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CHAPTER 1

Economics and War
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Approximately a generation ago, historians finally realized that much of what they had written about battle and war in the past had neglected the effects of logistics. While they may have been aware of the old adage “amateurs talk tactics, while experts talk logistics,” they had largely ignored logistical concerns, except for a few feeble mentions of famine-induced disasters. The probable reason is that logistical studies are boring and recounting logistical matters invariably slows down the narrative pace of a campaign history. After all, who really wants to read about how many trains it took to move ammunition to the front in 1916 or about the hay consumption rate of one of Murat’s cavalry divisions? 1



Though historians begrudgingly allowed logistical concerns into the mainstream of military history, they have still largely barred the door to the study of economic matters. While no one has analyzed the divorce of economics from most histories of war, that failure probably has two causes: economics lacks drama, and it is often hard to understand. Among historians who research and write about armies sweeping across continents and who paint verbal pictures of brutal battlefield carnage, there is little desire to delve into the economics that drive the character and form of war. Furthermore, the “dismal science” of economics is not a subject military historians typically have invested much time in learning.2 This neglect will likely  widen as economics continues on its current path toward pure mathematics and model-based econometrics, and slips farther from its original moorings connected to political economy.

Over time, this historical oversight led to considerable misrepresentations of history. For example, the greatest historian of the ancient world, Thucydides, made only one mention of the Athenian silver mines in his history of the Peloponnesian War. In a speech, Alcibiades urged the Spartans to fortify Decclea: “Whatever property there is in the country will become yours, either by capture or surrender, and the Athenians will at once be deprived of the revenues of their silver mines at Laurium.”3

Following Thucydides, two millennia of historians, for the most part, have identified Athens’ failed Syracuse Expedition as the turning point in the Peloponnesian War. Actually, Athens made good most of the losses from that campaign in a remarkably short period and continued the war for another decade. What wrecked Athenian power were the successive economic hammer blows of losing the silver revenues from Laurium, isolation from the revenues of the Delium League, and, finally, the blockade that a Spartan fleet (financed by Persia) imposed between Athens and its Black Sea food sources.

Likewise, few historians focus on the discovery of two major silver mines in Macedonia as a major factor in Phillip’s rise to dominance over Greece, or how that new wealth allowed Alexander to purchase the loyalty of his army by paying them twice the going wages of the most skilled masons.4 In the Roman era, military historians marvel at the brilliant maneuvers and stratagems of Hannibal and his nemesis Scipio. Few ever mention, however, how the silver mines Hannibal controlled in Spain allowed him to keep his army in the field for almost two decades without financial support from Carthage. This factor also explains Scipio’s strategy of cutting off Hannibal from this inexhaustible source of finance, while securing the mines for himself and Rome before launching his invasion of the African coast.5 In fact, Caesar, in his war against Pompey a century and a half later, invaded Spain for the same reason: before the first winter of the war was over, he had exhausted the fifteen thousand gold bars and thirty thousand silver bars that he had seized from the Roman treasury.

Historians who focus on the military dynamics of the situation often wonder what was behind Caesar’s propaganda statement, “I go to meet an army without a leader, and I shall return to meet a leader without an army.”6 The reality is that Caesar chose his main theater of operations not because Pompey had troops there, but because that was the location of the mines that  would finance his war. Lost on most military historians is a fact Caesar knew well: the base of Pompey’s power was Spain’s wealth. Knowing it would take time to mobilize the wealth of the eastern portions of Rome’s empire, Pompey had placed seven legions in Spain to protect that source of funds and recruits. Caesar knew that without access to Spain’s mines Pompey would inevitably find it difficult to finance another army.7 As it turned out, by Herculean efforts Pompey extorted sufficient money to raise an army, but it was a near-run thing and his raids on temples throughout Asia Minor and confiscation of their gold and silver did much to undermine his local support.8

In summary, for the 2,500 years that historians have studied war, they have largely neglected its economic sinews. As such, historians have mostly missed the way finance and economics have driven changes in operational and strategic methods, as much as if not more than technology, logistics, or even the operational brilliance of commanders. So, it is unremarkable that, while most military histories give at least passing reference to Britain’s subsidies to its allies in the wars against France, there is precious little investigation into just how England revolutionized national finance so that a small, underpopulated nation could raise the funds required to fight wars on a global scale.9

So, it is also of little surprise that there are few military histories of World War II that focus on how economics drove Allied strategic decision making, an observation that until recently also has been true of the Axis.10 There are, admittedly, passing references to Hitler’s decision to send Kleist’s panzers into the Caucasus for economic reasons, as well as his famous complaint, “My generals do not understand economics.” There is also lip service paid to the fact that World War II was a war of production and materiel resources, won, in Churchill’s words, “on a sea of oil.”11 Besides the work of a few economic historians who demonstrate little interest in the relationship between economics and military operations, however, serious military historians have largely failed to examine the economic decisions that drive war production or to relate them to the critical military choices of the war.

In considering World War II, this neglect has led historians to accept some startling fallacies and miss the true revolution that occurred in translating “economic potential” into the munitions of war. This book focuses on how a few almost-forgotten economists determined when the Normandy invasion would occur. In reinterpreting the strategic history of the war, it also challenges four main planks underpinning much of the extant literature. These planks have gained almost mythical status, each of which will be shown to be untrue: 1. The myth that Lieutenant General Albert Wedemeyer’s prescient findings in his “Victory Program Report” became the foundation for strategic planning as well as the basic guidance for U.S. munitions production throughout the war is at odds with the demonstrable facts. The effects of Wedemeyer’s Victory Plan were minimal, and what impact the report did have was almost uniformly negative.
2. The proposition that General George C. Marshall at the Casablanca Conference was a strong advocate for a second front in 1943 but British intransigence stymied his aims does not accord with the full historical record. General Marshall became aware immediately before the Casablanca Conference that the munitions production he expected the United States to produce in 1943—the basis of his strategy—would not be fully available until June 1944. Therefore, an invasion in 1943 was impossible.
3. To argue, as most historians have done, that President Roosevelt’s insistence on setting what at the time appeared to be both astronomical and impossible production goals inspired and provided impetus to American industry to reach record levels of production, ultimately burying the Axis under a tsunami of U.S. munitions, is also incorrect. I will show that Roosevelt’s ill-thought-out goals and his stubbornness about adjusting them came close to seizing up the entire production program and ending any practical chance of invading northern Europe in 1944. Furthermore, his insistence on producing what he called his “must items” threw U.S. production so out of balance that it endangered the conduct of military operations.
4. Finally, the myth that in the pursuit of total victory the American people sacrificed so that consumer production facilities could convert to war production is also demonstrably untrue. Consumer spending in America went up (as a percent of GDP) every year of the war, and virtually all wartime munitions production can be accounted for by GDP growth and not by limitations placed on consumer production.


There is also a factor more profound than these that economic and military historians have overlooked. World War II overturned the economic basis of major-state war, which had held true since the Battle of Marathon 2,500 years before. For more than two millennia, money had been the determining economic influence on war. As long as a ruler had the equivalent of cash on hand or access to a loan, he could continue to prosecute any war of his choosing. There were always sufficient armories to produce war materiel and enough people whose service was for sale.

Beginning in eighteenth-century Britain, this truism eroded as revolutions in the industrial and financial world began. Together, these fundamental changes eventually made possible a true nation-in-arms far beyond the dreams of the French Revolutionaries and their levée en masse. Industry could now produce armaments in quantities that were entire orders of magnitude beyond what the artisans of the past were capable of, while the Bank of England’s consols could pay for them.12 Britain had discovered that it was better for an economy to maintain a high level of liquidity by keeping as much specie in circulation as possible rather than hoarding cash and gold reserves for potential wars. By creating reliable programs for emergency debt finance, peacetime Britain could invest its income back into growing the economy while simultaneously ensuring a ready source of cash in the event of war.

