chief, Portsmouth, to proceed
with naval planning for the cross-Channel
operation and instructed him to increase
his staff sufficiently to aid COSSAC in its
work. By the summer of 1943, it was clear
that some U.S. naval forces would have to
be added to the attack, but that the British
effort was still paramount: Admiral King

THE SUPREME COMMAND

at that time instructed Admiral Stark,
chief of U.S. Naval Forces in Europe, to
supplement the efforts of the U.S. mem-
ber of the Naval Planning Branch of
COSSAC. The Combined Chiefs of Staff
at the Quebec Conference in August 1943
regularized the naval arrangement by
naming Admiral Little as Allied Naval
Commander-in-Chief (Designate) for the
OvEerLORD operation. The selection was

ADMIRAL RAMSAY

temporary since Mr. Churchill, who had
Admiral Sir Bertram H. Ramsay in mind
for the post, accepted it only on condition
that it be reviewed later. On 25 October
1943, Admiral Ramsay, who had or-
ganized the British naval forces for the
withdrawal at Dunkerque and had later
commanded task forces in the Mediter-
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Efforts to organize the Allied tactical
air command for OvERLORD had begun in
the spring of 1943 when Air Chief Marshal
Portal proposed that Air Marshal Sir
Trafford Leigh-Mallory, head of the RAF
Fighter Command, be considered for the
post of Commander, Allied Expeditionary
Air Force.?® Portal suggested that, in case
the Allies were unwilling to make a final
decision at the time, they direct Leigh-
Mallory to give advice on tactical air
planning without prejudice to the eventual
appointment of someone else. On receiv-
ing a favorable reaction to this proposal
from General Devers, the U.S. Chiefs of
Staff agreed to Portal’s plan and the
British Chiefs of Staff issued appropriate
orders to Leigh-Mallory in late June 1943.
At Quebec the following August, the Com-
bined Chiefs of Staff named Air Chief
Marshal Leigh-Mallory as commander of
the Allied Expeditionary Air Force for the
cross-Channel operation.*°

Under the terms of the directive that
Leigh-Mallory received in mid-November
1943, the RAF Tactical Air Force and air
units which might be allotted the Air
Defence of Great Britain *' were to pass to
the Allied Expeditionary Air Force im-
mediately, and the Ninth U.S. Air Force
on 15 December 1943, The U.S. force,
commanded by Maj. Gen. Lewis H. Brere-
ton, had been brought to the United
Kingdom in September 1943. It included
all U.S. tactical air forces in the United
Kingdom. Administrative control over
Ninth Air Force training, supply, and
personnel remained in the hands of the
main U.S. air headquarters in the United
Kingdom, United States Strategic Air
Forces (USSTAF).**

U.S. proposals for the consolidation of
U.S. and British strategic air forces in the
European and Mediterranean theaters
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under the Supreme Commander—pre-
sented without success in Washington in
the fall of 1943 —were again brought for-
ward at the Cairo Conference. The British
objected to the over-all command, but re-
luctantly agreed to support any adminis-
trative arrangement the United States
wished to make for its strategic air forces
in the Mediterranean and the European
theaters. The U.S. Chiefs of Staff at the
close of the Cairo Conference ordered the
establishment of the U.S. Strategic Air
Forces in Europe. Lt. Gen. Carl Spaatz,
commander of the U.S. air forces in the
Mediterranean and of the Northwest Afri-
can Air Forces, was named chief of the
new headquarters. He was given opera-
tional control of the Eighth Air Force in
the United Kingdom and the Fifteenth
Air Force in the Mediterranean, and ad-
ministrative control of the Eighth and
Ninth Air Forces. Spaatz’s control was
subject to two restrictions: the Chief of the
Air Staff, RAF, representing the Com-

2% Before this time the U.S. strategic air forces sent
to the United Kingdom for participation in the
POINTBLANK operation against Germany in 1943 were
placed, along with RAF Bomber Command, under
the strategic direction of Air Chief Marshal Portal,
who acted as agent of the Combined Chiefs of Staff.

3¢ Portal to Devers, 16 Jun 43; Maj Gen Ira C.
Eaker to Devers, 17 Jun 43; Devers to Portal, 19 Jun
43. All in AG Active Records Branch 312.1 Devers
Correspondence (1943). Portal’s proposal to Br COS,
COS (43) 125th Mtg, 16 Jun 43, SHAEF SGS
322.011/2 Dirs to Subordinate Comdrs; CCS 113th
Mtg, 20 Aug 43, Quebec Conf Min.

31 Air Defence of Great Britain replaced Fighter
Command in spring of 1944. (Leigh-Mallory was di-
rectly responsible to the British Chiefs of Staff for the
Air Defence of Great Britain until such time as his
headquarters moved overseas when separate arrange-
ments were to be made.) In October 1944 Fighter
Command was revived. fournal of the Royal United
Service Institution, XC, February 1945.

32 Marshall to Devers, R-5874, 18 Nov 43, Hq SOS
file, gives text of agreement of CCS on directives to
Leigh-Mallory. Dir, Morgan to Leigh-Mallory, 16
Nov 43, SHAEF SGS 322.011/3 Summary of Dirs.
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bined Chiefs of Staff, was to co-ordinate
bomber forces in Operation POINTBLANK,
the Combined Bomber Offensive; the U.S.
theater commanders in case of necessity
could declare a state of emergency and
make such use of strategic air forces as they
found necessary at the time.*?

As no agreement was reached in the
summer or fall of 1943 on the selection of
a ground force commander comparable in
authority to the Allied naval and air force

commanders, it became clear that the as-

signment would be likely to devolve on an
Allied army group or army commander
as a temporary appointment during the
assault phase. The British had a claim on
this post, not only because the initial as-
saults were to be made from Britain, but
because they had both an army group and
an army headquarters organized and
available to start assault planning by the
time the COSSAC plan was drawn up.*
General Morgan and General Devers
urged in the summer of 1943 that the
United States establish similar headquar-
ters in the United Kingdom, but not until
October were the 1st U.S. Army Group
and First U.S. Army activated.

General Paget was selected as the first
commander of 21 Army Group. When it
became apparent that this headquarters
would command the Allied forces in the
assault, it became necessary to place an
officer recently seasoned in combat at its
head. For this post the Prime Minister and
the Chief of the Imperial General Staff
chose General Montgomery, who had led
the Eighth British Army to victory in
Africa, in Sicily, and in Italy. His appoint-
ment was announced on Christmas Day,
1943. General Eisenhower was not con-
sulted officially on this selection, inasmuch
as it was one solely for the British to make.
He had earlier expressed a preference for
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Gen. Sir Harold R. L. G. Alexander, who
had served as Allied army group com-
mander in Italy, but was told that the offi-

.cer could not be spared from the Mediter-

ranean theater.*

In selecting the commander of Second
British Army, General Montgomery
turned to the Mediterranean theater and
gave his backing to Lt. Gen. Miles C.
Dempsey, who had commanded a corps in
Italy in Montgomery’s army. Early in
1944, Gen. Henry D. G. Crerar, who was
commanding a Canadian corps in Italy,
was appointed commander of the First
Canadian Army.

The command of both the 1st U.S.
Army Group and the First U.S. Army was
given temporarily in the fall of- 1943 to
General Bradley. Separate headquarters
were organized, the army at Clifton Col-
lege, Bristol, and the army group at Bry-
anston Square, London.*¢

The Supreme Commander’s Directive

General Eisenhower assumed command
of the Allied forces in mid-January 1944,
but did not receive a directive until nearly
a month later. A draft had been submitted
to the Combined Chiefs of Staff as early as
30 October 1943, but the failure of the
U.S. and British Chiefs to agree on the
exact powers of the Supreme Commander

33 Wesley Frank Craven and James Lea Cate, eds.,
The Army A¥r Forces in World War II: H, Europe—
TORCH to POINTBLANK, August 1942 to December
1943 (Chicago 1949), pp. 751-56.

3421 Army Group, Second British Army, and
Headquarters, First Canadian Army, were all acti-
vated in the summer of 1943,

35 Eisenhower, Crusade in Europe, p. 211; Ltr, Eisen-
hower to Marshall, 24 Aug 43, Eisenhower personal
file.

3¢ Omar N. Bradley, 4 Soldier’s Story (New York,
1951), Ch. I. It is clear that General Bradley was the
first choice of both General Marshall and General
Eisenhower for this post.
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GENERAL BRADLEY. (Photograph
taken in 1950.)

or the precise objectives to be assigned re-
sulted, as in the case of Air Chief Marshal
Leigh-Mallory’s directive, in a long delay.

The obstacles to agreement on these and
other points lay in differences of policy
which had existed between the British and
U.S. leaders since 1942. On the chief
point—that the main effort of the Western
Allies should be exerted against Ger-
many—there was no dispute. On the man-
ner in which that aim was to be achieved
there was less agreement. The differences
had their origins in the national interests
of the United States and Great Britain, in
their past history, and in the political
philosophy of their leaders. If these ele-
ments are taken into account, it becomes
clear that the controversies which some-
times marked the meetings of the Com-
bined Chiefs of Staff were not personal
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quarrels growing out of individual ambi-
tions or bias or pique. Nor were they based
on national antipathies, though the dis-
cussions were sharpened at times by
clashes of temperament and personality
and by differences of national interests.
Rather they reflected the fact that allies,
like the different armed services of a na-
tion, can agree thoroughly on the big issue
of war and yet have entirely opposite con-

GENERAL MONTGOMERY

cepts of the way in which the main object
is to be reached. A failure to understand
this fact could reduce the story of this
great allied coalition, perhaps the most
successful in history, to a study in personal
and national recriminations.

In the making of Allied grand strategy,
the selection of a Supreme Commander,
and the writing of his directive, the Allies
often disagreed as to the best way to over-
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ground of eschewing politics were urging
a strategy that would prove costly in men
and matériel. Some British representatives
also had the feeling that the United States
was not thoroughly aware of all the politi-
cal and strategic implications involved in
a European war. As a result, particularly
in the first months after the Japanese at-
tack at Pearl Harbor, there was a tend-
ency for the British to attempt to instruct
the U.S. representatives in the proper
forms of strategy. This created the impres-
sion in some quarters that the British were
trying to control Allied operations. As a
counteraction to this, the American repre-
sentatives sought to control or have an
equal share in the management of opera-
tions which involved large numbers of
U.S. troops.

In describing the mission and outlining
the powers of the Supreme Allied Com-
mander, the British Chiefs of Staff were
aware that the Allied commander in chief
would come from the U.S. Army. Since
this fact could give additional weight to
U.S. views on operations, the British de-
sired to delimit in precise terms the nature
of the Supreme Commander’s task, and to
broaden the powers of the chief air,
ground, and sea commanders, most or all
of whom would be British. TheU.S. Chiefs
of Staff preferred to write the directive in
broad terms and limit the powers of the
subordinate commanders. In their pro-
posals, they suggested grants of authority
to the Allied commander in chief over
British and U.S. forces which the British
Chiefs of Staff would have been unwilling
to give one of their own commanders.

When on 5 January 1944 the British
Chiefs of Staff submitted a draft directive
enumerating the duties of the subordinate
commanders in chief, General Morgan,
who had earlier warned General Marshall
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of the plan,’” objected in particular to a
listing of the powers of the ground force
commander, which he believed would
later cause embarrassment to the Supreme
Commander. The COSSAC chief urged
that this section of the draft directive be
limited to a listing of land forces to be
placed at the disposal of General Eisen-
hower, leaving him free to issue such direc-
tives to his army group commanders as he
saw fit. The U.S. Chiefs of Staff suggested
that the appendixes in the British plan
dealing with Allied commanders be con-
sidered only as informational guidance for
the Supreme Commander. After same dis-
cussion, the British Chiefs agreed to strike
out these sections.” The way was thus left
open for the Supreme Commander to de-
velop his control over the forces put under
his command without being hampered by
restrictions. The Combined Chiefs of Staff
did leave one important command ques-
tion unanswered, however, when they
postponed for later settlement the problem
of what proportion of the Allied strategic
air forces in Europe should be placed un-
der the Supreme Commander.

The demarcation of the Supreme Com-
mander’s “task” in the directive consti-
tuted still another problem for the Com-

#" General Morgan had written in November that
the British Chiefs of Staff would soon submit a direc-
tive for the ground force commander which *“pre-
scribes a command relationship within a component
element of the forces under the command of SAC
[the Supreme Allied Commander] and assigns a mis-
sion to the commander of that element. This is con-
sidered to be an exclusive function of SAC.” Morgan
to Marshall, 18 Nov 43, SHAEF SGS 322.011/2 Dirs
to Subordinate Comdrs.

3 Br COS to JSM, 5 Jan 44; Morgan to Marshall
for Eisenhower, 7 Jan 45. Both in SHAEF SGS
322.011 CCS Dir to SCAEF. A number of charts of
proposals and counterproposals submitted by the U.S.
and British Chiefs of Staff in January and February
1944 and correspondence containing the arguments
and final decision may also be found in the above file.
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bined Chiefs of Staff. The U.S. Chiefs of
Staff held that the British had not gone far
enough in their initial statement, “You
will enter the Continent of Europe and
undertake operations to secure lodgments
from which further offensive action can be
aimed at the heart of Germany.” Fearful
that the British might be trying to limit
operations to establishment of a beach-
head and a holding action, while the main
operations went on elsewhere, the U.S,
Chiefs of Staff insisted on a more positive
order: “You shall enter the Continent . . .
and undertake operations striking at the
heart of Germany and destroy her forces.”
This bold declaration seemed unrealistic
to the British in view of the fact that the
available Allied force of forty divisions was
obviously insufficient to overwhelm the
German Army. Amendments were ulti-
mately added to the American version,
which retained the aim of the U.S. state-
ment, while associating the forces of the
United Nations in the operation. This re-
vised draft was accepted by the Combined
Chiefs of Staff on 11 February, and the
final directive was issued on 12 February
19443

The Combined Chiefs of Staff directive
to General Eisenhower declared:

1. You are hereby designated as Supreme
Allied Commander of the forces placed under
your orders for operations for the liberation
of Europe from the Germans. Your title will
be Supreme Commander, Allied Expedi-
tionary Force.

2. Task. You will enter the continent of
Europe, and, in conjunction with the other
United Nations, undertake operations aimed
at the heart of Germany and the destruction
of her armed forces. The date for entering the
Continent is the month of May 1944. After
adequate channel ports have been secured,
exploitation will be directed to securing an
area that will facilitate both ground and air
operations against the enemy.
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3. Notwithstanding the target date above,
you will be prepared at any time to take im-
mediate advantage of favorable circum-
stances, such as the withdrawal by the enemy
on vour front, to effect a re-entry into the
Continent with such forces as you have avail-
able at the time; a general plan for this oper-
ation when approved will be furnished for
your assistance.

4. Command. You are responsible to the
Combined Ghiefs of Staff and will exercise
command generally in accordance with the
diagram at Appendix A. Direct communica-
tion with the United States and British Chiefs
of Staff is authorized in the interest of facili-
tating your operations and for arranging
necessary logistic support. A

5. Logistics. In the United Kingdom the
responsibility for logistics organization, con-
centration, movement and supply of forces to
meet the requirements of your plan will rest
with British Service Ministries so far as
British Forces are concerned. So far as
United States Forces are concerned, this
responsibility will rest with the United States
War and Navy Departments. You will be re-
sponsible for the co-ordination of logistical
arrangements on the continent. You will also
be responsible for co-ordinating the require-
ments of British and United States Forces
under your command.

6. Co-ordination of operations of other Forces
and Agencies. In preparation for your assault
on enemy occupied Europe, Sea and Air
Forces, agencies of sabotage, subversion and
propaganda, acting under a variety of
authorities, are now in action. You may
recommend any variation in these activities
which may seem to you desirable.

7. Relationship to United Nations Forces in
other areas. Responsibility will rest with the
Combined Chiefs of Staff for supplying infor-
mation relating to operations of the forces of
the U.S.8.R. for your guidance in timing
your operations. It is understood that the
Soviet forces will launch an offensive at about
the same time as OverLoRD with the object of
preventing the German forces from transfer-
ring from the Eastern to the Western front.
The Allied Commander-in-Chief, Mediter-

% See entire file SHAEF SGS§ 322.011 CCS Dir to
SCAEF.
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ranean Theater, will conduct operations de-
signed to assist your operation, including the
launching of an attack against the south of
France at about the same time as OVERLORD.
The scope and timing of his operations will be
decided by the Combined Chiefs of Staff. You
will establish contact with him and submit to
the Combined Chiefs of Staff your views and
recommendations regarding operations from
the Mediterranean in support of your attack
from the United Kingdom. The Combined
Chiefs of Staff will place under your com-
mand the forces operating in Southern
France as soon as you are in a position to as-
sume such command. You will submit timely
recommendations compatible with this
regard.

8. Relationship with Allied Governments—the
re-establishment of Civil Governments and Liber-
ated Allied Territories and the administration of
Enemy Territories. Further instructions will be
issued to you on these subjects at a later date.

Under the provisions of this document,
General Eisenhower, who had been func-
tioning as Supreme Commander for
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nearly a month, assumed formal command
of Supreme Headquarters, Allied Expedi-
tionary Force, on 13 February, and on the
following day announced the names of his
principal staff officers.*®

The Supreme Commander had good
reasons for being pleased with his direc-
tive. Stated in the most general terms, it
left him great freedom in exercising com-
mand and in outlining the details of his
operations against Germany. The restric-
tive features which might have reduced
him to the position of a political chairman
of allied forces or which would have nar-
rowed the scope of his mission had been
omitted. The greatest allied army in his-
tory had been placed under his control.

** The Supreme Commander’s General Order 1,
announcing assumption of Supreme Command ef-
fective at 1201, was dated 13 February 1944. General
Order 2, listing appointments, is dated 14 February
1944.



CHAPTER III

The Nature of SHAEF

Supreme Headquarters, Allied Expedi-
tionary Force, was formally established in
London in mid-February 1944, but it had
actually been in the process of develop-
ment for more than two years. It drew its
basic principles of organization and many
of its key personnel from two headquarters
which had been established many months
before. One of these, Allied Force Head-
quarters (AFHQ), which had served as
General Eisenhower’s command post in
the Mediterranean theater, had provided
a laboratory for testing principles and pro-
cedures of the command and training of
U.S. and British staffs in combined oper-
ations. The other, Headquarters, Chief of
Staff to the Supreme Allied Commander
(COSSACQC), had been established in the
spring of 1943 to plan the cross-Channel
attack and to serve as the nucleus for the
ultimate Supreme Headquarters.

Contributions of AFHQ

The importance of AFHQ’s contribu-
tion to the SHAEF organization was
expressed in General Eisenhower’s post-
war judgment that some of his key advisers
in northwest Europe had learned “during
the African campaigns, the art of dealing
with large Allied forces, operating under
single command.” At AFHQ), General
Eisenhower had developed an integrated
command in which British or U.S. officers
of a staff division could make decisions af-

fecting forces of either nationality. Officers
were carefully selected for their ability to
fit into such a staff. Many of them, other-
wise capable, were transferred when found
unsuitable for such an assignment. The
task, as Air Chief Marshal Sir Arthur W.
Tedder, the Deputy Supreme Commander
of SHAEF, later testified, involved “get-
ting the right people and being ruthless . . .
and you must be ruthless. . . . If a man
does not fit he will never learn the lan-
guage and you will never make a team;
that is the guts of the whole thing, the
team. . . .” ' U.S. officers who were not
wholly in accord with General Eisen-
hower’s weeding-out process had a grim
joke to the effect that the way to get sent
back to the United States “by slow boat”
was to say something insulting about a
foreign officer of the headquarters. Others
charged the British with using the com-
plaint that certain officers were un-co-
operative to rid the headquarters of
United States officers who were aggressive
in defending the American point of view.
To General Eisenhower, the important
thing was to establish a completely Allied
headquarters. When he went to SHAEF
he was able to take key advisers from
AFHQ and be certain that he would have

' Address of Lt. Gen. W. B. Smith, “Problems of
an Integrated Headquarters,” Fournal of the Royal
United Service Institution, XC (November, 1943), 435-
62, with statements by Lord Tedder; Eisenhower,
Crusade in Europe, p. 134.
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men who were thoroughly sold on Allied
co-operation.

As Allied commander in chief in the
Mediterranean theater, General Eisen-
hower learned the métier of Supreme
Command and became familiar with most
of the problems he later faced at SHAEF.
Questions such as the recognition of a
French political authority, the formulation
of civil affairs and military government

GENERAL
taken in 1946.)

DEVERS. (Photograph

programs, the proper handling of press
relations, the expansion of the psycholog-
ical warfare program, and the establish-
ment of air-ground co-operation all reap-
peared in the European Theater of
Operations. Not only had the Supreme
Commander been schooled in the tech-
niques of approaching these problems, but
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GENERAL BARKER

he trained a staff that was also familiar
with them. Ultimately Allied Force Head-
quarters furnished SHAEF with the
Supreme Commander, Deputy Supreme
Commander, chief of staff, chief adminis-
trative officer, chief of intelligence, deputy
chief of operations, deputy chief of civil
affairs, chief of press relations, chief of the
psychological warfare division, and adju-
tant general. The British Chiefs of Staffin
filling key command and staff positions for
the invasion of northern France also drew
on the Mediterranean for a number of
men acquainted with Eisenhower and his
staff. This list included the chiefs of staff
of the Allied Expeditionary Air Force and
the Allied Naval Expeditionary Force; the
commander of British land forces and his
chief air commander; and the British
army commander for the invasion. The
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Canadian commander had also served in
Italy. United States officers who had for-
merly served under General Eisenhower
in the Mediterranean before coming to the
United Kingdom included the chief of the
United States Army Air Forces in Europe,
the commander of the Eighth Air Force,
and the commanders of the two U.S.
armies listed for participation in the early
phases of the attack.

Contributions of COSSAC

In many ways, Supreme Headquarters
was a continuation of the COSSAC staff
which had been organized in April 1943
along lines discussed by the Combined
Chiefs of Staffin January 1943 at Casa-
blanca and modified in March and April.
General Morgan, as Chief of Staff to the
Supreme Allied Commander (Designate),
had been directed to prepare a diversion-
ary plan with the object of pinning the ene-
my in the west and keeping alive the
threat of a cross-Channel attack in 1943
(CockaDE), to plan a return to the Con-
tinent in the event of German disintegra-
tion (RaNkIN), and to plan a full-scale
assault on the Continent as early as pos-
sible in 1944 (OVERLORD).”

The COSSAC staff was developed
throughout 1943 on the basis that it would
serve ultimately as the staff of the Supreme
Commander. Its chief and many of its
members were taken into the SHAEF
organization. It was thus possible not only
to preserve but also to draw upon the ideas
of early planning groups which ~had
preceded COSSAC.

Before his appointment as COSSAC
chief, General Morgan had recommended
that a staff be formed immediately as “the
nucleus of the eventual Allied GHQ) in the
field” and that it be prepared at the
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earliest moment to assume direction of all
offensive enterprises initiated from the
United Kingdom. He proposed to com-
bine from the beginning all functions of
planning and execution and to direct all
future activity toward the defeat of the
German Army. He desired complete
amalgamation of the U.S. and British
services in the machinery of the high com-
mand with the understanding that the ul-
timate issue would be decided by the
Allied strategic reserve of land forces,
“namely the American army.”?

General Morgan set up his staffin Lon-
don at Norfolk House, St. James’s Square,
built on the site of the birthplace of George
III of England. With the aid of his U.S.
deputy, Maj. Gen. Ray W. Barker, the
COSSAC chief began to select the future
SHAEF staff and to outline the operations
which the future Supreme Commander
was to carry into effect. When, in the late
summer of 1943, it became clear that an
American officer would become the Su-
preme Commander, he sought to place
Americans in a number of key spots and to

? Code names mentioned above were supplied later.
For background of COSSAC, see Maj Duncan Emrich
and Maj F. D. Price, History of COSSAC, prep at
SHAEF, 1945, MS, OCMH files; CCS 169, 22 Jan
43; 67th Mtg, 22 Jan 43, Casablanca Conf Min; COS
(43) 105 (0), 8 Mar 43; COS (43) 110 (0), 9 Mar 43;
COS (43) 148 (0), 23 Mar 43; COS (43) 170 (0), 1
Apr 43; COS (43) 215 (0), 26 Apr 43. These COS (43)
papers are in SHAEF 8GS files, Bundle D, COS (43)
Papers, I, 1-299. See also COS (43) 55th Mtg (0)
25 Mar 43; COS (43) 57th Mig (0), 26 Mar 43; COS
(43) 64th Mtg (0), 2 Apr 43; COS (43) 67th Mg (0),
6 Apr 43; COS (43) 85th Mtg (0), 23 Apr 43. These
documents are in SHAEF SGS files, Bundle B, COS
(43) Min, L.

3 Memo, Gen Morgan, 23 Mar 43, Annex, Cross
Channel Operations, COS (43) 148 (0); Interv with
Gen Morgan, 8 Feb 47; Morgan, Ouerture to Querlord,
Ch. I. General Morgan indicated in a speech of 17
April 1943 that he was following suggestions of Lt.
Gen. Frank M. Andrews, Commanding General,
ETOUSA. SHAEF SGS Min of COSSAC Confs.
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reorganize COSSAC along American
lines. Much of this work was handed over
to General Barker, the ranking U.S. officer
at the headquarters. As a result of this
shift, two U.S. officers were brought to
London as deputy chiefs of the operations
and supply sections with the understand-
ing that they would later head these two
sections under the Supreme Commander.
General Eisenhower’s chief of publicity
and psychological warfare and members
of the civil affairs section of Allied Force
Headquarters were also brought to
COSSAC in the fall of 1943 to prepare for
roles in SHAEF."

General Marshall, in September 1943,
at the time when it was assumed he would
lead the cross-Channel operation, told
General Devers, Commanding General,
ETOUSA, that full support must be given
General Morgan “in his difficult task of
organizing an efficient, operational staff
for our Supreme Commander.” General
Marshall suggested that the Supreme
Headquarters have General Morgan as
chief of staff, U.S. officers as deputy chief
of staff and chief of operations, a British
officer as chief of intelligence, and a British
officer as chief of administration until the
bulk of supplies began to come from the
United States, at which time he would be
replaced by a U.S. officer. Marshall pro-
posed that the press and propaganda sec-
tions be headed by U.S. and British
officers with coequal powers. He added
that in each staff section the second in
command was to be of the nationality op-
posite to that of his chief. In order that the
staff should be well balanced, General
Marshall recommended strong naval, air,
and ground representation, with a possible
reduction of naval representation after the
initial assault. The Allied naval and air
staffs were to be of a size nccessary “to
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effect the coordinated direction of the
forces” under their commands.®

Both General Marshall and General
Morgan believed that the ultimate Su-
preme Headquarters should be modeled
on Marshal Foch’s World War I staff, de-
scribed by the COSSAC chief as a “really
small body of selected officers who dealt
with the major decisions on broad lines,
the day-to-day work of the war being
delegated completely to the commanders
of army groups.”® Such a headquarters
would have been sufficient only for a Su-
preme Commander who was merely
chairman of the Allied forces. Once it be-
came clear that General Eisenhower
would direct operations, the need for a
larger staff became apparent.

The appointment of General Eisen-
hower as Supreme Commander also re-
quired other changes in the COSSAC
plans. It was natural that the new com-
mander, having developed a satisfactory
staff at Allied Force Headquarters, would
want to bring a number of his advisers
with him. Even before he assumed his new
post, General Eisenhower directed Gen-
eral Smith to study the personnel situation

1 Emrich and Price, History of COSSAC, pp. 9-11;
Morgan, Ouverture to Querlord, pp. 213-22.

> Marshall to Devers, 24 Sep 43, OPD Exec. Mor-
gan, Overture to Overlord, Ch. IX, is valuable on the
organization of the staff.

% Address, Morgan to stf, 17 Apr 43, SHAEF SGS
Min of COSSAC Confs. The author has been unable
to find a precise list of the officers on Foch’s staff. Sir
Frederick Maurice, Lessons of Allied Co-Operation, 1914~
1918 (London, 1942), p. 142, speaks of Foch starting
with a small staff of about a dozen officers and later
adding an administrative staff. Gen. Maxime Wey-
gand, Foch (Paris, 1947), pp. 199-200, indicates that
outside of the members of the Allied missions, who
had access to the office of the General Staff, there was
a group of about twenty officers with the Commander
in Chief of the Allied Armies. The author is indebted
to Dr. T. D. Shumate, Jr., who is working on a study
of the Supreme War Council in World War I, for
these references.
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for SHAEF. This officer, after studying the
COSSAC organization, proposed changes
in it based on Allied experiences at
AFHQ), He initially asked for an enlarged
staff, on the ground that the existing or-
ganization was not large enough for a
commander who intended to control oper-
ations in the field. Fresh from the Mediter-
ranean headquarters, General Smith was
aware that civil affairs, press relations,
psychological warfare and other such ac-
tivities of an Allied headquarters would
require large staffs. To fill these and other
posts in the new SHAEF organization he
began to draw on Allied Force Headquar-
ters for key officers whose names had
already been suggested by General Eisen-
hower.”

A steady flow of personnel northward
began in January 1944 and increased until
the British Chief of the Imperial General
Staff feared that the new Supreme Com-
mander, Mediterranean, would not have
enough experienced officers to run his
headquarters. The new arrivals intro-
duced changes in several COSSAC divi-
sions, although an attempt was made to
retain most of the COSSAC members and
reassure them about the intentions of the
new regime. General Eisenhower at the
outset made clear that he had no purpose
of sweeping clean the organization which
was already functioning in London.
Rather he wished “to integrate himself
upon the existing staffs in SAC” * and
develop the same unity of action which
had prevailed in the Mediterranean. Gen-
eral Morgan was made deputy chief of
staff of SHAEF, General Barker was
placed at the head of one of the general
staff divisions, and other key members of
the COSSAC staff were retained in their
positions. By selecting men from both
headquarters who were faithful to the idea
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of “integration,” the Supreme Com-
mander was able to make the transition
without serious disturbance, although
several division heads were replaced and
other personnel shifted. For a time the
COSSAC members, who had been plan-
ning the cross-Channel invasion for a
number of months, resented the newcom-
ers’ boasts of the “sand in their boots”
they had picked up in North Africa. The
Allied Force Headquarters officers, for
their part, often complained that the
COSSAC people lacked real knowledge of
combat and were inclined to be academic
in their approach to operational planning.
Both groups, in time, found it necessary to
coalesce in the face of British and U.S.
combat soldiers from the Mediterranean
theater who were inclined to smile at the
suggestion that members of high level
headquarters knew anything about battle
conditions. By the eve of the invasion, the
integrated SHAETF staff was functioning as
an efficient unit.”

The Chief Deputies

Air Chief Marshal Tedder was chosen
as Deputy Supreme Commander of
SHAEF in January 1944. General Eisen-
hower did not have a hand in his selection,
but he was highly pleased that the British
made this choice. The two men had been
closely associated in the Mediterranean

" Interv with Gen Smith, 13 May 47; Interv with
Brig Gen Thomas J. Betts, former deputy G-2 of
SHAEF, 19 May 50.

# In this case SAC is used to mean Supreme Head-
quarters. Normally it was used as an abbreviation for
Supreme Allied Commander. General Eisenhower
was also frequently referred to as SCAEF (Supreme
Commander, Allied Expeditionary Force).

¥ Address, Eisenhower to members of his stf, 24 Jan
44, summarized in Min of SAC’s Confs. Statements
as to integration of SHAEF bascd on interviews by
author with many members of the SHAEF staff.
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theater and shared the same views on the
integration of Allied staffs. General Eisen-
hower had proposed Tedder for the post of
chief airman at SHAEFY before he knew
that the British officer was being con-
sidered for the post of deputy. Tedder had
served as British air commander in the
Middle East in 1942, helping to stop Gen-
eralfeldmarschall Erwin Rommel’s ad-
vance toward Egypt. The air marshal’s
forces had also contributed significantly to
the success of General Montgomery’s El
Alamein attack and the subsequent drive
toward Tunisia. From 17 February 1943
until his appointment as Deputy Supreme
Commander, Tedder had served as Com-
mander in Chief, Mediterranean Allied
Air Forces, which included RAF Middle
East, RAF Malta Air Command, and the
Northwest African Air Forces. The North-
west African command included British
and U.S. air forces in support of General
Eisenhower. In the Mediterranean post,
Tedder came to be held in high esteem by
many of the U.S. and British airmen who
were later brought to the United King-
dom to command various air units in sup-
port of the cross-Channel attack. German
intelligence agencies showed a wholesome
respect for the new deputy. Shortly after
his selection, one of them reported:

Tedder is on good terms with Eisenhower
to whom he is superior in both intelligence
and energy. The coming operations will be
conducted by him to a great extent. He re-
gards the Air Force as a “spearhead artillery”
rendering the enemy vulnerable to an attack.
His tactics in North Africa, Sicily and Italy,
based on this theory, provided for air support
for the advance of even the smallest Army
units. . . . Under Tedder’s influence the co-
operation between the Air Force and Army
has become excellent.

Tedder does not take unnecessary risks.
Unless other factors play a part, he will
undertake the invasion only after achieving
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complete air supremacy and after large-scale
bombing of the Reich.

Tedder is said to be taciturn especially
since he lost his eldest son in an air battle
over London. He is very popular with the
troops on account of his consideration and
unassuming appearance.

Obviously we are dealing here with one of
the most eminent personalities amongst the
invasion leaders.*? )

Air Chief Marshal Tedder became the
chief co-ordinator of Allied air efforts in
support of the cross-Channel operation.
The Deputy Supreme Commander made
no effort to form a special staff through
which to deal with air activities, restricting
his function in many cases to that of a

' Luftwaffe Academy Lecture, Invasion Generals,
Careers and Assessments, 7 Feb 44, Generalstab der
Luftwaffe, 8. Abteilung (hist sec), British Air Ministry
files.
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chairman or moderator of daily air confer-
ences at which the chief strategic and tac-
tical air commanders were represented.
He also worked with the Air Staff
(SHAEF) which was set up under a sep-
arate deputy chief of staff for air.

Tedder participated in General Eisen-
hower’s morning conferences, giving ad-
vice both as Deputy Supreme Commander
and as chief airman. The demands of air
activities on his time and the fact that
Tedder was not a ground force officer led
many members of the SHAEF staff to con-
sult him only on air matters. General
Eisenhower used his deputy frequently to
explain SHAEF policy to the British
Chiefs of Staff and occasionally sent him
on highly important missions, such as that
to Moscow in January 1945. In the early
months of the OVERLORD operation, the
Supreme Commander charged his deputy
with the task of insuring that ground com-
manders asked for and got the air support
necessary for their operations. Tedder also
intervened directly when he felt it neces-
sary to bar projects that he considered
wasteful of planes or contrary to existing
doctrines of proper employment of air
forces in combat. In all these assignments,
he worked quietly and eflfectively, taking
many problems, particularly those relat-
ing to the air forces, off the Supreme Com-
mander’s shoulders."!

General Eisenhower had chosen as his
chief of staff at SHAEF the officer who
had held a similar post in the Mediter-
ranean theater.'” Prime Minister Church-
ill suggested that General Smith stay at
Allied Force Headquarters as deputy com-
mander but, in the face of General
Eisenhower’s insistence, gave way. Smith
had served before the war as Secretary of
the General Staff in the War Department
and later as secretary to the Combined
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Chiefs of Staff in Washington. He was
thoroughly acquainted with high-level
staff work and with the individuals who
made up the Supreme Allied Command.
Capable of being extremely tough and
brusque in manner, he also knew the
value of the smooth approach. He was
thus useful as a hatchet man for the Su-
preme Commander, and also qualified to
represent him in missions which required
diplomatic skill. General Eisenhower con-
sidered him a perfect chief of staff.
General Smith guarded the approaches
to General Eisenhower somewhat more
Jjealously than the British staff members of
SHAEF would have liked. He directed the
flow of correspondence into his office and
cut down the number of direct contacts
between the Supreme Commander and
the SHAEF deputies and staff members.
Shortly after his arrival Smith made a
major change in that direction by reorgan-
izing the Central Secretariat of COSSAC,
headed by Maj. Martin McLaren, along
lines of the American Secretary of the
General Staff system. He attempted to run
the new staff for a time with Major
McLaren and Col. Dan Gilmer, who had
been secretary of the general staff in the
Mediterranean, but  the experiment
proved unsuccessful. Colonel Gilmer went
to the War Department as chief of the
European theater section of the Opera-
tions Division, and Major McLaren to the
G-3 Division of SHAEF. Lt. Col. Ford
Trimble, onetime aide of Gen. Douglas

'* Interviews with many members of the SHAEF
staff, including General Smith, Air Chief Marshal Sir
James M. Robb, and General Morgan in 1946 and
1947, and especially with Wing Commander Leslie
Scarman, wartime personal assistant to Air Chief
Marshal Tedder, 25 February 1947.

2 General Smith was also the chief of staff of Head-
quarters, European Theater of Operatior:s.
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He was also given numerous special as-
signments to co-ordinate the work of
various SHAEF divisions. General Smith
after the war described the COSSAC chief
as his British alter ego, “a man I wouldn’t
willingly have dispensed with.” **

A second deputy chief of staff (chief ad-
ministrative officer), Lt. Gen. Sir Humfrey
M. Gale, came to SHAEF from a similar
position at AFHQ at the strong insistence
of General Eisenhower. When Field Mar-
shal Brooke demurred at the shift, Smith
pointed out that Eisenhower had always
felt “he would be unwilling to undertake
another large Allied Command without
Gale’s administrative assistance. . . . He
has that irreplaceable quality of being able
to handle British-American supply prob-
lems with tact and judgment and he is
almost as familiar with the American sys-
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tem of supply as with the British.”” General
Gale found his position at SHAEF to be
somewhat different from that at Allied
Force Headquarters. In the Mediterra-
nean he had also had responsibility for
British troops behind the front. In the
European theater, 21 Army Group con-
trolled its own supply and the American
units had their Headquarters, Communi-
cations Zone. At SHAEF, therefore, he

GENERAL GALE

had less real control over supply and ad-
ministration than at Allied Force Head-
quarters. His duties consisted of co-ordi-
nating the activities of G-1, G-4, and
the supply elements of G-5. He also
served as chairman of various high-level
committees that dealt with matters of sup-

14 Interv with Gen Smith, 13 May 47.
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ply. One of his chief tasks was to anticipate
future bottlenecks and to study ways in
which they might be avoided.'”

The third deputy, Air Vice Marshal
James M. Robb, who became Deputy
Chief of Staff (Air), had served at one time
in the Mediterranean as General Eisen-
hower’s air adviser. Later he became
commmander of RAF North Africa and
deputy to General Spaatz, commander of
the Northwest African Air Forces.'® At
SHAEF the air marshal co-ordinated all
correspondence and planning of the vari-
ous SHAEF divisions in regard to air
activities.

The selection of the chief deputies was
followed in turn by the naming of the
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heads of the various divisions—a story
which will be told in some detail elsewhere
in this volume.'” By mid-January most of
the key positions of the headquarters had
been filled and Supreme Headquarters
was functioning. By mid-February Gen-
eral Eisenhower had his formal directive
and his command was officially under
way. It is important now to examine what
had already been done by SHAEF’s pred-
ecessors and what yet remained to be
achieved before the offensive against
northwest Europe could be launched.

> Interv with Gen Gale, 27 Jan 47. .o

S Interv with Air Chief Marshal Sir James M.
Robb, 3 Feb 47.

'" Ch. IV, below, The Machinery of SHAEF.



CHAPTER IV

The Machinery of SHAEF

Even before SHAEF had been formed,
COSSAC had handed over the tactical
planning of the cross-Channel attack to
the Commander -in - Chief, 21 Army
Group, the Allied Naval Commander-in-
Chief, Expeditionary Force (ANCXF),
and the Commander-in-Chief, Allied Ex-
peditionary Air Force (AEAF). Later, the
detailed planning of the ground force as-
sault was given to the armies involved in
the attack. Headquarters, ANCXF, and
AEAF drew up detailed plans of their
own. As a result SHAEF did not play a
prominent role in the operational plan-
ning for the initial stages of OVERLORD and
may appear to the casual observer to have
been almost completely divorced from
control of the assault. An examination of
the machinery of SHAEF will help to cor-
rect this misconception.

The Powers Reserved to SHAEF

General Eisenhower, in appointing Gen-
eral Montgomery to command U.S. and
British ground forces in the assault, gave
him operational control of the forces to be
used in the early days of the attack. The
temporary nature of the arrangement was
understood. The Supreme Commander,
while delegating for an interval opera-

tional control of Allied ground forces, did -

not lay aside his responsibility for making
tactical decisions that involved major
changes in the OvERLORD plan or the call-

ing forward of additional troops. His inter-
vention was also necessary to get increased
air or naval support for the ground forces.

