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Preface   

 

  It seems almost obligatory these days for new books about Winston  Churchill to begin with a rationalization for their existence, and this strikes me as a healthy trend. The fi eld is already a crowded one, and some justifi cation is surely needed for cluttering it further. Bookshops today teem with  Churchill biographies of all shapes and sizes aimed at every conceivable audience, in addition to specialized studies that promise, among other things, to debunk long-established myths, reveal the ‘true story’ behind some controversial episode, or examine a hitherto neglected aspect of his long and diverse career. Some of these works cater unashamedly to Churchill’s legion of admirers, and some to his smaller, but no less fervent, army of detractors; most aim, with varying degrees of success, to achieve a degree of impartial-ity. Confronted with the sheer volume of writing on Churchill, the reader is justifi ed in questioning whether there is anything new left to say. 

 What is remarkable, however, is not the amount that has been written about Churchill, but how much still needs to be done. There are, of course, facets of his life that have not yet been subjected to thorough study; and new documents will undoubtedly emerge from time to time to cast fresh light on old controversies. But where Churchill is concerned, the biggest challenge for historians of the twenty-fi rst century will be to question what we think we already know—to go back into documents long available to us, test our underlying assumptions, and if necessary reject well-worn and time-honoured arguments that do not hold up to close scrutiny. Many tal-ented historians are already doing these things, but for every new study that makes a genuine contribution to our knowledge about Churchill (or, for that matter, the Royal Navy or British history generally), many others appear that serve only to reinforce outdated and inaccurate views. 

 This book emerged out of my own long-standing fascination with  Winston Churchill, and my desire to understand his contribution to the maintenance, exercise, and decline of Britain’s sea power during the fi rst half of the twentieth century. This is not a subject that has ever been v i i i  p re fac e

 systematically addressed. Part of the reason undoubtedly lies in the inward focus of much traditional naval history, which naturally tends to concentrate on the actual conduct of warfare at sea. But the history of a nation’s sea power is only partly told in terms of the outcome of great battles, the skill of its offi cers and sailors in uniform, and the fi ghting power of its ships. One of the most astute observations in Alfred Thayer Mahan’s classic study,  The Infl uence of Sea Power upon History , fi rst published in 1890, is that a nation’s sea power—that is, its ability to use the seas, in times of peace and war alike, to further its ends—also depends on the actions of its civilian statesmen and politicians. They are the ones, after all, who decide how much of the nation’s wealth to allocate to navies and the other elements of sea power, who deter-mine broad priorities in wartime, and who have the fi nal word in matters of peace and war. 

 This is a book about the history of British sea power in the twentieth century as seen from the very top. It takes the perspective of civilian deci-sion-makers in Whitehall, and in particular the politician and statesman who had the greatest infl uence on the Royal Navy’s fortunes in the modern era. Limitations of space prevent me from examining all facets of Churchill’s relationship with the Royal Navy, or providing detailed accounts of naval operations during the whole of this period. To keep the book to a manage-able length, it has been necessary to stay focused on Churchill’s infl uence on, and exercise of, the nation’s sea power in the broadest sense. On one level the book is intended to provide a sort of intellectual history of Church-ill’s development as a maritime strategist, and to chart the evolution of his views on the utility of sea power and its relationship to the other elements of British grand strategy. At the same time, I have sought to explore, in more concrete terms, Churchill’s record as a naval strategist and his role in the critical events that shaped the fortunes of the Royal Navy during this event-ful period. 

 Parts of this story have often been told before, but not always well, and never as a coherent subject in its own right. Churchill’s ideas about sea power and maritime strategy are too often treated as being rigid and unchanging, and different periods of his career are typically viewed in isola-tion from one another. His record as a naval strategist is often reduced to the simplest black-and-white terms—he was either brilliant or incompetent, a hero or a villain. And while specialist historians have treated the subject in more nuanced terms, the various shades of grey they offer still seem to fall short of what is needed. Churchill may have started his military education 

 p re fac e                                           i x

in the British Army in the reign of Queen Victoria, but over the next sixty years he adjusted effortlessly to major geopolitical shifts and the unprece-dented pace of technological development, culminating in the development of nuclear weapons. His views were constantly evolving, and his motives were seldom simple or straightforward. These aspects of Churchill’s career, like so many, need to be painted on a broad canvas. My hope here is to move beyond shades of grey and apply the bright swathes of colour that are neces-sary to understand this complex and important subject. 

 A great many debts have been incurred in the course of producing this book. I have been consistently impressed by the helpfulness and knowl-edge of the staffs at the many archives and libraries I have used. Particular thanks are due to Allen Packwood and the staff of the Churchill College Archives Centre in Cambridge; Warren Hollrah and others at the Church-ill Memorial and Library, Westminster College; The National Archives (formerly the Public Record Offi ce) in Kew; the Imperial War Museum; the National Maritime Museum; the Brass Foundry, Woolwich; the British Library; the Naval War College Library; the Sir Basil Liddell Hart Archives Centre at King’s College London; George A. Malcolmson at the Royal Navy Submarine Museum; and the University of Southampton Library. Closer to home, Marlyn McCann at Dalhousie University’s Killam Library has gone above and beyond the call of duty to meet my endless requests for inter-library loans. 

 I am indebted to these institutions for permission to examine and quote from papers in their possession. Documents in The National Archives and all other material under Crown copyright are cited by permission of the Controller of Her Majesty’s Stationery Offi ce. I am grateful to the Countess of Avon for permission to quote from the papers of the fi rst Earl of Avon. 

 Research for this book was assisted at an early stage by the Churchill Memorial and Library, Westminster College, which awarded me a Tyler Research Fellowship and provided a very congenial setting for research. The Social Studies and Humanities Research Council of Canada granted me a postdoctoral fellowship at a critical juncture in my academic career, and made it possible for me to embark on this project. During my two and a half years at the Naval War College in Newport, Rhode Island, I benefi ted greatly from the support of my colleagues and superiors, and in particular Alberto Coll, whose interest in this project ensured that it did not founder. The book could not have been fi nished without the generous fi nancial  support provided by Dalhousie University. I am especially grateful to the x  p re fac e

Faculty of Arts and Social Sciences for a Burgess Research Award during the fi nal stages of writing. 

 Many others have provided advice, assistance, and encouragement over the years, and I especially wish to thank John Beeler, Trevor Checkley, Gra-ham Clews, Ronald I. Cohen, Richard Gimblett, Richard Goette, John B. Hattendorf, Holger H. Herwig, Rafe Heydel-Mankoo, Edward Ingram, Andrew Lambert, Nicholas Lambert, Richard Langworth, Michael Leach, Todd McCallum, Geoffrey Miller, Keith Neilson, Cynthia Neville, and Donald Stoker. I am grateful to Eric Grove and the anonymous reviewers who offered many helpful suggestions, and to colleagues who have gener-ously agreed to look over drafts of the book, in whole or in part. Their sug-gestions have been of inestimable value. Thanks to Shawn Grimes, James Levy, John H. Maurer, Matthew Seligmann, and Kevin E. Smith. John R. Ferris once again provided a detailed, insightful, and blunt critique that has made this a far better book. Needless to say, any shortcomings that remain are entirely my own responsibility. 

 The people at Oxford University Press have been a pleasure to work with, and I am particularly indebted to Matthew Cotton, Luciana O’Flaherty, Deborah Protheroe, and Emma Barber for their advice, assistance, and enthusiasm. The copy-editing was completed with precision, effi ciency, and speed by Richard Mason, who made many valuable suggestions and saved me from more errors than I care to admit. 

 Finally, my greatest debt is to my family, who put up with a great deal so that I might fi nish this book. My wife Rae and our two sons, Alex and Mat-thew, have been a constant source of joy and inspiration. I could not have done any of this without them.   
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Introduction: Sea Power 

in the Age of Churchill   

 

1911 Winston Churchill enjoyed a longer and closer relationship with the Royal Navy than any British politician of the twentieth century. In , at the relatively young age of thirty-six, Churchill was appointed First Lord of the Admiralty, the political head of the British navy. He threw himself into the task of preparing the service for war, and presided over its fortunes until May 1915, when a political crisis, partly of his own making, drove him from offi ce in disgrace. His reputation as a strategist and war leader was badly damaged by his prominent role in the ill-fated Dardanelles campaign, although his political career soon revived. Churchill’s part in the Dardanelles was even-tually overshadowed in the public mind by his warnings about Adolf Hitler and high-profi le fi ght for rearmament during the 1930s. Churchill became First Lord of the Admiralty again on 3 September 1939, the day Britain declared war on Nazi Germany, but he remained at this post less than a year, during which time he presided over a second failed campaign, this time in Norway. This new disaster evoked memories of the Dardanelles and sparked another political crisis, but rather than being cast back into the political wil-derness, as some observers hoped, Churchill emerged as prime minister. Act-ing as his own Minister of Defence, he shaped British grand strategy and oversaw all three fi ghting services for the duration of the Second World War. 

 Churchill’s infl uence over the Royal Navy was not limited to his time in these offi ces. He helped to guide its fortunes in every Cabinet post he held over the course of his long career, and could claim some infl uence  even when out of offi ce. The navy felt the effects of Churchill in many areas over the years. Prior to the First World War, for example, he was responsible for completing the fl eet’s conversion from coal to oil; he oversaw the creation of the Admiralty’s fi rst fully fl edged naval staff; he worked to improve condi-tions for seamen and non-commissioned offi cers (i.e. the ‘Lower Deck’); 
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and he opened up opportunities for naval ratings to become commissioned offi cers. There was no area that Churchill regarded as off-limits. As one offi cer recalled, Churchill’s ‘curiosity about the service for which he was responsible seemed to many of the older offi cers almost indecent’.   1 The famous quip that naval tradition amounted to nothing but ‘rum, sodomy, and the lash’ may not have been uttered by Churchill, but it nicely captures his impatient and irreverent attitude towards the service.   2 As First Lord, and even as prime minister, he did not hesitate to voice strong opinions on pro-fessional matters that civilian leaders typically steered clear of, such as war-ship design and naval strategy. Admiral Sir Reginald ‘Blinker’ Hall, the legendary Director of Naval Intelligence, observed that ‘Even in matters of the extremest technicality [Churchill] would insist on elaborate presenta-tion of his own views, and his powers of argument were so extraordinary that again and again tired Admiralty offi cials were hypnotised—I can think of no better word—into accepting opinions which differed vastly from those they normally held.’   3

 There are few aspects of Churchill’s career that have not generated con-troversy, and his relationship with the navy is no exception. Inside the serv-ice, opinion on Churchill was invariably divided. Within months of arriving at the Admiralty in 1911, his forceful and sometimes unorthodox methods were already beginning to raise concerns. One offi cer, Captain Osmond de Beauvoir Brock, then the Assistant Director of Naval Mobilisation, observed at the time that ‘the new 1st Lord is a young man in a hurry & what a man he is—in his opinion—a heaven born strategist both military & naval; whether all his schemes are quite sound I shouldn’t like to say, but I do know that those which have come this way bear traces of great haste & little thought.’   4   In both world wars Churchill gained a reputation for pressing reckless and impractical schemes on his naval advisers, for demanding con-stant action, and for dealing harshly with offi cers who failed to meet his expectations. He also took a far more active role in shaping strategy and directing operations at sea than was normal for civilian leaders. 

 Given the force of Churchill’s personality and propensity to intervene in all aspects of naval business, it is not surprising that naval leaders were often agitated. ‘Mr Churchill proved himself to be a very clever and able First Lord in some directions,’ wrote Admiral Sir John Jellicoe after the First World War, ‘but his fatal error was his inability to realize his own limitations as a civilian with, it is true, some early experience of military service but quite ignorant of naval affairs.’   5 Similar views were expressed during the 
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Second World War. Admiral Sir Dudley Pound, Britain’s First Sea Lord—i.e. the professional head of the navy—during the fi rst four years of the confl ict, confi ded to a colleague in 1940 that Churchill was ‘quite impervious to arguments and sweeps them aside as if they did not exist’. His successor, Admiral Sir Andrew Cunningham, complained the following year that Churchill was ‘a bad strategist but doesn’t know it and no one has the cour-age to stand up to him’. Admiral John Tovey, commander of Britain’s Home Fleet, remarked that ‘as a strategist and tactician’ Churchill was ‘liable to be most dangerous. He loves the dramatic and public acclimation. He has, to my knowledge, put up some wild schemes.’ Looking back after the war, Admiral Sir William Davis concluded that Churchill ‘thought he had a spe-cial knowledge and fl air for handling matters maritime—alas many of his suggestions & ideas were juvenile & ill judged in the extreme’.   6

 But Britain’s naval leaders of the Second World War were also quick to acknowledge Churchill’s positive attributes, and invariably concluded that these outweighed his defects. Admiral Pound, for example, maintained that Churchill was ‘so magnifi cent in many ways and the ideal leader of the Nation in these times that I must put up with his idiosyncrasies’. As First Sea Lord, Cunningham confi ded to his diary in 1944 that ‘It would be a tragedy if anything should happen to him now. With all his faults (& he is the most infuriating man) he has done a great job for the country & besides there is no one else.’   7   Admiral Tovey conceded that Churchill ‘as Prime Minister is magnifi cent and unique’. Davis insisted that his criticisms ‘must not detract from the greatness and grandeur of the old man’, while Admiral Sir Regi-nald Drax concluded that the ‘greatest commanders all make some mistakes in war and Churchill made fewer than most. His greatest quality however, which we all admired immensely, was his splendid leadership, his daunting courage and his infl exible determination that nothing could or should pre-vent us from winning the War.’   8

 As might be expected, Churchill has usually been judged according to the success or failure of his actions in wartime. However, no consensus has emerged on his record as a naval strategist. To his harshest critics, Churchill was a dismal failure. The inability of the navy to force the Dardanelles and the subsequent deadlock on the Gallipoli Peninsula are often treated as the fi rst manifestation of an incompetence that led directly to the embarrassing defeat in Norway in 1940 and the needless loss of the battleship  Prince of Wales  and battlecruiser  Repulse  to Japanese aircraft in December 1941. If not for the resistance of his professional advisers, Churchill, it is argued, would 4              sea   p owe r   i n   th e   ag e   of   c h urc h i l l

have forced even more wild and reckless schemes on the navy, with  inevitably disastrous results. This school of thought holds that Churchill also exercised a destructive infl uence in peacetime. His efforts as Chancellor of the Exchequer during the 1920s to reduce naval expenditure have been treated as evidence of a dangerous inconsistency, a blindness to emerging threats, and a fundamentally poor grasp of strategy. Not only did he emasculate the navy, his critics claim, he was also responsible, through the propagation of the infamous ‘Ten Year Rule’, for the poor state of Britain’s defences during the 1930s and the early stages of the Second World War. 

 Churchill’s admirers, on the other hand, have no diffi culty painting a more fl attering portrait. In their version of events, Gallipoli was the one brilliant and original strategic initiative of the First World War. If it had suc-ceeded, Britain might have avoided the stagnation and bloodshed of the Western Front and dramatically shortened the war. Its failure, they argue, was not Churchill’s fault: his vision was undermined by less capable col-leagues and inept subordinates. Churchill’s attacks on defence expenditure during the 1920s are easily dismissed as an unfortunate by-product of the single-minded determination that would save Britain from disaster in 1940. After all, Chancellors of the Exchequer are  supposed  to reduce defence expenditure: Churchill’s only fault was to do his job too well. Any negative effects of his cost-cutting in the 1920s were more than offset by his early recognition of the German danger and campaign to rearm Britain. As First Lord of the Admiralty in the Second World War, Churchill’s boldness is contrasted with the hesitation and indecisiveness of Neville Chamberlain and other members of the War Cabinet. And, while Churchill may have made mistakes in Norway and other campaigns, they pale in comparison with his inspiring leadership after the fall of France in the summer of 1940, and the overall soundness of his strategic vision. 

 The truth lies somewhere between these two extremes. This book aims to reach a balanced verdict on Churchill’s record as a naval strategist and the most infl uential custodian of Britain’s sea power during the modern era. To do so, it is necessary fi rst to strip away much of the baggage that has accu-mulated over the last eighty years, beginning with Churchill’s own highly infl uential accounts of the two world wars.   9 Recent scholarship has shown how effectively Churchill established the case for his own defence and set the parameters for much of the subsequent debate over the origins and course of the Second World War.   10 But the early publication of his memoirs did not always work to his advantage. In the case of the war at sea, Churchill 
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failed to anticipate many of the criticisms that would be raised, leaving his detractors with a relatively open fi eld. The main outlines of the case against him were fi rmly established during the 1950s by Captain Stephen Roskill, a recently retired naval offi cer who was chosen to prepare the British offi -cial history of naval operations in the Second World War.   11 Roskill’s  The War at Sea  was unusually critical for an offi cial publication, especially consider-ing that Churchill was again prime minister when the fi rst volume appeared in 1954. Roskill grudgingly submitted to pressure from the Cabinet Offi ce to tone down his criticisms, but there were limits to how far he would go. As a result, volume one of the navy’s offi cial history contained two explicit criticisms of Churchill: that he intervened excessively in naval operations during the Norwegian campaign; and that he overruled his naval advisers and despatched the  Prince of Wales  and  Repulse  to Singapore on the eve of war because he did not grasp the principles of naval strategy. 

 Roskill’s work on the navy’s offi cial history established his reputation as a formidable naval historian. His credentials were seemingly unassailable: he could draw on his unrivalled access to offi cial documents, an extensive post-war correspondence with leading naval personalities, and his own experi-ence on the naval staff during the Second World War. His criticisms of Churchill, written at a time when the British government’s archives were closed to researchers, were highly infl uential. In a later book,  Churchill and the Admirals , Roskill developed a more elaborate indictment of Britain’s wartime leader. This work focused on Churchill’s sometimes turbulent rela-tionships with his leading naval advisers, and detailed controversial episodes that could not be fully treated in the offi cial history. The list of mistakes attributed to Churchill is a long one. In addition to the Norwegian fi asco and the loss of the  Prince of Wales  and  Repulse , Roskill maintained that Churchill’s obsession with offensive operations led him to divert critical resources from the Battle of the Atlantic to the strategic bombing campaign against Germany. The book was not designed to give a balanced assessment of Churchill’s relationship with the navy, however; Roskill saw it as an opportunity to address subjects that he had not been free to treat in his earlier work, and to correct what he saw as an overly favourable popular perception of Churchill as a war leader. The emphasis was therefore on con-troversial subjects, and he largely glossed over or ignored areas where Churchill’s infl uence was either harmless or positive. 

 Roskill’s criticisms of Churchill have been widely regarded as  authoritative—so much so, in fact, that they have seldom been subjected to 6              sea   p owe r   i n   th e   ag e   of   c h urc h i l l

rigorous analysis. But historians have not just accepted Roskill’s  interpretations: they have embellished them and, in many cases, amplifi ed and distorted them. Thus, what began in the 1950s as relatively moderate criticism of Churchill for exceeding his authority during the Norwegian campaign, has gradually transformed into charges that his meddling and poor strategic judgement were largely, if not solely, responsible for Britain’s defeat there. Virtually every misstep and miscalculation during this cam-paign has been attributed directly to Churchill at one time or another, even when unsupported by the documentary evidence. 

 This same trend is evident in recent writing on all aspects of Churchill’s career. The passage of time has only served to heighten the prominence assigned to the greatest wartime prime minister in modern British history. While other politicians, statesmen, and warriors—many of them prominent fi gures in their own time—have virtually disappeared from the public’s memory, Churchill’s stock has steadily risen. The temptation always to place him at the centre of events—and to push other decision-makers to the sidelines—seems to be overwhelming. British strategic foreign policy dur-ing the 1930s is sometimes reduced to little more than a struggle between Churchill and Neville Chamberlain, and the summer of 1940 to a personal duel between Churchill and Hitler. Even during the war Churchill was widely viewed abroad as the personifi cation of Britain’s heroic resistance to Nazism, and this close association of the nation’s collective war effort with its famous leader has only grown stronger over time. The popular narrative of this period has become highly personalized: the nation’s history and Churchill’s personal history are now more closely intertwined than ever. 

 Churchill himself is partly responsible for this development. Through his memoirs and journalistic writings he constructed a simple and compelling narrative of critical events in the nation’s history, with himself always at centre stage. He painted himself as a bold, dynamic leader, a far-sighted statesman, and a skilled strategist. In the summer of 1940, Churchill’s self-image seemed almost to match reality. He became, for a time, the heroic fi gure he had always longed to be. And because of this, his view of British history and his role in it have been accorded a privileged place by both the public and historians for generations. This has been good for Churchill’s reputation, but it has seldom made for good history. The romantic and per-sonalized narrative Churchill constructed was never going to survive close examination, and historians have been chipping away at it for years. Church-ill’s almost mythical status continues to fi nd fervent supporters, but it has 

sea   p owe r   i n   th e   ag e   of   c h urc h i l l                     7

also generated a strong, often exaggerated, backlash. Those who would defend Churchill’s every action are increasingly confronted by debunkers and iconoclasts just as eager to fi nd fault. But both sides of this debate seem implicitly to agree on one thing: that Churchill was  the  driving force in British policy- and strategy-making during the periods he was in offi ce. 

 Demythologizing Churchill is no easy task. The Churchillian view of British history is now fi rmly entrenched, and much cherished. It also con-tains more than a kernel of truth. Churchill  was  often present at critical moments, and he wielded a great deal of power and infl uence throughout his long and remarkable career. At times, his impact on the course of events was tremendous, and the role he played was unique. It would be just as wrong to write him out of the story as it is to give him undue prominence. The challenge, then, is to strip away  the myths, to give other historical actors their due, and to recognize that Churchill was sometimes a support-ing character rather than the lead. The fi gure that emerges from this process is more human, more fallible, and less infl uential, but hardly less impressive. 

 A re-examination of Churchill’s record as a naval strategist serves several purposes. To begin with, it provides an opportunity to reconsider his role in a number of important and controversial episodes, to resolve confl icting interpretations, and to debunk a variety of myths that have gained cur-rency. This book offers a new interpretation of Churchill’s tenure as Chan-cellor of the Exchequer during the 1920s, of his infl uence during the Norwegian campaign, and of his direction of British strategy as prime minister during the Second World War, particularly his policies relating to the Far East and the Battle of the Atlantic. Churchill made many mistakes over the course of his career, some of them costly and avoidable. The goal here is not to absolve him of blame, but to understand his motives, assess the extent of his responsibility, and evaluate the soundness of charges that have been levelled against him. 

 Churchill emerges from this process with his reputation generally enhanced. In part this is because some criticisms have been exaggerated or distorted, and some are simply not supported by the evidence. As long as Churchill is treated as the only decision-maker who mattered, it is easy to assume that he was solely to blame when things went wrong, or that any mistakes he made must have had momentous results. There is also a  tendency to oversimplify Churchill’s motives, which were usually more complex than historians have recognized. By reconstructing his views and taking into consideration the decision-making process as a whole, a more sympathetic 8              sea   p owe r   i n   th e   ag e   of   c h urc h i l l

picture usually emerges. However, there are exceptions. Some of Churchill’s mistakes have attracted little attention. This is particularly true of the Battle of the Atlantic. Churchill’s post-war claims that he was constantly worried about the U-boat threat and gave it his full attention are both inaccurate and misleading, yet they have been widely accepted as fact. Churchill’s inter-est in the German attack on British trade actually fl uctuated considerably. He consistently kept the navy short of air support in order to bolster the strategic bomber offensive against Germany, and he was perfectly willing to accept heavy losses to merchant shipping—and consequently a severe reduc-tion in imports—so that he might maximize Britain’s immediate offensive capabilities. Churchill clung to this policy despite mounting evidence that the Royal Air Force was not infl icting decisive damage on Germany. It was only when this strategy threatened to reduce British imports to critical lev-els and disrupt Anglo-American strategic plans that Churchill fi nally gave the anti-U-boat campaign his full attention and ensured that the necessary resources were allocated to it. Curiously, however, little blame has been directed at Churchill for prolonging the Battle of the Atlantic. 

 This study also addresses claims that Churchill attempted to initiate a ‘naval revolution’ prior to the First World War. Revisionist naval historians have argued that Churchill, inspired by Admiral Sir John (‘Jacky’) Fisher’s radical views on submarines, secretly decided in 1914 to abandon Britain’s battleship standard in favour of ‘fl otilla defence’.   12   This policy would have seen Britain protected from invasion by submarines and other fl otilla vessels, while capital ships were freed up for the protection of British trade and overseas possessions. These claims do not withstand close scrutiny, however. Churchill was undoubtedly enthusiastic about the future of the submarine, as the revisionists have shown, and he was even willing to consider ‘fl otilla defence’ as a means to protect British interests in a subsidiary theatre like the Mediterranean. But this study will show that he was not prepared in 1914 to abandon the capital ship as the Royal Navy’s ultimate defence against the naval challenge from Wilhelmine Germany. 

 A critical examination of Churchill’s role as a steward of the Royal Navy also makes it possible to measure his long-term impact on British sea power. Navies are particularly expensive institutions to build and maintain. They rely on a large and technologically advanced industrial infrastructure to provide warships and weapons systems. They require a network of bases and extensive logistical capabilities to project their power globally. And they need to be supplied with highly skilled personnel. As a rule, none of these 
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things can be improvised in a hurry; they required then, as they do now, a deliberate and long-term commitment by the state. This, in turn, requires that the nation’s leaders recognize the value of sea power and possess both the resources and the will to maintain it. The need to invest continually in the industrial underpinnings of British sea power largely escaped Churchill, as it did most British politicians of this era. When he left offi ce  in 1945, Britain’s resources were no longer adequate to the task. The explanation most commonly offered for the country’s demise as the world’s dominant maritime power is economic decline, but this does not fully explain the ero-sion of Britain’s sea power over the fi rst half of the twentieth century.   13 British leaders also took deliberate decisions during the period that gradu-ally but steadily undermined the nation’s strength at sea. 

 Churchill took a leading role in this process, although the part he played has attracted little attention. It was not, of course, something that he wished to call attention to. He was conscious, like other politicians of this period, that the Royal Navy was not only popular, but also occupied a prominent place in British national mythology. He also had a genuine affection for the Royal Navy. But for all his romantic rhetoric about Britain’s glorious naval past, Churchill’s views on the utility of sea power in the modern era were unsentimental and pragmatic. They also evolved continuously over the course of his career in response to shifting geopolitical and technological developments. Churchill’s early faith in the navy as a potent and decisive weapon was badly shaken by the navy’s inability to strike a decisive blow against Britain’s enemies during the First World War. After that confl ict, he developed doubts about Britain’s ability to protect its interests in the Far East against Japan through sea power alone. The rise of Nazi Germany dur-ing the 1930s began to reorient his strategic thinking towards air power as the foundation of Britain’s future security. 

 Churchill came to view the navy as a predominantly defensive weapon. This was confi rmed by his experiences during the early stages of the Sec-ond World War, when he was frustrated in his efforts to fi nd an offensive role for the navy. After the fall of France in 1940, it was clear that Germany was immune to economic pressure exercised through maritime blockade. By the end of 1941, it was equally clear that amphibious raids could do little to challenge Germany’s domination of Europe, and that the navy alone could not exert decisive pressure against even a second-tier power like Italy. Churchill concluded that the navy should only be maintained at the lowest level necessary to fulfi l its essential defensive functions, and that national 10            sea   p owe r   i n   th e   ag e   of   c h urc h i l l

resources should be channelled as far as possible towards the other services, and particularly the air force, to enhance Britain’s offensive power. As prime minister during the Second World War, Churchill did not just neglect the foundations of Britain’s sea power: he willingly sacrifi ced the nation’s mari-time interests in the pursuit of victory over Nazi Germany, and in so doing hastened the process by which the United States replaced Britain as the world’s greatest maritime power.     




1 

Apprenticeship, 1900–14

 

On 12 May 1901, in one of his fi rst speeches to the House of  Commons, the young Winston Churchill proclaimed that ‘The honour and secu-rity of the British Empire do not depend, and can never depend, on the British Army.’  The Admiralty,’ he remarked, ‘is the only Offi ce strong enough to insure the British Empire’. His audience may have been surprised to hear this sentiment from a politician who had recently been an active army offi cer, but what undoubtedly caught their attention was his brash attack on his own party’s plans to expand the British army. Churchill made no attempt to conceal that his position owed much to the memory of his late father, Lord Randolph Churchill, who had resigned as Chancellor of the Excheq-uer in 1886 over his inability to force economies on the army and navy. This had destroyed Lord Randolph’s political career, and Churchill, eager to vin-dicate his father’s actions, now announced his intention to ‘lift again the tattered fl ag of retrenchment and economy’.   1 Over the next two years, the young backbencher poured scorn on his Conservative government’s schemes. The British army needed to be more effi cient, he argued, not larger. The desire to maintain more troops than was strictly necessary for the needs of imperial defence was ‘unhealthy’, he charged. ‘It betrays immoral yearnings, and cannot fail to multiply suspicion and hatred against us.’ 2 Moreover, army expansion would do nothing to make Britain safer. On the contrary, it threatened to drain resources from the one service that  could  guarantee Britain’s security—the Royal Navy. 

 Churchill’s early public statements on defence matters show that he was largely immune to the militarism that swept Britain in the aftermath of the Boer War. While continental states relied on large conscript armies for their security, Churchill maintained that ships must be the main protection for an island power like Britain. ‘It is the Navy which alone can secure the food and commerce on which the crowded population of England depends,’ he 12  ap p re nt i c e sh i p, 19 0 0 – 14

asserted in a speech of February 1903, ‘and which alone can keep this island itself free from the mighty hosts of Europe.’   3 As long as Britain maintained its supremacy at sea, Churchill was confi dent it had little to fear from other Powers. The navy protected Britain’s trade and empire; it ensured that Brit-ain’s factories received the raw materials they needed and that the British people were fed; and it provided a shield behind which the nation could mobilize its resources in wartime and even, if necessary, raise great armies. Naval supremacy also allowed Britain to project its power abroad. ‘It does not mean merely the command of the [English] Channel,’ Churchill con-tinued in the same speech, ‘or of the Mediterranean, or of the Atlantic or of the Persian Gulf—it means something much wider than that—it means the power to send our ships wherever the waters roll, to fl y our fl ag on every sea, to land our troops on any shore.’   4 But Britain’s professional army was too small to threaten other Powers. This, in Churchill’s view, gave Britain the moral high ground: the Royal Navy, in his opinion, was strictly a defen-sive force. ‘Our position is highly artifi cial,’ he told the House of Commons in March 1912. ‘We are fed from the sea; we are an unarmed people; we pos-sess a very small Army . . . We cannot menace the independence or the vital interest of any great Continental State.’   5

 Churchill also shared the popular view that Britain could be trusted not to abuse its privileged position on the seas.   6 ‘For more than 300 years,’ he proclaimed in March 1913, ‘we alone amongst the nations have wielded that mysterious and decisive force which is called sea-power. What have we done with it? We have suppressed the slaver. We have charted the seas. We have made them a safe highway for all.’ Britain’s naval supremacy, he declared, was ‘part of the common treasure of mankind’.   7 This view rested on a highly selective reading of history, and Churchill himself was well aware that the Royal Navy had not always been used for altruistic purposes. ‘We have got all we want in territory,’ he remarked in a speech in March 1914, ‘but  our claim to be left in undisputed enjoyment of vast and splendid possessions, largely acquired by war and largely maintained by force, is one which often seems less reasonable to others than to us.’   8   But this does not appear to have diminished his underlying conviction that the Royal Navy was a stabilizing force in world affairs. Britain, in his view, had a right, if not a duty, to main-tain its naval supremacy against any challenger. 

 Churchill’s attacks on the Conservative government’s plans for army expansion came at a time when the Royal Navy’s dominant position was not in question, but by 1908, when he was drawn for the fi rst time into   ap p re nt i c e sh i p, 19 0 0 – 14  13

high-level debates over naval policy, this could no longer be taken as certain. Churchill’s political career had, by this time, taken off. He moved to the Liberal Party in early 1904 and received his fi rst Cabinet post, as President of the Board of Trade, in 1908. Even though he was the most junior minister in the Cabinet, Churchill did not hesitate to plunge into the controversy over the emerging German challenge to Britain’s naval supremacy.  Germany had embarked on a programme of naval expansion in 1898, but the Royal Navy’s numerical superiority over the new German fl eet was so great that British leaders and the public did not immediately take alarm.   9 This  had changed, however, by the time Britain launched the fi rst all big-gun battle-ship, HMS  Dreadnought , in 1906.  Dreadnought  marked such an advance in fi repower and speed that earlier battleships were soon regarded as virtually obsolete. This new class of battleship, known generically as dreadnoughts, quickly became the principal means of measuring a state’s naval power. Britain gained an early lead over rivals by initiating this technological advance, but its huge numerical advantage in pre-dreadnought battleships immediately became a wasting asset. Germany now had an opportunity to compete with Britain on a relatively level playing fi eld. 

 The Germans were quick to take advantage of this unexpected opportu-nity. When the Admiralty’s annual budget estimates came up for considera-tion by the Cabinet in 1909, Germany had no fewer than thirteen dreadnoughts under construction. Against this, Britain possessed seven ships of this class, including three of the new battlecruiser type, which possessed nearly the same armament as a dreadnought but sacrifi ced armour for increased speed. Britain also had an additional fi ve dreadnoughts being built. To prevent Germany stealing a lead, the Admiralty and its supporters demanded the inclusion of six, and later eight, dreadnoughts in the new construction programme for 1909. Churchill, however, was strongly com-mitted to the Liberal government’s costly new social programs, and imme-diately aligned himself with the economizers within the Cabinet, led by the Chancellor of the Exchequer, David Lloyd George, who opposed a large naval program. In public, Churchill derided the idea that Britain was in any real danger. In his opinion, the international situation had, if anything, improved in recent years. The Russian fl eet had been destroyed during the Russo-Japanese War, and Anglo-French relations had improved with the conclusion of the Entente Cordiale in 1904. He dismissed the idea of war with Germany as far-fetched: there was nothing for the two nations to fi ght over, he argued in a speech in August 1908, ‘except perhaps a few tropical 14  ap p re nt i c e sh i p, 19 0 0 – 14

plantations and small coaling stations scattered about the world’.   10 Churchill also tried to persuade his Cabinet colleagues that Germany’s ability to  menace Britain should not be exaggerated. Even if the Germans temporar-ily gained a slight lead in dreadnoughts, Britain’s huge advantage in pre-dreadnought battleships would still secure its commanding position at sea.   11

 A compromise was eventually worked out by which the navy was guar-anteed four new dreadnoughts and promised an additional four in the event that Germany’s allies, Austria-Hungary and Italy, also began to lay down ships of this class. This was a minor setback for Churchill and the econo-mists, but the promise of eight dreadnoughts satisfi ed the government’s crit-ics and soothed public fears. Churchill soon threw himself back into his ministerial duties and only took a sporadic interest in Germany and naval matters before the summer of 1911, when the arrival of a German gunboat at the Moroccan port of Agadir sparked an international crisis. Like other ministers, Churchill, now promoted to Home Secretary, was alarmed by Germany’s aggressive actions, which seemed designed to bully France into making colonial concessions. In recent years, British foreign policy had undergone a major reorientation. Britain’s relations with long-standing rivals France and Russia had steadily improved, while Germany, now a major competitor at sea, was regarded as the main threat to the European balance of power. The Foreign Secretary, Sir Edward Grey, and other leading policy-makers distrusted Germany’s long-term intentions in Europe and believed Britain must use its infl uence to maintain French independence as a counterweight to German power. The threat of a Franco-German war in 1911 seems to have dispelled any optimism Churchill may have had about the improbability of confl ict between Britain and Germany. If the Agadir crisis escalated into war, he was certain Britain must support France.   12

 The form that British support would take was a controversial subject. Army leaders believed that Britain could contribute most effectively to the common cause by dispatching an expeditionary force to the Continent to operate alongside the French army. Secret staff talks had opened up with the French in 1905 to work out the details. This strategy was rejected by the Royal Navy, however. Admiral Sir John (‘Jacky’) Fisher, the First Sea Lord from 1904 until 1910, did not want the navy tied down safeguarding com-munications with France, and believed British troops would be more profi t-ably employed in amphibious operations against the German coast. The Admiralty made no preparations to transport an expeditionary force to France during Fisher’s tenure as First Sea Lord. Admiral of the Fleet Sir   ap p re nt i c e sh i p, 19 0 0 – 14  15

Arthur Wilson, Fisher’s successor, also refused to fall in with the army’s plans. The issue was not formally addressed until it appeared Britain might actually have to act. The Committee of Imperial Defence (CID), the Cabi-net subcommittee charged with the oversight of strategic issues, met on 23 August 1911 to consider how Britain would support France in the event of war. The army’s case for direct military assistance was ably presented by Sir Henry Wilson,  the War  Offi ce’s Director of Military Operations, who main-tained that the presence of four to six British divisions alongside the much larger French army might play a decisive role in halting a German advance into France. The navy’s proposals were presented, albeit with considerably less skill, by the First Sea Lord, Sir Arthur Wilson, who outlined a scheme for a close blockade of the German coast and the use of soldiers and Royal Marines to seize the German island of Heligoland.   13   These plans had been formulated in great secrecy by the First Sea Lord himself, and without the benefi t of advice from a formal naval staff, which did not yet exist. The impracticability of the navy’s scheme was immediately evident to commit-tee members, including Churchill. 

 The Admiralty’s poor showing at this important meeting led directly to a change in leadership. The prime minister, Henry Asquith, concluded that a new hand was needed to bring about the creation of a fully developed naval staff. This task fell to Churchill, who was moved from the Home Offi ce to become First Lord of the Admiralty in October 1911. 

 Churchill threw himself into this new position with all his characteristic energy and enthusiasm. As an advocate for the navy in Parliament and the Cabinet, he proved to be remarkably effective. Admiral Sir John Jellicoe, then the Second Sea Lord, later wrote that he ‘admired very much [Church-ill’s] wonderful argumentative powers when putting a case before the Cabi-net or the CID. He surpassed the ablest of lawyers and would make a weak case appear exceedingly strong.’   14   The service was well provided for in the years leading up to the First World War. Churchill repeatedly wrung heavy expenditure out of his Cabinet colleagues, ensured the navy’s numerical lead over its rivals, and encouraged the construction of ever larger and more powerful capital ships. The navy was also fortunate that its new leader held progressive views on technology and innovation, and was particularly recep-tive to the idea that submarines and aircraft had the potential to revolution-ize naval warfare. As First Lord, Churchill was eager to ensure that the navy was at the cutting edge of technological developments, and enthusiastically fostered the growth of the new naval air service.   15   In addition, he supported 16  ap p re nt i c e sh i p, 19 0 0 – 14

a variety of reforms within the navy, the most important of which was the development of a formal naval staff to improve the Admiralty’s organiza-tional and planning capabilities. Churchill also had progressive ideas about personnel issues. He obtained much-needed pay increases for the men of the Lower Deck, and, when it became necessary to increase the navy’s sup-ply of offi cers to keep pace with heavy pre-war construction, he instituted a scheme for naval ratings to obtain commissions. 

 But Churchill was not easy to work for. Naval offi cers, accustomed to considerable freedom in strictly professional matters, did not welcome intrusions by politicians. Most civilian service leaders during this period were content to defer to their uniformed advisers on technical questions. Churchill was not typical: he not only intruded where he was not welcome, he pressed his views on subordinates with confi dence and vigour. The aver-age naval offi cer was not well equipped to stand up to him. Churchill’s eloquence ‘became a positive danger’, Jellicoe lamented, ‘when the First Lord started to exercise his powers of argument on his colleagues on the Board [of Admiralty]. Naval offi cers are not brought up to argue a case, and but few of them can make a good show in this direction.’   16 Even such a powerful personality as Lord Fisher would complain during the First World War that ‘on purely technical naval matters he is frequently over-ruled (“he [i.e. Churchill] out-argues me”)’.   17   To make matters worse, Churchill could be overbearing and tactless, and he was not especially adept at handling naval offi cers’ particular susceptibilities. One of the most serious causes of friction during these early years was the First Lord’s propensity to invite junior offi cers to air their views directly to him, thereby subverting the established (and much cherished) chain of command. One such incident in 1913                                                        18 nearly led to the resignation of the entire Board of Admiralty.   

 The fi rst challenge facing Churchill when he took up his new post was to satisfy powerful factions within his own party demanding that he control naval expenditure, which had risen rapidly in recent years and showed no sign of slowing down. Churchill’s own instincts were still in favour of economy. In his fi rst public speech as First Lord in November 1911, he expressed his hope that ‘the high-water mark’ of naval expenditure had now been reached.   19 During his fi rst months in offi ce, he considered a variety of schemes for sav-ing money. One of the fi rst ideas he fl oated was to replace the four battleships planned for the following year’s estimates with an equal number of less expen-sive battlecruisers.   20   This was an idea that had been pressed on him by his friend and unoffi cial adviser, ‘Jacky’ Fisher, the former First Sea Lord.  Churchill   ap p re nt i c e sh i p, 19 0 0 – 14  17

had admired Fisher since their fi rst meeting in 1907, and briefl y considered bringing the controversial admiral out of retirement after taking up the post of First Lord.   21   He decided against this, but nevertheless listened sympatheti-cally to Fisher’s advice on a range of service matters. Fisher was an enthusiastic proponent of the battlecruiser, whose high speed and endurance made it, in his view, the type of capital ship best suited to protecting Britain’s global inter-ests. He had attempted to impose this view on the Admiralty during his ten-ure as First Sea Lord, but the Board of Admiralty preferred a more conservative policy and consistently gave priority to battleship construction.   22 Churchill, however, was evidently persuaded by Fisher’s arguments. 

 The new First Lord also considered dropping one of the four capital ships from the new construction programme planned for 1912. To  ensure the Germans did not gain any relative advantage as a result of this reduction, he proposed to retain in home waters a battlecruiser earmarked for dispatch to the Pacifi c.   23   However, the naval members of the Board of Admiralty rejected both this idea and the substitution scheme. Churchill’s plans for economy received another setback in January 1912 when he learned that Germany intended to build additional dreadnoughts over and above those already provided for in its most recent navy law. With German naval strength likely to increase, there was little choice but to prepare for corresponding increases to the British programme.   24 Churchill was eager, however, to avoid a new and even costlier phase of naval competition. He therefore began to explore the possibility of reaching an agreement with Germany to reduce the pace of naval construction. 

 In his speech of 18 March 1912 presenting the annual navy estimates to Parliament, Churchill explicitly linked the size of Britain’s naval programme to Germany’s, and declared that the Liberal government would meet any increase in German building with additional British construction. But he also proposed that the two nations might agree to take a ‘naval holiday’, during which they would both drop new dreadnoughts from their pro-grammes for a given year.   25 This would result in large savings for both sides without altering their relative strength in modern capital ships. Churchill realized that this would be a diffi cult proposition to sell, but he believed the Germans should be receptive to the idea, since they could not hope to over-take the British in new construction. And if they were not willing to go along, at least the offer had been made—Churchill would be in a stronger position to defl ect criticism from the ‘radical’ wing of the Liberal party, which traditionally opposed heavy expenditure on armaments.   26
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 Germany’s leaders had no interest in Churchill’s proposed naval holiday, but he was reluctant to drop the idea and revived it several times over the next couple of years, although never with any great prospect of success. In the absence of an agreement to curtail competitive building, Churchill accepted that Germany’s additional construction would have to be matched. The new German navy law of 1912 represented a formidable challenge, however. The Germans not only intended to build more dreadnoughts, but also to keep a higher percentage of their warships in full commission at all times, which would signifi cantly increase the immediate striking power of the German fl eet.   27    To meet this new construction, and as a deterrent to further German increases, the annual Navy Estimates for 1912 called for the construction of two additional British capital ships for every one added to the German programme. Churchill announced to Parliament that in 1909 the Admiralty had abandoned the traditional ‘two-power standard’, by which Britain’s naval strength was measured against its two strongest competitors (typically France and Russia), and that the Liberal government was now committed to maintaining a 60 per cent superiority over Germany alone. But additional new construction would not solve all Churchill’s problems. To ensure that the ships were properly posi-tioned to meet the German challenge, he announced that Britain would also begin moving battleships from the Mediterranean into home waters.   28

 The foundation of Churchill’s naval strategy prior to the First World War was the primacy of British home waters over all other theatres and require-ments. He therefore insisted that Britain must retain at all times a pro-nounced numerical superiority over the German fl eet in the North Sea, which he regarded as the decisive theatre in any future war. If risks had to be run, they would be run in other theatres: the navy could not be strong everywhere. ‘[M]astery on the seas,’ he noted in January 1912, did not depend ‘on the simultaneous occupation of every sea’:

  On the contrary it depends upon the ability to defeat the strongest battlefl eet 

or combination wh[ich] can be brought to bear. This ability cannot be main-

tained by a policy of dispersion. The sea is all one, and war is all one. The 

supreme strategic principle of concentration of superior force in the decisive 

theatre . . . must  govern  all  naval  dispositions . . . . Dispersion  of  strength,  fritter-

ing of money, empty parades of foolish little ships ‘displaying the fl ag’  in 

unfrequented seas, are the certain features of a policy leading through extrava-

gance to defeat.   29

 The ‘fi rst of all the laws of war,’ he later explained to the Secretary of State for War, is ‘overpowering strength at the decisive point’.  As desirable as it   ap p re nt i c e sh i p, 19 0 0 – 14  19

was to maintain strong forces everywhere, Churchill rightly judged that his  Liberal colleagues would build no more capital ships than were needed to maintain the 60 per cent margin over Germany. The nation simply could not afford to maintain a crushing numerical superiority over Germany in the North Sea while also matching the fl eets of Germany’s allies, Austria-Hungary and Italy, in the Mediterranean, and keeping powerful squadrons in more distant waters to deal with enemy raiders. The only solution, Churchill argued, was to concentrate on the most important theatre. As long as Britain won the decisive battle against the German fl eet ‘we can put everything else straight afterwards,’ he observed. But if Britain lost that bat-tle, ‘there will not be any afterwards’. ‘It w[oul]d be very foolish,’ he con-cluded in May 1912, ‘to lose England in safeguarding Egypt.’   30

 Churchill was not oblivious to the risks in stripping the Mediterranean of capital ships, but he believed these would have to be accepted. To mini-mize the danger to British interests in the region in the absence of a full battle fl eet, he proposed to concentrate submarines, destroyers, and other fl otilla vessels at Gibraltar and Alexandria. 31 This expedient of ‘fl otilla defence’ was another controversial idea that Churchill had picked up from Admiral Fisher, who believed that modern torpedo craft presented such a formidable threat to large surface ships that they could be relied upon to deter or defeat an invasion of Britain.   32   Churchill now proposed to adopt this strategy in the Mediterranean. This, in his view, offered a viable means to safeguard British interests in the region at a bearable cost. 