Nevertheless, old habits die hard, and before the onset of World War I many looked with trepidation at the German war reserves stored inside the Spandau Fortress.13 Rather than spend or invest a large segment of the reparations France paid after the Franco-Prussian War, Germany had stored away $70 million of gold to defray the costs of a future war. When, on the eve of war, someone reminded future British prime minister Lloyd George of this apparently massive gold reserve, he responded, “A mighty sum, but England will raise the last million.”14 It was a remarkable testament to his faith in Britain’s capacity to finance a prolonged conflict, as well as proof that his government, if not historians, realized that the ability to raise massive sums of cash was still the determining economic factor in war.15

In any event, no one in 1914 could have envisioned the colossal sums of cash twentieth-century warfare would consume. The much-feared Spandau gold reserves proved insufficient to cover even two days of the war’s expense during a major offensive. While methods of finance had improved considerably in the century and a half since Pitt the Elder, they still strained under the stress. Without the timely intervention of the United States and its untapped financial resources, the Allied financial system would have collapsed.16 Accessing this American financial stream was by no means an easy task and the scope of the effort involved was daunting. By 1916 Britain was spending $5 million a day on the war, of which $2 million had to be raised in the United States. Still, it was not until the British credit crisis of 1917 that the United States began providing credits to the British government.17

While the Allied financial system adjusted to the demands of global war, industry also rapidly converted to meet new challenges. Though there were early shortages of materiel as the combatants either built or converted plants,  once industry hit full stride it easily met war demands, particularly after the United States added its massive production potential to the Allied pool.18 Reports of British Cabinet meetings of the period often reflect a concern about raising more millions, but have nary a word about running short of production capacity. While finance had closed the gap on production, it had not yet caught up. As long as the cash held out, there were always sufficient munitions available for purchase.

World War II reversed that situation. For the first time, the warring powers ran out of production capacity long before they ran out of money.19 As U.S. Secretary of War Henry L. Stimson said after the war, “The one thing upon which the whole country was agreed was that the services must have enough money. At no time in the whole period of the emergency did I ever have to worry about funds; the appropriations from Congress were always prompt and generous. The pinch came in getting money turned into weapons.”20 As evidence that modern financial methods had closed the funding gap, the week after the United States entered the war, the head of the Federal Reserve, Marriner S. Eccles, announced he would throw the entire power of the Federal Reserve behind the war effort and that there were more than sufficient funds available to pay for the total mobilization of the country for war.21

Nevertheless, politicians and planners in the United States were slow to adjust to the new reality. Consequently, there were ferocious struggles between the military, civilian production experts, and the White House. From the beginning, each party knew it was in a war of production and that the Allied powers were counting on the United States to bury the Axis powers under an avalanche of war materiel. Roosevelt announced as much in his State of the Union speech one month after the attack on Pearl Harbor:It will not be sufficient for us and the other United Nations to produce a slightly superior supply of munitions to that of Germany, Japan, Italy, and the stolen industries in the countries which they have overrun.

The superiority of the United Nations in munitions and ships must be overwhelming—so overwhelming that the Axis nations can never hope to catch up with it. In order to attain this overwhelming superiority the United States must build planes and tanks and guns and ships to the utmost limit of our national capacity. We have the ability and capacity to produce arms not only for our own forces, but also for the armies, navies, and air forces fighting on our side.22





It was also during this speech the Roosevelt laid out his “must items,” which were to plague both the production experts and the military for the next few years. He announced that he had ordered government agencies to take all steps necessary to produce sixty thousand planes in 1942 and one hundred twenty-five thousand more in 1943. In this speech, Roosevelt also ordered that forty-five thousand tanks were to be built in 1942 and another seventy-five thousand the following year. Not quite finished, he also ordered fifty-five thousand antiaircraft guns and an additional 16 million deadweight tons of shipping to be built by the end of 1943.23 When economists and industrialists questioned the feasibility of such plans, Roosevelt had a ready answer: “Let no man say it cannot be done. It must be done—and we have undertaken to do it.”24

Unfortunately, Roosevelt’s hopes were built on faulty assumptions. The reality was that even the United States could not achieve such monumental goals, and all of Roosevelt’s cheerful optimism, cajoling, and demands for the impossible could not make it happen. In fact, his demanding the impossible actually meant that the United States would produce considerably less than if the government had told industrialists to produce an optimal amount. Unfortunately, few if any senior officers in military procurement ever grasped this point. But one can hardly blame them, since at this point in the war only a mere handful of people—unknown economists and statisticians—understood the concepts of industrial feasibility and optimal production goals.25 These people and their contribution to victory in World War II remain mostly unknown, because military historians have greatly distorted the story of what has become known as the “Victory Program.” The next two chapters will deconstruct the myth that a lone genius on the Army staff devised the strategic and industrial plan that would win the war, and will also correct the record so that those who did understand and undertake this endeavor get the credit they deserve.






CHAPTER 2

Unmaking the Victory Program

[image: 003]

It has become an article of faith among historians that then–Major Albert Wedemeyer, a junior member of the Army’s War Plans Division, foresaw and laid out America’s mobilization and production effort during World War II. The basis of this claim lies in a nineteen-page document, “The Ultimate Requirements Study: Estimate of Ground Forces,” that Wedemeyer completed in early September of 1941. The histories of World War II, which mention what became known as the “Victory Program,” generally focus on this as a document of remarkable prescience and the basis of most of America’s wartime strategic and mobilization planning. Ironically, such reviewers developed this opinion without ever reading the document. In fact, Wedemeyer’s Victory Program was wrong in nearly every particular.1 Moreover, its effect on mobilization or future war plans appears to have been virtually nil. In fact, one searches in vain for documents, memos, or letters produced during the war that reference Wedemeyer’s program.2 In modern terms, Wedemeyer’s version of the Victory Program is analogous to any one of hundreds of PowerPoint presentations given to Pentagon audiences every month—over in an hour and just as quickly forgotten.



It was not until after the war that historians discovered Wedemeyer’s Victory Program and created the myth of a lone genius who clearly saw the path the United States must follow. In Chief of Staff: Prewar Plans and  Preparations, a volume of the Army’s official history of the war, Mark Watson devotes a whole chapter to Wedemeyer’s work.3 In only a single footnote does the reader learn that the chapter rests almost entirely on the author’s conversations with by then–Lieutenant General Wedemeyer.4 In fact, Wedemeyer’s life-long marketing effort to secure his place in history appears behind virtually all of the uncritical acceptances of claims that he was the author of the Victory Program. In his own 1958 book, Wedemeyer Reports!, the general was not shy about claiming credit as the genius behind U.S. planning for the war. He went into great detail about how he formulated the Victory Program and how it influenced later deliberations.5 Throughout his life, Wedemeyer’s various efforts at self-promotion were unceasing. In an extensive oral history recorded by the Center for Military History in 1972, he again put the formulation of the Victory Program at the forefront of Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) planning for the war.6 In the same interview, however, Wedemeyer lamented that he had never received credit for many of the other ideas, which he claimed originated with him, including the plan for Operation Overlord and the postwar Berlin Airlift.7

In 1990 the Center for Military History continued a long tradition of official scholarship crediting the Victory Program to Wedemeyer when it published Charles Kirkpatrick’s An Unknown Future and a Doubtful Present: Writing the Victory Plan of 1941, which argued that Wedemeyer’s Victory Program represented the most important strategic document of the war. Only in the preface does the author acknowledge that his entire work rests on extensive interviews with Wedemeyer, who oversaw every aspect of the writing and production of yet another official report glorifying his work.8

Wedemeyer’s greatest postwar public relations coup, however, was to call his study the Victory Program, thereby confusing or conflating it with the actual “Victory Plan,” which industrialists used to conduct their production planning. The actual title of General Wedemeyer’s study was the more prosaic, “The Ultimate Requirements Study: Estimate of the Army Ground Forces,” and the term Victory Plan occurs nowhere in the text.9 The actual Victory Plan was a combination of a strategic policy document written by Chief of Naval Operations Admiral Harold R. Stark, and a production plan written by Stacy May, an economist in the Office of Production Management (OPM). The contributions of both will be examined in considerable detail later.