In the administrative sphere, where sup-
ply and personnel were concerned, the
Supreme Commander retained a large
number of duties. As the chief Allied head-
quarters, SHAEF co-ordinated interserv-
ice and inter-Allied administrative policy.
This co-ordination extended to such mat-
ters as policy on the hiring of labor, the
purchase of supplies, welfare, health, dis-
cipline and awards, prisoners of war,
movement, and the construction of air-
fields. It was the task of SHAEF to prepare
outline administrative plans for future Al-
lied operations, allocate scarce resources
until shipped overseas, deal on national
policy matters with non-U.S. and British
powers, determine policy on POL (petrol,
oil, and lubricants) matters, and make
representations to the U.S. and British
ministries and departments concerning
policy and matériel requirements when

they influenced the theater as a whole.!
(Chart 3

In the so-called political sphere the
Supreme Commander and his staff were
particularly busy. Few if any of these re-
sponsibilities had been delegated to sub-
ordinate commanders. Representing Great

'SHAEF Dir to Ramsay, Leigh-Mallory, and
Montgomery, 10 Mar 44; see also SHAEF Dir to
FUSAG, 10 Mar 44, SHAEF SGS 322.011/2 Dirs to
Subordinate Comdrs.
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Britain and the United States in relations
with representatives of France, preparing
for civil affairs administration after the
liberation of occupied countries, and plan-
ning for military government for con-
quered Germany were all tasks which the
Supreme Commander retained. Some-
what allied to these activities were those
relating to press relations, censorship, and
psychological warfare—all matters which
had to be carefully co-ordinated at the
highest Allied headquarters.

SHAEF also retained active control
of long-range planning for the period after
the establishment of the bridgehead and
the drive into Germany. Before D Day, its
staff had outlined plans and amassed con-
siderable data relating to the advance into
Germany and the crossing of the Rhine.

The Operations Division

The nerve center of SHAEF was the
G-3 Division. Here planning and opera-
tions were combined. The chief of this di-
vision, Maj. Gen. Harold R. Bull, had
been assigned to the operations branch of
COSSAC in the fall of 1943 in preparation
for his appointment to the SHAETF post.
He had previously served as G-3 of the
War Department, acted as special ob-
server for the War Department in the
Mediterranean theater in the summer of
1943, and then commanded the III U.S.
Corps. On 14 February he succeeded Maj.
Gen. Charles A. West (Br.) as G-3 of
SHAEF. West remained as deputy until
May 1944 when he was replaced by Maj.
Gen. J. F. M. Whiteley (Br.), deputy chief
of staff at Allied Force Headquarters and
briefly chief of intelligence of SHAEF. The
two most important sections of G-3, plans
and operations, had initially been united
under Brig. Gen. Arthur S. Nevins, for-
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merly a member of the TorcH planning
staff, later briefly G-3 of Fifth Army, and
subsequently General Alexander’s opera-
tions officer in the Sicilian campaign. Near
the end of May 1944 the two sections were
separated, but General Nevins continued
to co-ordinate their work. Brigadier Ken-
neth G. McLean, who had been chief
Army planner at COSSAC from the be-
ginning, headed the plans section. In
March 1945, Maj. Gen. Lowell W. Rooks
(U.S.) was added as deputy to General
Bull.

The planning section, designated Plan-
ning Staff, SHAEF* was set up in mid-
March 1944 to co-ordinate planning for
SHAEF operations. Members of the staff
included representatives of the Allied Ex-
peditionary Air Force, the Allied Naval
Expeditionary Force, and the general and
special staffs of SHAEF. They made esti-
mates of the current situation, outlined
plans for all future operations, and made
detailed plans for the posthostilities period.
Before D Day, this staff worked on plans
for taking the Channel Islands, for opera-
tions in northwest Europe in case Ger-
many suddenly surrendered, for forcing
the Seine and capturing the Seine ports in-
cluding Paris, for action to be taken in
Norway in case of a German surrender,
and for a course of action to be followed
after the capture of the lodgment area.?

The operations section prepared and is-
sued operational directives and orders
based on plans drawn up by the planning
staff and approved by the chief of opera-
tions and the chief of staff. It drew up and
issued detailed standing operating proce-
dures essential to the proper co-ordination

2 Known briefly in early March as the Combined
Planning Staff.

* Minutes of eight Planning Staff meetings held
prior to D Day, Gen Nevins personal papers.



GENERAL BULL (7950 portrait). GENERAL WHITELEY

GENERAL NEVINS BRIGADIER MCcLEAN






THE MACHINERY OF SHAEF

of SHAEF’s work. As the forces under
General Eisenhower increased in the win-
ter of 1944 and the spring of 1945, General
Bull assumed increasingly the responsibil-
ity for maintaining contact with army
group commanders. The deputy G-3,
General Whiteley, kept in close touch with
Maj. Gen. Francis de Guingand, the 21
Army Group chief of staff, and worked out
with him personally many operational
questions concerning General Montgom-
ery’s forces.

Because of the command situation that
existed before D Day, the Supreme Com-
mander found himself relying on two
sources of operational advice and informa-
tion. When, as often occurred during the
assault, he was called upon merely to give
a nod of approval to a plan proposed by
General Montgomery or General Bradley,
he was dependent largely upon planning
done by someone else’s staff. In such mat-
ters as directing Resistance operations, in-
creasing airborne forces for the assault,
planning for railway bombing, and other
problems involving forces of different serv-
ices and more than one nationality, he
turned more frequently to his own staff.

The Intelligence Division

Before leaving the Mediterranean in
December 1943, General Eisenhower indi-
cated that he wanted Maj. Gen. Kenneth
W. D. Strong (Br.), G-2 of Allied Force
Headquarters, as his chief of intelligence
at SHAEF. This officer had served as as-
sistant military attaché in Berlin shortly
before the beginning of the war and later
for more than a year as head of the Ger-
man section of the War Office. Eisen-
hower’s request, coming on the heels of
numerous other shifts from the Mediter-
ranean theater, met opposition from the
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War Office. When initial appeals proved
ineffective, General Whiteley was ap-
pointed to the post. In May 1944 after fur-
ther requests by Generals Eisenhower and
Smith, the British agreed to the transfer of
General Strong, and he became chief of in-
telligence on 25 May 1944.> His deputy,
Brig.. Gen. Thomas J. Betts (U.S.), had
come to SHAEF some weeks earlier from
the Mediterranean theater.

SHAEF, of course, did not attempt to
collect intelligence by interrogating pris-
oners, nor did it send out air and ground
reconnaissance patrols. For this type of in-
formation it depended, like the army
groups, on the armies and subordinate
units. For spot information, it was as-
sumed, the lower headquarters would
have to depend on their own resources.
Such information was collated at army
headquarters and sent back to the army
groups and to SHAEF.

SHAEF G-2 received estimates and in-
formation from the armies and the army
groups, from Resistance groups, either di-
rectly or indirectly, from reports of the Of-
fice of Strategic Services and the Political
Warfare Executive, from the estimates of
the War and Navy Departments in Wash-
ington, and from the Joint Intelligence
Committee (London).*

Shortly after its establishment, SHAEF
took over much of the personnel and files
of the Theater Intelligence Section (TIS)
which had been set up by the British in
1940. Initially British in make-up, this or-
ganization added U.S. personnel in 1943.

° General Whiteley, as already noted, became dep-
uty chief of operations.

¥ JIC (London) consisted of representatives of the
Foreign Office, Air Ministry, Admiralty, War Office,
and Ministry of Economic Warfare. It farmed out
various questions to the Theater Intelligence Section,
the Interservice Intelligence Section, and other intel-
ligence groups. The joint staff then undertook to de-
termine the significance of the information.
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As a part of British Home Forces and later
of COSSAC, the section conducted con-
siderable research on Germany and
enemy-occupied territory and collated re-
ports on enemy movements and disposi-
tions. It furnished a mass of topographical
information, and detailed reports on
enemy order of battle and the location of
enemy guns and fortifications. Lt. Col.
John Austin, a Magdalen don who had
headed the order of battle section under
the Theater Intelligence Section, setup a
similar section under SHAEF.

General Strong at the end of June 1944
proposed that SHAEF establish a Joint In-
telligence Committee (SHAEF) which
would consist of one U.S, and one British
representative from each service, a British
or U.S. member to deal with economic
questions, and, when necessary, a British
and U.S. member to represent the Politi-
cal Advisers of the Supreme Commander.
Headed by the SHAEF chief of intelli-
gence, this committee was to keep under
constant review the military and political
situation in the area for which the Supreme
Commander was responsible. It was to be
the sole producer of intelligence apprecia-
tions for the Planning Staff, SHAEF, and
to be the final authority on all intelligence
matters for SHAEF. As long as SHAEF re-
mained in the United Kingdom, the com-
mittee was required to keep in close touch
with the Joint Intelligence Committee
(London) to maintain a full exchange of
information. The system was adopted in
July 1944 with General Smith’s reluctant
approval. The SHAEF chief of stafl indi-
cated that he felt 1t tended to recognize the
“command by committee” system which
the Supreme Commander was trying to
avoid.”

The varied intelligence which came to
Supreme Headquarters was collected, as-
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sessed, and passed on to subordinate head-
quarters in weekly intelligence summaries
and periodic estimates. Part of the infor-
mation sifted down to the lower headquar-
ters cither in the form of news summaries
or often in the form of annexes appended
to the regular reports. These summaries
suffered somewhat from a time lag and by
no means represented the information
available at SHAEF at any given time."
Certain intelligence that could not be is-
sued generally for fear of endangering the
sources naturally had to be omitted from
the summaries. Thus, the Supreme Com-
mander and the army groups depended
for their most current and most complete
information on personal briefings by their
chiefs of intelligence or members of the in-
telligence staffs. The army groups kept the
SHAEF staff abreast of developments in
their areas with nightly reports direct to
Supreme Headquarters.

Much of the work of SHAEF G-2, like
that of the Operations Division, was car-
ried on by personal contact between mem-
bers of the SHAET and army group staffs.
The relationships between members of the
G-2 staffs of SHAEF and the army groups
were cordial. Unfortunately, the same
thing could not always be said of relations
hetween the army groups and the armies.

General Strong organized his group
along British lines. His chief deputy, Gen-
eral Betts, had served for some years on the
War Department G-2 staff and had at-
tended the Combined Chiefs of Staff con-
ferences at Washington, Quebec, and
Cairo in 1943 as a G-2 representative.

* Smith to Strong, 4 Jul 44, and Dir 10 JIC
(SHAEF), 8 Jul 44, SHAEF SGS 322.01 G-2, Organi-
zarion and Personncl G-2 Div, SHAEF.

*In a few cases, when an important change in the
military situation occurred just after a report was is-
sued, one or more additional pages were sent out with
new information.
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plies, and assign space at railways, ports,
airfields, and other facilities to the various
services.”

Because of General Eisenhower’s dual
role as Supreme Commander and as U.S.
theater commander, the organization of
the supply services in the U.S. zone is sig-
nificant to this study. To simplify U.S.
administration, General Eisenhower in
mid-January 1944 ordered the consolida-
tion of Headquarters, ETOUSA, and
Headquarters, Services of Supply. This
enlarged headquarters inherited the name
of ETOUSA, and was commanded by
General Eisenhower with General Smith
as its chief of staff. It was actually con-
trolled by Lt. Gen. John C. H. Lee, deputy
theater commander for supply and admin-
istration, formerly the commanding gen-
eral of the Services of Supply. General Lee
was also slated to command Headquar-
ters, Communications Zone, which was to
be established on the Continent after the
invasion to control supply of U.S. troops.
General Eisenhower tended to rely on
U.S. members of his SHAEF staff for ad-
vice concerning most operational matters,
and he used Headquarters, ETOUSA,
for communication with the War Depart-
ment on administrative matters and as an
authorizing agency for all U.S. commands
that operated under Supreme Headquar-
ters. The exact responsibility of the G-1

‘and G-4 at SHAEF and their counter-
parts at U.S. supply headquarters was
never thoroughly defined. While it was
natural for the Supreme Commander to
turn to the U.S. staff officers nearest at
hand for advice on purely U.S. questions,
the G-1 and G-4 at theater headquarters
were more closely in touch with the War
Department and had closer control of U.S.
men and supplies coming to the United
Kingdom and the Continent. Staff officers

THE SUPREME COMMAND

GENERAL LEE

at SHAEF were never completely success-
ful in their efforts to control supply and
personnel policy relating solely to U.S.
forces. On matters involving allocation of
supplies and men among the Allied forces
and on certain problemis pertaining to
the entire British, French, and U.S. force,
they played a more important role.*

9 These officers were: Maj. Gen. Charles S. Napier
(Br.) and Col. Howard A. Malin (U.S.) for movement
and transportation, and Brigadier Douglas H. Bond
(Br.) for petroleum and fuel. In late May Col. Walter
C. Pew (U.S.) was added as deputy G-4 for petroleum
and fuel, and Col. Wilbur S. Elliott (U.S.) replaced
Colonel Malin. In December 1944, Brig. Gen. John A.
Appleton (U.S.) became Director General, Military
Railways. Col. (later Brig. Gen.) E. K. Clark (U.S.)
was added as deputy G-4 in January 1945, and Brig.
Gen. Theron D. Weaver (U.S.) became chief of the
Petroleum Branch in February 1945.

10 The author has relied principally for these de-
tails on [Robert W. Coakley] Organization and Com-
mand in the European Theater of Operations, Pt. I1
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Civil Affairs

The organization of SHAEF’s Civil
Affairs Division (G-5) requires more de-
tailed study than that of the other general
staff divisions. Since it was of fairly recent
origin, the COSSAC and SHAEF plan-
ners had to work out new procedures and
systems of operating. Unlike the other gen-
eral staff divisions, G--5 could not be set up
simply by copying long-established U.S.
or British practices. Instead, it was neces-
sary to draw on fairly recent experiences
of the Allies in the Mediterranean, and
these did not conform exactly to the needs
of a Supreme Headquarters in the Euro-
pean theater. A second factor making for
difficulty arose from differences of opinion
between the British and U.S. Chiefs of
Staff, between the U.S. Chiefs of Staff and
the State Department, between the
COSSAC and the AFHQ elements of
SHAEF, and between individuals, as to
theory of civil affairs and methods of con-
trol. Again, because of the political angles
involved, SHAEF from the beginning ex-
ercised closer control of civil affairs oper-
ations than of other operations. Finally,
the Supreme Commander and his chief of
staff had to intervene more directly in the
final settlement of the civil affairs organ-
ization than they did in the case of the
other divisions.

Dqfferences Between Military Government
and Crvil Affairs

At the beginning of World War 11,
there was no clear-cut distinction between
military government and the administra-
tion of civil affairs, both of which the G-5

of The Administrative and Logistical History of the
ETO, Hist Div USFET, 1946, MS, OCMH files. See
also Ruppenthal, Logistical Support of the Armies.
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division of SHAEF had to deal with. It
was known that military government re-
ferred to the authority established in occu-
pied territory of the enemy and that it was
intended largely to preserve order in zones
in enemy areas through which the victori-
ous armies were passing. The term was ap-
plied more often, of course, to the authority
that was established in a defeated country
after the conclusion of an armistice. In
World War I, the practice had been to
continue existing local governments in
power with military supervision and with
some safeguards against disobedience of
the orders issued by the occupying power.
Attempts were made to restore the previ-
ous economic and social framework as
soon as possible in order to reduce the re-
sponsibilities of military units for feeding
the population and running the govern-
ment.

In World War II an entirely different
situation existed. In Italian-held territory
in the Mediterranean, and in German ter-
ritory on the Continent, the Allies under-
took to eliminate the former Fascist and
Nazi officeholders, to root out the political
theories which Mussolini and Hitler had
put into the legal systems of the two coun-
tries, to change Fascist- and Nazi-inspired
economic regulations—in short, to effect a
political revolution under Allied auspices.
Part of this task was handed over to the
military commanders who first set foot on
enemy territory. They soon discovered
that former views on the subjeet were not
suited to the new concept of military gov-
ernment, and they found, in the early days
at least, that they lacked officers with the
technical knowledge to assume the tasks of
mayors,.directors of railways, directors of
waterworks, directors of power plants, and
dozens of other key jobs which were for-
merly performed by the party faithful who
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now under Allied policy had to be ruth-
lessly weeded out. Under World War I con-
ditions, it was possible for a commander
to restore the former officials, under
proper military supervision, and let them
govern as before. The new system required
the conquering armies to establish new
city and district administrations.

Civil affairs had also changed since
World War I. It had become clear in that
earlier conflict that “total war,” which
choked essential highways with great
masses of dispossessed people, required
commanders to restore some semblance of
civil authority if military operations were
to be continued. In the 1914-18 period,
the British and U.S. armies had been able
to leave this problem largely to the French
Government and Army, which at most
needed only some supplies and transport
to restore civil administration. In prepar-
ing for the invasion of Europe through
France in the spring of 1944, SHAEF
realized that the French civil administra-
tion that would be found had been either
under the control of German military
authority or under Vichy. In either case,
it seemed likely that the existing govern-
ment would have to undergo considerable
change. Further, the greater damage
caused by the bombardments of World
War II meant that the liberating armies
would have to support the local popula-
tions or furnish transport to a far greater

" degree than they had before. Worse still,
they could not expect the French forces,
which were themselves being supplied
from Allied sources, to take on this respon-
sibility. Inasmuch as hungry civilians,
however sympathetic to the Allies, were
likely to become dangerous if left unfed,
the Allied commanders, as a matter of
necessity, had to engage in widespread
activities in the realm of civil affairs. Mili-
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tary commanders were not always pleased
at having to turn their attention from the
task of winning battles to the business of
feeding people and of making electric
plants and waterworks function again.
They were frequently even less willing to
have groups of officers from higher head-
quarters carry out civil affairs activities in
the forward zone. As a result, command
channels and command responsibility for
civil affairs became points of contention
among the various headquarters.

Developing a System of Allied Control

General Morgan, who has described the
task of setting up a civil affairs organiza-
tion for SHAEF as “the most vexatious
and least satisfactory” of COSSAC’s many
tasks, attempted as early as July 1943 to
establish a civil affairs branch and to draw
up a set of guiding principles for civil
affairs planning. Almost immediately he
was caught in a debate between the British
and U.S. Chiefs of Staff over whether the
control of civil affairs should be centered
in London or Washington, and in a
COSSAC-versus-AFHQ argument over
the nature of civil affairs command in the
field. There is little wonder that in his de-
scription of these discussions, General
Morgan recalls the remark of a member of
his staff that “there were plenty of affairs,
but the difficulty was to keep them civil.” *!

The British had a variety of reasons for
attempting to centralize civil affairs con-
trol in London. Not only had they had
considerable experience with governing
occupied countries throughout modern
history, but they had taken up the respon-
sibility of military government in Italian
and African possessions as early as 1940-

11 Morgan, Overture to Overlord, pp. 227-28.



THE MACHINERY OF SHAEF

41. Before the United States entered the
war, the British had established proce-
dures and policy for military government.
In June 1942, they formed an Administra-
tion of Territories (Europe) Committee
under Sir Frederick Bovenschen, Perma-
nent Under Secretary of State for War, to
co-ordinate planning for military govern-
ment. The commander of United States
Forces in Europe was invited to send ob-
servers to meetings of the committee, ap-
parently in the hope of making it the com-
bined agency for determining Allied civil
affairs policy.

The British were in a position to say
that they had a going concern in London
and were prepared to lay down military
government policy. It is possible that they
desired to keep this control in London, not
only because they felt themselves in a bet-
ter position to handle these matters, but
because they believed that a London com-
mittee could act more quickly on Euro-
pean matters and that decisions affecting
British interests would be more satisfac-
torily settled. Parliament and Congress
had expressed some dissatisfaction over
U.S. dealings with Darlan in North
Africa, and there were indications that
Roosevelt and Churchill did not see eye to
eye on the question of colonies. The British
naturally desired to have firm control over
any of their former colonies which might

be recovered by Allied forces.
'~ The President wanted to make sure that
U.S. forces were not used merely to restore
colonies or to carry out a policy in military
government laid down by another power.
The U.S. Chiefs of Staff were also of the
opinion that over-all control of military
government could best be handled from
Washington. In July 1943, they and the
British Chiefs of Staff agreed to estab-
lish a Combined Civil Affairs Committee
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(CCAC) in Washington to control civil af-
fairs and military government policy for
all theaters. The charter of the committee
gave assurances that, if British or Domin-
ion territory were recovered from the ene-
my, the nations concerned could submit
to the Combined Chiefs of Staff an out-
line of policies for use in the civil affairs
administration of such possessions. The
Combined Chiefs of Staff, in turn, were to
consult the force commander charged with
taking and holding such territory and, on
his recommendation, to accept those pro-
posals which would not interfere with the
military purpose of the operation.'?

Establishment of the committee in
Washington did not settle the problem of
control. The reasons for continued debate
have been well stated by General Morgan:

If territory was to be liberated or con-
quered by combined forces, then obviously
the reinstatement of the life of those terri-
tories must similarly be undertaken by com-
bined means. But the British had been at this
liberation and conquest business already for
some years, and they had set up for them-
selves an organization to see to this thing. To
them it seemed a possibly unnecessary com-
plication to duplicate the British effort in this
respect over in the United States of America.
It appeared to them that there were two
alternatives: one could either reinforce the
British setup to give it combined status, or
one could regard the British setup as it stood
as the British contribution towards the com-
bined effect desired with an equivalent
United States outfit in Washington.™

The British attempted to pursue the first
of these alternatives by holding that at-
tendance of U.S. observers at meetings of
the Administration of Territories (Europe)

12 Details on early developments of the British or-
ganization are given in Historical Notes, SHAEF G-5
file. Charter CCAC, CCS 190/6/D, 15 Jul 43, ABC
014 (11-27-42), Sec 1.

13 Morgan, Overture to Overlord, pp. 231-32.
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Committee constituted combined action
on civil affairs and military government
matters. When the U.S. representatives
rejected this view, the British declined for
a number of weeks to deal with the Com-
bined Civil Affairs Committee in Wash-
ington. The net effect of this impasse,
according to Maj. Gen. John H. Hilldring,
chief of the Civil Affairs Division of the
War Department, was to deprive the Su-
preme Commander for three months of
any guidance on military government and
civil affairs.*

The Combined Chiefs of Staff resolved
the problem at the end of January 1944 by
establishing the London Sub-Committee
of the Combined Civil Affairs Committee.
This body was empowered to advise the
Supreme Commanders of Europe and the
Mediterranean, solve the civil affairs prob-
lems which did not justify reference to the
Combined Chiefs of Staff, make recom-
mendations on problems referred to it by
the CCAC in Washington, and receive
from the British Government its views in
regard to British or Dominion territory
outside the Pacific which might be re-
covered from the enemy. The Administra-
tion of Territories (Europe) Committee
was abolished.’> Even after this action,
the War Department remained watchful
lest the British try to enlarge the powers of
the European Advisory Commission, or-
ganized by Britain, the United States, and
the USSR in London in late 1943 to draw
up surrender terms for Germany and Axis
satellites and to consider such other ques-
tions on liberation of Allied countries as
might be submitted by the three govern-
ments.'®

An illustration of the delays which fol-
lowed these debates over jurisdiction may
be found in the efforts of the United States
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and Great Britain to conclude a civil
affairs agreement with the Norwegian
Government-in-exile. Allied negotiations
to get an agreement with Norway cover-
ing such matters as the restoration of civil
authority, the requisitioning of supplies,
and the hiring of labor were begun as
early as May 1943 by the Administration
of Territories (Europe) Committee. The
Foreign Office aided in preparing the
necessary documents, but negotiations
were kept on a strictly military level. The
British authorities, wishing to avoid delays
which they feared would follow submis-
sion of the agreement to the Combined
Chiefs of Staff and the Combined Civil
Affairs Committee, in July 1943 sent it to
General Devers on the chance that he
could get direct approval from the U.S.
Chiefs of Staff. Their hope proved un-
founded, although General Devers
promptly gave his assent to the document
and proposed that with some modifica-
tions it become a model for similar agree-
ments in the future. The U.S. Chiefs of
Staff, in order to avoid any precedent
which would recognize the authority of
the Administration of Territories (Europe)
Committee to act on civil affairs matters

¢ General Hilldring’s opposite number in the Brit-
ish War Office was Maj. Gen. S. W. Kirby, head of
the Civil Affairs Directorate in Great Britain.

15 1tr, Barker to Hilldring, 23 Nov 43; Bendetsen
to Hilldring, 15 Nov 43; James C. Dunn to William
Phillips, 4 Dec 43. All in CAD 370.21 COSSAC. Mc-
Cloy to Winant, 3580, 4 Jan 44; Hilldring to Mec-
Sherry, 53, 29 Jan 44. Both in CAD 334 CCAC. Secy
War to Commanding Gens, 8 Feb 44, (text of revised
charter of CCAC, 29 Jan 44), SHAEF G-5 23-27.02;
Memo for Record, 19 Jan 44, COS (44), 142d Mtg
(O), 28 Jan 44, ABC 014, Sec 2; Morgan, Ouverture to
Overlord, pp. 231-32.

16 This action had been decided on at the Moscow
Conference in October 1943, but formal action was
not taken until near the end of the war.
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for the Allies, asked that both the Com-
bined Chiefs of Staff and the Combined
Civil Affairs Committee deal with the
matter. An attempt was also made to get
reactions of the State Deparment, but a
request for its opinion brought merely the
reply of “no comment.” Accepting this as
a negative form of approval, the Com-
bined Chiefs of Staff proceeded with a dis-
cussion of the final draft. After some delay,
which Ambassador William Phillips
blamed more on questions of prestige than
on details of the document, the British and
U.S. Chiefs of Staff also agreed near the
end of January 1944 to proceed with Bel-
gium and the Netherlands on the basis of
the Norwegian draft.’’

Once the Combined Chiefs of Staff had
agreed on the general form of the docu-
ments, the British and U.S. Governments
proceeded to conclude separate accords
with the occupied countries. The U.S.
Chiefs of Staffin January 1944 maintained
that the State Department would have to
conclude agreements with these countries
in order to make them binding. The State
Department, as a matter of fact, already
had under consideration draft agreements
with Norway and the Netherlands. Secre-
tary of State Cordell Hull held that since
these were for military purposes they
should be entered into directly between
the Commander in Chief, U.S. Forces in
Europe, and the countries concerned. At
the end of February, the U.S. Chiefs of
Staff instructed General Eisenhower to
conclude a civil affairs agreement on
behalf of the United States with Norway.
After a delay to permit the USSR to con-
clude a similar agreement with Norway,
separate accords were signed with Norway
on 16 May 1944 by representatives of the
United States, Great Britain, and the
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USSR. Later, similar documents were
drawn up for the other occupied coun-
tries.'®

Development of Civil Affairs Machinery
at COSSAC and SHAEF

The development of civil affairs ma-
chinery for COSSAC and SHAEF was as
complicated as the efforts, mentioned
earlier, to establish Allied control of civil
affairs. Initially, there had been little dif-
ficulty. The Prime Minister and the Presi-
dent had answered General Morgan’s
request for guidance on civil affairs and
military government by declaring at Que-
bec on 22 August 1943 that their govern-
ments would assume responsibility for the
administration of territory conquered by
their forces. In liberated territories, the
British and U.S. forces were to exercise
military authority until the enemy’s de-
feat, but would agree to the maintenance

1" Memo, Col John C. Blizzard for Maj Gen
Thomas T. Handy, 1 Jul 43; Notes on JCS, 95th Mtg,
6 Jul 43; JCS 96th Mg, 13 Jul 43; CCS 102d Mtg, 16
Jul 43; Memo for record, 26 Aug 43; Draft agreement,
CCS 274/4, 4 Oct 43; CCS 122d Mtg, 8 Oct 43;
Memo, Col Frank N. Roberts for Gen Handy, 5 Oct
43; CCS 122d and 123d Mtgs, 8 and 15 Oct 43; For-
rest B. Royal to Comdr Coleridge, 19 Oct 43; Memo,
Representatives of Br COS, CCS 445, 22 Dec 43; CCS
142d Mtg, 21 Jan 44. All in ABC 014 Norway (4 Jul
43), Sec 1. Barker to Phillips, 22 Dec 43, with note by
Phillips on 23 Dec 43; Cbl 21, CCS to Eisenhower, 23
Jan 44. Both in SHAEF SGS 014.1 Norway, Civil Af-
fairs Dir for Norway.

12 Handy to CAD, 5 Jan 44; Hilldring to Handy, 10
Jan 44; Handy to CAD, 16 Jan 44; Leahy to Secy
State, JCS 398/2, 21 Jan 44; Hull to Leahy, JCS
398/3, 25 Jan 44; Rpt, Hilldring to JCS, 12 Jan 44.
Allin ABC 014 Norway. JCS to Eisenhower, 10 Feb
44; State Dept Rad Bull 118, 16 May 44. Bothin
SHAEF SGS 014.1 Norway, Civil Affairs Dir for Nor-
way. JCS to Eisenhower, 24 Feb 44; SHAEF to
AGWAR, 5-50493, 19 Apr 44; AGWAR to SHAEF,
W-30279, 30 Apr 44. All in SHAEF SGS 014.1 Neth-
erlands, Civil Affairs Dir for Netherlands.
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of law and order by the liberated peoples
with necessary aid from the United States
and Great Britain.*®
Meanwhile, the Combined Civil Affairs
Committee on 18 August 1943 had de-
cided that the Allied commanders in chief
should plan and handle civil affairs on the
military level under a directive of the
Combined Chiefs of Staff. General Mor-
gan, therefore, proceeded in early Septem-
ber to select a civil affairs staff. Maj. Gen.
Sir Roger Lumley, former governor of
Bombay, was appointed senior British civil
affairs officer for COSSAC, with Brig.
Gen. Cornelius E. Ryan, chief of the
ETOUSA civil affairs section, as his U.S.
opposite number. Shortly afterward, Gen-
eral Ryan was chosen to organize the civil
affairs section of 1st U.S. Army Group and
was replaced on the COSSAC staff by Col.
Karl R. Bendetsen. With the shift of Gen-
eral Ryan, the civil affairs section of
ETOUSA was abolished and its planning
functions were given to COSSAC and 1st
U.S. Army Group.?°
In developing the civil affairs branch at
COSSAC, General Morgan proceeded on
the theory that the civil affairs organiza-
tion in the field should insure that refugees
not interfere with Allied operations, that
it should relieve the Supreme Commander
of anxiety over events behind his lines, and
that it should guarantee that liberated or
_captured resources of military value would
be placed at the disposal of the Allied
forces. This was sound doctrine on which
to build, but unfortunately, when it came
to establishing machinery for carrying it
out, the COSSAC chief found himself at a
loss. The problem has been succinctly de-
scribed by General Morgan as follows:

Starting from a basis of complete ignorance
and confronted with this agglomeration of
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confusing evidence, it is little wonder that
COSSAC set off entirely on the wrong foot as
regards its Civil Affairs planning. Round a
small central section to study the question
generally were formed “country sections” to
study the problems of France, Belgium, Hol-
land, and Norway on the broad assumption
that for each of these countries would be
needed something of the nature of the AMG
[Allied Military Government] organisation
for Italy. . . .

COSSAC planners in the fall of 1943
soon disagreed over the question of how far
the system of civil affairs and military
government used in Sicily and Italy should
be copied. Broadly speaking, the Allies
had set up a system of military govern-
ment which was to a great extent inde-
pendent of the normal military structure.
A chief civil affairs officer maintained a di-
rect line of command through his regional
civil affairs officers to provincial and local
administrators. When a similar system was
proposed by COSSAC planners, it was at-
tacked by a group of civil affairs officers,
led by Colonel Bendetsen, who opposed a
system so largely independent of the mili-
tary chain of command, and held that the
principles designed to apply to conquered
territory were unsuitable for liberated
countries.?” What might be called anti-

1 Morgan to Under Secretary of State for War, 21
Jul 43, SHAEF G-5 Gen File 3510 Civil Agencies—
Voluntary Association; CCS 320, 20 Aug 43, QuaD-
RANT Conf Min; Copy of Roosevelt-Churchill agree-
ment at Quebec, 22 Aug 43, SHAEF G-5 plng file
27.01.

2¢ Hilldring to Hammond, 19 Aug 43; Mtg at Nor-
folk House, 1 Sep 43; Memo, Ryan to Hilldring, 5 Sep
43; Morgan to Hilldring, 21 Oct 43; Bendetsen to
Barker, 20 Oct 43. All in CAD 370.21 COSSAC.
ETOUSA GO 88, 26 Nov 43; ETOUSA Memo 90, 2
Dec 43. Both in ETOUSA files.

21 Morgan, Overture to Overlord, pp. 227-29.

22 Details of the military government system in
North Africa, Sicily, and Italy are contained in Lt.
Robert W. Komer, Civil Affairs in the Mediterranean
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Mediterranean views were contained in
the COSSAC handbook on civil affairs
which was issued on 13 December 1943.
By it military commanders were made re-
sponsible for civil affairs operations, which
were to be handled through regular
channels of command.?

The handbook was criticized almost im-
mediately by Brig. Gen. Frank J.
McSherry, formerly deputy civil affairs
officer in Sicily and chief of Headquarters,
Alied Military Government for Italy out-
side Naples and the Army Zone. McSherry
had been assigned to the COSSAC Civil
Affairs Branch in mid-December 1943.
With the aid of Lt. Col. William Chanler
of the Civil Affairs Division, War Depart-
ment, he argued in early January 1944 for
a return to a system more like that used in
the Mediterranean theater. The COSSAC
Civil Affairs Branch brushed these efforts
aside with the statement that it had
“abandoned with finality the concept ap-
plied elsewhere which undertakes to exe-
cute civil affairs operations through a sep-
arate channel either parallel to or diver-
gent from the chain of command.” Gen-

eral Smith, who had now arrived on the -

scene from the Mediterranean, countered
this statement with a reminder that since
he came from an area where the concept
was applied, and was in large measure re-
sponsible for it, he would have to have fur-
_ther evidence before abandoning it.**

In the next two months, a fight was
waged over the concept of civil affairs to be
adopted and the real control of the pro-
gram. The G-5 Division of SHAEF under-
Theater, Hist Sec, MTOUSA, 1946, MS, OCMH
files. Barker to Hilldring, 23 Nov 43; Ltrs, Bendetsen
to Hilldring, 20, 21, 27, 31 Oct and 6, 10, and 15 Nov
43. All in CAD 370.21 COSSAC, Sec 1. See also Al-

bert K. Weinberg, Soldiers Become Governors, a vol-
ume in preparation for this series.
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went two major changes in that time. On
15 February General Lumley, who had
been a supporter of Colonel Bendetsen, be-
came sole head of the division, and Brig.
Gen. Julius C. Holmes, who had recently
been brought up from the Civil Affairs
Branch at Allied Force Headquarters, was
appointed deputy. Colonel Bendetsen was
transferred to another headquarters. The
country sections, which had been elimi-
nated in the shifts of the fall of 1943, were
replaced, and General McSherry, Deputy
Civil Affairs Officer, was made responsible
for reorganizing these sections, preparing
detailed civil affairs plans, and training
personnel.?® In April the G-5 Division un-
derwent its second reorganization in fulfill-
ment of a decision reached in early Janu-
ary 1944. General Smith had indicated to
the War Department at that time that
someone with more experience and rank
than General Lumley’s or Colonel Bendet-
sen’s should be appointed. He had pro-
posed a U.S. officer for the position, sug-
gesting among others Maj. Gen. Lucius D.
Clay, but withdrew the proposal when
General Eisenhower decided that it was
preferable to have a British officer in
charge of civil affairs in order to avoid

23 Handbook, Standard Policy and Procedure for
Combined Civil Affairs Operations in Northwest Eu-
rope, COSSAC, 13 Dec 43, SHAEF SGS5 014.1 Civil
Affairs in Northwest Europe. (It should be noted that
there is also a two-volume file with virtually the same
designation: SHAEF S8GS 014.1 Civil Affairs in
Northwest Europe, Vols. I and 11.)

2 Memo, McSherry for Lumley, 30 Jan 44, SHAEF
G-5 Plng File 27.01. Memo, Chanler for CofS,
SHAEF, 5 Feb 44; Memo, McSherry for CofS,
SHAEF, 7 Feb 44; Memo, Smith for Lumley, 8 Feb
44. All in SHAEF SGS 014.1 Civil Affairs in North-
west Europe. Unsigned, undated memo, apparently in
answer to McSherry memo of 30 Jan 44, SHAEF G-5
Pling File 15.01.

26 SHAEF Stf Memo 2, 15 Feb 44, SHAEF AG

files; McSherry to Hilldring, 11 Mar 44, CAD 370.21
COSSAC.
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~of the G5 Division, and any hint of a pos-
sible echelon between SHAEF and the
army groups in the field was ended. Gen-
eral Grasett announced that the sections
for France, Norway, Denmark, and Bel-
gium-Luxembourg would ultimately be-
come the civil affairs sections of SHAEF
missions sent to those countries, and that
the German section would provide the
nucleus of military government in enemy
territory. He also indicated that in the first
phase of operations 21 Army Group, work-
ing through its civil affairs staff, would be
responsible for all civil affairs activities in
France. On the activation of a U.S. army
group on the Continent, the SHAEF G-5
was to assume direct responsibility for co-
ordinating civil affairs operations in the
field. While all branches of SHAEF would
have normal staff responsibility for such
operations, the small French section of the
operations branch- of G-5 was charged
with general supervision and co-ordination
of activities pertaining to France.?

Some of the views of the former Medi-
terranean civil affairs officers were incor-
porated in the revised handbook issued
by SHAEF on 1 May 1944. The princi-
pal amendments were those specifying
SHAEPF’s control over civil affairs activi-
ties in the field. To the declaration in the
original version that tactical commanders
were responsible for civil affairs operations
in their area, there was added the phrase,
“in accordance with the policies laid down
by the Supreme Commander.” To the ini-
tial statement that normal command
channels would be followed was added:
“with direct communications between
Civil Affairs staffs of Commands on mat-
ters peculiar to Civil Affairs.” The scope of
such activities was broadened to apply “to
the areas affected by military operations.”
Thus it was possible, if necessary, to apply
civil affairs jurisdiction to the whole of a
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country even though Allied forces might
be in only a part of it. The objective of -
civil affairs operations was restated as an
effort to insure “that conditions exist
among the civilian population which will
not interfere with operations against the
enemy, but will promote these opera-
tions.” Stricken out was the statement that
the commander’s responsibility did not
embrace the rehabilitation of a country or
its industries. Both handbooks agreed that
relief, except as otherwise directed, would
be limited to that required by military
necessity, and that civil affairs operations
in liberated areas would continue only un-
til the situation permitted the Allied na-
tional authority concerned to assume con-
trol. Finally, the revised handbook pro-
vided for consistency of interpretation and
application of policies in each of the coun-
tries by requiring that country manuals be
issued for the use of tactical commanders.*®

SHAEF G-5 spent the remaining days
before the invasion on improving the civil
affairs organization. The training of civil
affairs officers sent from the United States
was emphasized. All new arrivals were in-
terviewed at the European Civil Affairs
Training Center, which had been estab-
lished in December 1943 at Shrivenham
under Col. Cuthbert P. Stearns, and an ef-
fort was made to train them in handling
specific problems in the cities to which
they were to be assigned.

General FEisenhower expressed his
views as to the importance of the civil af-
fairs officers in an address shortly before D
Day. Saying that they were “as modern as

2* Memo, Grasett for CofS, SHAEF, 19 Apr 44;
SHAEF Stf Memo 43, 30 Apr 44. Both in SHAEF G-
5 plng file 15.01.

3¢ SHAEF handbook, Standard Policy and Proce-
dure for Combined Civil Affairs Operations in North-
west Europe, 13 Dec 43, and as revised, 1 May 44.
Original handbook in SHAEF SGS Civil Affairs in
Northwest Europe 014.1; revision in OCMH.
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radar and just as important to the com-
mand,” he declared that the army would
fail if they did not do their job of organiz-
ing the rear areas as quickly as possible.
Repeating his often-stated view that the
task of soldiers was to defeat the enemy, he
rejected the idea that the purpose of civil
affairs was to serve any nationalistic aim
and asked them to remember that “you
are not politicians or anything else but sol-
diers.” Their organization, he added, had
been gradually developed as a result of ex-
perience, and had been accepted because
of military necessity. Their task, therefore,
although humanitarian in results, was “to
help us win the war.” !