 These proposals met with strong opposition, however. Within the Admi-ralty, there were doubts about whether the strategy would in fact provide adequate protection for Britain’s extensive trade and imperial possessions in the Mediterranean. Admiral Troubridge, the head of the navy’s new war staff, conceded that light craft might deter attacks on British bases in the short term, but he pointed out that they were little use for protecting trade passing through the Mediterranean, and that they would be vulnerable to an enemy’s heavy ships.   33   Churchill’s redistribution plans also drew a storm of protest from other quarters, much of which was aired in Parliament and the press. Even within the Liberal government, there were many who feared that the complete withdrawal of capital ships from the Mediterranean would badly damage British prestige and leave vital interests vulnerable in wartime. 

 In May 1912, Churchill tried to satisfy his critics by agreeing to station two modern battlecruisers at Gibraltar, where, he argued, they would be immediately available for service in the Mediterranean if required. But this 20  ap p re nt i c e sh i p, 19 0 0 – 14

did little to satisfy the widespread concern that the Mediterranean was being ‘abandoned’, and he continued to face strong pressure in Cabinet to maintain a full squadron of capital ships there. Fearing that this would mean a reduction of capital ship strength in the critical North Sea theatre, Churchill appealed to his colleagues to reconsider. The pre-dreadnought battleships Britain currently maintained in the Mediterranean were simply no match for new Austrian and Italian dreadnoughts, he warned in June 1912. In war-time, the older British ships ‘would only be a cheap and certain spoil’. He was therefore opposed to leaving these ships at Malta solely to ‘ keep up appearances . It would be a bluff,’ he warned, ‘which would deceive nobody.’   34 Only the most modern warships would be any use in the Mediterranean, and Britain could not afford to maintain a two-power standard in the Medi-terranean against Italy and Austria while preserving a 60 per cent margin over Germany in the North Sea. ‘This would be a very extravagant policy,’ he remarked, ‘and is not necessary to the fundamental safety of the British Empire or to our ultimate victory and supremacy at sea.’ 

 Flotilla defence in the Mediterranean was not an ideal solution, but Churchill insisted that there was no other realistic choice. ‘It must be plainly recognised that we must adopt the  rôle  in this minor theatre appropriate to the weaker naval Power, and while in the North Sea we rely on the gun as our fi rst weapon, we must in the Mediterranean fall back mainly on the torpedo.’ To make this idea more attractive, he pointed out that these fl otillas would probably never be tested, as Britain could expect support from the French navy in the event of war with Germany and its allies. British and French forces in the Mediterranean would easily match the combined forces of Italy and Austria-Hungary, and Churchill advocated ‘a defi nite  naval arrangement’ with France to secure British interests in the region.   35

 None of this satisfi ed Churchill’s critics, however, and the Mediterranean question was examined by the Committee of Imperial Defence (CID) on 4 July 1912. Churchill, with the support of his naval advisers, continued to insist that the fi rst priority must be to maintain Britain’s 60 per cent margin of superiority over Germany in the North Sea. ‘[A]ll other objects,’ he argued, ‘however precious, must, if necessary, be sacrifi ced to secure this end.’ To meet his colleagues’ concerns about the security of British interests in the Mediterranean, he proposed that Britain and France together should aim to maintain superior strength over the combined strength of Austria-Hungary and Italy. Britain would then require just four battlecruisers at Malta in peacetime, which was suffi cient, he insisted, to maintain British   ap p re nt i c e sh i p, 19 0 0 – 14  21

prestige in the region. The committee, following the lead of the Foreign Secretary, Sir Edward Grey, rejected this advice. It was decided that Britain must maintain rough equality in capital ships with the strongest power in the region (excluding France)—i.e. a regional ‘one-power standard’—so as to give weight to British diplomacy in the area. The CID also ruled that the Admiralty’s fi rst priority must be to retain a ‘reasonable margin’ of superior-ity over Germany, but as the margin was not defi ned, Churchill and the Admiralty were not guaranteed the                                    36 60 per cent superiority they wanted.   

 This decision, later ratifi ed by the full Cabinet, marked a signifi cant set-back for Churchill and the Admiralty. In taking this step, the Liberal govern-ment effectively transformed Britain’s naval race with Germany into a naval race with Germany  and  Austria-Hungary. The former competition was cer-tain to be expensive, but the latter threatened to be ruinous. The 60 per cent margin Churchill had announced to Parliament had made no allowances for matching construction by another great power, but the Admiralty was now expected to counter Austrian strength in the Mediterranean. Because Churchill was determined, for strategic reasons, not to denude the North Sea of capital ships, he would spend much of the next two years scrambling to fi nd the ships he needed to meet the new Mediterranean one-power standard. 

 As an interim measure, he persuaded the Cabinet that it would be suffi -cient to station four British battlecruisers at Malta.   37   But in the long term, as Austrian and Italian dreadnoughts were completed, more modern heavy ships would be required. Churchill calculated that by mid-1915 he would need a squadron of eight capital ships in the Mediterranean to maintain the one-power standard. On 10 July 1912 he appealed to the Cabinet to agree to the construction of three extra dreadnoughts to ensure the standard could be preserved from 1916 onward. According to one of the ministers present, Churchill now proposed to abandon the policy of maintaining a 60 per cent superiority over the German navy in favour of ‘something like 40 per cent over the next two strongest fl eets  combined’.   38   This formula would have tied British strength directly to its two principal rivals, so that Austrian dreadnought construction would automatically trigger corresponding increases in British strength, thereby ensuring that enough ships would always be available to maintain a large margin over Germany in the North Sea and a one-power standard in the Mediterranean. 

 This expensive proposal was promptly rejected by the Cabinet, but Churchill never gave up his belief that some modifi cation of British policy 22  ap p re nt i c e sh i p, 19 0 0 – 14

would eventually be required. In a speech to the House of Commons on 22 July 1912, he pointedly omitted any reference to the new Mediterranean standard, which he probably hoped would be abandoned, and he hinted that more dreadnoughts might eventually have to be built to meet Britain’s commitments in this region.   39 But one other possibility soon presented itself. Churchill began to explore the idea that the burden of additional new construction could be shifted to Britain’s self-governing Dominions. Aus-tralia was already building a battlecruiser in British shipyards for the newly established Royal Australian Navy, and New Zealand was fi nancing  the construction of another for use by the Royal Navy. The Canadian govern-ment was also showing an interest in building dreadnoughts for Britain. In early July, Churchill outlined the naval situation at length to Sir Robert Borden, the prime minister of Canada, at a meeting of the CID in London. The First Lord explained that Britain needed to lay down three extra capital ships to ensure that it maintained its minimum standards of strength in both the Mediterranean and the North Sea. This would be diffi cult, he stated, for fi nancial reasons, but also because additional construction by Britain might increase the strain on Anglo-German relations. However, he suggested that diplomatic complications could be avoided if Canada undertook to build these ships.   40

 Churchill’s idea of using Dominion capital ships to fulfi l the new one-power standard in the Mediterranean confl icted with a previous Admiralty commitment to begin establishing a stronger British naval presence in the Pacifi c. At the Imperial Conference of 1909, the Admiralty had recom-mended that Dominion governments interested in developing their own navies should each construct a distinct ‘fl eet unit’, consisting of a battle-cruiser, three unarmoured cruisers, six destroyers, and three submarines. Such a force would be capable of catching and destroying an enemy’s detached commerce raiders on the high seas, and could take over some of the burden of trade protection in distant waters. They could also, if neces-sary, be integrated into a larger fl eet. The Conference had concluded with an agreement that a new Pacifi c Fleet would be established consisting of three such fl eet units. Two of these would be provided by Britain; the third would be Australian. Churchill was willing to go along with these plans in his fi rst months at the Admiralty, but he was hardly enthusiastic: it made lit-tle sense, in his opinion, to dispatch modern warships—especially the new-est and most powerful capital ships—to distant stations at a time when Britain faced a major threat from Germany in its own home waters.   41  ap p re nt i c e sh i p, 19 0 0 – 14  23

 When the Canadian government fi rst expressed an interest in building capital ships, Churchill thought he saw an opportunity to improve on the 1909 arrangements. In April 1912 he had outlined plans for a ‘Dominion Squadron’ to the Canadian prime minister. This force would combine the battlecruisers being built by Australia and New Zealand with two new— and still speculative—Canadian battlecruisers. He also hoped that South Africa and Indi a might contribute to the squadron, which would be respon-sible for protecting imperial communications in distant waters. The advan-tage of this arrangement from the Admiralty’s perspective was that Britain could withdraw its modern ships from the Pacifi c without recriminations from the dominions. ‘Here then,’ Churchill wrote in April 1912, ‘is the fun-damental division of labour wh[ich] the mother country should make with her Colonies:—We will cope with the strongest combination in the deci-sive theatre, you shall patrol the Empire.’   42

 Churchill outlined this plan publicly in May 1912, but he promptly aban-doned it when the Cabinet decided on the one-power standard against Austria-Hungary. Imperial defence would now take second place to the principle of concentration in the decisive theatre: Churchill wanted all the empire’s capital ships available for service in Britain’s home waters and the Mediterranean. This redistribution began in July, when two battlecruisers,  Indomitable  and  New Zealand , which had been allocated to Britain’s fl eet units in the Pacifi c, were reassigned to home waters. But the only way to ensure that Britain maintained its essential margin over Germany without increasing its own shipbuilding programme was to rely on the Dominions for the additional ships needed in the Mediterranean. There was little pros-pect of Australia releasing its new battlecruiser, HMAS  Australia , which would form an integral part of the new Royal Australian Navy, so it was Canada that Churchill looked to for support. To everyone’s relief, Borden appeared eager to cooperate. He asked Churchill to outline the arguments for a contribution of dreadnoughts for the Royal Navy in two separate documents, one suitable for presentation to the Canadian Parliament and another, ‘confi dential and in detail’, that he could share with his Cabinet.   43

 To overcome domestic opposition, Borden believed he must have a clear and unequivocal statement from the Admiralty that Britain faced an emer-gency. But this created problems for Churchill, who did not want to suggest that the Admiralty might conceivably fail to meet its defence obligations to the Dominions. He informed Borden privately that without Canadian assistance, Britain would have to take additional measures ‘over and above 24  ap p re nt i c e sh i p, 19 0 0 – 14

the very great exertions they are already making’ to provide for the safety of both Britain and the empire. But he confi ded in August 1912 that he was wary about presenting the situation ‘so nakedly, even in a confi dential docu-ment’.   44   After two weeks working on the document, he confi ded to the Colonial Secretary, Sir Lewis Harcourt, in September that it was proving diffi cult ‘to make a case for an emergency policy in Canada without admit-ting that we have not provided adequately for the safety of the Country here, and without unduly dwelling on the facts regarding the German naval development or committing ourselves to a position which would not leave us any choice but to make additional provision if Canada does not’.   45

 The memorandum Churchill provided to Borden in September studi-ously avoided any hint of a crisis. Britain, it affi rmed, would not ‘in any circumstances fail in her duty to the Oversea Dominions of the Crown’. The British Parliament would take whatever measures were necessary to safeguard the vital interests of the empire. But Canada’s aid, it maintained, would have a tremendous moral value:

  Any action on the part of Canada to increase the power and mobility of the 

Imperial Navy, and thus widen the margin of our common safety, would be 

recognised everywhere as a most signifi cant witness to the united strength of 

the Empire, and to the renewed resolve of the Oversea Dominions to take 

their part in maintaining its integrity.   46

 Churchill was also quick to reassure Borden that the Admiralty was recep-tive to proposals that would support the Canadian shipbuilding industry by building some new warships—other than dreadnoughts themselves—in Canada.   47   His efforts were rewarded in December 1912 when Borden intro-duced a Naval Aid Bill to the Canadian Parliament calling for the fi nancing of three dreadnoughts for the Royal Navy. 

 Churchill initially had no reason to doubt that the ships would be approved, but it soon became apparent that Borden’s Conservative govern-ment was unlikely to obtain the support of Canada’s Liberal-dominated upper chamber. To strengthen Borden’s hand, and secure the dreadnoughts he needed for the Mediterranean, Churchill decided that he must after all endorse the Canadian leader’s claims that Britain was facing an emer-gency. When  presenting  the Royal Navy’s annual estimates to Parliament in March 1913, the First Lord declared that while Britain’s margins relative to  Germany were not in danger, the proposed Canadian dreadnoughts were ‘absolutely necessary for the whole-world defence of the British Empire from the end of                                              48 1915 , or from the beginning of 1916 onwards’.     ap p re nt i c e sh i p, 19 0 0 – 14  25

 The potential loss of the Canadian dreadnoughts was partially offset by increased naval cooperation with France. In July 1912, Churchill had accepted a French request to consider arrangements for joint naval action in the event the two powers became embroiled in war with Germany. While taking care to ensure that a naval agreement did not entail any binding political commitments, he encouraged the French to maintain enough ships in the Mediterranean to match the forces of Austria-Hungary and Italy combined.   49   Over the next several months, an agreement was hammered out between the two governments that gave the French navy responsibility for protecting British interests in the western Mediterranean, while Britain agreed, under certain conditions, to protect French interests in the North Sea and English Channel. When a formal convention was concluded in February 1913, the British were not committed to supporting France auto-matically in the event of a Franco-German confl ict. However, if Britain remained neutral in such a war, France’s Atlantic coast would be exposed to German assault. Churchill himself was confi dent that France was well advised to concentrate its forces in the Mediterranean no matter what Brit-ain did, but the French were undeniably running a risk at Britain’s behest and, whether Churchill and his colleagues liked it or not, Britain incurred a moral obligation to France. 

 The naval convention eased some of the government’s concerns about the situation in the Mediterranean, but Churchill was still no closer to hav-ing the ships necessary to maintain the one-power Mediterranean standard. His diffi culties increased in May 1913 when Borden’s naval aid bill was rejected outright by the Canadian Senate. Churchill had to scramble again to fi nd ships for the Mediterranean, despite his clear lack of enthusiasm. He still disliked the idea of tying up modern capital ships in a secondary theatre, and he assumed that the naval agreement with France made it strategically unnecessary for Britain to match Austrian strength. It was ‘extremely improbable’, he argued in September 1913, that Britain would have to face Germany and one or both of its allies without French support. And since France alone could be expected to match both Austria-Hungary and Italy, Britain could afford to remove some, if not all, of its capital ships from the Mediterranean in wartime. If Britain were at war with Germany alone, Churchill proposed to bring home the  entire  Mediterranean fl eet.   50 He con-tinued to plan for a full squadron of capital ships in the Mediterranean in peacetime as the Cabinet had stipulated, but he seems to have regarded these ships as a sort of reserve force available for redeployment to home waters in wartime. 
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 Churchill was also prepared to revert to his earlier idea of relying on ‘fl otilla defence’ in the Mediterranean if it proved impossible to secure enough capital ships for the one-power standard. In the autumn of 1912 he had considered reducing the number of battleships in the estimates for 1913–14 in order to divert resources to the expansion of the submarine fl eet. There is no indication of how the additional submarines were to be deployed, but Churchill clearly saw a use for them in the Mediterranean. ‘There is no doubt that Austria intends to have a great Mediterranean Fleet,’ he had told Grey and Asquith in October 1912. ‘Our best and cheapest— perhaps our only—way of meeting this will be a large submarine and tor-pedo development supported by a fast squadron.’   51 At that time, his naval advisers were receptive to this idea. A study by the Naval Staff ’s operations division in November 1912 concluded that the Austrian fl eet would be vul-nerable to British submarines and destroyers as it exited the Adriatic Sea through the Strait of Otranto, which was only 40 miles wide. Captain George Ballard, the division’s director, believed that a ‘force of 80 sea-going Submarines’ could ‘make the Adriatic entrance practically impossible [for the Austrians] if properly disposed and manoeuvred’. This would allow Brit-ain to reduce its capital-ship requirements in the Mediterranean.   52

 But Churchill was still bound by the Cabinet’s decision to maintain a one-power standard in the Mediterranean, and he continued to view fl otilla defence as an inferior means of protecting British interests. Since the Cabi-net had created the need for capital ships in the Mediterranean, he naturally looked to this body for relief. In June 1913 he explained again to his col-leagues that without the three Canadian dreadnoughts Britain would fall behind Austrian capital-ship strength in the Mediterranean by the autumn of 1915. To prevent this, he recommended moving ahead the start date of three British dreadnoughts already authorized in the Admiralty’s 1913–14 estimates. This boost would enable Britain to maintain the approved stand-ards in both home waters and the Mediterranean until the autumn of 1916. But he warned that the acceleration of the current programme would only provide a temporary solution. If the Canadian government did not con-struct any of the proposed dreadnoughts, Britain would have to consider adding ships to its 1914–15 programme to be sure of maintaining the one-power standard beyond      53 1916 .   

 After obtaining Cabinet sanction for the accelerated delivery of the Brit-ish ships, Churchill wrote privately to Borden stressing the importance of the Canadian dreadnoughts to imperial security. The Cabinet had already   ap p re nt i c e sh i p, 19 0 0 – 14  27

rejected a proposal from the Canadian prime minister that the British  government should order three additional dreadnoughts, which would eventually be taken over and paid for by Canada.   54   Churchill now suggested that a declaration from the Canadian government that it intended to build these vessels might be suffi cient to induce one of Britain’s shipbuilding fi rms to begin work on the dreadnoughts ‘as a speculation’. This was an unconventional and indeed improper step, but the important thing from Churchill’s perspective was to fi nd some way to get the necessary ships into production. Even if the Canadian government ultimately decided not to pay for them, he was optimistic that the British government would take them over rather than risk seeing them sold to another power.   55

 The situation was complicated, however, by Churchill’s contingency plans for Britain’s 1914 programme of new construction. The Naval Staff was investigating means to increase the number of submarines in the annual estimates the following year without increasing the overall cost of its new construction programme. 56 Churchill had no desire to see these plans wrecked for the sake of laying down additional battleships for the Mediter-ranean. He therefore explained to Borden that if the Canadian dreadnoughts were not approved by the following spring, when the annual estimates were submitted to Parliament, the Admiralty would probably expand its subma-rine fl eet rather than build additional capital ships of its own. ‘My naval colleagues,’ he informed Borden, ‘consider that for less money than 3 capital ships would cost, we could by a greatly increased fl otilla construction in the narrow seas liberate [sic] 3 ships for general service.’ The diffi culty with this course is that Churchill—with the consent of the Cabinet—had publicly stated that the Canadian dreadnoughts were needed to meet an emergency. Building submarines rather than additional battleships would appear to contradict the Admiralty’s earlier advice that Canada should build dread-noughts, and belie Churchill’s assurances that the Canadian ships were urgently needed to meet the Admiralty’s global requirements.   57

 The Mediterranean one-power standard continued to complicate Churchill’s plans during the autumn of 1913. Borden remained committed to fi nancing dreadnoughts for the Royal Navy, but he clearly faced enor-mous obstacles to securing the necessary political support. Churchill calcu-lated that further delays in the construction of the Canadian ships could only be covered by moving forward the start date of the battleships in the Admiralty’s 1914–15 program. This would allow Britain to continue  meeting its Mediterranean standard for another year, but it was another short-term 28  ap p re nt i c e sh i p, 19 0 0 – 14

solution. If Canada ultimately did not build the additional dreadnoughts, Churchill assumed he would have to ask the Cabinet for three capital ships beyond those already projected. He explained his diffi culties in a Cabinet memorandum in early December 1913, outlining the Admiralty’s proposed estimates for 1914–15. Britain could have a one-power standard fl eet in the Mediterranean at the end of 1916 or by early 1917, he advised, but  only  if the Austrians did not add to their current building plans  and  if Canada fi nanced three dreadnoughts. In the meantime, four battlecruisers would be based at Malta to support British diplomacy. If Canada did not begin building dread-noughts, Britain would have to make good this shortfall. He also warned that Austria-Hungary was contemplating an additional four capital ships in its programme, and those ships would have to be matched as well. 

 A request for more capital ships was hardly unreasonable in the circum-stances, but Churchill probably assumed that his colleagues, faced with the tre-mendous expense of building three or more additional dreadnoughts, would quietly abandon the Mediterranean standard and rely on the understanding with France to safeguard British interests there.   58 If he expected debate over the 1914 naval estimates to revolve around the question of expanding Britain’s building programme, he was mistaken. A strong faction within the Cabinet favored a  reduction  in the estimates. This group, which included Lloyd George, proposed to drop two of the four dreadnoughts included in the following year’s new construction programme. Their reasons were mainly fi nancial. The navy estimates for 1911, the year Churchill arrived at the Admiralty, had been £42.4 million. Since then, naval expenses had increased drastically. Britain was building more ships than before, at a greater individual cost, and keeping more vessels in commission. The number and pay of naval personnel was also increasing, and a new naval air service had been created. Churchill’s proposed estimates for 1914 came to nearly £50.7 million, and he warned that an additional £2 million might become necessary if shipyards made more rapid progress than expected on vessels already under construction. This represented an increase of nearly 25 per cent in naval expenditure in just four years. The Chancellor of the Excheq-uer, who was faced with the prospect of raising taxes in the coming year (an election year), was alarmed by the size of Churchill’s estimates, and did not believe that a small reduction in the capital-ship programme would jeopardize British security. To his colleagues, he argued that four dreadnoughts were not needed that year to maintain 60 per cent superiority over Germany, and that such a large programme would be ‘distinctly provocative’ at a time when Anglo-German relations seemed to be improving.   59  ap p re nt i c e sh i p, 19 0 0 – 14  29

 Sir Edward Grey proposed to the Cabinet in mid-December that  reductions in the shipbuilding programme might be possible if Britain with-drew some of its capital ships from the Mediterranean.   60 This would have gone a long way towards solving Churchill’s diffi culties, and he probably would have been happy to reduce the Mediterranean commitments if this were not linked to a reduction in the shipbuilding programme. But Church-ill had publicly committed himself in March 1912 to building four capital ships in 1914, and to the preservation of 60 per cent superiority over Ger-many. If the Cabinet—which had not protested against these commitments— now repudiated them, Churchill’s position would be untenable and he was prepared to resign. The situation was further complicated by his public dec-larations that the Canadian dreadnoughts were required to meet a naval emergency. It would be highly damaging to Churchill personally if the gov-ernment demonstrated that there was no emergency, and that the situation was in fact so secure that it could afford to reduce Britain’s own programme. Any chance of obtaining the Canadian ships would likely be wrecked. Churchill was also alarmed about the repercussions in Germany. The con-struction programme outlined in 1912 had been the stick with which he hoped to induce the Germans to accept his proposals for a naval holiday. He feared that a major change in British policy would signal a weakening of British resolve and encourage the Germans to renew their efforts.   61

 On 18 December Churchill appealed to Asquith for patience. There still appeared to be a chance that Borden would obtain funds for the new dread-noughts, in which event Britain could maintain both the 60 per cent mar-gin over Germany and the one-power standard against Austria-Hungary. In other words, by approving all four battleships in the current program, Brit-ain ultimately stood to obtain seven new dreadnoughts. Cutting the pro-gramme to two, on the other hand, would ensure that two were the most Britain could hope for. By ‘hold[ing] fi rm now’, Churchill insisted, there were still ‘good chances of a complete success’. But if Borden failed, Church-ill did not see any insuperable obstacle to reducing Britain’s commitments in the Mediterranean. He suggested to Asquith in December 1913 that he could if necessary ‘develop an argument ab[ou]t submarines in that sea wh[ich] will obviate a further constr[uctio]n of battleships for this 2dary theatre’.   62   In other words, fl otilla defence might still provide an alternative to a one-power standard in capital ships in the Mediterranean. 

 An unpublished memorandum dating from around this time illustrates Churchill’s thoughts on this subject. Matching Austrian dreadnoughts with 30  ap p re nt i c e sh i p, 19 0 0 – 14

British dreadnoughts represented ‘no more than a plain and simple  interpretation’ of the one-power standard, he argued. Britain, in his opinion, would have to rely on what would now be called an ‘asymmetric strategy’:

  The obvious method of meeting like with like [i.e. battleships with  battleships] 

would impose an unbearable strain on our resources. We must therefore seek 

safety in some disconcerting variation. To do the same thing as your enemy 

but on a smaller scale is futile. If you cannot be superior, you must be different. 

We are justifi ed in adopting less direct methods of maintaining our position 

in a secondary theatre than are required in the North Sea.   

 Rather than build three additional British dreadnoughts to maintain a pre-cise one-power standard, Churchill suggested that Mediterranean require-ments be met by building additional vessels in other classes, including twelve submarines and eight fast destroyers, which could then be used to augment British capital-ship strength. It would then be possible to get by with just fi ve fast capital ships in the Mediterranean by 1915. Such a ‘force is not directly comparable to the Italian or Austrian fl eets’, he conceded:

  but we consider that its speed and quality would enable it, if well handled, to 

seize any opportunity of striking a heavy blow which a temporary weakness 

of the enemy might offer, and to avoid being brought to action in unfavour-

able circumstances. It is peculiarly well adapted to protecting British trade in 

the Mediterranean, and could continually harass and injure the enemy. We are 

of opinion that such a force would in fact though not in form meet the 

requirements of the ‘One Power Standard’ prescribed.   63

 To strengthen his position in Cabinet, Churchill enlisted Borden’s support. On 19 December he warned the Canadian prime minister that the Admi-ralty was being pressed to reduce its battleship programme for the coming year. He invited Borden to send him a letter stating that such a reduction ‘would be disastrous to your Government & its naval policy, & that you w[oul]d consider you had been ill-used’. Such a letter, he predicted, would have a strong impact on his colleagues. ‘The claim of obligation & good faith is one wh[ich] no British Cabinet will reject; & an argument on these lines makes it easy for persons who do not agree on the merits of particular proposals to bow to what they can regard as past commitments.’   64 Borden promptly replied along the lines requested. If Britain cut its capital-ship programme for 1914 by half, he warned that it ‘would be quite impossible for us to persevere in proposals which were based upon considerations of an urgency which we vigorously proclaimed and in which we fully believed’.   ap p re nt i c e sh i p, 19 0 0 – 14  31

At the same time, he reassured Churchill of his determination to obtain funding for the Canadian dreadnoughts, although he admitted that until the composition of the senate was altered to favour his party there was no point in introducing a new naval-aid bill.   65

 When the debate over the naval estimates resumed in January 1914, Churchill produced a new memorandum for the Cabinet clearly laying out the full implications of the decision in July 1912 to maintain a one-power standard in the Mediterranean. If the government did not accelerate more of its own ships in 1914–15 temporarily to fi ll the gap left by the Canadian dreadnoughts, the Opposition would have every right to demand that Brit-ain build an additional three capital ships to fi ll the gap permanently, mak-ing a total of seven new dreadnoughts that year. By adding three capital ships to the previous year’s estimates, Churchill maintained that his col-leagues had publicly committed themselves to providing enough ships to maintain a one-power Mediterranean standard. The only alternative to building three additional ships, he argued, was to accelerate work on two of the new ships in the 1914–15 programme. This would provide another tem-porary solution. If that course were rejected, he insisted that the Cabinet would have to consider revoking the one-power Mediterranean standard entirely. And if it wished to retain the standard, it would also have to con-sider its response if either Austria-Hungary or Italy increased its building programme, as appeared likely. 

 Churchill made his own position on these issues clear in a draft minute to Admiral Prince Louis of Battenberg, the First Sea Lord, and Admiral Sir Henry Jackson, the Chief of the Admiralty’s War Staff. All four battleships must be approved, he stated, in order to maintain the 60 per cent standard, and two of these vessels should be laid down as soon as possible to cover temporarily the expected shortfall in the Mediterranean. He also proposed that the government should continue to ‘Adhere to the Mediterranean decision [i.e. the one-power standard]: but keep it secret.’  This would make it easier to drop the standard later if the Canadian dreadnoughts fell through. Finally, Churchill suggested that Britain should simply ignore future build-ing by Italy, while matching new Austrian battleships with submarines.   66

 After a protracted and sometimes acrimonious debate, Churchill and Lloyd George reached a compromise at the end of January 1914. The  First Lord obtained approval for the construction of four new dreadnoughts, which would entail estimates of £52.8 million. In return, Lloyd George was assured that the estimates for                                                67 1915 – 16 would be kept below £ 50 million.   32  ap p re nt i c e sh i p, 19 0 0 – 14

The only outstanding question now was the fate of the Mediterranean standard. In early February, Churchill took the question of acceleration back to the Cabinet. If the start date of two ships of the new programme were not moved forward, he warned again that it would be necessary to abandon either the existing margin over Germany in home waters or the one-power Mediterranean standard. The latter course would destroy any chance of obtaining dreadnoughts from Canada, and Churchill was still eager not to take this step unless absolutely necessary. To make an acceleration more attractive, he proposed that offsetting economies could be obtained by delaying the start of a number of smaller warships and the other two dread-noughts in the 1914 estimates. If Borden obtained authorization for the Canadian dreadnoughts, Churchill suggested it might even be possible to delay some of the battleships in the 1915 programme. But if the Canadian ships were defi nitely abandoned, it would be necessary to accelerate part of the 1915 programme in order to maintain the Mediterranean standard for another year. Churchill suggested, however, that by the time such a decision had to be taken, ‘the progress of naval science, especially in regard to subma-rine construction, may enable a new view to be taken of the naval situation as a whole’. The Cabinet would therefore not necessarily be committed to building additional battleships if the Canadian contribution did not materialize.   68

 The accelerated production of two ships from the 1914 programme was approved in February, despite strong opposition from some ministers. But the Cabinet was not willing to commit to any future increase in Britain’s capital-ship programme for the sake of the Mediterranean. According to Asquith’s account, the Cabinet agreed ‘that Parliament should be clearly informed that in the event of Mr Borden’s continued default, the British government was under no obligation to supply the 3 missing Canadian ships, and that our standard of construction is to be maintained at 60 per cent’.   69    This amounted to a tacit repudiation of the one-power Mediter-ranean standard. The details of the Cabinet’s discussion about naval stand-ards are not recorded, but ministers were by now well aware that in superimposing the Mediterranean standard on the earlier 60 per cent standard over Germany, the government had infl ated its battleship require-ments beyond what the Admiralty considered necessary and what the Cab-inet was willing to pay for. As Churchill noted shortly afterwards, in a minute to the Director of the Admiralty’s Intelligence Division, the exist-ing battleship standards ‘would carry us to an individual strength superior   ap p re nt i c e sh i p, 19 0 0 – 14  33

to the whole Triple  Alliance’. In other words, Britain had unintentionally created a de facto three-power standard. ‘Such a position,’ Churchill remarked, could not be defended.’ He noted, however, that the Cabinet was inclined to limit its obligations by adopting a new formula by which Brit-ain would maintain either a 160 per cent standard against the next strongest power, or a two-power standard measured against the next two strongest powers excluding the United States, ‘whichever alternative is the greater’.   70

 A new formula along these lines would have reduced the government’s obligations in battleships to a more manageable and realistic level. Numbers were only a problem from Churchill’s perspective if he had to maintain  both  the 160 per cent standard against Germany and the one-power standard in the Mediterranean. If Britain abandoned the latter, there would be enough ships on hand to maintain the Admiralty’s ‘irreducible’ requirement of 50 per cent superiority over Germany in the North Sea and still provide a small but fast squadron for the Mediterranean. No formal decision was taken to abandon the one-power standard, but it had clearly became unten-able by April 1914, when it was learned that Austria-Hungary and Italy intended to increase their existing programmes by an additional four dread-noughts each.   71   Neither the ‘acceleration’ in British ships nor Canadian construction would suffi ce any longer to maintain the one-power standard. This development appears to have convinced Churchill that the time had come to rely more heavily on submarines as a substitute for capital ships in the Mediterranean. 

 At the time, the First Lord regarded Britain’s position in the North Sea with considerable confi dence. British shipyards were able to build capital ships more rapidly than their German counterparts, and in the spring of 1914 Churchill was optimistic that the navy could maintain its 60 per cent margin over Germany alone. Writing to Battenberg on 13 May, he noted that Britain could expect to complete thirteen new capital ships between the fourth quarter of 1914 and the fi rst quarter of 1916, while Germany would complete only two. This ‘great military fact’, he remarked, altered ‘the whole proportion of battle strength between the fl eets’. In his opinion, this development was ‘one of the strongest justifi cations for a general review of types [for construction]’.   72   Not long afterwards, he observed to his private secretary that ‘the European situation has so greatly improved and the Ger-man increase has been so largely overhauled by our exertions’ that it would now be safe to begin scrapping a large number of obsolescent warships, a 34  ap p re nt i c e sh i p, 19 0 0 – 14

policy he had planned to pursue when he came to the Admiralty but which had been shelved following the German naval increases in      73 1912 .   

 The worsening situation in the Mediterranean, on the other hand,  bolstered Churchill’s resolve to reduce Britain’s commitments in this sec-ondary theatre.   74   There is no record of the Mediterranean standard being formally dropped, but an informal understanding appears to have been reached. On 4 July 1914, Churchill informed the prime minister that he was ‘looking to the development of fl otilla defence in the Mediterranean as a partial substitute for battleship strength, which would entail such heavy new construction charges’.   75   Preparations were, in fact, already under way to increase the British submarine force at Malta. But there was no desire to publicize any of this. On the contrary, Churchill attempted to conceal what was under way. On 7 July, just three days after informing Asquith of the plan to substitute fl otilla vessels for battleships in the Mediterranean, the First Lord informed the House of Commons that Britain would ‘have a battle-squadron of eight battleships in the Mediterranean, which is a very power-ful squadron’.   76

 This would maintain the appearance that British policy had not changed. Altering or abandoning a naval standard was always a signifi cant step, and the Liberal government had good reason to worry that its domestic critics would seize on any change to claim that Britain’s naval security and interests in the Mediterranean were not being adequately protected. More seriously, British prestige abroad would be damaged and potential enemies warned of the changes in Britain’s naval force structure in the Mediterranean. It was therefore more convenient in 1914 not to announce any change in policy. When the eight capital ships failed to appear in the Mediterranean as prom-ised, Churchill presumably intended to fall back on the argument he later outlined in an unpublished draft chapter of  The World  Crisis —that dread-noughts could be treated ‘not as capital ships but as units of power which could, if desirable, be expressed in any other form’.   77 By this sleight of hand, the one-power  battleship  standard in the Mediterranean could be trans-formed into a something that could still be described as a one-power stand-ard, thus reassuring the public that no signifi cant change was taking place. 

 Churchill was willing to run risks in the Mediterranean because of the overriding importance of maintaining a large margin of superiority over Germany in the main and decisive theatre, and because he was confi dent that British interests in the Mediterranean could be adequately protected by the powerful French navy. But while fi nancial considerations forced   ap p re nt i c e sh i p, 19 0 0 – 14  35

Churchill to accept a sharply reduced role for battleships in the Mediter-ranean, he does not appear to have lost faith in the battleship as the ultimate guarantee of British security in the North Sea. The strong preference of Churchill and his advisers for keeping these ships concentrated in what was regarded as the most important theatre represents a clear affi rmation of their faith in the battleship. 

 Churchill’s views on the  future  of the battleship were complex, however. He was fully aware of the claims being made in some quarters that subma-rines and aircraft would one day make modern capital ships obsolete; he believed this outcome would probably be realized as new technologies were developed; and he was eager that the Royal Navy should be at the forefront of progress in these areas. But at the same time he was conscious of the limi-tations of the existing technology, and he was instinctively cautious about abandoning a proven type of warship prematurely. On 10 November 1913 he told an audience at the Guildhall in London that the ‘question has often been raised whether the great ships of the Dreadnought era will some day follow the mammoth and the mastodon into a convenient and highly desir-able extinction’:

  Those who believe that that time will come—and they are a considerable 

school—point with a warning fi nger to the ever-growing power of the sub-

marine, and to the new and expanding possibilities of the air, and they ask 

whether the day will not come when, guided by information out of the sky, 

a blow may not be struck beneath the water which will be fatal to the pre-

dominance of great capital ships, at any rate in the narrow seas.   

 ‘That time,’ he assured his audience, ‘has not yet come, and the ultimate decision of naval war still rests with those who can place in the line of battle fl eets and squadrons which in numbers and quality . . . are superior to any-thing they may be called upon to meet’.   78

 His views on submarines were equally complicated. In August 1913 he drafted a detailed minute outlining the roles these vessels could be expected to play. In his opinion, there were three distinct types to consider. The fi rst were ‘coastal’ vessels with limited range suitable for protecting the narrow waters around Britain itself. The second were ‘overseas’ vessels with consid-erably greater range and capable of operating near the enemy’s shores. The third were ‘ocean’ submarines, which he described as a ‘decisive weapon of battle; and as such must count in partial substitution of battleship strength.’ No submarine of this class—later known as ‘fl eet’ submarines—had yet been developed, but Churchill believed these must possess a surface speed 36  ap p re nt i c e sh i p, 19 0 0 – 14

of around 24 knots, which would allow them to ‘overhaul a battle fl eet so as to make sure of being able to anticipate it at any point, or to get ahead of it in order to dive and attack. Such vessels attack by getting there and being overtaken.’ Churchill suggested that three or four of these vessels could be grouped together into a submarine fl otilla along with two fast light cruisers. Each fl otilla would be ‘considered equal as a decisive fi ghting unit to a fi rst class battleship or battle cruiser’.   79   The submarine would thus be capable of supplanting the battleship when a new class had been developed capable of achieving the necessary surface speed. 

 Until new technology or improved designs produced a submarine with the necessary capabilities, Churchill was not prepared to experiment with anything as radical as fl otilla defence as Britain’s main defence in the North Sea. The stakes there were simply too great. He was determined to maintain a powerful fl eet in home waters superior to its German counterpart in all classes of ship, but most importantly in modern capital ships. This force had to be ready at all times to engage the enemy’s main fl eet if a favourable opportunity arose. As long as Britain maintained a clear quantitative advan-tage, there were no doubts as to the outcome of a fl eet action. The German High Seas Fleet would be either destroyed or, if it did not accept battle, neutralized. 

 Churchill was confi dent that these arrangements would enable the navy to fulfi l its main duties in wartime with relative ease. The fi rst and most obvious of its tasks was to deter or defeat an invasion of the British Isles. Churchill’s views on this threat were fairly consistent. Even before arriving at the Admiralty, he assumed that Britain’s naval predominance effectively ruled out a full-scale invasion. No enemy would be prepared to risk such an undertaking in the face of an undefeated British fl eet. The army, therefore, only had to be large enough to deal with raiding forces, which might con-ceivably elude the fl eet, but which would also be too small to achieve deci-sive results.   80   The possibility of invasion was a controversial subject in the decade before the First World War, however. The view of some, particularly within the army, was that Britain had to maintain large forces at home in the event an enemy evaded the British fl eet and successfully landed a large body of troops on Britain’s shores. The idea of a full-scale invasion coming as a ‘bolt-from-the-blue’ was consistently rejected by the navy and its sup-porters who, like Churchill, believed the navy would detect and intercept any invasion force large enough to achieve decisive results.   ap p re nt i c e sh i p, 19 0 0 – 14  37

 An investigation by the CID in 1907–8 accepted the Admiralty’s view that invasion was unlikely as long as Britain retained command of the sea. It rec-ommended that the army retain enough strength at home to deal with an enemy force around seventy thousand strong, the most that could be expected to land in the face of British naval superiority.   81   This conclusion accorded with Churchill’s own views, although his optimism was shaken by the navy’s large-scale fl eet manoeuvres in 1912, which were specifi cally designed to test its ability to prevent an invasion. On this occasion, the ‘red’ force, represent-ing an enemy fl eet and transports, was able to evade the ‘blue’ fl eet and theo-retically get troops ashore. Churchill subsequently put a positive spin on the manoeuvres in his report to Asquith. It was reasonable, he claimed, to con-clude that real enemy landings ‘would be interrupted; and that the forces landed would have their oversea communications immediately severed.’ He conceded, however, that ‘a determined enemy, not afraid of risking the loss of 15,000 or 20,000 men’, might make ‘a series of simultaneous or successive descents upon different portions of the British coast’.   82

 The navy’s ability to detect and intercept an enemy invasion was also threatened by major changes in its war plans. Developments in submarines, aircraft, mines, and torpedoes made it increasingly dangerous for the navy to retain its traditional policy of maintaining a close watch on the enemy’s coastline in wartime, the scheme Admiral Wilson had outlined to the CID in the summer of 1911. Plans for a close blockade were dropped early in 1912, and the Admiralty’s new war staff initially contemplated its replace-ment with an ‘intermediate’ or ‘observational’ blockade, which involved keeping the main British fl eet in its own northern waters while cruisers and destroyers patrolled a line extending midway through the North Sea between Britain and Germany. Churchill was never enthusiastic about this plan, however, and it was dropped after the 1912 manoeuvres demonstrated that it was not practicable.   83   Towards the end of the year, the naval staff began to outline new plans for a ‘distant blockade’ of Germany. This called for British cruisers to patrol a line from the Shetlands and Orkneys to the Norwegian coast, with the goal of exercising ‘economic pressure upon  Germany by cutting off German shipping from oceanic trade’. The British fl eet would now be retained in Scottish waters to support the blockading cruisers, intercept an invasion force, and engage the enemy’s main fl eet if a suitable opportunity occurred.   84

 This was an improvement on earlier schemes, but Churchill continued to worry that the fl eet would be too far north to cover the transportation of a 38  ap p re nt i c e sh i p, 19 0 0 – 14

British army to France, or to be certain of intercepting German forces assaulting Britain’s east coast. The main defence against such attacks would be Britain’s light coastal vessels and shore defences, and Churchill, who would bear the brunt of any backlash if the Germans succeeded in landing troops or bombarding the coast, harboured serious misgivings about this new strategy.   85   And he was not the only one concerned about the vulner-ability of Britain’s shores. In early 1913 the CID set up another subcommit-tee to investigate anew the danger of invasion. 

 While this body deliberated, Churchill cast around for an alternative to the naval staff ’s new distant blockade strategy. ‘It is impossible,’ he com-plained to Battenberg in February 1913, ‘by a purely passive defensive to guard against all the dangers which may be threatened by an enterprising enemy’:

  When one menace has been provided against, another appears. Along the 

whole line from the Shetlands to the Straits of Dover we shall be dispersed, 

anxious, weak and waiting: the only question being where are we going to be 

hit. Whatever may be said in favour of distant blockade as the guiding policy 

of a long war, and I agree with what is said, such a policy can only be effec-

tively maintained on a basis of moral superiority. Unless and until our enemy 

has felt and learned to fear our teeth, it is impracticable. We must so conduct 

ourselves that the sea is full of nameless terrors for him—instead of for us.   

 The solution, he proposed, was to project British naval power more aggres-sively into the North Sea. The great mass of the navy’s light vessels should therefore establish an ‘overwhelming fl otilla superiority’ off the German coast during the fi rst week of war. This would provide cover for the transport of the British Expeditionary Force (BEF) to France and allow the Royal Navy to establish an early moral ascendancy over its foes, which would reduce the likelihood of a German assault on the British coast.   86 Around this same time, Churchill also attempted to revive Admiral Wilson’s idea of seizing an island near the German coast to serve as a forward base from which British fl otilla vessels could establish a powerful and continuous presence in German home waters. To circumvent the naval staff, which disliked the idea, he established an informal planning body under Rear Admiral Sir Lewis Bayly to investigate the feasibility of occupying a German or Dutch island. Churchill’s efforts were not well received by the naval staff, however, which raised legitimate concerns about the practicability of his proposals. Churchill was not prepared to press the matter at this time, and the Admiralty’s offi cial war plans contin-ued to embody the distant-blockade policy favoured by staff offi cers.   87  ap p re nt i c e sh i p, 19 0 0 – 14  39

 The vulnerability of Britain’s east coast was an ongoing source of con-cern, however, and Churchill developed doubts about the wisdom of the War Offi ce’s plan to dispatch to France at the beginning of a war the entire BEF, a force of around six regular army divisions that had been designated for service on the Continent. In April 1913 he prepared a memorandum for the CID’s subcommittee on invasion entitled ‘The Time Table of a Night-mare’, which described in considerable detail a hypothetical descent by the Germans on the British coast at the outset of war. In this document, the Germans, after using naval guns to silence the local defences at Harwich, land forty-fi ve thousand troops, along with artillery and ammunition. 88 Churchill intended this memorandum to show that it would be a grave mistake ‘to  send  away or promise to send away the whole regular army’ at the outset of war.   89   His concerns about the vulnerability of the British coast would have been increased by the navy’s 1913 manoeuvres. Once again, the ‘red’ force managed to evade its pursuers and land troops on ‘blue’ (i.e. Brit-ish) territory. Churchill was suffi ciently alarmed by the success of the theo-retical invasion that the manoeuvres were terminated early, ‘for fear’, as Admiral Jellicoe put it, ‘of giving useful information to the Germans’.   90 By mid-1913, the navy’s inability to prevent attacks on the British coast had convinced Churchill that a portion of the regular army must be kept in Britain to deal with large raids.   91   The CID’s invasion inquiry reached the same conclusion. Its fi nal report, issued in April 1914, recommended that two divisions of regular troops be held back from France to supplement the forces of the Territorial Army. 