Churchill’s comment that “history would be kind to him because he intended to write it”was not lost on Wedemeyer.To a large degree, Wedemeyer patiently wrote himself into the historical narrative step by step over the course  of fifty years. As a result, historians have generally accepted the general’s version that his Victory Program was central to America’s planning in World War II. How did he get away with this historical scam? Mostly by focusing attention on the one thing his Victory Program got right. Wedemeyer had predicted that the United States could field a maximum military force of between 12 million and 14 million men, a figure remarkably close to the number finally mobilized—12 million at the peak.10

Late in life Wedemeyer provided an account of how he arrived at this number. He claimed to have inquired from a number of government agencies and Princeton University’s Demographics Center as to the number of people it would take to maintain industry, agriculture, and government.11 Once he had those figures in hand, he deducted the final total from the male population: what was left over was available for mobilization. Such a thoughtful approach would be more believable if any records of such inquiries could be found in the papers Wedemeyer later deposited at the Hoover Institution.12 Moreover, Princeton’s Demographics Center during the prewar period focused its research exclusively on fertility studies and third-world development, and would not have possessed the information Wedemeyer required.13

In most of his interviews, however, and in his own book, Wedemeyer claimed he reached this number by conducting a thorough study of military history to determine that a country could mobilize at most 10 percent of its total population before it would ruin its economic base and no longer be capable of supporting its war effort.14 Given that the United States had a prewar population of approximately 140 million, it was a simple mathematical equation to arrive at the conclusion that it could mobilize only 14 million. Unfortunately, even the most elementary survey of military history fails to support Wedemeyer’s assertions. Prior to the French Revolution and the advent of the levée en masse, it was unheard of for military forces to approach even 3 percent of a nation or region’s population for any prolonged period. Even the highly organized Roman Empire found it impossible to sustain a mobilization level much greater than 2 percent.15 Table 2.1 shows the military participation ratio that nations sustained prior to 1789.16

Even at the height of the Napoleonic Wars, the French had only 1.1 million of their population under arms, a bit less than 5 percent. By 1813, however, France could not even sustain that level of mobilization, though Prussia had managed by this time to mobilize 6 percent of its population. Of course, this Prussian achievement was possible only because Britain, through subsidies, was underwriting a substantial portion of Prussia’s economic burden.17 Russia,  with a much larger population but an inferior economic base, was able to mobilize only 2 percent of its population for the great effort in 1813 to finish off Napoleon.18

 

Table 2.1 The Military Participation Ratio: The Principal European Powers, 1789
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Source: Strategy World n.d.

 

By 1914 the spread of the Industrial Revolution had made it possible for Western nations to support far larger forces than ever before. One would expect that it was this conflict, which ended at the start of Wedemeyer’s military career, that most influenced his conclusions. Once again, however, the actual mobilization numbers do not justify his maximum numbers of 10 percent.

As Table 2.2 indicates, France and Britain mobilized more than double the numbers of men that Wedemeyer argued was the maximum possible. In fact, France suffered casualties that exceeded Wedemeyer’s maximum limit for total mobilization, while Germany and England were not far behind. If Wedemeyer had focused his studies on only American wars, he would have found some support for his 10 percent number during the Civil War, but in no other American conflict (see Table 2.3).19

So where did Wedemeyer’s 10 percent figure come from? With no evidence of serious analysis on his part, one can only assume that he made up his estimates out of whole cloth.20 Wherever it came from, Wedemeyer used that calculation as the basis of the rest of his strategic plan for the conduct of World War II. Rather than attempting to design military forces based on national objectives and what the military required to achieve them, Wedemeyer designed a force based entirely on what his fabrications suggested the country could support—in other words, the exact opposite of how one should make strategic plans.

 

Table 2.2 National Mobilization for World War I
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Source: Spencer C. Tucker, The European Powers in the First World War: An Encyclopedia (New York: Garland Publishing, 1996); Philip J. Haythornthwaite, The World War One Source Book (London: Diane Publishing, 1993); and Michael Clodfelter, Warfare and Armed Conflicts: A Statistical Reference to Casualty and Other Figures (Jefferson,

 

Table 2.3 American Mobilization Levels
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Wedemeyer’s papers do contain detailed handwritten and printed copies of what he titled “The Army Troop Basis.” None of these troop basis studies appear to have been completed prior to May 1942, however (and all were radically revised in December 1942). These “Troop Basis Estimates” appear to be just a detailed breakdown of the subunits of the divisions that the Wedemeyer study stated the Army should build, with a unit strength placed beside them. There are no tables of allowances included with the troop estimates, nor any details on production requirements or schedules of when the Army would require the materiel to equip these units.21

Is there a possible explanation for this? Yes. In a nutshell, determining a troop basis was Wedemeyer’s assignment. Contrary to the picture the general painted for historians, he never had a role or responsibility in determining the materiel or production requirements for equipping such a force. It would have been strange if he had been given such an assignment, since the head of the War Plans Division, General Leonard T. Gerow, who assigned Wedemeyer his tasks, certainly knew he had no experience or expertise in the area. All of the consultations in the world would not have made Wedemeyer an expert logistician in just ninety days, and it would have been absurd for Gerow to assume he could undertake such a task.

Due to Wedemeyer’s postwar influence and dedication to writing an oversized role for himself into the historical record, however, the Army’s official history, which credits Wedemeyer’s recollections as its source, recounts an untrue account.22 According to Mark Watson, in May 1941 General Marshall asked then–Major Wedemeyer to undertake an assignment whose “immense reach, complexity, and importance were not surmised by the Staff itself until the ultimate product, ‘the Victory Program’ of 10 September 1941, was completed.”23

In a recently discovered and never published history of the JCS, written immediately after the war by an officer who was serving on the JCS and whose account Wedemeyer did not influence, a very different picture emerges.24 On 27 May 1941 General Marshall held a conference with his immediate assistants to consider the problems involved in the build-up of Army ground and air forces to the strengths required for the successful execution of the Army tasks under the new war plan—Rainbow 5. During the meeting Deputy Chief of Staff (Major) General R. C. Moore pointed out that the General Staff was “receiving pressure from newspapers and otherwise to go above the present supply objectives and to procure a war reserve. Moore then forcefully made the  case that the only way to procure this reserve was by making a strategic estimate of the situation, based on the capabilities of Germany, Japan, Italy, and Great Britain. Marshall agreed, and ordered the General Staff and Air Corps to begin immediate preparation of estimates. In the War Plans Division, Major Wedemeyer was charged with preparation of estimates of the necessary ultimate strength of the Army, while Colonel Henry Aurand (acting, assistant chief of staff, G-4) began preparation of estimates on materiel requirements. In Guyer’s version of events, on 31 May Colonel Aurand submitted a preliminary estimate of the time required for the build-up of Army ground and air forces. In a cover letter, Aurand explained: “From the information available to G-4, it will not be until after 1 July 1942 that the production of anti-aircraft and anti-tank equipment will be sufficient to supply all of the requirements so far set up. It will probably not be until 1 July 1943 that the ground Army, complete in all of its estimates, will be able to conduct extensive operations.”25

After receiving this report, on 3 June the War Plans Division, with General Marshall’s approval, informed the other General Staff Divisions and production agencies that the strategic estimate under preparation would assume 1 July 1943 to be “the earliest date when the United States armed forces can be mobilized, trained, and equipped for offensive operations.”26 This estimate became the basis for the Army proposals then incorporated into the “Victory Requirements Program.”