Publicity and Psychological Warfare

A Publicity and Psychological Warfare
Division (G-6) under Brig. Gen. Robert

THE SUPREME COMMAND

A. McClure, who headed a similar divi-
sion at Allied Force Headquarters, was
formally activated by SHAEF on 14 Feb-
ruary 1944 to co-ordinate all Allied press
and psychological warfare agencies op-
erating in northwest Europe. This general
staff division proved to be short lived, since
it was divided on 13 April into two special
staff divisions: Psychological Warfare un-
der General McClure, and Public Rela-
tions under Brig. Gen. Thomas J. Davis,
the former adjutant general at SHAEF.
Inasmuch as the two were to continue sep-
arately along lines laid down previously
for thé combined division, it is necessary to
consider their background together and
then to examine their development as they
went their separate ways.

The British had begun as early as Sep-
tember 1939 to beam broadcasts at .the
enemy and to direct the dropping of prop-
aganda leaflets through such agencies as
the Ministry of Information, the Political
Intelligence Department of the Foreign
Office, and the British Broadcasting Cor-
poration. The United States, after its en-
try into the war, reinforced British efforts
with the activities of the Office of War In-
formation and the Office of Strategic
Services. Both the British and U.S. civilian
organizations had their own special appro-
priations, personnel, and equipment.
Their activities included preparation for
the cross-Channel attack.**

Political policies affecting the work of
these agencies were set then, as during the
period of SHAEF’s operations, by the
President, the Prime Minister, the Foreign

31 Remarks, Eisenhower before ECAD and SHAEF
Officer Personnel at Civil Affairs Center, 9 May 44,
SHAEF G-5 Hist File 10, Histories and Monograph.

32 Psychological Warfare Division (SHAEF), An Ac-
count of Its Operations in the Western European Operation,
1944-45 (Bad Homburg, 1945), pp. 13-20. This study
was prepared by the division shortly after the end of
the war and is its official after action report.
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Development of the press and propa-
ganda division of SHAEF was influenced
to a degree by the Information and Cen-
sorship Section (INC), established at Al-
lied Force Headquarters in January 1943
under General McClure. After studying
the North African organization, General
Morgan in April 1943 proposed a similar
branch for COSSAC and appointed a
small staff to plan such a branch for
SHAEF. In September 1943 he formally
proposed the establishment of a Publicity
and Psychological Warfare Section for
SHAETF, and “a single channel to coordi-
nate press and radio comment guidance in
the U.S. with similar guidance to the
UK. ...

COSSAC’s proposal, approved prompt-
ly by the British Chiefs of Staff, was
countered by a U.S. suggestion that it
await the appointment of the Supreme
Commander. Contrary to the views of
both British and U.S. advisers in London,
the U.S. Chiefs of Staff desired joint heads
for the organization. General Marshall,
agreeing that the proposal violated sound
principles of organization, justified it on
the ground that the people of the United
States and Great Britain would have more
confidence in the operation if they knew
their interests were being looked after by
their own representatives. Asked by the
British to reconsider this stand, the Com-
bined Chiefs of Staff agreed to leave the
matter to the Supreme Commander. He
settled it early in 1944 when he expressed
a preference for a single U.S. head of the
division and a British deputy, and General
McClure, who had been brought from the
Allied Force Headquarters in November
1943 to head the COSSAC Publicity and
Psychological Branch, was selected as
chief of the new G-6 Division.?®

The new organization was criticized on
the ground that one of its functions might
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be cultivated at the expense of the other,
depending on the major interest of the
chief of the division. Inasmuch as psycho-
logical warfare activities required close
co-ordination between the G-6 Division
and the British and U.S. civilian agencies
for propaganda, the press representatives
feared that their problems might be neg-
lected. General McClure recognized the
difficulty in April 1944 when he disclosed
that “these fundamentally different organ-
izations could be directed more effectively
if separated and reestablished directly in
contact with appropriate operational and
command channels.” This initial sugges-
tion for the abolition of the G-6 Division
was approved, but his later proposal of 10
April to make the Psychological Warfare
Division a general staff division was dis-
regarded. The separation, as already
noted, was completed on 13 April.*®

Psychological Warfare Division

The task of Psychological Warfare in
the first phase of its activities—the period
before and after D Day until German
morale began to crumble—consisted of
long-term efforts to create in the German
soldier’s mind a belief in the reliability of
Allied statements, in Allied unity, and in
the certainty of German defeat. The short-
term objective for phase one comprised
the spreading of defeatism by showing
Allied supremacy in men and weapons,

37 Morgan to Br COS, 7 Sep 43, SHAEF SGS
322.01 Publicity and Psychological Warfare Div.

38 Ltr, Morgan to Devers, 20 Sep 43; CCS 124th
Mitg, 22 Oct 43; JSM 1277, 23 Oct 43; Br COS to
JSM, COS (W) 923, 2 Nov 43; Memo, Barker for
CCS, 31 Dec 43. All in SHAEF SGS Publicity and
Psychological Warfare 322.01. SHAEF GO 2, 14 Feb
44

3 Memo, McClure for CofS, SHAEF, 5 Apr 44;
Memo, McClure for CofS, SHAEF, 10 Apr 44;
SHAEF GO 8, 13 Apr 44. All in SHAEF SGS 322.01
Organization and Personnel Public Relations Div, I.
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‘emphasizing kind treatment of prisoners
by the Allies, stimulating German anxiety
about the danger of a two-front war and
of sabotage and resistance by occupied
peoples, and sowing distrust between the
German Air Force and Army. After D
Day greater effort was to be placed on
spreading distrust of foreigners in the Ger-
man Army.**

Plans to achieve these ends, prepared
by the representatives of the Political War-
fare Executive and the Office of War In-
formation at SHAEF and approved by the
Supreme Commander, had been sent to
the Combined Chiefs of Staff before the
abolition of the G-6 Division. In order to
save time, General Eisenhower directed
his staff to proceed on the assumption that
the plan would be accepted. The State
Department, which had not been asked
for its opinion in advance, concluded that
it was faced by a fa:t accompli and did little
more than propose a few minor changes
which were incorporated by the Com-
bined Chiefs of Staff in their statement of
general agreement with the Publicity and
Psychological Warfare plans on 11 May
1944. By the time final changes were ap-
proved, the plan was already being carried
out in many of its essential features.*!

Allied operations were supported by
three types of propaganda: strategic, com-
bat, and consolidation. With the first type,
strategic, SHAEF had little to do. Under-

" mining the enemy’s will to resist and sus-
taining the morale of Allied sympathizers
were missions carried on by the Office of
War Information, the Political Warfare
Executive, the Ministry of Information,
and the Office of Strategic Services under
Office of War Information—Political War-
fare Executive directives. The means in-
cluded radio broadcasts, dropping of
leaflets, and the use of agents. Combat
propaganda was carried out in accordance
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with SHAEF directives by army groups
and, when necessary, by Allied naval and
air forces. Activities of this type included
the collection of psychological warfare in-
formation, use of tactical leaflets, and
operation of mobile broadcasting units,
mobile public address systems, monitoring
service, and field printing. Consolidation
propaganda operations, reserved specifi-
cally to SHAEF, included the collection of
psychological warfare information; the
operation or control and servicing of local
newspapers, radio stations, and motion
picture houses; distribution of propaganda
literature and displays; and liaison with
various headquarters on psychological
warfare matters. In an effort to unify
psychological warfare efforts, representa-
tives of the chief civilian agencies engaged
in propaganda activities—C. D. Jackson
(OWI), R. H. S. Crossman (PWE), Den-
nis Routh (MOI), and Fred Oechsner
(OSS)—were appointed as deputies to
General McClure.*

General McClure met difficulties in
persuading the 1st and 21 Army Groups
to establish a general staff section in each
headquarters to handle psychological war-
fare matters. The 1st Army Group, while
not convinced of the need of establishing
such a section, agreed after a short delay,
but the 21 Army Group did not comply

40 Early drafts and final text of SHAEF’s “Standard
Directive for Psychological Warfare against Members
of the German Armed Forces,” 16 Jun 44, SHAEF
SGS 091/412/3 Psychological Warfare against Ger-
many, I. .

41 Eisenhower to CCS, SCAF 12, 3 Apr 44, SHAEF
SGS 381/1 P and PW Outline Plan OvERLORD, I;
SHAEF to Air CinC, AEAF, 11 Apr 44, SHAEF SGS
091.412 Propaganda, I; CCS 545, 13 Apr 44; Memo,
State Dept to Col Frank McCarthy, 22 Apr 44; CCS
545/2, 11 May 44. Both in ABC 385 Europe (23 Sep
43), Sec 3. '

+2 SHAEF Opns Memo 8, 11 Mar 44, SHAEF SGS
322.01 Publicity and Psychological Warfare Div;
PWD (SHAEF), An Account of Its Operations, p. 15.
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until March. To guide the army groups,
SHAEF drew up before D Day a directive
for psychological warfare against the Ger-
mans. Its principles were generally fol-
lowed in the early days of the invasion,
but it was not formally issued until mid-
June.

The Allied propaganda program was
intended to aid the Supreme Commander
to fulfill his mission with the most econom-
ical use of troops and equipment possible.
At the same time, nothing was to be done
to prejudice Allied policy toward Ger-
many after the war ended. There was to
be no suggestion that the German Army
would be absolved from guilt of aggression
or that German militarism would be al-
lowed to continue in any form after the
war. It was assumed that the Germans,
having heard such propaganda in 1918,
would be immune to this type of appeal
and would fight against it. Instead the
Allies were to stress the enemy’s lack of
manpower and equipment, the weakness
of the Luftwafle, and the superiority of the
Allies, and to play up the ineffectiveness of
Hitler’s leadership, the impossibility of
dealing successfully with two fronts, and
the unlikelihood of German victory. The
German soldier was to be convinced that
he had done his full duty as a fighting man
and could surrender with honor.*®

Public Relations Division

The Public Relations Division was
charged with responsibility for control of
press, photographic, and radio censorship
in the Supreme Commander’s zone of op-
erations, for general control over all com-
munications which might be available in
the military zone for the press, for infor-
mation to press and radio correspondents
for communiqués, and for policy for news
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correspondents in the European Theater
of Operations.**

In carrying out its various duties, the
Public Relations Division was caught be-
tween the necessity of maintaining strict
operational security and the attempt to
give the people of Great Britain and the
United States the maximum number of
details about their forces. Many delicate
problems faced the SHAEF officials in
struggling with this dilemma. The infor-
mation given correspondents before D Day,
the movement of correspondents in the
preinvasion period, and the briefing of
correspondents from neutral countries
might all be helpful to the enemy. Allied
commanders found, for example, that the
dating of a dispatch from a zone of con-
centration or a statement by a well-known
correspondent like Ernie Pyle or Alan
Moorehead that he had been in a specific
part of the United Kingdom might draw
attention to Allied preparations. The
Prime Minister was alarmed when a Brit-
ish military writer showed him privately
the main outlines of the invasion plan
which he had put together from fragments
of information given him unwittingly by a
number of officers. Even more disconcert-
ing were the rather accurate surmises as to
Allied plans which correspondents made
in the absence of official statements.*®

The situation in the United Kingdom
became worse as the number of corre-
spondents rapidly increased in anticipa-

43 SHAEF directive on psychological warfare, 16
Jun 44, SHAEF SGS 091/412/3 Psychological War-
fare against Germany, L.

44 SHAEF Opns Memo 24, Press Policy, 24 Apr 44,
SHAEF SGS Policy re Release of Info to Press 000.7;
History of U.S. and Supreme Headquarters, AEF,
Press Censorship in the European Theater of Opera-
tions, 1942-45, MS, mimeo, Chs. 2-3, OCMH files.

45 See Ltr, Churchill to Eisenhower, 28 Jan 44, and
other correspondence on subject in SHAEF SGS
000.7 Policy re Release of Info to Press.
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tion of D Day. There was no rigid control
over newsmen and photographers like that
enforced by censors in the field. In concern
over these developments in the opening
days of 1944, the British Chiefs of Staff
had asked that General Eisenhower be
informed of the situation as soon as he
arrived in London. General McClure
recommended that a carefully selected
and limited number of correspondents be
accredited to SHAEF and that their dis-
patches be subjected to military censor-
ship. The need for some form of control
was accentuated near the end of January
by a British security report which showed
that secrecy of invasion preparations had
been compromised by continued accounts
of General Montgomery’s visits to invasion
ports and by a statement from ENSA, the
British equivalent of the United Services
Organization (USO), that it was ready to
proceed overseas after the end of January.
The Prime Minister reminded the Su-
preme Commander that efforts were being
made to persuade editors in the United
States and Great Britain not to make fore-
casts as to the possible date of the cross-
Channel attack or the size of forces to be
employed. Churchill suggested that “a
very stringent attitude should be adopted
in regard to communication to Press Cor-
respondents in this country of any back-
ground information about OVERLORD
operations, either before they start, or
while they proceed.” *¢

General Eisenhower, preferring to pro-
ceed slowly with the accrediting of corre-
spondents to his headquarters, said that
Mr. Brendan Bracken, director of the
Ministry of Information, had agreed to
talk with General McClure concerning
“the best means of keeping the Press se-
curely in the dark” without appearing to
treat them as outsiders. The Supreme
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Commander insisted on the necessity of
assuring the correspondents that the
SHAEF press relations staff was friendly
to them. Among steps which General
Eisenhower took to preserve secrecy were
the reissuance of a British circular of the
preceding April forbidding senior com-
manders to hold press conferences on op-
erational matters without special permis-
sion, and a directive to General McClure
to co-ordinate all U.S. public relations
policy for the theater.*’

As the date for the invasion approached,
Mr. William Phillips, the United States
political officer for SHAEF, proposed that
General Eisenhower brief the press-on the
combined effort of the Allies in order that
they might have something “exciting and
imaginative’ to think about before D Day.
General Eisenhower agreed to the sugges-
tion, and gave an “off the record” inter-
view on 16 May. He had prepared the
way by issuing an order to his unit com-
manders two weeks before the conference
reminding them that correspondents once
they had been accredited to SHAEF were
considered as “quasi-staff officers.” There-
fore, they were to be given all reasonable
assistance. They were to be allowed to
talk freely with officers and enlisted men
and to “see the machinery of war in opera-
tion in order to visualize and transmit to
the public the conditions under which the
men from their countries are waging war
against the enemy.” He read this order to
the correspondents at the beginning of his

46 Ismay to COSSAC, 14 Jan 44; McClure to CofS,
SHAEF, 22 Jan 44; McClure to CofS, SHAEF, 23 Jan
44; Ltr, Churchill to Eisenhower, 28 Jan 44. All in
SHAEF SGS 000.7 Policy re Release of Info to Press, I.

47 Ltr, Eisenhower to Churchill, 6 Feb 44; Incl to
Ltr, Brig Ian C. Jacob to Smith, 31 Jan 44; Memo,
Brig Jacob for Smith, 7 Feb 44; Memo, Smith for Lee,
Bradley, and others, 11 Feb 44. All in SHAEF SGS
000.7 Policy re Release of Info to Press.
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mid-May conference, reiterating his belief
that public opinion wins wars. “Without
public opinion back of us,” he added, “we
would be nothing but mercenaries.” The
people should be informed if the tide of
battle was going against them, and if the
fault lay with the leadership. He prom-
ised that there would be no censorship of
any criticism the correspondents might
make of him, because he did not believe
that “a military man in high places should
use his extraordinary power to protect
himself.”” *#

On 1 May 1944, SHAEF issued its plans
for control of the press during the Over-
LORD operations. It was to accredit corre-
spondents, radiomen, photographers, and
newsreel men and assign them to lower
units in accordance with a block system by
which a specified number was to be ac-
cepted by each unit. Correspondents from
the various Allied countries were tc be
treated on a basis of equality in regard to
communications, transportation, and the
like. During the next month, the Public
Relations Division worked at the task of
compiling a list of accredited photog-
raphers, press correspondents, and radio-
men. The list on 7 June 1944 numbered
530.4°

Press Censorship

In carrying out its task of censoring
news and photographs, SHAET followed
British and U.S. practices developed in the
United Kingdom after the outbreak of
war. U.S. censors had been appointed in
1942 shortly after U.S. troops arrived in
the United Kingdom, and worked in close
contact with the British censors. In late
April 1944, a Joint Press Censorship
Group, headed by Lt. Col. Richard H.
Merrick (U.S.) and including officers
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from the Allied ground, sea, and air forces
was organized. Its purpose was to advise
the British Ministry of Information on
censorship of press and radio material
originating in the United Kingdom which
dealt with contemplated operations, and
to censor material returned to the United
Kingdom from the Continent. The chief
of the Public Relations Division was made
responsible for the censorship of press ma-
terial originating in the United Kingdom
which dealt with U.S. forces.*®

SHAEF gave responsibility for field
press censorship to the army group com-
manders. These were to consult, if neces-
sary, with Allied air and naval com-
manders. In censoring news, they were to
be guided by the principle that “the mini-
mum of information would be withheld
from the public consistent with security.”
In general they were not to release military
information that might prove helpful to
the enemy, unauthenticated, inaccurate,
or false reports, or reports likely to injure
the morale of the Allied forces. The follow-
ing items were among those which could

8 Phillips to CofS, SHAEF, 10 Apr 44; Davis to
CofS, SHAEF, 16 May 44; Memo, Eisenhower for all
unit comdrs, AEF, 8 May 44, and draft of 3 May 44
with major changes in Eisenhower’s handwriting;
Eisenhower interview with correspondents, 22 May
44. All in SHAEF SGS 000.74 Press Correspondents.

¢ Public Relations plans and annexes, 1 May 44,
SHAEF SGS 381/9 Public Relations Plan for OVER-
LORD: list of correspondents accredited by SHAEF,
7 Jun 44, SHAEF SGS 000.74 Press Correspondents.
The 530 photographers, reporters, and radiomen were
distributed as follows: U.S.: press associations 72, radio
25, individual newspapers 79, magazines 35, photog-
raphers (including newsreel cameramen) 25, Army
correspondents 19-—total 255; British: press associa-
tions 30, individual newspapers 118, radio 48, maga-
zines 7, photographers 12—total 215; Canadian: press
associations 7, newspapers 13, radio 5, magazines 1—
total 26; Australian: press associations 10, newspapers
15, total—25; Allied (French, Dutch, and Nor-
wegian)—9. .

50 SHAEF Opns Memo 27, 25 Apr 44, SHAEF SGS
000.73 Policy and Infraction of Press Censorship.
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be cleared only by SHAEF censors: (1) all
matters of high policy involving SHAEF
or the Supreme Commander; (2) the re-
lease of information on troops of various
nationalities taking part in actions; (3)
casualties and troop strength; (4) cipher
work and code words; (5) civil affairs; (6)
confirmation of enemy allegations, atroci-
ties, and the like; (7) escapes; (8) gas and
chemical warfare; (9) military equipment;
(10) strength and morale of troops; (11)
high-ranking officers at SHAEF; (12)
changes in command and movement of
high-ranking officers; (13) stories concern-
ing prisoners of war involving harsh treat-
ment; (14) psychological warfare; (15) re-
sistance and underground movements;
(16) sabotage and spies; and (17) naval
ships and commanders.**

Censors were guided by a press censor-
ship bible, a 200-page mimeographed
document containing the censorship policy
of British, Canadian, and U.S. forces in
the European theater. This was supple-
mented by daily directives, known as Press
Relations Censorship Guidances and Press
Censors’ Guidances, which listed items to
be stopped or passed by the censors; by the
Secret List, issued monthly by the War
Office, containing the security classifica-
tion of Allied equipment; by “Trend of
Copy,” a summary of the type of news-
paper copy which had been passed or
stopped by the censors; and by pertinent
Ministry of Information statements.?

The Special Staff Divisions

With the exception of the Adjutant
General’s Division, which confined its
activities chiefly to Supreme Headquar-
ters, the special staff divisions of SHAEF
were supervisory rather than operational
in nature. The chiefs of most of these divi-
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sions spoke of their functions as being
mainly those of inspectors general. The .
divisions strengthened the unity of Allied
operations by co-ordinating the work of
the army groups and the supply organiza-
tions. They estimated future needs of the
various field forces, checked plans made at
lower levels, helped smooth out difficulties
between lower headquarters, and used the
authority of the Supreme Commander to
get men or equipment needed for carrying
out various operations.

Adjutant General’s Division

The Adjutant General’s Division was
established on U.S. principles of organiza-
tion and staffed largely by U.S. officers
and men.*® It performed the usual adju-
tant general functions, handling incoming
and outgoing mail, preparing and editing
orders, preparing circulars and directives,
and filing records. It shared some of
these functions with the Office of the
Secretary, General Staff. General Davis,
the original adjutant general, had held the
same post at Allied Force Headquarters
until brought by General Eisenhower to
SHAEF. At the end of March 1944 Gen-
eral Davis received his assignment as head
of the Public Relations Division. He was
succeeded as head of the Adjutant Gen-

51 Public relations plan issued 1 May 44 with an-
nexes, SHAEF SGS 381/9 OvERLORD Public Rela-
tions Plan; SHAEF Opns Memo 27, 25 Apr 44,
SHAEF SGS 000.73 Policy and Infraction of Press
Censorship, I; PRD, History of Press Censorship, pp.
102-03.

52 PRD, History of Press Censorship, pp. 85-87. For
press relations activities from June 1944 to May 1945
see below,

53 Unlike other SHAEF divisions, the AG Division
had no British deputy. At peak strength, the division
had 23 British officers and men (1 officer, 2 warrant
officers, and 20 enlisted men) as compared to 102 U.S.
members (18 officers, 10 warrant officers, and 74 en-
listed men).
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eral’s Division by his deputy, Col. Emil C.
Boehnke. In October 1944, General Davis
returned to his original position as adju-
tant general.

Stgnal Division

The Signal Division, like most SHAEF
staff divisions, was engaged primarily in
high-level planning. It also co-ordinated
all Allied signal activities. The division ex-
amined the requirements of British- and
U.S. forces for signal personnel and equip-
ment, and helped work out policy and pri-
orities relative to the issuance of equip-
ment. It prepared frequency allotments
for radios and co-ordinated radar plans
and operations, codes and cipher systems
to be used by forces under SHAEF, all op-
erating procedures, and all wire and cable
systems in the United Kingdom and the
projected areas of operations. Much of
this work was done through a Combined
Signal Committee of which the SHAEF
chief signal officer was chairman. This
committee consisted of representatives of
SHAEF, the Allied Naval Expeditionary
Force, the Allied Expeditionary Air Force,
Headquarters, European Theater of Op-
erations, and the army groups.

The original intention had been to se-
lect a U.S. officer as head of the division,
but in view of the dependence of the Allied
forces on the British communications sys-
tem during the preinvasion and early in-
vasion periods the post went to a British
officer, Maj. Gen. C. H. H. Vulliamy, who
was brought from the Middle East Com-
mand. Maj. Gen. Francis H. Lanahan, Jr.
(U.8.), was selected as his deputy. The
U.S. officer was given a free hand in deal-
ing with U.S. signal personnel and equip-
ment. General Lanahan succeeded Gen-
eral Vulliamy when the latter was trans-
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ferred to the India Command in April
1945. Maj. Gen. L. B. Nicholls (Br.) then
became Deputy Signal Officer.

British and U.S. signal units com-
manded by a U.S. colonel handled SHAEF
communications. SHAEF also undertook
to control the maintenance of lines up to
points some twenty miles from the front
lines. The actual work, however, was car-
ried on in this SHAEF zone by Headquar-
ters, Communications Zone. The SHAEF
signal division put in lines for correspond-
ents working for Supreme Headquarters,
but had no control of psychological war-
fare or intelligence signal communica-
tions.%*

Engineer Division

The work of the SHAEF Engineer Divi-
sion was limited mainly to co-ordinating
the work of the army groups. An impor-
tant function was to anticipate army
group needs for engineer supplies and help
procure engineer matériel from the Allied
supply organizations. These tasks were
complicated because there was no clear
demarcation of responsibilities between
the G—4 and the Engineer Division. By
planning ahead, the division was able to
furnish the army groups with terrain
studies, engineer intelligence studies, rec-
ommendations on new techniques, equip-
ment, and tactics, and outline engineer
estimates of the situation.

The Engineer Division’s responsibilities
for allocating engineer materials between
the army groups were limited in northwest
Europe because in most things the na-
tional forces were already well enough
supplied from their own engineer stocks.
One exception was timber, which tended

54 Interv with Gen Vulliamy, 22 Jan 47.
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to be largely in one army’s area. SHAEF
was required to intervene and make more
equitable division of this scarce com-
~ modity.*®

The Engineer Division was headed
throughout 1944 by a British officer, Maj.
Gen. H. B. W. Hughes, who held a similar
position in the Middle East Command. He
was succeeded by his U.S. deputy, Brig.
Gen. Beverly C. Dunn in February 1945.
Brigadier R. Briggs then became deputy.
The four chief branches of the division—
general administration, operations, trans-
portation, and aerodrome construction—
were all headed by U.S. officers. During
his tenure, General Hughes usually worked
with the British military groups and the
Ministry of Transport and Supply, while
General Dunn dealt with the U.S. units.

Medical Division

SHAEF’s smallest division, the medical,
which during most of the war consisted of
thirteen officers and men, was responsible
for the medical services of the Allied Expe-
ditionary Force. In the words of Maj. Gen.
Albert W. Kenner, the chief of the Medi-
cal Division, his job “was more that of a
medical Inspector General than anything
else.” His task was to integrate and co-
ordinate British and U.S. medical plan-
ning and later that of the French forces.
General Kenner was directed to correct
any medical practices which were not up
to standard.®®

The Medical Division performed its
functions by maintaining liaison with
British and U.S. army groups, Headquar-
ters, ETOUSA, the War Office, Admi-
ralty, Air Ministry, and Ministry of
Health, giving advice and reports to the
Supreme Commander and staff on all
matters relating to the British and U.S.
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medical service within the Command, col-
lecting and collating all available medical .
data, visiting medical installations, dem-
onstrations, exercises, experiments, and
trials in the European and other theaters
and making reports on them.

General Kenner, who had served as
Chief Surgeon, North African Forces,
remained as head of the Medical Divi-
sion throughout the life of SHAEF. Three
British officers, Brigadier E. A. Sutton,
Brigadier R. W. Galloway, and Brigadier
H. L. Garson, served in succession as his
deputies.

Azr Defense Division

The Air Defense Division was based on
a similar organization which had been es-
tablished in the Mediterranean theater in
1943 in order to prevent Allied antiair-
craft units from shooting down their own
planes as they had at Bari. The Mediter-
ranean practice of having a major general
at Allied Force Headquarters to command
the antiaircraft group directly was made
unfeasible in the European command by
the presence of three, and later of four,
widely separated groups. Maj. Gen. A. M.
Cameron was told, therefore, on his ap-
pointment that he was to be more an in-
spector general than a staff chief. He was
to make sure that there were no gapsin
port defenses between the three services
and to act in the Supreme Commander’s
name to make changes if they were
needed.””

Other tasks of the Air Defense Division
included the adjustment of antiaircraft
units between the army groups and the
Ninth Air Force. At Cherbourg, for exam-

55 Interv with Gen Hughes, 12 Feb 47.
56 Interv with Gen Kenner, 27 May 48.
57 Interv with Gen Cameron, 22 Jan 47.
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ple, SHAEF added British elements to aid
the U.S. antiaircraft elements; at Antwerp
it did the reverse. These allocations were
normally made by the deputy, initially a
British officer, Col. W. S. J. Carter. He was
replaced in February 1945 by Brig. Gen.
Samuel L. McCroskey (U.S.).

- Political Officers

The political officers at SHAEF were
diplomats selected by the Department of
State and the Foreign Office to represent
them at Supreme Headquarters. Both the
United States and Great Britain con-
tinued a practice which they had started
at General Eisenhower’s headquarters
shortly after the landings in North Africa.
The advisers thus named remained as
civilian officials under the control of their
superiors in Washington and London.
Their purpose was to make available to
the Supreme Commander political infor-
mation which might help him in planning
and to acquaint him with the political im-
plications of proposed actions.®

The political officers were called on in
particular in regard to civil affairs, mili-
tary government, psychological warfare,
intelligence, and posthostilities planning.
The Foreign Office appointed Mr. Charles
B. P. Peake as political adviser to the
COSSAC organization in September 1943.
About the middle of that month, the Secre-
tary of State appointed William Phillips
as his representative to the Chief of Staff
to the Supreme Allied Commander with
the rank of Ambassador. Early in 1944
both Mr. Peake and Mr. Phillips were ap-
pointed to the SHAEF staff with the title
of Political Officers.?® In this capacity they
made suggestions relative to the civil af-
fairs organization for France, giving their
support to SHAEF’s efforts to find a
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French political authority with which the
Supreme Commander could deal. They
also helped the psychological warfare divi-
sion of SHAEF draw up a proposed state-
ment on unconditional surrender which
might soften that formula. They were also
included among the members of the Joint
Intelligence Committee (SHAEF). The
SHAEF officials gave the political officers
full opportunities to follow planning and
to question any plans that might havea
political bearing. The two advisers re-
ported to the SHAEF chief of staff con-
tents of political dispatches which they
thought might be of interest to Generals
Eisenhower and Smith.

At the beginning of September 1944
Mr. Phillips was assigned other duties and
Mr. Samuel Reber, who had been counsel-
lor of mission on Mr. Phillips’ staff, was
designated by the President as Political
Officer at SHAETF for France and other
liberated countries.®® Shortly afterward,
Ambassador Robert D. Murphy was ap-
pointed as Political Officer for German Af-
fairs. He was well acquainted with Gen-
eral Eisenhower and many members of

%8 This section has drawn on information furnished
by Ambassador Robert D. Murphy, former Ambas-
sador Phillips, and Mr. Samuel Reber to the author
in letters of 6 September 1931, 23 October 1951, and
30 October 1951, Mr. Murphy says of his appoint-
ment iff North Africa: “. . . as far as I know, my
assignment to AFHQ as Political Adviser and Chief
Civil Affairs Officer was the first instance in our his-
tory of such an arrangement under which a civilian
was attached to a military headquarters and permitted
to participate in regular staff meetings with access to
classified communications, both military and political.
As there was apparently no precedent for it, General
Eisenhower was guided largely by his own good judg-
ment and conception of the needs of the situation.
These usually were concurred in by the British ele-
ment of his headquarters.”

58 SHAEF GO 2, 14 Feb 44. (The title Political Ad-
viser was used from time to time in SHAEF corre-
spondence, but Political Officer was the title which
normally appeared in SHAEF organization charts).

8¢ SHAEF GO 18, 2 Sep 44.
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the SHAEF staff, having served as Politi-
cal Adviser in North Africa, as Chief Civil
Affairs Adviser on Italian Affairs at Allied
Force Headquarters, and as U.S. member
on the Advisory Council of the Allied Con-
trol Commission for Italy. Mr. Charles
Peake remained as the British Political
Officer until February 1945 when he was
replaced by Mr. Christopher Steel.

In the period between the liberation of
Paris and the re-establishment of the U.S.
and British Embassies there, the SHAEF
political officers were responsible for non-
military relations with national authorities
that might be functioning in France. They
were also charged with co-ordinating the
work of the special SHAEF missions to
continental governments. As normal
diplomatic channels were re-established,
the functions of these officers decreased.
Mr. Peake’s successor devoted himself pri-
marily to German affairs after his appoint-

ment in February 1945. Mr. Reber was

transferred to another post in April 1945,

Mr. Murphy’s position was somewhat
complicated in that he served as a repre-
sentative of the State Department with the
rank of Ambassador on the SHAEF staff
and also as director of the Political Divi-
sion in the U.8. Group Control Council,
set up under Brig. Gen. Cornelius W.
Wickersham to formulate policy and
create the nucleus of the organization of
U.S. military government in Germany.*
It was his responsibility to reflect the
views of the Department of State in the
preparation of the papers drawn up by
this group. He also kept abreast of the ac-
tivities of the European Advisory Commis-
sion which was engaged in drawing up
surrender terms for Germany and policy
for the occupation of that country.

The various political officers had their
own staffs, including both military and
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State Department personnel. They had di-
rect access to the Supreme Commander
but usually conducted their business
through the chief of staff. They also at-
tended staff conferences of the Supreme
Commander and of the chief of staff
when matters pertaining to the liberated
countries and Germany were discussed.

Committees

Inter-Allied committees handled much
of SHAEF’s work of co-ordination. In
many cases, these groups were headed by
SHAEF deputy chiefs of staff or chiefs of
division. Their multifold activities . ex-
tended to such questions as fuel, trans-
portation, equipment of troops in liberated
countries, combined civil affairs activities,
censorship, intelligence, psychological
warfare, displaced persons, counterintelli-
gence, forestry and timber supply, com-
munications, prisoners of war, and radio
broadcasting. After the liberation of the
various occupied countries, SHAEF was
represented through its missions on a Four
Party Committee, which dealt with all
problems relating to imports for the civil-
ian economy, a subcommittee on coal, a
coal working party, a port working party,
an inter-Allied railroad commission, an in-
ter-Allied waterways commission, a mili-
tary Rhine agency, a merchant marine
commission, a POL working party, and an
informal committee on food supplies. Still
later, SHAEF was also represented on
CCS committees dealing with military
government for Germany.

Locations of SHAEF

SHAEF opened formally in the old
COSSAC headquarters at Norfolk House,

61 See below, p. 351,
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but moved in March 1944 to Bushy Park,
near Kingston-on-Thames, on the out-
skirts of London. WipEwinG, as it was
known in military code, was built in a part
of the park used by the Eighth Air Force,
and opened in March 1944. It had been
selected after some search to meet General
Eisenhower’s insistence that his headquar-
ters not be set up in a large city. A hutted
camp was built between 10 January and 1
March 1944 to fill the SHAEF request for
130,000 square feet of floor space and for
billets to accommodate 688 officers and
2,156 enlisted men. New units continued
to be attached to or located near Supreme
Headquarters, so that at the time of inva-
sion, accommodations had been built for
750 officers and 6,000 enlisted men.**

Shortly after the movement of SHAEF
from London to Bushy Park, additional
planning was started for the establishment
of advanced echelons of Supreme Head-
quarters. An advance command post
known as SHARPENER was opened for the
Supreme Commander in early May at
Portsmouth near the advance headquar-
ters of 21 Army Group and the Allied
Naval Expeditionary Force. Another ad-
vanced post of SHAEF was set up at Stan-
more, adjacent to the Headquarters,
Allied Expeditionary Air Force.®?

One of the chief considerations in the
establishment of these and later command
posts was the availability of adequate
signal communications needed to connect
the Supreme Commander with London,
Washington, Algiers (and later Caserta),
and the army group commanders. In the
United Kingdom this task was simplified
by the Defence Telecommunications Net-
work of Great Britain, consisting of circuits
transferred from the civil trunk system and
of circuits newly constructed. The British
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naval, air, and army headquarters also
had their own wire systems in addition to -
the regular civil telephone system. For
a time after the move to Bushy Park,
SHAEF used the lines of the Eighth Air
Force. Later new construction improved
and greatly extended these communica-
tions. Remote control lines connected
SHAEF with its bombproof signal center
at the north end of the underground shel-
ter at Goodge Street Station in London,
where telephone, radio, and telegraph fa-
cilities were opened on 11 March 1944.
This signal center served SHAEF as an
outlet until the end of the war. SHAEF
communications throughout the war were
handled by the U.S. 3118th Signal Serv-
ice Battalion and the British 5 Headquar-
ters Signals, both of which were frequently
enlarged.®*

By the time of the invasion, the basic
framework of Supreme Headquarters had
been built. Later developments were con-
fined to minor changes to make it conform
to operational demands or to prepare it
for posthostilities occupation duties. Ear-
lier concepts of a small “Foch type” head-
quarters suitable for a commander whose
task was to be restricted to over-all co-
ordination had been forgotten. Instead
there had been organized a headquarters
large enough to permit General Eisen-
hower to exercise, in many cases directly,
the great variety of functions assigned to
the Supreme Commander, including, after
1 September 1944, the direction of ground
operations in the field.

82 Interv with Brig Gen Robert Q. Brown (Com-
mandant of SHAEF), Dec 45.

53 Col Kutz’s Memo dtd “April 1944” in answer to
Gen Bull’s Memo of 26 Apr 44, SHAEF G-3 (Move-
ment, Composition, etc.), GCT, 370.5-41 Ops A.

54 Rpt of Signal Div, SHAEF, I, 1-48.



CHAPTER V

Planning Betore SHAEF

SHAEF drew heavily on its predecessor
commands for principles of organization
and key personnel. In planning, it de-
pended even more heavily on the British
and U.S. staffs which since early in the
war had been making strategic decisions
and tactical and logistical preparations for
a cross-Channel attack. Without these pre-
liminary efforts, the Supreme Commander
and his subordinates could not have hoped

to launch Operation OVERLORD in June
1944.

Early Background

Prime Minister Churchill had consid-
ered the idea of an early return to the
Continent even as the final British ele-
ments were being evacuted from the ports
of Normandy and Brittany in June 1940,
and as he was having to improvise defen-
sive measures against a German attack.
He ordered the organization of raiding
forces to hit the coasts of countries occu-
pied by the enemy and in July 1940 set up
a Combined Operations Headquarters to
handle these activities. Thinking in terms
of ultimate tank attacks along the Channel
coast, he asked his planners to develop spe-
cial landing craft which could carry ar-
mored vehicles to the far shore. These
armored elements, he hoped, could make
deep raids inland, cut vital communica-
tion lines, and then make their escape.
Larger forces he predicted, might surprise
Calais or Boulogne, kill or capture the

enemy garrison, and hold the area until
preparation had been made to reduce it.
Mr. Churchill’s orders turned the minds
of the British planners toward offensive
operations and launched a program of
landing craft production that was essential
to the ultimate cross-Channel attack.’

In September 1941, Gen. Sir John Dill,
Chief of the Imperial General Staff, di-
rected the British military planners to
formulate a plan for a return to the Conti-
nent. He added significantly that it should
take into consideration the capabilities of
U.S. construction. Members of the Future
Operational Planning Section, GHQ ,
were gathering data on such an operation
before the end of that year. The British
Chiefs of Staff Committee gave further im-
petus to this planning on 2 January 1942
by directing General Paget, then Com-
mander-in-Chief, Home Forces, “to pre-
pare an outline for operations on the Con-
tinent in the final phases and to review the
plan periodically with a view to being able
to put it into effect if a sudden change in
the situation should appear to warrant

2

such a course.” *

! Winston S. Churchill, Their Finest Hour (Boston,
1949), Ch. 12; Lt Col Paddy Corbett, The Evolution
and Development of Amphibious Technique and Ma-
terial, 1945, MS, OCMH files; Brig A. H. Head, The
Evolution and Development of Amphibious Tech-
nique and Material, 1945, MS, OCMH files; Rear
Adm Viscount Mountbatten of Burma to author, 18
Feb 47.

2 Brigadier A. H. Head, “Amphibious Operations,”
Fournal of the Royal United Service Institution, XCI (No-
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After a brief study of the problems in-
volved in a cross-Channel attack, the
British Joint Planners agreed that the
greatest contribution to the Allied cause in
1942 would be to divert enemy forces from
the Eastern Front, An examination of Ger-
man fortifications on the Channel coast of
Europe led them to conclude, however,
that no sustained land operation could be
made in that area in 1942. Their proposal
that chief emphasis be placed on forcing
the German Air Force to fight in the west
was accepted by the British Chiefs of Staff.
The latter directed the Combined Com-
manders—an informal planning staff con-
sisting of General Paget, Home Forces, Air
Chief Marshal Sir Sholto Douglas, Fighter
Command, and Vice Adm. Lord Louis
Mountbatten, Combined Operations—to
make plans for this purpose.®

In the United States, the War Depart-
ment was also turning its attention to
plans for attacking the enemy in north-
west Europe. Committed to the policy of
defeating Germany first, the United States
started moving troops to the United King-
dom in the early months of 1942. Head-
quarters, U.S. Army Forces in the British
Isles (USAFBI), was established in Lon-
don on 8 January 1942 under Maj. Gen.
James E. Chaney, and Headquarters, V
Corps, was sent to Northern Ireland in the
same month. Brig. Gen. Ira C. Eaker and
the staff of his bomber command, consti-
tuting the advance elements of the U.S.
Army Air Forces in Great Britain, arrived
in January; forward detachments of the
VIII Bomber Command began to appear
in February.*

vember, 1946), 485-94; Br COS 2d Mg, 2 Jan 42,

quoted in Capt. Martin McLaren, The Story of
SLEpGEHAMMER, MS, OCMH files. (Captain Mc-
Laren was a member of General Paget’s staff and later
secretary of the COSSAC staff.)
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The views of General Marshall and his
staff were well illustrated in a War Plans
Division memorandum of 28 February
1942 presented by General Eisenhower,
then the WPD chief. Emphasizing the im-
portance of keeping the USSR in the war,
Eisenhower proposed that the United
States immediately extend lend-lease aid
to the Red forces and initiate operations to
draw sizable portions of the German Army
from the Russian front. In particular, he
urged the development of a definite plan
for operations against northwest Europe in
conjunction with the British on a scale
sufficiently great “to engage from the mid-
dle of May onward, an increasing portion
of the German Air Force, and by late sum-
mer an increasing amount of his ground
forces.” On 16 March the U.S. Joint Staff
Planners, made up of representatives from
the planning staffs of the Army, Navy, and
Air Force, reported on alternative plans
for U.S. Forces. They held that the United
States should restrict its Pacific theater
activities to existing commitments and
concentrate on building up forces in the
United Kingdom. This suggestion reached
the U.S. Chiefs of Staff on the same day
the British presented a tentative plan for
invading the Le Havre area of France dur-
ing the summer of 1942 in case of severe

*The Combined Commanders contributed heavily
to the fund of knowledge on which COSSAC was later
to draw. This staff was later enlarged to include the
British Commander-in-Chief, Portsmouth (Admiral
Sir Charles Little), and the Commander, U.S. Forces
in Europe, also attended some meetings. Air Chief
Marshal Douglas was later replaced on the committee
by Air Chief Marshal Leigh-Mallory. See Harrison,
Cross-Channel Attack, Ch. 1, for details of the important
work done by this group.

