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920 Ambrose: Grand Strategy of World War II

GRAND STRATEGY OF WORLD WAR 11

The strategy adopted by the United States in World War IT has been criticized on
the grounds that it failed to look beyond the defeat of Nezi Germany and Imperial
Japan to the problems of the postwar era. In this second article of a three-part series,
Professor Stephen E. Ambrose examines the strategic decisions made by the United
States in World War I, He coneludes that, despite some mistakes, America emerged
from the war with a greatly improved international position compared to 1941, and
it was achieved at @ minimum cost.

A lecture delivered at the Naval War College
by
Professor Stephen E. Ambrose
Ernest J. King Chair of Maritime History

It is relatively casy to generalize on
the stralegic aims of nations involved in
total war, while it is not so easy to
generalize on the aims of nations in-
volved in limited wars. In World War {1
Germany aimed at world conquest, al-
though in a rather vague way; specifi-
cally, her immediate detailed goals were
the complete domination of Furasia and
the Mediterrancan. The British songht
to prevent this and at the same time lo
hold on to their Lmpire, whieh, in
praetice, meant keeping the lid on anti-
colonial forces freed by the chaos of
war. The Russians at first aimed only at
survival, after Stalingrad their most im-
portant goal was the ereation, throngh
armed oecupalion, of a seeurity zone
around their borders.

The Japancse program simed at
making Japan the great power of the
Paeific, which ineluded establishing con-
trol of China, Irench Indochina, the
Malayan Peninsula, and the Duteh Fast
Indies. It was essential to the Japanese

that they have these areas if Japan were
lo be a preat power, for despite her
human rcsources Japan was almost
devoid of critical raw materials, es-
pecially oil. The place to get the oil was
Southeast Asia. ‘I'his fact dictated Japa-
ncse policy, whieh, it must be empha-
sized, was always limited. Iiven in their
wildest fantasies the Japanese did not
dream of world conquest.

Why, then, did the Japanese attack
the United States? Strategically, because
the American colony of the Philippines
lay dircetly athwart the Japancse line of
advance; emotionally, because the Japa-
nese were conyinced that the United
States would never allow them to ad-
vanee inlo Malaya or the Dutch Last
Indies without striking against the
flanks of their lines of ecommunications.
More fundamentally, they realized that
the United States did not wish to see
them beeome a great power and would
eonsislently oppose their advance south-
ward. Thus, although the Japanese
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realized that if they goaded the United
States into war and Ameriea ehose to
fight it to a finish they werc doomed,
they felt even more that they were
doomed without war. They were con-
vineed that the United States was de-
termined to reduce Japan lo a posilion
of secondary importance, which left
Japan with no alternative but to go to
war while she still had the power to do
80.

What, then, of America? Onr poliey
in the war has been vieiously attaeked in
reference to grand strategy as well as
tactical decision. The major complaints
have been that America had no policy
short of defeating the Nazis and the
Japanese, that our lcaders ignored the
Soviet threat, and that they forgot that
the purpose of the Armed l"orces is to
provide for the econlinuing seeurity of
the Nation, not just victory in war, and
that as a result of lhe inadeguate
strategy pursued, the United States was
in a worse position at the end of the war
than it had been in 1939, despite
enormous sacrifices.

I suspect that something like this
view is the most popular image of
Amecriea’s World War 1l strategy in the
country today. T asscrt that it is dead
wrong. America made many mistakes in
the war, some avoidable, some not, a
few of which [ shall diseuss. But, on the
balance, T do not see how we could have
obtained a better return on investment
than we did.

The first goal of American strategy
was the defeat of Nazi Germany. This
was achieved, perhaps not as quickly as
it might have heen, but sooner than
anyone dared hope in the dark days of
late 1941. 1t is easy to forget today who
Hitler was and whatl the Nazie repre-
sented, bul it seems to me thal no
reasonable person ean believe that we
would be better off today if we had
helped Hitler defeat Stalin and allowed
Germany to control Eurasia. One might
make an argument thal things would
have turncd out better in Asia if we had

let the fapanese win, but it shonld he
recalled that the }apanese wanted to
exclnde the white man from Asia al-
together, shutling America ont of a
potentially rich trading market while
denying to us the natural resources of
the area. Mao eould never have won in
China if we had not driven the Japancse
out for him, but if the Japanese had
won, we would not today have access to
the oil of Indonesia.