The War Plans Division’s proclamation makes several key points that are important to this study. First, it clearly establishes that Wedemeyer was not the only officer tasked with producing an estimate for what victory required. Colonel Aurand, who as a professional logistician would have possessed the expertise to determine munitions requirements, was assigned a large portion of the task.27 Moreover, contrary to Watson’s account, he was not tasked just to provide information to Major Wedemeyer. In fact, Aurand completed his materiel estimates a full three months before Wedemeyer submitted his study.28 It is also clear that Aurand’s submission became the basis of Army estimates presented to the civilian production authorities.29 A footnote in Guyer’s history states that General Marshall forwarded a memorandum, titled “Ultimate Munitions Production Essential to the Safety of America,” to the chief of naval operations (Admiral Stark) on 7 June 1941 for inclusion in the combined requirements study to be sent to the White House, three months before Wedemeyer submitted his final work.30

More crucially, this production requirement estimate had a major effect on future strategic planning because it placed the idea firmly in Marshall’s and the joint planners’minds that the Army would have all it required for extensive offensive operations (northern Europe) by 1943. Once this date was implanted as a possibility, it proved difficult to get Marshall to move away from it as the point when the United States could begin decisive operations in Europe.31

Since Wedemeyer’s force design had no relation to what the American military would have to accomplish to win the war, it is no wonder his so-called Victory Plan was also wrong in many other respects. Wedemeyer’s Victory Plan called for the creation of 215 combat divisions (actual number built: ninety). Sixty-one of those divisions would be armored (actual number built: sixteen), sixty-one would be motorized (none of these was built), and twenty would be airborne or mountain divisions (six were eventually built).32

His strategic assumptions proved even wider off the mark. Wedemeyer’s study stated that the Germans would quickly defeat Russia and would be able to focus their entire military force in the West; that a 1943 Allied assault on Europe would face four hundred full-strength German divisions; and that Japan was unlikely to enter into a war with the United States because it would be fully occupied with China. This final point was a remarkable statement to make in a report finalized only two months before the attack on Pearl Harbor.

Astonishingly, as late as 2005 the Army Center for Military History published a history of the American Army that claims Wedemeyer foresaw a two-front war with Germany and Japan—a claim that is directly contradicted by his actual so-called Victory Plan.33 Because he did manage to “guess” the approximate number of men mobilized for the conflict, however, many historians have supported claims that Wedemeyer’s program provided the basis for industrial mobilization. With his plan in hand, industrialists for the first time supposedly possessed a document that would guide them in the rearmament of the United States.

Even that claim is false. There is no indication that any of the key individuals involved with industrial planning and rearmament gave Wedemeyer’s plan any consideration at all.34 In fact, except for the military histories of the conflict that were directly influenced by Wedemeyer’s decades-long campaign to enhance his own reputation, there is no evidence that anyone involved in industrial production ever heard of the plan’s existence.35 Furthermore, if the experts who managed the rearmament program had seen Wedemeyer’s plan, they would have found it of little value.36

Although the nineteen-page Wedemeyer study did not include a listing of munitions or materiel required to equip and maintain this force, Wedemeyer in his autobiography claimed that he consulted at great length with the logistics experts in G-4 and the Army’s Quartermaster and Ordnance branches to get just such estimates.37 Although the Wedemeyer Papers stored at Stanford’s Hoover Institution include numerous munitions spreadsheets, he incorporated none of this information in his study. In fact, almost all the spreadsheets within Wedemeyer’s collected papers are Air Force and British studies of their respective requirements. What spreadsheets do exist detailing Army munitions requirements are dated after Wedemeyer had finished his study and appear to be copies of the refined product of Colonel Aurand and his G-4 staff.

In fact, long before Wedemeyer ever began working on his plan, a few farsighted economists and production experts had begun clamoring for information on military-munitions requirements. For months the production organizations had banged their heads against the military bureaucracy without result. It was not until after the war that General Marshall and other senior officers admitted why the services had remained silent: the Allies did not have an agreed-upon global strategy for the war until after the Trident Conference in May 1943.38 Without answers to key questions such as when or even if America would invade northern Europe or whether there would be a single thrust in the Pacific or two mostly autonomous thrusts, there was no way for JCS planners to provide production experts with reliable estimates of their requirements.

In a 1948 speech General Brehon Somervell, who commanded Army Services Forces and was responsible for coordinating production with strategy, seconded the production experts’ frustrations. Somervell acknowledged it was impossible to build a realistic production plan without knowing “the size of the forces required, the kind of war you are going to fight, and the possible theaters of operation.” He went on to admit this was impossible because “it was not until after we were well into the war that the size of the forces we expected to employ was determined.” He then admitted that if the United States had possessed a strategy for the war early on “it would have been of immeasurable help in building production plans.39 This not only explains why the military could not answer the production experts’ questions, but also underlines that not even the military paid much attention to Wedemeyer’s strategic formulations. If they had, they could have easily created basic “tables of allowances” from his required ground force estimates and told the production agencies to build from those tables. 40

One other major problem the production experts encountered early in the mobilization deserves mention now. There was great reluctance on the part of those in the military, particularly procurement officers, to ask for much. In the first place, their estimates of requirements to fight a global war were woefully low, but the refusal of most procurement officers to ask for even this bare minimum compounded this difficulty.41 It was neither in their nature nor within America’s military culture to ask Congress for large appropriations. As one historian has noted, “The War Department was to a lamentable extent, cowed by the force of isolationist sentiment on Capitol Hill and was trained to be timid in requests for appropriations.”42 The officers who were the most successful in peacetime were those who Congress identified as economy-minded. Unfortunately, sailors or soldiers who are economy-minded rarely win wars.

In one 1940 example, production czar Donald M. Nelson asked textile manufacturer Robert Stevens to probe around and find out what the Army needed in textiles. Stevens then asked a military procurement officer for an estimate of how many parachutes the Army would require during the war. In due time, he received the answer that nine thousand would suffice, to which Stevens replied he would ask for two hundred thousand. When a procurement officer berated him for his wildly high estimate, Stevens defended his number by saying, “The President wants to build 50,000 planes and they will have an average crew size of four. I simply multiplied.”43 In the event, the United States produced and used almost 10 million parachutes during the war.

According to Robert Sherwood, “Although Secretary of War Stimson and General Marshall were well aware of the urgency; the generals and colonels charged with the implementation of policy were trained to rigidly adhere to established tables of organization.” It was their job to take the number of American soldiers currently authorized by Congress and multiply that by the various items of equipment required. “They had been trained to believe that if they asked for more than the irreducible minimum they would find themselves detailed to instruction in some boy’s military academy in South Dakota . . . where promotion was apt to be slow.”44

The simple fact was that the military, despite years of planning and having sent hundreds of senior officers to the Industrial Staff College, had absolutely no idea on the eve of war of what the services would need to fight.45 Founded in 1924 “to train Army officers in the useful knowledge pertaining to the supervision of procurement of all military supplies in time of war and to the assurance of adequate provision for the mobilization of materiel and industrial organizations  essential to war-time needs,” the Army Industrial College had graduated more than one thousand officers by 1941, few of whom were actually prepared to assist in mobilizing industry for total war. For almost the entire period from 1924 to 1941 the school had focused its students on learning and refining the Industrial Mobilization Plan (IMP), which would have placed the military in charge of all production (including civilian production). When Roosevelt scrapped the IMP and placed the military in a secondary role behind the civilian production agencies, the Industrial College cadres became bewildered and ineffective. Worse still, anyone who might have had any inclination of what was required was too afraid to ask for it. In the event, Wedemeyer’s work did nothing to enlighten them. That guidance had to come from other sources.