* The author has drawn mainly in these early sec-
tions on Harrison, Cross-Channel Attack, Chs. I-VII;
and Cline, Washington Command Pest: OPD. See also
Sherwood, Roosevelt and Hopkins, Chs. XXIV, XXV,
and Matloff and Snell, Strategic Planning for Coalition
Warfare, 19¢1-42.
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deterioration of the enemy’s position. At
the suggestion of General Marshall, the
Combined Chiefs of Staff now ordered a
study made of the possibilities of (1) land-
ing and maintaining forces on the Con-
tinent in 1942 and (2) an invasion early in
1943.

Meanwhile, in London, the Combined
Commanders continued their investiga-
tions of invasion possibilities. After a some-
what gloomy forecast in March, they
reported in April that if one did not have
to consider the dangerous weakening of
the defenses of the United Kingdom, and
if they could find means of supplying an
attacking force, an operation against the
Continent was practicable. They warned,
however, that if the enemy made a major
diversion of his forces to the west the Allies
would face the loss of equipment and most
of their troops. The British Chiefs of Staff
now asked for a study of possible landings
which could be made should Russia be
dangerously hard pressed in 1942. To this
query the Commanders replied on 13
April that, other than air action, raiding
was the only means of achieving this
objective.’

Shortly before the final April report by
the Combined Commanders, General
Marshall and Mr. Hopkins went to Lon-
don to discuss Allied strategy for 1942 and
1943. In the first definite plan for a large-
scale cross-Channel operation presented to
the British Chiefs of Staff, General Mar-
shall proposed to build up the U.S. force
to one million men for an invasion of the
Continent on 1 April 1943. The British
were to contribute an additional eighteen
divisions. In case of an emergency created
by a serious weakening of Russia or the
probabile collapse of Germany, a force was
‘to be put in readiness to enter the Conti-
nent in the fall of 1942. The British on 14
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April accepted the Marshall proposals.
The name BoLERO was given to the build-
up preparation, and names of plans al-
ready in existence for the return to the
Continent were assigned to the other
phases of the Marshall proposal. The
emergency return to the Continent was
named SLEDGEHAMMER, and the assault in
northwest Europe for 1943 was called
Rounpur.

Almost before the Americans returned
to the United States, there were indica-
tions that Mr. Churchill was uncertain
that a cross-Channel operation could be
put into effect in the near future. Churchill
and General Brooke reopened the whole
question during a trip to Washington in
late June. While agreeing with the U.S.
Chiefs of Staff that the Allies should be
prepared to act offensively in 1942, they
proposed that alternative operations be
made ready in case no sound and success-
ful plan for the cross-Channel attack could
be contrived. They asked particularly that
the possibilities of an attack in North
Africa be explored.®

The Prime Minister’s revival of the pro-
posal for a North African operation and
his reluctance to undertake the cross-
Channel attack in 1942 upset the plans of
the U.S. Chiefs of Staff, who were proceed-
ing with the build-up in the United King-
dom. General Marshall felt that if the
Allies did not divert enemy forces from the
Russian front in 1942 a full-scale attack on
northwest Europe might be ineffective in
1943. He feared also that if they turned to
the North African operation they would
make a build-up in the United Kingdom
impossible in 1942 and would curtail, if

3 McLaren, The Story of SLEDGEHAMMER.
¢ Such an operation had already been considered
under the name of Operation GYMNAST.
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not make impossible, the full-scale attack
in 1943. He and Admiral King held that,
if they were not to have complete adher-
ence to the build-up plan for 1942, they
should turn to the Pacific theater and
strike decisively against Japan with full
strength and ample reserves.’

The U.S. Chiefs of Staff on 25 June
strengthened their build-up efforts in the
United Kingdom by establishing a Head-
quarters, European Theater of Opera-
tions. General Eisenhower was appointed
theater commander. Three weeks later the
President sent General Marshall, Admiral
King, and Mr. Hopkins to London to get
an agreement from the British on opera-
tions for 1942 and 1943. Mr. Roosevelt
stressed the importance of bringing U.S.
ground troops into action against the en-
emy in-order to aid the Russians in 1942.
Believing that SLEDGEHAMMER might be
the operation that would “save Russia this
year,” he instructed his representatives to
abandon it only if they were sure it was
impossible. In that event, they were to
consider other plans to use U.S. troops in
1942, Unlike General Marshall and Ad-
miral King, Roosevelt refused to consider
the alternative of an all-out effort in the
Pacific, insisting that the defeat of Japan
would not mean the defeat of Germany,
whereas the surrender of Germany would
mean the downfall of Japan, perhaps with-
out the firing of a shot or the loss of a life.?

The British Chiefs of Staff had taken a
firm position on the cross-Channel oper-
ation before the Americans arrived. They
had decided that British commitmentsin
Africa, the Middle East, and India, their
efforts in keeping the sea lanes open, and
their air activities were such that it would
be impossible to undertake a cross-Chan-
nel attack seriously in 1942. Further, they
feared that the mounting of SLEDGEHAM-
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MER would ruin prospects for Rounpur in
1943. Soon after General Marshall
reached London he realized that an alter-
native plan would have to be accepted for
1942. Mr. Churchill and President Roose-
velt then decided that the Allies would
invade North Africa. General Eisenhower
was appointed to lead the operation.®
The North African invasion, known as
TorcH, strongly influenced preparations
for the cross-Channel attack. By diverting
Allied resources to the Mediterranean, it
interfered seriously with the BoLEero
build-up in the United Kingdom and, as
General Marshall had feared, rendered
Rounpup impracticable in 1943. So much
of the air strength of the Eighth U.S. Air
Force was sent to the Mediterranean that
its efforts against Germany, begun in the
summer of 1942, were virtually aban-
doned. The British, however, continued
their bombing activities against the Reich.
The campaign in the Mediterranean was
extended in 1943 to Sicily and to Italy.
Despite the failure to get a cross-Chan-
nel attack under way, preparations for
such an operation continued and many
developments in the United Kingdom and
the United States strengthened the Allied
position for an ultimate assault on north-
west Europe. Until the spring of 1943, the
Combined Commanders, with representa-
tives of Headquarters, ETOUSA, sitting
in on their meetings, worked on cross-

7 Sherwood, Roosevelt and Hopkins, pp. 590-91, has
an excellent summary of possible reasons why Mr.
Churchill opposed a cross-Channel attack in 1942, See
also Harrison, Cross-Channel Attack. For General Mar-
shall’s view, see his letter to General Eisenhower, 16
Jul 42, OPD Misc File.

8 Presidential dir to Marshall, Hopkins, and King,
16 Jul 42, copy in Diary Office CinC, 18 Jul 42.

¢ Churchbhill, The Hinge of Fate (Boston, 1950), pp.
381, 433-51; Eisenhower, Crusade in Europe, p. 70.
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Channel plans.® Although planning
during this period was frequently on an
academic level, the various staffs gathered
information on amphibious operations, as-
sault training centers developed new tech-
niques, and movements and transportation
directors put ports and railroad centers in
condition to handle the invasion forces
when the proper time came. At the same
time bombing raids against the enemy
were increasing, and U.S. production was
hitting its stride.

The period was marked by efforts in the
United Kingdom to organize and aid Re-
sistance forces in the occupied countries.
Propaganda campaigns were launched
against the Axis in the hope of softening
enemy opposition before the invasion of
northwest Europe began. In North Africa,
the Allies moved toward an understand-
ing with the French and took steps to arm
French units. Some of these were to per-
form brilliantly against the enemy in Italy.
Others, raised and equipped in 1943, were
to fight later in southern France and
northwest Europe.

In August 1942, while TorcH prepara-
tions were under way, a force of 5,000
troops, mostly Canadian, attacked Dieppe.
Despite heavy casualties suffered by these
units, the raid was of great importance to
the Allies in the development of amphib-
ious tactics. It made clear the necessity of
overwhelming naval and air support for a
successful assault on coastal fortifications.*

Perhaps most important to the future
commanders of the cross-Channel attack
was the time they gained during Mediter-
ranean operations in 1942 and 1943 to
develop new doctrines and to train leaders
in the lessons learned in battle. New ideas
acquired in fighting were passed on to
units then being activated.

In the United Kingdom, the training of
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troops who were to fight in northwest
Europe became constantly more realistic
as General Paget, commander of Home
Forces, prepared British soldiers for com-
ing operations. In the United States, Lt.
Gen. Lesley J. McNair, equally wedded to
principles of toughness, thoroughness, and
realism in training, put through a similar
program for his Ground Forces. More im-
portant was the direct training in combat
acquired in North Africa. To Mr. Hanson
Baldwin, New York Times military com-
mentator, North Africa was ““a training
and testing ground, a college on the con-
duct of war by the Allies, a dress rehearsal
for the far larger and more difficult oper-
ations . . . that are still to come.”

Allied Planning and Preparation in 1943

In January 1943, after the first phases
of the North African operations had
proved successful, the Combined Chiefs of
Staff met with President Roosevelt and
Mr. Churchill at Casablanca to map plans
for the future. The U.S. Chiefs of Staff
held that the main operation in 1943 must
be made in northwest Europe. The British,
still uncertain that the Allies were capable
of mounting a successful cross-Channel
assault before 1944, maintained that the
Mediterranean offered the best immediate
prospects for success. General Marshall
argued that the United Kingdom was a
better base from which to attack since
more effective air support could be given
from there, and operations from there
could be more easily supplied from the

10 In the absence of General Eisenhower, his deputy
theater commander, Maj. Gen. Russell P. Hartle,
acted as chief American representative in the United
Kingdom. .

't Col C. P. Stacey, The Canadian Army, 1939-45
(Ottawa, 1948), pp. 83-86.

12 New York Times, May 12, 1943,



PLANNING BEFORE SHAEF

United States.’® The British countered
effectively that the Allies could not afford
to leave their forces in the Mediterranean
idle while preparations were being made
in the United Kingdom for a cross-Chan-
nel operation. In the face of this fact and
the British disinclination to undertake
Rounpup in 1943, the Combined Chiefs of
Staff decided to make the invasion of Sicily
(Operation Husky) the next major oper-
ation for 1943."*

The Allies agreed at Casablanca to start
preparations for an eventual cross-Chan-
nel attack. They decided that a combined
staff should be established to plan for such
an operation, and they ordered further
that a combined bomber offensive be
launched against Germany to undermine
the enemy’s capacity for armed resistance.
The former decision resulted, as already
indicated, in the naming of General Mor-
gan to head the COSSAC staff. The deci-
sion on an air offensive resulted in the
directive of 10 June 1943 officially opening
the bombing offensive known as Point-
BLANK. ,

In a second conference, held in Wash-
ington in May 1943, the Combined Chiefs
of Staffissued a supplementary directive
to General Morgan, ordering him to plan
an operation with a target date of 1 May
1944 to secure a lodgment area on the
Continent from which further operations
could be launched. The plan was to be
based on the presence in the United King-
dom of twenty-nine divisions, of which
nine were available for the assault period.
COSSAC was ordered to start an imme-
diate expansion of logistical facilities in the
United Kingdom and to prepare an out-
line plan for submission to the Combined
Chiefs of Staffon 1 August 1943."

After working on the plan throughout
June and the first half of July, General
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Morgan and his staff presented it to the
British Chiefs of Staff on 15 July 1943. The
COSSAC planners set forth the conditions
under which the attack (OVERLORD) could
be made, the area where a landing would
be feasible, and the steps whereby the as-
sault would be developed.'® As a means of
aiding the assault, General Morgan asked

‘that the most effective threat possible be

made on the south coast of France in order
to pin down German forces in that area.
He also suggested that plans be made for
the occupation of the ports of southern
France in case of German withdrawal
from that region.’

Before leaving London for the Quebec
Conference in August 1943 the British
Chiefs of Staff examined the OvERLORD
plan and instructed General Morgan to
continue his planning, paying particular
attention to the enemy’s power to delay
the Allied advance. After examining alter-
native plans, the Combined Chiefs of Staff
approved the COSSAC outline plan for
the cross-Channel operation and endorsed

the action of the British Chiefs of Staffin

authorizing General Morgan to continue
detailed planning and preparations. They
also directed Allied Force Headquarters
to plan a diversionary attack in southern
France. Prime Minister Churchill ac-
cepted the OVERLORD plan subject to the
warning that a review of the decision
would be asked if later intelligence reports
indicated that German ground or air
strength was greater than that anticipated

13 CCS 55th Mtg, 14 Jan 43, Casablanca Conf Min.

14 CCS 2d Mtg with President and Prime Minister,
18 Jan 43, Casablanca Conf Min.

15 Draft Supplementary Dir to COSSAC, 25 May
43, Washington Conf Min.

16 See below, pp. 105-06, for more complete
details. )

17 Opn OvVERLORD, Rpt and Appreciation, COS
(43) 416 (0), SHAEF SGS Opn OveErRLORD 381 I (a).
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by the planners in estimating the possible
success of the operation.'®

The Combined Bomber Offensive
began almost simultaneously with
COSSAC planning. The outline plan for
it was endorsed by the Combined Chiefs of
Staff, who directed the Eighth U.S. Air
Force and the RAF Bomber Command to
initiate the bomber attack against the
enemy.

British bomber forces since 1940 had
made an increasing number of raids over
Germany, and the Eighth U.S. Air Force
had joined them in these activities in the
summer of 1942. Before the Casablanca
Conference, however, the raids had been
carried on without a definite statement as
to the priorities of targets, the mission to
be accomplished, or the timing of the com-
bined activities. The Combined Bomber
Offensive was an attempt to integrate and
expand the British and U.S. bombing
efforts against Germany. At Casablanca
the Combined Chiefs of Staff specified that
the purpose of the operation would be
““the progressive destruction and disloca-
tion of the German military, industrial
and economic systems, and the under-
mining of the morale of the German
people to a point where their capacity for
armed resistance is fatally weakened.” At
the same meeting and in later conferences,
Allied planners had agreed that the target
priorities should include the following as
primary objectives: enemy submarine
yards and bases, the German aircraft in-
dustry, ball bearings, and oil. Secondary
objectives included synthetic rubber and
tires and military motor transport vehicles.
German fighter strength was listed ‘““as an
intermediate objective second to none in
priority.” **

The late summer and early fall of 1943
saw increasing interest of the COSSAC
staff in one of its initial tasks—planning
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for a return to the Continent in case of
German collapse or withdrawal from the
occupied countries. A plan to meet this
situation had been presented to the Com-
bined Chiefs of Staff at the Quebec Con-
ference. The march of events in August
and early September, indicating growing
Axis weakness, gave rise to the hope that
such a plan rather than one for an all-out
cross-Channel assault might be the one
used by the Allies. The fall of Mussolini
near the end of July, the rapid conquest of
Sicily in August, and Italy’s unconditional
surrender at the beginning of September
seemed to indicate that the Axis was dis-
integrating under Allied blows. On the
Eastern Front there was even greater en-
couragement as the Russian attack, which
began in the Orel salient in July, spread
along the entire front. A powerful drive in
the vicinity of Kharkov brought the fall of
that city in mid-August and threw the
Germans back toward the Dnieper. The
air battle increased in intensity with Au-
gust witnessing Allied attacks on the Mes-
serschmitt factories near Vienna and the
raid on the Ploesti oilfields in Romania.
The month of September was to see the
greatest air fights in Europe since the
Battle of Britain. On 9 September, the day
of the Allied invasion of the Italian main-
land at Salerno, the Joint Intelligence
Sub-Committee of the War Cabinet, im-
pressed by the parallels between the con-
dition of Germany in August 1918 and
August 1943, concluded that “a study of
the picture as a whole leads us inevitably
to the conclusion that Germany is, if any-
thing, in a worse condition today than she

18 1st and 2d Migs of President and Prime Minister,
19, 23 Aug 43, Quebec Conf Min.

19 Craven and Cate, The Army Air Forces, Vol. 11,
Ch. 11; Harrison, Cross-Channel Attack, Ch. V1. Useful
background on British bombing operations can be
found in Sir Arthur Harris, Bomber Offensive (New
York, 1947), Chs. I-VIL
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was at the same period in 1918.” They be-
lieved that if the Allies could take advan-
tage of Germany’s declining strength to

press home attacks by land and sea; maintain
and even intensify their air offensives; exploit
the instability of southeast Europe; and pur-
sue a vigorous political and propaganda cam-
paign, we may see the defection of the rest of
Germany’s European Allies and, even before
the end of this year, convince the German
people and military leaders that a continua-
tion of the war is more to be feared than the
consequences of inevitable defeat. With the
German people no longer willing to endure
useless bloodshed and destruction, and the
military leaders convinced of the futility of
resistance there might be, as in Italy, some
sudden change of regime to prepare the way
for a request for an Armistice.*

Although this prediction proved to be
nothing more than what one British officer
described as “our annual collapse of Ger-
many prediction,” 2* it required the
COSSAC staff to rush planning for meas-
ures to be taken in the case of enemy col-
lapse. A report in October that a meeting
of the German high command had been
called gave rise to hopeful speculation in
London, leading General Barker to cable
General Morgan in Washington, “We
here are of the opinion that Rankin ‘C’ [a
plan to be put into effect in case of Ger-
many’s surrender] becomes more and
more of a probability.” 22

As winter approached, the Allies be-
came less hopeful about an early collapse
of the enemy. It became clear that the
enemy, despite increasingly heavy raids,
was able to continue his production of air-
craft by moving factories farther inside
Germany. Near the year’s end, the
enemy’s fighter force in the west was actu-
ally increasing in strength. There was also
some doubt that the Combined Bomber
Offensive could complete its work before
the target day set for the cross-Channel
attack, particularly in the light of Air
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Chief Marshal Portal’s statement in early
December 1943 that POINTBLANK was
three months behind schedule. The air-
men believed, nonetheless, that given suf-
ficient bomber resources they could rapidly
reduce the enemy’s air force to impotence
and achieve air superiority for the Allies.**

At the Cairo Conference in December
1943, the Combined Chiefs of Staff
reached a firm conclusion as to operations
for 1944. They declared that the cross-
Channel attack and the landings in south-
ern France were to be the supreme opera-
tions for 1944 and that nothing should be
undertaken in any other part of the world
which might prevent their success. The
Allies thus made OVvERLORD the chief order
of business for the coming year. The ap-
pointment of General Eisenhower as
Supreme Commander opened the final
phase of preparations for the cross-Chan-
nel assault.?*

The COSSAC Plans

On their arrival in London in 1944, the
new members of SHAEF were briefed on
the plans outlined by COSSAC in 1943.
In one case, that of diversion plans,
COSSAC had actually carried out a spe-
cific operation. Under the general name of
CockADE, British and United States forces
had built up threats against the Continent
to give the impression that an attack
might be launched in 1943. U.S. forces
had made feints in the direction of the

20 Probabilities of a German Collapse, 9 Sep 43, JIC
(43) 367 Final, OPD Exec 9, Bk 12.

21 Intervs with Commodore John Hughes-Hallett,
11,12 Feb 47.

22 Barker to Morgan, 20 Oct 43, Barker personal
file. See below, p. 106, for description of the RANKIN
plan. )

23 Craven and Cate, The Army Air Forces, Vol. II,
Ch. 21; Harrison, Cross-Channel Attack, Ch. V1.

24 Report to the President and Prime Minister, CCS
426/1, 6 Dec 43, Cairo Conf Min.
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Brest peninsula (WabpHaM), British forces
in Scotland had simulated preparations
for attack against Norway (TiNDALL), and
Allied forces had directed threats toward
the Pas-de-Calais (STARKEY). It was not
clear to what extent these efforts had been
successful in worrying the enemy, but
General Morgan felt that they might have
been responsible to some degree for Ger-
man activity in the Pas-de-Calais and the
Cotentin area. It is possible that these ef-
forts raised fears about landings in the Pas-
de-Calais which lasted until well into the
following year.*®

COSSAC had also prepared three plans,
all phases of Operation RANKIN (Cases A,
B, and C), designed to be put into effect in
the event of a sudden change in Germany’s
position. The plans provided for Allied ac-
tion in case of (A) “substantial weakening
of the strength and morale of the German
armed forces” to the extent that a success-
ful assault could be made by Anglo-Amer-
ican forces before OverLorD, (B) German
withdrawal from occupied countries, and
(C) German unconditional surrender and
cessation of organized resistance.?®

The newcomers from AFHQ) were in-
terested at the moment mainly in
COSSAC’s proposals for the invasion of
northwest Europe. The OVERLORD plan
related in somewhat broad terms the steps
necessary for making a successful assault,
for building up supply and personnel in
the lodgment area, and for carrying on op-
erations during the first ninety days of bat-
tle. Although it was quite general in
nature, the plan afforded much valuable
information in a series of appendixes deal-
ing with such topics as port capacities,
naval requirements, availability of ships
and landing craft, availability of ground
forces, attainment of the necessary air
superiority for a successful landing, plan-
ning data for landing craft and shipping,
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rate of build-up, Resistance groups, enemy
naval forces, enemy defense system,
beaches, meteorological conditions, topog-
raphy of the assault area, administrative
considerations, and methods of improving
discharge facilities on the French coast.?”
The OverLORD plan had as its object
the mounting and executing of “an opera-
tion with forces and equipment established
in the United Kingdom, and with target
date 1st May 1944, to secure a lodgment
on the Continent from which further of-
fensive operations can be developed.” In
the opening phases of the attack COSSAC
proposed to land two British and one U.S.
divisions with one U.S. and one British in
the immediate follow-up to seize the Caen
area, lying between the Orne River and
the base of the Cotentin peninsula. They
were then to seek the early capture of the
port of Cherbourg and the area-suitable
for airfields near Caen. Before the assault,
a combined offensive consisting of air and
sea action, propaganda, political and eco-
nomic pressure, and sabotage was to be
launched to soften German resistance.*®
Much remained to be done by the new
Supreme Headquarters, but COSSAC
and its predecessors had contributed
mightily to the final plan by fixing in gen-
eral the area of the coming attack and by
providing considerable groundwork and
organization on which the new Supreme
Commander and his subordinates could

build.

25 Maj Duncan Emrich and Maj F. D. Price, His-
tory of COSSAC, prep at SHAEF, 1945, MS. For Ger-
man fears of an attack in the Pas-de-Calais in 1944 see
below, p. 180.

_ %6 Final Rpt to President and Prime Minister, CCS
319/5, 24 Aug 43, Quebec Conf Min.

27 Details of the COSSAC plan and amendments
made by later planners will be found in Harrison,
Cross-Channel Attack, Chs. 11, V.

28 Opn OVERLORD, Rpt and Appreciation with ap-
pendixes, and covering letter, SHAEF SGS Opn
OvVERLORD 381 I (a).



CHAPTER VI

SHAEF Revises Plans for
the Attack

In the months between the Quebec
Conference and General Eisenhower’s for-
mal assumption of the Supreme Com-
mand, COSSAC handed over to the
commanders of the 21 Army Group, the
Allied Naval Expeditionary Force, and
the Allied Expeditionary Air Force many
of the detailed planning tasks for Opera-
tion OVERLORD. General Morgan retained
for SHAEF, however, numerous adminis-
trative duties in addition to specific re-
sponsibilities for problems of a political or
strategic nature. Most important, SHAEF
advice was required on those broad ques-
tions of policy which had to be decided by
the Combined Chiefs of Staff.

General Eisenhower, after relinquishing
command of the Mediterranean theater in
December 1943, went to Washington for
conferences relative to the cross-Channel
operation. To represent him in the United
Kingdom until his arrival, the Supreme
Commander sent his chief of staff, General
Smith, and the newly appointed com-
mander of 21 Army Group, General
Montgomery. Before the British com-
mander arrived in London on 2 January,
his chief of staff, Maj. Gen. Francis de
Guingand, and General Smith had exam-
ined the COSSAC plan for OverLorp and
were prepared to present their views to the
21 Army Group commander. Their reac-
tions, which General de Guingand thought

similar to those “of any trained soldier,”
favored a greater weight of assault forces,
a quicker build-up, a larger airlift, and a
less restricted area of landing. General
Eisenhower was informed of these views by
General Smith and General Montgomery
before he left Washington. Montgomery
was particularly insistent that General
Eisenhower take personal action, saying
that no final decision would be made until
the Supreme Commander expressed his
wishes, and asking, “Will you hurl your-
selfinto the contest and what we want, get
for us?>’ !

SHAET now concentrated on means of
strengthening the cross-Channel attack.
All planning groups that had considered
the OVERLORD operation were impressed
by the fact that the Allies in the assault
faced a potential enemy opposition far
superior to the number of troops that could
be landed in a few hours or days. Despite
the great force located in the United King-
dom, the success of the operation depended
on the number of men who could be landed
in the assault waves and on the speed with
which follow-up forces could be brought
ashore and supplied. To gain the margin of
victory, the Allies would have to limit the

! Maj. Gen. Sir Francis de Guingand, Operation Vic-
tory (New York, 1947), pp. 340-44; Montgomery to
Eisenhower, W-4918, 10 Jan 44, SHAEF SGS 560
[Vessels].
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movement of enemy reinforcements into
the beachhead, capture ports rapidly, and
prepare artificial harbors that would serve
until natural ones could be seized. The
earlier planners had foreseen these needs
and had done what they could to prepare
for them. But not until the commanders
responsible for the actual battle were ap-
pointed was a completely realistic ap-
praisal of the situation possible. A number
of problems confronted the Supreme Com-
mander in preparing for the cross-Channel
attack: broadening the assault front, pro-
curing additional landing craft, making
better use of available landing craft, drop-
ping or landing more airborne units, in-
creasing naval fire support, and insuring
the isolation of the beachhead by increased
air operations.

Strengthening and Widening the Assault
and the Postponement of ANVIL

As soon as the outline plan for OVERr-
LORD was presented, the need for a wider
invasion front and a stronger force than
recommended by COSSAC in July 1943
was widely recognized. While suggesting a
landing by three divisions in the assault
and two divisions in the follow-up in the
Caen area, the COSSAC planners had
added that additional forces would be
valuable in the cross-Channel attack.
Churchill, Marshall, and Hopkins on see-
ing the COSSAC proposals at the Quebec
Conference all declared that the assault
should be strengthened. Similar state-
ments were made by General Smith in
October 1943 when General Morgan told
him in Washington of the plan, and by
General Eisenhower about the same time
in Algiers when he was informed by
Brig. Gen. William E. Chambers, a
COSSAC staff member, of the essential
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provisions of the plan. Although Eisen-
hower and Smith did not realize the roles
they were later to play in the OVERLORD
operation, they expressed surprise at the
weakness of the attacking force, inasmuch
as they had used greater strength in the
Sicilian landings. At the end of October,
General Eisenhower, then being talked of
as a possible commander of the cross-
Channel attack, stated his doubts about
the plan because it did not have “enough
wallop in the initial attack.” *

Mr. Churchill showed General Mont-
gomery a copy of the COSSAC plan at
Marrakech on 1 January 1944. The 21
Army Group commander also found the
invasion front too narrow and the assault
force too small. He was told to examine
the COSSAC plan in detail when he went
to the United Kingdom and to recom-
mend changes necessary to the success of
the operation.?

Before General Montgomery arrived in
London on 2 January 1944, his chief of
staff and the SHAEF chief of staff had ex-
amined the OVERLORD plan and were pre-
pared to recommend a widening of the as-
sault area, When the 21 Army Group
commander was briefed in London on 3
January, he took strong exception to the
narrowness of the proposed assault area.
Pointing vigorously at various points of the

2 Interv with Smith, 9 May 47. Eisenhower Memo
for Diary, 8 Feb 44; Eisenhower to Marshall, 8 Feb
44. Both in Diary Office CinC. General Eisenhower’s
statement as to the lack of “wallop” was made to Cap-
tain Butcher on 28 October 1943, Diary Office CinC.
For earlier views on the size of the invasion forces by
General Eisenhower, see CCS, 58th Mtg, 16 Jan 43,
Casablanca Conf Min; Mtg of JCS with President, 16
Jan 43; Algiers Conf Min, 29, 31 May 43.

8 Field Marshal Viscount Montgomery, Normandy
to the Baltic (New York, 1948), pp. 5-6. Cf. de Guin-
gand, Operation Victory, p. 338; Eisenhower, Crusade
in Europe, p. 217. See also Diary Office CinC, 16 Jan
44, 8 Feb 44.
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map on both sides of the Cotentin, in the
areas of Dieppe, Le Havre, and Brest, he
said, “We should land here and here.” He
also raised for the first time the proposal
that Operation AnviL, the landing in
southerr: France, be dropped except as a
threat in order that landing craft ear-
marked for AnviL could be diverted to
OvERLORD. General Smith, while privately
of the opinion that a threat in the south of
France would be as effective in the early
stages of the cross-Channel attack as the
proposed full-scale assault, declined to ac-
cede to the proposal until General Eisen-
hower could examine it.*

General Montgomery again stressed the
need of broadening the assault front in his
meeting with the British and U.S. army
commanders on 7 January 1944. Speaking
as a representative of the Supreme Com-
mander, he insisted on changes in the
COSSAC plan to strengthen the landing

-and follow-up forces. He no longer recom-
mended landings around Le Havre or
Brittany, but suggested an area from “Var-
reville on the east coast of the Cotentin to
Cabourg west of the Orné” —approxi-
mately the same sector recommended by
the Combined Commanders in March
1943. In order to permit the armies and
corps to go in on their own fronts, he pro-
posed a change in command arrangements
by which a British army and a U.S. army
would control the assault corps, thus re-
quiring 21 Army Group instead of First
U.S. Army to exercise command on D
Day. The U.S. army on the right would
capture Cherbourg and the Cotentin
peninsula and subsequently develop op-
erations to the south and west, while the
British army would operate “to the south
to prevent any interference with the
American army from the East.” ®

Generals Montgomery and Smith in-
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formed General Eisenhower and Mr.
Churchill that there must be a stronger
OVERLORD even at the expense of ANVIL.
The Prime Minister reminded President
Roosevelt that he had always hoped “the
initial assault at OveRrLORD could be with
heavier forces than we have hitherto main-
tained.” The case for strengthening OvVER-
LORD at the expense of ANvIL was also sup-
ported by General Morgan who held that
landings in the south of France could do
little more than pin down three or four di-
visions of German mobile reserves, an ef-
fect which could be achieved as well by
a threat. He believed the existing strategic
conception involved “an unsound diver-
sion of forces from the main ‘OVERLORD’
[assault] area to a subsidiary assault area,
where they [were] unlikely to pay the same
dividend.” His views were reinforced two
days later by a request from Air Chief
Marshal Leigh-Mallory, Admiral Ram-
say, and General Montgomery for half of
ANVIL’s two-divisional lift.

The British Chiefs of Staff were not con-
vinced at the moment of the wisdom of
weakening or dropping the ANVIL opera-
tion. Admiral Cunningham believed that
a landing in southern France would
almost certainly force the diversion of
enemy forces to that area, and Air Chief
Marshal Portal declared that possession of
the ports in southern France would in-
crease the rate of build-up of U.S. forces
on the Continent. When, however, on 12

* De Guingand, Operation Victory, pp. 340-44, tells
of the work done by General Smith and himself,
Brigadier McLean, who briefed Montgomery on the
COSSAC plan, gave the author on 11 March 1947 a
summary of the discussion. For Smith’s view, see
Smith to Eisenhower, W-9389, 5 Jan 44, Eisenhower
personal file.

5 21 Army Group Memo, “Notes taken on meeting
of army commanders and their chiefs of staff at Head-
quarters, 21 Army Group, 7 Jan 44, OCMH files.
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in the Mediterranean had prepared both a
diversionary plan for southern France in
the fall of 1943 and the ANviL outline plan
as directed by the Cairo Conference at the
end of the year, the Supreme Commander
was aware of the importance of the AnviL
operation to the cross-Channel attack. He
not only desired the southern France op-
eration to draw away Germans from the
OVERLORD area, but held that the land-
ings should be made in order to keep the
promise given the Russians at Tehran, to
utilize French forces scheduled for com-
mitment in ANVIL, and to make the best
possible use of Allied forces in the Medi-
terranean.®

While stressing the value of preserving
AnviL, the Supreme Commander empha-
sized the critical importance of a stronger
OvEeRLORD attack. On 23 January, he for-
mally proposed that the number of divi-
sions in the initial assault be increased
from three to five. This meant that to the
two British divisions and one U.S. division
which COSSAC planned to land in the
Caen area, there would be added a British
division west of Ouistreham and a U.S.

division on the east coast of the Cotentin.

Besides an airborne landing in the Caen
area, General Eisenhower wanted an air-
borne division to seize the exit from the
Cotentin beaches, with a second airborne
division to follow within twenty-four hours.
This revised plan naturally required addi-
tional landing craft, naval fire support,
and aircraft, with particular emphasis on
LST’s, LCT’,® and troop carrier aircraft.
Believing that OveRLORD and AnviL
should be viewed as ‘“‘one whole,” the
Supreme Commander said that an ideal
plan would include a five-division OVER-
LoRD and a three-division AnviL. He
agreed, however, that if forces were not
available for both assaults priority should
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go to OVERLORD. As the date for the attack
he preferred 1 May, but he was willing to
accept a postponement if that would se-
cure additional strength for the op-
eration.’

The British Chiefs of Staff, who together
with the Prime Minister had become in-
creasingly dubious over the prospects of
launching ANvIL simultaneously with
OvVERLORD,'" promptly agreed that the
cross-Channel attack should be given
overriding priority. They also asked for
postponement of the invasion until the end
of May or the beginning of June in order
to increase the chance that the Russian
attack would have begun on the Eastern
Front, and to gain an extra month’s pro-
duction of landing craft. The U.S. Chiefs
of Staff, still insistent on a two-division
ANvIL, accepted the postponement of the
target date to a time not later than 31
May.*?

While the Allied planners were seeking
means to mount the OVERLORD and AN-
VIL operations simultaneously, military
events in Italy were working against their
efforts. The Allies had launched an opera-
tion on 22 January 1944 at Anzio in the
hope that their forces could shortly take
Rome and drive northward to put addi-
tional pressure on the enemy. The Com-
bined Chiefs of Staff had thought that

8 Montgomery to Eisenhower, W-4918, 10 Jan 44,
SHAEF SGS 560 [Vessels], II; Eisenhower to Mar-
shall, 17 Jan 44, Eisenhower personal file.

¢ Landing Ship, Tank, and Landing Craft, Tank.

10 Eisenhower to Marshall, W-9856, 22 Jan 44;
Eisenhower to CCS, B-33, 23 Jan 44, Eisenhower per-
sonal file.

11 Admiral Cunningham still held that his col-
leagues perhaps underestimated the value of evena
weak ANVIL on the enemy. Br COS 21st Mtg, 24 Jan
44, COS (44) Min. )

1z Br COS to JSM, COS (W) 1094, 26 Jan 44; JSM
to Br COS, JSM 1478, 1 Feb 44, SHAEF SGS 560
[Vessels], II.
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landing craft allocated to the attack at
Anzio would be needed for only a short
time and would then be available for the
OveRLORD and ANVIL operations. After a
hopeful beginning, the Allied forces met
stiffened German resistance and deter-
mined counterattacks which forced them
to use units intended for AnviL. Continu-
ance of the beachhead battle prevented
release of precious landing craft. The Brit-
ish, lukewarm toward AnviL, argued that
the enemy decision to fight in Italy tied up
divisions which would otherwise have
been available for use against OVERLORD
and thus served the diversionary purpose
for which AnviL was intended. They held
that the strategic situation in the Mediter-
ranean had changed since the Cairo
Conference and should be re-examined.!*

Thus far in the discussion of plans for
widening the assault area, the ANvIL op-
eration had been mentioned merely as an
attack which must be weakened or post-
poned in order to get additional support
for OverLORD. About 1 February, debate
over the landings in southern France en-
tered a new phase. Apparently encouraged
by the fact that the Italian fighting was
creating a diversion of German units from
the area of the cross-Channel attack, Mr.
Churchill on 4 February opened a strong
onslaught against ANVIL as a desirable op-
eration. He declared that as a result of the
distance between the areas in which
Overrorp and ANVIL were to be
launched, the ruggedness of the terrain
which Allied forces from the south of
France would have to cover in a move
northward, and the defensive strength of
modern weapons which would oppose
them, the ANvIL operation was not “stra-
tegically interwoven with OVERLORD.” At
his suggestion, the British Chiefs of Staff
proposed that AnviL “as at present
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planned” be canceled and that the Medi-
terranean commander be directed to sub-
mit plans for the use of his forces to contain
the maximum number of enemy troops in
his theater. They believed that a shift of
landing craft intended for AnviL to OVER-
LorD would meet the full requirements of
the cross-Channel attack, which would
then be made ready by the first week in
June.'* General Eisenhower, who still
wanted the ANviL operation, now con-
cluded that developments in Italy created
the possibility that forces there could not
be disentangled in time to put on a strong
operation in southern France. Privately,
he expressed the doubt that AnviL
and OverRLORD could be launched
simultaneously.*®

Although the unfavorable progress of
the Anzio operation gave some basis for
the British proposal to cancel AnviL, the
U.S. Chiefs of Staff viewed the suggestion
with suspicion. They saw in the proposed
cancellation the continuation of what they
described as the British policy of pushing
operations in the Mediterranean at the ex-
pense of the cross-Channel attack. At the
Washington Conference in May 1943,
General Marshall had warned that opera-
tions in the Mediterranean would swallow
the men and landing craft intended for the
main operation in northwest Europe. He
had agreed to the operation in Sicily be-
cause it seemed that no other use could be
made of the forces in the Mediterranean at
the moment. Salerno had followed, and

'3 Minute, Ismay for Churchill, 2 Feb 44, SHAEF
SGS 370.2/2 Opn From Mediterranean in Support of
OVERLORD, 1.

14 35th Mg, 4 Feb 44, COS (44), SHAEF SG8
370.2/2 Opn From Mediterranean in Support of
OveRLORD, I; Br COS to JSM, 4 Feb 44, COS (W)
1126, COS (44) Min. '

15 Bisenhower to Marshall, W-10786, 6 Feb 44,
Eisenhower personal file; Diary Office CinC, 7 Feb 44.
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then Anzio, and now it appeared that
more demands would be made on re-
sources earmarked for OvErRLORD. The
Chief of Staff felt so strongly about the
matter that, while agreeing to the cancel-
lation of AnviL if the Supreme Com-
mander thought it essential to strengthen
OvVERLORD, he expressed fear that the
British Chiefs of Staff might be influenc-
ing General Eisenhower’s views. “I merely
wish,” he added, “to be certain that local-
itis is not developing and that pressure on
you has not warped your judgment.” *¢

The imputation of “localitis” to the
Supreme Commander’s views emphasized
the difficulty of General Eisenhower’s po-
sition throughout the ANVIL controversy.
As a tactical commander desiring to
strengthen the OVERLORD operation, he
was sometimes receptive to proposals
which the U.S. Chiefs of Staff opposed. He
defended himself vigorously in-this case
against the suggestion of British influence,
pointing out that he had advocated a
broader front since the OvERLORD plan
was first explained to him in October
1943 and insisting that he always fought
for the preservation of the ANvIL opera-
tion."