The great Ameriean strategie deeision
of the war was Burope first, code name
*Rainbow 5.7 1t was based on the
conviction that llitler was more of a
threat than the Japanese, a conviction
that was unquestionably eorrect. Gen-
eral MacArthur and a few aenior naval
officers grumbled about the deeision,
but Admiral King never wavered in his
commitment to it. For all the Army
jokes about King having his own private
war in the Paeifie, in fact the CNO saw
the neeessity lor lurope-first as clearly
as did Army Chief of Staff George
Marshall.

The reasons were manifold. Distanee
was an important factor. [t was approxi-
malely twiee as far to American bases in
the Pacifie as it was to Furope, which
meant it took two ships going to the
Paeifie to do the job that one could do
in llurope. The worldwide shortage of
shipping made this a crueial factor. In
llurope we had two major allies with
whom to fight, while in the Paeific
(except in Burma) we, in effect, fought
alone. This meant we eould hring our
power to bear againet Hitler mueh more
quiekly and effectively than we could
against the Japanese. On the higher level
of national policy, Europe was obvi-
ously far more significant lo the United
States than Asia. The importance of our
eeonomic, historical, aud cultural ties
with the Conlinent cannot be over-
emphasized. If the United States were
shut out of Asia, that would be bad; if
we were shul oul of Europe, thal would
be disastrous.

Onee again there was the difference
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in the capabilities and goals of the two
major Axis Powers. As Adm. Harold R.
Stark put it to Roosevelt in 1941, we
eould win in Lhe Pacific and still tose in
Europe, but if we won in Durope we
would cerlainly win in the Pacific.

The second major American deeision
of the war, less discussed than Rainbow
3, could be called that of cutting costs.
The United States was determined to
win decisively, everywhere, hut at the
lowest possible eost. Lt is nicely summed
up in Mauriec Malloff’s article, “I'he 90
Division Gamble”™ in the hook Com-
mand Decisions. Matlotf points out that
Roosevelt rejected Army plans for 200
divisions and insisted on holding the line
at 90, partly to make sure American
casugllies were low, partly to insure a
eontinued high flow from Ameriea’s
faetories not only of implements of war,
but of civilian goods as well.

Most nations at war fight with what
they have at hand, more partieularly
with what they have more of than their
opponents or their allies, The great
advantages enjoyed hy Amerieans in Lhe
war were that they had more material
and money than anyone else, and they
were physically separated from the ag-
gressors. Therefore, like Great DBritain in
the 19th cenlury, it was obviously a
wise American policy to send goods to
others to do the bulk of the fighting
that had to be done, especially since the
United States did not have to devote an
excessive share of her production to war
goods Lo provide the tools neeessary to
defeat the Axis nor was her homeland
threalened, Geography had played a
great role in Britain’s domination in the
19th century; geography was ecntral Lo
America’s rise in the 20th century. All
the nations involved in World War 11
wanled viclory al the lowest possible
cost, but America was the lueky one.

Roosevelt’s poliey of limited mobili-
zation, which continued through the
war, left the Uniled States at the war’s
conelusion in by far the most powerfnl

position of all the Allies. The American
ceonomy was intact and hooming, the
Pacific had hecome an American lake,
with U.5. Nayy bases seattered through-
oul the ocean and with U.5. Army
troops in occupalion of the leading
industrial power of Asia. America was
the teader of a rapidly emerging West
European union. Whether these results
came abont because of a hrilliant appli-
cation of a poliey of following national
self-interest or simply because of geo-
graphical luck or a comhination of both
did not really matter. America did as
much as was necessary and found her-
self in the happy position of either
conlrolling or having a major influenee
in four of the five great industrial
regions of the world—the Ruhr, Eng-
land, Japan, and the United States itself.
Only the Sovict Union stood outside the
Ameriean sphere. All the European and
most of the Asian nations had to face
enormous problems of reconstruetion,
whether they were among the winners
or losers in the war; in America, the
major problems were how to absorb the
returning veterans and avoid a de-
pression,

But if America’s overall record was
exeellent, she did make mistakes that
can be eriticized. Many of these were
the result of the absence of any formal
struelure within the Government to set
national policy. Roosevelt generally ig-
nored the State Department, the Cabi-
nel seldom met in full session, and there
wus little cooperation between the
armed services and the civilian minis-
trics, even the State Department. Roose-
velt operated informally, cheeking here
and there as the mood hit him. The
resulling abseuce of structure led to a
certain confusion and drift in policy.
The Amerieans did nol aim single-
mindedly to prevent the rise of leftwing
political forces in the world nor even to
the quick defeat of Germany nor to the
postwar position of Ameriea in Europe
and the Pacific. There were operations
that embraced one or another of these
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goals, but there was no single guiding
star.