 The defence of British trade—the navy’s other main defensive task— seemingly presented fewer problems. Churchill and his advisers were confi -dent that the sheer size of the British merchant fl eet would be suffi cient in itself to ensure a steady and adequate fl ow of food and raw materials into the British Isles, even if German raiders were not immediately hunted down. ‘We must rely on numbers and averages,’ the First Lord wrote in a compre-hensive overview of trade protection in August 1913. The most serious dan-ger from Churchill’s perspective was not that British merchant ships would be destroyed or captured in large numbers, but that they would be ‘fright-ened out of putting to sea’ by the threat of enemy commerce raiders.   92 The interruption of imports on a large scale could have serious consequences for the British war effort, especially, Churchill feared, if disruption to the nation’s food supply led to a breakdown of public order. The solution to this, he believed, was for the state to underwrite the risk to merchant shipping in 40  ap p re nt i c e sh i p, 19 0 0 – 14

wartime. A national insurance scheme would ensure that merchant ships were not deterred from sailing by sharp increases in commercial insurance rates due to fears of enemy action. Churchill fi rst recommended this scheme to the Admiralty in 1911, while he was still Home Secretary, and gave it his enthusiastic backing after becoming First Lord. These measures met with strong opposition within the government before the war, but were never-theless put into place with little delay in August       93 1914 .   

 The Admiralty assumed at this time that the main threat to British mer-chant ships would be enemy surface raiders, a problem Churchill regarded as easily manageable. If the Germans diverted cruisers from their main fl eet and employed them on the trade routes, Britain’s detached cruiser squad-rons could, if necessary, be augmented by cruisers from the British fl eet. Churchill was confi dent that German warships on the trade routes would be systematically hunted down and destroyed by superior numbers of Brit-ish warships. The situation would be more complicated, however, if the Germans kept their cruisers with the High Seas Fleet and relied on armed merchant ships for attacks on British trade. In this event, Churchill was not prepared to withdraw cruisers from the fl eet for trade-protection duties. It was more important, he believed, to ensure superiority over the Germans in this class of vessel in a fl eet action. He also doubted whether a handful of additional British cruisers on the trade routes would really be much use in suppressing this threat. ‘It is no use,’ he wrote, ‘distributing isolated cruisers about the vast ocean spaces. To produce any result from such a method would require hundreds of cruisers . . . . We must recognize that we cannot specifi cally protect trade routes; we can only protect confl uences.’   94

 The scale of the threat from armed German merchant ships was diffi cult to gauge. When he arrived at the Admiralty in 1911, Churchill was immedi-ately alarmed by reports from the Naval Intelligence Division that the Ger-mans were supplying large numbers of their merchant ships with guns and ammunition so they could be immediately converted into commerce raid-ers at the outbreak of war.   95   Churchill was willing to use some of the navy’s fast older cruisers in focal points as a deterrent to enemy merchant cruisers, but he believed that the best defence against this form of attack would be the defensive arming of Britain’s own merchant ships.   96 This idea was enthu-siastically supported by Admiralty offi cials, and in early 1912 the fi rst steps were taken to begin mounting 4.7-inch guns on suitable British merchant vessels. This, as Matthew Seligmann has shown, was an important departure in British trade defence policy, involving ‘complex negotiations with   ap p re nt i c e sh i p, 19 0 0 – 14  41

 shipping companies, careful consideration of international law, and the  institution of a new naval [reserve] training scheme and a range of other measures in the diplomatic sphere’.   97

 Churchill publicly announced the Admiralty’s new policy in March 1913, but his naval advisers were concerned that the defensive arming of mer-chant ships would not by itself provide adequate protection to British trade.   98    The problem with arming British merchantmen, they pointed out, was that only the fi fty or sixty vessels equipped with guns would actually be protected; the vast majority of merchant ships would remain unarmed and vulnerable. In September 1913, Churchill was dismayed to learn that Admi-ralty offi cials wanted to increase the number of cruisers on the trade routes to provide additional security.   99   Up to this time, he had assumed that Brit-ain’s armed merchantmen would actively protect unarmed merchant vessels from Germany’s converted mercantile cruisers. ‘British armed merchant-men,’ he had written only a month before, ‘stand in the same relation to British ships of war or . . . auxiliary cruisers, as the special constable sworn in in times of emergency bears to the regular members of the police or mili-tary forces’.   100

 There were serious objections, however, to using these ships, whose guns were mounted on the stern so as to emphasize their defensive role, in a polic-ing capacity. Churchill soon dropped the idea, but he continued to block requests from his naval advisers for more cruisers to protect the trade routes. This policy would not only require heavy new construction, which the navy could not afford, it would also be ineffective.   101 In a sharp rebuke to the First Sea Lord in September 1913, Churchill again denounced ‘the policy of dot-ting the British cruisers’ at intervals of 800 miles or more along the trade routes. These dispositions, he argued, would only ‘induce British trade to fol-low the usual trade routes without affording compensating protection’, thereby making the task easier for German raiders. Safety could only be pro-vided, he insisted, by encouraging ‘British trade to scatter widely and to fol-low unfrequented sea routes’.   102 The sole additional measure that Churchill was willing to accept were preparations to arm suitable merchant ships for use by the Royal Navy in wartime as commissioned auxiliary cruisers.   103

 Neither Churchill nor his naval advisers gave much consideration at this time to placing British merchant ships into convoy  for protection. This practice had been effective during the age of sail, but it was now generally thought to be outdated and unnecessary.   104 Churchill’s 1913 memorandum on trade defence had allowed that ‘In exceptional cases convoys will, if 42  ap p re nt i c e sh i p, 19 0 0 – 14

 necessary, be organized under escort’, but he also expressed his hope that ‘this cumbrous and inconvenient measure will not be required’.   105 There was also little concern about the submarine threat to British trade. As long as enemy submarines adhered to international law they appeared to pose little danger to merchant shipping. When Admiral Fisher predicted in 1913 that the Germans would disregard the law and use their submarines to sink British merchant ships, Churchill dismissed the idea out of hand. ‘I do not believe this would ever be done by a civilised power,’ he told Fisher in Janu-ary 1914. ‘If there were a nation vile enough to adopt systematically such methods it would be justifi ed and indeed necessary, to employ the extreme resources of science against them: to spread pestilence, poison the water of great cities, and, if convenient, proceed by the assassination of individuals.’ But he did not pursue these ideas, as he considered them ‘frankly unthink-able propositions’.   106   To the Board of Admiralty, he wrote that Fisher’s ideas could be rejected, ‘and certainly we have no need to construct submarines for attack or defence of commerce’.   107

 Churchill gave less thought than might be expected during these years to how sea power could contribute directly to the defeat of Germany. In the decade before the outbreak of the war, naval leaders, including Fisher, and key naval supporters in Whitehall, such as Sir Charles Ottley, Maurice Hankey (successive secretaries of the CID), and Lord Esher (one of its most prominent members), had embraced the idea that Germany could ultimately be defeated by economic pressure. The navy was expected by many to play a central role in this process by destroying the German merchant marine and implementing a commercial maritime blockade to deprive Germany of essential imports.   108 British naval preponderance promised to make it relatively easy to sweep German merchant ships from the seas. The only snag in the plan, and a serious one, was that Germany could not be completely cut off from global trade without also blocking its imports through neutral states. 

 This would be complicated by legal restrictions on Britain’s ability to interfere with neutral trade. Some of these dated back to the Declaration of Paris in 1856, but in 1909 the Liberal government had taken a leading role in formulating the Declaration of London, an international agreement to regulate the rights of neutrals and belligerents at sea in wartime. Although never ratifi ed by Britain, this agreement tacitly accepted important limita-tions on Britain’s ability to intercept cargoes bound for Germany through neutral ports. British leaders understood that the complete elimination of the German merchant fl eet would not prevent contraband reaching   ap p re nt i c e sh i p, 19 0 0 – 14  43

 Germany through contiguous neutrals, particularly Belgium and the  Netherlands. As Churchill noted when the problem was discussed by the CID in December 1912, if ‘these countries were neutral, the effi cacy of our blockade would be halved’.   109 The  diffi culty in interfering with neutral trade was the risk of alienating neutral powers, and in particular the United States. One possible solution, suggested by Lloyd George, was to limit war-time imports to Belgium and the Netherlands to their normal peacetime levels. Churchill also saw the value in this, but he proposed a more radical solution. The only way to plug this hole entirely would be if these states were  forced  to take sides. Neutrality, he advised, ‘was out of the question. They must either be friends or foes.’ If the latter, Britain could legally extend its blockade to their coasts and block all imports bound for Germany. 

 Ministers were clearly attracted to this idea. The draft minutes for the CID meeting on 6 December 1912, where these problems were discussed, stated that ‘In order to bring the greatest possible economic pressure upon Germany’, it was ‘essential that the Netherlands and Belgium should be compelled to declare at the outset to which side in the struggle they would adhere’.   110 Asquith, how-ever, was clearly troubled with the phrase ‘should be compelled to declare’, which implied a commitment to a defi nite—and certainly controversial— course of action upon the outbreak of war. When the CID reconvened on 7 January 1913, the prime minister indicated that the draft minutes for the previ-ous meeting ‘in some ways went rather further than he thought the Commit-tee meant to go’, and he proposed a new conclusion. This stated only that it was ‘essential’ that the Netherlands and Belgium ‘should either be entirely friendly to this country, in which case we should limit their oversea trade, or that they should be defi nitely hostile, in which case we should extend the blockade to their ports’. This new formula continued to acknowledge the desirability of these states taking sides in a confl ict, but did not commit minis-ters to any particular course of action, or to taking any action at all.   111

 From December 1912 onward, naval planners assumed that the maritime blockade would be just one part, albeit a critical one, of a wider effort to wage economic warfare against Germany. At this time, the CID accepted in principle the report of a major subcommittee recommending sweeping measures on the outbreak of war to prevent all forms of direct trade between Britain and Germany (including insurance and banking services), restricting British exports that might fall into enemy hands, and forbidding British ships from carrying contraband between neutral ports without assurances that it would not make its way to Germany.   112 Besides inducing Germany to take 44  ap p re nt i c e sh i p, 19 0 0 – 14

risks with its fl eet, the Admiralty predicted that its commercial blockade would, ‘as time passes infl ict a steadily increasing degree of injury on German interests and credit suffi cient to cause serious economic and social conse-quences’.   113   A strong current of opinion held that these measures might achieve decisive results, although recent claims that the Admiralty and some members of the Liberal government expected them to produce a rapid vic-tory are unconvincing. 114   Churchill certainly does not appear to have expected economic pressure to end a war quickly. As already noted, he looked upon blockade ‘as the guiding policy of a  long  war’.   115   He also appreciated that adherence to the Declaration of London, whose terms were directly incorporated into the navy’s prize manual, would make it virtually impossi-ble to prevent contraband reaching Germany through neutral ports.   116 To circumvent this problem Admiralty planners began developing plans to place minefi elds in the North Sea to prevent neutral shipping from reaching Ger-man and neutral ports, but these measures were not ready to implement when war broke out in 1914, and there could have been little certainty that such drastic steps would have been endorsed by the government.   117

 Given the lack of reliable data available to planners, and the inherent uncertainty about the effects of economic warfare, expectations of a rapid victory through economic pressure would have required a tremendous leap of faith. As the fi rst historian of the British blockade wrote in 1937, ‘if it has to be admitted that economic coercion was recognised to be a powerful engine of war, it must be added, by way of qualifi cation, that the recognition was no more than the recognition of a distant object: its outlines were faintly discernible through a mist of conjecture, which made all measure-ment of its mass impossible.’   118   But Churchill was no less committed to blockade because its effects were uncertain. As long as the potential existed to disrupt Germany’s war effort, he favoured the most vigorous action pos-sible against the enemy’s trade. He was confi dent that the ‘distant blockade’ of the enemy’s coast would ensure German merchant ships were swept from the high seas, and that contraband destined for German ports in neutral ves-sels was intercepted or deterred. This outcome seemed so certain, in fact, that he saw no need to divert resources from other objectives to ensure its success. ‘British attacks on German trade are a comparatively unimportant feature in our operations,’ he concluded in 1913, ‘and British cruisers should not engage in them to the prejudice of other duties.’   119

 Churchill’s pre-war interest in blockade was thus largely directed towards its military rather than its commercial aspects. The greatest disadvantage of   ap p re nt i c e sh i p, 19 0 0 – 14  45

the Admiralty’s proposed distant blockade was that it provided too much scope for German warships and transports to slip out of their bases unde-tected and infl ict periodic blows against Britain and France in the North Sea and English Channel. The solution Churchill was repeatedly drawn to was that the navy must adopt a more offensive posture. In late 1913 he and his naval advisers generally agreed that the best means to prevent an unex-pected blow by the German fl eet would be to strengthen Britain’s force of ‘overseas’ submarines in order to maintain a close and continuous watch on German ports. Submarines were very much on Churchill’s mind at his time. He was also eager in late 1913 to press on with efforts to develop an effi cient ‘ocean’ submarine capable of performing some of the roles traditionally assigned to the battleship. He therefore supported the construction of experimental boats that promised to meet his technical requirements. 

 Developing these new vessels while simultaneously expanding Britain’s fl eet of ‘overseas’ submarines was prohibitively expensive, however. At an Admiralty conference on submarine policy in early December 1913, Churchill and his advisers agreed that priority should be given to the con-struction of ‘overseas’ submarines for blockading purposes. But the First Lord still hoped for a breakthrough in the development of an effective ‘ocean’ submarine, which would allow him to achieve long-term econo-mies in the capital-ship budget without sacrifi cing any of the navy’s essen-tial capabilities, especially its ability to overpower the main German fl eet. The Director of Naval Construction produced a design in December 1913 for a 24-knot ‘ocean’ submarine using steam propulsion, and Churchill was eager to proceed with the construction of more than one of these vessels. His professional advisers were more cautious, however. Britain already had two experimental steam submarines under construction at the time, HMS  Swordfi sh  and HMS  Nautilus , and they felt that these should be completed and tested before any commitment was taken to producing a new and untried design. Churchill secured agreement to the construction of one experimental 24-knot submarine, but agreed to shelve the question of building more until late       120 1914 .   

 Churchill was impatient, however, and was soon under pressure from the Cabinet to effect reductions in the 1914 estimates. He therefore informed the Sea Lords on Christmas Day 1913 that they must press ahead with the development of the new design that might ‘supply us with ocean  submarines of the required speed and sea-going qualities’.   121 Churchill was evidently confi dent that the Royal Navy was on the verge of building a successful 46  ap p re nt i c e sh i p, 19 0 0 – 14

‘ocean’ submarine, and, desperate to rehabilitate himself in the eyes of his Cabinet colleagues and economists within the Liberal Party, he was pre-pared to rush preparations along. With the future of the Mediterranean one-power standard looking increasingly uncertain at this time, the need for additional fl otilla vessels for the Mediterranean also had to be considered. These concerns, together with the possibility that an expansion of Britain’s ‘overseas’ submarine force would allow the navy to attempt a close blockade of the German coast, all pointed in the same direction: an immediate expan-sion of the British submarine fl eet. In late December 1913, Churchill and the naval staff began exploring the possibility of replacing one or possibly two of the four battleships in the 1914–15 new construction programme with submarines and other light torpedo craft.   122

 Churchill was clearly the driving force behind this idea. Not only would it reduce some of the fi nancial pressure on the Admiralty, it would also help meet the navy’s immediate operational needs in the North Sea and the Medi-terranean. By May 1914, Churchill would have been confi dent that one or two battleships could be dropped from the current programme without endangering Britain’s margins in the North Sea. And by strengthening the submarine presence in the Mediterranean, even more capital ships would be available for home waters. There was thus little risk involved in this course. In an unpublished draft chapter of  The World  Crisis , Churchill later described how he explained the rationale for his policy to Lloyd George and worked out an agreement, later endorsed by Asquith, allowing the Admiralty to replace two of its capital ships for that year with fl otilla vessels of equivalent value.   123

 The timing of this agreement is uncertain. Churchill only began to press the naval members of the Board of Admiralty for a fi nal decision on the substitution programme in July 1914. The new ‘ocean’ submarines that Churchill had hoped for were evidently not yet suffi ciently developed at this time to proceed with, but his hopes for an immediate technological breakthrough had not disappeared. In June he had instructed Sir Eustace Tennyson d’Eyncourt, the Admiralty’s Director of Naval Construction, to draw up plans for a new Polyphemus-class warship, a semi-submerged and armoured ‘torpedo cruiser’ capable of launching up to eight torpedoes against an enemy fl eet. Designs for this new ship were well advanced by July.   124   Churchill now proposed to substitute fi fteen submarines for one of the approved new battleships, and six of the new Polyphemus-class ‘torpedo cruisers’ for another. He also considered substituting either cruisers, fl otilla leaders, or submarines for ten of the approved programme of destroyers.   125  ap p re nt i c e sh i p, 19 0 0 – 14  47

There is no doubt that Churchill was eager to proceed. ‘I am convinced that the time has come for action,’ he told Battenberg in July, ‘and although the steps are serious I do not feel any anxiety about taking them.’   126

 There was general support within the Admiralty for a substitution policy at this time, although no consensus emerged as to precisely what form it should take. Senior naval leaders tended to be more cautious than the First Lord and deprecated any radical departure from existing policies. The new Polyphemus-class threatened to be particularly controversial. Admiral Sir Doveton Sturdee, the Chief of the Admiralty’s War Staff, prepared two memoranda on 24 July outlining his strong reservations. These ships were relatively expensive to build, he warned, but they offered no clear advantage over existing types of warship. Like other surface vessels, they would be no substitute for submarines in a blockade; and with their low freeboard, they would be little use for defending or attacking trade on the high seas. They were fast enough to accompany a battle fl eet, but in a fl eet action they would be particularly vulnerable to the enemy’s destroyers, which presented a smaller target for torpedoes. Most importantly from Churchill’s perspec-tive, Sturdee maintained that battleships could not ‘be replaced by any number of Polyphemus’s’. The best course at this time, in his opinion, was to ‘develop the Submarine for oversea attack and maintain our Battleship strength by Battleships to overpower those of the enemy’.   127

 While Churchill would have been happy to introduce a new type of warship that could reduce Britain’s battleship requirements, a revolutionary transformation of the navy’s force structure depended on innovative designs or new technology that were clearly still not ready in July 1914. His naval advisers were even less adventurous when it came to committing scarce funds to untested designs. Despite claims to the contrary by some revisionist historians, no fi nal decision on the substitution programme was taken before the outbreak of the First World War.   128

 The fi nal months of peace also found Churchill intensifying his efforts to achieve a more offensive posture in the North Sea in order to strengthen Britain’s defensive position. The revision of the Home Fleet’s war orders in May 1914 offered an opportunity to implement some of the ideas he had outlined the year before. Battenberg informed the Chief of the War Staff on 11 May that it was ‘essential’ on the outbreak of war to launch a large ‘reconnaissance-in-force’ including capital ships towards the enemy’s coast. The object, according to the First Sea Lord, was ‘to bring home to the enemy how hazardous it would be for him to dispatch any raiding  expedition 48  ap p re nt i c e sh i p, 19 0 0 – 14

or other relatively weak detachments of his main fl eet across the North Sea towards the British Coasts’. He proceeded to explain the advantages of this course in terms virtually identical to those Churchill had employed:

  Uncertainty as to the whereabouts of a large powerful fl eet, known to be at 

sea within a relatively-speaking restricted area must have a disheartening effect 

on the enemy . . . and should go a long way toward depriving him of the advan-

tages attached to initiative & offensive. This should therefore in itself be the 

most effective defence against hostile raids on the coast, provided the enemy 

will everywhere fi nd an adequate military to deal with him, if he should effect 

a landing.   129

 The following month, Churchill revived the idea of seizing an island as a forward base for a close blockade. He instructed the Commander-in-Chief (C.-in-C.) of the Home Fleet, Sir George Callaghan, and his designated successor, Sir John Jellicoe, to draw up plans, ‘subsidiary & incidental to the main [war] plans’, for a close blockade of the Heligoland Bight, either with or without a forward base to operate from. He also requested plans for a cruiser and fl otilla base near Stavangar, Norway. Churchill suggested that the plans drawn up the previous year by Bayly’s planning group, which consid-ered the seizure of an island feasible, would be helpful to the admirals in their work.   130   In late July he approved a proposal by the Admiralty war staff to revive the CID subcommittee charged with overseeing the development of combined army-navy war plans.   131

 The outbreak of the First World War undoubtedly caught Churchill and the Admiralty in a transitional period, although the changes under way at the time should not be exaggerated. Some revisionist scholars have argued that Churchill and his advisers were on the verge of implementing a ‘naval revolution’ based on Fisher’s plans to adopt fl otilla defence in home waters. But Churchill’s plans in July 1914 were relatively conservative. He did not have suffi cient faith in fl otilla defence, given the technology then available, to gamble Britain’s survival on it. The Royal Navy would therefore con-tinue to maintain a large preponderance in capital ships over Germany in home waters. This powerful force, concentrated in the Grand Fleet, would provide cover for the detached squadrons and other warships enforcing the commercial blockade of Germany and guarding British trade, the British coast, and communications with France. All that remained, from Churchill’s perspective, was to fi nd the means to ensure that the navy’s numerical advantage in heavy warships was not neutralized by the fl eet’s distance from the German coast.     
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The outbreak of war between the Dual Alliance (France and Russia) and members of the Triple Alliance (Germany and Austria-Hungary) at the end of July 1914 initially left decision-makers in London divided over Brit-ish intervention. The ‘Hawks’ within the Cabinet, including Churchill, the Foreign Secretary Sir Edward Grey, and Asquith, believed that Britain had, quite apart from any moral obligation, a vested interest in preserving France from German domination; the ‘Doves’, including David Lloyd George, Chancellor of the Exchequer, were just as strongly convinced that Britain had no vital interests at stake and should remain neutral. The British fl eet, which had undertaken a trial mobilization in mid-July, was kept together throughout the crisis, but as long as the Cabinet was split no clear warning of British intentions could be sent that might deter German aggression.   1 Opinion within the government only shifted decisively towards interven-tion after Germany’s invasion of neutral Belgium, which fi nally  brought Britain into the confl ict on 4 August 1914. 

 ‘Now we have our war,’ Churchill commented the next day to Captain Herbert Richmond, the Assistant Director of the Naval Staff ’s Operations Division. ‘The next thing is to decide how we are going to carry it on.’ Richmond, one of the most gifted thinkers produced by the Royal Navy during this period, was appalled by this ‘damning confession of inadequate preparation for war’, he recorded in his diary.   2 But this criticism was not entirely fair: there were many details still to be worked out, but the govern-ment  was  prepared to exert economic pressure on Germany and to provide direct military support to France on the Continent. The British Grand Fleet immediately took up its war stations, and detached cruiser squadrons began the commercial blockade of Germany. On 5 August royal proclamations 50          learn i ng   c urve :  th e   f i r st   wor l d   war 

were issued forbidding trade between Britain and Germany. 3 And the  following day, after much debate, the decision was taken to dispatch four divisions of the British Expeditionary Force to France. 

 Nevertheless, some important questions still had to be settled. Within the navy, opinion was divided over the relative merits of relying on a distant blockade and of adopting a forward strategy that would take the war to the German coast. Inside the government, ministers could not agree on how rigidly the blockade of Germany should be enforced. But in broad terms, there was a consensus among Liberal leaders at the outset of war about the main outlines of British grand strategy. The natural inclination of most was to leave the heavy fi ghting on land to France and Russia, continental states that, unlike Britain, possessed large conscript armies. Britain’s contribution to the Allied cause, in their opinion, should be mainly fi nancial and naval. As one cabinet minister remarked:

  We decided that we could win through by holding the sea, maintaining our 

credit, keeping our people employed & our own industries going—By eco-

nomic pressure, destroying Germany’s trade cutting off her supplies—we 

would gradually secure victory. This policy is steadily pursued—We never 

thought we could successfully afford to compete with her [i.e.  Germany] by 

maintaining also a continental army on her scale—Our Navy, fi nance  and 

trade was our life’s blood, & we must see to it that these are maintained.   4

 The consensus behind this policy of ‘business as usual’, as it was dubbed, did not last long.   5   Churchill, who as First Lord of the Admiralty might have been expected to favour a strategy that privileged his service, was one of the fi rst to question whether a token contribution of British forces to the war on land would be suffi cient to preserve allied unity and ensure Germany’s defeat. He undoubtedly shared the view, popular within the Admiralty, that the navy’s main contribution to victory would be economic pressure, but it is probably going too far to suggest that he entered the war expecting this pressure to achieve either rapid or decisive results.   6   He was not, at any rate, prepared to rely on economic measures as Britain’s sole contribution to the common cause. During the fi rst weeks of war, the limitations of economic warfare would have become painfully evident to the First Lord. The German merchant fl eet was quickly captured on the high seas or driven into port by the Royal Navy, but, as pre-war planners had foreseen, the problem of preventing cargoes reaching Germany on neutral ships through neutral ports was not easily overcome. 

 Within the government, Churchill was consistently among the strongest advocates of vigorous measures to tighten the economic blockade of  Germany. 
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His advice to the CID in 1912 about the necessity of forcing  neutral states to take sides was clearly fresh in his mind on 3 August 1914, before war had even begun, when he and his top advisers urged the prime minister and the For-eign Secretary to bring Belgium, the Netherlands, and Norway into the war as allies to ensure that their ports would be closed to German trade.   7 When  it became clear that this was unlikely, the First Lord considered whether his goals could be achieved by violating Dutch neutrality. On 8 August he directed the First Sea Lord and the Chief of the Naval Staff to develop plans for the seizure of a Dutch island near the German coast. This, he suggested, would likely provoke a German invasion of the Netherlands, which would be a more serious violation of Dutch neutrality than Britain’s actions.   8 The  Netherlands would thus be drawn into the confl ict and, like Norway in 1940, could be expected to remain friendly to Britain. 

 The possibility that British actions might bring the Netherlands into the war as an enemy did not seem to alarm Churchill, however. On 7 September he explained to Asquith, Grey, and Field Marshall Lord Kitchener, the Liberal government’s new Secretary of State for War, that ‘From a purely naval point of view, war with Holland would be better for us than neutrality. Their rein-forcement of German naval forces would be puny, and the closing of the Rhine which we could accomplish without the slightest additional effort, is almost vital to the effi ciency of the naval blockade.’   9 Churchill acknowl-edged—probably without much conviction—the strength of concerns within the government that it was not in Britain’s best interest to provoke Dutch hostility, but he was nevertheless willing to run this risk if there was good cause. The Dutch decision to obstruct British access to Antwerp via the Scheldt in August 1914 was ample provocation in Churchill’s eyes. In Cabinet, he argued that Britain should ‘take the Dutch Govt. “by the throat”, and force them to allow us to use the Scheldt to revictual and rearm Antwerp’.   10

 Churchill’s efforts in the fi rst six weeks of war to tighten the blockade were uniformly unsuccessful, as the government was unwilling to take strong action against the Netherlands. Opinion within the Cabinet and Foreign Offi ce also shied away from tough measures to interfere with neu-tral trade, or even placing strict controls on Britain’s own trade with neu-trals. There were many reasons to question whether the vigorous conduct of economic warfare would really be in the Allies’ best interests. Some feared that this would do more damage to Britain’s economic and fi nancial strength than to Germany’s; others were determined not to alienate neutral powers, particularly the United States. 
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 The matter was debated at length during mid-August. 11 The  Foreign Offi ce hoped to preserve the neutral rights embodied in the unratifi ed Dec-laration of London, even though this would allow neutral states considerable freedom to import cargoes intended for re-export to Germany. To avoid the legal restrictions imposed by this agreement, ministers discussed a variety of options, including the possibility of limiting the Netherlands to pre-war lev-els of imports, laying minefi elds in the North Sea to close neutral ports to unauthorized trade, or chartering all available neutral shipping so that none was available to supply Germany. Despite Churchill’s strong support for the rigid enforcement of the blockade, the Cabinet-level debate ended with only a slight modifi cation of the restrictions contained in the Declaration of London. The list of items classifi ed as contraband was expanded by an order-in-council on 20 August, and many goods, including food, that fell into the ‘conditional contraband’ category (i.e. items that could be seized if intended for military rather than civilian use by the enemy), would now be subjected to the doctrine of ‘continuous voyage’, but this did little to hinder Germany’s access to global trade. The problem was that Britain still had to prove that any goods it intercepted bound for neutral ports were ultimately intended for German use, which proved extremely diffi cult. Efforts by the Foreign Offi ce to obtain agreements from neutral states not to re-export contraband to Germany were also ineffective at this stage of the war. 

 The obvious shortcomings of the British blockade would have confi rmed Churchill’s natural preference for other, more direct, means to strike at the enemy. By the end of the fi rst month of war, the First Lord’s attention seems to have become fi xed on the great clash of armies on the Continent. He correctly assumed that an Allied victory depended on the defeat of the pow-erful German army, and, unlike many of his Liberal colleagues, he was eager to see Britain take its full share in this fi ghting. At the urging of Kitchener, Britain began preparing to raise a mass volunteer army, even though most members of the Cabinet remained committed in principle to a ‘business as usual’ strategy. In his memoirs, Churchill records how Kitchener ‘proclaimed a series of inspiring and prophetic truths’ in the early days of the war. Britain, Kitchener asserted, ‘must prepare for a long struggle. Such a confl ict could not be ended on the sea or by sea power alone. It could only be ended by great battles on the Continent. In these the British Empire must bear its part on a scale proportionate to its magnitude and power.’   12   Churchill was an early convert to Kitchener’s outlook. The navy was not, in his opinion,  capable of winning the war single-handed: its main role, he predicted, would 
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be to provide ‘the cover and shield’ that would allow Britain to create an army ‘strong enough to enable our country to play its full part in the decis-ion of this terrible struggle’. Speaking to the National Liberal Club on 11 September, Churchill declared that ‘The sure way—the only way—to bring this war to an end is for the British Empire to put on the Continent and keep on the Continent an army of at least one million men.’   13

 The Royal Navy was well placed to provide ‘cover and shield’ for the empire’s mobilization. The Grand Fleet, commanded by Admiral Sir John Jellicoe, heavily outgunned its German counterpart. In August 1914, Britain possessed thirty-three dreadnoughts (battleships and battlecruisers), and had another twelve under construction; Germany had nineteen, with another six being built. The British public entered the war expecting the Royal Navy to smash its rival in a magnifi cent Trafalgar-like battle, but the Ger-mans, conscious of their numerical inferiority, were not eager to play the part assigned to them by the British. The German High Seas Fleet declined to engage superior British forces and waited instead for opportunities to whittle down Britain’s numerical advantage. But even without a great clash in the North Sea, the Royal Navy found itself in a commanding position: the BEF was transported to France without incident; German trade rapidly disappeared from the high seas; and British merchant ships continued to use the sea lanes with only slight losses. Despite some minor setbacks and lost opportunities, 1914 was a good year for the Royal Navy. The Germans ini-tially observed international law and did not use submarines to sink mer-chant ships without warning. The destruction of Admiral Graf von Spee’s powerful cruiser squadron in the South Atlantic in December 1914 elimi-nated the last serious threat to British trade from German surface raiders. 

 Churchill took some satisfaction from these successes, but he chafed at what he saw as the passivity of the British fl eet. In public, he put a positive spin on the situation. Economic pressure could not achieve results quickly, he informed an audience in November 1914. Nor was the inactivity of the British fl eet an abnormal development. In Britain’s earlier wars, blockades had sometimes lasted years before a fl eet action took place. ‘We are only just beginning,’ he proclaimed. ‘We must not be impatient. Our turn will come.’   14 Privately, however, Churchill was deeply frustrated by the navy’s inability to strike a telling blow at the enemy. His wife Clementine chided him in  September 1914 for being ‘gloomy & dissatisfi ed’ with his current position. ‘It is really wicked of you not to be swelling with pride at being 1st Lord of the Admiralty during the greatest War since the beginning of the World.’   15
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 Captain Richmond noted the following month that his chief was ‘in low spirits . . . oppressed with the impossibility of  doing  anything’:

  The attitude of waiting, threatened all the time by submarines, unable to 

strike back at their Fleet, which lies behind the dock-gates of the [Kiel] Canal, 

Emden or Wilhemshaven, and the inability of the [Naval] Staff to make any 

suggestions seem to bother him. I have not seen him so despondent before.   16

 After taking personal control of the Allied defences at Antwerp earlier that month, Churchill confi ded to Asquith that he would not be sorry to leave the Admiralty altogether and be ‘put in some kind of military command’. The ‘naval part of the business is practically over,’ he lamented, ‘as our supe-riority will grow greater & greater every month’.   17 Churchill’s naval secre-tary, Commodore Charles de Bartolomé, observed the following month that his chief seemed ‘bored with the Admiralty’, and ‘could talk of nothing else but army operations’.   18

 Churchill was temperamentally ill-suited to preside over a naval strategy that relied entirely on economic pressure to achieve results, but his pre-war efforts to stimulate offensive planning within the navy were slow to bear fruit. In June 1914 he had asked Jellicoe to review the plans Rear Admiral Bayly had drawn up the previous year to seize an island near the German coast, but the admiral was unimpressed by the project. Churchill nevertheless broached the idea with the prime minister at the end of July 1914, when it began to look like Britain might be drawn into the war.   19   The outbreak of hostilities only strengthened Churchill’s determination to take the offensive. ‘It is necessary,’ he wrote to Battenberg in early August, ‘to sustain and relieve our general strategic defensive by active minor operations.’ Churchill recom-mended the occupation of one of the Dutch Frisian islands (Ameland) near the German coast ( Map  1    ). This would provide a forward base for British submarines and other light forces to keep a close watch on the approaches to the Elbe, and create opportunities to wear down German naval strength. Aircraft might also be employed from this location to observe German naval movements in the Heligoland Bight and to attack the Kiel Canal. The most important thing, Churchill charged, was to ‘maintain in lively vigour the spirit of enterprise & attack wh[ich] when excluded from warlike operations, means that you are only waiting and wondering where you will be hit’.   20

 While this essentially amounted to action for action’s sake, Churchill soon began to develop more ambitious ideas. If the seizure of a forward base allowed the Kiel Canal to be blocked, he predicted that a British fl eet and 
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Map 1.  The North Sea (The First World War)     
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transports could be sent into the Baltic Sea, which would enable Russian troops to land on the German coast. Britain’s ally could then turn the fl ank of the German army on the Eastern Front, or attack either Berlin or the Kiel Canal.   21   Churchill even attempted to enlist Russian support for this project in August, although the rapidly deteriorating situation on the East-ern Front made such cooperation unlikely. A more active naval strategy was also being advocated at this time by Admiral Arthur K. Wilson, the former First Sea Lord, who was brought to the Admiralty as an unoffi cial adviser at the beginning of the war. Wilson drew up detailed plans for the capture of the German island of Heligoland, but his proposals, like Churchill’s, were not well received by the naval staff.   22   Richmond, a perceptive but critical observer, judged that Churchill’s schemes were ‘an amateur piece of work of a mediaeval type’. In his opinion, Britain had nothing to gain by running unnecessary risks with the fl eet. ‘We have the game in our hands if we sit tight,’ he wrote in August, ‘but this Churchill cannot see. He must see some-thing tangible & can’t understand that naval warfare acts in a wholly differ-ent way from war on shore.’   23

 This view was generally shared by senior naval offi cers. Churchill’s and Wilson’s schemes were considered on 17 September at a conference on Jellicoe’s fl agship at Loch Ewe, attended by Churchill, leading members of the naval staff, and senior offi cers of the Grand Fleet. Naval opinion was solidly against major operations along the German coast or an expedition into the Baltic, which seemed to run the risk of serious losses for little cor-responding gain.   24   For any other First Lord this would have been the end of the matter, but Churchill was not easily deterred. He wrote to Jellicoe the following month urging him to give his schemes further consideration, and noting the advantages Germany gained from its undisputed command of the Baltic, particularly access to critical supplies, such as iron ore, from Sweden and Norway. By October 1914, Churchill had clearly decided that the ultimate objective of British naval strategy would be securing com-mand of the Baltic. On the 8th he instructed Jellicoe to begin considering how a British fl eet could be introduced into the region once the High Seas Fleet had been neutralized.   25   Writing to Asquith in late December, Churchill explained that he saw the naval war developing in three stages:

  fi rst the clearance of the [outer] seas and the recall of the foreign squadrons, 

that is nearly completed; second, the closing of the Elbe—that we have now 

to do; and third, the domination of the Baltic—that would be decisive.   26
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 The First Lord repeated this advice to his colleagues on the War Council in late January 1915, noting that the ‘ultimate object of the Navy was to obtain access to the Baltic’.   27

 The diffi cult part of this plan, of course, was the second phase, which entailed neutralizing a powerful German fl eet that remained unwilling to accept battle. Churchill considered a variety of means to accomplish this. One possibility was that Britain might create two separate fl eets, one for the Baltic and one for the North Sea, each superior to the German High Seas Fleet. In 1914 this seemed possible if Italy entered the war on the Allied side, as French ships could then be moved from the Mediterranean to form part of an Anglo-Franco-Russian fl eet in the Baltic. Thus, the ‘effective command of the Baltic could be secured without prejudice to that of the North Sea either before, or still more after, the destruction of the Austrian fl eet in the Adriatic’.   28   This idea was rejected, however, by Arthur Wilson, who main-tained in December 1914 that such a scheme would reduce ‘the North Sea fl eet below a safe limit until we have found some means of partly reducing the danger from submarines or else of completely blocking the canal’.   29

 Churchill was willing to set this idea aside, but he continued to explore other possibilities. The most effi cient and satisfying solution to the problem was to fi nd some means to get at the German fl eet in harbour and destroy it there. On 21 September 1914 he boasted to an audience in Liverpool that if the enemy ‘do not come out and fi ght in time of war they will be dug out like rats in a hole’.   30    To make this possible, Churchill contemplated the use of custom-built big-gunned monitors. These warships would be designed with a shallow draught and large ‘bulges’, which it was hoped would render them virtually immune to torpedoes and mines. Such a force, once constructed, could do what the Grand Fleet could not: ‘go close in shore and attack the German fl eet in its harbours’. In December 1914, Churchill told Fisher, who had replaced Battenberg as First Sea Lord in late October, that ‘in default of a general [fl eet] action’, these ‘special vessels’ would give the navy ‘the power of forcing a naval decision at the latest in the autumn of       31 1915 ’.   

 The other possibility was that the German fl eet could be completely neutralized by seizing an island near the German coast to serve as a forward base for British fl otilla forces. This would ideally draw out the German fl eet for battle, and at the very least would expose it to heavy losses from British light craft. Failing that, the German fl eet could be blocked in with mine-fi elds, which would be continuously maintained by fl otilla forces. On 1 December, Churchill presented his scheme to the Cabinet’s War Council, a 58          learn i ng   c urve :  th e   f i r st   wor l d   war 

new ministerial committee charged with the central direction of the war effort. On this occasion, he chose to emphasize the defensive advantages of his plan. The German fl eet, he maintained, could be kept constantly under observation by light forces, making it virtually impossible to launch an  invasion of Britain. According to the minutes, Fisher, who was also present, did not actively support the proposal, but agreed that some offensive naval action was desirable to keep up morale in the fl eet. Kitchener was opposed to diverting any large body of British troops from the Western Front, but there was enough interest in the scheme for ministers to agree that it should be investigated by the Admiralty.   32

 Churchill’s efforts to move this scheme forward were frustrated by the continued opposition—and, he would later complain, ‘apathy’—of the naval staff.   33    He eventually appealed to Fisher for support. ‘The key to the naval situation is an oversea base,’ he wrote, ‘taken by force and held by force’. With naval opinion solidly against Wilson’s plans to seize Heligoland, Churchill’s attention now settled on another German island, Borkum, which was identifi ed by Admiral Henry Oliver, the new Chief of the Naval War Staff, as the most promising target.   34   But he complained to Fisher in Decem-ber that he could not ‘fi nd anyone to make such a plan alive and dominant; & till then our situation is . . . that of waiting to be kicked, & wondering when and where’.   35   The First Lord had good reason to think that Fisher would be supportive, as the admiral had long been attracted to employing a British fl eet in the Baltic, and continued to promote the idea in       36 1914 .   

 Fisher was instinctively more cautious than Churchill, however. The First Sea Lord continued to hope that the blockade would eventually produce decisive results, and after his recall he lobbied for measures to increase the economic pressure on Germany by laying minefi elds in the North Sea so that Britain could regulate neutral trade.   37   Even when these plans found-ered for lack of support within the Admiralty, not least from Churchill himself, Fisher was reluctant to contemplate a Baltic expedition if it endan-gered Britain’s superiority over the German fl eet.   38 It was only if Britain’s economic blockade proved ineffective that Fisher was willing to contem-plate a bolder strategy. But if it did become necessary to move British ships into the Baltic, Fisher hoped that the German fl eet could be safely blocked into harbour with minefi elds.   39   His views therefore diverged signifi cantly from Churchill’s. The admiral had no interest in seizing an island near the German coast, while the politician doubted that mines alone would be suf-fi cient to neutralize the German fl eet.   40
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 With professional support for his scheme wanting, Churchill redoubled his efforts to obtain political backing. On 29 December he wrote directly to the prime minister to argue that greater advantage should be taken of Brit-ain’s sea power. By this time it was clear that a stalemate had emerged on the Western Front. Neither side could penetrate the other’s defensive lines, and any attempt to do so invariably produced heavy casualties. This situation seemed unlikely to change, and Churchill maintained that it would be fool-ish to commit more British resources than necessary to this theatre. ‘Are there not other alternatives,’ he asked, ‘than sending our armies to chew barbed wire in Flanders?’ There were other theatres to wear down German strength, he argued, and at a lower cost. If the German fl eet could be neu-tralized, Churchill foresaw enticing, if not entirely realistic, new opportuni-ties: Britain could land forces in Schleswig-Holstein, which would bring Denmark into the war, threaten the Kiel Canal, and secure British domina-tion of the Baltic. And the possibility remained that Russian armies could be transported to the German coast only 90 miles from Berlin. The ‘fi rst indispensable step to all these possibilities’, he advised, was to secure an oversea base from which the navy could either provoke a fl eet action or drive the German fl eet permanently into its harbours. Churchill insisted that action could be taken as early as April or May 1915, but only if Asquith threw his weight behind the scheme.   41

 Churchill was not the only one dismayed by the prospect of sending the large new armies being raised by Kitchener to the Western Front. In late December both the Chancellor of the Exchequer, Lloyd George, and Mau-rice Hankey, the Secretary to the War Council, proposed to divert British resources into new theatres. Unlike Churchill, however, they favoured an attack on Germany’s allies. Germany would be defeated, Lloyd George pro-posed, by ‘the process of knocking the props under her’. The Chancellor outlined two ideas: an attack on Turkish forces in Syria, and the dispatch of British forces to support a coalition of Balkan states—Greece, Serbia, Rou-mania—against Austria-Hungary. Hankey also liked the idea of a British-backed Balkan coalition (Greece and Bulgaria), although he preferred to concentrate on Turkey, with the goal of occupying Constantinople, the Dar-danelles, and the Bosphorus ( Map  42 2    ).      By the beginning of 1915 a consen-sus was forming around the idea of using the strategic mobility conferred by sea power to strike a blow in some new theatre. Fisher was particularly enthused about Hankey’s proposed operations in the Near East. ‘I CON-60          learn i ng   c urve :  th e   f i r st   wor l d   war 

 

Map 2.  The Dardanelles     
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SIDER THE ATTACK ON TURKEY HOLDS THE FIELD,’ he wrote to Churchill on                                           43 3 January, ‘but ONLY if it’s IMMEDIATE!’   