American skepticism regarding the

British stand was due in part to the con-
viction that sufficient resources were pres-
ent in Europe to provide a seven-division
lift of personnel and an eight-division lift
of vehicles. This the U.S. Chiefs of Staff
believed to be adequate for both the
OverLorp and ANVIL operations. Neither

the British nor the SHAEF planners:

agreed with the estimate, which they be-
lieved to be based on a faulty analysis of
the number of men and vehicles that
could be carried under combat conditions.
In an effort to settle this disagreement and
the whole problem of Anvir, the Prime
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Minister invited the U.S. Chiefs of Staffto
London to discuss the matter. They sug-
gested instead that General Eisenhower
act as their direct representative with the
British, and they sent as his technical ad-
visers Rear Adm. Charles M. Cooke, Jr.,
and Maj. Gen. John E. Hull.

Throughout February General Eisen-
hower attempted to find enough landing
craft for both operations. The British and
SHAEF planners stuck to their view that
under combat conditions the landing craft
available would not carry the number of
soldiers and vehicles which the U.S. repre-
sentatives showed mathematically the
craft could hold. The technical observers
from the United States were not im-
pressed, one of them reporting that the
British had no interest in ANvIL, since they
believed that OvERLORD was ‘“‘the only
one that will pay us dividends.” *®

In an effort to meet General Eisen-
hower’s wishes to save Anvir, the SHAEF
planners in mid-February came up with
a plan to increase the size of loads and
make more efficient use of the landing
craft already available. General Mont-
gomery, who believed that the landing
craft allotment for OVERLORD was already
too scanty, initially objected to the pro-
posal on the ground that it would “com-
promise tactical flexibility, introduce
added complications, bring additional
hazards into the operations, and thus gen-
erally endanger success.” After discussing

16 JSM to Br COS, JSM 1494, 6 Feb 44; Marshall
to Eisenhower, 78, 7 Feb 44. Both in SHAEF SGS
370.2/2 Opn From Mediterranean in Support of
OVERLORD, I. At one point during this period, the
U.S. Chiefs of Staff asked the British not to discuss
certain points with General Eisenhower before he had
a chance to give Washington his opinion.

17 Eisenhower to Marshall, W-10786, 8 Feb 44,
Eisenhower personal file. '

18 Gen Hull to Gen Handy, 15 Feb 44, SHAEF SGS
560 [Vessels], IL.
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the matter with General Eisenhower, and
with Air Chief Marshal Leigh-Mallory
and Admiral Ramsay, who agreed with
some reluctance to accept the SHAEF
proposal, General Montgomery withdrew
his opposition. General Eisenhower now
reported to the British Chiefs of Staff that
by making sacrifices and accepting every
possible risk it would be possible to launch
the strengthened OVERLORD and at the
same time save the two-division ANVIL op-
eration. He admitted, however, that in the
light of developments in Italy it might no
longer be practicable to undertake the
landings in southern France. Encouraged
by this admission the British Chiefs of Staff
called attention to the opportunity of
“bleeding and burning German divisions”’
as a result of Hitler’s decision to fight south
of Rome, and argued that it would be
“wholly unjustifiable to keep any forma-
tion out of Italy on the ground that it was
going to be required for AxviL.” They pro-
posed to the U.S. Chiefs of Staff, therefore,
that the existing state of uncertainty be
ended and ANvVIL canceled immediately.

The U.S. Chiefs of Staff, informed by
their technical advisers in London that the
ANvVIL operation was possible if the British
would attempt it, held to the view that the
landings in southern France should be
made. They were willing, however, if the
situation had not improved in Italy by 1
April, to review the situation in the Medi-
terranean and then decide if ANvIL should
be postponed. Arrangements made by
General Eisenhower were to be supported
by the U.S. Chiefs of Staff, subject to the
approval of the President. That there
should be no doubt of his reaction, the
President directed Admiral Leahy to re-
mind the Supreme Commander that the
United States was committed to a third
power (Russia) and that he did not feel the
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Western Allies had any right to abandon
the commitment for ANviL without taking
the matter up with that third power.*

The Supreme Commander’s position
thus became increasingly difficult as he
attempted to decide what was best for him
as the commander of OVERLORD and also
tried to present as strongly as possible the
U.S. arguments. His embarrassment was
shown particularly in the discussions with
the British Chiefs of Staff on 22 February.
Speaking officially for the U.S. Chiefs of
Staff, he opposed cancellation of AnviL
until the last possible moment for decision.
He added that the U.S. Chiefs of Staff did
not necessarily regard ANVIL as an opera-
tion involving an eventual use of two divi-
sions in the assault and ten divisions in the
build-up, although they did want a two-
division assault force in the Mediter-
ranean. He felt they would accept as ful-
fillment of the commitment at Tehran a
diversionary operation on the largest scale
possible after the Mediterranean theater
had met the requirements of the campaign
in Italy.?*

The British Chiefs of Staff agreed to
continue ANvIL planning under the inter-
pretations given by General Eisenhower
provided the Italian campaign received
“overriding priority over all existing and
future operations in the Mediterranean to
contain the maximum number of the en-
emy.” They asked that the situation be

12 For the detailed debate over loadings and the
efforts to increase the use of the available craft, see
Harrison, Cross-Channel Attack, Ch. V. Montgomery to
Eisenhower, 16 Feb 44, SHAEF SGS 560 [Vessels],
II; 5th Mtg, 18 Feb 44, Min SAC’s Conf. Memo,
Eisenhower for Br COS, 19 Feb 44; COS (44) 52d
Mitg, 19 Feb 44; Br COS to JSM, COS (W) 1156, 19
Feb 44. All in SHAEF SGS 381 OVERLORD-ANVIL, I,

20 JCS to Eisenhower, 153, 21 Feb 44; JCS to Eisen-
hower, 151, 21 Feb 44; Leahy to Eisenhower, 154, 21
Feb 44, Eisenhower personal file.

21 54th Mtg, 22 Feb 44, COS (44).
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reviewed on 20 March and that if ANviL
was found to be impracticable all craft in
excess of the lift for one division should be
moved from the Mediterranean. This pro-
posal was accepted by the Combined
Chiefs of Staff and approved by the
President and Prime Minister.?*

The decision of 26 February marked a
retreat by the U.S. Chiefs of Staff from
their positive stand for a strong ANVIL to a
tentative agreement that a decision would
be suspended. The operation was left at
the mercy of developments in Italy which,
at the time of the agreement, were becom-
ing increasingly unfavorable to the mount-
ing of AnviL. Gen. Sir Henry Maitland
Wilson, Supreme Commander in the
Mediterranean, had reported on 22 Feb-
ruary that continuous attacks by the en-
emy since the 16th of the month had
inflicted heavy casualties and contributed
to the exhaustion of his troops. He found it
difficult to withdraw forces needed for An-
viL, and recommended cancellation of the
landings in southern France. This sugges-
tion seemed to make more likely the drop-
ping of the ANVIL operation, but nearly a
month’s delay ensued before a decision
was reached. Pressed by his commanders
for a prompt decision, General Eisenhower
suggested that he might get action by
cabling General Marshall that ANVIL was
impossible. General Smith, although fa-
voring the postponement of ANvIL, felt this
action was not necessary and would give
the impression that they were changing
their minds too quickly. The Supreme
Commander agreed that Admiral Ramsay
should inform the Mediterranean com-
mander which ships he intended to with-
draw from that area if ANvIL was canceled
on 21 March. Nearly a month before the
final review, the SHAEF planners clearly
had little doubt that plans for landings in
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southern France simultaneously with
OvEeRLORD would have to be canceled.?

A new element was introduced into
planning for Mediterranean operations at
the end of February when General Alex-
ander requested additional craft for his
troop movemerits, thus upsetting the time-
table for the transfer from the Mediter-
ranean of certain craft earmarked for
OverLorDp. The British had now gone
beyond suggesting that ANVIL be canceled
as a means of aiding OVERLORD to propos-
ing that landing craft be withheld from
OVERLORD in order to insure the success of
operations in Italy. To get immediate aid
for operations there, they requested that
LST’s in the Mediterranean be left there,
and be replaced in the OVERLORD build-
up with landing craft dispatched directly
from the United States. The U.S. Chiefs
of Staff agreed to delay the movement of
craft from the Mediterranean, but op-
posed sending additional craft to that area
until a decision was made on ANvir. This
compromise afforded the means of saving
the southern France operation, but it cre-
ated a new problem for General Eisen-
hower. The effort to keep ANviL alive, he
stated flatly, had created a situation which
was ‘‘actually militating strongly against
the plans and preparations for OVER-
LorD.” He saw nothing in the Italian situ-
tion which indicated “an increase in the
likelihood of ANVIL on the two division—
ten division basis.” On the contrary, he
believed it would be necessary to draw on

22.COS to JSM, 23 Feb 44, reproduced as CCS
465/11, 24 Feb 44, CCS files; CCS to Eisenhower,
FACS 13, 26 Feb 44, Eisenhower personal file; JSM
to Br COS, JSM 1538, 25 Feb 44, SHAEF SGS 381
OVERLORD-ANVIL, 1.

23 Wilson to Br COS, MEDCOS 41, 22 Feb 44,
SHAEF SGS 381 OVERLORD-ANVIL, I; 6th Mg, 26
Feb 44, Min of SAC’s Conf.
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landing craft intended for AnviL for the
minimum lift for OVERLORD.?*

By the time set for reviewing the situ-
ation in the Mediterranean, Generals
Eisenhower and Wilson had agreed that
landing craft in that area should be re-
duced to a one-division lift. General Wilson
wanted these craft to support intensive
operations up the mainland of Italy, while
General Eisenhower asked merely that
everything possible be done by threat,
feint, and actual operations to-keep enemy
troops in the Mediterranean area. Yield-
ing to the logic of the situation in Italy,
and to General Eisenhower’s view that
“ANVIL as we originally visualized it is no
longer a possibility either from the stand-
point of time in which to make all neces-
sary preparations or in probable avail-
ability of fresh and effective troops at the
appointed time,” the U.S. Chiefs of Staff
agreed that ANvIL must be delayed. The
British Chiefs of Staff gained only a part
of their wish. Instead of the cancellation of
AnviL which they recommended, they re-
ceived a counterproposal that a two-divi-
sion invasion of southern France be made
on 10 July 1944. The Americans were
willing to underwrite this operation by di-
verting LST’s and LCT’s earmarked for
the Pacific on the hard and fast condition
that the British agree ‘“‘that preparation
for the delayed AnviL will be vigorously
pressed and that it is the firm intention to
mount this operation in support of OVEr-
LorD with the target date indicated.” *®

The strong U.S. demand for a positive
guarantee of an ANVIL operation in July as
a price for more landing craft in the Medi-
terranean was compared by Field Mar-
shal Brooke to the “pointing of a pistol,”
as he indicated his unwillingness to give
assurances for operations four or five
months in the future. General Eisenhower
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reminded the British Chief of the Imperial
General Staff that, in view of the pressure
of U.S. opinion and Congress for greater
activity in the Pacific, General Marshall
had made substantial concessions by
agreeing to divert craft intended for the
Pacific to the Mediterranean. Aware that
General Marshall had softened his de-
mands for ANVIL to “‘some sizable opera-
tion of the nature of AnviL,” General
Eisenhower suggested that the U.S. Chiefs
of Staff might be persuaded to accept a
British reservation to postpone until July
a decision as to the place of attack. Thus
reassured, the British suggested that Gen-
eral Wilson be instructed to prepare not
only a plan for AnviL, but also alternative
plans for containing the maximum num-
ber of Germans in Italy if the enemy con-
tinued to fight there.?®

Dissatisfied with the British reluctance
to name a definite target date, the U.S.
Chiefs of Staff asked for a decision. The
British then submitted a revised directive
for General Wilson which was acceptable
save for a provision giving priority to
Italian operations over ANvIL. The Ameri-
cans declared themselves “shocked” to see
“how gaily” the British “proposed to ac-
cept their legacy while disregarding the
terms of the will,” and they refused to
divert craft to the Mediterranean on the
basis of the new proposal. Mr. Churchill

24 Wilson to WO, 28 Feb 44; Wilson to Br COS, 29
Feb 44, SHAEF SGS 381 OVERLORD-ANvVIL, I; Br
COS to JSM, COS (W) 1184, | Mar 44; JSM to Br
COS, JSM 1558, 4 Mar 44, SHAEF SGS 560 [Ves-
sels], IIT; Eisenhower to Marshall, B-245, 9 Mar 44,
Eisenhower personal file.

# Eisenhower to Marshall, 21 Mar 44; JSM to Br
COS, JSM 1594, 24 Mar 44. Both in SHAEF SGS
381 OVERLORD-ANVIL, 1.

26 12th Mtg, 27 Mar 44, Min of SAC’s Confs; Mar-
shall to Eisenhower, W-14078, 25 Mar 44, Eisen-
hower personal file; Br COS to JSM, COS (W) 1241,
28 Mar 44, SHAEF SGS 381 OVERLORD-ANVIL, L.
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now joined the discussion. He urged the
continuance of operations then under way
in Italy to join the Anzio bridgehead with
the main forces and asked postponement
of the decision on whether to go-all out for
ANvIL or exploit the victory in Italy. Such
an option would not exist unless the LST’s
intended for the Pacific were diverted to
the Mediterranean. General Marshall de-
clared that the choice depended on start-
ing ANVIL preparations immediately. The
United States, he explained, could not
stop the momentum it had started in the
Pacific ““unless there was assurance that
we are to have an operation in the effec-
tiveness of which we have complete faith.”
This development distressed General
Eisenhower. While agreeing that the U.S.
Chiefs of Staff must take a firm stand, he
regarded the decision not to divert craft
intended for the Pacific to the Mediter-
ranean as a “sad blow” for OVERLORD.?’

The British met the situation with a
directive that neither fixed a target date
nor mentioned additional landing craft.
This tentative solution was accepted by
Washington on 18 April, and on the fol-
lowing day the Combined Chiefs of Staff
directed General Wilson to: (a) launch as
early as possible an all-out offensive in
Italy, (b) develop the most effective threat
possible to contain German forces in
southern France; and (c¢) make plans for
the “best possible use of the amphibious
lift remaining to you, either in support of
operations in Italy, or in order to take ad-
vantage of opportunities arising in the
south of France or elsewhere for the fur-
therance of your objects and to press for-
ward vigorously and whole-heartedly with
all preparations which do not prejudice
the achievement of the fullest success in
(a) above.” ®

The directive to General Wilson was
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at best a temporary solution which settled
nothing definitely in the Mediterranean.
The chief effect of the three-month discus-
sion, so far as it concerned OVERLORD, was
in the gain of additional lift for the initial
assault at the expense of postponing An-
viL, which had been designed to aid the
Normandy landings. In the opinion of the
U.S. Chiefs of Staff, the loss of the effect
of ANviL on D Day was compensated for
only slightly by operations which might be
carried out on the Italian mainland. They
hoped, therefore, to get a positive agree-
ment that ANviL would be launched early
enough in the summer of 1944 to aid the
OveRLORD operations. The British on
their side had succeeded in postponing an
operation which they feared would inter-
fere with Allied activities in Italy, and had
left the way open for further advance on
the Italian mainland. The failure to settle
Mediterranean strategy before the OvEr-
LorD D Day presaged further controversy
between the British and U.S. Chiefs of
Staff, added further complications to the
OVERLORD operation, and increased the
perplexities of the Supreme Commander.
For the moment, however, he was able to
breathe more easily in the assurance that
landing craft essential to the five-division
assault which had been accepted in early
February would actually be diverted from
the Mediterranean in time.

27 Handy to Eisenhower, W-16455, 31 Mar 44,
Handy to Eisenhower, W-18619, 5 Apr 44, SHAEF
SGS 381 OVERLORD-ANVIL, I; JSM to Chiefs of Staff,
FMD 183, 1 Apr 44, OPD Misc File; Prime Minister
to Dill for Marshall, 1895, 12 Apr 44, SHAEF SGS
370.2/2 Opn From Mediterranean in Support of
OVERLORD, I; Marshall to Eisenhower, W-22810, 14
Apr 44, Eisenhower personal file; Diary Office CinC,
18 Apr 44.

2% Dir, CCS to Gen Wilson, COSMED 90, 19 Apr
44, SHAEF SGS 370.2/2 Opn From Mediterranean
in Support of OVERLORD, .-
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Increase of Airborne Units in the Assault

General Montgomery’s proposals for
increasing the width of the assault area
included a landing by U.S. forces on the
Cotentin peninsula. Both he and General
Bradley agreed that this action was neces-
sary to the early capture of the vital port
of Cherbourg. The landing was made haz-
ardous, however, by the nature of the
terrain at the neck of the Cotentin.
Marshy lands on either side of the Caren-
tan estuary separated the areas in which
the two main bodies of U.S. forces were to
land. Worse still, the exits from the beaches
of the eastern Cotentin were restricted to
causeways along a flooded area. The Al-
lied planners decided, therefore, that air-
borne drops in the Cotentin peninsula
were essential in order to seize the cause-
ways and prevent the enemy from destroy-
ing them, to prevent the enemy from send-
ing reinforcements to Cherbourg, and to
aid in the link-up with U.S. forces to the
east. To carry out these plans, General
Montgomery asked for two airborne divi-
sions, in addition to the airborne division
already earmarked for action east of Caen
in the British sector.?*

After considering these proposals for a
time, Air Chief Marshal Leigh-Mallory,
the Allied Expeditionary Air Force com-
mander, announced his opposition. With
the aircraft then allotted, he said, a second
division could not be dropped until
twenty-four hours after the initial landing.
He was especially concerned over losses
which glider forces would take both be-
cause of the unsatisfactory landing fields
in the area and because of the heavy anti-
aircraft fire he thought they would face.*

Backing for a greater use of airborne
forces promptly came from both London
and Washington. Mr. Churchill, “not at
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all satisfied” at the report that a lift existed
for only one airborne division, asked Gen-
eral Eisenhower for a statement of the
maximum number of these divisions he
wished to launch simultaneously in the D-
Day attack. The Supreme Commander at
once requested two airborne divisions in
the initial attack with a third to follow
twenty-four hours later. In the face of a
cautious report from the chief of the air
staff that the lack of trained crews made it
impossible to furnish simultaneous lift for
two airborne divisions, General Eisen-
hower reduced his demands. He asked for
not less than “one airborne division and one
regimental combat team (brigade) of a second
atrborne division, with sufficient depth to
enable a second division to be dropped
complete 24 hours later.” 3! ’

The Prime Minister, concerned because
the Supreme Commander’s request for
two airborne divisions was not being met,
pressed the question at a War Cabinet
meeting on 8 February. Portal warned
that further increases in the lift would
lower the quality of the forces. Leigh-
Mallory added that, in view of the bottle-
neck which existed in the training of troop
carrier crews, he thought it impossible to
“increase the initial force by one more
pilot.” Disappointed at the list of difficul-
ties and objections, Mr. Churchill asked
that further studies be made on increasing
the production of additional airlift. The
discussion encouraged General Eisenhower

29 Montgomery, Normandy to the Baltic, p. 8; Brad-
ley, A Soldier’s Story, pp. 232-34.

30 3d Mtg, 24 Jan 44, Min of SAC’s Confs, SHAEF
SGS 387/11; Bradley, A Soldier’s Story, p. 234.

3t SHAEF file COS (44) 96 (O), 29 Jan 44; COS
(44) 135 (O), 6 Feb 44; Memo, Smith for Br COS, 7
Feb 44, sub: Airborne Forces for OvERLORD, SHAEF
SGS 373/2 Employment of Airborne Forces in Opn
OVERLORD, I. Quotation with italics from Smith
memo.
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to hope that he would get at least his
minimum demand.??

While the Allied airmen struggled with
the problem of increasing the airborne lift
to one and two-thirds divisions, Generals
Marshall and Arnold proposed an even
greater use of airborne troops than that
asked by General Eisenhower and his
commanders. Arnold was disturbed be-
cause Eisenhower’s staff spoke only of
assigning airborne forces tactical missions
in the rear of the enemy lines. He felt that
this would put them down in the midst of
enemy reserve units. He proposed instead
the use of airborne forces in mass (four to
six divisions) some distance beyond the en-
emy lines where they could strike at
German reinforcements and supplies.®?

General Marshall shared many of Gen-
eral Arnold’s beliefs. During the period
when he had been thought of for the post
of Supreme Commander, he had consid-
ered ways of properly exploiting air power
in combination with ground troops and
had determined to make better use of air-
borne forces even if, in the event of British
opposition to his ideas, he had to carry
them out exclusively with U.S. troops.
During this period General Arnold had
directed airborne specialists to prepare
plans for General Marshall’s use. In Feb-
ruary 1944 Marshall sent members of his
staff to London to explain these projects
to the SHAEF planners. Of three pro-
posals, he preferred one for the establish-
ment of an airhead in Normandy gener-
ally south of Evreux which would require
an initial drop of two airborne divisions
by D plus 2, and the landing by glider of
an infantry division by D plus 6.** He
believed this scheme, designed to divert
the enemy from the bridgehead and pose

an alternative strategic thrust, constituted

a true vertical envelopment and would
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create a strategic threat strong enough to
make the enemy revise his defense plans
considerably.?®

General Eisenhower said that he could
not accept the Air Force proposal. He de-
sired to commit the initial airborne forces
in a manner that would permit their re-
grouping for other tactical purposes and
would give them ground mobility in their
early operations. While approving the
conception of a mass vertical envelopment,
he believed that it could come only after
the beachhead had been gained and a
striking force built up. He insisted that the
Allies first had to get firmly established on
the Continent and then seize a good shel-
tered harbor. Next, he wanted to make
certain that no significant part of the Al-
lied forces was in a position where it could
be isolated and defeated in detail. Air-
borne troops that landed too far from
other forces would be immobile until they
could be reached by ground forces. The
Supreme Commander recalled in this con-
nection that the landings at Anzio had run
into difficulties when the enemy, seeing
that the Allied thrust “could not be imme-
diately translated into mobile tactical action,”
had attacked instead of withdrawing.®

32 SHAEF file GOS (44) 40th Mtg (O), 8 Feb 44;
Ltr, Eisenhower to Marshall, 9 Feb 44, Eisenhower
personal file.

33 Arnold, Global Mission, pp. 520-21.

3¢ The other two included: (1) the use of airborne
troops in three groups to block the movement of hos-
tile reserves as then located, which he rejected as
placing too few men at critical points, and (2) the es-
tablishment of an airhead near Argentan to seize air-
fields and restrict hostile movements, which he op-
posed as failing to constitute a major strategic threat
to the enemy.

35 Marshall to Eisenhower, 10 Feb 44, Eisenhower
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General Eisenhower continued with an
exposition of the factors on which the
existing airborne plan was based and
which, he believed, compelled the Allies
to visualize airborne operations ““as an im-
mediate tactical rather than a long-range
adjunct of landing operations.” Noting
that General Marshall had complained
that the only trouble with the plan for the
strategic use of airborne force “is that we
have never done anything like this before,
and frankly, that reaction makes me
tired,” the Supreme Commander pro-
claimed that he himself was loath “ever to
uphold the conservative as opposed to the
bold.” He promised to study the War De-
partment ideas carefully “because on one
point of your letter I am in almost fanati-
cal agreement—I believe we can lick the
Hun only by being ahead of him in ideas
as well as in material resources.” *’

Generals Montgomery and Bradley
agreed with General Eisenhower’s views
on the airborne proposals. The First Army
commander argued that nothing should
be allowed to deflect the Allies from the
early capture of Cherbourg, and the 21
Army Group commander proposed that
any additional airborne resources be used
to hold the enemy away from Caen.*
General Marshall in sending the delega-
tion to SHAEF to explain the plans for the
use of airborne troops had concluded,
“Please believe that, as usual, I do not
want to embarrass you with undue pres-
sure.” General Eisenhower thus felt free to
disregard the strategic employment of air-
borne forces for the moment and to press
for their tactical use in the initial assault.?*

The problem of getting additional air-
lift for the attack was linked, like the ques-
tion of finding more landing craft, to the
Allied decision on AnviL. If the invasion
of southern France was undertaken simul-
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taneously with OVERLORD, it would re-
quire all available airlift in the Mediter-
ranean theater. The decision to postpone
ANviIL helped to ease the situation. The
planners in April set up a drop of the para-
chutists of the U.S. 82d and 101st Air-
borne Divisions in the Cotentin, and all
but one battalion of the British 6th Air-
borne Division in the Caen area.

Provisions for an augmented airborne
attack met increased pessimism from
Leigh-Mallory. Because of the great im-
portance attached to dropping three para-
chute regiments in the Ste. Mére-Eglise—
Carentan area, he accepted the plan for
dropping parachutists, but with reluc-
tance. Losses to troop-carrier aircraft and
gliders, he warned General Montgomery,
were likely to be so high and the chance of
success was so slight that glider operations
could not be justified. The Allied Expedi-
tionary Air Force commander advised
General Eisenhower that the operation in
its existing form violated official airborne
doctrine on several counts and repeated
many of the mistakes of the Sicilian cam-
paign. In view of General Bradley’s con-
viction, backed by General Montgomery,
that the Cotentin landings should not be
attempted without airborne operations,
General Eisenhower decided to continue
plans for both parachute and glider
attacks.*’

The airborne plans were further com-
plicated in late May when the enemy was
"+ Eiseahower to Marshall, 19 Feb 44, Eisenhower
personal file.

3 Mtg at 21 A Gp, 18 Feb 44, SHAEF SGS 373/2
Employment of Airborne Forces in Opn OVERLORD, {.

3% Marshall to Eisenhower, 10 Feb 44, Eisenhower
personal file.

40 Ltr, Leigh-Mallory to Montgomery, 23 Apr 44;
Ltr, Leigh-Mallory to Eisenhower, 23 Apr 44. Both
in SHAEF SGS 373/2 Employment of Airborne

Forces in Opn OvERLORD, I. Eisenhower Memo dtd
22 May 44, Diary Office CinG, 23 May 44.
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discovered to be reinforcing the area where
the 82d Airborne Division planned to
drop. This intelligence required a change
in the drop zones, which increased the
difficulties for the glider units. Air Chief
Marshal Leigh-Mallory, gravely con-
cerned over this development, warned the
Supreme Commander that it was proba-
ble that “at the most 30 per cent of the
glider loads will become effective for use
against the enemy.” He concluded that
the operation was likely “to yield results
so far short of what the Army C-in-C ex-
pects and requires that if the success of the
seaborne assault in this area depends on
the airborne, it will be seriously preju-
diced.” *!

General Eisenhower was aware of the
dangers faced by the airborne forces and
agreed with Leigh-Mallory as to the na-
ture of the risks involved. He found it nec-
essary nonetheless to heed the requests of
his ground force commanders. The air-
borne operation, he decided, was essential
to the whole operation and “must go on.”
“Consequently,” he concluded, “there is
nothing for it but for you, the Army Com-
mander and the Troop Carrier Com-
mander to work out to the last detail every
single thing that may diminish these
hazards.” *?

The Revised Plan

The initial OveErLORD plan which
SHAEF and the other Allied headquar-
ters examined at the beginning of 1944
underwent many changes in the five
months that followed. While the high-
level questions of widening the assault
area-and strengthening the attack force
came directly to the Supreme Commander
and required his intervention with the

‘Combined Chiefs of Staff, other Allied
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commanders were working out the exact
details by which the operation was to be
made effective. As early as 1 February
1944, the Allied naval commander, the
Allied Expeditionary Air Force com-
mander, and the Commander-in-Chief, 21
Army Group, had issued an Initial Joint
Plan as the basis of planning by subordi-
nate commanders. Detailed planning for
ground forces was handed over to Second
British Army and First U.S. Army, while
naval and air plans were to be worked out
by Headquarters, Allied Expeditionary
Air Force, and Allied naval headquar-
ters.*?

At every level the emphasis was on
strengthening the assault. Plans to this end
included increased air operations to de-
stroy rail and highway communications
into the beachhead area, heavier naval
fire support to destroy the beach fortifica-
tions that would oppose the invading
force, and augmented ground and air-
borne assault and follow-up forces to
achieve the initial objectives quickly and
establish a firm beachhead capable of re-
sisting the most desperate enemy counter-
attacks. In many of these efforts, the
planners at army, corps, or divisional level
were able to work out their problems with-
out calling on the Supreme Commander.
When they did ask for help, they received
it without stint. Less than a month after
his arrival in London, General Eisenhower
had written General Marshall that from
D Day until D plus 60 the operation

41 Ltr, Leigh-Mallory to SAC, 29 May 44, SHAEF
SGS 393/2 Employment of Airborne Forces in Opn
OVERLORD, L.

4z Ltr, Eisenhower to Leigh-Mallory, 30 May 44,
SHAEF SGS 373/2 Employment of Airborne Forces
in Opn OVERLORD, 1.

43 Neptune Initial Joint Plan by ANCXF, AEAF,
and 21 A Gp, 1 Feb 44, as revised 2 Mar 44, SHAEF
files.
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would absorb everything the Allies could
possibly pour into it.** It was a warning he
let neither the British nor the U.S. Gov-
ernment forget.

By the end of May 1944, the initial
COSSAC plan had been changed from an
attack by three infantry divisionsand part
of an airborne division in the assault, plus
two in the follow-up in the area between
the Orne and the base ofthe Cotentin, to
an attack by five infantry divisions and
elements of three airborne divisions in the
assault, plus two follow-up forces —already
afloat-in an area some fifty miles wide
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between the east coast of the Cotentin and
the Orne. To put these forces ashore, the
number of landing craft and naval ships
had been heavily reinforced both from the
Mediterranean and from the United
States. To make certain that the enemy
could not readily reinforce the assaultarea
with men and supplies, a strengthened
tactical and strategic air program was
being developed to wreck the railway and
highway communications leading into
northwest France.

44 Eisenhower to Marshall, W-10786, 8 Feb 44,
Eisenhower personal file.



CHAPTER VII

SHAEF’s Air Problems,
January—June 1944

Before General Eisenhower could put
into effect the preparatory air plans for the
OverLoRD attack, he found it necessary to
deal with a number of problems relating
to air command, the employment of stra-
tegic air forces, and measures to be used
against enemy long-range rockets and
pilotless aircraft. COSSAC had tried to
settle some of these matters earlier, but
had found, as in the case of landing craft
and additional divisions for the assault,
that it was necessary to wait until the Su-
preme Commander was appointed to get
action.

Problems of Command

The Combined Chiefs of Staff in No-
vember 1943 had postponed a decision on
the command of the strategic air forcesin
OverLorD. The delay had arisen in part
because the British were unwilling to hand
over control of their bombers for Over-
LorD until a time nearer the assault. They
feared that measures might be taken
which would diminish the effect of the
combined bombing offensive against Ger-
many. They were also anxious that
nothing be done to affect the program of
bombing rocket-launching sites or to re-
move forces of the Coastal Command from
British control. There appeared to be even
stronger feeling—shared by U.S. bomber

commanders—against  entrusting the
bombers to Air Chief Marshal Leigh-Mal-
lory, whose war experience had been in
the Fighter Command.’

This last point of opposition stressed a
problem which had confronted General
Eisenhower since his arrival in the United
Kingdom. He personally would have pre-
ferred Air Chief Marshal Tedder as chief
Allied air commander for OverLorp, and
he had made such a recommendation be-
fore Tedder was chosen Deputy Supreme
Commander. Eisenhower was influenced
by the fact that Tedder, as his air deputy
in the Mediterranean, was aware of the
problems involved in the air support of
ground troops. Near the end of December
the Supreme Commander had noted the
importance of having a few senior officers
with such experience. “Otherwise,” he
warned, “a commander is forever fighting
with those airmen who, regardless of the
ground situation, want to send big bomb-
ers on missions that have nothing to do
with the critical effort.” While admitting
that “a fighter commander of the very
highest caliber” like Leigh-Mallory would
be badly needed in the battle, he deplored
the tendency “to freeze organization so
that the commander may not use trusted

! Diary Office CinC, 29 Feb, 22 Mar 44.
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and superior subordinates in their proper
spheres. ...”?

General Eisenhower initially approached
the British with “long and patient explain-
ing” to show that he had no great interest
in controlling the Coastal Command, no
possible desire to diminish the bombing of-
fensive against Germany, and no intention
of permitting the big bombers to be mis-
used on targets for which they were not
suited. Toward the end of February he be-
came more insistent in his requests that
RAF Bomber Command be placed under
his control. The Prime Minister, however,
desired to keep this command independent
of SHAETF or at least to limit the number
of bombers under the Supreme Com-
mander. General Eisenhower at length de-
clared that, inasmuch as the U.S. air force
in the United Kingdom, which was larger
than that of the British, had been given to
the Supreme Commander, he could not
face the U.S. Chiefs of Staff if the British
withheld their bomber force. During the
period of discussion General Eisenhower
declared that if the British were for any-
thing less than an all-out effort for the
cross-Channel attack he would “simply
have to go home.” The Prime Minister
near the end of February agreed to accept
any agreement that Portal and Eisen-
hower found satisfactory.?

Apparently in an effort to overcome
what he believed to be the Prime Minis-
ter’s reluctance to place strategic air forces
under Leigh-Mallory, General Eisen-
hower said on 29 February that he was
prepared to exert direct supervision of all
air forces through Tedder. Under this ar-
rangement Air Chief Marshal Tedder
would be the directing head of all OvEr-
LorD air forces with Leigh-Mallory,
Spaatz, and Air Chief Marshal Sir Arthur
T. Harris, Commander, RAF Bomber
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Command, operating on a co-ordinate
plane. Air Chief Marshal Leigh-Mallory’s
position would be unchanged so far as as-
signed forces were concerned, but those
attached for definite periods or tasks would
not be placed under his command.*

On 9 March Chief of the Air Staff Por-
tal, in consultation with Air Chief Mar-
shal Tedder, produced a draft agreement
on the use of the strategic air forces which
General Eisenhower described as “exactly
what we want.” To still any lingering fears,
the Supreme Commander formally ac-
cepted intervention by the Combined
Chiefs of Staffif they wished to impose ad-
ditional tasks on the bomber forces, or by
the British Chiefs of Staff if the require-
ments for the security of the British Isles
were not fully met. Tedder was to co-or-
dinate operations in execution of the
OVERLORD strategic air plan, and Leigh-
Mallory was to co-ordinate the tactical air
plan under the supervision of Tedder. It
was understood. that, once the assault
forces had been established on the Conti-
nent, the directive for the employment of
strategic bombing forces was to be revised.”

The draft agreement was passed on to
the Combined Chiefs of Staff in mid-
March. In presenting it, the British Chiefs
of Staff declared that when the air pro-

2 Eisenhower to Marshall, 17 Dec 43; Eisenhower
to Marshall, W-8550, 25 Dec 43. Both in Eisenhower
personal file. Diary Office CinGC, 29 Feb, 3 Mar 44.
The latter entry contains a memorandum by the Su-
preme Commander explaining the problems which
faced him on his arrival in London.

3 Diary Office CinG, 3, 11, 22 Mar 44..

4 Memo, Eisenhower for Tedder, 29 Feb 44, Diary
Office CinC.

5 Diary Office CinC, 29 Feb, 3 and 11 Mar 44. Ltr,
Portal to Eisenhower, 9 Mar 44; Br COS to JSM, 13
Mar 44; CCS Memo, Control of Strategic Bombing
for OVERLORD, 27 Mar 44. All in SHAEF SGS 373/1
Policy re: Control and Employment of USSTAF and
Bomber Command.
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gram developed by the Supreme Com-
mander for the support of the cross-Chan-
nel operation had been approved jointly
by Eisenhower, as the agent of the Com-
bined Chiefs of Staffin executing the cross-
Channel attack, and by the Chief of the
Air Staff, as executive of the Combined
Chiefs of Staff for the execution of the
Combined Bomber Offensive against Ger-
many, “the responsibility for supervision
of air operations out of England of all the
forces engaged in the program, including
the United States Strategic Air Force and
the British Bomber Command, together
with any other air forces that might be
made available, should pass to the
Supreme Commander.” Those strategic
forces which would not be used in support
of the cross-Channel attack, the British
Chiefs of Staff declared, would be com-
mitted in accordance with arrangements
made by -Air Chief Marshal Portal and
General Eisenhower, with supervision of
the effort being shared by both of them.
The explanatory statements added that
the British were unlikely to use the pro-
posed reservation over the control of stra-
tegic air forces unless they were needed for
attacks on rocket launching sites or for a
similar emergency, in which case they
would inform the U.S. Chiefs of Staff
immediately.®

The U.S. Chiefs at once protested that
the new proposals did not give General
Eisenhower “command” of the strategic
air forces. The British, reminding the
Americans that the Supreme Commander
had approved their draft and had even
written parts of it, explained their desire
to leave in the control of the strategic air
commanders those air forces not assigned
to the cross-Channel attack. Despite Gen-
eral Eisenhower’s original acceptance of
the British draft, he became disturbed by
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the question raised over the matter of
“command” and insisted that no doubt be
left that he had authority and responsi-
bility “for controlling air operations of all
three of these forces during the critical
period of OverrLorp.”” He had now
reached the point where he was ready “to
take drastic action and inform the Com-
bined Chiefs of Staff that unless the matter
is settled at once I will request relief from
this command.” ®

The point at issue was settled ultimately
on 7 April by the Combined Chiefs’ state-
ment that “the USA Strategic Air Force
and British Bomber Command will oper-
ate under the direction of the Supreme
Commander, in conformity with agree-
ments between him and the Chief of the
Air Staff as approved by the Combined
Chiefs of Staff.” ® With this arrangement
made, the Chief of the Air Staff notified
the commanders of the British and U.S.
bomber forces that he and General Eisen-
hower had approved, with the exception of
certain targets in enemy-occupied terri-
tory, the air plan developed to support the
cross-Channel attack. The direction of
RAF Bomber Command and USSTAF
forces assigned to the Combined Bomber
Offensive and the cross-Channel attack

§ Br COS to CCS, CCS 520, 17 Mar 44, SHAEF
SGS 373/1 Policy re: Control and Employment of
USSTAF and Bomber Command.

7 JSM to War Cabinet Office, JSM 1581, 17 Mar
44; Br COS to JSM, COS(W) 1220, 7 Mar 44. Both
in SHAEF SGS 373/1 Policy re: Control and Em-
ployment of USSTAF and Bomber Command.

8 Eisenhower Memo, Diary Office CinC, 22 Mar
44. This memo seems not to have been passed on to
anyone.

9 CCS to Eisenhower, W-19763, 7 Apr 44, SHAEF
SGS 373/1 Policy re: Control and Employment of
USSTAF and Bomber Command. (This CCS message

" contains a reference to the CCS 520 series, which in-

cludes the statement presented to the CCS by the rep-
resentatives of the British Chiefs of Staff on 17 March
44 ; see above, n. 6.)
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was to pass to the Supreme Commander
on 14 April.**

Tedder on 15 April defined the over-all
mission of the strategic air forces as the
same as that for POINTBLANK: to prepare
for the cross-Channel attack by destroying
and dislocating the German military, in-
dustrial, and economic system. USSTAF’s
primary job was described as the destruc-
tion of the German Air Force, with the
secondary aim of bombing the enemy
transportation system, an objective which
had been accepted only a short time before
after weeks of discussion."* The RAF
Bomber Command was to continue its
main mission of disorganizing German in-
dustry, with its operations complementing
the operations of USSTAF as far as possi-
ble. Responsibility for dealing with the
threats of long-range rockets and pilot-
less aircraft was placed on the commander
of the Allied Expeditionary Air Force, who
was authorized to ask for strategic bomber
aid through the Deputy Supreme Com-
mander."?

Once control of strategic and tactical
air forces was settled, Air Chief Marshal
Leigh-Mallory sought to unify the control
of tactical air forces for the assault period.
On 1 May, over the protests of General
Brereton, the Ninth Air Force com-
mander, Leigh-Mallory set up an Ad-
vanced Headquarters, Allied Expedition-
ary Air Force, under Air Marshal Sir
Arthur Coningham, commander of the 2d
Tactical Air Force, to plan and co-ordinate
the operations of those British and U.S.
tactical air forces allotted to him. In late
May, the Supreme Commander directed
the 21 Army Group commander to deal
with only one air chief during the assault
period. Ground force requests for air sup-
port were now to go directly to the Com-
mander, Advanced Headquarters, AEAF,
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at Uxbridge, where advanced headquar-
ters of the 2d Tactical Air Force and the
Ninth Air Force were also located. Infor-
mation on targets of special importance
not directly connected with the battle area
was to be sent by the 21 Army Group to
the Commander-in-Chief, Allied Expedi-
tionary Air Force.”?