Whal consistency there was came
from the military. After 1942 military
constderations dominaled, and the gen-
erals and admirals enjoyed unprece-
dented power. This was increased he-
causc they did have an ageney that
could set eommon policies, the Joint
Chicfs of Staff, bul the JUS did not get
ita power instantly, It did not even exist
al the beginning of the war, and
throughout 1942 Roosevell ignored or
went connter to mueh of its advice. It
eame inlo being in December 1941,
when the British eame to Washington
for a conference on the eonduel of the
war. The British already had a formal
military structure, the Chiefs of Staff
Committee (COS). To provide a parallel
organization, the Americans established
the JCS. Composed of Marshall, King,
Gen. Henry Arnold of the AAL, and
Adm. William l.eahy, Roosevelt’s per-
gsonal Chicef of Staff, the JCS had a wide
range of committees and agencies under
it, providing the Chiefs with informa-
lion, posilion papers, #nd recommenda-
tions. 'I'he JCS was inlerested in and had
influence over nearly every aspect of Lhe
American war cffort. lts unity and
prestige were such that it was the closest
thing the United States had to the
British War Cabinel, The two coequal
hodies, JCS and COS, then merged into
the Combined Chicis of Staff (CCS),
which became the agency responsible
for the direction of the Anglo-American
military effort.

The CCS reported to and took its
direction from the two heads of govern-
ment. When the military chiefs agreed,
the tendency was Lo inform Churchill
and Roosevelt about what would be
done; often, however, the CCS eould
nol agree, at which point the political
leaders had to break Lhe deadlock and
make the deeision. In praetice, mueh to
Marshall’'s chagrin, this meant that
Churehill had a large influence on the
development of American poliey, for he

was proficient at swinging Roosevell
around Lo his point of view.

Basic strategic and political differ-
ences between the Allics were apparent
from the initial mecting of the CCS.
Churehill presented the British view,
which called for closing and tightening
the ring against Germany then stabbing
in the knife when the enemy was
exhausted. e advocaled a serics of
operalions around the periphery of Hil-
ler’s Luropean fortress, combined with
bombing raids against Germany itself
and encouragement to resislance forces
in the occupicd conntries, ‘|'his repre
sented traditional British poliey, aban-
doned only onee, from 1914 to
1918 —an aberration Churchill was de-
termined not Lo repeat. lle would let
the continentals do their own fightling,
Just as the great British statesmen of the
past had done.

The Ameriean military opposed
Churchill’s policy. Marshall felt that the
elosing and lightening the ring concept
was risky rather than safe, that it would
wasle lives and material rather than save
them, and that it was politically unwise
rather than shrewd. To leave the Red
army Lo face the overwhelming majority
of the Wehrmacht, Marsholl believed,
was Lo court disaster. He was not at all
sure thal the Russians could survive
unaided, and he thought it would be the
greatest military blunder of all history
to allow an army of 8,000,000 men to
go down to defeat without doing any-
thing Lo prevent il. For the Allics to
avoid a confrontalion with the Germans
on the Continent in 1942 or 1943 might
save Anglo-American lives in Lhe short
run, hut it might also lead to a complete
victory Tor Hitler in the c¢nd. Lven if
Churchill was right in supposing that the
Red army would hold out and eventu-
ally take care of the primary joh—
breaking the Wehrmaeht’s baek—
Marshall believed that the effeet would
be o let the war drag on into 1944 or
even 1945, The end result would be
higher, not lower, Anglo-American
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casualties, Finally, Marshall teared that
he would not be ahle to hold the
President and the American people Lo
the Germany-tirst commitment, with its
implication of a passive defense in the
Pacific, if nothing decisive were heing
done in Europe. The Asia-firsters, with
their already impressive political base in
the Uniled States, would be able to
switeh priorities and force the adminis-
tration Lo ecucentrate on Lhe ]apancsc.