CHAPTER 3

The Real Victory Program

[image: 007]

If the Wedemeyer Plan did not determine or predict the future strategic direction or production priorities of the United States, what did? The answer lies in two parts. The first is the military dimension that rested almost entirely on a memorandum written by Chief of Naval Operations Admiral Harold R. Stark. This memorandum later became the basis of a joint memorandum (signed by Admiral Stark and General Marshall) to the president. From a historical point of view, this study is noteworthy in two respects: it was the only strategic guidance the president kept in his office, and it is rarely mentioned in the U.S. Army’s official histories of the war.1 However, there was one exception: someone commented, “Admiral Stark’s document constitutes perhaps the most important single document in the development of World War II strategy.” 2



The second key portion of the actual Victory Plan was an economic spreadsheet prepared by Stacy May, a statistician on the War Production Board (WPB). Though a number of other people played a role in May’s formulations, he was the driving force behind the creation of a combined “balance sheet,” which then became the basis of all early production planning for the war. In fact, two British economic historians have gone so far as to argue that May’s work was the cardinal concept of the real Victory Program.3




Plan Dog 

Prior to the outbreak of World War II, the code name for America’s strategy for a future war was “Plan Orange.”4 This plan, worked out over decades, basically identified Japan as America’s primary future enemy and called for the United States to send its fleet across the Pacific to seek a decisive naval engagement with the Imperial Japanese Navy at the earliest possible date. In 1940, Admiral Stark became convinced that both assumptions were wrong: Japan was not America’s most dangerous enemy, and America’s entire concept of how to fight a future war was off the mark.

In a single day, working alone in his study, Stark created the outline for a new strategic plan. Afterwards, during the last week in October, he met with key naval staff members for several hours a day to discuss his concepts.5 By 2 November 1940 he had sufficiently satisfied himself with the concept to produce a draft memorandum, which he forwarded to Marshall for the Army chief of staff’s review and concurrence before presenting it to the secretary of the Navy.6

It is easy to see why Marshall immediately concurred with Stark: the central point of Admiral Stark’s analysis was the recognition that American security depended to a large extent on the fate of Great Britain. Stark’s opening assertion, “if Britain wins decisively against Germany we could win everywhere; but that if she loses the problems confronting us would be very great; and while we might not lose everywhere, we might, possibly, not win anywhere” (emphasis in original), directly coincided with Marshall’s strategic formulations.7 Should the British Empire collapse, it seemed probable to Stark that the victorious Axis powers would seek to expand their control—economically at first and then politically and militarily—into the Western Hemisphere. For Stark, the consequences of a British defeat were so serious for the United States that he declared Britain ought to be assisted in every way possible. Stark also made it clear that he did not believe Britain had the manpower or materiel to conquer Germany, and that U.S. assistance would be required for ultimate victory.8

In a passage certain to endear his analysis to Marshall, Stark declared, “The only certain way of defeating Germany is by military success on shore; for that, bases close to the European continent would be required.9 Although most mentions of Plan Dog in the historical record claim that plan was formulated by Stark in relative isolation, Guyer claims that Admiral Stark and General Marshall had “long and continuous consultations concerning national defense policy plans and preparations.”10 Guyer goes on to say that Marshall agreed  with the conclusions of the Stark memorandum, and had emphatically expressed these same concepts in a June 1940 meeting, concerning the dangers that would result for the United States from a German-Italian victory in the invasion of France. During this meeting, Marshall also posed a question of the grand strategy: How would the United States meet simultaneous threats in both the Atlantic and the Pacific? He then answered his own question: “Are we not forced into reframing our naval policy, into one that is purely defensive in the Pacific, with the main effort in the Atlantic?”11

As for Japan, Stark also placed it on the second tier of enemies and thereby reversed decades of Navy assumptions and planning.12 The Navy’s Orange Plan had contemplated the eventual economic starvation of Japan, followed by the complete destruction of that country’s military power. The Navy assumed that Plan Orange would require several years, and would absorb the full military, naval, and economic energy of the American people. In his Plan Dog memorandum, Stark claimed that this focus was no longer feasible. As Stark saw it, because the need to send large forces to Britain required major naval efforts in the Atlantic, few resources remained for employment in the Pacific, where the United States would remain on a strict defensive.13

As Stark saw it, America had to choose between four major strategic options, which he stated as questions:a. Shall our principal military effort be directed toward hemisphere defense, and include chiefly those activities within the Western Hemisphere which contribute directly to security against attack in either or both oceans?
b. Shall we prepare for a full offensive against Japan, premised on assistance from the British and Dutch forces in the Far East, and remain on the strict defensive in the Atlantic?
c. Shall we plan for sending the strongest possible military assistance both to the British in Europe, and to the British, Dutch and Chinese in the Far East?
d. Shall we direct our efforts toward an eventual strong offensive in the Atlantic as an ally of the British, and a defensive in the Pacific?14 


 

As far as Admiral Stark was concerned, there was no doubt that “Option D” was superior to the others (“Option D” is what gave the plan its name—“Dog” being the letter D in American military parlance).15 As he further argued, “I believe that the continued existence of the British Empire, combined with  building up a strong protection in our home areas, will do most to ensure the status quo in the Western Hemisphere, and to promote our principal national interests.”16

On 12 November 1940 Admiral Stark forwarded the plan, with Marshall’s concurrence, to Frank Knox, secretary of the Navy, who immediately forwarded it to the White House. There is no record that Roosevelt ever approved the plan, but from Marshall’s and Stark’s perspectives it was just as important that the president did not disapprove it. Although Roosevelt, Stimson, Knox, and Secretary of State Cordell Hull were never called on formally to approve Stark’s and Marshall’s proposals, which were adopted by the joint board as a basis for redefining national defense policy and strategy, “the Secretaries of War and the Navy were in full agreement with the proposals, while tacit approval was given by the President.”17 Knowing that Roosevelt had just won an election by promising to stay out of the war, both officers realized he could not officially comment on the memorandum. However, knowing that the president was never slow to demolish an idea he did not favor, the two took his silence as tacit approval.18

When the first plenary session of American-British-Canadian (ABC) staff talks got under way on 29 January 1941, Plan Dog became the basis of agreement, essentially restated as ABC-1.19 This agreement, later integrated into the Navy and Joint Rainbow 5 Plan, placed Germany at the center of Allied efforts and became the foundation stone for subsequent discussions about strategy during the war.20




The Production Victory Program 

Although by early 1941 the United States had cast a new strategic conception of how it would fight a future global war, the planners had yet to match that strategy against national resources and capabilities. In reaction to the production chiefs’ continuous requests for guidance from the military planners, on 9 July 1941 the president wrote letters to Secretary of War Stimson and Secretary of the Navy Knox ordering them to, “Explore the munitions and mechanical equipment of all types which in your opinion would be required to exceed by an appropriate amount that available to our potential enemies.” Roosevelt further directed that both departments establish munitions objectives that could be used to determine “the industrial capacity which this nation will require.”21

In no uncertain terms, Roosevelt had just asked the war secretaries for a munitions Victory Program. For the first time he had gone beyond asking what it would take to defend the United States, but now asked for assumptions based on an all-out effort in a global war.22 The president’s letter was referred to the Joint Board, and that Board sent a response to the president on 11 September. The response, signed by both Marshall and Stark, was essentially a restatement of Plan Dog: “The Joint Board is convinced that the first major objective of the United States and its Associates ought to be the complete military defeat of Germany. If Germany were defeated, her entire European system would collapse, and it is probable that Japan could be forced to give up much of her territorial gains, unless she had already firmly established herself in such strength that the United States and its Associates could not afford the energy to continue the war against her.”23

This report was supposed to include two annexes laying out the production estimates of the Navy and the Army. Unfortunately, the one complete copy of the report available has only the Navy estimate included.24 This estimate is actually close to what the United States produced in terms of combat ships, though it misses the mark considerably in terms of the requirements for the merchant marine and landing craft. The accuracy of the combat ship estimates reflected the fact that the Navy was working with a friendly Congress and a president who had formerly been an assistant secretary of the Navy. Unlike the Army, Congress approved the Navy’s shipbuilding program, which included appropriations, on a multiyear basis. This removed the guesswork from the Navy estimates because its shipbuilding program had the effect of law. This was to have serious ramifications later when the entire production program was found to be unfeasible. The Navy never had to take its fair share of the cuts because Congress had approved its programs.