At the beginning of the cross-Channel
attack, therefore, General Eisenhower had
under his control those portions of the
strategic air forces of RAF Bomber Com-
mand and USSTAF allotted him for the
PoiNnTBLANK and OVERLORD operations.
His tactical support—under the control of
the Allied Expeditionary Air Force—con-
sisted of the Ninth U.S. Air Force, the 2d
Tactical Air Force, and such forces as -
should be allocated from the Air Defence
of Great Britain. The Allied air forces were
co-ordinated after 1 May through the Air
Operations Planning Staff of SHAEF lo-
cated at Stanmore, main headquarters of
AEAF. At Stanmore daily conferences
were held by the Deputy Supreme Com-
mander, the commander of AEAF, and
the Allied strategic and tactical air force
commanders. The Allied tactical air force

10 Ltr, Portal to Spaatz, 13 Apr 44; Air Marshal Sir
Norman H. Bottomley to Comdr, Bomber Comd, 13
Apr 44. Both in SHAEF SGS 373/1 Policy re: Control
and Employment of USSTAF and Bomber Com-
mand.

' See below, pp. 127-31.

12 Directive by SHAEF (prepared by Deputy SAC
and issued by the Supreme Commander) to USSTAF
and Bomber Command for the support of OVERLORD
during the preparatory period, 17 Apr 44, SHAEF
SGS 373/1 Policy re: Control and Employment of
USSTAF and Bomber Command.

13 AEAF to 2d Tactical Air Force and Ninth Air
Force, 9 May 44, sub: Establishment of Advanced
AEAF, with atchd dir of 1 May 44; SAC Dir to 21 A
Gp and C-in-C AEAF, Control of air forces during
the initial phase of NEPTUNE—general principles [date
uncertain—may be 18, 19, or 20 May 44|, SHAEF
SGS'373/1 Policy re: Control and Employment of
USSTAF and Bomber Command.
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commanders held similar daily meetings
at Advanced Headquarters, AEAF, Ux-
bridge, to co-ordinate operations of the 2d
Tactical and Ninth Air Forces. A Com-
bined Operations Room, consisting of
representatives of the two tactical air
forces, and a Combined Control Center,
including representatives of the fighter
units and commands in support of opera-
tions were also established at Uxbridge.
The control center “planned, co-ordinated
and controlled all fighter operations in the
initial phases of the operations; it was also
responsible for issuing executive instruc-
tions for the fighter bombers.” The Com-
bined Reconnaissance Center at Uxbridge
co-ordinated photographic and visual
reconnaissance.'*

Railway Bombing Plan

SHAEF’s chief contribution to air sup-
port for the assault came from its strong
insistence on the adoption of a railway
bombing plan.’® In getting the proposal
adopted, Eisenhower, Tedder, and Leigh-
Mallory were vigorously opposed, on both
strategic and political grounds, by most of
the bomber commanders, by members of
the 21 Army Group staff, and by the
Prime Minister and most of the War
Cabinet.

Air Chief Marshal Leigh-Mallory’s
staff in January 1944 presented SHAEF
with a plan for destroying railway marshal-
ing yards and repair facilities in the inva-
sion area. Based on an analysis by Profes-
sor S. Zuckerman, scientific adviser to the
Allied Expeditionary Air Force on railway
bombing in Italy, the proposal provided
for a ninety-day attack against thirty-nine
targets in Germany and thirty-three in
Belgium and France for the purpose of dis-
locating railway systems supplying the
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enemy forces in the west.*®

As soon as it was presented, the railway
bombing plan was attacked by U.S. and
British bomber commanders who feared
that their bombing forces would be di-
verted from the Combined Bomber Offen-
sive and used on targets which did not give
a satisfactory return. General Spaatz,
commander of the U.S. Strategic Air
Forces, had previously expressed the belief
that if the Allies could use their full bomb-
ing forces against the enemy they might be
able to conquer Germany without an am-
phibious invasion.'” Air Chief Marshal
Harris feared that if there was any major
shift of strategic bomber forces to purely
“army cooperation work” the Allies would
soon lose the combined bombing offen-
sive’s effect for the past year. The AEAF
planners, on the other hand, believed that
the strategic bombing forces had already

14 Air Chief Marshal Sir Trafford Leigh-Mallory,
Despatch to the Supreme Commander, AEF, Novem-
ber 1944, Supplement to The London Gazette, December
31, 1946, pp. 1-3.

15 The plan was known by several names: “the
transportation bombing plan,” “the Zuckerman
plan,” “the AEAF plan,” “the Tedder plan,” and
“the railway bombing plan.”

¢ Rpt of Conf at Norfolk House, 13 Jan 44, dtd 14
Jan 44, USSTAF files. (The author is indebted to Col.
Charles Warner, USAF, and Dr. Gordon Harrison for
these and other notes taken from the USSTATF files.)
For the U.S. Air Force account of the railway bomb-
ing plan, see Wesley Frank Craven and James Lea
Cate, The Armp Air Forces in World War II: III, Europe:
ARGUMENT to V-E Day (Chicago, 1951), pp. 77-79,
149-62.

17 Butcher, My Three Years with Eisenhower, p. 447,
quotes General Spaatz as saying in 1943 that, after
the weather cleared in the spring so that bombing
could be persistent and continuous from both the
United Kingdom and the Mediterranean, he was con-
fident that Germany would give up in three months.
As a result he did not think OVERLORD necessary or
desirable. Apparently Air Chief Marshal Harris
shared this view although, once it was decided that an
invasion was to be made, he “did not quarrel with the
decision to place the bomber force at the disposal of
the invading armies. . . .” Harris, Bomber Offenstve, p.
192.
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completed enough of their programs to
spare planes that would help the ground
forces insure the success of their assault
operations.

There were two specific objections to the
railway bombing plan: the proposed offen-
sive would have no effect on the OVERLORD
battle during the first twenty days when it
was most needed; peoples of the occupied
countries might react unfavorably to the
attacks over their territory. The first ob-
jection was countered by eliminating
targets in Germany and by increasing the
number of objectives in France, including
fourteen in southern France to be attacked
from the Mediterranean theater. The Al-
lied Air Bombing Committee, to which the
plan was submitted for study, on 24 Jan-
uary accepted Leigh-Mallory’s conclusion
that the proposed plan was the “only
practicable method of dealing with the
enemy’s rail communications and that it
satisfied army requirements.” Because of
possible War Cabinet opposition to bomb-
ing targets in enemy-occupied territory,
Air Chief Marshal Leigh-Mallory agreed
that there were political implications
which the British Chiefs of Staff would
have to consider. He proposed to start the
bombing program as soon as their sanction
could be received.®

The Allied Expeditionary Air Force on
12 February 1944 formally presented its
plan for destroying enemy rail transporta-
tion by striking at the “traffic flow poten-
tial” (main repair centers, servicing cen-
ters, and signaling systems). Opposition
from the United States Strategic Air
Forces, and the hint of disapproval from
the British Chief of the Air Staff, brought
Air Chief Marshal Tedder into the picture
as the leading proponent of the plan. Act-
ing with the full support of the Supreme
Commander, Tedder made the proposal
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his own, and in late February and early
March was probably chiefly responsible
for saving it.*®

In March and early April, the opposi-
tion to the railway bombing plan mounted
until it seemed to be doomed. Field Mar-
shal Brooke doubted the effectiveness of
the proposed attack, pointing to experi-
ence in Italy which left serious doubt that
it would be possible to reduce the capacity
of railroads decisively. Far more telling
against the plan was the political objec-
tion. Air Chief Marshal Portal reminded
the planners of a War Cabinet ruling of 3
June 1940 which forbade attacks in occu-
pied countries if any doubt existed as to
the accuracy of bombing and if any large
error involved the risk of serious damage
to a populated area. In the light of an esti-
mate by the Ministry of Home Security
that the proposed plan would cause
80,000-160,000 casualties, of which one
fourth might be deaths, political approval
of the plan seemed unlikely.?°

Air Chief Tedder brought matters to a
head on 24 March. He cut through many
of the objections with the reminder that
the Allies had to destroy the enemy’s air
forces before D Day and delay his move-
ments toward the lodgment area. Point-
BLANK, already contributing to this end,
had to be adjusted to “prepare the way for
the assault and subsequent land cam-
"% Allied Air Force Bombing Com, Norfolk House,
6th Mtg, 24 Jan 44, USSTAF file. Morgan to Leigh-
Mallory, 10 Jan 44; Leigh-Mallory to Morgan 31 jan
44; Maj Gen P. G. Whitefoord to Morgan, 25 Jan 44.
Allin SHAET SGS 373.24 Military Objectives for
Aerial Bombardment, I.

19 The importance of the work of Tedder is con-
firmed by entries in Diary Office CinC, Sir Arthur
Harris’ Bomber Offensive, and statements to the author
by Sir James M. Robb, Lord Portal, and others.

20 Note by Maj Gen Hollis on mtg of Br COS, 19
Mar 44, COS(44) 273 (0), 19 Mar 44, SHAEF SGS
373.24 Military Objectives for Aerial Bombard-

ment, 1.
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paign.” To dothejob effectively atarget
system was required against which all
available forces could be directed, on
which the maximum number of effective
hits could be made, and from which the
widest possible choice of targets would be
provided. Tedder thus questioned the view
of the strategic bombing commanders that
there was no need of OverLorp if the
strategic bombing program against indus-
try in Germany could be carried on ac-
tively for several more months. Tedder
next examined General Spaatz’s proposal
for increased concentration on targets in
Germany, with particular emphasis on the
petroleum industry. This “oil plan,” which
became the chief alternative to the railway
bombing plan in the discussions that fol-
lowed, aimed not so much at immediate
aid to an amphibious landing on the Con-
tinent as at an offensive which might in
itself destroy the German war potential.
On that issue Air Chief Marshal Tedder
decided to make his fight. He held that the
worth of any plan at the moment lay in
the aid it would bring to OverLorb before
D Day. After considering alternate plans,
he concluded that the scheme to bomb
railway marshaling yards and repair cen-
ters offered a reasonable prospect of dis-
organizing enemy movement and supply
and made it easier to block traffic with
tactical air strikes after D Day. In reach-
ing these conclusions he swept aside U.S.
proposals, submitted on the basis of infor-
mation that the tonnage of bombs required
for the purpose would be prohibitive, for
attacks that would be confined to railway
androadbridges. 2

In presenting these arguments before
the Bombing Policy Conference on 25
March, Air Chief Marshal Tedder asked
for continuance of the highest priority for
PoinTBLANK attacks deep into Germany
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which would weaken the German Air
Force. After these requirements were ful-
filled, however, he wanted the remaining
air effort used to “delay and disorganize
enemy ground movement both during and
after the “NepTUNE’ assault so as to help
the army get ashore and stay ashore.”” To
achieve this objective, he urged second
priority for the railway bombing plan, al-
though he admitted it would not prevent
all enemy traffic from reaching the beach-
head. These arguments impressed General
Eisenhower who, as the commander re-
sponsible for getting troops firmly estab-
lished ashore, was interested in short-range
as well as long-range bombing results. The
Supreme Commander insisted that, since
the first five or six weeks of OvVERLORD
were likely to be most critical, it was essen-
tial to take every possible step to insure
that the assault forces landed and held
their ground. The air forces’ greatest con-
tribution in this period was hindrance of
enemy movement. In the absence of a more
productive alternative, Eisenhower asked
for the adoption of the AEAF plan. He
agreed to a War Office suggestion that a
study be made to determine whether
bombing of a smaller area would be more
effective, but held that it was “only neces-
sary to show that there would be some
reduction of German transportation, how-
ever small, to justfy adopting this plan,
provided there was no alternative avail-
able.” 2

General Spaatz now strongly urged the
attack on the oil resources of the enemy as
an effective alternative plan. He main-
tained that the strategic bomber attacks

2 Memo by Tedder, 24 Mar 44, SHAEF SGS
373/1 Policy re: Control and Employment of
USSTAF and Bomber Command.

2 Bombing Policy Conf Mtg, 25 Mar 44, CAS
Misc/61/Final, U.S. Air Force files.
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on the railways, in the time and with the
forces available, would neither affect the
course of the initial battle nor prevent the
movement of German reserves from other
fronts. The oil plan would weaken enemy
resistance on all fronts, hastening the suc-
cess of OVERLORD after D Day. Further-
more, it would force the German Air Force
to fight, thus giving the Allies an oppor-
tunity to reduce the remaining air strength
of the enemy. General Eisenhower now
intervened to say that it was clear the rail-
way bombing plan “meant very little
change in the present Bomber Command
Program,” and that the main question was
whether the U.S. forces could carry out
their part in it. In the light of Air Chief
Marshal Harris’ and General Spaatz’s
doubts that the Tedder plan could be com-
pleted before D Day, the Supreme Com-
mander asked General Spaatz to consider
information which Air Chief Marshal
Tedder would supply regarding the con-
tribution of the U.S. bomber forces and to
report whether the requirements could be
met. The Deputy Supreme Commander
was then to prepare a draft directive based
on the Spaatz study, and the Supreme
Commander and the British Chief of the
Air Staff would make their final deci-
sions.??

In preparing his report to Air Chief
Marshal Tedder, General Spaatz revealed
one of his major worries over the railway
bombing plan. He was willing to see it
adopted for France where the bombing
effort could be shared with Bomber Com-
mand and the tactical bomber forces of
AEAF, but he wished to keep a free hand
for the use of his surplus forces in Ger-
many. On 31 March he accepted the at-
tack on the German Air Force and on the
railroads in France as prerequisites to the
success of OVERLORD, but held that no
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conclusive answer had been given to the
question of whether attacks on railroads
or oil in Germany would have more effect
on OVERLORD. Although he agreed that
the oil attack might have been a less defi-
nite impact in the time allotted, he be-
lieved it certain to be more far-reaching
in the long run. He asked, therefore, that
the priority for attacks by USSTAF be
given to: (1) German Air Force and ball
bearings, (2) rail transportation in occu-
pied countries, and (3) synthetic oil
plants.?*

The railway bombing plan next came
under fire from British quarters. The Joint
Intelligence Sub-Committee, already
doubtful about the proposal, reported in
early April that despite bombings which
had already taken place on enemy rail-
roads there was no sign of any serious
failure on their part to move vital military
and economic traffic. Admitting that the
shortage of railway cars was critical, the
subcommittee nevertheless held it was not
so severe as to prevent the system from
handling the enemy’s minimum rail re-
quirements in France and the Low Coun-
tries after D Day. This report led Field
Marshal Brooke to question whether the
Allies were justified in taking bombers off
German Air Force targets and placing
them on railroads.?

A more serious threat to the execution
of the AEAF plan was the political objec-
tion to it which became increasingly pro-
nounced in April and May. The War
Cabinet on 3 April took “a grave and on
the whole an adverse view of the pro-
posal . . .” because of possible injuries and

23 Ibid.

24 Memo, Spaatz for Eisenhower, 31 Mar 44, Diary
Office CinC.

25 JIC Report, 3 Apr 44, COS (44) 112th Mg, 6

Apr 44, SHAEF SGS 373.24 Military Objectives for
Aerial Bombardment, 1.
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deaths to thousands of French civilians.
Pressed by the War Cabinet to refer the
matter to the Defence Committee, Presi-
dent Roosevelt, and the Department of
State, Mr. Churchill expressed his fear
concerningthe wisdom of the plan to Gen-
eral Eisenhower. The latter, aware of the
serious implications of the railway bomb-
ing scheme, reminded the Prime Minister
that one of the chief factors leading to the
acceptance ofthe OverLorD plan was the
belief that “our overpowering air force
would make feasible an operation which
might otherwise be considered extremely
hazardous, if not foolhardy.” He asked
that they proceed with the plan. While
sympathetic with the views of the French,
he noted that, since they were “now
slaves,” no one should have a greater in-
terest than they in the measures leadingto
the success of the invasion.

Although targets in France were still
subject to War Cabinet control, the Su-
preme Commander and his staff moved
steadily toward the implementation of the
plan. The decision on 27 March by the
Combined Chiefs of Staff that the strategic
air forces would pass to the Supreme Com-
mander in mid-April made the situation
easier. When Air Chief Marshal Tedder
objected to further delay in starting at-
tacks on rail centers, General Eisenhower
decided to use the occasion of his assump-
tion of the strategic bombing forces to an-
nounce that the plan had been approved
with the exception of certain listed targets.
He made clear that the political effects of
the plan would be kept under continuous
review. An advisory committee consisting
of the Deputy Chief of the Air Staff, a
scientific adviser, and representatives of
the Air Ministry, USSTAF, Bomber Com-
mand, AEAF, Railway Research Service,
SHAEF G-2, and SHAEF G-3 was ap-
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pointed to aid the Deputy Supreme Com-
mander supervise the railway bombing
plan.? The issue, however, was not yet
settled.

Hopes for speedy approval of all pro-
posed targets in occupied countries were
not realized. Less than two months before
D Day, Air Chief Marshal Leigh-Mallory
reported that of twenty-seven targets on
which clearance was requested only four-
teen had been approved for attacks, and of
this number only five had been listed for
unrestricted bombing. SHAEF announced
an enlarged list of selected targets on the
following day but withdrew it on 29 April,
apparently in the face of War Cabinet op-
position. With the exception of the Secre-
taries of State for War and Air, the entire
Cabinet held the plan to be of doubtful
military value and likely political disad-
vantage. The members suggested instead
that the United States Air Forces prepare
a plan for the strategic air forces which
would not cost more than 100 lives per
target. Mr. Churchill forwarded this rec-
ommendation to the President and the
Supreme Commander, sending the latter
in addition a report by Sir Robert Bruce
Lockhart’s Political Committee that re-
cent Allied air raids in France had been
“catastrophic” for French morale. General
Eisenhower and Air Chief Marshal Tedder
stood firm in the face of these objections,
the Supreme Commander declaring, “I
have stuck by my guns because there isno
other way in which this tremendous air
force can help us, during the preparatory
period, to get ashore and stay there.” He

% Churchill to Eisenhower, 3 Apr 44; Eisenhower
to Churchill, 5 Apr 44. Both in Diary Office CinC.

2 Dir, 15 Apr 44, SHAEF SGS 373/1 Policy re:
Control and Employment of USSTAF and Bomber
Command; Mtg ofair comdrs, 15 Apr 44, SHAEF
SGS 373.24 Military Objectives for Aerial Bombard-
ment, I.
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pointed out that suggested alternatives for
bombing troop concentrations and supply
dumps would probably kill four French-
men for every German.?®

To the warnings of Mr. Churchill and
the War Cabinet were next added the
request of the French Committee of Na-
tional Liberation that the French com-
mand be consulted on targets, and the
suggestionthat it take control of the bomb-
ing. The latter proposal was not taken
seriously,but General Smith in early May
arranged for Maj. Gen. Pierre Joseph
Koenig, head of the French forcesin the
United Kingdom, to consult with Air
Chief Marshal Tedder on bombings which
might involve the loss of French lives. Gen-
eral Smith reported that, to his surprise,
General Koenigtook a “much more cold-
blooded view than we do.”” The French
commander had remarked, “This is war
and it must be expected that people will
be killed. ... We would take twice the
anticipated loss to be rid of the Ger-
mans.” 2°

General Eisenhower and Air Chief
Marshal Leigh-Mallory at the end of April,
pressed once more for a final decision on
all their targets. With theaid of Air Chief
Marshal Portal, they were able to get the
Prime Minister’s reluctant approval for
the bombings, provided the casualty list in
occupied countries did not rise above
10,000. Mr. Churchill was disturbed, how-
ever, and continued to watch the opera-
tions closely, demanding only a week be-
fore D Day why the Deputy Supreme
Commander had not examined the Politi-
cal Committee’s report on French reac-
tionsto the bombings, and adding, “l am
afraid you are piling up an awful load of
hate.” *

Opinions of airmen and students of the
railway bombing plan differ greatly as to
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its effect on German movement. The
strategic air forces hold that it was the at-
tack on the bridges and not the railway
bombings which wrecked the German sup-
ply plan. Even the German commanders,
while strong in their belief that the various
air attacks were ruinous to their counter-
offensive plans, disagreed as to which were
the most successful. Astothe general effec-
tiveness of the bombings, both tactical and
strategic, there can be do doubt.

By D Day some 76,200 tons of bombs
had been dropped on rail centers (71,000),
bridges (4,400), and open lines (800). The
bridges were down the length of the Seine
from Rouen to Mantes-Gassicourt before
D Day, and on 26 May all routes over the
Seine north of Paris were closed to rail
traffic and remained closed for the follow-
ing month. Railway traffic dropped
sharply between 19 May and 9June, the
index (based on 100forJanuary and Feb-
ruary 1944) falling from 69 to 38, and by
mid-July dropping further to 23. Although
French collaborationists roused some feel-
ing against the Allies as a result of losses
from bombings, there is no evidence that
pro-German sentiment increased sharply
because of the transportation attacks. The
fears of USSTAF that it would have to
bear the burden of transportation attacks
did not prove correct: Bomber Command
struck at a greater number of targets and

» Ltr, AEAF to SHAEF; 19 Apr 44; Dir, Eisen-
hower to AEAF, 20 Apr 44; Memo, SGS to CofS, 20
Apr 44; Dir, Eisenhower to Leigh-Mallory, Spaatz,
and Harris, 29 Apr 44; Ltr Churchill to Eisenhower
with incls, 28 Apr 44. All in SHAEF SGS 373.24 Mili-
tary Objectives for Aerial Bombardment, |. Eisen-
hower to Marshall, 29 Apr 44, Eisenhower personal
file.

» Memo, French Comof National Liberation, 5
May 44, File of Air Chief Marshal Robb; Interv with
Sir James Robb, 3 Feb 47; Smith to Marshall,
S-51984, 17 May 44, Eisenhower personal file.

w0 Copy of note, Churchill to Tedder, OCMH files.



AIR ATTACK on the railwayyards at Domfront, France (above). Shattered railway bridge
over the Seine at Port du Gravier (below).
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dropped a larger tonnage of bombs on the
occupied areas in the pre-D-Day period
than did the United States Eighth Air
Force. General Eisenhower, writing later,
had no doubt that it had been wise to press
for the plan. In his postwar report he
declared:

The fate of the Continent depended upon
the ability of our forces to seize a foothold and
to maintain that foothold against everything
we expected the enemy to throw against US.
No single factor contributing to the success of
our effortsin Normandy could be overlooked
or disregarded. Military events, | believe,
justified the decision taken, and the French
peogle, far from bein? alienated, accepted
the hardships and suffering with a realism
worthy of a far-sighted nation.>*

CROSSBOW

Prominent among the enemy weapons
against which General Eisenhower found
it necessary to turn the Allied air effort be-
fore D Day were the long-range rockets
and pilotless aircraft known by the Ger-
mans as vengeance weapons (Vergeltungs-
waffen). General Eisenhower, fearful of
attacks by these weapons on Allied mar-
shaling areas during the critical period of
concentration of assault forces, urged
strong bombing attacks on their launching
sites to prevent enemy forces from disrupt-
ing his invasion plans.*

In the spring of 1943, Allied intelli-
gence discovered a German research sta-
tion at Peenemuende on the Baltic Sea
engaged in experiments with guided mis-
siles. General Morgan was informed of
these activities, but the responsibility for
dealing with them was apparently given to
the British Bomber Command. An effec-
tive raid on Peenemuende on the night of
17-18 August 1943forced the enemy to
disperse his experimental activitiesand set
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up underground sites. 3

Allied apprehension was increased in
the late fall of 1943 when sixty-nine “ski
sites” apparently intended as launching
platforms for pilotless aircraft were photo-
graphed within a 150-mile radius of Lon-
don, chiefly in the Pas-de-Calais and
Cherbourg area.®* At the rate of construc-
tion which had been observed, it appeared

31 Harrison, Cross-Channel Attack, Ch. 6, has drawn
heavily on German sources in addition to the other
information used in other reports. His account gives
strong backing to the effectiveness of the railway
bombing plan. Craven and Cate, The Army Air Forces
in World War Il, Vol. 1ll, Ch. 6, are inclined to the
strategic air forces view, but they have not made use
of some of the enemy records used by Harrison. The
author has used statistical information from the two
books. Other material on the subject may be found in
“The Effects of the OverLorD Air Plan to Disrupt the
Enemy Rail Connections,” 4 Nov 44, BAU Report |,
SHAEF SGS BAU 334; Leigh-Mallory Despatch, p.
44; 12 A Gp Air Effects Com, Effect of Airpower on
Military Operations, 15 Jul 45; Minutes of the
THUNDERBOLT Conference held in London sum-
mer of 1947 to examine the effectiveness of air oper-
ations in Overlord; Report by the Supreme Commander to
the Combined Chiefs of Staff on the Operations in Europe &
the AEF, 6June 1944 to 8 May 1945 (Washington, 1946),
p. 16; Army Air Forces Evaluation Board in ETO,
Summary Report on Effectiveness of Air Attack
Against Rail Transportation in the Battle of France,
1Jun 45, p. 3, Air University, Maxwell Field, Ala.
Leigh-Mallory Despatch, p. 14, says that in the period
of the operation of the transportation plan, 9 Febru-
ary-6June 44, AEAF dropped 10,125, Bomber Com-
mand 44,744, and U.S. Eighth Air Force, 11,648 tons.
From the Mediterranean, the Fifteenth Air Force
dropped 3,074 tons of bombs on targets in southern
France. The SHAEF Bombing Analysis Unit, report-
ing on the period 6 March-6June 1944, shows that
AEAF dropped 10,486, Bomber Command 40,921,
U.S. Eighth Air Force 7,886, and U.S. Fifteenth Air
Force 3,074 tons of bombs.

32 These weapons and the German operation em-
ploying them were referred to initially by the Allies
as BoDYLINE. Later the name was changed to Cross-
Bow, a general term that was applied as well to Allied
countermeasures against the German long-range
weapons program. The air forces in referring to target
sitesin their attacks spoke of NoBALL targets.

33 For a convenient summary of early developments
of the V weapons and Allied operations against them,
see War Office, M1 4/14, The German Long-Range
Rocket Programme, 1930-45, 30 Oct 45, G-2 Docu-
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that the enemy would have twenty of the
sites completed by early January 1944,
and the remainder by February with the
possibility of a full-scale attack by that
time. Attempting to counter these new
menaces, the British Chiefs of Staff or-
dered bombing raids against them as early
as 5 December 1943. These were not com-
pletely successful, as a result of unfavor-
able weather.*®

General Morgan was asked in Decem-

ber 1943 to study the probable effect of -

the enemy’s vengeance weapon, which
might be equal to the force of a 2000-ton
bombing raid every twenty-four hours, on
the launching of OverLorp. He was to ex-
amine the steps that could be taken to
mount the cross-Channel attack from
British bases outside the range of the pilot-
less aircraft. The COSSAC staff members,
after considering the probable effects of
the V-weapon attacks, concluded that
they might prejudice, but not preclude,
the launching of the assault from the south
coast of England. Although they recom-
mended maximum dispersion before and
during embarkation, a movement of as-
sault forces outside the range of the enemy
weapons, they believed, would have seri-
ous effects on training and efficiency. Gen-
eral Morgan declared that it was not
possible to launch OVERLORD in its exist-
ing form unless the forces assembled and
sailed from the south coast.?®

British air attacks begun on 5 December
1943 were strengthened after the middle
ment Library; Harris, Bomber Offensive, pp. 182-85;
United States Strategic Bombing Survey (USSBS),
Report on the Crosssow Campaign: The Air Offen-
sive Against the V Weapons, 24 Sep 45. Also see de-
tailed story of the operation prior to D Day in Craven
and Cate, The Army Air Forces in World War II, Vol.
III, Ch. IV; Harrison, Cross-Channel Attack, p. 140n.

3¢ The sites were so called because “‘of a big store

room construction which from the air looked very
like a ski. . . .”” Leigh-Mallory Despatch, p. 53.
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of the month by the Eighth Air Force,
which was ordered to hit the NoBaLL tar-
gets when weather conditions were not
suitable for deep penetration of Germany.
Attacks on the approximately one hun-
dred ski sites reported between St. Omer
and Neufchitel and a small area south of
Cherbourg were intensified and top pri-
ority was given the attack on five active
larger sites apparently designed for the
launching of rockets. Reports of successful
results in January 1944, and a decline in
German claims of a new weapon of re-
prisal, led Allied intelligence agencies to
conclude near the close of the month that
there was no likelihood of an attack by the
new weapons for at least four weeks.*
The Supreme Commander was asked in
early February to submit a revised report
on the possible effect of CrossBow on
OveRrLORD. Impressed, perhaps, by satis-
factory reports of recent Allied raids,
SHAEF reported in late March that the
direct effects of enemy V weapons were
among the “smaller hazards of war to
which OveRLORD is liable” and that the
probable casualties did not make it neces-
sary to move the assault forces west of
Southampton. The Allies received addi-
tional encouragement in mid-April when
the air forces reported that of the ninety-
six ski sites attacked, sixty-five were in
damage category A, which was believed
sufficient to prevent the enemy from
launching weapons before making exten-
sive repairs. Despite this assurance, the

35 COS (43) 760 (0), 14 Dec 43, SHAEF files;
Leigh-Mallory Despatch, p. 53.

3¢ Litr, Price to Morgan, 16 Dec 43; Interim rpt by
COSSAC on effect of CrossBow on OVERLORD, 20
Dec 43. Both in SHAEF SGS 381 Crosssow.

37 USSBS, Report on the Crosssow Campaign, pp.
6, 19; Leigh-Mallory Despatch, p. 53; Rpt, Asst Chief
of Air Staff (Intelligence) to Br COS, War Cabinet,
28 Jan 44, SHAEF SGS 381 Crosspow.
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British Chiefs of Staffs were apprehensive
over a reduction in the scale of Allied at-
tacks on these targets in March and April.
They estimated that repair and construc-
tion of launching sites were gaining on the
damage made by the bomber forces. Avail-
ing themselves of a provision in the Su-
preme Commander’s directive permitting
them to intervene in matters affecting the
security of the British Isles, they asked that
attacks on these sites be given priority over
all other operations except PoINTBLANK
until the threat was overcome.?®

Shortly before D Day, the British Chiefs
of Staff reviewed the V-weapon situation
and made the following recommendations:
that the percentage of tactical air force
efforts (10 percent of the total) then being
expended against ski sites be continued
until about D Day unless some unforeseen
development arose; that a decision be
made about 1 June concerning the attack
on supply sites or “modified” sites, of
which approximately fifty had been lo-
cated. The Deputy Supreme Commander
asked that visual attacks be carried out at
the first favorable opportunity against
some of the larger sites.®®

Between August 1943 and 6 June 1944,
more than 32,000 sorties were flown and
31,000 tons of bombs were dropped in the
attack on launching sites. In March and
April 1944, the tactical air forces expended
22 percent and the Eighth Air Force 13
percent of their total efforts in operations
against these targets. However, Air Chief
Marshal Leigh-Mallory noted that this
activity had not interfered with his pre-
paratory operations for OVERLORD, and
the Eighth Air Force reported that on only
two days between 1 December 1943 and 1
September 1944 was there any substantial
diversion from its attacks on German tar-
gets. The AEAF commander concluded
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that by D Day eighty-six out of ninety-
seven pilotless aircraft sites and two of the
seven identified rocket sites had been neu-
tralized. At least seventy-four modified
sites were not revealed by photographic
reconnaissance until after D Day, and
these remained as targets for future air and
ground attacks. The combined efforts of
the tactical and strategic air forces suc-
ceeded in delaying enemy attacks with
pilotless aircraft until one week after
D Day and were a strong factor in re-
ducing the effectiveness of the ultimate
assault.*°

Effect of the Avr Program

While the Supreme Commander was
attempting to get full approval of the rail-
way bombing program, the PoINTBLANK
operation continued in full force against its
primary objectives in Germany. The
USSTATF oil plan went into effect in April
and was beginning to yield some results
before D Day. Experiments in the bomb-
ing of bridges in occupied countries
showed that these operations were much
less costly than had been predicted, and
the program was pressed with great success
by the air forces. This, and the railway
bombing operations, which at length got
into full swing, effectively damaged enemy
communications and interfered with

3% Memo, SHAEF for Br COS, 23 Mar 44, sub:
Effects of Crosssow on OVERLORD; USSTAF to
Arnold, U-61015, 16 Apr 44; Ismay to Eisenhower, 18
Apr 44; Tedder to Spaatz, 19 Apr 44. All in SHAEF
SGS 381 Crosssow. USSBS, Report on the CrROss-
bow Campaign, p. 19.

39 COS (44) 460 (0), 26 May 44; Ltr, Hollis to CofS
SHAEF, 30 May 44, SHAEF SGS 381 CrossBow.

. %0 COS (44) 460 (0), 26 May 44; Note by Air Staff,
Crosssow Effect of Diversion of Air Effort on OVER- .
LORD; Leigh-Mallory Despatch, p. 54; USSBS, Report
on the Crosseow Campaign, pp. 2-3. Cf. Craven and
Cate, The Army Air Forces in World War II, 111, 104-06.
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the Germans’ freedom of movement to
threatened areas. The bombingsof launch-
ing sites for pilotless aircraft aided the in-
vasion forces at least negatively by post-
poning bombardment of the marshaling
areas by these weapons. The ground forces
were also helped greatly in their planning
by the information on enemy movements
and defenses gathered by photographic
reconnaissance units. All air activitieswere
supplemented immediately before and
after D Day by the raids of thousands of
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tactical aircraft over the lodgment area.
These combined efforts reduced almost to
zero the enemy’sability to conduct aerial
reconnaissance over the marshaling area
or to launch any effective aerial counter-
measures against the invasion forces. By
D Day the Allied air forceshad established
their superiority overthe enemy in western
Europe, and the effects of months of
pounding German industry and wearing
away the German Air Force were to be seen
at last when the invasion was launched.



CHAPTER VIII

Relations With the Occupied
Countries

General Eisenhower made great efforts
to strengthen the OverLorp attack by
seeking continually to get for his crusade
the maximum support of the leaders and
peoples of occupied Europe. In the spring
of 1944 SHAEF intensified efforts, started
long before D Day, to organize and direct
Resistance activities. The Allied govern-
ments and SHAEF also attempted to lay
the basis for smooth relationships after D
Day by drawing up a series of civil affairs
agreements with the governments-in-exile
and by organizing SHAEF missions which
would deal with these governments once
they were re-established in their countries.
General Eisenhower tried in particular to
get the support of the French leaders-in-
exile, not only because much of the early
fighting would be in France, but because
that country was expected ultimately to
furnish some ten divisions for the coming
campaigns.

Allied Liaison Machinery

In establishing liaison with the govern-
ments-in-exile, SHAEF started with ma-
chinery which had been developed in the
United Kingdom as early as 1939. The
governments-in-exile of Belgium, Czecho-
slovakia, the Netherlands, Norway,

Poland, Greece, and Yugoslavia had been
established in London, and of Luxem-
bourg in Canada in the period between
1939 and 1941. The French National
Committee, organized by Gen. Charles
de Gaulle in London in 1940, undertook
to speak for the French government. Dip-
lomatic relations were carried on with the
various governments-in-exile by the Brit-
ish through representatives of the Foreign
Office, and by the United States through
Ambassador Anthony J. Drexel Biddle,
Jr., former Ambassador to Poland. The
British services also maintained special
military liaison with the governments-in-
exile, inasmuch as most of them had land,
sea, or air contingents under British com-
mand. By August 1943 Belgian, Dutch,
Polish, and Czech units had military liaison
with 21 Army Group, Norwegian units
with the 52d Division (Br.), and the
French forces with the War Office. Once
SHAEF appeared on the scene some
change was required in the military and
political liaison system.

In October 1943, at General Morgan's
insistence, the British Chiefs of Staff
agreed to the establishment of liaison mis-
sions by the governments-in-exile at
COSSAC. Relations between such groups
and Supreme Headquarters were co-or-
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dinated in January 1944 by a European
Contact Section, SHAEF, under Lt. Gen.
A. E. Grasett and former Ambassador
Biddle, now a lieutenant colonel, his chief
deputy. General Grasett proposed in
March 1944 that missions from these gov-
ernments be appointed to SHAEF, to 21
Army Group, and, where necessary, to st
U.S. Army Group. Members of these mis-
sions were to give advice on all matters
concerning their countries to the com-
manders to whom they were accredited.
They were to control their own adminis-
trative personnel.’

At the time of the invasion, Norway had
a liaison mission with the Allied Land
Forces (Norway) commander, General Sir
Andrew Thorne. The head of this mission
was assigned to SHAEF. The governments
of Belgium, Czechoslovakia, and the
Netherlands each had a liaison mission at-
tached to SHAEF or to the army group to
which they had assigned troops, and
Poland had liaison groups with SHAEF
and the U.S. and British army groups."No
arrangements had been concluded with
the French. In order to aid the Allied
forces in France, however, approximately
150 French officers had been in training in
London since November 1943 for liaison
duties with tactical units. Shortly before
D Day General Eisenhower asked the
French Committee to supply additional
officers for this purpose, indicating that
some 550 would be needed.?

Also in process of development were
SHAEF missions that were to be sent to
France, Belgium and Luxembourg, the
Netherlands, Denmark, and Norway after
their governments had been restored to
power. Toward the end of April 1944 Gen-
eral Grasett asked the Combined Chiefs of
Staff to decide on the nationality of the
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heads of the missions, suggesting that the
nation which occupied a given country
during its liberation should furnish the
chief of the mission there. The proposal
was premature since the Prime Minister
and the President had not yet cometoa
conclusion regarding the zones which their
countries were to occupy. General Smith
proposed as a temporary expedient that
mission ‘“‘cadres” be organized under act-
ing chiefs and that the final selection be
left until an agreement had been reached
on British and U.S. zones. This agreement
had not been made before D Day.?

Civil Affairs Agreements

Even before liaison arrangements had
been concluded, the United States and
Great Britain were negotiating civil affairs
agreements with some of the governments-
in-exile. These agreements were intended
to govern relations between the restored
governments and the Allied Expeditionary
Force during the period of military con-
trol. Negotiations with Norway, Belgium,
and the Netherlands were prolonged for a
number of months because of questions of
procedure which arose between the
United States and Britain. On 16 May

! Recommendation of Gen Morgan noted in 191st
Mitg, 18 Aug 43, COS Min (43); Morgan Memo, 24
Sep 43, COS Min (43) 575 (0); Conf, 2 Mar 44,
SHAEF G-5, European Allied Contact Sec (General).

2 Memo, Grasett, 14 Apr 44, SHAEF SGS 322.01
Liaison Agreement with Allied Govts. SHAEF Memo,
Policy for Future Liaison Arrangements between
SHAETF and the European Allies, 25 Apr 44; Lt. Col.
McFie to COSSAC, 25 Nov 43; G-3 to AFHQ),
$-52398, 23 May 44. All in SHAEF European Allied
Contact Sec.

3 Memo, Grasett for CofS SHAEF, 27 Apr 44; Mor-
gan to Smith, | May 44; Smith handwritten memo
for Morgan, undated; Morgan to Grasett, 2 May 44.
All in SHAEF SGS 322.01 Liaison Agreements with
Allied Govts.
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1944, separate agreements were signed
with Norway by representatives of the
United States, Great Britain, and the
USSR, and with Belgium and the Nether-
lands by the United States and Great
Britain. The conclusion of an accord with
France was delayed until after the cross-
Channel attack, and the agreement with
Denmark could not be signed until that
country and its government were liber-
ated.