Marshall therefore proposed Lhat the
CCS set as a goal for 1942 a buildup of
American ground, air, and naval forces
in the United Kingdom, with the aim ot
launching a massive eross-Channel in-
vasion in the spring of 1943. Tle argued
that only thus eould the Americans
bring their strength to hear in a deeisive
mannet; only thus eould the Allics give
significant help to the Russians; only
thus could the final aim of viclory be
quickly achieved.

There were two speeifie prohlems
with Marshall’s program of a 1942
buildup and a 1943 invasion. First, it
would he of no help Lo the Russians in
1942, and sceond, it wonld mean that
the United States would spend a year
without ¢ngaging in any ground fighting
with the Germans. The sccond point
worried Roosevelt for he wanted to get
the American pcople Lo feel a sensc of
eommitment in Lhe struggle for Lurope
(well into 1942, public opinien polls
revealed thal Americans remained pas-
sive ahout the German threal, eager to
strike back at the Japancse). The tastest
way to do il was to gel involved in
Furopean fighting. The President there-
fore insisted that Americans engage Ger-
mans somewhere in 1942, preferably
before the congressional eleclions in
November. But Roosevelt was also
drawn to Churchill’s coneept of closing
the ring, with ils implication that the
Russians wonld take the bulk of the
casualties, and he was determined that
the firsl American offensive be success-
ful, all of which made the periphery

ﬁL‘Of World War II
i

W

more templing as a targel than north-
west Furope.

Marshall proposed, as an addilion to
his program for a 1943 invasion, uan
emergeney landing on the I'rench coast
in Scptemher 1942, The operation, code
name “Sledgehammer,” would he in the
nature of a suicide mission designed Lo
take pressure off the Russians. 1L would
go only if an immediate Russian col-
lapse seemed inevitahle. But although
Marshall had no intention of starting
Sledgehammer except as a last resort, he
eould and did hold it out to Roosevelt
as an operalion that would salisfy the
Presidenl’s demand for aclion in 1942,
The obvious diffienlty was the risk, and
Churehill countered with a proposal to
invade 1'rench North Africa, code name
“T'oreh,” as a heginning in the program
of closing the ring. This was ecrlainly
much safer than a eross-Channel attack
in either 1942 or 1943, espeeially since
il would be a surprise assault on the
Lerritory of a neutral nation (the I'rench
armistice government at  Vichy con-
trolled the Y¥rench ecolonies). Torch
dovelailed nicely wilth Brilish political
aims, since it would help the British
rcestablish their position in the Mediter-
rancan, currently reduced Lo Gibraltar,
Malta, and Egyp!.

Marshall’s and Churchill’s proposals
were mutually exclusive. Tn July 1942
Roosevelt sent Marshall, Ilarry Hopkins,
and Admiral King to London lo reach
agreement with the British. But the CCS
could not agree. The Dritish refused to
commit themselves to Sledgehammer,
said they were willing Lo study a 1943
cross-Channel invasion further, and in-
gisted that something be done in 1942,
Marshall and King refused to be sucked
into North Africa, which they feared
would tie down the Allies for a year or
more, thus making a 1943 invasion
impossible and leaving the Red army to
its own devices. When they could nol
move the Uritish, Marshall and King
reported a deadlock to Roosevelt.

Roosevell had to  decide, The
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pressures on him, from all sides, were
enormous. Soviet I'oreign Minister
Molotov had visited him in the spring,
and in a burst of enthusiasm Roosevelt
had promised a second front in 1942,
Although the President had tried to be
nonspecific  about  where the front
would be opened, Molotov, like all the
rest of the world, thought of a second
front only in terms of the plains of
vorthwest Europe. Roosevelt also knew
that the Itussians werc hard pressed,
faeing nearly 200 Nazi divisions on a
front that extended fromn leningrad to
the Caucasus. Huge arcas, including
Russia’s prime industrial and agricul-
tural lands, were under occupalion.
With millions of casualties already in-
curred and a desperate need lor time in
which to rebuild his industry and army,
Stalin regarded a sccond front as abso-
lutely essential and as a clear test of the
Western democracics’ good faith. If the
Anglo-Americans did nothing to draw
off some German divisions, the Russians
could only beliecve that the Allies were
willing to see llitler win, in the easl at
least.