The Army’s production and manpower requirements were not included, but according to one source they mainly consisted of estimates of what the Army required to reinforce the Philippines and what the Army required for immediate hemispheric defense.25 Apparently, the Army staff was unwilling at this point to defend its previously delivered estimates assembled by Colonel Burns and Colonel Aurand.26 As we have seen, Wedemeyer’s force predictions were impractical, and their impracticability was compounded by the fact that G-4 personnel were unable to convert their tables of allowances” into production requirements.27 In reality though, the White House, and particularly presidential adviser Harry Hopkins, refused to pay much attention to production estimates coming from the military, with one exception: those of Colonel James Burns.

Time magazine described Burns as Harry Hopkins’munitions workhorse—a man who knew more about the materiel and munitions needs of the Allied powers than did anyone in Washington.28 In 1941 he was a fifty-five-year-old congenial Irishman who seemed to know and get along with everyone. Later promoted to general, he would direct all Army munitions production and distribution throughout the war. In 1941 he was Hopkins’ de facto executive officer as well as the soldier to whom Hopkins would most likely turn for advice on production recommendations and capabilities.

Long before Wedemeyer supposedly began toiling on his estimates, Burns was making his own tabulations. As early as 1938 Burns had been working on estimates of what the time lag would be from the moment a decision was made to build a 1 million- or 2 million–person Army until industry could reasonably equip such a force.29 This work, plus his selection to represent the Army on the Office of Production Management’s (OPM’s) Planning Committee (which also included close presidential adviser and friend Harry Hopkins), provided Burns with a greater familiarity with the capabilities of American industry than did any other officer in the War Department.30 Thus, in response to a plea from William S. Knudsen—Donald Nelson’s predecessor as the chief coordinator of U.S. production—for more detailed knowledge of the Army’s requirements, Burns went to work in the spring and summer of 1941 to provide a rough outline of requirements. Burns also prompted G-4 to begin its own work in this area, which accounts for Colonel Aurand’s remarkably quick turnaround on his portion of the Victory Program. Knudsen had earlier told the secretary of war he had two critical questions that required immediate answers: “How much munitions productive capacity does the country need and how rapidly must it become available?”31

Drawing on his two years of familiarity with the question, Burns took little time in producing his estimates. Though rough in outline, the secretary of war signed off on Burns’ program and had it delivered to Knudsen.32 Through Hopkins, it soon made its way to the president and became the first firm statement of long-range Army objectives. It also became the basis for planning by the OPM and industrialists and was the underlying basis of the numbers presented by Colonel Aurand in his portion of the Victory Program, “Ultimate Munitions Production Essential to the Safety of America.” Its key points are outlined in the following chart.33

Working in a rush, Colonel Burns sent a copy to the Army for approval, with the blunt demand for a reply within thirty minutes of receipt. Marshall replied personally, “I concur in the above quantity objectives, but I consider  it of imperative importance that means be found to advance the date for the needs of the first million herein scheduled for October 1, 1941.”34

 

Ground Army



	Production for a combat Army of	1 million men	1 October 1941
		2 million men	1 January 1942
		4 million men	1 April 1942


Air Army

Production sufficient to meet air needs comparable to those of a ground Army of each stated size at each date; i.e.,



	Annual production capacity of	9,000 planes	by 1 October 1941
		18,000 planes	by 1 January 1942
		36,000 planes	by 1 April 1942


From later discussions held at the White House and from the recorded planning activities of the OPM, it is clear that Burns’numbers became the basis for determining military production requirements to support a growing Army. Possibly because Burns’ numbers arrived so closely to when Wedemeyer was completing his work, later historians confused the two. Every official history states that Wedemeyer delivered his Victory Program (Ultimate Requirements Study Estimate of Army Ground Forces) to the president on 11 September 1941. However, that claim is incorrect. It was a restatement of Stark’s Plan Dog that was delivered on this date. Moreover, a side-by-side comparison of Wedemeyer’s plans and assumptions with what the president actually received on 11 September shows that it incorporated none of Wedemeyer’s conceptions in the final product.35 Since the Army munitions requirements are not with the copy in the president’s safe, it is a reasonable assumption that they were not delivered at this time—at least not in usable form—making Burns’ and Aurand’s estimates the War Department’s default position.36

The production people, now led by Donald Nelson, still found the new 11 September document and the included production estimates nearly worthless for planning purposes because it consisted mainly of a troops estimate. While the Army might have a good idea of what it took to equip a million-person  Army, the production experts had no clue: how many tanks, artillery pieces, blankets, and so on, in the end would that Army need? On 17 September Nelson had to request a new estimate of requirements. The War Department complied with a document that stated this was a “tentative” list of requirements for a “hypothetical” question about the needs for defeating “potential” enemies.37

Economist Robert Nathan later outlined some of the frustrations the production people confronted:We were trying to find out what the military requirements would be under varying assumptions and circumstances so we could have a basis for planning what raw materials, what factories, what machinery, what tools and what components we would need for the production of armaments. First I went to the Army and the Navy. When I asked them about military requirements, they asked “are we preparing for a land war, a sea war, or an air war, a defensive war on the U.S. continent?” I was not in any more of a position to tell them what kind of war to prepare for than I was to tell them how to build a bomber or a tank. There seemed to be no way to get those requirements because they indicated that such numbers did not exist.

I remember asking them: “What are your varying assumptions about defense? You must have some assumptions and some lists of quantities of weapons and planes and ships needed under varied assumptions.” They said, “We have no estimates of requirements under varying assumptions. If you tell us how many tanks you want, we have tables of allowances and can tell you how many tons of steel or how many pounds of this or that go into a tank, but we do not know whether this is to be a one-million-man Army or a ten-million-man Army.” I then said, “Give us the requirements for a one-million-man, and a five-million-man, and a ten-million-man Army.” Their reply was: “We are not going to do all of that work unless we have some indication of what kind of prospective hostilities we will face.”38





In late 1941, after much prodding from civilian production agencies, the Army and Navy Munitions Board (ANMB) finally delivered a list of raw material requirements required to support a 4 million–person military establishment. Apparently, the ANMB assembled this report without referencing the work done by the Army’s G-4 or its operations planning section, and there is no indication that the ANMB even knew of Wedemeyer’s work. In any event, the civilian production experts at the OPM found themselves less than impressed  with the new ANMB estimates and forwarded a blistering note to Nelson, pointing out just how awful the military estimates were. For instance, over the next two years the Army claimed it needed 500 million pounds of aluminum, twenty-five thousand tons of copper, and 13 million pounds of silk. The civilians, however, placed these estimates at 1 billion pounds of aluminum, 1 million tons of copper, and 3 million pounds of silk. According to the letter’s author, Robert Nathan, the Army’s IMP bore no relationship to realistic demands. As for the Navy, Nathan considered their estimates as nothing more than wild guesses and stated the Navy did not possess the experts on its staff to undertake any meaningful estimates.39 It is impossible to determine the source of the ANMB’s raw materials estimates, but given that they were off the mark by orders of magnitude, it is not unreasonable to assume ANMB might also have fabricated estimates out of thin air.