Norway, Belgium, and the Netherlands
gave the Supreme Commander control in
those portions of their countries which
should be liberated by him until such time
as he felt the military situation would per-
mit him to turn over administrative re-
sponsibility to the national governments.
Among the salient provisions of the civil
aflairs agreements were those which re-
established national courts, granted the
Allies exclusive legal jurisdiction over
members of their forces except in case of
offenses against local laws, confirmed the
power of the Allied commander in chief to
requisition billets and supplies and make
use of lands, buildings, transportation, and
other services needed for military pur-
poses, and established claims commissions.
Questions not covered in these agreements
were left for further negotiations; some of
these were not settled until the end of the
war.*

The military missions of Belgium, the
Netherlands, and Norway were asked on
25 May 1944 to provide officers to advise
the Allied military authorities on adminis-
tration, intelligence, plans and operations,
civil affairs, public relations, and psycho-
logical warfare in relation to the three
countries. The way was thus open to sim-
ple and direct dealing with three of the
five countries whose liberation SHAEF
was shortly to undertake.
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Troubled Relations with the
French Commattee

Factors Creating Difficulties

The difficulties that arose between the
French Committee and the United States
and Great Britain created one of the “most
acutely annoying” problems faced by
General Eisenhower before D Day and
during the first weeks of the invasion.’
They grew out of General de Gaulle’s de-
sire to restore France to the position of a
great power with himself as the sole
responsible authority. His proclamation in
the summer of 1940 that the war was not
lost and his prompt organization of the
French National Committee in London
created a rallying point for those French-
men who were willing to resist the Ger-
mans and the Vichy regime. Unfortu-
nately, he and his followers alienated a
number of Frenchmen both inside and
outside France who felt that their efforts
at resistance were being overlooked by
de Gaulle. Among these were former Reg-
ular Army officers who, although they
were in the area controlled by Vichy, were
engaged in schemes to aid the Allies in the
liberation of France. Some of the French-
men outside France preferred to follow the
lead of Gen. Henri Honoré Giraud in his
program of restoring French independ-
ence. At times these groups became so in-
tense in their rivalry for control of the

* AGWAR to SHAEF, W-32575, 5 May 44,
SHAEF SGS 014.1 Belgium, Civil Affairs Dir for Bel-
gium, I. ETOUSA to AGWAR, §-51681, 11 May
44; State Dept Rad Bull 118, 16 May 44. Both in
SHAEF SGS 014.1 Norway,Civil Affairs Dir for Nor-
way. Details of the agreements may also be found in
the directives of the three governments, which are in
the above SHAEF SGS Norway and Belgium files and
in SHAEF SGS 014.1 Netherlands, Civil Affairs Dir
for Netherlands.

5 The quoted phrase is General Eisenhower’s.
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French forces outside France that it was
difficult for the Allies to know what course
to follow.

The Allies’ decision to make use of Ad-
miral Jean Francgois Darlan during the
North African operations offended French-
men in both Giraudist and Gaullist circles
and made them somewhat suspicious of
Allied intentions. The de Gaulle group
was further alienated by favor shown to
the Giraudist group. President Roosevelt
and Secretary of State Hull, while strongly
in favor of restoring freedom to France,
were not convinced that General de Gaulle
or his followersrepresented the majority of
the French people. They felt that any
recognition of the French Committee of
National Liberation, which Generals de
Gaulle and Giraud had sponsored inJune
1943 as a successor of the French National
Committee, might force an unwanted re-
gime on France. The President feared in
particular that de Gaulle’s desire was
aimed more at gaining political control of
France than at defeating the Germans. De
Gaulle’s threats of punishment for adher-
ents of Marshal Henri Philippe Pétain left
many Allied leaders with the impression
that his program in a liberated France
might produce civil war.

The British and U.S. Governments fre-
quently differed in their attitudes toward
de Gaulle. The British had given their
backing to the first de Gaulle committee in
1940. The Prime Minister, while often
stern with the French general and inclined
to resent some of his views, tended to seek
some understanding between the general
and Mr. Roosevelt. It is probable that but
for the strong opposition of the President
to the French Committee the British
would have recognized it as the provi-
sional government of France before D
Day —a move which would have simpli-
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fied SHAEF’s task in dealing with French
civil affairs.

The United StatesinJuly 1942 had se-
lected representatives to consult with Gen-
eral de Gaulle and the French Committee
in London on all matters relative to the
conduct of war which concerned the
French. ¢ Because the President had not
been attracted to de Gaulle, however, he
was prepared to deal with other represent-
atives of the French people. Mr. Roose-
velt had accepted the French Committee
of National Liberation with strong reser-
vations. In August 1943 he said that he
welcomed its formation, but expected it to
function on the principle of collective re-
sponsibility of all its members for the ac-
tive prosecution of the war and to be
subject to the military requirements of the
Allied commanders. The committee was
recognized as a political body functioning
within specific limitations during the
period of the war, but not as a government.
“Later on,”” the President said, “the people
of France, in a free and untrammeled
manner, will proceed in due course to se-
lect their own government and their own
officials to administer it.” He directed
General Eisenhower to deal with the
French military authorities and not with
the French Committee on matters involv-
ing French forces.” This instruction had
the effect not only of reducing the govern-
mental authority of the French Commit-

6 Admiral Stark, commander of U.S. Naval Forces
in Europe, represented the Navy, and Brig. Gen.
Charles L. Bolté, chief of staff of Headquarters,
ETOUSA, represented the Army. Through his chief
of staff, General Eisenhower was made aware of
French problems from the time he became the
ETOUSA commander. Inasmuch as there were sev-
eral changes in the Army representative, Admiral
Stark and his staff provided the continuity for U.S.
relations with French representatives in London.

7 Statement by Roosevelt, 26 Aug 43, ABC 334.08
French Com of National Liberation.
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tee but of increasing the power of General
Giraud, commander in chief of the French
forces. The inevitable result was to in-
crease division among the French factions.
There continued to appear in London and
other capitals committees and liaison offi-
cers representing the Giraudists, Gaullists,
and various splinter groups. The task of
Supreme Headquarters, which needed
some specific authority with which to deal
on matters of French Resistance, the com-
mand of French troops, and agreements
for the administration of civil affairs in
liberated France, was thus made more

difficult.

Crvil Affairs Agreements Waith France

The desire of General de Gaulle to es-
tablish the authority of the French Com-
mittee of National Liberation was respon-
sible for many difficulties which arose
between the Allies and the French in 1943
and 1944. In no case was the clash over
authority more evident than in the discus-
sions of an arrangement for the adminis-
tration of civil affairs in the liberated areas
of France. /

Early in its preparations for civil affairs
administration, COSSAC stressed the
need for an agreement with the French
during the operations in northwest Europe.
General Barker, deputy chief of COSSAC,
discussed the matter in August 1943
with Secretary Hull and Mr. James C.
Dunn of the State Department. They
agreed that a formula should be worked
out for dealing with the French. A draft
agreement to this end was presented by the
United States and Great Britain at the
Moscow Conference in the fall of 1943.
The Western Allies declared that, subject
to the primary purpose of defeating Ger-
many, the landing in France was to have
the purpose of liberating the French at the
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earliest moment from their oppressors and
of creating conditions in which a demo-
cratically constituted government might
be able to take responsibility for civil ad-
ministration. Until the people could make
a free choice of the government which they
desired, they were to be given “the largest
measure of personal and political liberty
compatible with military security. . . .”
The civil administration under the Su-
preme Commander was to be restored as
far as possible to the French, and a director
of civil affairs was to be appointed by the
Supreme Commander from the French
contingent or liaison mission connected
with military operations in France. A
French Military Mission for Civil Affairs
was to be invited to Supreme Headquar-
ters and associated in the direction of civil
affairs once operations started. To make
certain that the French would have a free
choice in establishing their government,
the Supreme Commander was to hold the
scales even between all French groups
sympathetic to the Allied cause. The Allies
stated categorically that the Supreme
Commander would have no dealings with
the Vichy regime “‘except for the purpose
of liquidating it,” and would keep no per-
son in office who had willfully collaborated
with the enemy or deliberately acted in a
hostile manner toward the Allied cause.®
This proposal displeased the French
Committee of National Liberation. Its
members felt that they had played the
major part in French Resistance and were
the persons best prepared to take over the
8 Barker to Morgan, 23 and 30 Aug 43, Barker per-
sonal file; Annex 5 to Moscow Conf Min {U.S. title
“Civil Affairs for France”; British title, “Basic Scheme
for Administration of Liberated France’), 1 Nov 43,
OPD 337. General Hilldring and General Devers '
had discussed phases of this paper-in cables of 11 and
23 October 1943, and General Hilldring circulated
an undated and unsigned copy of the document in

question. These papers may be found in SHAEF SGS
014.1 France, Givil Affairs Dir for France, I.
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reins of government in France once it was
liberated. At the end of September 1943
they had placed all political authority of
the French Committee as the future gov-
ernment of France in the hands of General
de Gaulle. General de Gaulle, in turn, had
specifically charged M. André Philip, as
Commissioner of Interior, with the duty of
setting up civil administration in liberated
France. In October M. Philip informed.
Allied leaders in London of the intentions
of his group. He also explained that, when
a military liaison mission was appointed to
SHAEF, it would represent the French
Committee and not the military com-
mander in chief. General Giraud would
control French forces engaged in conti-
nental operations and any zone of the
armies which might be established. As
soon as possible after liberation, however,
the liberated areas were to pass over to the
zone of interior and would be adminis-
tered by M. Philip. The Resistance groups
then under the Council of Resistance
would be expected to come under French
political authority rather than under the
French commander in chief. M. Philip in-
dicated that one of the main duties of
French Resistance forces at the time of the
invasion would be to protect power sta-
tions and industrial property. He felt that,
since the Germans would probably evac-
uate France soon after the landings, it was
more important for the French Committee
to concentrate on administering liberated
areas rather than on taking measures
against the enemy.®

This stress on political rather than mili-
tary preparations strengthened Mr. Roose-
velt’s suspicion of General de Gaulle and
the French Committee. On his way to the
Cairo Conference, the President pointed
out that de Gaulle would be just behind
the armies when they penetrated into
France and that his faction would take
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over as rapidly as the armies advanced.
These views of French intentions were ap-
parently responsible for President Roose-
velt’s insistence in November on changing
the existing military plan for an emer-
gency invasion (RANKIN), so that the
United States would have no responsibility
for occupying France in case of German
collapse or sudden withdrawal from that
country.*’ '

The British, friendlier to the claims of
the French Committee of National Libera-
tion than the United States and seemingly
more realistic about the extent to which
that group represented the French people,
proposed in December that the committee
be placed on a governmental level with
the United States and Great Britain. The
State Department was willing to accept
only an alternative British suggestion that
the Allies draw up with the French neces-
sary plans for civil affairs in metropolitan
liberated areas. At the end of April the
President reiterated his strong opposition
to dealing with the French Committee on
any save a military basis. “It is my desire
at the present time,”” he told General
Marshall, “that the military questions
which involve the French forces be han-
dled directly between the Allied Com-
mander in Chief and French military
authorities and not as one sovereign gov-
ernment in full possession of its sovéreignty
and another government which has no de
facto sovereignty.” '

The French Committee had presented a

®“Summary of views expressed by M. André
Philip in London, Oct 43,” with comments by Gen
Barker to Ambassador Phillips, 27 Oct 43, Barker
papers.

' Memo by T. T. H. (Handy), 19 Nov 43, sub:,
RaNkIN; Memo by Col G. A. Lincoln, 23 Nov 43
Both in OPD Exec 9, Bks 11, 13. Mtg, President and
JCS, at sea, 19 Nov 43; JCS 547/2.

' Dunn to Phillips, 4 Dec 43, with Incl, British
proposals, Barker papers; Roosevelt to Marshall, 28
Apr 44, ABC 090.771 France (6 Oct 43), Sec 1-A.
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draft agreement on civil administration to
the U.S. and British representatives in Al-
giers on 7 September 1943. When no ac-
tion had been taken by the Allies by early
January 1944, the French Commissioner
of Foreign Affairs, Mr. René Massigli,
warned that if no agreement was made be-
fore D Day the Allies would face the alter-
natives of dealing with the Vichy govern-
ment or establishing a regime of direct
administration. Either of these, he added,
would cause profound confusion among
the French people.*?

The Supreme Commander and his staff
were thoroughly aware of the dangers in-
volved in allowing this and other questions
to drag on after the cross-Channel attack.
They had been told by French sources in
late December 1943 that the youth of
France favored de Gaulle because they felt
that he was “the reincarnation of the spirit
of resistance to Germany and not because
of any allegiance to him, of whose short-
comings they are fully aware.” General
Smith, who disavowed any pro-Gaullist
sentiments, felt in early January 1944 that
there was no better vehicle to use in deal-
ing with liberated France than the French
Committee. He hoped, if no agreement
could be reached with it, that at least a
French official would be selected who
could handle civil affairs in France pend-
ing an election in that country.™

General Eisenhower, while in Washing-
ton in early January, gained the impres-
sion that the President and War and State
Department officials were willing for him
to deal with the French Committee of Na-
tional Liberation. On his arrival in Lon-
don, he urged the Combined Chiefs of
Staff to take prompt action for the crystal-
lization of civil affairs administration in
France, and requested that General de
Gaulle be asked to designate individuals
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with whom SHAEF could enter into im-
mediate negotiations in London. Mr.
Churchill suggested caution, not only be-
cause he doubted that President Roosevelt
would accept the committee as the domi-
nant French authority, but because of his
personal objection to ‘“‘the crude appeal to
General de Gaulle to designate individuals
or groups of individuals” for negotiations
in London. If the French Committee of
National Liberation was to be taken into
immediate partnership, the Allies should
be careful about individuals selected for
negotiations, and make certain they were
acceptable to both sides.™

The Civil Affairs Division of the War
Department in late January leaned to-
ward the use of the French Committee of
National Liberation in civil affairs mat-
ters, but in March it directed SHAEF to
drop any planning based on this sugges-
tion. In mid-March President Roosevelt
sent a directive representing his views and
approved by the State and War Depart-
ments to Secretary Stimson for transmittal
to the Supreme Commander. The directive
resembled in many respects the views on
civil affairs submitted by the United States
and Great Britain at the Moscow Confer-
ence. The initial proposal to appoint a
French director for civil affairs was elimi-
nated, and the Supreme Commander was
empowered to decide “where, when and
how the civil administration of France”
should be exercised by French citizens. He

2 Ltr, Massigli to Wilson, 6 Jan 44, SHAEF SGS
092 France, French Relations, I.

13 Rpt from French sources, 20 Dec 43, McClure
jnl, 20 Dec 43; Smith to Hilldring, W-9500, 7 Jan 44,
Eisenhower personal file.

1+ Eisenhower to CCS, B-15, 19 Jan 44, SHAEF
SGS 014.1 France, Civil Affairs Dir for France, I; JSM
to Br COS, DON 145, 22 Jan 44, COS (44) 21st Mtg,
24 Jan 44; Minute by Prime Minister for Br COS,
COS (44) 73 (0), 25 Jan 44, SHAEF SGS 092 France,
French Relations, I.
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was permitted to consult with the French
Committee of National Liberation and at
his discretion to allow it to select and in-
stall officials needed for civil administra-
tion, subject to the distinct understanding
that this action did not constitute recogni-
tion of the committee as the government of
France. The Supreme Commander was to
require from the French Committee of
National Liberation, or from any other
group with which he might negotiate,
guarantees that (1) it had no intentiorr of
exercising the powers of government in-
definitely, (2) it favored the re-establish-
ment of all French liberties, and (3) it
would take no action to entrench itself
pending the selection of a constitutional
government by free choice of the French
people. The Vichy government was spe-
cifically excluded from the groups with
which General Eisenhower might deal.
The Supreme Commander was to be
guided in all his actions by three para-
mount aims: (1) the prompt and com-
plete defeat of Germany, (2) the earliest
possible liberation of France, and (3) “the
fostering of democratic methods and con-
ditions under which a French government
may ultimately be established according
to the free choice of the French people as
the government under which they wish to
live.” *®

In late March 1944, the Presidént au-
thorized Ambassador Edwin C. Wilson,
who was returning from Washington to
Algiers, to give General de Gaulle the fol-
lowing message: if General Eisenhower
decided to deal with the French Commit-
tee of National Liberation, it was likely
that he would continue that relationship
provided the committee did a good job,
refrained from extreme measures, kept
good order, and co-operated with the mili-
tary authorities. Both this statement and
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the earlier draft directive were unilateral
actions by the President without specific
British sanction. Mr. Roosevelt held, how-
ever, that the matter had been settled and
was later nettled by the insistence of Gen-
eral Smith, General Holmes, and other
SHAEF officials that a positive agreement
still had to be made between the Allies and
the French Committee of National Libera-
tion.'* '
The French Committee of National
Liberation continued to press its claims to
act as the government of liberated France.
On 14 Maych it provided for the appoint-
ment of a delegate to exercise all regula-
tory and administrative powers of the
French Committee in liberated French
territory until the committee could handle
these functions directly. Four days later
General de Gaulle informed the Consulta-
tive Assembly in Algiers of the efforts to
reach agreements on civil affairs with the
British and U.S. Governments and added
that the committee did not have a voice in
foreign affairs commensurate with its obli-
gations. Apparently weary of Allied delay,
he declared on 27 March, “France, who
brought freedom to the world and who has
been, and still remains, its champion, does
not need to consult outside opinions to
reach a decision on how she will reconsti-
tute liberty at home.” A week later, he
said: “Wherever they may be and what-
ever may happen, Frenchmen must accept

'® Ltr, Smith to Ismay, 23 Jan 44; Note, Ismay to
Br COS. 24 Jan 44; JSM to Br COS, DON 145, 23
Jan 44; Prime Minister to Br COS, COS (44) 73 (0),
25 Jan 44; Hilldring to Eisenhower, 233, 5 Mar 44;
Marshall to Eisenhower, 324, 17 Mar 44 (original
letter from Roosevelt to Secy War, 15 Mar 44, CofS
091 France). All in SHAEF SGS 092 France, French
Relations, 1.

!* Memo of conversation with President by Am-
bassador Wilson, 24 Mar 44, SHAEF SGS 092
France, French Relations, I. Interv with Gen Holmes,
13 May 47.
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orders only from this Government from
the moment they are no longer personally
subjected to enemy coercion. No authority
is valid unless it acts in the name of this
Government.” The general restated this
view on 21 April when he said in an inter-
view that the establishment of the admin-
istration of France could be assured only
by the French people. “The only point
open for discussion s that of the collabora-
tion to be assured between the French
Administration and the inter-Allied mili-
tary authorities.” ¥

Apparently with an eye to allaying Al-
lied fears as to the future intentions of the
French Committee, the Consultative As-
sembly on 30 March adopted an ordi-
nance providing for the election of a Con-
stituent Assembly by universal suffrage
within one year after the complete libera-
tion of France. After elections were held
in two thirds of the metropolitan depart-
ments, including the Seine, the Provisional
Consultative Assembly was to become the
Provisional Representative Assembly, to
which the French Committee would sur-
render its power. These proposals were
accepted by the French Committee on 21
April 1944. 1 Some ofthe reassuring effects
of this action were lost a few days later
when the French Committee of National
Liberation in early April gave de Gaulle
final authority in matters relating to
French armed forces. General Giraud,
who felt that he had been reduced to the
position of a figurehead, announced his
intention of resigning as head of the French
forces, although General Deversand Am-
bassador Duff Cooper tried to dissuade
him. He refused the committee’s proffer of
the post of Inspector General of the French
Armies and announced that he would go
into retirement. ¢

Still seeking a formal agreement with
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the French, SHAEF was encouraged on 9
April when Secretary of State Hull de-
clared that it was “of the utmost impor-
tance that civil authority in France should
be exercised by Frenchmen, should be
swiftly established, and should operate in
accordance with advanced planning as
fully as military operations will permit.”
Although the United States could not rec-
ognize the French Committee of National
Liberation as the government of France,
Mr. Hull added, the President was dis-
posed “to see the French Committee for
National Liberation exercise leadership to
establish law and order under the super-
vision of the Allied Commander-in-Chief.”
The Prime Minister, assuming that this
declaration changed previous U.S. policy,
promptly approved it.

General Koenig, who had become
senior French commander in the United
Kingdom in April, and General Eisen-

7 Ordinance Concerning the Exercise of Military
and Civil Powers on the Territory of France as It
Becomes Liberated, French Com of National Libera-
tion, 14 Mar 44; Translations of speeches by Political
Info Sec, U.S. Naval Hq, French Series 17, Plans for
Future Administration of Liberated French Territory,
9 May 44. French texts approved by General
de Gaulle may be seen in Charles de Gaulle, Discours
et Messages, 1940-46 (Paris, 1946).

'8 Draft Ordinance on Return to Republican Gov-
ernment in France After Liberation, SHAEF SGS 092
France, French Relations, I. The draft included com-
ments by Mr. Charles Peake, British political officer
at SHAEF, who feared that the Resistance organiza-
tions might be trying to organize a dictatorship in
France.

19 Wilson to CCS, NAF 661, 4 Apr 44; Wilson to
CCS, NAF 662, 5 Apr 44; Wilson to CCS, NAF 669,
8 Apr 44. All in SHAEF SGS 092 France, French
Relations, I.

2 Memo, William Phillips for CofS SHAEF, 4 Apr
44, sub: Presidential Paper on France; Memo, Gen
McClure for CofS SHAEF, 5 Apr 44, sub: Draft Dir
(French); Memo, Gen McClure for CofSSHAEF, 11
Apr 44, sub: Planning With the French. All in SHAEF
SGS 092 France, French Relations, I. Churchill to
Roosevelt, 643, 12 Apr 44, OP D misc file. London
Times, April 10, 1944.
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hower saw in Hull’s statement a formula
that could be translated into a workable
agreement. The Supreme Commander
asked the Combined Chiefs of Staff for
authority to initiate conversations with
Koenig on such matters as civilian labor,
banks and security exchanges, transfer of
property, custody of enemy property, pub-
lic safety, public health, civilian supply,
and displaced persons. He declared that
he would not go beyond the limitations set
by the President, as interpreted by Secre-
tary Hull. While waiting for action by the
Combined Chiefs of Staff, which he was
not to get before D Day, the Supreme
Commander permitted Generals Grasett
and Morgan to begin informal discussions
with General Koenig and his staff. At the
first meeting on 25 April, General Koenig
asked that questions involving the sover-
eignty of France be put aside until later.?*
Representatives from SHAEF, 21 Army
Group, 1st U.S. Army Group, AFHQ,
the European Contact Section, and the
French Military Mission then agreed to
establish special committees to consider
the numerous civil affairs problems.?
Unfortunately, the French Committee
suspended these informal meetings shortly
after they started. Its action was in protest
against a British announcement, made for
security reasons at the insistence of the
British Chiefs of Staff and the Supreme
Commander, that from 17 April all foreign
diplomatic representatives save those from
the United States and Russia would be
barred from sending or receiving uncen-
sored communications. 2 The French
Committee of National Liberation refused
to submit to this censorship. The resultant
lack of communications between the
French Committee in Algiers and its mis-
sion in London made virtually impossible
any formal agreement before D Day. Dur-
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ing this period, however, General de
Gaulle told an American correspondent
that, although he was concerned over
French relations with President Roosevelt,
he believed negotiations between Generals
Koenig and Eisenhower would “go well
because of Eisenhower’s friendly disposi-
tion toward France.” The French general
took a conciliatory line in confining his
requests for lifting the censorship to cables
concerning operational preparations of in-
terestto the French. Reassured by this atti-
tude, President Roosevelt agreed to leave
the matter to Mr. Churchill’s discretion.
Arrangements were made whereby British
and U.S. authorities examined French
cables before they were dispatched from
London and then permitted them to be
sentin French code on General Koenig’s
assurance that no change would be made
inthe original text.?

Even before an agreement was worked
out which might permit the reopening of
discussions between SHAEF and the
French representatives, Mr. Hull and the
President had made clear that the Hull
formula of 9 April could not be interpreted
as a basic change in Mr. Roosevelt’s view
toward de Gaulle and the French Com-
mittee. Mr. Hull defined his position on 11

2t The original minutes translated his proposal as
an agreement that the question of French sovereignty
would be dealt with later on. The minutes were cor-
rected at General Koenig’s request.

22 Eisenhower to CCS, SCAF 15 20 Apr 44;
SHAEF SGS to AFHQ S-50937, 29 Apr 44; Min of
Mtg at Norfolk House, 25 Apr 44, dtd 26 Apr 44, and
correction of min, 9 May 44. All in SHAEF SGS 092
France, French Relations, I.

23 Brooke to Eisenhower, 17 Apr 44, SHAEF SGS
311.7/1 Stoppage of Diplomatic Communications.

24 De Gaulle interv with unnamed American re-
porter, cited in State Dept cbl to Eisenhower, 20 May
44, Diary Office CinC, 20 and 22 May 44. Koenig to
Grasett, 16 May 44; Roosevelt to Churchill, 542,
20 May 44; Churchill note to Foreign Secy, 23 May

44. All in SHAEF SGS 092 France, French Rela-
tions, I.
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GENERAL DE GAULLE

May with a statement to the British Am-
bassador in Washington that there seemed
to be a tendency of the British Government
to use his speech of 9 April “exclusively as
their formula for dealing with French
civil affairs even though the President
had declined to modify the suggested di-
rective to General Eisenhower which was
stronger than my speech in some respects.
The danger of such a tendency and of em-
ploying words as a substitute formula was
pointed out by me from the point of view
of working relations between the Prime
Minister and the President.” Two days
later the President reiterated to General
Eisenhower his views on dealing with de
Gaulle. Agreeing that the Supreme Com-
mander had full authority to discuss mat-
ters with the French Committee on a mili-
tary level, the President emphasized his
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personal opposition to any action at a
political level, since he was unable to rec- -
ognize any government of France until the
French people had an opportunity to make
a free choice. Alluding again to his familiar
figure of speech that the French were still
shell-shocked from their war experience,
the President insisted, “We have no right

'to color their views or to give any group

the sole right to impose one side of a case
on them.”

The President’s message of mid-May
had been prompted by General Eisen-
hower’s request that he be allowed to in-
form General Koenig of the date and place
of the OVERLORD attack and that General
de Gaulle be brought to London for a D-
Day broadcast to the French people in
behalf of the Allies. The British Chiefs of
Staff had objected to the first proposal as a
violation of the Combined Chiefs of Staff
insiructions of 1 April forbidding the re-
lease of information to the French which
might compromise the OVERLORD opera-
tion. General Eisenhower, describing his
position as embarrassing and “potentially
dangerous,” suggested that the difficulty
be met by inviting General de Gaulle to
London where he could be briefed on
OverLORD. President Roosevelt agreed
that General de Gaulle could be briefed
provided he did not return to Algiers until
after the invasion had been launched. Mr.
Roosevelt had then added his warning
against discussions with the French chief
on a political level.?

5 Hull to U.S. Ambassador, London, 11 May 44,
SHAEF SGS 092 France, French Relations, I. Roose-
velt to Eisenhower, W-36054, 13 May 44; Marshall
to Eisenhower, W-36189, 13 May 44. Both in Eisen-
hower personal file.

2¢ Eisenhower to CCS, SCAF 24, 11 May 44; Roose-
velt to Eisenhower, W-36054, 13 May 44; Marshall
to Eisenhower, W-36189; 13 May 44;"Smith to Mar-
shall, 14 May 44. All in Eisenhower personal file.
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The proposal to bring General de
Gaulle to London for a briefing on Over-
LorD continued to hang fire until near the
end of May. After the President’s state-
ment that the French general could be
briefed only if he agreed to come to Lon-
don and stayed until after the invasion, the
Prime Minister indicated that to invite
de Gaulle under conditions he would
probably regard as insulting would be un-
wise. Late in May, SHAEF stressed the
importance of having the French general
appeal to the French to support Allied
Forces under the Supreme Commander,
and Mr. Churchill agreed that de Gaulle
should be invited to London.

On his arrival in the United Kingdom
on 4June, General de Gaulle was shown
a message the SHAEF Psychological War-
fare Division had prepared for him to de-
liver on D Day. He agreed to speak along
the lines SHAEF outlined but refused to
use the prepared speech, on the grounds
that it stressed too strongly French obedi-
enceto the Allied Command and made no
mention of the Algiers committee. This re-
action was responsible for a comic opera
prelude to the invasion which saw Gen-
eral Smith, Sir Robert Bruce Lockhart,
General McClure, Foreign Secretary An-
thony Eden, and Mr. Churchill arguing
the question with the recalcitrant general.
A series of cables to Washington charted
the progress of the discussion with bulletins
to the effect that “General de Gaulle will
speak,” “General de Gaulle will not
speak,” and “the General has changed his
mind.” The Allied leaders sought to con-
vince de Gaulle that his standing in
France would be damaged if it became
known that he was in London and had re-
fused to add his voice to those of the heads
of the governments-in-exile who were also
scheduled to speak to their peoples on the
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day of the attack. General de Gaulle’sre-
quest that the Supreme Commander
change his D-Day appeal to mention the
French Committee could not be satisfied,
since the text had been approved in Lon-
don and Washington, and recordings had
been made for broadcasting. The Allies
finally agreed that General de Gaulle
could make such an allusion in his speech.
Despite this concession it was not until the
early morning of 6June that the French
general at last agreed to speak. The final
text represented a victory by General de
Gaulle in that it stated that the first con-
dition for the French was to followthe in-

27 Roosevelt to Churchill, 542, 20 May 44; Church-
ill to Foreign Secy, 23 May 44; Churchill to Foreign
Secy, 26 May 44. All in SHAEF SGS 092 France,
French Relations, I. London Times, May 27, 1944.
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structions of their government and their
chiefs in the battle that lay ahead and
made no special effort to emphasize the
authority of the Allied Command.?®
Fortunately for the success of the civil
affairs program in France, SHAEF and
the subordinate commands had proceeded
to establish working arrangements with
French representatives at nonpolitical
levels. A number of the officials General
de Gaulle planned to use in Normandy as
soon as the area was liberated were in the
United Kingdom, and many of them were
in contact with British and U.S. civil af-
fairs representatives. The French liaison
officers that were in training in the United
Kingdom for their future assignments with
the British and U.S. civil affairs detach-
ments were concerned at the moment less
with the question of political sovereignty
than with their task of getting the civilian
organization of the liberated areas back
into operation as soon as possible after the
Allies were ashore. Thus the lack of close
relationship between the French Commit-
tee and the British and U.S. Governments
was less serious than it might at first ap-
pear. It was perhaps especially helpful that
21 Army Group, which could be expected
to reflect the British Government’s willing-
ness to make some concessions to the
French Committee, was charged with re-
sponsibility for civil affairs activities during
the first phase of operations in France.

The Command and Use of French Troops

Among the subjects which the French
and the Allies did not settle during the
pre-D-Day period was the command of
French troops. Fortunately for the Su-
preme Commander, agreements madein
early 1943 laid the basis for raising and
arming French units to support Allied op-
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erations. President Roosevelt had agreed,
in principle, at the Casablanca Conference
to arm eight infantry and three armored
divisions for the French. The eleven divi-
sions, to be employed under the Allied
commander in chief against the common
enemy, were to be equipped by the United
States and organized according to U.S.
Tables of Organization and Equipment.
The existing Gaullist forces, roughly
15,000 strong, had been equipped and
supplied by the British since 1940. The
British continued to maintain them until
all French forces were fused in 1943. The
total number of divisions to be equipped
by the United States was reduced to five
infantry and three armored divisions on
the recommendation of General Eisen-
hower, who felt that the French could not
provide sufficient supply units for eleven
divisions organized aceording to U.S.
models. As the divisions were equipped
they were committed in the Mediter-
ranean, five of them being employed be-
fore the summer of 1944. All plans for the
invasion of southern France in 1944 relied
heavily on the use of French forces, and, as
a result, the Allies laid little emphasis on
committing anything more than a token
French force in the cross-Channel attack.?®

Difficulties arose between the Allies and
the French Committee of National Libera-
tion in the winter of 1943, when the com-
mittee refused to send the 9th Colonial
Infantry Division to Italy, despite orders
of General Giraud, commander of French

28 Intervs with Gen de Gaulle, 14 Jan 47, Sir
Robert Bruce Lockhart, 18 Feb 47, Gen McClure, 29
Mar 47, and Gen Smith, 12 May 47; Gen McClure’s
jnl for May 44; de Gaulle; Discours et Messages, pp.
442-44 (text of speech).

29 This introductory section has been based largely
on Dr. Marcel Vigneras’ monograph on Rearmament
of the French Forces in World War I1, now in prep-
aration in the Office of the Chief of Military History.
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Forces. This refusal, resulting from fric-
tion between the committee and General
Giraud and not between the committee
and the Allied commander in chief, still
threatened to interfere with Allied opera-
tions. General Eisenhower warned Gen-
eral Giraud at this point that the United
States would not continue to arm French
units unless the committee gave assurances
that its actions would be governed in the
future by military rather than political
considerations.?’

A conference on the use of French
troops was held in Algiers at the end of
December by British and U.S. diplomatic
and military representatives and French
officers in General de Gaulle’s office. The
way to a firm agreement was paved by
General Smith’s assurance that French
units would play a key role in the landings
in southern France and that a token
French force, preferably a division, would
be used in northern France, particularly
in the area near Paris. On 30 December
M. Massigli informed U.S. Ambassador
Wilson and British representative Harold
MacMillan that General Smith’s state-
ments had satisfied the chief “anxieties”
of the French Committee, and that it had
now decided “to put the French Forces
mentioned above at the disposition of the
Combined Chiefs of Staff, to be used by
the Allied commander in chief, in consul-
tation with the French Command, for the
execution of the operations of which the
broad outlines have been given.” He urged
the Allied representatives to forward to
their governments for speedy approval the
draft directive for over-all command of
French forces which he had presented
three days earlier.**

The U.S. and British diplomatic repre-
sentatives accepted M. Massigli’s state-
ment as settling the question of command
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of French forces to be used from the Medi-
terranean. They found it more difficult to
agree to the French Committee’s reserva-
tion of the right to intervene with the
British and U.S. Governments and the Al-
lied commander in chief in order to insure
that the allotment of French forces should
take French interests “into account as
completely as possible.” The Combined
Chiefs of Staff refused to consider relations
on a governmental level between the
French Committee of National Liberation
and the United States and Great Britain.??

Members of the British Government
were inclined to give some backing to the
French Committee’s claim. President
Roosevelt, who considered the tone of the
French replies dictatorial, in late April in-
structed General Marshall to see that
questions involving French forces were
handled between the Allied commanders
in chief and the French military authori-
ties. In mid-May, the Combined Chiefs of
Staff ordered General Wilson to present
the draft, as amended by the Allies, to the
French Committee of National Liberation
for signature.?®

The French, already offended by the sus-
pension of the right to use their diplomatic
cipher in sending messages from the
" 30 Eisenhower to Giraud, 14 Dec 43, text sent to
CCS on following day, SHAEF SGS 475 France, Re-
armament and Employment of French Forces, Policies
and Agreements, I.

31 Algiers to War Dept, NAF 578, 4 Jan 44, cites
Massigli to Wilson message, 30 Dec 43, ABC 091.711
France (6 Oct 43), Sec I-A.

32 Eisenhower to CCS, NAF 578, 4 Jan 44; Wilson
to CCS, NAF 625, 22 Feb 44; CCS to Wilson, FAN
343, 12 Mar 44. All in SHAEF SGS 475 France, Re-
armament, Command and Employment of French
Forces, Policies and Agreements, I.

33 JCS 804/2, 22 Apr 44; copy of French message,
3 Apr 44; Roosevelt to Prime Minister (paraphrase),
8 Apr 44; JCS 804/4, 29 Apr 44, with Incl, Note,
Roosevelt to Marshall, 28 Apr 44; CCS to Wilson,

FAN 343 (12 Mar 44), 18 May 44. All in ABC
091.711 France (6 Oct 43). Sec I-A.
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United Kingdom, were in no mood to
yield on the directive. As a result no agree-
ment for over-all command of French
forces was concluded before the invasion of
northwest Europe. Inasmuch as no French
forces were to be committed in the assault,
the lack of a formal agreement was not of
immediate importance. Further, General
Eisenhower had declared in North Africa
that unless his orders were obeyed, the
supply of French units would cease.*

French Resistance

In his effortsto guarantee the success of
the D-Day landings, General Eisenhower
drew on the support of the Resistance or-
ganizations.which had been developed in
France since 1940. Organized spontane-
ously inside France these groups gave their
allegiance to various leaders. By D Day
they were divided into five movements:
L’Armée Secréte, which consisted of four
groups inthe northern and three in the
southern zone; the Maquis, made up of
young men who had fled to the mountains
of the Haute-Savoie to avoid German
forced labor drafts; the Francs Tireurs et
Partisans, a Communist-controlled para-
military section of the Communist Front
National, which had affiliated with L’Armée
Secréte; and Groupe de I’Armée, which was
Giraudist in sympathy and made up
largely of members of the demobilized
Vichy army. L’Armée Secréte was the largest
of the movements. It was governed by the
Conseil National de la Résistance in Paris, un-
der the guidance of the Bureau Central
de Renseignements et d’Action (Militaire)
(BCRA),which had branches in London
and Algiers. The Bureau acted on orders
from the French Committee in Algiers.*

The whole Resistance movement was
initially encouraged and co-ordinated by
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the Special Operations Executive (SOE)
set up by the British early in the war to
encourage patriot movements in occupied
countries throughout the world. The or-
ganization, headed by Maj. Gen. Colin
Gubbins, was a responsibility of the Min-
istry of Economic Warfare. The British
Government furnished men, transport,
and material for Resistance groups, and
the Special Operations Executive, the
War Office, and the Admiralty controlled
special operations relating to the Resist-
ance forces.*® They dealt with L’Armée
Secréte through a Gaullist-controlled bu-
reau in London. The other units acted
either directly or through missions or com-
mittees appointed by the Giraudists and
other special groups.

The Special Operations Executive had
initiated small-scale operations in France
inthe spring of 1941, but its plans for ex-
tensive use of Resistance forces in 1942

» Note, Gen Eisenhower, 11Jun 51, OCMH files.

s Mtg at Norfolk House, 9 Mar 44, dtd 28 Mar 44;
Jt Int Sub-Com Rpt on French Resistance, 19 Apr
44. Both in SHAEF SGS 370.64 France, French Re-
sistance (Guerilla Warfare), I. The various branches
of the Bureau were abbreviated as BCRA, BCRAL,
BCRAA. Apparently the London group at one time
was also abbreviated BRAL. Since the London
branch was the more important as far as SHAEF
was concerned, it is that branch to which this volume
will refer and the abbreviation BCRAL will be used
hereafter.

% For a discussion of SOE and its work, see Maj.
Gen. Sir Colin Gubbins, “Resistance Movementsin
the War,” Journal of the Royal United Service Institution,
XCIIl (May, 1948), 210-23. For a detailed study of
the Resistance movement see The French Forces of
the Interior, prep in French Resistance Unit, Hist
Sec, ETOUSA, 1944, MS, OCMH files. The author
isalso indebted for comments on these and other mat-
ters dealing with the French to a special memoran-
dum by Capt. Tracy B. Kittredge, USNR, who read
the initial draft section on French Resistance. Cap-
tain Kittredge, who as a member of Admiral Stark’s
staff in London served as interpreter in many inter-
views with the French leaders, emphasized the im-
portant role played by those Resistance units which
were not controlled by the French Committee.
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had been postponed when the projected
invasion was shifted from northern France
to the Mediterranean. Early in 1943, plan-
ning for the use of French Resistance forces
was again emphasized. In the summer of
that year, the United States established a
Special Operations Branch of the Office of
Strategic Services in London to aid in
Resistance  planning.”

COSSAC, seeing no immediate need for
Resistance plans in the spring and summer
of 1943, gave little supervision to the ac-
tivities of the British and U.S. special op-
erations sections before the fall of that year
although these groups maintained liaison
with COSSAC. After the outline plans
for OwverLorp and Rankin  had been
completed, General Morgan extended
COSSAC’s control over the work of the
special operations sections. In October
1943 the British Chiefs of Staff placed un-
der the Supreme Commander (designate)
the Special Operations Executive activities
in his sphere of operations, and in Novem-
ber the U.S. Chiefs of Staff gave him simi-
lar authority over the Special Operations
Branch of the Office of Strategic Services.
In the following March, the two organiza-
tions, headed by Brigadier E. F. Mockler-
Ferryman (SOE), and Col. Joseph F.
Haskell (SO), took the title of Special
Force Headquarters (SFHQ).*®

Steps were also taken in the spring of
1944 to co-ordinate Allied Resistance op-
erations with the French Committee of
National Liberation and French Regular
Army forces. Gen. Francois d’Astier de la
Vigerie, who had been representing the
French Committee in the United King-
dom since 1943, was directed to (1) par-
ticipate in the planning of Resistance op-
erations, (2) maintain liaison with the
French Military Mission in London and
with the Supreme Commander, (3) super-
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vise special operations carried out in
France from bases in Great Britain, (4) act
as representative of the French Committee
of National Liberation to the Supreme
Commander in all matters concerning
military administration in the northern
theater of operations, and (5) act as mili-
tary representative of the French Commit-
tee of National Liberation in London.*

General Koenig replaced General
d’Astier de la Vigerie in March 1944,
Near the end of April, Koenig announced
the organization of the Supreme Com-
mand of French Forces in Great Britain
and the European Theater of Operations.
He created a general staff of the French
Forces of the Interior and of Administra-
tive Liaison (FILA). The staff included
two executive branches, one, BCRAL, for
Resistance work, and the other, Mission
Militaire Liaison Administrative (MMLA),
for liberated territories.