loosevelt was never foolish enough
Lo believe thal anyone but the Nazis
would benefit from a German viclory
over Russia nor did he wanl Stalin to
think that he hoped that would happen,
but he did have other concerns and
pressures. America was nowhere near
full mobilization. Whatever Marshall’s
plans, the U.S. Army could not by itself
invade ['rance. LEven in eombinalion
with the British, the United States
would have laken heavy casunalties.
Churchill and the COS were insistent
about not going baek onto Lthe Conti-
nenl iu 1942 or, indeed, until every-
thing had been well prepared, and they
made north Africa sound attraetive to
the President. Churchill was willing Lo
go himself to Moscow to explain Torch
to Stalin and said he eould convince the
Sovicts that ‘Torch did constitute a
second front. Given British intrausi-
ence, it seemed Lo Rooscvelt thal for

1942 it was Toreh or nothing. He
picked Torch.

On 22 July Roosevelt gave his orders
to Marshall, still in London. Gen.
Dwight Eisenhower, commander of the
Ameriean forces in Britain, commented
that 22 July could well go down as the
“blackest day in History.” Eisenhower
and Marshall were eonvinced that the
decision to launch a major invasion of
I'rench north Africa in November 1942
would have repercussions that would
shape the whole course of the war, with
implications that would stretch oul far
into the postwar period. They were
right. Once Toreh was successful, the
temptation to build up the already
exisling base in Algeria and ''unisia and
usc it as a springboard for further
operalions was overwhelming. By far
the greater parl of the Anglo-American
effort in 1942-43 went into the Mediter-
ranean, first in North Africa, then Sieily
(July 1943), and finally laly (Septem-
ber 1943). lmpressive gains were made
on the map, but there was no decisive
destruction ol German power.

The Russians sleimmed the Nazi tide
and then begen to roll it back. Viclory
was corming, and the Anglo-Ameriean
casnalty lists werc short, but, neverthe-
less, the price was high. Because the end
in Furope was delayed, the swilchover
to the full offensive in the Pacific had to
Le delayed too. Russian suspicions of
the Western democracics, already great,
increased.  The Anglo-Americans, be-
cause they refused Lo participate in the
liberation of the area, forfeited all right
to influence lhe postwar situation in
East Burope. They had alrcady done so
at Munich, leaving the organization,
polilies, social structure, and loyallics of
the arca in llitler’s hands. They did so
again in 1942-43 by agreeing, in cffect,
that whoever won the Russo-German
war could control the arca, since they
would nol involve themselves in the
fighting.

[L was nol a conscions dceision,
certainly not in the terms outlined
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above. The practical problems involved
in launching a 1942 or even a 1943
invasion were cnormous, perhaps insur-
mountahle, Lt is quile possible that the
British were right in arguing that o
cross-Channel  attack  begun  belore
everylhing was ready would simply re-
sult in a hlood hath, leaving the Anglo-
Americans in an cven worse posilion.
And, in any case, the policy did work
for the Uniled States, for il meanl no
dcfeats and eontrol of Western lurope.
Bul the point was that the polilical
consideralions laken into account did
not include the postwar organizalion of
Last Lurope. Political motives were
paramount in lhe Torch decision, hut
Lthey had nothing to do with control of
the lurasian  heartland. Churchill
wanled a strong Brilish presence in the
Mediterranean, while Roosevell wanled
n quick and relalively safe American
involvemenl to hoost morale al home.
Bolh got what they needed {rom Torch.

The major Anglo-American mililary
operations in 1943, as Marshall had
feared would be the case, were direcled
against Ilaly. They hegan with Lhe in-
vasion of Sieily, where il took over a
month lo drive lwo German divisions
from the island, and were followed by
the assault on Salerno. Even though
Llaly quit the war, it was nol unlil
mid-1944 that the Allies reached Rome
and nol until the spring of 1945 that
they controlled the whole of lualy.
Heavy military commilments were made
for rcsulls Lhal were slim. The Allies
tied down some 20 German divisions in
Italy, and they had ohlained some
additional airficlds from which Lo send
bombers againsl Germany, bul that was
all.