The Consolidated Balance Sheet 

Despairing of receiving a requirements list from either the War or Navy department, the production organizations took matters into their own hands. Stacy May, an economist/statistician working with the Supply Priorities and Allocations Board (SPAB), became so incensed with the poor quality of the military estimates that he created his own.40 From Colonel Burns’ memorandum, the production experts knew they would need to construct a 2 million–person Army by early 1942. By using that as a base, they could double the requirements on a prearranged schedule, as the Army size multiplied. What May needed was to create a template for a functioning Army around those numbers and then determine if there were sufficient raw materials and industrial capacity to build such a force.

May had come to Washington from the Rockefeller Foundation where, according to his boss, Donald Nelson, he had led a rather sheltered life among his graphs, research, and papers on social and economic trends.41 He was the first head of the Bureau of Research and Statistics at the National Defense Advisory Commission (NDAC) and continued in that position through succeeding production bureaus.42

Upon arriving in Washington, May met with Jean Monnet, who Robert Nathan and Robert Sherwood, in separate histories, both refer to as “the unsung hero of World War II.”43 Monnet had first involved himself with war production when he had headed the French delegation to Britain to coordinate  inter-Allied activities on the outbreak of the war. When France surrendered, Monnet immediately did two things: he cabled the American government to ship all war materiel ordered by France to the United Kingdom, and then he closed the Anglo-French Coordinating Committee on his way to asking Churchill for a job.

Churchill immediately took him on as an adviser, whereupon Monnet began an unceasing quest to convince anyone who would listen that, if the British wished to survive, they must depend on America for the bulk of their industrial production. At a meeting of the War Cabinet, Monnet once placed a scaled map of England, Scotland, and Wales over the Northeast United States and told them that the map underneath held double the industrial production of the United Kingdom, and that it in turn represented only a tenth of U.S. industrial capacity. He was fond of telling people that the whole industrial strength of the United States, should it be directed toward war making, would construe “power never dreamed of before in the history of Armageddon.”44 Because of his obsession with enlisting U.S. production into Britain’s service, Churchill eventually sent him to the United States as part of the British supply and munitions board, directed by Arthur Purvis.

When he arrived in the United States, Monnet announced he had but one goal: to convince America to put its industrial capacity behind winning the war against Hitler.45 He has been described as a man of calm, cool reason, but one completely focused on his objective from which he never deviated.46 Nathan later described him in the following terms:He was a master operator at a critical time, when his rare talents were desperately needed. Monnet formulated issues and solutions in ways that evoked constructive and positive responses. His statements about American production being needed to win the war attracted much support, since no one had stated the problem in those terms before. Monnet’s operating and maneuvering were unbelievably creative, persistent, and ultimately effective. He would send cables to Roosevelt from Churchill or vice versa, and then he would prepare the reply for the other to send. He worked very closely with Robert Patterson and Jack McCloy, then Deputy and Assistant Secretaries of War. He knew Supreme Court Justice Felix Frankfurter, who was very close to the President and himself not an amateur manipulator. Monnet once said in a meeting with Frankfurter the words “arsenal for democracy.” Frankfurter immediately asked him to “never use that phrase again.” Monnet asked, “Why?” Frankfurter said, “I want that phrase for  President Roosevelt.”47 And sure enough, Roosevelt later said, “The United States would be the arsenal for democracy.”48





One of the issues on which Monnet constantly harped was his conviction that all would be lost unless Britain and America established franker military ties and closer industrial collaboration. This was an idea that May had developed independently, and the two became natural allies.49 Monnet and May together became the disciples of close production collaboration and relentlessly pushed the idea on those who would listen. But this collaboration required the mutual exchange of detailed information, which both sides considered military secrets and were reluctant to share. Undeterred, throughout the winter of 1940–41 May kept pushing the argument that if the United States were really interested in helping Britain, both countries needed to produce a coordinated list of what they wanted—not as of that moment, but for a year or more in the future. May also argued that the United States had to know what Britain could produce, what its materiel potential was, and what its stockpiles were. However, such information was considered by both the British and the Americans as a deep military secret. There was no precedent for this level of intimate sharing of knowledge, and neither side knew how to do it, or even if it was possible. Even during World War I, neither Britain nor the United States had ever told the other what it was producing. While there had been some military integration, there was no industrial integration during the Great War.50

The best the British were able to say in 1940 and 1941 was, “We want as much as we can get of everything.”51 Of course, May would answer, “We knew that the British wanted all they could get of everything, but we had no way of knowing what came first, what they could do for themselves, and what their long-range planning was like.”52

A luncheon held in late March 1941 had an interesting follow-up. Attending it were Monnet, May, Purvis (chair of the British Supply Commission), and John McCloy (assistant secretary of war). From this meeting came unanimous agreement that there had to be a complete exchange of information between the United States and the United Kingdom, and that the British likely would confront defeat unless they learned how to get the most from the United States in the way of munitions and supplies.53 After some argument, the participants agreed that the figures for the British and American resources needed to be combined in one report. May’s staff then built a huge book with comprehensive categories and tabs, but with its columns blank. Then they filled the American columns with figures: total industrial and raw materials  capacities, total industrial and raw materials potentials, as best they could figure those numbers out at the moment.54

Once the American half of the document was completed, Secretary of War Stimson sent May to Britain to fill in all of the blank columns with British information. For two months in late summer and early fall 1941, May conferred with the War Cabinet, the British chiefs of staff, and British production experts. Together they compiled a composite set of accounts that recorded all American and British war production potential.

One of the first problems May encountered was that Churchill had been right when he observed that the British and Americans were “two people divided by a common language.”55 British and American experts spent countless hours laying out a glossary of common terms to ensure that each term meant the same to both parties. Without this common lexicon, the joint requirements ledger May was building would have conveyed more misinformation than information. For instance, when the Americans said “car” they were referring to an automobile, while the British were more often than not referring to an armored vehicle. In terms of production values, each misunderstanding of that term alone equated to more than three tons of steel.

The completed document went by various names: sometimes the Stacy May Document, sometimes the Stimson Balance Sheet. The name that stuck was what the British called it—“The Anglo-American Consolidated Statement.”56 The report itself was a statement of statistical fact. It made no attempt to set targets for production, but restricted itself to realistic forecasts of output under existing programs and of stocks up to the end of 1942.57 Whatever its designation, it was a comprehensive listing of the British, Canadian, and American military requirements, current and potential production, and potential material stocks.58

The cold rows of figures were not flattering to the United States. With 2.5 times the combined population of Britain and Canada, America’s installed munitions production capacity was lagging far behind its ultimate potential and what the other two nations were producing. The stark numbers clearly demonstrated that the United States was a long way from being the “arsenal of democracy.”59

When it was completed, May took the massive thirty-five pound document and returned to the United States. He made his way through Dublin, Baltimore, and then by taxi to Washington, all without escort. As Nelson later said, it was a German spy’s ultimate fantasy: a plump, fortyish, dignified, preoccupied, American statistician, all alone and carrying what everyone who knew  of its existence considered the most important document in the world.60 For the production experts, May’s report provided a sure measuring stick for use against Army and Navy orders. As the Army “expanded (which it did, from 2,000,000 in 1940 to 4,000,000, then 6,000,000 then 8,000,000 and beyond) our production requirements would necessarily expand in systematic ratio.”61

Despite its defects, the requirements under this real Victory Program represented a far more realistic statement than any previous study. They were also, when judged against any previous standard, enormous. So enormous, in fact, that the feasibility of the program was immediately called into question.62 In fact, because of an initial feasibility analysis conducted after May’s return, the program underwent significant modifications. Nelson, however, did not receive a final report on the feasibility of the Victory Program in terms of national industrial potential from Stacy May until 4 December 1941, three days before Pearl Harbor.63

So, in the final analysis, what was the actual Victory Program? It certainly did not have anything to do with the study Wedemeyer produced. Rather, it was a combination of two documents. The first, Plan Dog, written by Stark, became the basis of Anglo-American military strategy codified as ABC-1. It later provided the backbone for America’s basic strategic plan—Rainbow-5. Although Plan Dog outlined how America was going to fight the war, it was the Anglo-American Consolidated Statement, formulated by the now almost forgotten Stacy May, that determined what materials were available for the build-up of Anglo-American military forces.