 The idea of attacking Turkey, which had entered the war in late October, was not new. Churchill had himself expressed an interest in striking this new enemy on several occasions. In August 1914 he had wanted to send a  torpedo fl otilla through the Dardanelles to sink the German battlecruiser  Goeben , which had eluded British warships in the Mediterranean and taken refuge there at the beginning of the war. A month later, Churchill proposed to Grey that Britain could easily defeat Turkey by transporting fi fty thousand Russian or Greek troops to attack the Gallipoli Peninsula. In October he suggested that if Turkey entered the war, it was desirable to bombard the forts guarding the Dardanelles at the earliest opportunity.   44   But he was hardly obsessed with the Dardanelles, as some accounts suggest: at the end of 1914 his attention was still fi xed fi rmly on the North Sea and the Baltic.   45   When Hankey raised the possibility of an attack on Turkey at the end of 1914, Churchill initially rejected the idea. ‘[I]t’s too far from the main theatre of war,’ he told Fisher on              46 2 January 1915 .   When the First Sea Lord continued to press the scheme, Churchill again discouraged him. ‘Germany is the foe,’ he wrote on 4 January, ‘& it is bad war to seek cheaper victories and easier antagonists.’   47

 The popular image of Churchill as a committed ‘Easterner’, determined to win the war by scoring easy victories against Germany’s weaker allies, is diffi cult to sustain.   48   He preferred to avoid a bloody attritional strategy on the Western Front, to be sure, but his fi rst instinct was to concentrate British resources against Germany, Britain’s most powerful and dangerous enemy. The most pressing need, as he saw it, was to stimulate offensive operations in the main theatre. During the fi rst week of January, Churchill intensifi ed his efforts to motivate his subordinates and, more importantly, to push his own ideas on future operations, an area that many believed should be left to the First Sea Lord and the appropriate sections of the naval staff. He now instructed Fisher to begin preparations for the capture of Borkum, and resumed his efforts to win Jellicoe over to the idea.   49 On 7 January he took the project to the War Council, which approved an attack on Borkum in principle, subject to the Admiralty producing an acceptable plan.   50

 As late as 11 January, Churchill was still expressing reservations about ‘deserting the decisive theatre & the most formidable antagonist to win cheaper laurels in easier fi elds’.   51   But an attack on Turkey continued to appeal to Fisher and members of the War Council. A request from the Russians on 1 January for a military or naval demonstration against Turkey prompted an 62          learn i ng   c urve :  th e   f i r st   wor l d   war 

admission from Kitchener that the army could not take any signifi cant action in this theatre ‘for some months’, although he raised the possibility of a purely naval action against the Dardanelles.   52 Fisher had suggested that a naval assault using old battleships would have to be supported by British and Indian troops, and coordinated with attacks by Greece and Bulgaria. But if no troops were immediately available, Churchill was willing to explore the possibility of launching a strictly naval attack. This course had several obvious attractions: it would only employ older battleships of no use in the North Sea; it could be launched at short notice; and it would provide an offensive outlet to keep the navy occupied while new monitors were built to support the assault on Borkum, which could not take place until May.   53

 Churchill’s initial conception of a Dardanelles offensive as a minor and subsidiary operation has largely been overlooked. Churchill himself was not eager to publicize this after the war, and in  The World  Crisis  he concealed his strong preference for operations in the North Sea. But in a passage excised before publication, he was candid about his real priorities in early 1915. The diffi culty with the Borkum scheme, Churchill explained, was that ‘many months would be required before any decision other than preparation and study need be taken’:

  Meanwhile the naval operation at the Dardanelles, which was a far smaller 

and less formidable business, would either fail or succeed . . . . If it succeeded, 

we should gain the prestige, which alone would enable so terrifi c and deadly 

a business as the storming of Borkum . . . to be carried out . . . . [E]ven while the 

Dardanelles was on I always regarded it as [long] as I was in power only as an 

interim operation, and all the plans for the Borkum-Baltic project were going 

forward.   54

 On 3 January, Churchill wrote to Vice Admiral Sir Sackville Carden, com-mander of the navy’s Eastern Mediterranean Squadron, for his views on the prospect of forcing the Dardanelles by ships alone. Carden replied that the Dardanelles probably could not be rushed, but that they might be forced by extended operations.   55   In other words, a fl eet would have to proceed slowly and methodically, taking care to neutralize the Turkish shore defences and minefi elds as it advanced through the straits. A more optimistic view was provided a few days later by Admiral Bayly, now Vice Admiral commanding the Channel Fleet, who was eager to command such an operation. Bayly submitted a proposal to the Admiralty on 8 January to rush a squadron of pre-dreadnought battleships through the Dardanelles. Such a force would 
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be suffi cient, he concluded, to destroy the Turkish navy, sever Turkish com-munications between Europe and Asia, clear the Dardanelles of mines, and transport Russian troops through the Black Sea. No attempt would be made, however, to land British troops and occupy Constantinople.   56

 Opinion within the Admiralty was far from enthusiastic. Admiral Henry Jackson, a senior member of the naval staff and future First Sea Lord, agreed with Carden’s opinion that the Dardanelles could probably be forced by ships alone in extended operations, but he was pessimistic about the pros-pects of a purely naval assault. He prepared a memorandum on 5 January predicting heavy losses for the attacking squadron, emphasizing the  precarious position of a British fl eet once it had passed through the Darda-nelles, and questioning what ships alone could accomplish if they reached Constantinople. They ‘might dominate the city and infl ict enormous dam-age’, he remarked, but they could not actually capture it without a large military force. A naval bombardment of the city, he concluded, ‘would prob-ably result in indiscriminate massacres’.   57

 A week later Carden submitted detailed proposals for an attack on the Dardanelles, which called for the systematic destruction of the forts along the straits by battleships preceded by minesweepers. This would require a large expenditure of ammunition, but the admiral estimated that the opera-tion might be successfully concluded within a month.   58 The proposal for a methodical attack on the Turkish forts appealed strongly to Churchill. His principal naval advisers at the Admiralty clearly had some reservations, but they nevertheless voiced cautious support for the scheme at this early stage. Fisher, Jackson, and Oliver even proposed to bolster the attacking squadron with Britain’s newest super-dreadnought, HMS  Queen Elizabeth , which was then due to begin her gunnery trials.   59   Churchill did not regard any of the concerns raised so far by his professional advisers as decisive obstacles. Like many others, he had been impressed by the ability of German heavy artil-lery to overcome Belgian fortresses in the opening months of the war, and he assumed that British naval guns would be as effective against the Turkish forts lining the straits. The absence of British troops was clearly regrettable, but Churchill was confi dent that the fl eet’s passage through the straits would lead immediately to attacks on Turkey by Russia and some Balkan states, and that Turkish resistance would collapse long before a fl eet reached Con-stantinople.   60   The  fl eet therefore did not need to worry about its commu-nications or the return passage through the straits, and it would not have to bombard the capital to compel the Turks to surrender. Churchill also had a 64          learn i ng   c urve :  th e   f i r st   wor l d   war 

clear ‘exit strategy’: if the naval attack stalled, it could simply be called off and the fl eet would withdraw. 

 When the War Council met on 13 January, Churchill still regarded the capture of an island near the German coast as the ideal objective for the navy. ‘[W]e ought not to go South [i.e. into the eastern Mediterranean] until we are satisfi ed that we can do nothing in the North,’ he advised his colleagues. But he had clearly warmed to the idea of a naval assault on the Dardanelles. Here was an operation that seemed to offer the prospect of a major victory at little risk—one that would not tie down British troops in a protracted campaign in a secondary theatre, and, most importantly, one that could be wrapped up quickly so that naval resources could be transferred back to the North Sea in time for an assault on Borkum. Churchill presented the opera-tion to his ministerial colleagues in the best possible light. Carden, he informed them, was confi dent that a naval squadron could systematically silence the Turkish forts and reach Constantinople. One of the chief attrac-tions of the project was that no troops would need to be diverted from the Western Front, and decision-makers were particularly impressed by the idea that a naval bombardment could easily be broken off if it failed to achieve results. As Grey later recorded, ‘the attack on the D ardanelles was agreed to on the express condition that it should be a naval operation only; it was under no circumstances to involve the use of troops . . . If the attack on the Dardanelles did not succeed, it was to be treated as a naval demonstration and abandoned. It was on this condition only that Kitchener agreed to it.’   61

 Members of the War Council shared Churchill’s low opinion of Turkish fi ghting ability, and assumed that resistance was likely to collapse quickly and completely at the fi rst sign of defeat.   62   Signifi cantly, however, the risks involved in the operation were not discussed. Churchill did not mention Jackson’s doubts about the utility of a purely naval assault, or his prediction of heavy losses. Fisher, who had reservations about attacking with ships alone, was present at the meeting, but he was not asked for his opinion and did not feel it was appropriate to offer one. 

 The idea of sending ships through the Dardanelles was well received by the War Council. ‘The idea caught on at once,’ Hankey recalled. ‘The whole atmosphere changed. Fatigue was forgotten. The War Council turned eagerly from the dreary vista of a “slogging match” on the Western Front to brighter prospects, as they seemed, in the Mediterranean.’   63 After a relatively brief discussion, the War Council decided that the Admiralty should begin pre-paring ‘ for a naval expedition in February to bombard and take the Gallipoli penin-
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sula, with Constantinople as its objective ’.   64   The full Cabinet was given a very optimistic account of the forthcoming operation a few weeks later. Sir Charles Hobhouse, the Postmaster General, recorded in his diary for 16 February that the  Queen Elizabeth :

  and a large squadron of old battleships armed with new guns are to lie off the 

town, well beyond the range of the forts’ guns, and to batter to pieces at their 

leisure each fort in turn, until the way through to the Black Sea is clear. No 

risks are to be run, and the operation may take a fortnight or 3  weeks. . . . We 

are promised a military rising and ultimate revolution on the fall of the fi rst 

fort. W.S.C. said policy was decided at War Council and he would take all 

responsibility.   65

 Having obtained explicit political backing for the scheme, Churchill was in a strong position to sweep aside his subordinates’ concerns at the Admiralty. Opposition to the project was slow to develop, however. On 15 January, Admiral Jackson reported to the Chief of the War Staff that he concurred generally with the plan proposed by Carden. He recognized that the fl eet would have to destroy both the heavy guns in the Turkish fortresses and the large number of mobile, concealed guns that would also line the straits, but he was optimistic that this could be accomplished provided large quantities of ammunition were available, and that the loss of some vessels was accepted. He was therefore prepared to support a bombardment of the outer defences of the Dardanelles in order to gain experience before committing the fl eet to operations within the straits.   66   Churchill was also inclined at this stage of the planning to bring the assault to an early conclusion if Turkish defences proved stronger than expected. In this event, he suggested launching another assault immediately on Alexandretta, a port in the Ottoman province of Syria, to create the impression that the Dardanelles attack was only a feint.   67

 Fisher had other reservations about the navy-only plan. He feared expos-ing a fl eet to heavy losses, which would threaten the navy’s margins in the crucial North Sea theatre. On 25 January the First Sea Lord prepared a lengthy memorandum outlining his concerns. The navy’s fi rst obligation, he argued, was to maintain its superiority over Germany in the decisive theatre. Subsidiary operations that endangered British ships ‘play[ed] into Germa-ny’s hands’ by reducing Britain’s strength in the North Sea. Fisher also defended the navy’s inactivity, which so dismayed Churchill. ‘The pressure of sea power to-day is probably not less but greater and more rapid in action than in the past,’ he wrote, ‘but it is still a slow process and requires great patience’:
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  Ours is the supreme necessity and diffi culty of remaining passive, except in so 

far as we can force the enemy to abandon his defensive and expose his fl eet 

to a general action…. 

 Being already in possession of all that a powerful fl eet can give a country 

we should continue quietly to enjoy the advantages without dissipating our 

strength in operations that cannot improve the position.   68

 Churchill insisted that he was in complete agreement with these principles, and in a broad sense he was—but he also felt that Fisher overestimated the Grand Fleet’s requirements. It had to be strong enough to ensure a British victory over Germany’s naval forces at any time, but Britain did not neces-sarily need the overwhelming margin of superiority that both Fisher and Jellicoe demanded. Churchill was prepared to get by with less than his advis-ers wanted, and believed that even numerical equality with the Germans would be suffi cient to ensure a decisive British victory.   69   He was therefore quick to designate ships—especially older battleships unsuited for North Sea Operations—as ‘surplus’ to the fl eet’s needs, and therefore available to ‘be used for the general cause’.   70   In short, they were expendable. 

 Fisher’s growing opposition to the Dardanelles project prompted Asquith to intervene. The prime minister was an enthusiastic supporter of the operation, and was particularly eager in late January to reduce bread prices in Britain by opening up the Black Sea for the export of Russian wheat. Fisher bowed to this additional pressure and agreed to support the Dardanelles operation, although his heart was clearly not in it.   71   Nor was he the only one anxious about the venture. By late January, naval concerns about the absence of soldiers were beginning to mount. The operational orders sent to Carden in early Feb-ruary allowed for the temporary landing of small detachments of Royal Marines under the cover of ships’ guns, but only two battalions were to be made available for this purpose. Naval leaders wanted more. On 13 February, Jackson submitted a memorandum outlining his growing concerns. The pro-posed naval bombardment was not, he now declared, ‘a sound military opera-tion, unless a strong military force is ready to assist in the operation, or, at least, follow it up immediately the forts are silenced’. His concerns were twofold. First, that a large body of troops might be needed to complete the destruction of the Turkish defences. Second, that the Gallipoli Peninsula must be occupied to protect Allied communications through the straits once a fl eet had pene-trated to the Sea of Marmara. The presence of a Turkish army on the peninsula, he warned, would mean that only armoured ships could be sent through the straits, even after the permanent fortifi cations had been destroyed.   72
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 The prime minister learned of naval leaders’ concerns through Hankey, who also wished to see the army support the Dardanelles operation.   73 At fi rst, nothing came of it. The War Council was more interested at the time in the possibility of sending troops to Salonica, where it was hoped they could assist Serbia and help induce the Balkan states to enter the confl ict against Austria-Hungary. This idea was popular with ministers, including Churchill, who made no effort to divert troops to the Dardanelles  expedition.  Kitchener also favoured the dispatch of forces to the Balkans, and even  proposed to send the British 29th Division, a regular formation previously intended for service on the Western Front. Behind the scenes, Hankey lobbied for the dispatch of these troops to the Dardanelles instead. When the Greek govern-ment refused to support an expedition to Salonica, the idea of opening a new Balkan front had to be abandoned. But an important development had taken place: a large body of troops had been earmarked for service in the Mediter-ranean theatre. Asquith was receptive to the idea being pushed by Hankey that these forces should back up the Dardanelles operation.   74 An informal meeting of the War Council on 16 February concluded that British and Commonwealth troops, including the 29th Division, would be assembled in the Mediterranean to support the upcoming naval attack.   75

 This marked a major turning point in the conception of the Dardanelles campaign. With the naval assault set to begin in just three days, there was clearly no possibility that the offensive could be mounted from the outset as a combined operation. But the War Council, at the urging of senior offi c-ers at the Admiralty, now ensured that troops were available to support the naval assault, which made it virtually inevitable that troops  would  eventually be employed for this purpose—although not until after the Turks had been alerted by the naval assault. The purely naval nature of the Dardanelles offensive was thus tacitly abandoned by most members of the War Council. However, there was no clear idea as to when and how troops would be employed. More seriously, both Churchill and Kitchener continued to adhere to the original plan to force passage through the Dardanelles by ships alone. The Field Marshal assumed that the arrival of the fl eet in the Sea of Marmara would induce the Turks to abandon the Gallipoli Peninsula  without a fi ght. Churchill, still confi dent of a Turkish collapse, was also con-vinced that amphibious operations would not be required. However, he accepted the idea that troops should be assembled in the theatre to exploit the navy’s eventual success. Writing to Kitchener two days after the decision was taken, Churchill proposed that fi fty thousand soldiers should be kept in 68          learn i ng   c urve :  th e   f i r st   wor l d   war 

readiness to occupy the Gallipoli Peninsula and Constantinople. ‘We shd never forgive ourselves,’ he wrote on 18 February, ‘if the naval operations succeeded & the fruits were lost through the Army being absent.’   76 A week later Churchill revised this fi gure to one hundred thousand. With such a force available, he optimistically predicted that Constantinople could be taken by the end of March.   77 But this was not, as many accounts suggest, an acknowledgement by Churchill that the naval scheme was impracticable. On the contrary, the First Lord promptly informed Admiral Carden that his original orders to force the Dardanelles without military assistance had not changed. ‘It is not proposed at this stage,’ Churchill wrote, ‘to use military force other than parties of Marines landed to destroy particular guns or torpedo tubes.’   78

 While the War Council agreed on the desirability of sending troops to the theatre, controversy emerged over the necessity of including the 29th Division. Kitchener had second thoughts about diverting a regular army division that might be required in France.   79 Churchill, however, believed that a leavening of regular troops would ensure that operations against  Turkey were wrapped up quickly. While the employment of the 29th divi-sion was hotly debated in London, the naval assault was already under way. On the morning of 19 February Carden’s fl eet had opened fi re on the outer forts guarding the entrance to the Dardanelles. By 3 March the forts’ heavy guns had been silenced, and a combined Anglo-French fl eet had entered the straits.   80    These early successes produced a wave of optimism among deci-sion-makers in London. The naval assault seemed to be going according to the original plan. Churchill informed Kitchener on 4 March that Carden expected to need only fourteen days of good weather to force a passage through the straits and into the Sea of Marmara.   81

 In London it appeared that Britain was on the verge of an early and  decisive success. Hopes ran high that the arrival of the fl eet at Constantino-ple would lead to an immediate Turkish collapse. The War Council accord-ingly began to consider how to follow these anticipated successes. Attention focused on the possibility of drawing the Balkan states into the war in order to open up a new offensive, with British support, against Austria-Hungary. Churchill’s attention, however, had already shifted back to his plans for the North Sea. With victory against the Turks seemingly within reach, he wanted British forces in the Mediterranean theatre kept to a minimum; further offensives in the region should be left to new Balkan allies, who would soon fall on the defeated Turks. Only token British support seemed necessary to 
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secure a coalition of Balkan states on the Allied side. Churchill informed the War Council on 3 March that the ‘proper line of strategy was an advance in the north through Holland and the Baltic. This might become feasible later on when our new monitors were completed. The operation in the East should be regarded merely as an interlude.’   82   He informed Jellicoe on 9 March that additional monitors should soon be ready, and that he hoped to launch an assault on Borkum in mid-May.   83

 Churchill’s plans were soon upset by a lack of progress in the Dardanelles. The fl eet’s initial successes, which had raised such high hopes, were largely illusory. The destruction of the guns in the outer Turkish forts had mostly been the work of small landing parties, and not, as expected, the heavy guns of the fl eet. Naval gunfi re had, in fact, been largely ineffective. The Turks had not interfered with the demolition parties at fi rst, but after the Allied fl eet entered the straits it became virtually impossible to land marines. The fl eet’s gunnery also continued to be ineffective. Direct hits on the Turkish guns were diffi cult to obtain, and nothing less would neutralize the forts. To make matters worse, British minesweepers—actually converted North Sea trawlers with civilian crews—had diffi culty clearing Turkish minefi elds owing to strong currents and the heavy fi re they encountered from concealed guns on shore. 

 With characteristic impatience, Churchill on 11 March urged Carden to press on, even if it meant accepting heavier risks: ‘The results to be gained are . . . great enough to justify loss of ships and men if success cannot be obtained without’.   84   The possibility that the naval assault could be called off was becoming increasingly remote. Once operations started, decision-makers began to worry that British prestige would suffer a massive blow if forces were withdrawn. Kitchener informed the War Council on 24  February that if the naval offensive stalled, there would be no choice but to commit the army. ‘The effect of a defeat in the Orient would be very serious,’ he warned. ‘There could be no going back.’ Grey also feared that a failure to force the Dardanelles ‘would be morally equivalent to a great defeat on land’. Churchill himself was disinclined, once the naval attack had begun, to consider calling it off. The War Council, he remarked, ‘were now absolutely committed to seeing through the attack on the Dardanelles’.   85

 On 18 March, Vice Admiral John de Robeck, who had replaced the  ailing Carden two days earlier, mounted a major operation to clear the straits. The entire fl eet, including all sixteen capital ships, was employed to bombard the enemy forts and provide cover for minesweeping operations. Nothing went according to plan. Three battleships—two British and one 70          learn i ng   c urve :  th e   f i r st   wor l d   war 

French—were sunk by mines, and another three were badly damaged. There was virtually nothing to show for these losses. No mines had been swept, and only one heavy gun was put permanently out of action.   86 It was now clear that troops would be needed to ensure the navy’s passage through the straits or, at the very least, to protect the fl eet’s communications once it had passed into the Sea of Marmara. Even Churchill now accepted that military operations would be necessary, but he was nevertheless determined to resume the naval attack immediately so as to keep up the pressure on the Turks. A naval breakthrough still seemed possible. Admiral de Robeck took a different view, however. He had had doubts about the feasibility of advanc-ing without military support even before the setbacks on 18 March, and he now concluded that troops would have to be landed before the naval advance could resume. After meeting with General Sir Ian Hamilton, who had been dispatched by Kitchener to command the British and Common-wealth troops gathering in the region, de Robeck informed the Admiralty on 23 March that further operations would be delayed until mid-April so that the army could participate.   87

 Churchill was incensed. He correctly noted that De Robeck’s proposal meant the complete abandonment of the War Council’s original plan. The following day he drafted an order to the admiral to resume the naval attack, but Fisher and other senior naval offi cers forced him to back down.   88   Mem-bers of the War Council, including the prime minister, also hoped for the immediate resumption of the naval assault, but the decision of the com-manders on the spot was decisive. The Dardanelles campaign was thus trans-formed into a major combined operation. The navy’s role was now to support operations by the army to seize the Gallipoli Peninsula, which in turn would allow the resumption of the naval advance through the straits. 

 Churchill had no choice but to accept these changes. But even at this stage, he was reluctant to abandon his hopes for the capture of an island near the German coast. On 24 March, with the Dardanelles operations now sus-pended, he drafted a lengthy memorandum outlining operations to seize Borkum sometime after 15 May. The assault he envisaged would open with a massive bombardment of the island’s defences by the navy’s new monitors and other ships, supported by a vast fl otilla of submarines and destroyers. Up to twelve thousand troops would subsequently be landed to overcome the German defences. Once in British hands, he proposed that Borkum be transformed into a base from which monitors, submarines, destroyers, light cruisers, and aircraft could dominate the Jade and Elbe estuaries. The High 
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Seas Fleet could then be bottled up with minefi elds.   89   But the Borkum scheme continued to run into opposition within the Admiralty, and even Churchill was forced to admit that nothing could be contemplated in the North Sea until the Dardanelles operation had been wrapped up. 

 The landing of Allied forces on the Gallipoli Peninsula on 25 April did nothing to improve the situation, however. The Turks put up a much stronger defence than the British expected, and within two weeks a stalemate had emerged in this theatre just as it had on the Western Front. De Robeck reported to the Admiralty on 9 May that the army was unable to make further progress. Faced with this fresh setback, Churchill urged a renewal of the naval assault. This led to renewed friction with Fisher, who was convinced that a new offensive would lead to the loss of additional ships without any offsetting gains. By the time the War Council met on 14 May, Churchill would have been well aware that his political position was closely linked to the outcome of the Dardanelles campaign. He was determined to bring it to a successful conclusion, and proposed to pour in enough resources to ensure victory within three months. On the naval side, he reported that the  Queen Elizabeth  would be withdrawn to home waters and replaced with newly built monitors, which had previously been earmarked for the Borkum expedition.   90

 Churchill probably hoped this concession would placate Fisher, who was concerned about the appearance of German submarines in the region, but relations between the two men, which had been under increasing strain for months, was now near the breaking point. The admiral was convinced that his chief ’s commitment to the Dardanelles operation would continue to drain vital resources from the Grand Fleet. On 15 May, therefore, Fisher sent Asquith his resignation. From Churchill’s perspective the timing could not have been worse. The Liberal government was already under attack for not providing the BEF with an adequate supply of munitions. This new crisis at the Admiralty convinced Asquith that he would have to broaden the basis of the government by bringing in members of the opposition. Churchill was one of the chief casualties of the resulting reorganization. As part of their price for participation in a coalition, the Conservatives demanded his removal from the Admiralty. When Asquith’s new government was settled, Churchill had been relegated to a sinecure, the Chancellorship of the Duchy of Lancaster. 

 Although he remained a member of the government’s War Council (now renamed the Dardanelles Committee), Churchill’s infl uence on the direc-tion of the war was sharply reduced. The most frustrating aspect of the new 72          learn i ng   c urve :  th e   f i r st   wor l d   war 

situation was that his reputation was more than ever linked to the outcome of the Gallipoli campaign, but he was now little more than a bystander. ‘It is a horrible experience,’ he wrote on 30 July to a friend, Sir Archibald Sinclair, ‘remaining here in the midst of things knowing everything, caring passion-ately, conscious of capacity for service, yet paralysed nearly always. It is like being in a cataleptic trance while all you value is being hazarded.’   91

 Churchill initially hoped that the stalemate on the Gallipoli Peninsula could be broken by a fresh landing behind the Turkish lines near Bulair. This, he calculated, would enable the British to get astride the neck of the peninsula and sever the enemy’s supply lines.   92 His colleagues also believed that some new initiative was needed to overcome the deadlock, and another landing took place in early August at Suvla Bay, much further south than Churchill had wanted. This offensive also failed to achieve decisive results. With no end in sight to the stalemate on land, Churchill again pressed for a renewal of the naval offensive. He tried to persuade members of the Dardanelles Committee that the naval losses of 18 March were really quite light. Britain had suffered little more than one hundred casualties, he noted, and lost only obsolete battleships of no use against the Germans in the North Sea. The naval advance should therefore ‘be resumed,’ he argued on 21 August, ‘pressed to a decision, and fought out, as it has never yet been’.   93

 This proposal generated little enthusiasm, and in October Churchill sug-gested to Asquith that Anglo-French forces might be used to open up an entirely new land front against Turkey in conjunction with Greece.   94 But by this time decision-makers were beginning to discuss the possibility of evac-uating Allied troops from the Gallipoli Peninsula altogether. Churchill struggled in vain to resist this development.   95   The decision to withdraw Allied troops was fi nally taken in December, by which time Churchill was no longer a member of the government. In early November he had been excluded from the new War Committee, which replaced the Dardanelles Committee as the main body for managing the war effort. Churchill found himself completely removed from the executive direction of the war. Rather than remain on the sidelines, he decided to seek active service with the army in France. 

 The fi ghting on the Gallipoli Peninsula dragged on until the fi nal sol-diers were evacuated in January 1916. Over the course of the campaign, Allied battle casualties (killed and wounded) exceeded 132,000. British, French, and imperial troops (Australian, New Zealand, and Indian) also 
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 suffered heavily from disease and other causes. In the British army, non-battle casualties were around double the rate of combat casualties. When these additional losses are taken into consideration, one authority estimates that the overall casualty fi gures for the campaign may rise as high as 390     96 , 000 .   As an alternative to ‘chewing barbed wire’ in Flanders, the attempt to force the Dardanelles was a remarkable failure. 

 As the originator of the navy-only scheme to force the Dardanelles, the operation’s most forceful advocate, and later its foremost apologist, it is only to be expected that Churchill has borne the brunt of the blame for its fail-ure, and, in some eyes, for subsequent losses in the Gallipoli campaign as well. Even now, nearly a century later, no simple verdict on these events is possible. The Dardanelles campaign undoubtedly demonstrates Churchill’s shortcomings as a war manager and strategist, and brings into sharp relief traits that would continue to frustrate his uniformed advisers during the Second World War. But this episode also highlights many of his strengths, which were hardly less formidable than his weaknesses. The Liberal govern-ment was in most respects fortunate to have Churchill among its ranks at the outset of the First World War. His boldness, imagination, and strategic insights clearly distinguished him from other civilian ministers. ‘Winston Churchill was a man of a totally different type from all his colleagues,’ Hankey observed. ‘He had a zest for war. If war there must needs be, he at least could enjoy it. The sound of guns quickened his pulses, and he was one of those rare people who could, at the outset of the war at any rate, feel something of the  joie-de-bataille .’   97   Churchill was one of the fi rst to grasp the nature of the First World War and recognize the futility of frontal assaults on the Western Front, and he aggressively sought out more creative and advan-tageous opportunities to wear down the enemy’s strength. He also possessed the knowledge and the confi dence to question the advice of generals and admirals, a trait that was often in short supply. 

 There is a great deal of truth in Churchill’s later description of the Dar-danelles campaign, in its original form, as a ‘legitimate war gamble’.   98 The pay-off was potentially enormous, while the risks seemed relatively low. Britain  could  afford to lose the older capital ships employed on this assault without endangering its security in the North Sea against Germany. And as long as the assault was limited to ships alone, and decision-makers were willing to bring it to an early conclusion if it did not prosper, Churchill and the War Council can perhaps be forgiven for not dwelling on worst-case scenarios that seemed easily avoidable. But there is no doubt that Churchill 74          learn i ng   c urve :  th e   f i r st   wor l d   war 

was too quick to ignore or sweep aside inconvenient obstacles and advice that might hamper his plans, and that his professional advisers provided early warning of some of the diffi culties that might be encountered. Churchill gave insuffi cient weight to these and, more seriously, failed to convey the full range of Admiralty opinion to the War Council. As a result, the Darda-nelles scheme that Churchill pitched to his colleagues in January 1915 rested on an overly optimistic assessment. To succeed, the fl eet’s heavy guns had to be able to destroy Turkish guns along the straits, minesweepers had to be able to clear a path, and Turkish resistance would have to collapse before the fl eet reached Constantinople. The fi rst two assumptions proved to be mis-taken, and the third, although never tested, now seems doubtful. 

 None of this would have mattered if the assault had been called off after the naval advance began to stall. Churchill overestimated how easily this could be done once Britain’s prestige seemed to be on the line, although he was not the only one to do so: his colleagues were guilty of the same self-deception. Once the campaign began, the pressures towards escalation were diffi cult to resist. Churchill was by temperament probably the least likely member of the War Council to contemplate withdrawal. He never seems to have lost his optimism that victory was possible, and with his career and reputation on the line, he had a far greater personal stake in the operation than any of his col-leagues. This clearly affected his judgement. It is diffi cult to justify his deter-mination to press on with the naval assault after the disastrous events of 18 March. The claim, later popularized by Churchill, that the Turkish guns were by then critically short of ammunition, and that another determined push would have succeeded, is not supported by Turkish sources.   99 The naval attack had failed and the time had come for Britain to cut its losses. 

 The situation was complicated, however, by the decision, taken almost casually by the War Council the previous month, to send troops to support the naval operation. The military operation was, as Churchill later noted, something ‘far more momentous and far reaching in its scope’ than the naval operation, ‘& irrevocable in its character’.   100   Churchill was not respon-sible for this particular act of escalation—he continued to adhere to the navy-only scheme long after his colleagues had decided to make soldiers available. The common perception that Churchill was the driving force behind the Dardanelles campaign right until he was driven from offi ce is inaccurate: in reality, he was one voice among many on the War Council, and he did not always have the fi nal say. From mid-February 1915 onward, Churchill’s original plan for a naval assault was continually modifi ed by oth-
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ers until, by late March, it had been transformed into something he never intended—a major land campaign on the Gallipoli Peninsula to secure the passage of an Anglo-French fl eet through the straits. Churchill was increas-ingly swept up in events he could not control. The losses incurred on the peninsula after 25 April are often blamed on him alone, although in this instance responsibility properly rests with the War Council as a whole. 

 Churchill’s contribution to the planning of the Dardanelles campaign must be recognized as part of a decision-making process that was character-ized to a remarkable degree by improvisation and amateurism. The bureau-cratic machinery for coordinating Britain’s war effort would only be developed in stages. During this phase of the war, the War Council met irregularly and the views of its professional advisers were too often fi ltered through their ministerial masters. This allowed considerable scope for Churchill and Kitchener to dominate proceedings early in the war by virtue of their greater experience and their positions as heads of the fi ghting serv-ices. In early 1915 Churchill could advocate schemes that did not have the unreserved backing of his professional advisers, and the War Council remained largely ignorant of the naval staff ’s concerns. This suited Churchill’s purpose when it came to obtaining backing for his more ambitious projects, but it also proved fatal when Asquith and others began to participate more actively in the strategy-making process. Churchill, who probably under-stood the implications of committing troops to the theatre better than any-one, could not prevent his colleagues remaking his plan. His inability to control British strategy after his design had been adopted made a deep and lasting impression. ‘If I have erred,’ he wrote in June 1915, ‘it has been in seeking to attempt an initiative without being sure that all the means & powers to make it successful were at my disposal.’   101 This lesson was still fresh in his mind over thirty years later. ‘I was ruined for the time being in 1915 over the Dardanelles,’ he refl ected in his Second World War memoirs, ‘and a supreme enterprise was cast away, through my trying to carry out a major and cardinal operation of war from a subordinate position. Men are ill-advised to try such ventures. This lesson had sunk into my nature.’   102

 After resigning from the Asquith coalition, Churchill obtained command of a battalion and spent several months on the Western Front. He had little prospect of rising to high command, however, and by May 1916 the lure of politics had drawn him back to London. His brief time in the trenches did nothing to alter the strategic priorities he had accepted at the beginning of 76          learn i ng   c urve :  th e   f i r st   wor l d   war 

the war. He remained convinced that Germany was the main enemy, that the outcome of the war would ultimately be decided on land, and that Brit-ain must contribute a vast army to the common cause. Writing in the  Sun-day Pictorial  in July 1916—the same month Kitchener’s new mass armies were committed to their fi rst major offensive on the Western Front— Churchill, now a backbench MP, noted with satisfaction that Britain had the remarkable ability to transform itself into a land power without  sacrifi cing its position at sea. Britain, he wrote, was ‘The Great Amphibian’, whose natural home was ‘in the broad seas’:

  If need be, she can crawl or even dart ashore—fi rst, a scaly arm with sharp 

claws; then, if time and circumstances warrant it, a head with teeth, and shoul-

ders that grow ever broader; and then she can draw out convolution after 

convolution of muscular body till one cannot tell where the end of her may 

be found. Or she can return again to the deep, and strike anew, now here, now 

there, and no one can guess where the next attack will fall.   

 ‘The Great Amphibian is going ashore,’ Churchill proclaimed. ‘She must transform the larger part of her body. Armies of millions must be raised— one, two, three, four millions, or more.’ 103 But Churchill was never an uncritical ‘Westerner’, like so many of Britain’s top generals—his commit-ment to a continental strategy was tempered by a conviction that Britain and France should remain on the defensive along the Western Front. Mod-ern fi repower conferred such a clear advantage to the defender that taking the initiative would only lead to an unfavourable attrition rate. He was happy to see the Germans wear themselves out in the West while the Allies conserved their strength and mobilized their superior resources. If the ‘Ger-mans are to be beaten decisively,’ he told the House of Commons in May 1916, ‘they will be beaten like Napoleon was beaten and like the Confeder-ates were beaten—that is to say, by being opposed by superior numbers along fronts so extensive that they cannot maintain them or replace the losses incurred along them.’   104

 The navy enjoyed a more uncertain place in Churchill’s strategic outlook at this time. Britain’s ability to project its power onto the Continent rested upon its maritime predominance and could not under any circumstances be jeopardized. As Churchill had predicted to Asquith in 1914, the Grand Fleet’s commanding position in the North Sea only became more secure as the war progressed. But a naval victory remained elusive: the long-awaited clash of the British and German fl eets on 31 May 1916 at the Battle of Jutland pro-duced no clear decision. The British lost more heavily in the engage-
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ment—115,000 tons, including three battlecruisers, as against 62,000 tons and one battlecruiser for the Germans. But while the battle could be consid-ered a tactical success for the Germans, the hasty retreat of the High Seas Fleet to its bases confi rmed Britain’s strategic dominance at sea. Churchill, who was invited to write a communiqué on the battle by Arthur Balfour, his successor as First Lord of the Admiralty, accurately noted that Britain’s mar-gin of superiority in capital ships was ‘in no way impaired’ by the losses at Jutland, and that Germany remained in a position of ‘defi nite inferiority’.   105

 Churchill elaborated on this theme in the  London Magazine  a few months later. Britain had not won a great victory at Jutland, he noted, but it never-theless continued to exercise the ‘full and unquestioned command of the sea’, as it had from the outset of the war. Churchill now deployed the same arguments Fisher had used the previous year to dismiss complaints that the navy was not being suffi ciently aggressive. ‘We are entitled to be quite satis-fi ed with [the current] situation,’ he wrote. ‘The war function of the British Navy is being discharged with absolute thoroughness and success. Without a battle we have all that the most victorious of battles could give us’:

  Consideration of these simple facts will reveal to the lay mind what is so often 

overlooked or not understood—namely, that the action of the British Navy is 

essentially offensive and aggressive. We have seized the initiative and gathered 

all the advantages, and our silent attack upon the vital interests of the enemy 

proceeds without cessation winter and summer, night and day, year in, year 

out. No obligation of war requires us to go further. The next move is with the 

Germans. It is a perfectly simple and obvious move. If they do not take it, it is 

because they are not strong enough to take it, and do not dare to take it.   106

 Churchill clearly still felt—as he had when First Lord—that there was no need to jeopardize Britain’s maritime predominance by running unneces-sary risks with the Grand Fleet. But he was nonetheless dismayed by the navy’s unwillingness to undertake offensive measures with its ‘surplus’ forces. ‘The Admiralty dozes placidly,’ he complained to Sinclair in August 1916.   107 He was probably surprised, therefore, when his opinions were denounced in the press. Lord Sydenham of Combe, a former Secretary of the CID, and Sir Reginald Custance, a retired admiral, complained in October 1916 in letters to  The Times  that Churchill’s views were fundamentally fl awed in that they disregarded the importance of engaging and destroying the German High Seas Fleet in battle. Sydenham and Custance were both long-standing critics of Sir Julian Corbett, a naval historian, Naval War College lecturer, 78          learn i ng   c urve :  th e   f i r st   wor l d   war 

and close associate of Lord Fisher. Corbett had angered many naval offi cers before the war by teaching that battle was not an end in itself: the navy’s job, he insisted, was to protect the nation’s maritime communications, and battle was only necessary if the enemy was in a position to challenge them. In other words, battle was only a means to an end.   108   Sydenham and Custance regarded these ideas, which they thought had now been taken up by Churchill, as a dangerous heresy that would fatally undermine the navy’s fi ghting spirit. ‘If ever Boards of Admiralty and naval commanders afl oat become imbued with ideas of this kind,’ Sydenham warned, ‘we may bid farewell to the dominion of the sea.’   109

 These criticisms were both simplistic and misplaced. Churchill fully shared their desire to take the offensive and gain the initiative at sea, but he was not about to side with those who demanded reckless offensive measures that would endanger Britain’s superiority in modern capital ships. In December 1916 he defended his position in an article in the  London   Magazine , where he explained again that Britain’s distant blockade  was  an offensive action. If the Germans declined to accept a decisive battle with the British fl eet, even near their own coast, there was little more the Admiralty could do. He conceded that ‘other methods’ of forcing the enemy to action ‘must be sought’. But he reiterated his belief that ‘in pursuing this quest nothing must be done which would jeopardize the solid advantages of our main and primary position; for it is on these that our whole existence depends.’   110

 He returned to the attack again the following month, writing that those who believed the navy could easily get at the enemy’s fl eet were ‘ignorant of the physical conditions of modern naval war’:

  They are also singularly unmindful of the teachings of naval history. Even in 

Nelson’s time the most he could do until the enemy put to sea voluntarily was 

to blockade him in his ports. Under present conditions we achieve this block-

ade almost as effectively from a distant strategic base, and in addition we exert 

a control over the oceans never dreamed of in the old wars, even after the 

most dazzling victories.   

 ‘The man who would jeopardize these primary advantages,’ he charged, ‘is a maniac.’   111

 At the Admiralty, Admiral Sturdee, the former Chief of the Naval Staff, complained that the strategy espoused by Churchill was ‘the exact reverse of what he advocated when in offi ce and expressed in public speeches’, but this is not fair either.   112   Churchill had always accepted that the superiority 
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of the Grand Fleet must not be jeopardized recklessly. He differed from naval leaders only in his willingness to endanger ‘surplus’ ships if some advantage could be secured thereby, even if it was only to help the navy maintain its moral ascendancy over the German fl eet. Churchill made his position clear to Jellicoe when the latter became First Sea Lord in late 1916. ‘You may be able,’ Churchill wrote, ‘to win for the Navy, without jeopardis-ing its main strength, those opportunities of  minor  offensive action without which neither glory nor in the long run safety can be achieved.’   113 During the fi nal years of the war, the overriding naval concern for Churchill was whether Britain’s ‘surplus’ forces should be allowed to remain idle. His own belief was that the Grand Fleet’s margin of superiority was so great that a more aggressive strategy at sea was both possible and desirable. 

 During the fi rst half of 1917, Churchill began to think seriously about how the navy might be used to increase the pressure on Germany. He was by now convinced that economic pressure was unlikely to have a decisive impact on the course of the war. ‘It is clear,’ he wrote in January, ‘that by itself the naval blockade, however stringent, will not effect the ruin of  Germany within any period which we can at present foresee.’   114 If the Admiralty and the government were content simply to maintain the block-ade, Churchill suggested that the navy should be maintained at the lowest level necessary to perform this task, with all additional resources redistributed to support the army. But Churchill believed that the navy still had a contribu-tion to make, and that it could safely commit some of its resources to offensive measures. ‘An aggressive sprit is the soul of successful war,’ he wrote:

  The feeling is widespread that the enterprise and audacity of our seamen have 

not been accorded the outlet and scope which they require. This feeling 

would be mischievous if it led to vague demands that the Grand Fleet should 

abandon the sure and sound strategic policy it has hitherto followed. It would 

be wholly benefi cial if it led to the encouragement of a naval offensive which 

did not compromise the vital elements of our strength.   

 ‘For a year and a half,’ he complained, ‘no aggressive action of this character has been taken by the Admiralty.’   115

 Churchill was not alone in deprecating the Admiralty’s lack of initiative. Similar views were being expressed in varying degrees in political circles, the press, and even within the navy itself. Confi dence in the Admiralty reached a low point in 1917 with the intensifi cation of German submarine attacks on British seaborne trade. Shipping losses increased sharply with Germany’s decision in February to adopt a policy of unrestricted submarine 80          learn i ng   c urve :  th e   f i r st   wor l d   war 

warfare, which had been tried and abandoned earlier in the war. German submarines were now authorized to sink merchant ships without warning or making provision for the safety of their crews, just as Fisher had  predicted before the war. Over 328,000 tons of shipping were lost to sub-marines in January. The following month losses jumped to over 520,000. In April                                                                      116 1917 , the worst month of the war, the fi gure exceeded 830 , 000 tons.   The  Admiralty was initially at a complete loss as to how to solve this problem, and Jellicoe did little to conceal his pessimism. 

 The solution to the submarine threat was eventually found in the adop-tion of a convoy system for the protection of merchant ships, an essentially defensive measure that had been successfully employed in Britain’s earlier wars. Admiralty offi cials were initially reluctant to take this step during the First World War, however, fearing that convoys would only make British ships easier targets by conveniently grouping them together. Churchill had not been an advocate of convoy before the war, and he did not consider it now. His sole contribution to the discussion over defensive measures was a proposal in March 1917 that British merchant shipping should be organ-ized so as to arrive in the danger zones around British shores at four-day intervals. German submarines would thus be deprived of targets for three continuous days, and then be overwhelmed on the fourth day. The enemy, he predicted, would not be able to infl ict proportionately heavy damage during this period, and British losses overall would be reduced.   117

 The Admiralty began experimenting with convoy at the end of April 1917, and was still in the process of implementing a comprehensive system in June when Churchill renewed his pleas for a naval offensive in the  Sunday Pictorial . His patience with the Admiralty was clearly waning. The navy, he complained, was content merely to ‘keep the ring’ while the outcome of the war was determined by land operations. The entry of the United States into the war in April had added still more capital ships to the Grand fl eet, and Churchill insisted that the margin of superiority over Germany was now so great that Britain and its allies had more reason than ever to undertake offensive operations.   118   This was not a repudiation of Churchill’s earlier views, as some historians have suggested. 119 Churchill still proposed to employ only ‘surplus’ ships in German waters. The difference now was that the size of the Allies’ surplus was so great that bolder and more ambitious schemes could be contemplated. 

 In early July, Churchill, although still a backbench MP, prepared a memo-randum for the War Cabinet outlining specifi c proposals for action. He now 
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revived the scheme he had set aside in 1914 to create two distinct fl eets, both capable of meeting the German fl eet on favourable terms. The fi rst, which would closely resemble the existing Grand Fleet, would be a ‘fast blue water fl eet’ ready at all times to engage the German fl eet if it emerged to challenge Britain’s command of the seas. The second would be comprised of older ves-sels fi tted with special ‘bulges’ around their sides to render them relatively safe from torpedoes and mines. These modifi cations would greatly reduce their speed, but would enable them to operate as an ‘Inshore Aggressive Fleet’ near the German coast, where they could restore Britain’s traditional policy of close blockade. Churchill maintained that this fl eet would also require an island such as Borkum as a forward base. If one could not be seized, he sug-gested that it might be possible to create an artifi cial island. Britain could then stifl e the submarine offensive, send ships into the Baltic, win Denmark and the Netherlands to the Allied cause, and open up the prospect of invad-ing northern Germany. But he warned that if the navy was not willing to use its ‘surplus’ forces for this purpose, it could afford to do without them. ‘We do not want,’ he wrote, ‘upwards of 200 battleships continually manned in full commission to “keep the ring”.’ If these ships were not making a positive contribution to winning the war, the men and resources needed to maintain them ‘should be released for other purposes. The guns and ammunition should go to the front,’ he proposed, and ‘offi cers and expert ratings should go to the Tanks or to the air, where they are greatly needed.’   120

 The severity of the submarine threat in mid-1917 ensured that Church-ill’s proposals were not rejected out of hand. With pressure on the Admi-ralty and the First Sea Lord mounting, the naval staff could not afford to appear complacent. Churchill’s memorandum was studied by Admiralty offi cials, including Captain Dudley Pound, who would later serve as First Sea Lord under Churchill during the Second World War. But once again, the conclusion was that there were insurmountable practical diffi culties to operations near the German coast. Jellicoe also had strong doubts about the desirability of seizing an island like Borkum or Heligoland, and he questioned whether Churchill’s scheme, even if it could be implemented, would eliminate the submarine threat, since it would not block Germany’s exits from the Baltic.   121   The First Sea Lord kept staff offi cers busy over the next two months investigating a variety of offensive schemes in the Heli-goland Bight, most notably a massive blocking operation to seal German ships and submarines into their ports. Jellicoe’s expectations were not high. Indeed, he only seemed to want a concrete plan so as to demonstrate 82          learn i ng   c urve :  th e   f i r st   wor l d   war 

that the concept was unworkable. In this he was not disappointed. A pro-posal was drawn up for blocking Germany’s ports using approximately forty old battleships and forty-three old cruisers, which would be supplied by Britain, the United States, France, Italy, and Japan. The scheme was considered by Allied naval leaders in September 1917, and promptly rejected. The only measure approved was the creation of a massive mine barrage from the Orkneys to Norway intended to hold German subma-rines in the North Sea.   122

 The success of the convoy  system in containing the submarine threat reduced the pressure on the Admiralty to take drastic measures, although there were still widespread concerns that the navy was not being suffi ciently aggressive. Churchill’s own conviction that this was so was only strength-ened after he was appointed Minister of Munitions in July 1917 by Lloyd George, who had succeeded Asquith as prime minister the previous year. Churchill’s appointment provoked a storm of protest that caught even him by surprise. His judgement was widely distrusted, and leading Tories in par-ticular had no desire to see him return to a position of power. Not surpris-ingly, the new minister was denied a seat on the War Cabinet. This was an arrangement that suited Lloyd George well: it enabled him to exploit Churchill’s drive and administrative talents for the sake of the war effort, and kept an unpopular and controversial colleague at a safe distance from the central direction of the war effort. 