Meanwhile, the Supreme Commander
on 23 March 1944 had assumed control
over all special operations in his sphere of
activity. A special section of SHAEF G-3
was directed to take responsibility for these
operations. SHAEF’s control included
general direction and planning, instruc-
tions as to target priorities, reduction or
increase of activities to conform to the Su-
preme Commander’s plans, and directions

¥ First draft of operational dir in SOE/SO, Jan
44, SHAEF G-3 Ops C 322-7, gives background in-
formation.

®The period of 1942-44 is covered by Organiza-
tion and Terms of Reference, SHAEF G-3 Ops C
322-7 (Ist, 2d, and 3d covers). See, in particular,
SOE/OSS Outline Plan for Supporting Operation
OverLoRrD, 30 Aug 43; Gen Morgan, Proposal for
Control by COSSAC of SOE/SO Activities in North-
west Europe, 2 Oct 43; COS (43) 237th mtg, 150Oct
43; Hg ETOUSA SC file 370.2/Gen, 11 Nov 43.

» Extract of memorandum signed by General
Giraud, laying down the duties of the senior French
general officer in Great Britain, 24 January 1944,
SHAEF SGS 092 France, French Relations, I.



154

as to the effort to be expended on various
activities. SHAEF’s sphere of operations
included Norway, Denmark, the Nether-
lands, Belgium, Luxembourg, France,
northwest and southern Germany, and
possibly Austria. An area in southern
France was suballotted to the Mediter-
ranean commander for operations in sup-
port of the invasion of southern France.*
SHAEF-controlled operations were to be
carried on mostly in France, both because
they could be more effective there and be-
cause the Allies preferred passive rather
than active resistance in the occupied
countries outside France during the inva-
sion period.**

SHAEF required the special operations
agencies to co-ordinate their activities with
21 and 12th Army Groups and their as-
sociated air and naval commanders. The
activities included sabotage, measures to
undermine the enemy’s morale, and inter-
ference with enemy military preparations.
Special stress was to be placed on measures
designed to aid the assault and on plans to
be put into effect in case of a German with-
drawal. SHAEF settled a jurisdictional
dispute between the special operations and
the psychological warfare agencies with its
decision that the special operations groups
could continue to distribute propaganda if
such work did not affect adversely their
other activities. Both the special operations
and psychological warfare agencies were
instructed to conform to basic plans pre-
pared in accordance with SHAEF direc-
tives.s2

In late May, SHAEF found it necessary
to issue still another directive on the co-or-
dination of Resistance activities when a
controversy developed between Special
Force Headquarters and the commander
of the Special Air Service. The latter
group had been established under the con-
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trol of Lt. Gen. F. A. M. Browning, com-
mander of Airborne Troops, 21 Army
Group, to furnish trained troops to stiffen
Resistance organizations in France. Gen-
eral Browning, opposed to control of these
forces by Special Force Headquarters,
proposed in mid-May 1944 that a new
headquarters be formed under SHAEF to
co-ordinate the actions of Special Opera-
tions Executive, Office of Strategic Serv-
ices, Political Warfare Executive, and the
Special Air Service. General Eisenhower
refused, saying that Resistance was a
strategic weapon which would be con-
trolled by SHAEF through Special Force
Headquarters.«

SHAEF, having accepted Resistance
activities as a means of aiding the cross-
Channel attack, set about early in 1944
finding the means of supplying the Resist-
ance forces with arms and sabotage
material. Such a program had been out-
lined back in 1941 and the British special
operations groups had already worked out
the pattern for getting such aid to France.
Initial operations had consisted of little
more than the parachuting of small arms
and ammunition to isolated French
groups, but they gradually became more
ambitious. In the fall of 1943, the Allies
began to develop special units of Allied

40 On 20 May 1944 control of Resistance groups in
southern France reverted to SHAEF by mutual agree-
ment of the two commanders. SHAEF then issued
general directives to the Mediterranean commander
for action by him in support of the Normandy inva-
sion and the proposed assault in southern France.

41 Appendix to rpt of 29 Apr 44, Resistance in Bel-
gium, Holland, Denmark, and Norway, SHAEF
SGS 370.64 France, French Resistance Groups
(GuerillaWarfare), I.

42 SHAEF dir to SOE/SO, 23 Mar 44, SHAEF G-3
Ops C 322-7.

4 Ltr. Browning to Bull. 15 May 44: Lt Col J. H.
Alms toBull, 19 May 44; Bull to Browning, 22-May
44; SAC to 21 A Gp, Dir onjt opns by Resistance
forces and SAS troops, 24 May 44. All in SHAEF G-3
Ops C 322-7.
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officers and men to drop behind the
enemy lines to aid in Resistance work.
One type, called the “Jedburgh team,”
consisted of three commissioned or non-
commissioned officers, one of whom was
usually French. One member of each team
was a radio operator and each team had
its own means of communications. An-
other type, called an “operational group”
and made up of four officers and thirty en-
listed men, was set up to attack military
targets and public works and to aid Resist-
ance elements. Five of these groups from
England and six from North Africa were
ultimately sent. Still a third type, Special
Air Service, consisted of two British regi-
ments, two French parachute battalions,
and a Belgian Independent Company,
some 2,000 men in all. Troops of this serv-
ice were trained either to operate unas-
sisted by Resistance forces, to augment
Resistance forces, to provide headquarters
elements andjunior leadership for a com-
mand organization in Resistance localities,
or to provide trained specialistsfor Resist-
ance forces.

In early February 1944, SHAEF be-
came concerned over the lack of adequate
airlift for the Resistance program. U.S.
officers at SHAEF and in the Special Op-
erations Branch of the Office of Strategic
Serviceswere worried in particular by the
great difference in the number of British
and U.S. planes assigned to supporting
Resistance operations. The disparity be-
tween the eighty-five British and fourteen
U.S. aircraft used for this purpose in Feb-
ruary 1944 was increased toward the end
of the month when the British assigned
additional aircraft to the special opera-
tions units. Colonel Haskell, head of the
Special Operations Branch, reported that,
in terms of supplies and aircraft, aid to
French Resistance was preponderantly
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British and would “quite rightly be recog-
nized by the French as such.” He con-
trasted delays and difficulties in getting
the promised U.S. planes with British
action in making available their supple-
mentary number of thirty-two Stirlings
one week after they had been allocated.#

U.S. tardiness in furnishing aircraft,
which Colonel Haskell, Ambassador Wil-
liam Phillips, and others feared would be
interpreted by the French as due to Amer-
ican indifference, stemmed from the diffi-
culty of fulfilling all of the U.S. strategic
bombing commitments. In mid-January,
it had been found that a priority system
and a careful scheduling of operations
were required if the heavy demands of the
Special Intelligence Services, Special Op-
erations, Psychological Warfare, and the
proposed railway bombing program were
to be filled. A special committee under
Lord Selborne, Minister of Economic War-
fare, undertook to regularize the use of air-
craft for these various activities.*

Both General Spaatz and Air Chief
Marshal Leigh-Mallory reminded SHAEF
in mid-March that the PoinTBLANK COM-
mitments left no additional aircraft for
Resistance activities. Air Chief Marshal
Tedder expressed strong doubts concerning
“the merits of the SOE/SO request and
the efficacy of the organization.” *® Un-

« Ltr, Haskell to Hq OSS, Washington, 22 Feb 44,
SHAEF G-3 SOE/SO Ops C 322-7 Organization
and Terms of Reference, 2d cover.

s For view of Ambassador Phillips, see note of 17
Feb 44 in Memo, Bull for CofS, 18 Feb 44, SHAEF
G-3 Ops C 322-7 SOE/SO Organization and Terms
of Reference, 2d cover. Memo by Bull on mtg of 13
Jan 44; Marshall to Eisenhower, 8 Mar 44; Eisen-
hower to Marshall, B-270, 14 Mar 44. All in SHAEF
SGS 370.64 France, French Resistance Groups
(Guerilla Warfare), 1.

% Bull to Chief, Plans and Opns Sec, SHAEF G-3,
9 Mar 44; Paper by Mockler-Ferryman and Haskell,
27 Mar 44, Both in SHAEF SGS 370.64 France,
French Resistance Groups (Guerilla Warfare), |.



156

fortunately, General de Gaulle did not
realize the factors involved in the U.S.
failure to provide more aircraft. The State
Department became sufficiently alarmed
at his pointed references to British aid to
warn General Eisenhower that the impres-
sion was being spread that the United
States was opposed on political grounds to
arming French Resistance forces. The Su-
preme Commander, at General Marshall’s
request, examined the situation on 1| May.
He admitted that recent supplementary
allotments of aircraft by the British had
considerably changed the initial perma-
nent allotment of thirty-two U.S. and
twenty-two British aircraft. More British
than U.S. supplies were being sent, he ex-
plained, because British stockpiles were
more easily available and because British
articles of issue, having been furnished
Resistance forces earlier, were more ac-
ceptable to the French who were now
accustomed to their use. General Eisen-
hower asked for more personnel and
means to equalize the contributions, and
added that he would try to explain the
U.S. position to General Koenig.*
Despite shortages in aircraft, the special
operations agencies were successful in get-
ting considerable quantities of supplies to
the Resistance groups in France. By mid-
April, an estimated 100,000 men had arms
and ammunition. In the face of vigorous
German countermeasures in 1943, and the
efforts of a strong Vichy police system,
estimated at 250,000, headed by Joseph
Darnand, the Resistance movement con-
tinued to be active. Besides supplying in-
formation on the movement of German
units, the Resistance forces conducted
small-scale acts of sabotage. Their major
effort was directed against the railways.
Pre-D-Day intelligence reports pointed to
the destruction or damage of 730 locomo-
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tives in a three-and-one-half month
period.*® To deal with this problem the
Germans had been forced to increase their
own railway employees in France from
10,000 in January 1944 to 50,000 and to
install rigid supervision of rail lines and
personnel. SHAEF estimated that even
with these difficulties, the enemy could
carry on efforts against the Allied landings
if he could maintain 100 trains per day.
Since the capacity of German-controlled
strategic lines was about 200 per day, the
margin was still large. The Joint Intel-
ligence Sub-Committee concluded cau-
tiously, therefore, that the effort of the
Resistance would be in the nature of a
bonus which could not be determined with
certainty and could not be taken into ac-
count in operational planning. The
SHAEF planners asked only for a measure
of delay to enemy reinforcements, pointing
out that, while this might seem too small a
result for such a great expenditure of lives
and effort, the delay would come at “the
critical period of OVERLORD when every
hour is vital.” *

The French drew up a series of plansin
London under the general direction of the
Allied special operations agencies. These
plans, approved by SHAEF in the spring
of 1944, included a number of specific op-
erations against strategic railroads and
highways, the electrical distribution sys-
—“misenhower, 17 Mar 44; Eisenhower to
JCS, 1 May 44. Both in SHAEF G-3 Ops C 322-7
Organization and Terms of Reference, 2d cover.
Marshall to Eisenhower, W-30283, 30 Apr 44,
SHAEF SGS 370.64 France, French Resistance
Groups (Guerilla Warfare), .

s JIC (44) 159, War Cabinet, Jt Intel Sub-Com
Rpt, 19 Apr 44, SHAEF SGS 370.64 France, French
Resistance Groups (Guerilla Warfare), 1.

1 JIC (44), 159 (0), Jt Intel Sub-Com Rpt, 19 Apr
44; SHAEF G-3 Memo, 29 Apr 44, sub: Resistance
by General Public in France, SHAEF SGS 370.64

France, French Resistance Groups (Guerilla War-
fare), I.
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tem, telephone and telegraph lines, muni-
tions and gasoline dumps, and enemy
headquarters.

Some weeks before D Day, special oper-
ations agenciesinstructed Resistance units
to listen to British Broadcasting Corpora-
tion announcements at the beginning and
middle of each month in order to get an
alert for the commencement of operations.
As soon as they received the first message,
they were to remain on the alert for a sec-

157

ond message which would give the signal.
SHAEF’s Message A was broadcast by
BBC on 1June and repeated the following
day. Onthe night of 5June all B messages
were sent. On the following morning, the
Resistance forces began to send detailed
information on current enemy movements
and started a series of attacks to forestall
enemy reinforcement of the assault area.s

so The French Forces of the Interior, Ch. Il, pp.
387-88, OCMH.



CHAPTER IX

Final Preparations
for the Invasion

In the final weeks before D Day, Gen-
eral Eisenhower spent much of his time
visiting Allied units and observing maneu-
vers and exercises. A firm believer that a
commander should show himself to the
troops, he, in common with General
Montgomery and General Bradley, made
numerous trips to military units. In spite
of conferences, staff meetings, and the re-
ception of prominent visitors, he found
time in the period between 1 February
and 1 June to visit twenty-six divisions,
twenty-four airfields, five ships of war, and
a number of depots, shops, hospitals, and
other installations.

He attempted to see as many men as
possible, to examine their weapons and
equipment, to speak informally to them
about the value of their specific tasks and
the importance of the larger mission of
which they were a part. He was anxious
not only to inspire the troops under his
command to do their best, but to develop
a feeling on the part of both the British
and U.S. troops that they were brothers-
in-arms.

While these visits were in progress, the
Allies were intensifying the air attacks on
the invasion coast, strengthening the prop-
aganda campaign against the enemy, and
making plans for effective use of the
French Resistance forces. The Supreme

Commander himself was ‘called on to
recommend and take action on security
measures, to discipline some of his com-
manders because of their breaches of se-
curity or issuance of unapproved state-
ments, and to give the final order for the

assault.
Intensified Air Efforts Against the Enemy

Air preparations for OVERLORD were
intensified in April 1944 and continued
with increased force until the assault.
Aside from the PoiNTBLANK operations,
which aided OVERLORD by attacks on the
German economy and air force, Allied air
activities consisted of a number of different
campaigns designed especially to expose
and soften up the enemy in the invasion
area. One of these, photographic recon-
naissance, begun more than a year before,
furnished the assault commanders with
photo coverage of the European coast from
the Netherlands to the Spanish frontier.
It was thus possible to plot coastal de-
fenses, bridges, prospective airfields, air-
borne drop zones, flooded areas, and
enemy dumps and depots. From 1 April to

! A list of visits has been included in Eisenhower,
Crusade in Europe, p. 238. Buicher, My Three Years With
Eisenhower, contains a number of references to Gen-
eral Eisenhower’s visits to troops in the period men-
tioned.
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THE SUPREME COMMAND

AERIAL RECONNAISSANCE photograph of beach defenses.

5 June 1944, the Allied Expeditionary Air
Force flew more than 3,000 photographic
reconnaissance sorties and the other air
commands flew an additional 1,500.

In March 1944 the Allied air forces
started their bombing operations against
enemy lines of communications in France
and Belgium with attacks against railway
marshaling yards and repair stations. In
the last weeks of May they began bombing
locomotives and bridges. Mid-April 1944
had already seen the opening of a special
campaign to neutralize coastal defenses,
and early May the startof an offensive on
enemy radar installations and wireless
telegraph facilities, ammunition and fuel
dumps, military camps and headquarters,
and airfields. The attack on V-weapon
launching sites, which had been inaugu-
rated earlier in the year, was stepped up

as the invasion period approached. Air
forces were also busy protecting the Allied
naval and ground forces against enemy
bombers and reconnaissance planes dur-
ing the assembly of the assault forces. Air
Chief Marshal Leigh-Mallory estimated
that in the six weeks before D Day the ene-
my flew only 125 reconnaissance sorties in
the Channel area and four over the
Thames Estuary and the east coast. Very
few of these approached land. Thus the

2 The information for this section has been taken
from Air Chief Marshal Sir Trafford Leigh-Mallory,
Despatch to the Supreme Commander, AEF, Novem-
ber 1944, Supplement to The London Gazette, December
31, 1946, pp. 42-54. Statistical information has been
included to give some idea of the forces employed and
the tonnages of bombs dropped. All statistics, as the
dispatch notes, are subject to correction. See also
Craven and Cate, The Army Air Forces in World War
I1: 11, ARGUMENT to V-E Day, January 1944 to May
1945 (Chicago, 1951), pp. 138-81.
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presence of the great concentrations of
men and craft did not become known to
the enemy. Those occasional bombers
which ventured over the British Isles were
usually dealt with effectively and were re-
sponsible for only incidental damage.

Propaganda Efforts Against the Enemy

Long-range strategic propaganda cam-
paigns were continued in 1944, being
changed only to focus attention on the
cross-Channel attack. The British Broad-
casting Corporation, which had been ac-
tive since 1939 in attacking German
morale and encouraging the people of oc-
cupied countries to resist, was joined
before D Day by the Office of War Infor-
mation short-wave transmitters operating
under the name of the American Broad-
casting Station in Europe (ABSIE). A
leaflet campaign, carried on since 1939
with the effective aid of the Royal Air
Force and augmented after August 1943
by the Eighth Air Force, was intensified
in the three months before D Day. During
the period between 1939 and D Day some
two and three-quarter billion leafiets were
distributed of which more than two billion
were dropped by the Royal Air Force.® In
addition, propaganda agencies supporting
SHAEF operations produced and dropped
a daily leaflet newspaper to the German
troops. Beginning on 25 April 1944 and
continuing until the end of the war, Allied
planes dropped between a half million and
a million copies of each edition of Nachrich-
ten fuer die Truppe. This publication con-
tained timely and accurate military infor-
mation and news from the German home
front designed to gain the German sol-
dier’s confidence in the truthfulness of the
source and to keep him fully informed of
the defeats suffered by the Germans and
their allies.*
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Besides carrying on pre-D-Day efforts
to undermine German morale, the Allies "
appealed to peoples in occupied countries
to resist the enemy and to prepare to sup-
port the Allied cause actively when liber-
ating forces landed on the Continent. Al-
lied planes dropped weekly newspapers
carrying news of interest and encourage-
ment to occupied areas. Beginning with
the British Courrier de I’ Air for the French,
and adding the American L’Amérique en
Guerre, the propaganda agencies extended
their activities to other occupied countries
and to Germany. The work of disseminat-
ing leaflets and newspapers, initially borne
in large part by the Royal Air Force, was
assumed more and more by the Eighth Air
Force, which assigned a special squadron
of B-17’s for the purpose.®

On 20 May 1944 the British Broadcast-
ing Corporation and the American Broad-
casting Station in Europe began a series of
“Voice of SHAEF” broadcasts beamed at
France, Belgium, the Netherlands, Nor-
way, and Denmark. Seven broadcasts
made before D Day instructed the peoples
of those occupied countries to gather infor-
mation which the Allied forces would need
on their arrival, but to refrain from pre-
mature uprisings.®

3 Memo, SHAEF for Br COS, 14 Mar 44, SHAEF
SGS 091.412 Propaganda, I. Psychological Warfare
Division (SHAEF), An Account of Its Operations in the
Western Européan Operation, 1944-45 (Bad Homburg,
1945) pp. 17, 159.

* PWD (SHAEF), An Account of Its Operations, p. 46,
says Nachrichten appeared in two editions which ran
from 750,000 to a million copies each. The same
volume speaks of “up to a half million copies daily—
sometimes more . . .” (p. 163) and again “‘quantities
per issue ranged as high as 1,700,000 copies” (Exhibit
21).

5 PWD (SHAEF), An Account of Its Operations, p.
159. :

8 Texts of Voice of SHAEF broadcasts are in PWD

(SHAEF), An Account of Its Operations, pp. 106-11.
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Securityfor the Operation

One of the important requirements for
the commander of any great military of-
fensive is the gaining of surprise. Because
of the hazards involved in assaulting a
heavily fortified coast, this element was
vital to the success of OverLorD. But the
extensive movements and concentrations
of men, supplies, and ships made the task
of preserving the necessary secrecy espe-
cially difficult. The most rigid precautions
became necessary. COSSAC in August
1943 established the OveERLORD Security
Sub-Committee of the Inter-Services Se-
curity Board to draft special regulations
for guarding secrets of the cross-Channel
operation. At the recommendation of the
subcommittee, COSSAC in September
1943 adopted a special procedure, known
as BicoT, by which all papers relating to
the OverLorD operations which disclosed
the target area or the precise dates of the
assault were limited in circulation to a
small group of officers and men and sub-
jected to stringent safeguards. The code
word NepTuNE was applied to these papers
to distinguish them from OverLorD docu-
ments that did not have to be handled
with the same extreme degree of caution.’

The most crucial period for secrecy was
that from mid-March until after D Day
when the heaviest concentrations of troops
and landing craft in the coastal areas were
being made. To deal with the problem,
SHAEF asked for regulations during the
critical weeks of preparation which would
bar the entry of civiliansinto coastal areas,
stop members of the armed forces from
taking leave outside the United Kingdom,
and forbid foreign diplomats from sending
messages in code from the United King-
dom. A special committee headed by Sir
Findlater Stewart and consisting of repre-
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sentatives of the British service ministries,
COSSAC (SHAEF),the Home Office, the
Ministry of Home Security, and the Min-
istry of Health undertook to formulate
such regulations.s

The civil ministries promptly objected
to some of the proposals. General Morgan
protested strongly against their stand and
stressed the grave military need for secu-
rity inasmuch as even a forty-eight-hour
warning to the Germans of Allied disposi-
tions or intentions would seriously dimin-
ish the chances of a successful landing.
Intimating that the civil ministries were
holding back in fear of offending the civil-
ian population, he warned, “If we fail,
there won’t be any more politics—and cer-
tainly no more Lend-Lease!” In view of
the Prime Minister’sand War Office’s op-
position to outright bans on visits of civil-
ians to restricted coastal areas, which Mr.
Churchill thought could be handled more
effectively by a ban on all communications
from the United Kingdom in the final
critical weeks, no action was taken in the
first two months of 1944.°

While broad security policy was being
considered by the ministries, General
Eisenhower ordered all units under his
command to maintain the highest stand-
ard of individual security disciplineand to
mete out severe disciplinary action in case
of violation of security. He required that
the greatest care be used, except in case of

“Memo, Maj Gen P. G. Whitefoord, 14 Aug 43;
Security Instruction 1, Communications, 17 Sep 43.
Both in SHAEF SGS 380.01/4 Security for Opns.

¢ Memo with appendices by Gen Whitefoord, 9 Sep
43; Barker to VCIGS, 18 Oct 43; COS (44) 7th mtg,
10Jan 44; COS (44) 10th mtg, 13Jan 44; Memo,
Smith for Br COS, 20Jan 44. All in SHAEF SGS
380.01/4 Security for Opns.

°COS (44) 7th mtg, 10Jan 44; Memo by Gilmer
for Smith concerning Morgan’s Itr, 4 Feb 44; Morgan
to G-2 and G-3, 9 Feb 44. All in SHAEF SGS
380.01/4 Security for Opns.
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operational necessity, to guard persons
familiar withthe chief details of impend-
ing operations from unnecessary exposure
to capture by the enemy as a result of par-
ticipation in preliminary landing opera-
tions, reconnaissance, or flights over the
battle area.»

General Montgomery in early March
urged the Supreme Commander to request
a ban, on visits by civilians to restricted
areas. General Eisenhower now insisted
that the War Cabinet impose the ban. He
warned that it “would go hard with our
consciences if we were to feel, in later
years, that by neglecting any security pre-
caution we had compromised the success
of these vital operations or needlessly
squandered men’s lives.” Four days later
the War Cabinet declared that from April
a visitor’s ban would be imposed “through-
out the coastal region from the Wash to
Cornwall, with the addition of an areain
Scotland adjacent to the Firth of Forth.”:

Despite the ban on visitsto coastal areas,
censorship of outgoing mail and news dis-
patched from the United Kingdom, and
restrictions on travel, there were still pos-
sible sources of leaks. The most feared of
these were diplomatic communications not
subject to censorship. The Foreign Office
and War Cabinet were understandably re-
luctant to apply so drastic a measure as
censorship to the correspondence of Allied
representatives. But General Eisenhower,
regarding this source of leakage as “the
gravest risk to the security of our opera-
tions and to lives of our sailors, soldiers,
and airmen,” on 9 April asked that such a
ban be put into effect as soon as possible
after mid-April. On 17 April, the War
Cabinet ruled that from that date foreign
diplomatic representatives would not be
permitted to receive or send uncensored
communications and that couriers of such
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staffs would not be allowed to leave the
United Kingdom. The restrictions were
applied to all foreign countries save the
United States and the USSR. Strong pro-
tests were immediately forthcoming, par-
ticularly in the case of the French Com-
mittee of National Liberation which
ordered General Koenig to break off nego-
tiations with SHAEF. A modification of
the ban was later made in favor of the
French, but the basic rule stood until after
D Day.x

Despite many precautions, leaks in secu-
rity occurred. A scare developed in late
March when secret documents dealing
with phases of the OvERLORD operation
were discovered in the Chicago post office.
Improperly wrapped, the envelope con-
taining them had come open and its con-
tents noted casually by a dozen postal
employees. A flurry ensued in Washington
and London until it was found that a ser-
geant in Headquarters, ETOUSA, had
addressed the envelope to his sister in
Chicagothrough an error. Investigation
showed that carelessnessand not espionage
was involved.* Far more serious and spec-
tacular was the case of the commander of
the 1 X Air Force Service Command in the
United Kingdom. The general, in the
presence of a number of guests in a public
dining room at Claridge’s Hotel on 18
April, declared that the invasion would
begin before 15 June 1944. When details

0 Eisenhower to 21 A Gp, FUSAG, AEAF, and
ANCXF, 23 Feb 44; Morgan to ANCXF and AEAF,
28 Feb 44. Both in SHAEF SGS 380.01/4 Security
for Opns.

11 Montgomery to Eisenhower, 3 Mar 44; Eisen-
hower to Br COS, 6 Mar 44; Hollis to Eisenhower,
11 Mar 44. All in SHAEF SGS 380.01/4 Security
for Opns.

2 Eisenhower to Brooke, 9 Apr 44; Brooke to
Eisenhower, 17 Aug 44. Both in SHAEF SGS 311.7/1
Stoppage of Diplomatic Communication.

1 Diary Office CinC, 23 Mar and 4Apr 44.
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of the incident were confirmed, General
Eisenhower, a West Point classmate of the
officer, ordered him removed from his
post, reduced to his permanent rank of
colonel, and sent back to the United
States.

After the war, German files in Berlin re-
vealed that the enemy by the opening
weeks of 1944 had discovered the meaning
of OverLorD and was certain that the
main attack for 1944 would be in western
Europe and not the eastern Mediterra-
nean. This information, which reached the
Germans from sources in the British Em-
bassy, Ankara, initially identified the
main attack as OverLock. Later reports,
rated by the Germans as accurate since
their disclosure was contrary to English in-
terest, were regarded as “conclusive evidence
that the Anglo-Saxons are determined toforce a
show-down by opening the second front in 1944,
However, this second front will not be in the Bal-
kans.” The analysis of 8 February 1944 by
the Chief of the Western Branch of the In-
telligence Division of the German Army
(OKH/FremdeHeere West)stated:

1. For 1944 an operation is planned outside
the Mediterranean that will seek to force a deci-
sion and, therefore, will be carried out with
all available forces. This operation is prob-
ably being prepared under the code name of
OverLorD. The intention of committing
large forces becomes clear from the fact that
the operation is expected to produce the final
military decision within a comparatively
short period of time. . . . On 18Jan 44, there-
fore, the Anglo-Saxon command was committed to a
large-scale operation which would seek a final deci-
sion (second front).

The documents lack any indication of the
exact area of this major attack. However,the
distribution of enemy forces and troop move-
ments clearly point to England as a point of
departure.

Two weeks later, an intelligence report
added:
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The frequently expressed determination to
bring the war to an end in 1944 is to be consid-
ered the keynote dthe enemy’s operational plan-.
ning. It is also reﬁeatedly mentioned as a
definite fact that the decision will be sought
by a large-scale attack in western Europe. In this
connection Turkey’sentry into the war is con-
sidered of value only within a limited period
of time. From the foregoing facts it must be
concluded that a showdown s to be attempted
during the first—or at latest during the sec-
ond —third of 1944. The early start of opera-
tionsin Italy (fighting at Cassinoand Anzio)
which must be considered only with the
framework of the over-all operational plan-
ning of the enemy (holding attack) pointsin
the same direction.s

The possibility that the name of the op-
eration would leak out had always been
considered by the OverLorD planners.
They would have been relieved to know
that their most carefully guarded secret—
the exact area of the main blow and the
approximate date—were not included in
the German intelligence estimates; Later,
they would have reflected that by the end
of May everything which appeared in the
January and February estimates, except
the code name OverLorp, could have
been easily surmised from the accountsin
the Allied press.

The Patton Episode

Scarcely had General Eisenhower pun-
ished the Air Force general for a breach of
security when he was faced with the pros-
pect of removing an Army commander, Lt.
Gen. George S. Patton, Jr., from command

1 Diary Office CinC, 12 May 44; New YorkTimes,
June 7, 10, 1944; Eisenhower to Marshall, 3 May 44,
Eisenhower personal file.

5 German Foreign Office political report IM51
gRs, 8 Jan- 44 (copy dtd 12 Jan 44), Intelligence
analysis, Militaerische Auswertung der Sonderunterlagen
WFSt ueber Tuerkei aus dem Zeitabschnitt Sept. 43-Jan.
44,8 and 21 Feb 44,0berkommando des Heeres/Fremde
Heere West Hundakte Chef. [lItalics in original.]
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of the Third U.S. Army. In an effort to
avoid any incident in the United Kingdom
which might reawaken the public’s mem-
ory of the Sicilian episode in which Gen-
eral Patton had slapped a patient in an
Army hospital, General Eisenhower had
warned the Third Army commander
shortly after his arrival not to make public
speeches without permission, and to guard
all his statements so that there would be no
chance of misinterpretation. Shortly after-
ward, as the result of a flurry over a speech
he had made before a U.S. group in Eng-
land, General Patton promised to refrain
from public utterances. Near the end of
April, however, in speaking before what
he believed to be a private gathering, the
Third Army commander declared that the
United States and Great Britain would
run the world of the future. This apparent
affront to other Allied powers led to angry
outcries in the U.S. Congress and press.
General Marshall, who was trying to win
Congressional approval for an Army per-
manent promotion list including General
Patton’s name, was dismayed by the inci-
dent which brought into question the
Third Army commander’s fitness for com-
mand and threatened to kill all Army
promotions.*¢

General Eisenhower asked General
Marshall if retention of General Patton
would diminish the confidence of the pub-
lic and the government in the War De-
partment, indicating that in such a case
stern disciplinary action would be re-
quired. He then sent a blistering letter to
General Patton asking for a complete
explanation and warning him of the
“serious potentialities” of his speech. Re-
flecting on the fact that the Third Army
commander seemed incapable of holding
his tongue, General Eisenhower informed
General Marshall that “on all the evi-
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dence now available I will relieve him
from command and send him home unless |
some new and unforeseen information
should be developed in the case.” He was
reluctant to take this action in view of
General Patton’s proved ability to conduct
‘““a ruthless drive,” and added that there
was always the possibility that the war
might yet develop a situation where Pat-
ton, despite his lack of balance, “should be
rushed into the breach.” **

Before receiving the second message sug-
gesting relief of the Third Army com-
mander, General Marshall assured Gen-
eral Eisenhower that confidence of the
public in the War Department had to be
measured against the success of the Over-
LorD operation. He declared: “If you feel
that the operation can be carried on with
the same assurance of success with [Lt.
Gen. Courtney H.] Hodges in command,
for example, instead of Patton, all well and
good. If you doubt it, then between us we
can bear the burden of the already unfor-
tunate reaction. I fear the harm has already
been fatal to the confirmation of the per-
manent list.” On 1 May General Marshall
gave General Eisenhower exclusive respon-
sibility for deciding whether or not to keep
Patton in command. He insisted that the
position of the War Department was not to
be considered in the decision, but “only
OvERLORD and your own heavy responsi-
bility for its success.” '®

The Supreme Commander, aware “that
the relief of Patton would lose to us his ex-

16 Marshall to Eisenhower (apparently 26 Apr 44),
Diary Office CinG, 11 Dec 44.

17 Smith to Marshall, 27 Apr 44; Eisenhower to
Marshall, 29 Apr 44; Eisenhower to Patton, 29 Apr
44; Eisenhower to Marshall, 30 Apr 44. These mes-
sages in Diary Office GinG and Eisenhower personal
ﬁl(?g Marshall to Eisenhower, 29 Apr 44; McNarney

for Marshall to Eisenhower, | May 44. Both in Eisen-
hower personal file.
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perience as commander of an Army in bat-
tle and his demonstrated ability of getting
the utmost out of soldiers in offensive op-
erations,” decided on the basis of the ef-
fects upon OVERLORD to retain his subor-
dinate in command. He informed the
Third Army commander that he was be-
ing kept despite damaging repercussions
resulting from his personal indiscretions.
“I do this,” he added, “solely because of
my faith in you as a battle leader and for
no other motives.” The decision was ap-
plauded in Washington by Secretary
Stimson who praised General Eisenhower’s
judicial poise and good judgment “‘as well
as the great courage which you have
shown in making this decision.” **

Exercises and Maneuvers

The numerous exercises held before the
invasion gave the Supreme Commander
an excellent opportunity to see his troops
in action and to find errors which would
need elimination before D Day. Begin-
ning in late December 1943, a series of ex-
ercises was held at brigade, divisional, and
corps level. Final rehearsals were held in
late April and early May in the south of
England. Activities included the concen-
tration, marshaling, and embarkation of
troops, a short movement by water, disem-
barkation with naval and air support, a
beach assault using service ammunition,
the securing of a beachhead, and a rapid
advance inland. The rehearsals were
planned to resemble the OVERLORD opera-
tion, except for differences in the sequences
of landings and timing made to deceive
the enemy if he was observing the maneu-
vers. The Allies were perturbed when,
during one of the last exercises, a German
E-boat attacked seven LST’s, sinking two
of the craft with more than 700 casualties.
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The enemy concluded that the craft were
engaged in exercises, but scemed to draw
no conclusions from them relative to the
cross-Channel operation.

The rehearsals were followed by the
final and major briefing of the key com-
manders. This conference was held under
the supervision of SHAEF on 15 May in
St. Paul’s School, General Montgomery’s
headquarters in London, in the presence
of the King, the Prime Minister, Field
Marshal Smuts, the British ‘Chiefs of Staff,
members of the War Cabinet, and the chief
Allied commanders—one of the great mili-
tary gatherings of the war. General Eisen-
hower opened the meeting and was fol-
lowed by General Montgomery, Admiral
Ramsay, Air Chief Marshal Leigh-Mal-
lory, and General Bradley who gave broad
outlines of the revised plans for OVERLORD
as well as a statement of the support the
various commanders were to receive in
their operations. The King and the Prime
Minister also made short speeches. Of this
dramatic meeting, General Eisenhower
later wrote that it ““not only marked the
virtual completion of all preliminary plan-
ning and preparation but seemed to im-
part additional confidence as each of the
scores of commanders and stafl officers
present learned in detail the extent of the
assistance he would receive for his own
particular part of the vast undertaking.” *°

The Decision To Go

With final preparations under way, the
Supreme Commander considered the all-
important question of the date for OvEer-

1¢ Eisenhower to Marshall, 3 May 44; Eisenhower
to Patton, 3 May 44. Both in Eisenhower personal
file. Stimson to Eisenhower, 5 May 44, Diary Office
CinC.

20 Butcher, My Three Years With Eisenhower, pp. 539-
40; Eisenhower, Crusade in Europe, p. 245.
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LorD. In the discussions at Tehran, 1 May
1944 had been provisionally accepted.
When it became necessary to enlarge the
assault area and seek more landing craft,
the date was changed to the end of May.
Ultimately the target date—Y Day—the
date on which all preparations had to be
complete, was set for 1 June. It was under-
stood that D Day, the day of attack, would
come as soon thereafter as the tides, phases
of the moon, hours of daylight, and
weather would permit. A study of these
factors revealed that only three days in
early June—>5, 6, and 7—filled all require-
ments of the invasion force. On 8 May, the
Supreme Commander after a discussion
with his commanders selected the date of
Y plus 4 (5 June). General Eisenhower in-
formed the Combined Chiefs of Staff of
this decision on 17 May, saying that 6 and
7 June were acceptable in case bad weather
interfered but that any further postpone-
ment required major changes in the opera-
tion or a delay until 19 June when tidal
conditions would again be favorable. He
asked them to notify the Russians, who
had promised to start their attack shortly
after the cross-Channel assault, of the
change in date.”!

On the assumption that the attack
would be made on 5 June, the Supréeme
Commander gave orders in mid-May for
the concentration of the assault force near
the invasion port areas of southern Eng-
land. The enormous heaps of munitions,
supplies, and equipment which had been
stored throughout the United Kingdom
were now moved by unending convoys to
the south., As warehouses overflowed, the
- matériel was placed in carefully camou-
flaged positions along the roadways pre-
paratory to final loading. Thousands of
men next moved into tented areas in the
fields of Cornwall, Devon, Sussex, and the
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other southern counties, whence they
could be taken to landing craft waiting in
near-by coves and inlets and then trans-
ported to the great concentrations of ships
at Portland, Plymouth, Portsmouth,
Southampton, and the Isle of Wight.

Meanwhile, special efforts were made to
get the men keyed to the proper psycho-
logical pitch for the attack. General Eisen-
hower urged his commanders to overcome
any lack of a will to fight on the part of
their troops by explaining the critical im-
portance of defeating the Germans. Arti-
cles in Army publications stressed the
vicious policies and beliefs of the enemy
and the necessity of dealing ruthlessly with
him. To combat the fears of those who an-
ticipated heavy losses in the invasion and
dreaded the shock and pain of battle, the
Supreme Commander urged troop leaders
to discuss candidly with their men the D-
Day prospects. Service newspapers, like
Stars and Stripes, ran special articles which
described the miracles of modern combat
medicine and gave optimistic predictions
on the chance of survival.

The best psychological preparations for
the cross-Channel landings lay, however,
in the personal briefings which unit com-
manders gave their men. Gathered to-
gether in units as small as platoons and
squads, the men carefully studied their
particular assignment for D Day. Foam-
rubber models of the beaches, detailed
maps and charts of the landing area, pho-
tographs of fortifications and obstacles
were analyzed for enemy strength and
weakness. An attempt was made to orient
each man, showing him his place in rela-

21 Diary, Office CinGC, 9 May 44; Eisenhower to
CCS, SCAF 30, 17 May 44. Maj. Gen. John Russell
Deane, in The Strange Alliance: The Story of Our Efforts
at Wartime Co-OperationWith Russia (New York, 1947),

p- 150, tells of various changes in date which he gave
the Russians in Moscow.
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tion to other men in his platoon and the
units on his flanks. He became familiar
with the landmarks which were supposed
to greet him when he got ashore, the exits
by which he could leave the beach, and
the likely locations of minefields and ma-
chine gun nests. More important to his
peace of mind was the assurance of power-
ful naval and air support which was sup-
posed to neutralize enemy opposition. At
last, after the marshaling areas were care-
fully sealed off from the rest of England by
wire and armed guards, the men were
given the exact place of landing, the target
date of the attack, and the broad outline of
what the Allies expected to do once they
got ashore. Before the end of May, it was
clear that this concentration was not
merely another exercise.

With the final briefings went the water-
proofing of vehicles, the checking of wea-
pons, adjustments of personal gear, and
last-minute inspections. Invasion money
was issued, family allotments made, and
precautions given on the proper behavior
of soldiers in liberated countries. Spurred
by a last-minute warning that the enemy
might use gas to stop the invasion, the Al-
lied commanders reiterated their standing
instructions concerning the means of de-
tecting and combating such attacks. Nor
were the perils of the sea forgotten as sea-
sick pills and vomit bags were handed out,
and lifebelts issued and tested. Now that
the men knew where they were going,
French phrase books were distributed and
enterprising linguists held occasional
classes for soldiers who looked forward to
social interludes on the Continent. At
length, cigarettes, toothbrushes, extra
socks, K and D rations, and rounds of am-
munition were passed out to each soldier.
Little remained then but to get a crew cut,
write a last letter home, and make a final
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inspection of equipment. By 1 June, as the
units farthest from the invasion area began’
their move, few details had been over-
looked. The first days of June brought an
almost unbearable tension as the men,
aware that their return home depended on
the speed and effectiveness with which
they completed their task, waited im-
patiently for the word to go.

But that word depended on one factor
that could not be arranged by the plan-
ners—the weather. In the last days of
May, the Supreme Commander began to
watch the weather forecasts very closely.
He got in the habit of talking over the re-
ports with the Chief Meteorological Offi-
cer, SHAEF, Group Captain J. M. Stagg,
so that he understood fully the value of the
reports and the basis on which they were
made. On 1 June, General Eisenhower ar-
ranged for the Allied commanders to meet
him daily to consider the final decision for
the attack. He realized that it was unlikely
that so great an operation could be started
and then stopped again without complete
loss of 