In the Far Easl, meanwhile, limita-
ticns on available weaponry and man-
power was the major factor in American
strategy. The United Stales devoled
nearly 40 percenl of its lotal effort in
World War 1l to the Pacific, bul much of
that cfforl was eaten up in shipping, and
1e. amonnl of force the Nation could
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bring to hear was much less in Asia than
in Europe. As a result, the American
strategy in the Pacilic was to avoid the
Japanese strongpoints and initiate
opetalions thal would conserve men and
material. In practice, this meanl no
heavy American involvement on main-
land Asia, which, in turn, meant the war
was primarily the Navy’s show. Insofar
as Lthe United Slates never eame to grips
with Lhe main forces of the Japancse
Army, America pursued a peripheral
stralegy in the Paeitie, The island-
hopping campaign the Americans pur-
sued worked, In the sense thal it
brought the Army and Navy ever closer
to the home islands of Japan and gave
the Navy important hases in Lhe Pacilic
lor the postwar period, bul there was a
political price. In Europe, the process of
closing in on lhe Germans carried with
iL lhe dividends ol putling American
troops in Antwerp, Paris, and Rome. In
Asia, lhe process of closing in on the
Japanese gave the United Slates control
of islands in the Paecific, bul not of
China.

The strategy that put Americans on
the key islands grew out of military
necessity, personality  confliel, and
political motivation. After falling hack
from Lhe Philippines in the early spring
of 1942, the Americans began building a
base of operations in Australia. They
already had one in the Cenlral Pacifie
on Hawaii. Top Army and Navy olficials
did not get on well with one another,
and cach service had a differenl idea as
to Lhe proper manner of condueting the
war; Lhe disagreemenls were so sharp
that, uolike the situalion in Furope,
Navy admirals refused Lo subordinate
themselves lo Army generals, and vice
versa. The resull was a division of the
area inlo Lwo thealers, the Soulhwest
Pacific and the Cenlral Pacifie, with the
Army under MaeArthur responsible for
the Southwest and the Navy under
Adm. Chester Nimitz in charge of the
Cenlral Pacific. MacArthur’s base was
Auslralia; his stralegy was to move .
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northwards through the Last [ndies, and
the Philippines Lo get al Japan. Nimitz,
in Hawaii, wanled Lo advanee weslward
through the Central Pacilic. In the end,
both approaches were used.

When MacArthur gol lo Australia
after his flight lrom Bataan, he an-
nounced grandiloquently, “l shall re-
turn” to Lhe Philippines, The War De-
partment liked the phrase but thought
the statement should read, “We shall
return,” since presumably MaeArthur
would nced help. MacArthur refused Lo
change it, and ““I shall return™ it re-
mained. Senior olfieers in the Navy
objected; they felt thal making the
effort to get back into the Philippines
was nol worth the men and material
required. Better, the Navy reasoned, Lo
bypass the Philippines and go steaighl Lo
Formosa or even lo concentrate exclu-
sively on the Central Pacific, Mae-
Arthur’s crities, and Lheir number was
legion, believed that the only reason the
United States returned 1o the Philip-
pines was to enhanee MacArthur’s per-
sonal prestige.

MacArthur’s egotlism was great, bul
his desire to go back to the Philippines
mvolved sowmething more than personal
satisfaction. Ile had spent mueh of his
life in the 'ar Kast, considered himsell
an expert on orientals, and believed that
Lhe future lay with Asia. Furope was old
and decrepit, Asia young and vibranl.
MaeArthur thought it would be madness
for the United Stales Lo ever get in-
volved in a land war in Asia, bul this
military judgment only rcinloreed his
parallel belief thal il was imperative [oc
the United Stales to control the off-
shore islands, particularly the Philip-
pines and Japan. The general knew that
if the United States bypassed the Philip-
pines, leaving the Japanese garrison in-
tact, it would be diffieult for America
to rcassert herself when the Japanese
surrendered. The people who would
piek up the arms the Japanese laid down
would he the Iuks, a Communistded
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conlrolled vast scetions of the eolony. If
Lhe Huks once gained power, it might be
impossible Lo root them oul, and the
TTuks were nnfriendly Loward native
landlords, Ameriean investors, and the
idea of America retaining military hases
in the Philippines. MacArthur’s insis-
lence on returning to the Philippines,
therelore, went heyond egolism and
even beyond the need to defeat Japan.
lle was interested in forestalling the
(Cominunists in an area that was crucial
to Ameriea’s postwar Asian policy, and
he was sucecessful.