 Churchill now became responsible for munitions production for the army and, the following year, for the new independent Royal Air Force (RAF) as well. He immediately threw himself into this task and, as his oppo-nents had feared, found it diffi cult not to interfere in all aspects of war direc-tion. His views on grand strategy were carefully thought out, however. Churchill understood the requirements of modern industrialized warfare better than most of his colleagues, and he offered a realistic prescription for winning the war.   123   Britain, he insisted, must remain on the defensive against Germany until overwhelming force could be gathered for an Allied offen-sive in 1919 or 1920. Costly battles like the Somme and Passchendaele in 1916 and 1917 respectively, which had taken a heavier toll on Britain than Germany, were to be avoided at all costs. Britain should conserve its man-power while massive American armies were transported to the Western Front to ensure a large margin of superiority over the German army. Most importantly, every opportunity should be seized to exploit mechanical means of waging war. Lives would be saved by capitalizing on and increas-
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ing the Allies’ superiority in new weapons like the tank and aeroplane. Even before his return to offi ce, Churchill had embraced mechanization as the key to fi ghting the war at an acceptable cost. ‘Machines save life,’ he told the House of Commons in March 1917, ‘machine-power is a substitute for man-power, brains will save blood, manoeuvre is a great diluting agent to slaughter, and can be made to reduce the quantity of slaughter required to effect any particular object.’   124

 The Admiralty, which continued to manage its own supply organization, was directly in competition with Churchill and the Ministry of Munitions for resources. Confl ict was inevitable. Churchill gave the Admiralty full credit for mastering the submarine threat, and applauded the daring raid in April 1918 on the Belgian port of Zeebrugge, which was being used as a submarine base by the Germans. The latter, he remarked, gave the navy ‘back the “ panache ” that was lost at Jutland’. But he continued to view the service’s passivity with misgiving, and was particularly frustrated by the high priority the government accorded to the Admiralty in the allocation of resources. He generally supported the construction of escort vessels and merchant ships to replace losses, but he was not prepared to go any further. In November 1917, Churchill estimated that the Admiralty was employing between 35 and 40 per cent of the country’s supply of munitions workers.   125 This was not the right balance to strike between the services at this stage of the war. The navy already possessed more than enough ships to meet its essential requirements. If anything, in Churchill’s opinion, it had too many ships. The navy, he remarked to Fisher in May 1918, ‘does not render a full return for the drain it makes on our resources’.   126

 Churchill had a strong case that much of the manpower, steel, and other resources controlled by the Admiralty would be better employed in supply-ing the guns, tanks, and aeroplanes needed on the Western Front. During the fi nal months of the war he struggled, with little success, to weaken the Admiralty’s privileged position. In an unsent letter drafted in December 1917 to Sir Eric Geddes, the new First Lord, he had claimed that it was ‘shocking beyond words, knowing what I do of the relative strength of the British and German Navies, and indeed, of the Allied and enemy Navies, that we should be actually robbing our Army of shell and other vital equip-ment for the sake of still further piling up an enormous surplus of Blue Water craft that will be left on our hands at the close of the war. We have reached a point,’ he concluded, ‘where every ton taken by the Navy directly reduces the battery which protects the British troops in the fi eld.’   127
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 The rapid collapse of the German war effort in late 1918 caught Allied leaders by surprise, and Churchill was no exception. In the autumn of 1918 he was preparing British industry to support a major Allied offensive in 1919. The possibility that the war might drag on into 1920 did not seem far-fetched at the time. When the fi ghting abruptly ended in November 1918, Churchill’s attention was fastened more fi rmly than ever on the Western Front. His learning curve over the course of the war had been a sharp one. As First Lord in 1914–15, Churchill had sought to use sea power to strike a major blow against Britain’s enemies, and his efforts had met with nothing but frustration. Amphibious operations had failed against Turkey, widely regarded as a second-rate power, and had not even been attempted against Germany. The British were denied the satisfaction of destroying the Ger-man fl eet, and even if an overwhelming victory could have been achieved, Britain’s strategic position would not necessarily have been much stronger. Germany was not dependent, like Britain, on its access to the sea lanes, and Churchill—who always preferred instant and tangible results—never seems to have taken the economic blockade entirely seriously, even in the latter stages of the war when it fi nally started to become effective. At best he saw the blockade as an inconvenience to the Germans, but he did not expect it to win the war on its own. Germany was a modern, industrialized state with the greatest army in Europe and vast resources to draw upon, and Churchill quickly realized that it could only be defeated on land, and only then through a drawn-out process of attrition. 

 Churchill never doubted that the Royal Navy was essential to the Allied victory. If Britain had lost command of the seas, its war effort would have collapsed. And, despite the perception in some quarters that he was prepared to run huge and unacceptable risks, Churchill did fully appreciate the importance of maintaining a comfortable margin of superiority over the main German fl eet, the only force capable of destroying Britain’s maritime security. But by the end of the war, Churchill had no reason to doubt what he had intuitively grasped at the start of the confl ict: that the navy’s contri-bution to the defeat of Germany would be largely indirect. It would enable Britain to draw on the resources of the world, to transport armies from around the empire and the United States into Europe, to feed the British people and keep Britain and its allies supplied with munitions. The domi-nant lesson for Churchill insofar as sea power was concerned, was how little it could achieve by itself against a major continental power. The Royal Navy successfully provided the ‘cover and shield’ that Britain and its allies needed to achieve victory, but in Churchill’s eyes it had done little more.     


3

 

Adjusting to the Post-War 

World, 1919–24

 

After the 1918 general election returned Lloyd George’s coalition  government to power, Churchill expressed his interest in returning to the Admiralty. Rumours that this appointment was being considered caused some alarm in naval circles. Admiral Sir Rossyln Wemyss, the current First Sea Lord, told one senior admiral that he would resign immediately if Churchill were made First Lord, ‘on the grounds that I could not work with a man whose presence at the Admiralty I should consider a national dan-ger’.   1    In the event, Churchill was sent to the War Offi ce and the new Air Ministry. As Secretary of State for War and Air from 1919 to 1921, he exerted a strong infl uence over the development of the post-war policies of both the army and the Royal Air Force (RAF). 

 Despite taking responsibility in 1919 for the largest army in British his-tory, Churchill assumed that the nation would eventually revert to some-thing like its ‘normal’ peacetime defence priorities, with the navy enjoying predominance and the army reduced to a small volunteer force for imperial policing. But he was not looking simply to turn the clock back to 1914: the application of modern technology and new weapons to the battlefi eld dur-ing the war had made a deep impression on Churchill, and he continued to hold progressive views long after the fi ghting ceased. The best path forward for the army, he felt, was to substitute aircraft and mechanized ground forces for traditional cavalry and infantry formations.   2

 Churchill had always taken a romantic view of air power, and it is hardly surprising that he became an enthusiastic supporter of the RAF.  He assumed that the new service could immediately take over some of the duties  traditionally assigned to the army and the navy, and that in time it would  overshadow the other services altogether. With ‘superior thinking 86        adj u st i ng   to   th e   p o st - war   wor l d,  1919 – 2 4

power &  knowledge,’ he predicted in January 1919, the air force would one day ‘obtain the primary place in the general conception of war policy’.   3 But in the short term, Churchill was well aware of the RAF’s limitations. In 1919–20 he hoped to lay the foundation for a thoroughly modern peace-time army that would be supported by the RAF, not replaced by it. Army modernization was diffi cult to accomplish in the early post-war years, how-ever. The demand for British troops at home and abroad did not immedi-ately disappear with the Armistice. Occupation forces were required in both Germany and Turkey, and troops were needed for service in a variety of new theatres—in Russia, where Britain initially supported ‘White’ forces in the civil war; in Ireland, to quell the escalating nationalist unrest; and in the Middle East, to assert British control over new possessions. Army leaders shared Churchill’s interest in mechanization, but were slow to embrace a policy of substitution. They wanted large and modern forces suitable for routine imperial policing but also capable of meeting an emerging major threat. This ultimately worked to the advantage of the RAF, which increased its share of defence funding by promising politicians a more cost-effective means to maintain order within the empire.   4

 While Churchill believed that the RAF could take over some of the duties performed by the navy, he did not attack naval expenditure simply to obtain additional funds for the air service.   5   Nor did he question the wisdom of maintaining a powerful fl eet. The navy may have contributed less to the Allied victory in the First World War than he had hoped, and the air force might have a dazzling future before it, but maritime power was clearly still essential to Britain’s security. In his fi rst major speech after the war, Church-ill paid generous tribute to the navy’s wartime work and denied that a League of Nations could ever eliminate the need for a powerful fl eet. ‘This is a matter on which you have to stand on your guard,’ he warned his con-stituents in November 1918. ‘Nothing in the world, nothing that you may think of, or dream of, or anyone may tell you, no arguments, however spe-cious, no appeals, however seductive, must lead you to abandon that naval supremacy on which the life of our country depends.’   6 Privately, almost a year later, he wrote to Walter Long, the new First Lord of the Admiralty, that ‘There really is nothing to be ashamed of in the record of the Navy during the great war. I do not admire the writers who are making huge sums of money by running down their own profession and each other.’   7

 The fact remained, however, that a large reduction in naval expenditure would defl ect some of the pressure on Churchill to reduce spending on 
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his departments. The Royal Navy emerged from the First World War in a remarkably strong position. The German High Seas Fleet was interned at Scapa Flow as one of the Armistice terms, and after the German ships were scuttled in June 1919 Britain possessed numerical superiority in cap-ital ships over all the other major navies of the world combined. Moreo-ver, there were no clear or imminent naval threats on the horizon: the other great maritime powers—the United States, France, Italy, and Japan— had been Britain’s wartime allies and posed no immediate threat to British interests. Writing to Lloyd George on 1 May 1919, Churchill insisted that it would be impossible to solve the problem of infl ated defence expendi-ture without a large reduction in the navy estimates. There was no com-pelling reason, he asserted, to expand the fl eet beyond its present strength. The only serious competitor to Britain’s naval position on the horizon was the United States, which had authorized large battleship building programs in 1916 and 1918. However, Churchill did not regard the United States as a likely antagonist, and he was confi dent that naval competition could be avoided. To this end, he suggested that the Americans might be given some of the interned (but not yet scuttled) German battleships. ‘It would be a mark of great confi dence and trust,’ he claimed, ‘and would do more to lay naval competition to rest than anything else.’ The only fore-seeable danger to Britain’s maritime position, he remarked, would be a  qualitative  naval challenge. If the new American capital ships signifi cantly outmatched their British counterparts, he conceded that Britain would eventually have to respond in kind. But for the time being, he believed that Britain did not need to build any new warships ‘except of a minor character’.   8

 Churchill made his views public in a June 1919 article in  The Weekly Dispatch , although he now argued that a qualitative naval challenge did not require an immediate response. On the contrary, he maintained that Brit-ain only stood to gain by postponing its reaction to new American con-struction. ‘The longer you can delay the building of new ships without letting your margin fall too low,’ he wrote, ‘the better and more powerful is the ship you can build when the time comes.’ This was a theme Churchill would frequently return to over the next decade: that in the absence of an imminent threat, Britain should avoid building expensive warships that might soon be outclassed by the new constructions of potential enemies. Britain had this luxury, in his view, because of its margin of superiority over its rivals, the strength of its armaments industry, and the excellence of 88        adj u st i ng   to   th e   p o st - war   wor l d,  1919 – 2 4

its naval architects. The Admiralty, therefore, he wrote in June 1919, ‘could afford to study new developments and delay its response to foreign construction’.   9

 In August 1919, with defence expenditure forecast at a staggering £500 million for the coming fi nancial year (nearly one-third of total government spending), Churchill mounted another attack on the navy estimates, which then stood at £170 million. Britain’s position at sea was so secure, he argued in a Cabinet memorandum on 1 August, that it did not need to build  any  new ships for the next three to four years, and should not complete any vessel less than 80 per cent fi nished already. Further economies could be achieved by reducing the number of ships kept in full commission. And as an expedient to reduce total defence expenditure, he suggested that the Cabinet should instruct the fi ghting services to rule out ‘the possibility of another great war occurring in the next fi ve years, and that they are to con-sider it only remotely possible in the fi ve years following that’. This, he claimed ‘would wipe out a whole series of obligations and anxieties which the military and naval authorities have at present to reckon with’.   10 Three days later he drove these points home in a letter to the prime minister. ‘The army has defi nite additions to its responsibilities & the Air Force is a new arm,’ he wrote. ‘But the Navy must be reduced in accordance with the altered state of the world & of other maritime powers.’   11

 This advice dovetailed with recommendations the prime minister had received from Hankey, a few weeks earlier. The Cabinet Secretary had pro-vided Lloyd George with a detailed memorandum arguing that post-war economic imperatives dictated a reduction of ‘non-productive’ expenditure on the armed services. The navy, in Hankey’s view, could control expenses by excluding the United States from any new naval standard.   12 The Treasury also dismissed suggestions that expensive naval preparations were required by any imminent threat to British interests. The Chancellor of the Excheq-uer, Austen Chamberlain, pressed the Cabinet through July 1919 to cut expenditure on the armed services in general, and infuriated the Admiralty by recommending a reduction in capital ships with full crews to a number below that maintained by the United States.   13   This proposal come as a rude shock to naval leaders. At the time, the navy planned to keep twenty-one capital ships in full commission, but the Treasury wanted this fi gure decreased immediately to fi fteen, with larger reductions to follow in 1920. With  the United States expected to maintain eighteen dreadnoughts and eleven pre-dreadnoughts in full commission, the Admiralty denounced this proposal, 
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which it warned would ‘be regarded generally as the handing over of sea-supremacy by the British Empire to the United States of America’.   14

 Naval leaders were horrifi ed by the prospect of Britain sinking to the position of the world’s second naval power. Fears of an American challenge were also fostered by the widespread ‘big-navy’ agitation in the United States and a perceived attempt to build up a mercantile marine capable of challenging Britain’s domination of the world-carrying trade.   15 The  likeli-hood of an Anglo-American war was regarded as remote, but even pro-American naval offi cers were reluctant to entrust Britain’s vital interests to American goodwill. Besides leaving Britain vulnerable to American pres-sure, it was feared that the loss of maritime supremacy would undermine British prestige, weaken the bonds between Britain and its Dominions, and hinder the recovery of Britain’s international trade. The American challenge to Britain’s maritime supremacy was therefore too serious to be ignored. The United States had authorized eight new capital ships in 1916, and two years later proposed to lay down another sixteen. The Admiralty was alarmed not just by the size of these programs, but also by the fi ghting power of the proposed vessels compared to Britain’s capital ships, all but one of which was of pre-Jutland design. Faced with this emerging challenge, the navy abandoned its delusions of securing government support for a new two-power standard against the next strongest naval powers, the United States and France. It now began to concentrate on a more realistic goal: ensuring Britain’s continued superiority over the United States alone.   16

 Lloyd George had no intention of being forced down this costly and, in his mind, unnecessary path. On 15 October the War Cabinet accepted a recommendation from the ministerial Finance Committee to reduce defence spending to approximate pre-war levels, which would mean esti-mates for all three services totalling £135 million. The fi ghting services were formally instructed to assume ‘for framing revised Estimates, that the British Empire will not be engaged in any great war during the next ten years, and that no Expeditionary Force is required for this purpose’. The navy was allocated only £60 million for the following year’s estimates, a sharp drop from the £170 million that had been approved in July. It was also instructed to revert to the naval standard in place before the war—60 per cent superi-ority over the next strongest naval power                            17 excluding  the United States. Churchill has sometimes been identifi ed as the primary instigator of the so-called ‘ten-year rule’ in 1919, but he played only a peripheral role in the process—the real driving force behind the decision was Lloyd George.   18
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However, the prime minister was only partially successful in reining in naval spending, as the Admiralty was not prepared to relinquish its lead over the United States without a fi ght. Over the next several months naval leaders struggled unsuccessfully to overturn the Cabinet’s ruling. In the end, they had to admit defeat, although their fallback position was still ambitious: they now lobbied for a naval standard based on parity with the United States. 

 Britain could expect to maintain equality only through an accommoda-tion with the United States or by launching an expensive new construction programme.   19 In February 1920, as the Admiralty prepared its estimates for the coming fi scal year, Walter Long approached the Cabinet for fresh guidance on the question of the USN. If a naval agreement could not be reached with the United States, he warned that it would be ‘necessary defi nitely to lay down that a one-power standard against the strongest naval power is the minimum standard compatible with our vast sea requirements, and that the building programme in all types of vessels must be such that this one- power standard is fully maintained.’   20   The Cabinet agreed, and Long announced to the House of Commons that the government adhered to the principle ‘that our Navy should not be inferior in strength to the Navy of any other Power’.   21

 This announcement of a one-power standard was, in the circumstances, a substantial victory for the Admiralty: it now possessed a naval standard relative to the United States—a power Britain was unlikely ever to face in war—and one that might permit the resumption of capital- ship construc-tion in the near future. The Naval Staff soon shocked the government by proposing a large construction programme designed to maintain the stand-ard. The full fi nancial implications of the new policy were now apparent.   22 Hoping to reassert control over the size of naval estimates, the prime min-ister initiated an inquiry by the Committee of Imperial Defence into the question of whether the navy should make preparations for war with the United States. 

 When this inquiry commenced on 14 December 1920, Lloyd George warned his colleagues that entering into naval competition ‘would be the biggest decision they had taken since 1914, and conceivably greater than that taken in 1914’. In his view, Britain could neither afford to compete nor expect to prevail if the United States were really determined to achieve naval superiority. He therefore suggested that the USN simply be elimi-nated as a point of reference. The government had ruled out war with the United States before 1914, he argued, and it could do so again without  jeopardizing Britain’s vital interests. American naval construction would 
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have to be curtailed through diplomatic means. He suggested an agreement with the United States ‘on the following basis’:

  that we had no intention of embarking on a rivalry in respect of general 

supremacy at sea, but we propose that each nation should be superior in her 

own seas. We, for instance, in the North Sea, the Mediterranean, the Indian 

Seas, &c., while the United States should be conceded unchallenged superi-

ority in her special seas. This was not challenging American supremacy. If, on 

the other hand, Great Britain claimed complete supremacy in all seas, the 

United States would undoubtedly accept the challenge, and this would even-

tually lead to a fi ght.   

 In the event that any genuine naval threat emerged from across the Atlantic, the prime minister suggested that Britain might rely on its alliance with Japan for security.   23

 The CID naturally hoped for a diplomatic solution, but if this could not be achieved most members preferred competitive building to reliance on the Anglo-Japanese Alliance. Churchill was one of those who strongly opposed the latter course. ‘Great Britain must remain the strongest naval Power,’ he insisted:

  It would be a terrible day for the country when she ceased to be this. Great 

Britain, since the most remote time, had always been supreme at sea. The life 

of the nation, its culture, its prosperity, had rested on that basis, and he would 

most profoundly regret having to abandon this position.   

 In his opinion, Britain’s efforts to maintain a favourable position relative to the United States would not inevitably lead to confl ict. Moreover, the prime minister’s suggestion that the United States and Britain could ‘divide the seas’ between them was unrealistic. ‘The seas were all one,’ Churchill argued, ‘and the fl eets, however dispersed, could rapidly link up’:

  Indeed, the mobility of fl eets to-day was vastly greater than it had ever been, 

and oil-burning vessels could almost compass the world without replenishing 

fuel. Naval power, therefore, must be regarded  generally  and not as an agglom-

eration of dispersed units.   24

 Churchill was especially critical of the idea that the alliance with Japan might compensate for any shortfalls in British strength in the event of a clash with the United States. There was ‘no more fatal policy,’ he argued, ‘than that of basing our naval policy on a possible combination with Japan against the United States’   25   Lloyd George countered that ‘there was one 92        adj u st i ng   to   th e   p o st - war   wor l d,  1919 – 2 4

more fatal policy, namely, one whereby we would be at the mercy of the United States’. Churchill, however, represented the dominant view within the Cabinet. The one-power standard was upheld. 

 Having failed to reduce naval expenditure by removing the United States as a basis for comparison, Lloyd George attacked the problem from a differ-ent direction. A CID subcommittee was set up under the chairmanship of Bonar Law, the Lord Privy Seal and leader of the Conservative Party, to examine the future of the capital ship itself.   26   If air power or submarines were about to render battleships obsolete, as some prominent fi gures continued to argue, the government could safely reject the navy’s plans to build more of these vessels. Churchill was appointed to this committee along with Walter Long, Robert Horne (President of the Board of Trade), Admiral Beatty (the new First Sea Lord), and another former First Lord, Sir Eric Geddes. 

 The hearings of the capital-ship subcommittee began on 30 December 1920 and lasted nearly a month. Serving naval offi cers, who provided the majority of the subcommittee’s witnesses, maintained a solid front: they acknowledged that capital ships were vulnerable to mines and torpedoes, but they insisted that the Grand Fleet had been essential to the Britain’s maritime dominance during the recent war, and that modern battleships continued to be indispensable. Even Herbert Richmond, one of the navy’s most progressive thinkers, pronounced fi rmly in favour of the capital ship. The ‘experiences of the past war,’ he declared, ‘lead to only one possible conclusion—that the battle fl eet played the same vital part, in the same manner and with the same results, as battlefl eets have played in the past; and that without battleships on our side the [Great] war would have been lost by the Entente; without them on the German side we could have not merely held the Submarines as we eventually did, but have crushed the submarine campaign at a comparatively early stage.’   27 The only real dispute amongst the admirals was whether Britain needed to build more of these ships immediately. Admiralty opinion strongly favoured construction of new vessels, although two naval witnesses, Richmond and Rear Admiral Bartolomé, recommended a delay. 

 The Admiralty was fortunate that there were few effective critics of the capital ship among the witnesses. The testimony of Admiral S. S. Hall, a former Commodore of the submarine service who had recently written articles for  The Times  attacking the battleship, was too muddled to make much of an impression.   28   The most dangerous criticism came from the Royal Air Force. The Air Staff submitted a paper in January 1921 claiming that the future value 
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of the capital ship ‘must be greatly reduced and will become an insurance for which we cannot afford to pay the premiums . . . . Just as in the past we  concentrated on the Navy, so in the future, if air power should be as decisive a factor as the Air Staff confi dently anticipate, we shall have to concentrate on the air even at the expense of the Navy.’   29 The Air Ministry’s attack was blunted, however, by the relatively moderate views expressed by General Hugh Trenchard, the Chief of the Air Staff (CAS). Trenchard acknowledged that military aircraft still had many limitations and could not yet expect to sink a battleship. He maintained that the air force could take over some of the roles assigned to the navy, but not all of them. ‘I do not want it to be thought that I am a whole-hogger for the Air,’ he told the subcommittee, ‘or that we can do all the Navy does, because we do not. We cannot.’   30

 Major General Sir Frederick Sykes, a former CAS, argued that the only factor which might justify the immediate construction of capital ships was ‘that very big and intangible one—world prestige’. He maintained, however, that the right course for Britain over the next few years was ‘to put money into the development of the air service to do all it can to assist and relieve the Fleet, rather than put it directly into the Fleet’. Only in this way, he maintained, could the RAF begin to develop the resources that would ena-ble it to take over duties traditionally performed by the Royal Navy. 31 Admiralty representatives were considerably irritated by the Air Force’s vague and ambitious claims about the future importance of air power. ‘The point,’ Beatty countered, ‘is that the Navy has to consider these questions of new forms of attack to provide the antidote. It is no use making our fl esh creep with what may be done in ten years’ time. We want to know what is being done today.’ Admiral Osmond Brock, the Deputy Chief of the Naval Staff (DCNS), also took time during his testimony to attack critics whose claims were based on things that ‘may happen a few years hence’:

  They imagine that ships may fl y, that aeroplanes will be able to cover 1,500

miles . . . and  back,  and  fi re torpedoes from guns. All I wish to say is that 

 imagination is a good servant but an extremely bad master. . . . It is a fatal thing 

for those in responsibility to let their imagination run away with them and say 

well we may produce something in fi ve years’ time that will wipe out 

 everything that has gone before. It is easy enough for those who have no 

responsibility but for those who have to advise the policy to be carried out, 

surely they can only base their advice on what they know and visionary 

things cannot be admitted.   32
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 Churchill had long been receptive to the idea that the days of the battleship were numbered, but the experiences of the First World War seemed to show that its time was not yet up. Not only were capital ships still indispensable to the exercise of sea power, they remained the basis on which a nation’s maritime strength was measured. Britain therefore could not afford to be seen to be defi cient in this area. ‘We are in danger of sinking to the position not only of second but of third naval power in a few years’ time,’ he warned a colleague, Arthur Balfour, in February 1921:

  I consider that the Adm[iral]ty have made out an overwhelming case for the 

Capital Ship as the foundation & ultimate sanction of sea-power in the period 

with wh[ich] we are immediately concerned. I am sure that we will be judged 

all over the world in peacetime on the numbers of Capital ships available. I do 

not see how the foreign or Colonial policy of our Empire can be carried on 

on the basis that we have ceased to be the leading naval power.   33

 Despite his enthusiasm for ‘substitution’, Churchill was also sceptical of the RAF’s ability to step immediately into the void left by a greatly dimin-ished navy. 

 Taking all this into consideration, Churchill was prepared to recommend the construction of four capital ships annually for the next four or fi ve years. Not all subcommittee members were prepared to go this far, however. There was a consensus that no evidence had been presented showing that the capi-tal ship was obsolete, but no agreement on the need for new construction in this class. In the event of an Anglo-American war in 1924–5, by which time the Royal Navy would be inferior in post-Jutland capital ships, Bonar Law, Horne, and Geddes maintained that Britain would still be strong enough at sea to withstand a ‘knock-out blow’ even without new naval construction. Conversely, more ships would not substantially increase Brit-ain’s ability to apply pressure to the United States in the event of armed confl ict. The result of any trans-Atlantic war, they concluded, would be ‘a stalemate in which neither side could obtain a decisive victory’.   34

 A minority report by Beatty, Churchill, and Long took the danger of an Anglo-American war more seriously, if only because the consequences of a decisive naval defeat would be grave. A ‘knock-out blow against the United States Fleet would not necessarily constitute a knock-out blow against the United States as a nation,’ they noted, but ‘a knock-out blow against the British fl eet would mean the inevitable defeat of the British Empire’. More-over, in any such confl ict the United States navy could adopt a defensive 
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strategy and gain an advantage from the proximity of its bases. The report also warned that falling behind the US in modern battleships would reduce ‘our prestige in the Dominions and throughout the world’ and harm ‘our maritime trade and foreign and imperial policy’. Britain would also be unwise, they felt, to enter into ‘a conference with the United States on the limitation of armaments with empty hands, that is, with an obsolescent fl eet, while the United States possess a large fl eet of modern ships in process of construction’. These factors seemed to point clearly towards the need to maintain a one-power standard and to lay down new capital ships immediately.   35

 The Admiralty’s failure to achieve fi rm backing for new construction did not prove to be a serious setback. As long as the one-power standard was not formally renounced, the Admiralty’s building programme was kept alive. And because the subcommittee endorsed the navy’s views on the future utility of battleships, the door was not shut on new construction. But with Britain and the United States now preparing for a naval arms-limitation conference, there was little likelihood of a large building programme actu-ally being launched. The possibility of naval competition with the United States nevertheless haunted British decision-makers throughout 1921. One of the most serious obstacles to an agreement was Britain’s long-standing alliance with Japan. The unpopularity of the Anglo-Japanese Alliance in the United States gave British leaders good reason to fear that its continuation would block an Anglo-American accord on naval armaments. Failure to renew the Alliance, however, would offend Japan and weaken Britain’s stra-tegic position in the Far East. There was no easy solution. In May 1921 Churchill hoped that US-Japanese relations could be improved by holding a conference of Pacifi c powers. If successful, Britain might conceivably keep the Alliance, maintain American goodwill, and avoid a costly naval arms race. But if the United States and Japan could not be reconciled, he some-what naïvely suggested that a modifi ed Anglo-Japanese Alliance could be negotiated and the United States reconciled by explaining that it ‘was not in any way directed against American interests’.   36

 Renewal of the Anglo-Japanese Alliance, a course generally favoured by the British government, was endorsed by the Australian and New Zealand representatives at the 1921 Imperial Conference. The Canadian government, however, fearing a decline in its relations with the United States, came out strongly against renewal. 37   Churchill, now Colonial Secretary, entered the debate in early July with a lengthy Cabinet memorandum. While still 96       adj u st i ng   to   th e   p o st - war   wor l d,  1919 – 2 4

 reluctant to offend Japan by terminating the Alliance, he was increasingly disinclined to take any course that might endanger Anglo-American rela-tions. Most importantly, he insisted that Britain’s position in the Far East would be better protected in the long run by alignment with the United States than by alliance with Japan. The only real danger to Australia and New Zealand, he warned, was posed by Japan. There was, in Churchill’s view, no reason to suppose that the continuation of the Anglo-Japanese Alli-ance would act as a restraint upon Japanese behaviour. ‘An alliance between the British Empire and Japan for the purpose of protecting Australia and New Zealand against Japan is meaningless,’ he argued:

  We should stand entirely on the basis of Japanese goodwill and good faith. 

They would fulfi l their bargain by the simple process of holding themselves 

in check. So long as they did not molest us we should be their debtors and we 

should have to pay our dues, but if at any time we were not punctual in our 

payments or if they changed their minds, our security would vanish and it 

would vanish simultaneously with the apparition of the very danger against 

which it was devised. Getting Japan to protect you against Japan is like drink-

ing salt water to slake thirst.   

 The right course for Britain in the long term, Churchill held, was to estab-lish a ‘great unity of interests’ with the United States, which would leave Japan ‘so hopelessly outmatched that there can be no war, and the rivalries in armaments which are the precursors of war would have no purpose. The combatants will be too unequal for the question even to arise.’ In a state-ment that he might just as easily have written twenty years later, he asserted in July 1921 that war with both the United States and Britain would be a ‘hopeless proposition for Japan. A giant and a boy may fi ght a bigger giant, but if the two giants get together the boy has got to be content with inno-cent pleasures.’   38

 Throughout the summer of 1921 Churchill was one of the strongest advo-cates in the government of an agreement with the United States. When preparations for the conference on naval armaments began to stall in July, he worked to remove the obstacles, warning his colleagues that Britain had nothing to gain from a naval competition ‘and everything to lose’. If the United States chose ‘to put up the money and persevere’, it would have ‘a good chance of becoming the strongest Naval Power in the world and thus obtaining the complete mastery of the Pacifi c’.   39   These warnings were unnecessary, however, as British leaders were already well aware of the United States’ ability to challenge Britain’s naval position. A multilateral conference 
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was duly convened in Washington in November 1921 to consider the inter-connected problems of naval arms limitations and stability in East Asia. 

 Over the next two and a half months several agreements were hammered out in Washington. The Anglo-Japanese Alliance was superseded by a new four-power treaty in which Britain, the United States, Japan, and France agreed to respect each other’s ‘insular possessions and insular dominions’ in the Pacifi c. A nine-power treaty, to which Italy, Holland, Belgium, Portugal, and China also adhered, pledged to preserve the independence and integ-rity of China and maintain an ‘open door’ there for all trading nations. Naval limitations were imposed by a fi ve-power treaty, which established a ratio of 5:5:3:1.75:1.75 in capital ships and aircraft carriers between the United States, Britain, Japan, France, and Italy. The maximum tonnage allowed to each power in these classes was laid down, while qualitative limits were imposed on battleships, aircraft carriers, and cruisers. Furthermore, the replacement of older battleships was to be abandoned for a period of ten years, despite the Admiralty’s warnings about the impact of such a course on the health of the naval shipbuilding industry. Britain, however, was allowed to construct two new battleships of 35,000 tons to balance recent construc-tion by the United States and Japan. 

 The British government was well satisfi ed with the results of the Wash-ington Conference. As Churchill observed in January 1922, Britain had suc-cessfully removed ‘the Anglo-Japanese Alliance from the path of American friendship, without subjecting Japan to anything like desertion or ill-usage at our hands’. 40 Britain also secured parity with the United States and avoided a costly building race. Back in London, however, the one-power standard was under attack. In October 1921 the Cabinet had appointed an economy committee under Sir Eric Geddes to examine means of reducing national expenditure. Its fi rst report, issued in December 1921, recom-mended drastic reductions to all three fi ghting services. If its proposals were implemented, navy estimates would be reduced from £81 million to £60 million. Under strong pressure from the fi ghting services, the government appointed a separate committee under Churchill to review the Geddes Committee’s conclusions.   41

 The Admiralty defended its position by arguing that Geddes’ proposals would threaten the maintenance of a one-power standard even if the agree-ments in Washington were ratifi ed.   42   A decision was required, therefore, as to whether the one-power standard must be maintained regardless of the cost, or whether the ten-year rule and the need for economy took prece-98        adj u st i ng   to   th e   p o st - war   wor l d,  1919 – 2 4

dence. Also at issue was the precise meaning of the one-power standard. It was generally assumed before the Washington Conference that the standard fi xed Britain’s capital-ship requirements. The most recent statement on the standard, issued by the 1921 Imperial Conference, stated that ‘the minimum standard of naval ship construction necessary for the maintenance of the position of the British Empire among the nations of the world is an equality in fi ghting strength with any other Naval Power’.   43 But this could be inter-preted to mean different things. Did the standard apply to all classes of war-ship, or only to capital ships? Did equality mean numerical equality on paper or parity in fi ghting power? And if war-fi ghting capabilities were considered, should the navy calculate its requirements on the basis of an offensive or defensive strategy? 

 The Admiralty naturally had strong views on these questions. It argued that the one-power standard meant that the navy must be maintained ‘at suf-fi cient strength to ensure the safety of the British Empire and its sea com-munications as against any other Naval Power’.   44 This required a clear margin of numerical superiority over the USN, as Britain could not hope otherwise to meet all its worldwide commitments and simultaneously challenge a strong enemy fl eet operating near its own bases.   45 But the Admiralty case assumed that an Anglo-American war was a reasonable possibility, which was not widely accepted. The only compelling need to match American strength, therefore, was prestige. The Treasury insisted that as long as the United States did not actually threaten Britain’s maritime security, Britain did not need a navy capable of defeating the USN in its own waters. Politicians also had no intention of allowing the navy to calculate its requirements on the basis of a forward strategy in American waters. On the other hand, Churchill was not prepared to support Treasury claims that the ten-year rule must always take precedence over the one-power standard. It certainly did not mean, in his view, expressed in January 1922, that ‘we should not maintain a Navy’:

  On the contrary it was necessary that we should make provision to enable us 

to defend ourselves until we were able to bring the whole of the fi ghting 

resources of the Empire to bear against an enemy. The fundamental elements 

of naval strength which could not be improvised must, therefore, be  maintained 

at such a cost as the country could bear.   46

 Churchill’s committee outlined a compromise between the positions of the Admiralty and the Treasury. It was not necessary, they concluded in Febru-ary, that ‘the British and United States Navies should be exactly matched in 
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every particular, or that a fair allowance should not be made in estimating personnel for the great reserves which these Islands possess in their seafaring population’:

  But we consider that, not only in our own judgment but in that of foreign 

nations, the standard at which the British Navy is maintained should not be 

defi nitely inferior to that of the United States. Any such condition of 

 inferiority would undoubtedly affect our whole position and infl uence in the 

world, and indicate to our Dominions that a new centre had been created for 

the Anglo-Saxon world. We have felt that the Cabinet, and indeed Parliament, 

would expect us to regard the maintenance of the one-Power standard as an 

imperative condition.   47

 The two navies need not be precisely matched in every class of ship, there-fore, as long as their overall strength remained approximately equal on paper. Treasury offi cials were not pleased. Sir George Barstow, the Controller of Supply Services, complained that Britain’s political leaders were ‘in serious danger of making themselves slaves to a formula’.   48   But the Treasury’s oppo-sition ensured that the standard would be interpreted in a relatively con-servative fashion. Given the government’s determination to reduce defence expenditure, the Admiralty probably did as well as it could have hoped for. Its position had, in any event, been eased considerably by the results of the Washington Conference. Churchill was confi dent that the navy could easily trim its estimates to £62 million now that a large battleship programme had been avoided. ‘I consider this is a very remarkable achievement,’ he told the Chancellor of the Exchequer in February, ‘and I only hope it has not been secured by any endangering of our vital naval position.’   49

 By February 1922, therefore, the most complicated post-war naval questions had apparently been resolved: the one-power standard was established on a fi rm basis; a consensus had been achieved over its defi nition; the future of the battleship had been affi rmed; naval rivalry with the United States had been averted; and the contentious Anglo-Japanese Alliance had been termi-nated. Attention now began to shift to the strategic situation in the Far East. Concern about this region had been growing since the First World War. Japan was clearly a rising power, and many naval offi cers viewed its  contribution to the Allied war effort as perfunctory and self-serving. 50 The Admiralty assumed that Japan would pursue an expansionist course if favourable opportunities arose, and that this would come at the expense of Britain and other Western powers. The principal restraint on Japan appeared 100      adj u st i ng   to   th e   p o st - war   wor l d,  1919 – 2 4

to be the ability of the United States and Britain to defend their positions in the Far East. Prior to the Washington Conference, the Admiralty had derived some comfort from the belief that Japan was more likely to fi ght the United States than Britain. But naval leaders had no wish to take Japan’s side in such a confl ict, and spoke out strongly against renewal of the Anglo-Japanese Alliance.   51

 If Japan could not be trusted, Britain would require other means to protect its Eastern interests. In 1919 Jellicoe had recommended the per-manent stationing of a large battle fl eet in the Far East to deter Japanese encroachments on British interests. This was judged to be prohibitively expensive, however, and the decision was taken instead to retain the bulk of the British navy in European waters and only transfer a fl eet to the Far East in the event of a crisis. As long as Britain possessed suffi cient war-ships and suitable bases, the Admiralty was confi dent that the threat of force would not need to be carried out. As Admiral Keyes stated in March 1925, it would not actually be ‘necessary to fi ght a great war in the Pacifi c, or “to put a battle fl eet in the Pacifi c,” but it is necessary that we should be able to send a fl eet to the East capable of defeating or neutralising the Japanese fl eet should the occasion arise, and this fact being known to the Japanese would at least make them discreet and check their forward pol-icy’.   52    To make this possible, the Admiralty lobbied for the construction of a major naval base at Singapore and the accumulation of the oil fuel reserves required for large-scale fl eet movements. These programmes were endorsed by the CID in June 1921 and later approved by the Cabinet.   53

 In early 1922, Churchill professed to be ‘deeply impressed’ by the navy’s warnings about the Far East. His Cabinet committee observed that the ‘position of Japan during the next few years will be formidable’, particularly as the United States now appeared incapable of projecting its power effec-tively into the western Pacifi c. In the event of war, the committee main-tained that Britain would be in an unfavourable position:

  Unless Singapore is adequately protected before it is attacked, we cannot hold 

Singapore. Until oil-fuelling stations have been established there and on the 

route to the East at Aden and Colombo, we cannot base a fl eet capable of 

fi ghting Japan on Singapore. If Singapore fell in the fi rst two or three months 

of a war, the whole of the Pacifi c would fall under the complete supremacy 

of Japan, and many years might elapse before either Britain or the United 

States could re-enter that ocean in effective strength.   
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 The Churchill committee supported the expensive programmes required by the navy to wage a campaign in the Far East, calling for ‘the discreet building up of the fuelling stations and of the base at Singapore which alone can enable our fl eet to offer some protection to all our interests in the Pacifi c, including Australia and New Zealand’.   54

 This policy was reversed by Ramsay MacDonald’s Labour government when it came to power in January 1924. Committed to the cause of inter-national disarmament, MacDonald ignored the Admiralty’s objections and cancelled work on the Singapore naval base. Churchill, now out of offi ce and, temporarily, without even a seat in Parliament, immediately joined in the Conservative Party’s attacks on Labour’s naval policies. Writing in the  Sunday Chronicle  in March, he lamented that the British navy, for the fi rst time in its history, was powerless to protect Australia and New Zealand, ‘and that the Mother Country has deliberately resolved to put it out of her power to come to their aid, whatever their need might be’.   55 Church-ill repeated this message in March when he spoke at a public meeting at Winchester House under the auspices of the Navy League, a popular organization dedicated to supporting the navy.   56 Britain’s moral obliga-tion to defend Australia and New Zealand was his paramount concern. ‘Disguise it as you will,’ he remarked, ‘wrap it up in cloaks of smooth pre-tence, cover it with layers of excuses, hide it in a fog of technicalities, the stubborn brutal fact remains that the decision to abandon the Singapore base leaves Australia and New Zealand to whatever fate an anxious and inscrutable future may have in store.’ Britain’s Far Eastern Dominions, which had so recently ‘sent their hearts’ blood in our salvation’, deserved better than to be abandoned ‘even before the last dead have been gathered from the battlefi elds of France and Flanders into the National Cemeter-ies’. This, in his view, was an ‘act of ungrateful desertion, it is a plain refusal without precedent in our history on the part of the Mother Country to discharge an Imperial duty.’   57

 The Conservative victory in the October 1924 general election gave the Singapore naval base a new lease on life. The same is true for Churchill, who not only returned to the Conservative Party in 1924 but was offered the position of Chancellor of the Exchequer by Stanley Baldwin, the new prime minister. The Admiralty undoubtedly expected its fortunes to improve under the new government, and had reason to expect an easier ride from the Treasury than they had become accustomed to in recent years. Church-ill, after all, had been one of the navy’s keenest supporters in the Lloyd 102      adj u st i ng   to   th e   p o st - war   wor l d,  1919 – 2 4

George coalition. Although critical of heavy naval expenditure in the fi rst year of peace, his enthusiasm for economies had soon subsided as new  global challenges began to emerge. From 1921 to 1924 he had consistently backed the Admiralty’s most expensive programs, supported its views on the capital ship, and generously praised its leaders on numerous occasions. The Treas-ury’s relationship with the Admiralty proved, however, to be nearly as adver-sarial during Churchill’s tenure as Chancellor as it had been under his predecessors.     




4 

The Treasury Years:   The 

Ten-Year rule, Japanese ‘Bogey’, 

and ‘Yankee  menace’   

 

Churchill arrived at the Treasury in November 1924 eager to make his mark on Britain’s struggling economy by lowering taxes, reviving industry, and stimulating trade. Success in these areas would confound his many critics and secure his future within the Conservative Party, which never entirely forgave his defection to the Liberals in 1904. One of the fi rst challenges facing the new Chancellor was the escalating cost of defence. As usual, the Admiralty was the worst offender: it planned to increase expendi-ture in the coming year by nearly £10 million. Treasury offi cials  forecast naval estimates for 1927–8 as high as £80 million (as against £55.8 million in 1924–5), and Churchill immediately determined to resist. Naval expendi-ture on this scale threatened to drive up taxes, divert money from social programmes, and alienate the electorate. And with the Labour Party a rising force in British politics, Churchill questioned whether the navy would even benefi t from the increased spending. ‘If the Socialists win [the next election] in a tremendous economy wave,’ he warned the prime minister, Stanley Baldwin, in December, ‘they will cut down and blot out all these Naval preparations so that in the end the Admiralty will not get the Navy pro-gramme for the sake of which your Government will have broken itself.’   1

 The Admiralty’s most expensive policies were closely linked to its prepa-rations for war with Japan. Naval leaders believed that Britain’s former ally presented a real threat to the security of the British Empire; that this threat necessitated both immediate and long-term preparations; and that Britain must be capable of waging an offensive, and likely protracted, naval cam-paign in Japan’s home waters.   2 This, in turn, translated into demands for 104                  th e  t reasury  year s

  enough new construction to maintain a clear margin of superiority over the Japanese navy, a large oil fuel reserve to ensure the mobility of the British fl eet, and the completion of a major naval base at Singapore. With capital-ship strength regulated by the Washington naval treaty of 1922, the most expensive warships demanded by the Admiralty during this period were cruisers. In 1924 the Naval Staff set out a ten-year construction programme to meet Britain’s needs in this class of ship, which it calculated as forty-fi ve for trade defence and twenty-fi ve for work with the main fl eet.  In 1925 Britain possessed only fi fty-one cruisers, with another fi ve being built. With thirty-two of these ships due to be scrapped over the next decade, the Admiralty claimed that an additional forty-six cruisers must be built by 1936 to achieve its minimum requirements.   3

 As Chancellor, Churchill sought to undermine the justifi cation for the navy’s most expensive programmes by challenging the idea that Japan posed an immediate threat to vital British interests. His opening salvo was fi red in a letter of 15 December 1924 to Baldwin, which dismissed the possibility of war in the Far East. ‘I do not believe there is the slightest chance of it in our lifetime,’ he insisted:

  The Japanese are our allies. The Pacifi c is dominated by the Washington 

 Agreement. America is far more likely to have a quarrel with Japan than we 

are. What question is pending between England and Japan? To what diplo-

matic combination do either of us belong which could involve us against each 

other?   