There is, however, one further matter for those interested in how the Allies formulated requirements after May created the Anglo-American Consolidated Statement. While May’s work indicated what the requirements were for an 8 million–person Army, it did not say how long it would take the American economy to shift production and grow sufficiently to supply those requirements. In effect, May’s work told the military what it could have to win the war, while Stark’s plans told how the materiel could be put to good use. What still remained unanswered was the very serious question of when it could be made available.

Two economists were already working on the answer to that question. What they came up with was far from pleasing, and led to some of the fiercest and nastiest military-civilian debates of the war. In the end, their pronouncements did more to determine military strategy and the timing of the great Allied offensives than all of the Allied national leaders and military commanders combined. Today, though, history has largely forgotten Robert Nathan and Simon Kuznets.
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Air Force requirements (details submitted in a separate study)
Air Force Combat 1,100,000
Zone of the Interior Service units 950,000

TOTALAIR FORCE 2,050,000
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Goals Bilions _ Capaciies

1942 $55 $45-847
1943 87.4 $75-880 differences ranging
from about 10% to 20%.
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1942 Stated Objectives | Proposed 1942 Objectives

(billons)

Total munitions 626 126
Planes 92 92

Naval ships: 548 2
Merchant ships 18 18
Defense aid 31 20
Foreign orders 02 02
Ordnance, Army 158 92
Ordnance, Navy 37 24

Miscellaneous munitions, si2 10

Navy

Miscellaneous munitions, 515 50

Amy

Industrial faclities 5 st2

Other construction 84 40
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Confliot Population Enrolled

Revolutionary War 3500000 20000 51%
War of 1812 7600000 26,000 38%
Mexican War 21,100,000 78700 0%
Civil War
Union 26,200,000 2803300 107%
— Confederate 8100000 1,064,200 121%
— Combined 34300000 367,500 1%
Spanish-American War | 74,800,000 05800 0%
World War | 102,800,000 4743800 6%






OEBPS/jame_9781612510347_oeb_002_tab.gif
Annual production capacity of

9000 planes.

by 1 October 1941

18,000 planes

by 1 January 1942

36,000 planes

by 1 April 1942
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Army Ground Forces 6,745,658
Army Air Forces 2,050,000

TOTALARMYFORCES 8,795,658
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Financed AddedNeed | Minimum

Program by September

(billons) 1903 by September
(billons) 1903
(bilions) (billions

Amy-type 4 855 $15-516 93594

equipment

Navy-type si st s0-s1 $18-519

equipment

Industrial 5 B $8-510

facilies

Required 5 - $1-82 $6-57

housing

construction

Merchant B - s0-s1 s34
ships
Other $9 - $5-57 $14-516

TOTAL 51 59 $2-5%0 $142-5150
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Teeland 29,000

Scotland 11,000
Enghnd 41,000
Ireland 25,000
Hawaii 61,000
Puerto Rico 34,000
Panama 42,000
Alaska 29,000
Philippine Islands 25,000
Smaller Outlying Bases 32,000
Potential Task Forces

First Army 775,000

‘Third Army 590,000

Fourth Army 710,000
Brazil 86,000
Colombia-Ecuador-Peru 37,000

TOTAL 2,500,000
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25 Tank Destroyers or Anti“Tank
Battalions
Services

Total

TOTALTASK FORCES

17,500
256,413

709859

219441
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Production or a combat Army of | 1 millon men T0ctober 1941
2millon men Tanuary 1982
4 millon men 1 Apil 1982 ‘
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Military Bases and Outlying.
Possessions 346,217
Potential Task Forces 2,199,441

TOTAL 2,545,658





OEBPS/jame_9781612510347_oeb_025_r1.jpg
*





OEBPS/jame_9781612510347_oeb_004_r1.gif
Military

Country Population [
Ratio
Austria 20 millon 300,000 15%
Britain 16 million 50,000 03%
France 24 millon 255,000 18%
Prussia 9millon 200,000 22%
Russia 35 millon 00,000 1%
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Brazil

1 Army Corps (1 Div. foot,

1 Div. Air-Borne) 42,392
2 Artillery Battalions Pack 1,804
1 Cavalry Regiment 1,591
5 Parachute Battalions 2,5%
1 Antiaireraft Regiment and

2 Medium Battalions 3619
2 Aireraft Warning Regiments 2,600
2 Tank Battalions (Light) 1,086
3 Anti“Tank Battalions 2,100
Services 28,864

Total 86,646
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A._Strategic Reserves.

2 Armies (10 Army Corps, 27 Divisions)

14 Armored Corps (53 Armored Divisions)

51 Divisions Motorized

115 Anillery Battalions (Pack Medium or Heavy)

9 Divisions (2 Cavalry, 6 Mountain)

3 Airborne

22 Parachute Battalions

129 Antisireraft Regiments and 133 Medium Battalions
86 Tank Battalions (70 Medium, 6 Light, 10 Heavy)
29 Aircraft Warning Regiments

290 Tank Destroyer Battalions

262 Anti-Tank Batualions (Gun)

TOTAL: APPROXIMATELY 3,000,000
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Ground troops required for the Zone
of Interior and Fixed Defense Units 1,200,000
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11 Tank Battalions

(3 Medium and 5 Light) 4,839
12 Aircraft Warning Regts 15,600
10 Tank Destroyer Bns; and

10 Anti“Tank Bn (Gun) 14,000
Services (Ord, QM, Sig, Engr, Med) 278,069
Total 776,262
Dhird drmy
1 Army (3 Corps, 9 Divisions) 242216
1 Armored Corps (2 Divisions) 26,778
2 Divisions Motorized 32,258
6 Artillery Battalions (Medium & Heavy) 4,300
1 Cavalry Corps and

2 H-Mecz Regiments 26,867
2 Air-Bome Divisions 20,000
5 Parachute Battalions 2,59
5 Antiaircraft Regiments and

3 Med. Bns. 12,166
3 Aircraft Wamning Regiments 3,900
15 Tank Destroyers or

Anti-Tank Battalions 10,500
Services 207,860
Total 589435
Fourth drmy
1 Army (3 Corps, 9 Divisions) 242216
1 Armored Corps (2 Divisions) 25,394
4 Divisions, Motorized 64516

8 Artillery Batalions (Med.or Heavy) 8,800
4 Divisions (2 Mountain, 2 Air-Borne) 44,000

2 Parachute Battalions 1,036
15 Antisircraft Regiments and
10 Med. Bos. 37,345

8 Tank Battalions (Medium or Light) 4,839
6 Aireraft Warning Regiments 7,800
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Calendar Years 1939 1940 1941
Gross National Product in 1941 S billons 80 21 0s
Percentage Increase from Year to Year* il 102

* Tho incrasse would b substantially groato f wo included iiions o govommontalassos.