I would like to take up onc addi-
Lional major strategic decision of the
war, that is, the unconditional surrender
policy.

Armchair strategists have had hours
of lun with unconditional surrcnder,
usually for the wrong reasons. To he
unclerstood, it has to he seen in Lhe
conlext in whieh it was issued, and hike
any major policy the pluses have Lo he
halanced against the minuses. IMirst, con-
trary to the popular helief, it was not a
sudden inspiration of Franklin Roose-
velt’s, casually announced in January
1943 in the romantic atmosphere of
Casablanca. [t was, rather, a ealeulated
deeision, agreed to by Churchill, which
amwounted to an announcemeut to the
world on Allied poliey. The key faetor
wus the Darlan deal. Two months
cartier, in Novemher 1942, Lisenhower
had made a deal with Adm. Jean Darlan,
Vichy’s Commander in Chief, which
gave [darlan administrative eontrol of
I'rench North Africa in return for an
end Lo hostilities between the Vichy
Freneh and the Anglo-Amerieans. Eisen-
hower conceived of the deal as a straight
military operation, hut it had wide-
spread  repercussions. Darlan was
["ascist, and his administration of north
Africa was highly repressive (Jews could
nol own properly, practice professions,
attend school, and so on).

Liberals in the Allied world were
shocked. In her first eontacl with the

enemy, America had completely ignored
seafamy: P ¥ 1en
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the principles announced in the Atlantic
Charter and dealt with a Fascist. Ed-
ward R. Murrow, the radio announcer,
demanded to know what the hell was
going on, He asked if this meant we
would also deal on the basis of military
expediency with Mussolini and Hitler.
Stalin wondered too, and his curiosity
wag more dangerous, for if he concluded
that the Anglo-Americans would make a
deal with Hitler, he might very well try
to beat them to the punch.

In the first instance, therefore, un-
conditional surrender was, in effect, a
proclamation to the world that there
would be no more Darlan deals.

Second, unconditional surrender was
a brilliant diplomatic stroke. It was
purposely vague. No one knew what it
really meant, and Roosevelt gave out no
details. Presumably unconditional sur-
render meant the Allies would fight
until such time as the Axis governments
put themselves unconditionally into the
hands of the Allies, but beyond that
nothing was known. What kind of gov-
ernments would replace those of Mus-
solini, T'ojo, and Hitler? Obviously there
would be a period of military occupa-
tion, with control invested in an Allied
military government, but then what?
Roosevelt did not say, which was bril-
liant, for it kept the Big Three from
fighting over war aims. Given the dif-
ferent needs and aspirations of the Big
Three, it might have been disastrous for
them to discuss war aims in any detail
(as it, in fact, nearly was at Yalta and
Potsdam, when the discussion could ne
longer be postponed). They could all
agree, however, on eliminating Hitler.
Unconditional surrender kept their eyes
riveted on the area of agreement. The
policy was also a nice way of avoiding
the problem of what to do with Hitler
and the Nazis when the end came. Ip
the 19th century, and earlier, govern-
ments could survive defeat and continue
to rule; World War I showed that gov-
ernments that lost a war also lost their
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power at home. Unconditional sur-
render merely recognized that fact.

The major criticism of the policy,
that it gave fuel to German propaganda
and kept the Germans fighting longer, is
undoubtedly correct, but it must be
balanced. It also gave the Allied fighting
men something tangible to fight for, as
it made the issue of the war clear. No
laborious explanations about the war
were necessary; no one had to explain
to the troops about balance of power
and economic investments and domi-
noes and living up to our commitments
and so on. The purpose of the war was
to eliminate Hitler and the Nazis. Surely
that was a good cause—I myself cannot
think of a better one—and uncondi-
tional surrender underlined it.

If there has been a theme to what I
have said, | suppose it is that America
did better in World War Il than she is
generally given credit for, especially by
Americans. The overall record was a
good one; we emerged from the war as
by far the most powerful nation in the
world. It was not Roosevelt’s fault that
we did not do more with the victory.
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