 There was, he asserted, ‘absolutely no resemblance between our relations with Japan and those we had with Germany before the war’. 

 While this was a reasonable characterization of Anglo-Japanese relations as they stood in the mid-1920s, it was a notoriously poor prediction of Japan’s long-term intentions. However, Churchill’s attacks on the navy’s programmes were also based on the soundness of its war plans. He was on fi rmer ground here. The Admiralty’s belief that it could infl ict a decisive defeat on Japan was never realistic: sea power alone would not be suffi cient for the task, and Britain did not possess the resources for an extended cam-paign in the Far East comparable to the one the United States would con-duct in 1942–5. Such a war, Churchill predicted in the same letter, ‘would last for years. It would cost Japan very little. It would reduce us to bank-ruptcy.’   4   Nor, in his opinion, was there any need to contemplate such an offensive, as no truly vital British interests were at stake in the region. ‘Japan 
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  is at the other end of the world,’ he reminded the prime minister. ‘She  cannot menace our vital security in any way.’ Britain could afford, if necessary, to sacrifi ce its position in China. The only action that would justify the mobi-lization of British and imperial resources for a major war on the other side of the world would be a Japanese invasion of Australia, a possibility he was quick to dismiss. ‘Does anybody imagine she is going to do so?’, he asked:

  Would she not be mad to do so? How could she put an army into Australia, 

over 5,000 miles across the ocean and maintain it at war with the Australians 

and the whole British Empire[?] Nothing less than half a million Japanese 

would be any good, and these would have to be continually supplied and 

maintained. It is an absolute absurdity. Even if America stood inactive Japan 

would be ruined. She would never attempt it.   5

 Churchill therefore preferred a much less ambitious strategy for protecting British interests in the Far East. From the mid-1920s until December 1941 he contemplated an essentially defensive response to Japanese aggression. Britain would hold Singapore as a means to project its power into the region, to contain Japanese expansion, and, if necessary, to ensure the defence of Australia and New Zealand. 

 The Treasury could only reduce the navy’s programmes by obtaining explicit Cabinet support for its policies. Churchill wanted to give the Admi-ralty clear guidelines on which to base its programmes, and in November 1924 he suggested that his colleagues revive the decision of August 1919 that the fi ghting services should assume there would be no great war within the next ten years.   6 Rather than risk a confrontation with all three fi ghting services, Churchill decided to focus on the navy’s programmes. A few weeks later, he suggested to Baldwin that naval leaders should be ‘made to recast all their plans and scales and standards on the basis that no naval war against a fi rst class Navy is likely to take place in the next  twenty  years’.   7 In January 1925 he took his case for reduced naval expenditure to the CID, where his optimistic views about Japan were endorsed by the Foreign Offi ce. Austen Chamberlain, the Foreign Secretary, advised the committee that the likeli-hood of war was ‘very remote’. Moreover, if the ‘danger of a struggle ever materialises’, he predicted that the government would have ‘plenty of warn-ing’. It would therefore be ‘a great mistake’, he concluded, ‘to disquiet the Japanese and render them more nervous than they are’.   8

 The Admiralty contested these views, arguing that Japan did pose a seri-ous threat to British interests, at least in the long term; that Britain could 106                  th e  t reasury  year s

  not necessarily count on a long warning period; and that the government must still make provision for the defence of British interests in the Far East.   9 When the navy refused to fall into line, Churchill insisted that the navy estimates for 1925–6 would have to be settled by the Cabinet.   10 If the gov-ernment cancelled all new construction other than a handful of submarines, it could save approximately £1.8 million in the coming fi nancial year, and as much as £8 million in the following one. Treasury offi cials also recom-mended freezing personnel levels and adopting later completion dates for both the Singapore naval base and the accumulation of oil reserves, which would keep naval expenditure down to £57,650,000, a fi gure nearly £2 million  above  the previous year’s estimates. ‘No one,’ Churchill claimed, ‘can say this is not an ample supply.’   11

 Churchill hoped to avoid a bitter struggle with the navy. After a series of ‘very amicable and friendly’ discussions with Beatty, the First Sea Lord, he proposed a compromise by which the Admiralty would give up some of its future expenses in return for Treasury support for annual estimates of £60 million for the next few years. Churchill insisted that this fi gure, which was ‘more than £4 millions above this year in a period when everyone was looking for reductions’, was the ‘absolute limit’ on which he could agree.   12 This was, in fact, a generous offer, and would have provided more money for the navy than it actually received over the life of Baldwin’s government. In making the offer, Churchill was effectively abandoning the idea of restricting naval expenditure on the basis of Cabinet-imposed policy guide-lines. This would have allowed the navy considerable freedom to allocate funds as it saw fi t within the total fi gure available. In return, Churchill would obtain his immediate goal, holding overall naval expenditure to a level the Treasury considered manageable. 

 Before the Admiralty could respond to his offer, Churchill circulated another lengthy Cabinet memorandum criticizing the Admiralty’s position. This included a pre-emptive strike against its efforts to link its cruiser pro-gramme to the one-power standard. Britain, he insisted, should not attempt to match the United States Navy  and  maintain suffi cient strength to wage war ‘upon Japan in her own quarter of the globe’ .The latter would involve virtu-ally unlimited expenses, and Churchill wanted the standard interpreted along the lines laid down by his Cabinet committee in 1922, with navies compared solely by their strength on paper. Most members of the Cabinet shared Churchill’s views, and supported his plan to maintain the navy estimates at £60 million for several years. However, when William Bridgeman, the First 
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  Lord, took the proposal to the Board of Admiralty on 11 February, it was rejected. The Board was adamant that anything less than £62.5  million would critically undermine its long-term building programme. Naval leaders were apparently confi dent that their construction programme could be defended on the basis of the one-power standard, and expected this to give them lever-age in their battle with the Treasury.   13   But their most effective weapon was the threat of resignations. Bridgeman warned Baldwin that the entire Board would step down if the Cabinet did not immediately approve four new cruisers for the 1925 construction programme. If this happened, Bridgeman predicted that ‘a very large proportion of our party will sympathise with their attitude’.   14

 The Admiralty found little support inside the government, however. Lord Cecil was the only minister to vote with Bridgeman at the next day’s Cabi-net, and he did so, he claimed, only because the First Lord was ‘a very old friend’ and there was ‘no danger of his views being adopted’.   15 The threat of resignations was a potent weapon, but the Admiralty’s obvious isolation induced Bridgeman to agree to estimates of £60.5 million for the year 1925, excluding new construction. To placate the Admiralty and avert a crisis, Baldwin referred the cruiser question in February 1925 to an ad hoc Cabi-net committee under Lord Birkenhead, the Secretary of State for India and a close friend of the Chancellor.   16   This body began its deliberations in early March. The outcome depended on the navy’s ability to link its cruiser pro-gramme to the one-power standard. The Admiralty insisted that since cruis-ers were required both for work with the fl eet and for trade protection, it would need at least seventy of these vessels to meet all the navy’s require-ments in wartime. It also claimed that this fi gure was essential to maintain equality in fi ghting strength with Japan in eastern waters. Hence, these pro-grammes were essential for the maintenance of a one-power standard rela-tive to Japan.   17   The Admiralty also broadened its defi nition of the standard to encompass not only warships but all aspects of the navy’s fi ghting strength. Thus, the navy claimed that it must maintain not only a clear margin of naval superiority over Japan, but also docking and repair facilities at  Singapore and a large oil fuel reserve. 

 Throughout these deliberations Churchill continued to insist Japan was unlikely to attack British interests and that the cruiser situation was not urgent.   18   He also sought to undermine the navy’s case by pointing out that the Singapore naval base was so far from completion that there was no pros-pect of basing a large fl eet there for at least another ten or eleven years. ‘We might as well make a virtue of necessity,’ he suggested, and abandon 108                  th e  t reasury  year s

preparations for a major war in the Far East for the next decade. If this were done, ‘there would fall to the ground the whole expense of building and victualing ships, the submarines and destroyers and depot ships which are required to carry the main British Fleet into Far Eastern waters’. The Admi-ralty might then only require fi fty cruisers to meets its obligations.   19 But the navy was unwilling either to exclude the possibility of war with Japan or abandon its interpretation of the one-power standard, and both issues had to be referred to the CID for a decision.   20

 When these matters were taken up on 2 April 1925, Austen Chamberlain reaffi rmed the Foreign Offi ce’s view that ‘aggressive action by Japan against the British Empire on the part of Japan within the next ten years is not a contingency seriously to be apprehended’, but he was unwilling to go so far as to advise that no preparations for a Far Eastern war were needed in this period. After a lengthy deliberation, the committee ruled that for the next decade the Admiralty did not need to prepare to dispatch to Singapore a ‘battle fl eet, with cruisers, fl otillas, and all ancillary vessels superior in strength, or at least equal, to the sea-going Navy of Japan’.   21 This  effectively established a new ‘ten-year rule’, but only, it should be noted, to cover naval preparations for war with Japan before 1935. The CID was not prepared, however, to leave Britain’s Far Eastern interests undefended indefi nitely, and allowed the Admiralty to continue its long-term projects as insurance against a Japanese threat in the more distant future. It therefore approved a new defi nition of the one-power standard including the provision that arrange-ments should be made ‘from time to time in different parts of the world, according as the international situation requires, to enable the local naval forces to maintain the situation against vital and irreparable damage pend-ing the arrival of the main fl eet, and to give the main fl eet on arrival suffi -cient mobility’. The Singapore naval base and the oil fuel programme were thus enshrined as an integral part of the one-power standard.   22

 In view of the prevailing opinion in Whitehall regarding the possibility of war against Japan, this was a signifi cant accomplishment for the navy. This compromise was also acceptable to Churchill, who did not wish to cancel the Singapore naval base and oil fuel programmes outright. Where he hoped to achieve substantial economies was by reducing the navy’s new construc-tion programmes. The Admiralty was unwilling to concede defeat on this issue, however, and continued to defend its long-term building programme vigorously before Birkenhead’s committee. The limitations of the new ten-year rule soon became apparent. In the absence of an unambiguous Cabinet 
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  declaration that the rule took precedence over the one-power standard, Beatty continued to defend the navy’s construction programme on the grounds that the Admiralty had a duty to maintain the latter, and that Churchill’s proposals could not be reconciled with it. The government, he maintained in June 1925, must therefore either renounce the standard, build the ships the navy demanded, or ‘tell the Admiralty that they are incapable of doing their job and get someone else to do it for them’.   23

 Churchill complained that Beatty was taking an unreasonable position. The Admiralty should not tell the government that it ‘must raise from Par-liament whatever money you require, or else you must recognise that your British Empire cannot be defended’. It was absurd, he suggested, to claim that ‘the question whether the British Empire is to be adequately defended or not’ depends ‘upon whether there are 4 cruisers in this year or whether you drop one year behind’:

  In these matters, when you come to deal with this great mass of cruisers and 

the great problem attaching to it, it is admittedly a question of degree—with 

the 4 cruisers the Admiralty profoundly say ‘Britannia rules the waves’;  without 

4 cruisers ‘We are at the mercy of Japan’. I am sure that is not a true picture 

of the case.   24

 The committee’s fi nal report sided with Churchill and the Treasury. When the Cabinet met on 15 July, only a handful of ministers supported the navy. With neither side willing to make substantial concessions, the Admiralty fully expected the government to decide against it, in which event Beatty and the rest of the Board were prepared to resign. Eager once more to avert a crisis, Baldwin proposed a compromise on 22 July that both sides were willing to accept.   25   Four new cruisers were to be laid down in the current year, but substantial savings would be achieved by starting work on these ships as late as possible. Another three cruisers were approved for the follow-ing year. In return, the Admiralty agreed to search for offsetting economies. This was a clear setback for Churchill and the Treasury. Despite the consen-sus within the Cabinet over the lack of any immediate danger from Japan  and  the establishment of a fresh ten-year rule aimed explicitly at the navy’s preparations for a Far Eastern war, they failed either to control naval expend-iture or eliminate a shipbuilding programme that had been rejected by a major Cabinet subcommittee. Still, the Admiralty’s position was considera-bly weaker than it appeared. It had only been able to outmanoeuvre  Churchill over the cruiser question by exploiting backbench Conservative 110                   th e  t reasury  year s

  support for the navy and threatening mass resignations. These heavy-handed tactics alienated not only the Treasury but also many of the navy’s potential supporters.   26   As long as the government was broadly in agreement with Churchill’s assessment of the international situation, of Britain’s naval requirements, and of the mood of the electorate, the Treasury was in a strong position to dominate the formulation of British strategic policy. 

 If Treasury  offi cials were pleased by the force and skill that the new Chan-cellor had deployed against the Admiralty, they were likely disappointed over his unwillingness to adopt their position on all defence issues. P. J. Grigg, Churchill’s principal private secretary at the Treasury, observed in May 1925 that his chief was not as ‘malleable’ as either Sir Robert Horne or Philip Snowden, two recent chancellors.   27   The most obvious disagreement between Churchill and his advisers was over the Singapore naval base. Treas-ury offi cials shared Churchill’s optimistic views about Japan and his doubts about the feasibility of the Admiralty’s war plans, but they were more will-ing to sacrifi ce British interests in the Far East if the cost of defending them seemed prohibitively high.   28   Offi cials had opposed the construction of a naval base at Singapore when the idea was fi rst raised, and then repeatedly pressed for its cancellation after the Cabinet approved it.   29   Churchill, on the other hand, remained committed in principle to the project, although he insisted that it was ‘a purely defensive measure from the point of view of the British Empire’. It would be a link ‘in Britain’s inter-Imperial  communications, and one of the great guarantees we can give to our Australasian Dominions’, but he had warned the navy in January 1925 not to expect it to serve ‘as a jumping off ground to attack Japan in her own home waters’.   30

 It was the Admiralty’s determination to use the Singapore naval base as the cornerstone of an offensive strategy against Japan, not its desire to pos-sess such a base, that increasingly frustrated Churchill. He complained to the CID in July 1926 that ‘If he had foreseen that the decision to develop a base at Singapore would be used as a gigantic excuse for building up armaments and that this country would then be invited to pour out money with a view to conducting war at the other end of the world, he would never have agreed to the development of this base.’   31   But he never sought to cancel it, as some historians have claimed.   32   When one of his offi cials suggested in 1927 that Japan might be persuaded to reduce its fl eet signifi cantly in return for the termination of the Singapore base, Churchill immediately dismissed the idea. ‘I am sure that [such an offer] would be met with a blank refusal,’ 
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  he wrote in May of that year. ‘The Australasian position wd be considered decisive. We must link the Empire together. The public declarations are explicit. None more than mine.’   33

 Churchill and his offi cials did agree, however, that no opportunity should be lost to economize on this massive project. When the Singapore naval base came up for discussion at the CID in January 1925, Churchill pushed for the establishment of a new subcommittee, with himself as a member, to look into the site of the base, its defences, and the timetable for completion.   34 The resulting committee rejected Churchill’s proposal to relocate the base in order to take advantage of existing commercial facilities at Singapore’s Keppel Harbour, but its deliberations soon stalled due to inter-service disa-greement over the base’s defences. Churchill and the Treasury sided with the Air Ministry in the ensuing ‘guns- vs -planes’ debate, believing that an enlarged role for the RAF would ultimately lead to signifi cant savings.   35

 Discussion of Singapore’s defences dragged on until the following year, when an offer from the Federated Malay States to contribute £2 million towards the cost of the naval base facilitated a compromise. This prompted the Admiralty to begin lobbying for a decision on the facilities to be pro-vided at Singapore. The Admiralty’s plans division estimated the cost of a fully equipped base at £11 million, plus an additional £3.25 million for defences. Realizing that this scheme had little chance of obtaining approval in the current economic climate, the Sea Lords proposed instead a ‘trun-cated scheme’ in July 1926, with an estimated cost of £7.75 million, exclud-ing defences.   36   The Admiralty’s  modifi ed proposals were approved by the CID in July                                                         37 1926 , with no opposition from Churchill being recorded.   

 By rejecting Churchill’s offer to stabilize naval spending at £60 million per annum, the Admiralty ensured that no part of its annual estimates would be safe from Treasury scrutiny. One area in which the navy was vulnerable was the oil reserve programme, which could only be justifi ed by the threat of war with a fi rst-class power. The Admiralty had been building up fuel supplies for several years in order to obtain a reserve equal to one year’s consumption in wartime. This objective was fi rst approved by the Cabinet in 1919, and had been enshrined in the one-power standard adopted in 1925. The government’s Oil Fuel Board estimated that over 7 million tons of fuel would be required to meet this goal, and the Admiralty intended to accu-mulate this amount by 1935, when the ten-year ruling of the previous year would no longer apply. Churchill, intent on securing some savings, main-tained that a six-month supply of fuel would be suffi cient, and could be 112                   th e  t reasury  year s

  accumulated at a slower pace than the Admiralty proposed. With the  international situation becoming, ‘if anything, more favourable’, the navy found itself isolated once again. The prime minister suggested a reduction in the service’s annual fuel programme from 330,000 tons to 100,000 tons. Beatty insisted that this would threaten the mobility of the fl eet in wartime and was inconsistent with the one-power standard, but the committee was intent on economy and the proposal was accepted.   38

 The navy estimates for 1926 were settled at £58 million, and Churchill hoped that the following year’s estimates could be kept down by once again delaying new construction until the end of the fi scal year. He was also becoming concerned about the effect of the Admiralty’s cruiser programmes on Britain’s rivals. In December 1926 he suggested to the First Lord that slowing down new construction in 1927 would ‘have a benefi cial effect in chilling off Japanese, and still more American, competition’:

  It is a profound interest of Britain to keep the naval temperature low. The 

damnable thing is that they [foreign powers] all want to have navies now, 

instead of leaving it to us who managed so well and behaved so well for a 

hundred years of supremacy. The smallest turn on the side of diminution and 

retardation will, I am sure, bring about favourable reactions.   39

 The Chancellor, well aware of the persistent agitation for greater naval con-struction on the other side of the Atlantic, was especially concerned about sparking a costly and acrimonious arms race with the United States. He admitted that the Americans possessed a strong case for building up their cruiser strength, given the higher levels of British and Japanese construction since the First World War. But he did not believe that the Coolidge adminis-tration really wished to adopt a large construction programme, and he wor-ried that it might use the  threat  of a naval race to wring concessions from the British. ‘I am not prepared to accept dictation from the United States,’ Churchill declared to Bridgeman, ‘and if they attempt to bully us by threat-ening a large programme, I shall hope to be able to range myself with you and Beatty as to the manner in which such a threat should be dealt with.’   40

 The Treasury and the Admiralty had no diffi culty settling the Navy Esti-mates for 1927 at £58 million, and the government would probably not have taken much further notice of naval matters that year if a new naval disarma-ment conference had not been set to open in Geneva in June.   41 It was hoped that this tripartite conference between Britain, Japan, and the United States would lead to an agreement to limit naval armaments not already covered by 
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  the Washington Treaty. New opportunities to reduce naval expenditure seemed to beckon, and Churchill was initially impressed by the Admiralty’s arms-control proposals. Naval leaders were genuinely interested in securing a deal to limit naval armaments. They appreciated better than anyone that heavy increases in naval spending would face strong opposition from the government; international arms control presented a means to reduce expend-iture without undermining Britain’s strategic position.   42 It was also clear to many that if things were bad under Churchill, they would be much worse if Labour returned to power. As Rear Admiral Dudley Pound, the Assistant Chief of the Naval Staff (ACNS), noted at the time, the navy estimates ‘will automatically in a few years reach a total which it does not seem within the bounds of possibility that we should be able to screw out of any Gov t ’. The Naval Staff hoped that by getting ‘something concrete out of this conference it may make things considerably easier for the Admiralty when the next non-Conservative Government comes in’.   43

 The Admiralty’s proposals for the conference were outlined by Bridge-man and Beatty at the CID on              44 20 May 1927 .   With battleship construction expected to resume in 1931 under the terms of the Washington Treaty, naval leaders hoped to secure long-term economies by extending the life of capi-tal ships beyond the existing limits; by reducing the tonnage and armament of capital ships below the Washington Treaty levels; and by imposing a vari-ety of restrictions on smaller classes of warships. The future of the 10,000 ton, 8-inch-gun cruisers permitted by the Washington Treaty was a matter of particular concern. These ships were so expensive that they appeared to threaten Britain’s ability to maintain a total cruiser force of seventy ships. The Naval Staff concluded that smaller cruisers, which could be built in greater numbers, would better serve Britain’s interests. The Admiralty opposed quantitative restrictions to this type of ship, but it was willing to accept parity with the United States in the more expensive ‘Washington Treaty’ cruisers. At the same time, it recommended quantitative limits for these vessels, which it hoped eventually to phase out entirely. 

 Churchill considered these proposals ‘more admirably broadminded than those put forward by any previous Board of Admiralty’, and hoped that they would mark real progress towards ‘economy and world peace’.   45 However, shortly after the Geneva Conference opened on 20 June, it became clear that the United States’ representatives were determined to achieve parity with Britain in all classes of warships on terms favourable to themselves. Cruisers quickly became the most serious obstacle to an agreement. 
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  The Americans proposed to limit this class by total tonnage, but the fi gures they suggested were so low (250,000–400,000 tons) that Britain would have been left far short of the seventy cruisers the Admiralty considered essential for British security. 

 Churchill watched carefully as the Geneva Conference began to unfold and was alarmed by both the British and American bargaining positions. In an uncirculated Cabinet memorandum of 25 June, he denounced what he termed ‘three monstrous fallacies’ underlying the negotiations at Geneva.   46 The fi rst was the ‘Anglo-Japanese “War Scare”, on which,’ he asserted, ‘the Admiralty extorted the last four annual cruiser programmes’. Another fallacy, he maintained, was the ‘Admiralty 70 cruiser guarantee for our food supply’:

70 cruisers are not an absolute standard for the British Empire. If others have 

none, they are too much. If others have equal, or even half as many, they are 

too few. The largest part of the problem is relative. Lines of communication 

cannot be guaranteed in terms of cruisers. Not fi ve to one superiority would 

master in the fox and geese game. Convoy  for merchant ships would be 

imperative, and for convoy  guards quite different types of ships than these 

costly cruisers would be required.   

 The Treasury had always disputed the Admiralty’s claim for seventy cruisers, and Churchill was clearly worried that if this fi gure gained general accept-ance as a result of the Geneva Conference he would have a harder time limiting future construction programmes. 

 Churchill’s third ‘fallacy’ was potentially the most serious: the American desire to secure by treaty numerical parity with Britain in all classes of warship. For this development Churchill held the Admiralty ultimately to blame: Brit-ain’s large cruiser programmes, justifi ed ‘on the fi ctitious Anglo-Japanese war scare,’ had naturally ‘roused the Americans to their present attitude’. He derided the idea that the United States was entitled to ‘absolute numerical parity’ in cruisers, but he recognized that if the Americans ever decided ‘to build up to it’, Britain would be condemned ‘to permanent naval inferiority’. 

 Parity quickly became the main point of contention at Geneva. The American government and public suspected that the British were attempt-ing to force them to accept continued inferiority in cruisers. Concerned that the conference might break down over this question, the government instructed Bridgeman and Lord Cecil, Britain’s delegates, that it was desir-able on diplomatic grounds to make a public statement that ‘while we mean to build cruisers up to our needs, we lay down no conditions limiting [US] cruisers to a similar number’.   47   This was not done without serious misgiving 
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  in some quarters. Naval leaders held that numerical parity between Britain and the United States in auxiliary warships would put the latter in a supe-rior strategic position since Britain relied on access to the sea lanes for its survival and the United States did not. In wartime, most of Britain’s cruisers would have to be dispersed for the protection of essential maritime com-munications, but the majority of American cruisers could be concentrated for offensive operations. 

 Churchill agreed with this assessment: there could ‘really be no parity,’ he declared in a Cabinet memorandum, ‘between a Power whose Navy is its life and a Power whose Navy is only for prestige. Parity for the former is suprem-acy for the latter.’ He also expressed a less conciliatory attitude towards the United States than he had in 1921, urging his colleagues ‘not to be disturbed by unjust American irritation, nor let them feel that we shall make haste to obey their will’. Britain, he noted, had conceded parity in capital ships at Washington, sacrifi ced the Anglo-Japanese Alliance, and given in to the United States over the settlement of war debts, but these concessions ‘have only resulted in new assertions and demands on their part. It always seems that it is our duty to humour the United States and minister to their vanity. They do nothing for us in return, but exact their last pound of fl esh.’   48

 These sentiments were widely shared. By 1927 many leading fi gures  in Whitehall had become frustrated by the steady demands from the United States for concessions, and the continuing anti-British sentiment emanating from there despite repeated gestures of British goodwill. Hankey, for example, concluded that Britain was ‘less popular and more abused in America than ever before, because they think us weak. . . . I would refuse either to be black-mailed or browbeaten.’ Similarly, Bridgeman complained in 1928 that it was a ‘fatal policy to be running after the U.S.A. It makes them despise us, and ask for more. I wish there was a little more of the Palmerston touch at the F.O. He at any rate knew how to behave to a bully.’ Even the prime minister, in Beat-ty’s opinion, was ‘imbued with a total distrust of the United States’.   49

 A further pronouncement on parity, this time delivered to the US State Department, was initially blocked by the Admiralty, with Churchill’s sup-port, but in the end the British ambassador in Washington was instructed to restate Britain’s commitment to parity.   50   These declarations did not improve the situation in Geneva, however. The American delegates insisted that they would not accept a fi gure greater than 400,000 tons for cruisers, which would prevent Britain coming anywhere near its ambitions for seventy cruisers. To make matters worse, the delegates indicated that the United 116                   th e  t reasury  year s

  States wanted to build twenty-fi ve of the large ‘treaty cruisers’, which the British were hoping to phase out, and that the balance of their cruisers would be armed with 8-inch guns even if they were of lower displacement than the 10,000 tons permitted by the Washington Treaty.   51 In this case, even small American cruisers would outgun their British counterparts. 

 These proposals were discussed by the CID on       52 7 July.      Beatty doubted that any agreement would be possible on terms acceptable to Britain ‘in the present temper of the United States’. Limiting cruisers by tonnage, he warned, would force Britain to restructure its cruiser force completely. Large numbers of small cruisers would have to be scrapped in order to ‘build bigger and better ships, so as to ensure a measure of equality with the Fleets of the other two principal Naval Powers’. As Britain possessed only fourteen ‘treaty cruisers’, the American proposals would also mean the con-struction of eleven more of these expensive and unwanted ships. ‘In this way,’ he concluded, ‘the needs of economy would not only be disserved, but considerable additional expenditure would be incurred.’   53

 Churchill came down fi rmly against any agreement along the lines pro-posed by the United States. ‘To become entangled in an undesirable set of conditions and limitations would be much worse,’ he insisted, ‘than a break-down of the Conference.’ In this event, the United States might embark on a large cruiser programme, although this was not certain, given the domestic opposition such a programme would generate. Furthermore, as the Japanese would feel threatened by any large American naval programme, Britain and Japan might fi nd themselves drawing closer together. Churchill had rejected the idea of relying on Japan as a substitute for competitive building with the United States in 1921 when Lloyd George had proposed it, but he now reversed his position. ‘[T]he fact that relations between Japan and Great Brit-ain were becoming closer would cause America to refl ect,’ he predicted. Britain could therefore afford to view a large American cruiser programme ‘with outward equanimity’. And if the Anglo-Japanese Alliance could be renewed, there would be no need to match new United States construction. Churchill therefore argued that Britain should ‘resolutely refuse to accept any binding limitations’ on smaller cruisers: ‘We should publicly announce our intention of building as few of these cruisers as possible, having regard to our commitments for the protection of our trade, and that we would never consent to any conditions which fettered our freedom in this direction.’ 

 Austen Chamberlain, the Foreign Secretary, disagreed with Churchill’s predictions. He feared that the American public would blame Britain for 
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  the breakdown of the conference and unite behind a large building  programme. In this event, Britain must either match American construction or abandon the one-power standard. ‘Either alternative,’ he remarked, ‘would be deplorable.’ There was a general consensus within the committee, how-ever, that the American proposals could not be accepted as they stood, and that the risk of offending American opinion would have to be run. The CID therefore united behind an Admiralty scheme to distinguish between the large treaty cruisers and the smaller ones required for protecting imperial communications. In the former class, Bridgeman was instructed to ‘assent to a basis of equality with the United States’. In the latter, committee members insisted that they could not ‘surrender our freedom of action, and we do not question the right of other countries to decide at their discretion upon their own requirements’. Thus, Britain would not deny the  right  of the United States to numerical parity in smaller cruisers, but would not voluntarily reduce its strength to a level convenient to its rival.   54

 Churchill, like the Admiralty, consistently advocated a fi rm line. ‘Parity in cruisers for us meant supremacy for the United States,’ he insisted later in July, ‘and they should not be allowed to obtain this supremacy so easily.’ If the United States really wanted to become the leading naval power, it should be made to do so by its own exertions rather than through British concessions. But he still did not think the Americans would be prepared to pay the bill:

  I believe they would blow off steam in a few programmes of aggressive cruis-

ers, and that if we lay quiet and calm and studied scientifi c improvements we 

should fi nd in a few years a strong reaction in the United States against unnec-

essary expenditure and a strong revival of Anglo-Japanese association. Any-

how, it is a very long business. Supreme Navies cannot be made at a stroke of 

a wand or the signing of a cheque . . . Why should we sacrifi ce our title-deeds 

to save them the embarrassments which properly attend a wrongful national 

assertion?   55

 Churchill was thus perfectly willing to  reduce  British naval building in the event that the conference failed so as to give the Americans no additional reason to lay down new ships. This would be diffi cult to accomplish, how-ever, if the Admiralty’s claim to possess seventy cruisers by 1936 gained cur-rency. Churchill had noted his opposition to this fi gure on several occasions, but had not pressed for a decision on the issue. On 14 July he reminded the CID that the Cabinet had not yet approved any cruisers for the period after 118                   th e  t reasury  year s

1929, and insisted that the question of construction in subsequent years would have to be carefully considered. ‘Our naval policy for future years should have a most searching examination,’ he suggested, ‘not across the table in that room [in Geneva], but in a manner similar to that adopted in 1925 when the Naval Programme Committee was set up.’ 

 In the same meeting Beatty, hoping to avoid a debate in which the Admi-ralty stood only to lose ground, noted that the seventy-cruiser programme had in fact been tacitly accepted by the government as part of the Admi-ralty’s original proposals for the Geneva Conference.   56 The next day Barstow confi rmed for Churchill that this was in fact the case.   57 From Churchill’s perspective, therefore, the Geneva Conference was fast becoming a no-win situation. The American proposals for naval limitation might ultimately threaten Britain’s security, and would undoubtedly involve increased expenditure rather than economies; the British proposals, on the other hand, probably would secure some long-term economies, but would bind Britain to a large programme of new cruiser construction. In these circumstances, the breakdown of the conference seemed increasingly desirable. Churchill believed this would be preferable to further negotiations, which could only result, he predicted a few days later, in ‘large programmes, naval inferiority, and handcuffs’.   58

 His was not the only voice expressing reservations. At a special Cabinet committee formed on 15 July to consider the treaty negotiations, Chamber-lain stated that the government ‘did not admit a moral right to parity in small Cruisers’, but had only recognized that if the United States ‘insisted in building to parity we could not prevent it.’ Similarly, Balfour noted that ‘We did not in our hearts think that we could prevent the Americans building to parity if they insisted, but we were not willing to embody the doctrine in a Treaty.’   59    The government was thus determined to remain fi rm on the ques-tion of cruiser parity. New instructions from Baldwin to the British dele-gates in Geneva, dispatched on 15 July, insisted that Britain could not ‘admit by treaty that in regard to small cruisers the case of the British Empire resembles other Powers; or that parity of numbers means parity of strength.’ Bridgeman was told not to bind Britain ‘to any arrangement which placed us in a position of permanent inferiority’.   60 In other words, Britain must retain the right to build as many small cruisers as were necessary to ensure its security. 

 The British delegates in Geneva were ‘rather surprised and not a little perturbed’ by this telegram, feeling that the government was attempting to 
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  go back on its assurances that Britain did not dispute the United States’ right to parity. Churchill and Balfour insisted, however, that the delegates had  misunderstood their instructions.   61   In a lengthy memorandum of 20 July, Churchill charged that the British delegates at Geneva had unwisely com-mitted Britain ‘to the principle of absolute parity by treaty, although such a principle is fatal to British naval security’. He also outlined for the fi rst time the strategic dangers of accepting full parity with the United States:

  No doubt it is quite right in the interests of peace to go on talking about war 

with the United States being ‘unthinkable’. Everyone knows that this is not 

true. However foolish and disastrous such a war would be, it is in fact, the only 

basis upon which the Naval discussions at Geneva are proceeding. We do not 

wish to put ourselves in the power of the United States. We cannot tell what 

they might do if at some future date they were in a position to give us orders 

about our policy, say, in India, or Egypt, or Canada, or on any other behind 

which their electioneering forces were marshalled. Moreover, tonnage parity 

means Britain can be starved into obedience to any American decree. I would 

neither trust America to command, nor England to submit. Evidently on the 

basis of American Naval superiority speciously disguised as parity immense 

dangers overhang the future of the world.   

 On 19 June Bridgeman and Cecil were recalled to London for consulta-tion.   62   Inside the Cabinet, Churchill’s hardline position found broad sup-port. With the exception of Cecil, ministers saw no compelling reason to compromise British security in order to appease the United States. The two delegates returned to Geneva armed with a modifi ed set of proposals, but as these set a high total tonnage fi gure for cruisers and restricted smaller cruis-ers to 6-inch guns, they were unlikely to appeal to the Americans.   63

 The different strategic requirements of the United States and Britain in cruisers proved to be a fatal obstacle: the Geneva Conference broke up on 4 August 1927 without any agreement being reached. Cecil, frustrated by his colleagues’ unwillingness to compromise on the cruiser issue, resigned from the Cabinet in protest. Churchill was sorry to see him depart, but must have been satisfi ed in all other respects.   64   The Admiralty certainly had no regrets. Bridgeman professed to be happy to have avoided ‘an agreement which might not be wholly to our advantage. I am pretty sure that the Americans never meant to agree to anything unless it gave them parity on the cheap or was humiliation to us.’ Beatty, who retired as First Sea Lord shortly before the conference concluded, was also delighted that the United States had been unable to achieve ‘command of the sea at no cost. Every 120                  th e  t reasury  year s

  nation in the history of the world,’ he refl ected, ‘has only obtained Sea Power as the result of great achievements and the price of many lives and much money. The D – – – – D Yanks thought they could get it for nothing!!’   65

 The navy had little time to enjoy its victory. The failure of the disarma-ment conference meant that serious thought had to be given to Churchill’s idea of curtailing cruiser construction so that tempers in the United States could cool down. On 4 August, while the First Lord was still in Geneva, the  Cabinet assented to a new inquiry into future naval construction.   66 Churchill hoped to eliminate the three cruisers authorized for the 1927–8 programme and the three projected for the subsequent year. Treasury off-icials believed their chief should go further and seek additional reductions in other classes of ship, but Churchill would only agree to reopen the ques-tion of the navy’s oil fuel reserves.   67   Bridgeman was incensed when he learned how far Churchill proposed to go and refused to consider dropping ships from a programme that had been approved by the Cabinet in      68 1925 .   When no agreement could be reached in inter-departmental discussions,  Churchill insisted in November 1927 that the matter be referred to a new Naval Programme Committee.   69

 This body, which was chaired, like its predecessor in 1925, by Lord Birk-enhead, began its deliberations on                70 10 November.   Churchill wisely empha-sized the impact that dropping cruisers from each of the 1927 and 1928 construction programmes would have on the United States. ‘If anything could soothe down the American attitude; if anything could have the effect of removing the pressure on the President and give him a chance to follow a sane policy, it would be that,’ he insisted. Churchill buttressed his case with assurances that his proposals would not endanger British interests. By 1931, he noted, Britain would possess more than a 25 per cent superiority over the United States and Japan  combined  in cruiser strength even if no new construction were undertaken. He also attacked the Admiralty’s claims that Britain must build cruisers in large numbers prior to the resumption of capital-ship construction after 1931 so as to moderate the navy estimates during later years. As in 1919 and 1925, Churchill insisted that new warships should not be built when there was no clear threat on the horizon. The cruisers the Admiralty wanted would be ‘wasting from the moment of con-struction,’ he warned, ‘because they would be obsolete or half obsolete before the time arrived when they would be really needed’.   71
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The Admiralty’s defence of its cruiser programme avoided most of the issues raised by the Chancellor. Admiral Sir Charles Madden, Beatty’s  successor as First Sea Lord, insisted that Britain had an exceptionally large need for cruisers; that its requirements in this class could not be measured strictly in relation to the strength of other powers; that a minimum of seventy cruisers was essential; and that the Treasury’s proposals would put Britain’s security at risk. Churchill vigorously challenged the last two assertions. He reminded the committee that he was not proposing to cease new cruiser construction altogether. ‘No one in their senses would ever suggest that,’ he insisted. The only issue was how Britain could replace its existing fl eet ‘with the least possible cost and burden to the taxpayer’. The choice was not ‘between letting the bottom fall out of the British Navy, on the one hand, and building excessive strength, on the other. The pro-posal is to arrive at a just rate of building new ships to replace the old ones.’   72   Britain, he argued, was far enough ahead of its rivals in cruisers that it could afford to reduce its programme for two years without incur-ring any risks. 

 Churchill also refused to accept the Admiralty’s claim to seventy cruisers. The Admiralty strongly disagreed, but could only point to Britain’s clear need for a large number of these ships to protect trade in the event of a Far Eastern war. These requirements were virtually impossible to quantify, how-ever.   73    Churchill maintained that Britain’s present superiority over Japan was suffi cient for all purposes. Madden, on the other hand, insisted that Japan would be a more diffi cult adversary than Germany because it had easier access to British trade routes. Hence, a greater margin of superiority in cruisers was necessary. To reinforce this point, the First Sea Lord referred to Churchill’s  World Crisis , noting that a relatively small force of eight or nine German cruisers had tied down seventy British and Allied cruisers during the First World War.   74

 This did not have the desired effect. Madden now appeared to be con-tradicting his claims that the number of cruisers required for trade defence could be measured in absolute terms. Churchill immediately denounced his ‘completely false argument’:

  At the present time, he tells us, we have 54 cruisers, while Japan has 30. If it 

takes 70 cruisers to hunt down 9, 54 seems a very small allowance for hunting 

down 30. As a matter of fact, this comparable fi gure, which I have worked out 

here, is 2331/3. If we assume that we require such an enormous superiority in 122                  th e  t reasury  year s

  cruisers to hunt down the raiding cruisers of Japan, which we found necessary 

in the war, then the Admiralty should not ask for 50 or 60 or 70, but for nearly 

250 cruisers.   

 The Chancellor insisted that the solution to Japanese raiders was not to build a virtually unlimited number of cruisers, but to adopt a policy of con-voy, for which different ships were required. 

 When the committee met on 1 December to reach a decision, its mem-bers unanimously backed Churchill. The only part of the Admiralty’s case that made any impression was the need to minimize disruption in the Brit-ish shipbuilding industry. It was essential, Birkenhead stated, that Britain maintain its ability to build ships better and faster than its rivals in an emer-gency. As long as Britain’s ‘dockyards and other establishments were kept up to date we should always be in a position to prepare any time for any danger which might arise’. Neville Chamberlain, the Minister of Health, agreed. Without a steady shipbuilding programme, he warned, the dockyards would become ineffi cient and skilled workers ‘would drift off elsewhere’. If the United States decided to compete with Britain, there would ‘be a big demand for skilled craftsmen in America, and our best dockyard hands would migrate there and would not return. If this happened our boasted supremacy would have vanished for good.’   75

 The committee’s report on cruisers was a clear victory for the Chancel-lor. It recommended dropping two of these vessels from the current year’s programme and one more the following year. The three cruisers approved for 1929 would not be affected. On the question of seventy cruisers, the committee lamented that this fi gure ‘has become public property in conse-quence of the course of events at the Geneva Naval Conference’, but was not prepared to disavow it entirely, advising only that it should be ‘referred to as little as possible’.   76

 Having soundly defeated the navy on the cruiser question, Churchill immediately took aim at its 1928 estimates. The Admiralty had proposed a fi gure of £58,330,000, but the Chancellor insisted on no more than £56 million, claiming that the Admiralty had not taken full account of the favourable international situation, ‘especially as regards Japan’, or the gov-ernment’s decision that no great war ‘need be anticipated for at least ten years’.   77                                                                                               78 Bridgeman denied this charge, but there was much truth in it.   The Admiralty continued to prepare as best it could for a major war with Japan, despite repeated instructions not to do so. The ten-year rule was 
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  simply ignored by Admiralty offi cials, who, when challenged, interpreted it to mean that the navy must complete its preparations for a Far Eastern confl ict  by 1935, when the ten-year period laid down in 1925 would expire.   79

 The Chancellor’s frustration over Japan’s continuing prominence in the navy’s calculations was shared by his subordinates. Treasury offi cials’ minutes on the proposed navy estimates for 1928 showed their exasperation with what they regarded as the navy’s ‘stubborn unhelpfulness’ and ‘unstinted lavishness’.   80   The navy’s attitude was also contrasted unfavourably with that of the army.   81   The War  Offi ce had requested a Cabinet declaration in July 1927 that the ten-year rule should be extended to cover a European war, ‘and that the immediate plans of the Army should be based upon prepared-ness for an extra-European war’.   82   The army’s willingness to abide by this Cabinet decision fuelled the Treasury’s irritation with what it correctly saw as the Admiralty’s ‘refusal to acknowledge the government policy of “ peace for            83 10 years” ’      According to A. C. Waterfi eld of the Treasury’s supply depart-ment, it was ‘simply perversion of facts’ for Bridgeman to claim that the 1928 estimates conformed to the ten-year rule. ‘The Admiralty,’ he com-plained in January of that year, ‘are not talking the same language as the Government.’   84

 When the Naval Programme Committee discussed the oil fuel reserve in February 1928, the chancellor again denounced ‘the great Japanese war bogey’, which, he claimed, had been created by Beatty in 1920–1 ‘with  a view to supplying the necessary stimulus on which naval estimates, naval expansion and naval supplies could be based’. Everything, he insisted, ‘excludes a war between England and Japan from the sphere of reasonable probability’.   85   The Naval Programme Committee rejected the Admiralty’s plans to purchase 330,000 tons of oil fuel for the navy’s annual reserve in 1928, and for the third consecutive year the fi gure was reduced to 100,000 tons.   86    Other economies were worked out by Admiralty and Treasury offi -cials, who fi nally settled on a sum of £57.3 million for the upcoming year. 

 Even, so, Churchill and his advisers were not pleased with the outcome and immediately determined to bring future naval expenditure more fi rmly under control by enforcing their interpretation of the ten-year rule. Before the 1928 navy estimates had even been submitted to Parliament, Churchill informed Bridgeman that he hoped to create a new Cabinet committee to examine the 1929         87 estimates.      The main point of contention was the Admiralty’s insistence that the ten-year rule of 1925 required it to be ready for a major war by 1935. 124                  th e  t reasury  year s

  In inter-departmental discussions over the 1928 estimates, Captain Ernle Chatfi eld, the navy’s Controller (responsible for naval materiel), maintained that the Admiralty had never been told anything  different. Churchill’s view, however, was that ‘the end of the 10 years was continually receding’. 88 The Treasury informed the Admiralty in March 1928 that the Admiralty’s interpretation was ‘out of harmony with repeated decisions of His Majesty’s Government under which the “ten years period” is renewed from year to year, and should now be regarded as running until              89 1938 at least’.   

 This question was taken up by the CID on 5 July 1928. Austen Chamber-lain was Churchill’s strongest supporter. He warned that the Foreign Offi ce could not guarantee its prediction about the possibility of war, but neverthe-less accepted that the ten-year rule could be a useful tool. ‘[I]n framing defence policies,’ he stated, ‘a compromise always had to be adopted’:

  The desirability of certain measures as represented by the Service Depart-

ments stood on the one hand, and the need for husbanding our resources in 

peace so that we might be in a position to meet the diffi culties of war lay on 

the other. It rested with the Cabinet to decide where that compromise should 

be drawn.   

 Chamberlain did not oppose a renewal of the rule, provided that it was merely a guide for framing the service estimates. As a safeguard, he sug-gested that the hypothesis should be reconsidered each year, and that the fi ghting services should have the opportunity of raising any concerns about the ten-year period at any time. This opinion was generally shared by the committee. 

 Bridgeman and Madden did not attempt to defend either the Admiralty’s interpretation of the ten-year rule or its assessment of the Japanese threat. Instead, they fell back on the old argument that the rule could not be allowed to interfere with the maintenance of the one-power standard. This prompted a rebuke from Chamberlain, who declared that the Cabinet, rather than the Board of Admiralty, was ultimately responsible for determin-ing whether the standard was being jeopardized. A short time later, the Foreign Secretary struck the fi nal blow to the Admiralty’s hopes by provid-ing another optimistic survey of international affairs, which identifi ed the Soviet Union as the only likely threat to British interests over the next dec-ade. The prime minister supported Chamberlain’s recommendations, and the committee recommended in July that ‘it should be assumed, for the purpose of framing the Estimates of the Fighting Services, that at any given date there will be no major war for ten years’. This decision was to be 
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  reviewed annually by the CID, and could be challenged at any time by any department or dominion.   90

 Churchill had every reason to be pleased with this outcome. His inter-pretation of the ten- year rule obtained offi cial endorsement at the highest level, and in the process was extended to cover all three services and all potential major confl icts. Treasury offi cials expected more naval reductions to follow. Sir Warren Fisher, the Permanent Secretary, remarked optimisti-cally in November that ‘Our margin in naval strength, the absence of any-one to fi ght at sea, the Cabinet instruction about no “major” war, the Kellog[-Briand] Pact [for the renunciation of war], & our fi nancial situation seem to me to provide in the aggregate an overwhelming argument for a drastic cut in naval expenditure.’   91   For once, all factors seemed to be aligned in the Treasury’s favour. Churchill resumed his pressure on the Admiralty in late July                                                                           92 1928 , calling for cuts to reserves of armaments and naval stores.   

 The First Lord was justifi ably irritated by what he regarded as the Treas-ury’s propensity ‘to try to put off indefi nitely even the most inevitable naval expenditure, vaguely imagining that we could redeem our position by a great intensive effort at some future time’. This policy, in his view, was ‘open to strong practical objections’, as it would ‘inevitably lead to the disappear-ance of the very organisations, skilled designers and workmen whose assist-ance we should require in order to recover ourselves when the need arose’.   93 The Treasury, however, was unmoved. After months of bargaining, the 1929 estimates were fi nally settled at £55,865,000—a fi gure nearly £1.5 million below the previous year, and over £                            94 4 . 5 million lower than 1925 .   

 Throughout these deliberations, Churchill kept a close watch on the state of Anglo-American relations. In January 1928, as the Treasury’s attack on that year’s navy estimates was intensifying, he instructed Treasury offi cials to be ready to compromise with the Admiralty at any moment. ‘I am wor-ried,’ he stated, ‘about the Navy in view of the Yankee menace.’   95 The  surge in American animosity towards Britain following the breakup of the Geneva Conference also demanded the attention of the Foreign Offi ce and the Cabinet. The former rejected Churchill’s view that no dramatic action was required and that Anglo-American relations would gradually improve on their own accord. The Foreign Secretary and his advisers were particularly eager to avert any further deterioration in relations during upcoming nego-tiations for a new arbitration treaty with the United States, which would raise the touchy subject of maritime belligerent rights. Britain’s interference with American trade during the First World War had caused considerable 126                  th e  t reasury  year s

  bitterness in the United States, but President Woodrow Wilson’s efforts to establish ‘freedom of the seas’ for neutral shipping in wartime had been blocked by the British during the Paris Peace Conference in 1919. The  For-eign Secretary, hoping that concessions to the United States on the question of belligerent rights would lead to an improvement in Anglo-American relations, convinced the prime minister to set up a CID Belligerent Rights subcommittee to examine this question. 

 Opinion within the subcommittee was sharply divided.   96 When  meet-ings began in January 1928, the Admiralty and Hankey strongly opposed any concessions that might limit Britain’s ability in wartime to apprehend and search neutral ships and seize contraband cargoes. This insistence on ‘high’ belligerent rights stemmed from a conviction within the navy that eco-nomic pressure exercised through maritime blockade had historically been one of the most powerful weapons in Britain’s arsenal; that it had been a decisive factor in securing Germany’s defeat in the First World War; and that it would continue to be a valuable offensive weapon in future confl icts, especially against Japan. 97 Foreign Offi ce  offi cials, on the other hand, believed that because Britain could not hope to impose any future blockade in the face of American opposition, some concessions to the United States’ position were unavoidable and desirable. 

 Churchill, who was not a member of the Belligerent Rights subcommit-tee, was also inclined to think that Britain would be sacrifi cing little by making concessions to the Americans in this area. Unlike naval leaders of this period, the Chancellor was rightly unimpressed by the impact of the economic blockade in the last war. In a long memorandum to Hankey in February 1928, he argued that the primary offensive role of sea power was not economic pressure, but rather the ‘transport of invading armies and their maintenance overseas’. 98   Looking back on the experiences of the First World War, Churchill maintained that Britain’s fi rst concern in any future confl ict would be keeping its own essential trade routes open. This, in his opinion, ‘far outweighs the importance of harrying the routes of other peo-ple’. Because Britain no longer possessed unchallenged naval supremacy and faced new threats to its commerce from the submarine, it had more to gain than to lose by an agreement limiting belligerent rights. ‘In a war between Great Britain and the United States, a convention protecting sea-borne commerce from attack would be of priceless help to a small over-crowded island and scattered Empire, and of equal disadvantage to a self-contained 
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  half-continent.’ Nor could Britain afford to alienate a neutral United States by enforcing high belligerent rights. ‘We must recognise,’ Churchill stated:

  that in any future war between Great Britain and a European power, the 

United States will be the arbiter of the law of the sea. To fi ght the United 

States alone, or even with a powerful combination of allies on our side, is a 

bleak prospect and one that policy should avoid; but to bring them in against 

us after we had for some time been engaged in a war with a fi rst-class power 

would be fatal.   

 The Chancellor also hoped that a compromise on belligerent rights might lessen the United States’ desire to build a large navy, although he maintained that Britain’s security ultimately depended upon maintaining ‘the best and strongest Navy’. This would not be easy to accomplish, he warned Hankey, and Britain must not reduce its naval strength to a level dictated by the United States. The situation would not be hopeless, though, if the US attempted to build a superior navy. ‘Although their wealth is greater,’ he remarked, ‘our needs for a navy are so much more real than theirs that we should probably make far greater sacrifi ces for sea-power over a long period of time’:

  The addition of 20 or even 30 millions a year, which we could easily afford if 

we had to, would soon carry our fl eet to dimensions which the United States 

could not surpass without encountering the gravest internal problems. At any 

time when we conceived ourselves to be in danger in consequence of their 

naval programme, the mere suspension of our debt-payments would subtract 

35 millions from their revenues and add it to our own. Even quite a moderate 

building-programme maintained independently year by year would keep us 

comfortably ahead for a long time. A stern chase is a long chase; and we ought 

neither to court it nor to fear it.   

 But while confi dent of the outcome, Churchill still believed that all Britain could hope for ‘is just to be a little stronger and a little better at sea than any other country, and to possess only a small fraction of the Fleets of the world’.   99

 Hankey, who took a leading role in the debate over belligerent rights, disagreed with most of these arguments. He shared the Admiralty’s overly optimistic view that the blockade of the Central Powers during the First World War had proven the effi cacy of economic pressure exercised through sea power. ‘Remove the fear of a repetition of that action,’ he warned in February 1928, ‘and you remove the greatest deterrent to a breach of the peace. Deprive the British Empire of her own peculiar weapon, and—with  out 128                  th e  t reasury  year s

an army—you reduce her at one stroke to a lower level in the estimation of the world.’ The Cabinet Secretary predicted that the United States would probably not be so antagonized by the exercise of Britain’s belligerent rights in a future confl ict that it would be drawn into hostilities against Britain. It would only be if the United States did ‘show herself screwed up to the point of intervention against us’ that Britain should ‘pipe down and waive some of our rights’, but only, he argued, ‘for that particular occasion; not today and for all time.’   100

 The deliberations of the Belligerent Rights Subcommittee dragged on for months, during which time the Foreign Offi ce pressed for concessions as the best means to improve Anglo-American relations and pave the way for a settlement of the contentious cruiser question. The Admiralty, Hankey, and Leo Amery, the Secretary of State for Dominion Affairs and a former First Lord, fi rmly opposed any lessening of Britain’s traditional belligerent rights, but the majority of the committee tended to be sympathetic to the Foreign Offi ce’s arguments. Before any fi nal decision was reached, Anglo-American relations declined still further as a result of naval arms-control discussions at the League of Nation’s Preparatory Commission for the Gen-eral Disarmament Conference. In the summer of 1928, France agreed to support Britain’s position on cruiser limitations—the same position rejected by the Americans at Geneva in 1927—in return for British support on other issues.   101    This agreement, known as the ‘Anglo-French compromise’, pro-voked a fresh crisis in Anglo-American relations. 

 Opinion again divided over the proper British response. While the For-eign Offi ce continued to hope that an agreement with the Americans on belligerent rights would remove the main obstacle to better relations, Churchill disliked giving in to pressure and instinctively sided with hardlin-ers like Bridgeman and Hankey who preferred to take a fi rm stance. ‘It seems to me this is a turning point in our history,’ he wrote to Baldwin in Septem-ber 1928. ‘Of course it would be so much easier to “give in” and follow along meekly in the wake of the new English-speaking authority. But I hope we shall try to keep the fl ag fl ying.’   102   He sent the prime minister a lengthy note that he hoped might serve as the basis of Britain’s formal reply to criticisms from the United States. In this document, Churchill restated Britain’s posi-tion on cruisers, defended the Anglo-French compromise as a reasonable attempt by Britain and France to further the work of the disarmament con-ference, and urged that the cause of naval disarmament would be best served by the discontinuation of arms-control negotiations.   103
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When President Coolidge threw his support behind an ambitious new US cruiser programme, the British government became even more alarmed. Churchill, however, refused to panic. He still expected the United States to lose interest in competitive building after a few years; and he felt that the American president-elect, Herbert Hoover, would be easier to deal with than his predecessor. Churchill advised his colleagues against making any immediate concessions on the question of belligerent rights, which he feared might divide ‘the Conservative Party from end to end on the eve of the Election’. These recommendations were tied to Churchill’s irritation at a recent speech by Coolidge calling for US superiority in cruisers. Coolidge’s views, Churchill complained, were those of ‘a New England backwoods-man’; and Coolidge himself, he predicted, would soon ‘sink back into the obscurity from which only accident extracted him’. 

 Churchill was still convinced that American ‘ill-temper’ would eventually disappear if Britain did nothing provocative, and that there was little to gain by making concessions on naval issues. He noted again that Britain had made other sacrifi ces in the last decade that might have been expected to improve Anglo-American relations, including ‘the abrogation of the Anglo-Japanese Alliance, the settlement of the Irish question, the Washington Treaty and the Anglo-American debt settlement’. However, if the failure to reach an agreement at Geneva was enough to destroy American goodwill, it only showed:

  how little advantage is to be gained by making such efforts to conciliate 

American opinion. Whatever may have been done at enormous cost and sac-

rifi ce to keep up friendship is apparently swept away by the smallest little tiff 

or misunderstanding, and you have to start again and placate the Americans 

by another batch of substantial or even vital concessions.   

 He therefore urged a fi rm stand. ‘The great mass of the British public do not desire to see England obsequious to the United States,’ he claimed, ‘and would be deeply anxious if it were thought the Government were ready to palter with our Naval security.’   104

 Churchill was willing, however, to exploit his colleagues’ concerns about the United States to launch one fi nal assault on the navy’s cruiser pro-gramme. In December 1928 he asked the Cabinet to consider dropping the two ships to be laid down late in the 1928–9 fi scal year, arguing that such a gesture would help to improve Anglo-American relations and reduce defence expenditure on the eve of a general election, a measure that would 130                  th e  t reasury  year s

  be popular with voters.   105   The Foreign Offi ce agreed that this action might be desirable, but the majority of the Cabinet supported Baldwin’s view that such a move might be regarded in the United States ‘as a calculated political manoeuvre on our part with the object of infl uencing the situation in America, and that consequently it might have the very opposite effect that we desired’.   106

 Churchill accepted this decision, but returned to the attack in early  February 1929 after learning details of the new ‘pocket battleships’ being planned by Germany. These ships, which combined high speed and endur-ance with a powerful 11-inch armament, threatened to outclass Britain’s existing treaty cruisers by a wide margin. Churchill feared that future Amer-ican cruisers would more closely resemble the new German ships than the treaty cruisers Britain already possessed and, more importantly, the new cruisers that the Admiralty planned to lay down that year. This new devel-opment confi rmed for Churchill the wisdom of not building new warships prematurely. The right course, he insisted, was to postpone the 1928–9 cruis-ers ‘so as to incorporate all the most recent technical improvements’. This would ensure that Britain ‘should get the advantage not only of better ships but also we should show to the world a more pacifi c policy’. Bridgeman protested strongly that the new German ships had no bearing on the British programme. The Cabinet agreed not to disturb the Admiralty’s plans to begin two new heavy cruisers in the current year.    107

 With the cruiser programme fi nally settled, the Baldwin government turned its attention to the fi nal reports of the Belligerent Rights Subcom-mittee.   108   In March 1929 this body recommended, with only one member dissenting, that Britain should endeavour to maintain its belligerent rights as high as possible. The majority, however, were prepared to include these rights in any new arbitration treaty with the United States. A minority, which included Bridgeman, Amery, and Lord Peel, claimed that this was ‘too great a risk’. Like Churchill, they were ‘profoundly sceptical’ that ‘one more great concession’ would secure any permanent improvement in Anglo-American relations or reduce the American naval programme. 109 Despite these reservations, the reports represented a modest victory for the Foreign Offi ce view. Austen Chamberlain’s efforts to conciliate American opinion were soon frustrated, however, by the May 1929 general election, which resulted in the formation of a new Labour government. The Con-servative Party now moved into opposition, forcing Churchill and his 
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 col  leagues to watch from the sidelines as the management of British sea power was taken over by men with a very different strategic outlook. 

 Historians have struggled to explain Churchill’s position on defence spend-ing as Chancellor of the Exchequer. How could the prophet who foresaw the dangers from Nazi Germany and, later, the Soviet Union have openly ridiculed the idea of war with Japan? How could the architect of the Anglo-American ‘special relationship’ during the Second World War have taken such a hard line towards the United States? And, most perplexing of all, how could Churchill’s reputation as the champion of the armed forces prior to both world wars be reconciled with his aggressive pursuit of economy and fi erce attacks on service policies during the 1920s? 

 The most common explanation for these apparent contradictions is that Churchill invariably threw himself wholeheartedly into the pursuit of his departmental objectives.   110   Thus, Churchill assailed the spending proposals of the fi ghting services during the 1920s because that is what chancellors of the exchequer were  supposed  to do. His forceful attacks on the service depart-ments—and the navy in particular—are often treated as a regrettable side effect of the resolve and drive that Churchill demonstrated during his war-time leadership. But to some observers, Churchill’s record as Chancellor points to more serious shortcomings. It has been argued that by cutting defence expenditure during this period, he actually created many of the defi ciencies in Britain’s defences that he decried during the 1930s; that he demonstrated poor strategic judgement and recklessness; and that his infl uential account of British policies during the                                              111 1920 s was both self-serving and inaccurate.   

 These explanations are problematic. There is little basis for the argument that Churchill was incapable of looking beyond the narrow needs of the department he headed at any particular moment. As Chancellor, he pursued the Treasury’s objectives with all his characteristic vigour, but he always insisted on a strong voice in determining what those objectives would be. He also did not hesitate to overrule his departmental advisers when he disa-greed with them, as he did over critical issues like the Singapore base, naval competition with the United States, and the use of ‘liberal’ means such as arms control to protect British interests. For the most part, however, their goals coincided. Churchill’s determination to reduce government spending ultimately stemmed from a mixture of political, economic, and fi nancial considerations. The pursuit of economies at the expense of the fi ghting services offered signifi cant political dividends, and appeared justifi ed by the 132                  th e  t reasury  year s

  prevailing assessment of the international situation. And, whereas all three services could claim to be underfunded during the life of the Baldwin gov-ernment, the navy repeatedly bore the brunt of the Treasury’s attacks because Churchill and his colleagues rejected the strategic rationale for its most expensive programmes. 

 The navy was singled out for attack because its demands seemed more extravagant than those of the other services, being based primarily on the distant and seemingly remote threat from Japan. The navy had ample strength during the 1920s to meet any potential naval threat in Europe. If Japan was not an immediate danger, as many outside of the navy believed, the only other conceivable challenge on the seas would come from an American bid for maritime supremacy. When that possibility emerged in 1927, Churchill did not hesitate to reject the Treasury line and back the Admiralty. Paradoxi-cally, however, protecting Britain’s naval position in this instance seemed to require not more but less naval construction. This was more than just oppor-tunism, although Churchill was undoubtedly pleased to have an excuse to put the cruiser programme back on the chopping block in 1927 and later. 

 The widespread view that Churchill’s actions as Chancellor were funda-mentally inconsistent with his stance prior to the two world wars also needs to be qualifi ed. The policies that he adopted during the 1920s arose from balanced assessments of Britain’s strategic requirements, and were essentially rational responses to major changes in the international environment follow-ing the First World War. To be sure, Churchill made mistakes. His predictions about the likelihood of war in the Far East make for uncomfortable reading today and can only detract from his reputation as a prophet. His attacks on naval construction programmes contributed to the deterioration of the naval shipbuilding industry during the 1920s, a problem later compounded by the restrictions accepted by the Labour government at the 1930 London Naval Conference.   112   Churchill did not appreciate, either at the time or later, the precarious state of this sector of the British economy. But even in these mat-ters, his actions were, if nothing else, generally consistent. His optimistic reading of the international situation did not change as soon as he left the Treasury. Even when Churchill began to perceive a threat from a resurgent Germany, his views on Japan, Singapore, and naval strategy altered little, as subsequent chapters will show. And, while he was consistently prone to underestimate the likelihood of an Anglo-Japanese war, his doubts about the feasibility of the navy’s plans to infl ict a decisive defeat on Japan in its home waters were fully borne out by events during the Second World War.   113
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The long-term impact of Churchill’s policies is more diffi cult to judge. His unrelenting pursuit of economy during the 1920s certainly contributed something to the navy’s diffi culties during the early 1930s, as Churchill himself was willing to concede. But the severity of his cuts should not be exaggerated. Baldwin’s government spent more on the navy than the Labour governments that followed or preceded it, and authorized more new  construction than any of Britain’s rivals during the same period. The  argument that Churchill was one of the leading causes of the services’ defi -ciencies during the 1930s and the early years of the Second World War are generally linked to claims that he was responsible not just for the cuts imple-mented while he was Chancellor but also for those imposed by his succes-sors, who continued to utilize the ten-year rule as a means to limit defence expenditure.   114   This sleight of hand makes it possible to blame Churchill for the defi ciencies accumulated by the services during the period 1929–32, when the deepest cuts were made in Britain’s interwar defence budgets. 

 Some critics have gone further, suggesting that Churchill was the princi-pal instigator of the original ten-year rule in 1919, and consequently respon-sible for virtually all the problems accumulated by the armed services during the period from                                   115 1919 until at least 1932 , if not later.   These claims need to be examined carefully. To begin with, they rest on the mistaken assumption that the revival and extension of the ten-year rule are nothing more than the by-product of Churchill’s fanatical pursuit of economy and disregard of potential risks. But this exaggerates his infl uence during the 1920s. His posi-tion as Chancellor and the force of his personality ensured that he often played a leading role in the formulation of Britain’s strategic policies, but the Treasury could only dominate defence policy as long as its priorities were endorsed by the Cabinet as a whole. The service departments and the Foreign Offi ce continued to exert a strong infl uence on the decision- making process, and the navy in particular retained signifi cant  power to thwart the Treasury. Strategic policies were never simply dictated by  Churchill; they emerged out of the dynamic process of competition, nego-tiation, and compromise among the various actors involved. 

 Similarly, the signifi cance of the ten-year rule must be kept in perspec-tive.  The Treasury had little diffi culty under Churchill in controlling expenditure on both the army and the air force without invoking the rule, while the Admiralty openly fl outed it prior to 1928 (and continued to evade it afterwards). Lloyd George had been able to use the rule in 1919 to impose sweeping economies on the Admiralty, but Churchill could not do the same 134                  th e  t reasury  year s

  from a subordinate position, even one as powerful as the Chancellorship. Instead, he had to rely on his powers of persuasion. He did not resurrect the ten-year rule in 1924–5 in order to control spending by all three defence departments, but as a means to a more limited end: reducing costly prepara-tions for a specifi c  confl ict that the government and most of Whitehall regarded as unlikely. Similar guidelines were embraced by the army, but the navy never accepted the Treasury’s opinions on the likelihood of war with Japan or the means of waging such a confl ict. As long as the Admiralty refused to be bound by the spirit of the Cabinet’s earlier rulings on this subject, the Treasury was unable to enforce the priorities established by the government in 1925. 

 The extension of the ten-year rule in July 1928 resulted from Churchill’s need to consolidate his previous bureaucratic victories, not a desire to achieve new ones. It proved to be a milestone in the lengthy struggle between the Treasury and the Admiralty over the basis of the naval estimates, but even then the rule’s limitations were considerable. It did not give the Treasury unlimited power, as is often implied. This is amply demonstrated by the fact that Churchill’s attacks on the navy’s cruiser programme during the fi nal months of the Baldwin government both failed: he actually had greater success in cutting naval expenditure before the rule was made per-manent than after. There was no reason, therefore, for Churchill to assume that the rule would be abused by his successors. Churchill’s infl uence over service policies effectively ended when he left offi ce in 1929. MacDonald’s governments, like Baldwin’s and Lloyd George’s, would spend only as much on defence as they wished to, whether the ten-year rule existed or not.     




5 

Disarmament, Rearmament, 

and the Path to War: The 1930s   

 

Churchill’s views on naval arms control and imperial defence did not suddenly change when he left offi ce. In a series of speeches delivered in Canada in August 1929, he repeated the arguments he had developed as Chancellor: that the naval requirements of the British Empire and the United States were fundamentally different, and that an agreement between them establishing numerical parity in all classes of warship would relegate Britain to a position of ‘permanent inferiority on the seas’. In his opinion, there was no way for Britain to gain from naval negotiations with the United States. Another round of failed talks would further harm Anglo-American relations, while an agreement, even on terms advantageous to Britain, might set in motion a ‘perilous train of mutual suspicion and dis-trust’. In these circumstances, Churchill maintained that the whole question of naval arms limitation should simply be shelved. Britain and the United States, he argued, should ‘make a friendly agreement to go our ways in peace and in friendship, acting in a sober, reasonable, and neighbourly fash-ion, and building no more vessels than we each think we require for our own purposes and at our own discretion’.   1

 There was much to be said for this proposal, but the new Labour govern-ment intended to chart a different course. Ramsay MacDonald, the prime minister, had been a harsh critic of the Baldwin government’s foreign policy. He came to power in June 1929 determined to improve Anglo-American relations, which he regarded both as a desirable end in itself and a means to further the cause of international disarmament.   2 The Foreign Offi ce  was also eager to take the initiative in mending relations with the United States, but the strong opposition it encountered from the Admiralty to any weak-ening of maritime belligerent rights made it clear that this issue could not 136    d i sarmam e nt,  rearmam e nt,  and   th e   path   to   war

  be resolved quickly or easily. However, the new American president,  Herbert Hoover, was more interested in a naval limitation agreement than arbitra-tion treaties or belligerent rights, prompting the Foreign Offi ce to turn its attention back to arms control as early as March 1929, while the Conserva-tives were still in power.   3 The prospects for a naval settlement appeared to improve dramatically the following month when the United States indi-cated that it was prepared to develop a formula that made allowances for age, displacement, and armament of warships in calculating relative strength in any class of vessel. This apparent concession promised to break the dead-lock over cruisers by allowing the United States to equate its relatively small fl eet of predominantly large, 8-inch-gun cruisers with the much larger fl eet of smaller 6-inch-gun cruisers that the British wanted. Both sides might therefore emerge from an agreement with the cruiser force it needed, while claiming that overall parity existed, even though there would be a difference in numbers of ships and overall tonnage. 

 MacDonald and the Foreign Offi ce moved quickly to take advantage of these new opportunities, but settlement of the cruiser question proved more diffi cult than had initially appeared.   4   High-level negotiations over the sum-mer of 1929 demonstrated that the United States’ position had actually altered very little since the failure of the Geneva Conference in 1927. The Americans continued to demand parity, but also hoped to secure a reduc-tion of cruiser strength. To obtain an agreement, MacDonald dropped Brit-ain’s cruiser requirements from seventy ships of about 450,000 tons to fi fty ships totalling only 339,000 tons, a fi gure the United States would agree to. He obtained the consent of the naval staff by promising them a steady annual programme of new cruisers for the duration of the treaty.   5 At the time, Britain possessed only fi fty-three cruisers, many of which had been built during the war. With a large number of these ships soon to become overage, the promise of new construction was more important to the Admi-ralty than a nominal commitment to a strength of seventy (or even sixty) cruisers that naval leaders knew could not be achieved for the foreseeable future. Indeed, with the full impact of the Great Depression now starting to be felt, the navy would be hard pressed to obtain funds for new construction from any government, not just a Labour one. 

 Once the navy had agreed to this deal, MacDonald moved to pre-empt criticism by reassuring the Conservatives, who had previously supported the Admiralty’s claim to seventy cruisers, that no vital interests were being sacrifi ced. Thomas Jones, the deputy secretary to the Cabinet, writing on 
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  MacDonald’s behalf, informed Baldwin in September that the ‘Admiralty are behind the P.M. without reserve, and that if there is any opposition, the Admiralty support will be publicly announced.’ Jones also appealed to Bald-win to use his infl uence to restrain Churchill. This was motivated, he wrote, by MacDonald’s ‘fear that at the last moment the agreement with Hoover may be imperilled, if not wrecked, by some speech by, or interview with, Winston’, who was touring the United States at the time.   6

 With the Anglo-American cruiser dispute effectively resolved, a new naval conference was convened in London in January 1930. Three  months later, the United States, Britain, and Japan concluded a new agreement. The London Treaty allowed Britain to construct fourteen new 6-inch cruisers by 1936, but this was virtually the only bright spot for the Admiralty.   7 In all other respects, the treaty was a disappointment. MacDonald had supported the Admiralty’s plans to resume capital-ship construction until just a few days before the conference opened, when he suddenly reversed his position. Admiralty offi cials were caught off guard, but their protests had no effect. The treaty formally extended the capital-ship building holiday for another fi ve years. The earlier restrictions imposed by the Washington Treaty and the reluctance of the governments of the 1920s to construct auxiliary warships had devastated the naval arms industry in Britain even before the London Conference opened. The decision not to resume capital-ship construction after 1931 would result in the further decline of Britain’s industrial capacity for building warships.   8   The treaty also ensured that Britain’s naval strength would diminish in both absolute and relative terms. No fewer than fi ve existing capital ships were to be scrapped rather than replaced during the years 1931–6, so that when naval rearmament began in 1937, British ship-yards would be fully occupied with the replacement of obsolete ships and could not immediately make up lost ground. The treaty also meant that new naval construction in Europe by powers outside the agreement would erode Britain’s ability to defend its interests in the Far East against Japan by tying down more British ships in European waters. 

 Churchill instinctively disliked the treaty. His criticisms in the House of Commons focused on the impact of the agreement on British prestige. In May 1930 he charged that the Labour government had effectively aban-doned the one-power standard and accepted de facto naval inferiority to the United States. It was diffi cult to press this argument, however, without seem-ing to overrate the dangers of an Anglo-American war. Churchill therefore attempted to embarrass the government by suggesting that the Admiralty 138    d i sarmam e nt,  rearmam e nt,  and   th e   path   to   war

  was unhappy with the treaty and that Britain had made more concessions than other powers. There was considerable truth in both claims, but Church-ill was unable to demonstrate that any tangible British interests had been jeopardized. When he resumed his attack on the treaty in June, he insisted that the agreement threatened Britain’s ability to defend its essential imports in wartime. Neither the United States nor Japan could hope to send a fl eet to European waters to challenge the main British fl eet, he argued, but both could threaten Britain’s seaborne trade. The same was true of European pow-ers, and France in particular. Even though Churchill had considered fi fty cruisers adequate to defend British interests while he was at the Treasury, he now claimed—probably less from conviction than the desire to score points off the government—that the new restrictions on this class of ship would render Britain weaker than at any time ‘since the reign of Charles II’. 

 Britain, he argued, could not afford to leave itself vulnerable in this area. ‘The purpose of our Navy is to secure the arrival of our daily bread,’ he stated to the House of Commons. ‘We cannot and we ought not to let our-selves get into a position in which any Power, even the most friendly, has undoubted means of putting irresistible pressure upon us by threatening to starve us out.’ But even here, his criticism was blunted by the absence of any obvious or imminent threat:

  If trouble comes—I do not believe that trouble will come; I believe that wars 

are over for our day—it is indispensable that we should be able to survive for 

two years, and to feed ourselves for two years, so that we could rebuild, as we 

could in these Islands, with our unequalled resources, the naval power neces-

sary to secure victorious escape from that trouble.   9

 Churchill also repeated his argument that it was a mistake to measure Brit-ain’s naval strength against that of the United States. Privately, he wrote to Baldwin that the wisest course would be to scrap the one-power standard entirely and develop a new standard relative to the next two or even three strongest powers excluding the United States.   10   The important thing, he later remarked to Admiral Richmond, was to put the new standard high enough to ‘get at least the same size of fl eet as we are going to have now’. The advantage of this course, according to Churchill, was that it would give the British a standard ‘related to our own needs and actual dangers, which we are entirely free to build up to in any form of craft as we may think fi t. This would not necessarily be more expensive than the present proposed system,’ he told Baldwin, and ‘it might well be less so, because it would give 
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  our naval designers free play for their unmatched knowledge.’ This last point was an important one. Given the diffi culties Britain would face in maintain-ing its traditional numerical superiority in warships, Churchill hoped that qualitative factors would enable Britain to maintain an advantage over its maritime rivals. One of the worst things about arms-control agreements, he complained, ‘is that they deprive us of all that fl exibility and authority in variants of design which are our birthright’.   11

 This criticism failed to defl ect the Labour government from its course, or even cause it serious discomfort. Over the next three years, Churchill’s opposition to arms-limitation agreements hardened as Britain participated in the Conference on Limitation and Reduction of Armaments held at Geneva under the auspices of the League of Nations. The most important issue during the early 1930s was whether Germany would be allowed to rearm. Weimar Germany was insisting that other states must recognize its right to equality of armaments. Churchill maintained, however, that disarmament would be neither practical nor safe until the underlying causes of hostility between states had been removed. Moreover, he was suspicious of Germany’s goals even before Hitler came to power in January 1933. In November 1932, for example, he warned MacDonald’s ‘National’ government—a coalition formed in August 1931, including Conservatives, Liberals, and a small number of former Labour Party members—that it should not be deluded into thinking that ‘all Germany is asking for is equal status’:

  That is not what Germany is seeking. All these bands of sturdy, Teutonic 

youths, marching through the streets and roads of Germany, with the light of 

desire in their eyes to suffer for their Fatherland, are not looking for  status. 

They are looking for weapons, and, when they have the weapons, believe me 

they will then ask for the return of lost territories and lost colonies, and 

when that demand is made it cannot fail to shake and possibly shatter to their 

foundations every one of the countries I have mentioned [i.e. France and its 

Eastern European allies], and some other countries I have not mentioned.   12

 France, on the other hand, ‘though armed to the teeth is pacifi st to the core’. Churchill was confi dent that Britain’s recent ally was committed to main-taining the status quo, and he was not concerned by France’s dominant military position on the Continent. The French army, in his view, was a stabilizing force in Europe, and one that would relieve Britain of the need to become too closely involved in European affairs. Placing Germany on an 140    d i sarmam e nt,  rearmam e nt,  and   th e   path   to   war

  equal military footing with France, Churchill warned in May 1932, ‘would bring us to within practical distance of almost measureless calamity’.   13

 A resurgent Germany was not the only threat to the relatively stable world order that had emerged by the end of the 1920s. Over a year before Hitler came to power, the authority and prestige of the League of Nations was undermined by developments in the Far East. In September 1931, Japan’s Kwantung army initiated hostilities against Chinese troops in Manchuria and quickly overran the province. This act of blatant aggression vindicated the navy’s warnings about Japan, but Churchill was not unduly alarmed. He continued to regard Japan as a distant power unable to threaten any vital British interests. In February 1933 he even expressed some sympathy towards the Japanese, who were faced on one side, he noted, by ‘the dark menace of the Soviet Union’ and on the other by ‘the chaos of China, four or fi ve provinces of which are now being tortured under Communist rule’.   14 With China seemingly torn between anarchy and communism, it was, he sug-gested, ‘in the interests of the whole world’ that Japan should establish law and order in China’s northern provinces. At all events, there was little that could be done to reverse Japan’s conquests. The League of Nations was vir-tually powerless to intervene. Two of the most important powers with inter-ests in the region—the United States and the Soviet Union—were not even members. Churchill insisted that the League should avoid tasks ‘beyond its strength and absolutely outside its scope’ and that Britain should maintain a position of strict neutrality in the Sino-Japanese confl ict. 

 After Hitler came to power in January 1933, Churchill began to press for British rearmament. His infl uence was considerably constrained, however. In 1931 he had broken with Baldwin and the leaders of the Conservative Party over the question of granting greater freedom to India. When the ‘National’ government was formed in the autumn of 1931, Churchill was not offered a seat in the Cabinet. Though still a member of the Conservative Party, he was now relegated to the back benches by the party’s leaders, and he would remain there for most of the decade. 

 Churchill’s views on foreign policy and defence frequently diverged from those of the new government, despite the growing dominance of the Conservative Party within its ranks. At fi rst, he was confi dent that France and its continental allies in Eastern Europe could contain Germany, and that close Anglo-French collaboration would not be necessary. And by building up Britain’s military strength, he hoped that the country could avoid being drawn into European entanglements. 15 The most serious 
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  potential threat at this time to Britain’s security appeared to be a powerful German air force. Like most British leaders of this period, Churchill assumed that British cities would be bombed in wartime, and with  devastating results. In November 1934, for example, he predicted that after seven to ten days of bombing, between thirty thousand and forty thousand people would have been killed or injured, while 3 or 4 million more would have been driven out of London into the surrounding countryside.   16 But he rejected Baldwin’s famous assertion that there was no adequate defence against bombers, and that the only effective response was a  counter-bombing campaign against the enemy’s cities. To begin with, he predicted that mili-tary targets would ultimately be more valuable than purely civilian objec-tives. The enemy’s bombers, he suggested, could infl ict the greatest damage by attacking Britain’s manufacturing centres and the dockyards and oil-storage facilities on which the navy depended.   17 British bombing efforts, in turn, should be concentrated on enemy communications, troop concentra-tions, munition depots, and war industry. Churchill also favoured an active defence against enemy bombers. This would involve the continuous harass-ment of enemy aircraft by British fi ghters, and other measures such as aerial mines—another attempt to counter emerging threats by developing new technologies. 

 Churchill’s efforts to strengthen the nation’s defences during the early and mid-1930s concentrated on improving Britain’s strength in the air. He was not concerned at this time about the state of the navy. The Treaty of Versailles had ensured Britain a crushing superiority over Germany at sea, and there was no possibility the Germans could overcome this weakness quickly. If Hitler wanted a great navy, he would have to build it virtually from scratch. An air force could be created far more quickly. Speaking in the House of Commons in March 1933, Churchill emphasized that the defence of Britain in the air was now every bit as important as its defence at sea.   18 His preoccupation with Germany was not shared by the Admiralty, how-ever, which continued to regard Japan as the most immediate danger to imperial security. The other services also viewed the situation in the Far East with considerably more alarm than Churchill.   19 In 1932 the Chiefs of Staff Committee (COS), comprising the professional heads of the three services, persuaded the government to strengthen Britain’s position in this region by resuming work on the Singapore naval base—which had been suspended by the Labour government in 1929—and by formally abandoning the ten-year rule. However, this did not lead to the rapid improvement of Britain’s 142    d i sarmam e nt,  rearmam e nt,  and   th e   path   to   war

position, as the harsh economic climate prevented the government from diverting additional funds to defence. 

 Only ten months after Hitler came to power was serious attention given to strengthening the armed services. In November 1933 the Cabinet formed a Defence Requirements Committee (DRC) consisting of the professional heads of the three fi ghting services, the Treasury, and the Foreign Offi ce. This body was charged with recommending a programme for making good the worst defi ciencies accumulated by the armed services over the previous decade. The committee’s fi rst report, completed in January 1934, attempted to strike a balance between the requirements of home and imperial defence. Nazi Germany, which might one day pose a mortal threat to Britain itself, was identifi ed as the ‘ultimate potential enemy against whom all our “long range” defence policy must be directed’.   20   But Germany would require time to rearm, and could not become a critical threat for approximately fi ve more years. Japan, on the other hand, was in a position to threaten impor-tant British interests immediately, even if it could not menace Britain itself.   21 The committee hoped to prepare against both threats by meeting the most pressing needs of all three services. This translated into additional expendi-ture of nearly £40 million on the army, around £20 million for the navy, and just over £10 million on the air force.   22

 These priorities did not survive Cabinet scrutiny. Britain’s political lead-ers accepted the need to rearm, but they were also determined to keep defence spending to the lowest level possible so as not to damage Britain’s economic strength, on which its strategic position ultimately rested. And like Churchill, they were preoccupied with the physical proximity of Ger-many and the vulnerability of British cities to a terror-bombing campaign. Germany potentially had the power both to dominate Europe and to strike a crippling blow directly at Britain. The Japanese threat was far less serious. In June 1934 Neville Chamberlain, the Chancellor of the Exchequer, informed the Cabinet committee examining the DRC’s report that it could ‘hardly be disputed that the anxieties of the British people are concentrated on Europe rather than on the Far East, and that if we have to make a choice we must prepare our defence against possible hostilities from Germany rather than from Japan’. Britain, in his opinion, could not undertake ‘simul-taneous preparation against war with Germany and war with Japan’.   23

 Nor could it afford to lavish funds on all three services: defence spending would have to be carefully tailored to the government’s strategic priorities. Chamberlain’s recommendations and the logic underlying them were 
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  accepted by his colleagues. The German threat was to be met primarily in the air rather than on the battlefi elds of western Europe. The War Offi ce could begin preparing to dispatch a modest force for the defence of the Low Countries, but the sum recommended by the DRC for the army was cut by half. The navy’s share of new expenditure was similarly reduced by around 38 per cent. Chamberlain accepted that the naval base at Singapore must be completed—‘if only out of good faith to the Dominions’—but, in language reminiscent of Churchill’s a few years earlier, he insisted that the Admiralty ‘must postpone the idea of sending out to it a fl eet of capital ships capable of containing the Japanese fl eet or meeting it in battle’.   24 The  main benefi ciary of these new priorities was the RAF, whose allocation of new expenditure increased by a massive 94 per cent.   25

 Churchill was broadly in agreement with Chamberlain and the National governments of the 1930s on spending priorities: Britain should concen-trate on bolstering its air force in order to deter a German attack. The only substantial difference between them was over how fast Britain should rearm.   26   As a backbencher, Churchill was much less inclined than the government to worry about the economic implications of rearmament. Financial concerns, in his opinion, should not be allowed to hinder Britain’s preparations. Churchill’s differences with the government in this respect were clear by 1936, when his alarm about the widening gap between  British and German arms production prompted him to begin campaign-ing for a Ministry of Supply and government interference with industry in order to shift resources from civilian to military production. But these measures were intended to benefi t only two of Britain’s fi ghting services, the army and the air force. There was no urgency over the navy, Churchill maintained, because its needs could easily be met by its own arsenals and dockyards, supplemented by a large and, in his mind, still-thriving  network of naval armament fi rms. Consequently, there was ‘no diffi culty in maintaining the Navy, and even in expanding it very considerably,  without doing more than open out its existing sources of supply. The maintenance or increase of British naval power is therefore solely a ques-tion of money, and the House of Commons is eager to vote for this  purpose any sum.’   27   The government, however, did not share Churchill’s sense of alarm and rejected measures that might undermine Britain’s economic recovery.   28

 The other area of disagreement between Churchill and the National governments of the 1930s, especially after Neville Chamberlain became 144    d i sarmam e nt,  rearmam e nt,  and   th e   path   to   war

  prime minister in May 1937, was the appeasement of Germany. As is well known, Churchill was increasingly critical of British efforts to conciliate the Nazis. Unlike Chamberlain, he appreciated that Hitler intended to pursue an ambitious programme of territorial expansion. Peaceful coexistence was therefore not an option. Following the Munich Conference of late September 1938, for example, he warned that there could:

  never be friendship between the British democracy and the Nazi Power, that 

Power which spurns Christian ethics, which cheers its onward course by a 

barbarous paganism, which vaunts the spirit of aggression and conquest, which 

derives strength and perverted pleasure from persecution, and uses, as we have 

seen, with pitiless brutality the threat of murderous force. That Power cannot 

ever be the trusted friend of the British democracy.   29

 Back in 1936, Churchill had concluded that the rapid growth of German power made close Anglo-French collaboration essential. Germany could ultimately be deterred from aggression only by the threat of overwhelming force. The best means to contain Germany, Churchill argued, would be for the states of Europe to rally behind the leadership of Britain and France in the name of collective security and under the banner of the League of Nations. In 1938 he went further and called for the creation of a ‘Grand Alliance’ of Britain, France, and the Soviet Union. These views were rejected by Chamberlain, however. Churchill’s vigorous advocacy of a fi rm  and united front against Germany, more than his views on rearmament, ensured that he remained out of offi ce until war broke out. 

 The fi rst sign that Britain’s maritime security might become endangered was the conclusion of the Anglo-German Naval Agreement in June 1935. This treaty allowed Germany to build a navy up to 35 per cent the size of Britain’s in all classes of warships except submarines, where the fi gure was set at 45 per cent (with an option to increase to 100 per cent). When the Germans approached the British for an agreement on these terms, naval leaders were happy to accept. With German naval rearmament seemingly inevitable, the Admiralty was concerned about the size and composition of the new German navy. This agreement had several things to be said in its favour. First, the ratio accepted by Germany was low enough that Britain might still hope to maintain a rough two-power standard relative to  Germany and Japan, its two most likely enemies. Second, it prevented a qualitative challenge to the naval status quo by ensuring that Germany would not 
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  build bigger and more heavily armed warships than those already possessed by Britain and the other major naval powers. Third, it ensured that Germany would create a ‘balanced’ fl eet rather than concentrate its resources on U-boats and other commerce raiders, a potentially more dangerous course for the British.   30

 Churchill took a different perspective and promptly denounced the agreement in two speeches made in July. It was a serious mistake, he insisted, for Britain to condone  any  violation of the Treaty of Versailles. The rebuild-ing of the German fl eet might be unavoidable, he maintained, but the ques-tion should have been referred to the League of Nations for resolution. Doing otherwise only weakened Britain’s commitment to collective secu-rity and the League of Nations.   31   Churchill also appreciated that German naval rearmament would ultimately threaten the balance of naval power in both Europe and the Pacifi c. Even if Germany adhered to the fi gures set out in the treaty, it was clear that Britain could expect increased naval construc-tion by other European powers threatened by Germany’s new navy. And as the navies of Europe expanded, fewer British ships would be available for dispatch to the Far East. ‘What a windfall this has been to Japan!’ Churchill remarked. ‘The British fl eet, when this [German] programme is completed, will be largely anchored to the North Sea. That means to say the whole position in the Far East has been very gravely altered, to the detriment of the United States and of Great Britain and to the detriment of China.’   32

 Churchill had little faith in Hitler to live up to these new commitments. He warned that there was nothing to stop the Germans from adopting unrestricted submarine warfare in a future confl ict or from continuing naval construction when they reached the 35 per cent limit, which he believed might occur as early as 1938–9. Germany’s warships would also be much newer than their British counterparts. As Churchill reminded the House of Commons in May 1935, twelve of Britain’s fi fteen capital ships had been ‘constructed in the days when I was at the Admiralty more than twenty years ago’.   33   Britain could not immediately match Germany’s new capital ships, however, because of the restrictions imposed by the 1930 London Treaty. This agreement would expire only at the end of 1936. A second Lon-don Naval Conference was held early that year to decide what would replace it. It was clear from the outset that the quantitative limitation of warships was no longer feasible. Japan was unwilling to accept anything less than parity with Britain and the United States, and its delegates left the conference when it became clear that this concession would not be granted. 
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  A new treaty—the Second London Naval Treaty—was signed by Britain, the United States, France, and Italy. This agreement placed qualitative restric-tions on various classes of warship, but without Japan as a signatory it was uncertain how long these limits would survive. Churchill was one of those who welcomed this outcome. Like the Admiralty, he was convinced that Britain must begin rebuilding its battle fl eet the moment it was free to do so. But he was irritated during the life of the treaty by the restrictions that continued to be placed on Britain’s freedom to design and build warships according to its own interests.   34

 Churchill’s concerns about the emerging maritime threat from Germany were exacerbated by growing alarm over developments in the Far East. By 1936 it was evident that Japan was dominated by nationalist and militarist extremists determined to expand Japanese infl uence in East Asia. This was not a development that Churchill or most westerners had predicted during the 1920s. But Churchill’s opinion of the Japanese had changed sharply. He noted in February 1937 that in earlier years they had shown themselves to be ‘steady, grave and mature people; that they can be trusted to measure forces and factors with great care, and that they do not lose their heads, or plunge into mad, uncalculated adventures’. More recently, however, Japan’s ‘elder statesmen and their sagacious power seem to have dispersed’.   35 Japan, he claimed back in November 1936, had become a ‘nation imbued with dreams of war and conquest’.   36

 The ‘Mikado’s government has only an imperfect authority over the naval and military warriors of Japan,’ he charged in January 1938, ‘and  still less over their aviators’:

  The secret societies in the Japanese army and navy have very largely taken 

charge of the policy of their country. They have murdered so many politicians 

who were thought to be weaklings and backsliders that they have terrifi ed the 

rest. It is painful to say it, but there are moments when we must feel ourselves 

in the presence of an army and navy which are running amok.   37

 With Japan now assigned to the ranks of the ‘predatory military dictatorship nations’, Churchill began to take the Far Eastern situation more seriously.   38 The greatest danger now appeared to be that Japan would take advantage of Britain’s diffi culties in Europe to challenge its position in the east. But Churchill remained optimistic, in part because he assumed that Japanese expansion would bring Britain and the United States closer. Churchill increasingly regarded the United States as a valuable potential ally rather than an inconvenient naval competitor. His parliamentary speech on the 
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1936 navy estimates, for example, not only denounced the idea of competi-tion between the US and British navies, as he had frequently done in the past, but also acknowledged that both parties had an interest in seeing the other as strong as possible. This was a clear recognition that the world had fundamentally changed since 1929. It was ‘no exaggeration,’ Churchill claimed in March 1936, to say ‘that the stronger the United States Navy becomes, the surer are the foundations of peace throughout the world’.   39

 But he did not yet discount the possibility that a large British naval build-ing programme might cause friction with the United States. He therefore sought to disarm American critics by insisting that Britain did not deny the  right  of the United States to naval parity. On the contrary, he claimed that Britain was perfectly content to see the United States build whatever it felt was necessary for its own security, even if that gave it, at least temporarily, a stronger battle fl eet. But as it would clearly be Britain forcing the pace in naval construction for the next few years, he probably did not think that was likely to happen. The important thing was to bury for good any question of naval rivalry with the United States. By 1938 Churchill was even willing to concede that the fi rst London Treaty had, whatever its defects, been benefi -cial in bringing about an improvement in Anglo-American relations.   40 In the event, there was little to worry about. With the international situation deteriorating steadily, both sides realized that Anglo-American naval com-petition no longer served any useful purpose. 

 Churchill warmly supported the government’s decision in 1936 to begin building new battleships when treaty restrictions lapsed at the end of the year. He informed the House of Commons in the spring of 1937 that this measure constituted ‘the most decisive assertion of the British will to live that has been made public since the end of the Great War’.   41 At the same time, he publicly endorsed the Admiralty’s view that the battleship was still a critical element of British sea power.   42   The future of the capital ship was more con-troversial than ever, but the Admiralty remained confi dent that innovative designs and effi cient anti-aircraft defences would render battleships  relatively  safe from modern forms of attack. Admiral Ernle Chatfi eld, the First Sea Lord, wrote to Churchill in May 1936 to outline the navy’s case. It would be ‘a great mistake,’ he asserted, ‘for Parliament to imagine that we believe that battleships can or should, be made unsinkable or invulnerable’:

  We are far from having any such crude idea. Ships, on the contrary, are meant 

to be sunk and unless battleships could be sunk no naval victory could ever 
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  so effi cient and so strong, and with such highly trained personnel, that we 

shall sink the enemy battlefl eet, whether by shell or torpedo or bombs, more 

rapidly than he will be able to destroy ours. That is the only fi ghting policy on 

which the Navy can rest.   43

 Churchill was impressed by the Admiralty’s arguments, which were  confi rmed later that year by the investigations of a CID subcommittee (the Vulnerability of Capital Ships committee) set up to consider this problem.   44 The ability of modern ships to withstand aerial attack also appeared to be confi rmed by the experiences of the Spanish Civil War.   45 As Churchill noted in September 1938, ‘The extravagant claims of a certain school of air experts have not been fulfi lled’:

  We were assured some time ago that navies were obsolete and that great bat-

tleships costing seven or eight million pounds, would be easily destroyed by 

aeroplanes costing only a few thousands. I asked in the House of Com-

mons . . . why it was that no Spanish warships on either side had been sunk by 

aircraft. The Spanish fl eets are not well equipped with anti-aircraft artillery. 

Their vessels have no special armour against overhead attack. Yet we see them 

cruising about the coast, often in full view from the shore, apparently as free 

from danger as if aeroplanes had never been invented.   46

 Moreover, the anti-aircraft defences of British warships would be ‘the most dangerous to aeroplanes in the whole world’. Churchill boasted that the ‘two square miles over the British Fleet’ will contain ‘a greater concentra-tion of anti-aircraft fi re and highly-skilled gunners than has ever been known’.   47   All this made it seem reasonable to assume that ‘great ships of war can be constructed which can exercise their full infl uence and effi ciency under modern conditions, and that the air menace, however seriously it may operate in other directions, will not destroy the validity of sea power’.   48

 Churchill also backed the Admiralty’s campaign in 1936–7 to regain con-trol over the Fleet Air Arm (FAA), which had been part of the Royal Air Force since 1918. The arrangements by which the navy enjoyed operational but not administrative control of its aircraft and personnel had steadily undermined Britain’s once-commanding lead in naval aviation. 49 As Churchill noted in 1936, the FAA was well behind the United States in both numbers and quality of naval aircraft and personnel. Even Japan possessed a large lead over Britain.   50   Churchill agreed with naval leaders that aircraft had an essential role to play in modern naval operations, and that the navy was greatly hampered by the present arrangements. ‘It is impossible,’ he 

d i sarmam e nt,  rearmam e nt,  and   th e   path   to   war      149

  asserted, ‘to resist an Admiral’s claim that he must have complete control of and confi dence in the aircraft of the battle fl eet, whether used for  reconnaissance, gun-fi re or air attack on a hostile fl eet. These are his very eyes.’ He therefore insisted, both in his public speeches and private com-munications with members of the government, that ‘the Admiralty view must prevail’.   51   This would not only increase the effi ciency of the fl eet, he felt, but also free the Air Staff to concentrate its efforts on Britain’s critical air rearmament program.   52

 The Admiralty appreciated Churchill’s prominent intervention on its behalf. In 1937 their efforts were rewarded when the government returned the FAA to navy control. While this debate was under way, both the First Sea Lord and the Controller corresponded with Churchill on a variety of other naval issues, most notably the threat posed by submarines in a future confl ict. On this question the Admiralty proved to be unduly optimistic. Chatfi eld informed Churchill in May 1936 that the navy’s ‘anti-submarine methods are now so effi cient, not of course 100 per cent effi ciency, but I do not think that 80 per cent is too high an effi ciency safely to place it at, that the number of destroyers and such like vessels that we shall require in a future  war . . . is  greatly  reduced’.   53   In an effort to convince Churchill that the submarine was nearly mastered, the First Sea Lord took him to see a demonstration of the navy’s Asdic (i.e. sonar) equipment in a mock ‘subma-rine hunt’ at Portland in June       54 1938 .      Churchill was clearly impressed. Asdic, he remarked, was ‘a marvellous system and achievement’.   55 But while he accepted that the submarine menace had diminished, he continued to regard it as a serious danger for which a large programme of destroyers was an essential counter.   56

 The main difference between Churchill and the Admiralty during the fi nal years of peace was over the design of Britain’s new battleships. The navy’s 1936–7 estimates included two 35,000-ton battleships armed with 14-inch guns. These ships, which would become the  King George V  and  Prince of Wales , were followed by three ships of the same class in the 1937–8 esti-mates. Churchill believed at the time that it was a serious mistake not to arm them with 16-inch guns, particularly as it appeared likely that both the United States and Japan would adopt larger armaments for their new capital ships.   57   The Admiralty was in a diffi cult position, however. In 1936–7 Britain was still bound by qualitative treaty limits. The naval staff hoped that all pow-ers would adhere to these restrictions, as it was Britain that stood to lose the most from a qualitative arms race, which would rapidly make Britain’s large 150    d i sarmam e nt,  rearmam e nt,  and   th e   path   to   war

  fl eet of capital ships obsolete. They were reluctant, therefore, to build larger and more heavily armed ships as long as the London treaty limits stood any chance of gaining general acceptance. At the same time, they were conscious that European shipyards were busy building new ships, and that Britain could not afford to delay its rebuilding program.   58   The decision was thus taken to adopt the lower displacement for the navy’s fi rst new battleships and, if nec-essary, move to larger ships and 16-inch guns in the 1938 program. This was a diffi cult decision, but, as Sir Samuel Hoare, the First Lord, told Churchill in July 1936, ‘we shall be much better off with our very fi ne 14-inch 35,000 ton ships than if we did not have the new ships at all’.   59

 Churchill was also critical of the Admiralty for not including any destroy-ers in its 1938 new construction programme, but again he did not fully understand the reasons. The navy had laid down no fewer than thirty-six destroyers in the years 1936–7, which represented a drastic acceleration of its previously authorized programs. This fi gure was double what had been approved for the years 1936–8, and was only two short of the new construc-tion authorized for the entire 1936–44 period. The Treasury was on strong ground, therefore, when it insisted in 1938 that the navy forego any destroy-ers in the current year’s programme so as not to disrupt the long-term building programme laid down by the government. The Cabinet, rather than the Admiralty, was responsible for dropping destroyers from the navy’s 1938            60 programme.   But other than these concerns, Churchill was generally satisfi ed with Britain’s naval rearmament programme. His speeches in the late 1930s frequently note with satisfaction how favourable the naval bal-ance was relative to Germany, especially compared to the years leading up to the First World War.   61 In January 1939, for example, he declared that there was ‘no fear of Germany overtaking Great Britain on the sea. The immense fl eets now under construction in the British dockyards leave Germany run-ning along far behind.’   62

 Hitler’s denunciation of the Anglo-German Naval Agreement in April 1939 was therefore not regarded as a serious cause for alarm. Britain clearly possessed, and was likely to maintain, a comfortable superiority in surface ships over Hitler’s nascent navy. There was no possibility of Germany chal-lenging Britain directly for command of the sea. At the same time,  Germany’s still relatively small U-boat force did not appear to pose any insurmount-able threat to Britain’s maritime communications. German submarines would, Churchill predicted, be ‘a serious inconvenience and injury to  British commerce’, but he was confident that the threat would be 
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man  ageable so long as Britain began to mass produce escort vessels on the outbreak of war.   63

 Churchill therefore had grounds to think that Britain was doing enough to ensure its strength at sea. Even with German naval building proceeding at full speed, he was confi dent that Britain’s numerical lead over Germany was secure and that any threat from this quarter would ultimately be manageable. Moreover, he had doubts as to whether the greatest threat to Britain’s sea-borne imports would necessarily be the German navy. Like the Admiralty, he was worried about the dislocation that would be caused by ‘continuous air attack upon our commercial ports, warehouses, and landing stages’.   64 And, because he was still inclined to regard the navy primarily as a defensive weapon against Germany, he did not see additional rearmament in this sphere contributing much to Britain’s deterrent strength. His attention therefore remain focused on the threat from the air, although he never doubted that Britain needed a strong navy. ‘Nothing can be a substitute for naval strength,’ he wrote in 1938. ‘That alone can bring in our food and trade across the seas. That alone can prevent the swarming legions of the Continent being landed on our shores.’   65   These facts had not changed. But it was equally clear to Churchill that the navy was no longer suffi cient to protect the British Isles from direct attack. ‘If we are to continue to enjoy our old envied position as an island,’ he remarked, ‘we must have an Air Force which, both in size and quality, will be a heavy deterrent against hostile attack.’ 

 The addition of Italy to the Royal Navy’s potential opponents did little to disturb Churchill’s calculations. In his opinion, the Italian navy was sim-ply too weak to challenge Britain’s position in the Mediterranean. ‘I do not consider that the Navy should have any diffi culty in discharging its duties in that Sea,’ he confi dently predicted in March       66 1938 .   Like Japan, Italy did not pose a mortal threat to the British Empire. This confi dence was shared by the Admiralty, which never had any doubt as to the outcome of a purely Anglo-Italian naval war. The problem that increasingly worried decision-makers was that Britain’s enemies would combine. They had to assume that war with one of the Axis powers would lead to war with one or both of the others. Naval leaders refused to write off Britain’s eastern interests and pre-pared as best they could to fi ght both Nazi Germany and imperial Japan simultaneously.   67   To accomplish this, they insisted that Britain must com-plete work on the Singapore naval base and build up to a full two power standard of naval strength measured against Japan and the strongest Euro-pean naval power. This would allow Britain to dispatch a substantial battle 152    d i sarmam e nt,  rearmam e nt,  and   th e   path   to   war

  fl eet to the Far East while retaining suffi cient naval forces in home waters to neutralize the German navy. 

 The DRC endorsed this plan in November 1935, recommending, as Churchill had suggested in 1930, that Britain replace its outdated one-power standard with a ‘ new  standard of naval strength’ equivalent to a two-power standard.   68   This programme would be expensive, however. The fi ve  new battleships authorized in the navy’s 1936–8 programmes would replace older vessels as they passed out of service, but it was only by continuing to build new ships at the same rate in 1939 and later that the navy could hope to expand the fl eet beyond its current strength of fi fteen capital ships to the twenty required for its proposed ‘new standard’. In 1937 naval planners  calculated that a two-power standard would entail annual estimates of £        69 97 – 104 million. The government rejected this proposal on fi nancial grounds, but the Admiralty refused to abandon its campaign for a ‘new standard’.   70   Naval leaders warned that even this would be inadequate in the event that Britain found itself confronted by three major enemies simulta-neously, as appeared increasingly likely. ‘If we must include Italy as well as Germany and Japan among our potential enemies,’ the Admiralty cautioned, ‘our naval strength must either be still further increased or we must rely on a naval combination with another power.’   71

 The Treasury and the government opposed this expense. Neville Cham-berlain, who became prime minister in May 1937, remained committed to the strategic priorities he had championed as Chancellor of the Exchequer in 1934, when the DRC’s fi rst report had come up for consideration. But at the same time his government was reluctant to reject the navy’s ‘new stand-ard’ outright because that would mean a tacit admission that Britain’s east-ern interests were considered expendable. It was also unwilling to take the politically unpopular move of cutting back on naval rearmament at a time when the international situation was clearly worsening. Consequently, the navy fared better than it might have expected in the competition for funds. In the short term, the Admiralty played its hand skilfully and managed to build warships to the limits of Britain’s industrial capacity. In 1938 the gov-ernment even agreed that the Admiralty could build as close to the ‘new standard’ as it could with the funds available. But this did not represent a genuine commitment by Chamberlain’s government either to naval expan-sion or a forward strategy in the Far East. 

 The Admiralty nevertheless enjoyed considerable freedom during the 1930                                         72 s to develop its plans for a war in the Far East.   Its strategy continued 
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  to depend on the dispatch of a fl eet to Singapore at the beginning of a con-fl ict, but by mid-decade its plans to move this force to Hong Kong and other forward bases along the Chinese coast were becoming impracticable. As the dangers facing Britain in Europe increased, the Admiralty lost  confi dence that an advance from Hong Kong would be feasible, or that capital ships could operate from this base except under the most ideal cir-cumstances. It was also increasingly plain that the British fl eet might face a Japanese force of equal or even greater strength. In 1937 the Admiralty recast its plans to account for these changing conditions. A new Eastern War Memorandum assumed that the fl eet might be able to operate from Hong Kong, but that it was more likely to remain based at Singapore. Planners hoped, however, that it could still infl ict decisive pressure on Japan from this location. They calculated that Japan could not make up all its defi ciencies in essential raw materials from the Asian mainland, and that its war economy would be fatally crippled if its trans-Pacifi c trade were severed.   73 This  assess-ment was wildly optimistic, but it seemed to reduce the problems facing Britain in the Far East to manageable proportions. The Admiralty now began to prepare for a protracted campaign in which economic pressure applied through a distant maritime blockade would compel Japan’s leaders to accept British terms.   74

 Churchill’s thoughts on the dynamics of a Far Eastern war continued to diverge from the Admiralty’s. He did not have great faith in the value of economic blockade, and assumed that distance would be the dominating factor in an Anglo-Japanese war. A British fl eet could be sent to Singapore, he admitted, but this was still a very long way from Japan. To deliver a deci-sive blow, he assumed that British forces would have to move into the ene-my’s home waters. But this posed potentially insurmountable problems, as the strength and effectiveness of a British fl eet would steadily decline the further it advanced from Singapore. Japan’s strength, on the other hand, would increase with proximity to its bases. Thus, even if Britain could dis-patch a numerically equal or superior fl eet to the Far East, it could only engage Japan’s main force in its home waters at a disadvantage. The enemy’s defensive position appeared therefore to be virtually unassailable. Japan would ‘always have complete supremacy in the yellow seas,’ Churchill con-cluded in December 1936. ‘To challenge this supremacy would be impossi-ble and futile.’   75

 This logic cut both ways, however. Singapore’s distance from Japan also appeared to render it relatively safe from attack. ‘Consider how vain is the 154    d i sarmam e nt,  rearmam e nt,  and   th e   path   to   war

  menace that Japan will send a fl eet and army to conquer Singapore,’ Church-ill wrote in March 1939. ‘It is as far from Japan as Southampton from New York. Over these two thousand miles of salt water, Japan would have to send the bulk of her fl eet, escort at least sixty thousand men in transports in order to effect a landing, and begin a siege which would only end in disaster if the Japanese sea-communications were cut at any stage.’   76 By this reasoning Australia was even more secure. ‘Can one suppose that Japan, enjoying her-self in the mastery of the Yellow Sea, would send afl oat a conquering and colonizing expedition to Australia?’ Churchill asked. ‘It is ludicrous. More than one hundred thousand men would be needed to make any impression upon Australian manhood.’   77   Japan would never undertake such a major attack, he concluded, as long as Britain held Singapore and possessed a fl eet capable of moving to the Far East. 

 Churchill was therefore still thinking in terms of an essentially defen-sive strategy in the Far East. A British fl eet, operating from Singapore, would concentrate on keeping open communications with Britain’s Pacifi c dominions. Like most British leaders, Churchill had a tendency to overestimate Britain’s ability to dispatch strong forces to the region. He also systematically underestimated Japan’s ability and willingness to project its power into South East Asia and beyond. The image of the Japanese as an instinctively cautious race was still well entrenched. Churchill assumed that Japan’s new leaders would hesitate to attack Britain unless it had suf-fered crippling defeats at the hands of Germany or Italy.   78 In the mean-time, Japan seemed to have more than enough to keep its hands full. After July 1937 it was embroiled in an inconclusive and costly war in China and had to worry about a hostile Soviet Union on its northern fl ank. 

 Churchill noted with satisfaction in May 1938 that large Russian armies along the Siberian frontier were tying down nearly half a million of Japan’s ‘fi nest troops’. It was, he remarked, ‘a daring adventure for Japan to try to ward off the Russian masses with her right hand while strangling this volu-minous China with the other’:

  On the one side, a great bear growling low; on the other, an enormous 

 jelly-fi sh stinging poisonously. Altogether a nasty job for an over-strained, 

none-too-contented nation to tackle. Japan is sprawled in China; Russia is 

crouched ready to spring in the North.   

 The Soviet air force, he observed, could ‘infl ict frightful damage upon Tokyo and other Japanese cities any fi ne night’.   79   The roles Churchill had assigned 
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  to the USSR and Japan in 1933 were therefore reversed: it was now the USSR that was rendering a valuable service ‘in the Far East to civilisation and also to British and United States interests’.   80

 Japan also had to take into account the attitude of the United States, which was opposed to Japanese expansion and could place a powerful fl eet on Japan’s eastern fl ank. Churchill was encouraged by the increasingly close cooperation between Britain and the United States in the Far East during the late 1930s. And even at this early date he was prepared to allow the Americans the leading role in this area. When the possibility of applying sanctions against Japan was raised in October 1937, for example, Churchill emphasized the importance of acting in support of any action taken by the United States:

  If they are prepared to act you are quite safe in working with that great branch 

of English-speaking people. If our two countries go together in this matter, 

I doubt whether any harm could come to either of us. Alone we cannot inter-

vene effectively. It is too far off and we are not strong enough. Our rule must 

be to give more support to the United States. As far as they will go we will 

go.   81

 One of Churchill’s main concerns in the fi nal year of peace was that Brit-ain’s naval position in European waters might be jeopardized by the prema-ture dispatch of a large British fl eet to the Far East. By 1938 his hopes that Italy would realign itself with Britain and France against Germany had faded: Mussolini’s increasingly close ties to Nazi Germany made it clear that Italy had to be considered a potential enemy. In 1937 the COS and the gov-ernment concluded that if confronted with war against Germany, Italy, and Japan simultaneously, the Far Eastern theatre rather than the Mediterranean would have top priority after the defence of Britain itself.   82   Under Chat-fi eld, who served as First Sea Lord until November 1938, the navy not only accepted but embraced these priorities. His successor, Admiral Sir Roger Backhouse, was less certain. By early 1939, with Britain’s new battleships still under construction and some older capital ships undergoing extensive modernization programs, the Admiralty acknowledged that the fl eet Britain could send to the Far East might not only be weaker than Japan’s, but sig-nifi cantly weaker. 

 Backhouse calculated that Britain must retain a force of at least six capital ships in European waters to contain the German and Italian navies. This would only leave fi ve or six capital ships available for the Far East, and 156    d i sarmam e nt,  rearmam e nt,  and   th e   path   to   war

 Back  house asserted that a force this size ‘against a Japanese Fleet of 10 ships plus her full strength in other classes of ships is not adequate in the proper  meaning of that word’.   83   With the support of Admiral Reginald Drax, who had been brought to the Admiralty to develop offensive war plans,  Backhouse proposed a new strategy for a three-front war.   84   Rather than abandoning the Mediterranean for the Far East, Britain would concentrate its forces there fi rst in order to knock out Italy, the weakest of Britain’s enemies.  British interests in the Far East would be protected at fi rst by a small ‘fl ying squadron’ comprised of two fast battleships, two aircraft carriers, and various auxiliary vessels. It was hoped that such a force could protect British trade and territory in the Indian Ocean, prevent Japan from establishing a base in the region, destroy Japanese raiders, and pose a threat to Japan’s communicat-ions with China.   85

 Although this scheme was received with apprehension in the navy, British politicians were enthused about the idea of concentrating British naval forces in the Mediterranean for a ‘knock-out blow’ against Italy.   86 The  Strategic Appreciation Committee of the Cabinet concluded that a small covering force  could  defend British interests in the Far East for a prolonged period. It decided in April 1939 that ‘Offensive operations in the Mediterranean against Italy offered the best prospects for speedy results and should not, therefore, be lightly broken off.’   87   There was opposition, however. Chatfi eld, now serv-ing in Chamberlain’s Cabinet as Minister for Coordination of Defence, warned that failure to send a strong fl eet immediately to the Far East would have serious political repercussions, and might ultimately drive Australia and New Zealand to look to the United States for their protection. The right course, he maintained, was to rely on French support to deal with the com-bined German-Italian naval threat in Europe, abandon the eastern Mediter-ranean if necessary, and dispatch a fl eet of at least seven capital ships to Singapore. This force would, he maintained in March, ‘adopt the normal strategy of the weaker fl eet, a strategy which was well defi ned in history and which had been employed by the German Fleet in the last war’.   88

 Churchill entered into this debate later in March with a lengthy memo-randum on sea power. Although still only a backbench MP, his stature was such that he did not hesitate to send a copy directly to both the prime min-ister and Lord Halifax, the Foreign Secretary. In this document he warned against diverting forces to the Far East before Britain’s position in Europe was secure.   89   Britain, he insisted, ‘must not be drawn from our main theme by any effort to protect’ minor interests in China. ‘Only if the United States 
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  comes in against Japan could we supply even a squadron of cruisers to  operate with them. On this tableau we must bear the losses and punishment, awaiting the fi nal result of the struggle.’ There was little doubt in his mind that Singapore could hold out long enough for the Royal Navy to ‘liqui-date’ the Italian fl eet. The government should therefore make its case to the Australians, who could be expected to ‘play the game by us as they have always done. Tell them the whole story,’ he advised, ‘and they will come along. In the fi rst year of a world war they would be in no danger whatever in their homeland, and by the end of the fi rst year we may hope to have cleared up the seas and oceans.’ British sea power should be employed at the beginning of a war to infl ict a decisive blow against Italy. In his opinion, British forces could achieve ‘a series of swift and striking victories in this theatre’, especially if Britain’s ample naval superiority were further aug-mented by the French navy. Control of the Mediterranean might be achieved, he predicted, ‘certainly within two months, possibly sooner’. This would effectively isolate Italian forces in North Africa and might easily force Italy out of the war.   90

 Notably, the naval threat from Germany was still not a serious concern for Churchill, even in the spring of 1939. It would be years before the German navy could ‘form a line of battle for a general engagement’, he informed Parliament in March. And because the Germans would be reluctant to jeop-ardize their command of the Baltic by risking important ships in attacks against British trade, there would be little for the Admiralty to worry about from Germany except for ‘submarines and raiding cruisers, or perhaps one pocket-battleship’.   91   It was only after Britain had secured command of the Mediterranean, and assuming no expedition had been launched against  Singapore or Australia, that Churchill recommended a ‘great naval offensive’ against Germany. As in the First World War, his long-term ambitions were focused on the Baltic, an area that continued to be critical to the Germans. ‘Scandinavian supplies, Swedish ore, and above all, protection against Russian descents on the long, undefended coast-line of Germany (in one place little more than a hundred miles from Berlin) make it imperative,’ Churchill con-cluded, ‘for Germany to dominate the Baltic.’   92   He therefore recommended that ‘Ardent  offi cers should be set to work for a year upon the problems of entering the Baltic and living there in indefi nite ascendancy.’ To General Sir Edmund Ironside, soon to be appointed Chief of the Imperial General Staff (CIGS), he proclaimed in July 1939 that a squadron of battleships in the Bal-tic would ‘paralyse the Germans and immobilize many German divisions’.   93 158    d i sarmam e nt,  rearmam e nt,  and   th e   path   to   war

Churchill’s memorandum received a warm welcome at the Foreign Offi ce. Sir Alexander Cadogan, the permanent undersecretary, forwarded a copy to the British ambassador to the United States, noting that Churchill’s views on the importance of concentrating fi rst on Italy ‘accord very closely with our own’.   94   Chamberlain sent his copy of the memorandum to Chat-fi eld, who reported that Churchill’s ideas were generally sound and, with respect to the Mediterranean, that his recommendations had recently been accepted by the Strategic Appreciation Committee. Chatfi eld continued to have doubts about this policy, however, and took this opportunity to warn Chamberlain that it would mean running considerable risks in the Far East, especially if, as he thought, the Italians could not be knocked out within two or three months. Chatfi eld was non-committal about Churchill’s idea of sending British forces into the Baltic. ‘This,’ he concluded, ‘is a problem for the Admiralty.’   95

 In the event, the debate over strategic priorities remained unresolved. Despite the enthusiasm of politicians for a ‘knock-out blow’ against Italy, Admiralty support for this policy suddenly disappeared in mid-1939 when poor health forced Backhouse out of offi ce. He was succeeded as First Sea Lord by Admiral Dudley Pound, and the Admiralty quickly reverted to a more orthodox strategy. In July 1939 all references to the dispatch of a ‘fl y-ing squadron’ were dropped from the Admiralty’s war plans.   96 A revised Eastern War Memorandum asserted that any fl eet sent to the Far East ‘must be capable of engaging the main Japanese Fleet under conditions favourable to ourselves. In September                                             97 1939 , this force must include 7 capital ships.’   If the Cabinet chose instead to concentrate British ships in the Mediterranean rather than the Far East, Pound believed a small covering force could do no more than secure communications in the Indian Ocean and deter the  Japanese from major operations in the South China Seas or Australasian waters. If the Japanese fl eet moved south in strength, he expected British naval forces to retire from Singapore and operate from another base, prob-ably Trincomalee in Ceylon.   98

 Thus, on the eve of the Second World War, Churchill’s strategic views diverged from those of the Admiralty in several important areas: on the order of priorities in a three-front war, on the likelihood of delivering a knock-out blow against Italy, and on whether Britain should adopt an offensive or defensive strategy against Japan. But in most other respects, Churchill was substantially in agreement with naval leaders. Like Chamber-lain, he had increasingly looked towards the air force rather than the navy 
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  to ensure Britain’s security and deter Germany from war. But he neverthe-less remained committed in principle to the maintenance of British sea power, and continued to view the navy as essential to the survival of the British Empire. Moreover, he had publicly sided with the Admiralty in the battles most important to it: the rebuilding of the battle fl eet, the primacy of the capital ship, and navy control of the Fleet Air Arm. When Churchill became First Lord of the Admiralty in September 1939, Japanese and Italian neutrality meant that the most potentially divisive strategic questions could be avoided. The issue that would soon plague Churchill’s relationship with his naval advisers was one that he devoted little attention to during the 1930s: how to use the navy offensively against Germany.     




6 

First Lord of the Admiralty, 

1939–40: The  Phoney War  and 

the Norwegian Campaign   

 

Winston Churchill’s banishment to the political wilderness ended on the day Britain and France declared war on Germany, 3 September 1939. As war approached and Hitler’s true nature became more evident, Churchill’s stock with the British public increased. When hostilities fi nally broke out, Prime Minister Neville Chamberlain accepted, although with-out any enthusiasm, that Churchill would have to be given a place in the government. The renegade Conservative was offered the same post he had left in disgrace twenty-fi ve years earlier: First Lord of the Admiralty. Like the other two service ministers, Churchill also became a member of the War Cabinet, a small group of ministers who, together with the prime minister, oversaw the central direction of the war effort. 

 The main outlines of Anglo-French grand strategy had been decided well before the outbreak of war.   1 Germany’s rapid rearmament during the 1930s meant that Hitler entered the confl ict with the advantage in both land and air forces, but British leaders assumed that the superior resources of the British and French empires would ensure their ultimate victory in a pro-tracted confl ict. The Allies therefore adopted a defensive posture at the out-set: as long as they could hold off strong German attacks early in the war, they could begin mobilizing their economies for a lengthy attritional strug-gle in which they would have the advantage. Meanwhile, Allied superiority at sea would be exploited to impose an economic blockade and begin wear-ing down German strength and resolve. Once the balance of forces on land and in the air had tipped in the Allies’ favour—a process that was likely to take several years—they would shift to the strategic offensive and take the war to Germany. 
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 British governments of the 1930s had been reluctant to commit  themselves to the dispatch of ground forces to operate on the Continent, but by early 1939 it had been accepted that a ‘continental commitment’ of British troops to fi ght alongside the French was both politically and militarily necessary, as it had been in the First World War. Britain’s contribution to the Allied cause therefore included a large army. Churchill was less enthusiastic about this course than he had been in 1914, but he accepted that it was unavoidable. ‘I doubt whether the French would acquiesce in a division of effort which gave us the sea and air and left them to pay almost the whole blood-tax on land,’ he remarked to Chamberlain not long after the outbreak of war. ‘Such an arrangement would certainly be agreeable to us; but I do not like the idea of our having to continue the war single-handed.’   2 In March 1939 the government had authorized the expansion of the army to a force of thirty-two divisions, twenty-six of which would belong to the Territorial Army. Shortly after the outbreak of war, the War Cabinet established a special Land Forces Committee to consider the future size of the army. This body pro-posed that Britain should prepare to support an army of fi fty-fi ve divisions by the end of the second year of war. This fi gure would include Britain’s thirty-two divisions, plus another fourteen from the Dominions, four from India, and fi ve belonging to allies.   3

 There was no concern that this ambitious programme would draw resources away from the navy. ‘Our naval demands would probably be less than in the last war,’ Churchill assured the War Cabinet.   4 Chamberlain and other ministers were in fact more worried that the army’s programme might interfere with the expansion of the Royal Air Force, which was their top priority.   5   Germany’s continuing superiority over the Allies in the air and the devastating impact of German air power in the rapid conquest of Poland made a strong impression on British leaders. Lord Halifax, the Foreign Sec-retary and an infl uential member of the War Cabinet, was stating the preva-lent view when he remarked that ‘the air would probably prove the decisive factor [in the War]. Suffi cient strength in the air might make German vic-tory on land an impossibility.’   6   Churchill shared this sentiment. Writing to Chamberlain on 18 September, he professed to be ‘entirely with you in believing that Air Power stands foremost in our requirements, and indeed I sometimes think that it may be the ultimate path by which victory will be gained’.   7   But he did not feel Britain could afford to reduce its commitment to support an army of fi fty-fi ve divisions. This fi gure was not formally approved, however, until the Land Forces Committee reassured the War Cabinet that the Air Ministry’s requirements could still be met.   8
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 The navy occupied a more uncertain place in Allied grand strategy. No one, least of all Churchill, questioned the need to maintain a large fl eet to protect Britain’s essential maritime communications from surface raiders and U-boats. But this task was essentially defensive, and Britain seemed to possess ample forces to secure the sea lanes. Germany was incapable of chal-lenging Britain directly for command of the sea. The German navy’s two battlecruisers ( Scharnhorst  and  Gneisenau ) and three ‘pocket battleships’ (large armoured cruisers with 11-inch guns) were potentially formidable com-merce raiders, but they were signifi cantly outgunned by the thirteen capital ships immediately available to Britain on the outbreak of war. Moreover, two additional battleships were expected to rejoin the fl eet once their mod-ernization programmes were completed in 1940, and the fi ve new King George V-class battleships would be ready in 1940–2. The two German bat-tleships then under construction,  Bismarck  and  Tirpitz , would be a serious menace once completed, but they were unlikely to upset the overall balance at sea. Nor was there reason to question the navy’s ability to fulfi l its offen-sive role. Allied planners entered the war with high expectations for eco-nomic warfare, but with Germany able to draw on the resources of the Soviet Union, Italy, and most of Eastern Europe, blockade was unlikely to have a signifi cant impact in the short term. There was thus little incentive for the War Cabinet to invest heavily in expanding a fl eet that was already capable of meeting its immediate offensive and defensive obligations. 

 As First Lord of the Admiralty, Churchill might have been expected to press the navy’s case for a greater share of the national resources, but he was reluctant to do so. The Admiralty, he explained to Chamberlain in  September, had used its position ‘arbitrarily and selfi shly’ during the First World War to the detriment of the other services. This was especially true, he felt, during the fi nal year of the confl ict, ‘when they were overwhelmingly strong, and had the American Navy added to them. I am every day restraining such tendencies in the common interest.’   9 To ensure that the navy did not claim more than its fair share of resources, Churchill carefully scrutinized its build-ing plans. A week after taking offi ce, he proposed to suspend work on heavy ships that would not be ready before 1942, including one or possibly two of the King George V-class battleships. He also wanted to delay the start of the four Lion-class battleships, which had been authorized (but not started) before the war. He hoped these measures would free up resources for army expansion and the construction of smaller ships for trade-protection duties. Germany, he predicted, would be building submarines ‘day and night’, and 
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might have a fl eet of two to three hundred by the summer of      10 1940 .   To counter this threat, Churchill hoped to increase the production of destroyers and other escort vessels.   11

 Admiral Sir Dudley Pound, the First Sea Lord, and his advisers took a dif-ferent view. With Japan and Italy both still potential enemies, the Naval Staff continued to aspire to a two-power standard in capital ships. They calculated that failure to complete all fi ve King George Vs and the fi rst two Lion-class battleships would leave Britain as many as fi ve capital ships behind Germany and Japan by 1943. The navy could maintain a margin of superiority over these two powers only if it completed all its authorized construction  and  if Germany did not complete any battleships, including  Bismarck  and  Tirpitz . This, Pound remarked, was not a possibility ‘on which we should be wise to gamble’. Britain’s battlefl eet was, he warned Churchill, ‘the foundation of our maritime power. . . . Once we have delayed these ships, we cannot retrieve the situation.’ Naval leaders were therefore alarmed by Churchill’s single-minded focus on the war with Germany. ‘There may be a time,’ Pound wrote, ‘when, in order to win this war, we may have to divert labour to other purposes and run the risk of naval inferiority at its end, but in my opinion that time has not yet come.’   12 On 12 September he warned his chief that ‘It would be fatal to the Empire to emerge from this war only with old battleships, when we might be faced with sending a fl eet to the Far East.’   13

 A collision between Churchill and his advisers was avoided only because of delays in the production of 16-inch gun mountings for the Lion-class battleships. The Board of Admiralty agreed on 28 September that the hulls for these ships could be ‘deferred for a year without materially prejudicing the ultimate date of completion’.   14   This delay would allow the navy to build additional destroyers and cruisers. Churchill remained unhappy, however, about delays in the completion of battleships, aircraft carriers, and cruisers already under construction. ‘We have at this moment to distinguish care-fully,’ he admonished Pound in October, ‘between running an industry or a profession, and winning the war.’ Above all, he considered it essential to transfer workers to ships that could be fi nished the soonest. ‘All ships fi nish-ing in 1941 fall into the shade,’ he wrote, ‘and those of 1942 into the dark-ness. We must keep the superiority in       15 1940 .’   

 Churchill’s assumption that Britain’s capital-ship position was secure began to appear less certain as evidence mounted of heavy Japanese naval construction.   16   In January 1940 the Naval Intelligence Division (NID)  estimated that Japan was building four new battleships, three aircraft  carriers, 164          f i r st   lord   of   th e   adm i ralty,  1939 – 4 0

and as many as fi ve heavy armoured cruisers.   17 When  the 1940–1 navy  estimates came up for consideration at the Admiralty in February, Churchill agreed to match this capital-ship construction by proceeding with all four of the Lions and authorizing one new 15-inch battlecruiser. He was not convinced, however, that the navy’s intelligence was accurate. In a minute to Pound, Rear Admiral Tom Phillips (the Vice Chief of the Naval Staff), and Rear Admiral John Godfrey (the Director of Naval Intelligence), Churchill demanded a careful examination of Japan’s shipbuilding capabilities before he took his new building programme to the Cabinet. In his opinion, the NID had not made suffi cient allowances for a drastic deterioration in Japan’s fi nances due to its protracted war in China. Moreover, he doubted whether Japan could produce suffi cient steel for such a large programme of new construction. ‘I do not feel,’ he concluded, ‘that mere rumours of ships they are said to have laid down’ were suffi cient justifi cation for a large British capital-ship programme.   18

 The problem for the intelligence services, as Godfrey readily admitted, was that Japanese secrecy was virtually impossible to penetrate. ‘[W]e do not know for certain what their Naval Programme is,’ he reported in February, ‘and the information we have given is based on meagre reports from Secret Sources, Naval Attaches’ reports and C.-in-C. China’s conclusions.’   19 The  government’s Industrial Intelligence Centre (IIC), which had been incorporated into the Ministry of Economic Warfare (MEW) at the outset of war, shared many of Churchill’s views on Japan’s economic limitations, but its chief, Desmond Morton, generally supported the NID’s conclusions. Morton, a close pre-war associate of Churchill, calculated that Japan might be building up to six bat-tleships, two ‘pocket’ battleships, six heavy cruisers, and four aircraft carriers.   20 Godfrey therefore stood by his earlier estimate, and cautioned Churchill not to underestimate Japan’s ability to pursue a large armaments programme. Ger-many’s fi nancial problems had not apparently hampered its armaments efforts, he noted, and Japan’s might not do so either.   21

 The Admiralty’s case for capital-ship construction was thus based on a ‘worst-case’ analysis of Japanese shipbuilding capabilities, rather than on reliable intelligence about Japan’s actual construction programmes. Church-ill was suffi ciently concerned about the long-term naval balance that he endorsed most of the Admiralty’s proposals, although he ultimately decided to delay work on the fi nal two Lion-class battleships ( Conqueror  and  Thun-derer ), a decision the Sea Lords accepted only with ‘great reluctance’. 22 The estimates presented to the Cabinet in March 1940 authorized work on 
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three new capital ships, the  Lion  and  Temeraire  (originally included in the 1938/39 estimates), and a new 15-inch-gun battlecruiser,  Vanguard , whose construction would be hastened by using spare gun turrets already on hand.   23   According to the Naval Staff ’s projections, this programme would provide rough equality in capital ships between the Japanese navy and a British Far Eastern fl eet up to       24 1944 .   The new estimates also called for additional deck armour to be fi tted to Britain’s four old ‘R’-class battleships, to strengthen them against air attack, the construction of a monitor, ‘which may be needed for inshore work’, and a large programme of escort vessels. There was no room left, however, for other classes of warships, and no new aircraft carriers or cruisers were authorized for the fi scal year 1940–1. 

 This programme refl ects Churchill’s overriding concern with the war against Germany. Potential threats from Italy and Japan were as yet secondary considerations. And if the war went according to plan, these dangers might never materialize at all. The Naval Staff shared Churchill’s belief that the naval challenge from Germany alone was manageable. A massive naval expan-sion programme authorized by Hitler in early 1939 was still in its early stages when Germany invaded Poland on 1 September, and the Royal Navy, its strength bolstered by the French fl eet, possessed an overwhelming superior-ity over the German navy. The Germans were themselves pessimistic about their prospects in the coming naval war. Admiral Erich Raeder, the head of the German navy, recorded in September 1939 that his forces were ‘in no way very adequately equipped for the great struggle with Great Britain’. The submarine arm was too small, in his opinion, ‘to have any decisive effect on the war’, and the surface fl eet was ‘so inferior in number and strength’ that ‘they can do no more than show that they know how to die gallantly and thus are willing to create the foundations for later reconstruction’.   25

 In September 1939 Britain’s Home Fleet, under the command of Admi-ral Sir Charles Forbes, contained fi ve battleships, three battlecruisers, and two aircraft carriers. This force, based primarily at Scapa Flow in the Ork-ney Islands, was positioned to block German surface ships from the Atlantic, and provide ‘cover’ for British forces in the North Sea.   26 Given the imbal-ance between the two fl eets in surface forces, nobody expected Germany to concentrate its heavy ships in home waters, a strategy that had failed in the First World War. The greatest threat to Britain’s maritime communications now appeared to be the dispersal of Germany’s relatively small force of modern warships to prey on British shipping. As Pound remarked, ‘Nothing would paralyse our supply system and seaborne trade so successfully as 166         f i r st   lord   of   th e   adm i ralty,  1939 – 4 0

attack by surface raiders.’   27   These raiders came in a variety of forms, the most dangerous of which were Germany’s three ‘pocket battleships’. These warships, conceived under the restrictions of the Treaty of Versailles, were formidable commerce raiders. Built for high endurance and armed with 11-inch guns, they signifi cantly outgunned the 6- and 8-inch armament carried by the British cruisers that normally protected the far-fl ung  sea lanes. With a speed of 26 knots, the German raiders could expect to outrun more heavily armed vessels. 

 Germany’s U-boats did not yet pose the same level of threat. Germany had only fi fty-seven submarines in service at the beginning of the war, and only about half were capable of operations in the Atlantic. Hitler, moreover, initially avoided unrestricted submarine warfare: U-boat commanders were instructed to adhere to prize regulations. These restrictions were gradually relaxed in the coming months, but not formally abandoned until August 1940. All this considerably reduced the dangers for British shipping, and appeared to justify the Admiralty’s pre-war predictions that the combination of convoy and asdic (sonar) would reduce the U-boat problem to manage-able proportions. Churchill, for his part, recognized that the Germans would not neglect this form of warfare indefi nitely. His enthusiasm for building escort vessels in large numbers was driven by the need to meet future threats as much as current ones. He was right to do so. The head of the U-boat service, Commodore Karl Dönitz, hoped eventually to expand his force to at least three hundred vessels. Fortunately for the British, German resources were not allocated to this programme until after the fall of France in the summer of 1940. 

 As First Lord, Churchill strove to contain the U-boat threat to the North Sea. He hoped to block German access to the Atlantic by laying minefi elds in the English Channel and across the North Sea from the Orkney Islands to Norway. The former were completed by October 1939, although the latter—known as the ‘northern barrage’—were only approved the follow-ing month, and not started until after the fall of France. Air and sea patrols were also established to cover the area between the Orkney Islands and Norway.   28   These measures, along with the establishment of a partial convoy system, proved effective. During the fi rst four months of war, U-boats sank an average of approximately 105,000 tons of merchant shipping per month. However, most of their successes came against vessels sailing independently. Of the 114 ships lost in this period, only four were sailing in convoy. During the fi rst four months of 1940, 115 ships were lost, of which eight were in 
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convoy. Though signifi cant, these losses were far from crippling—and they came at a heavy price for the Germans: twenty-two U-boats were sunk in the same eight-month period.   29

 Churchill, who tended to measure success in the U-boat war by the number of enemy vessels destroyed, had good reason to be satisfi ed  with these results. But he hoped to infl ict even greater losses on the U-boats by actively hunting them down rather than relying on counter-attacks by con-voy escorts. The use of the navy’s large (‘fl eet’) aircraft carriers to protect trade in the Western Approaches was not a success, and had to be discontin-ued after the loss of HMS  Courageous  to a U-boat in September 1939. Churchill remained committed, however, to developing the means to seize the initiative. ‘Nothing can be more important in the anti-submarine war,’ he wrote to Pound in November, ‘than to try to obtain an independent fl otilla which could work like a cavalry division on the approaches without worrying about the traffi c or U-boat sinkings, but could systematically search large areas over a wide front.’   30   Naval leaders were sympathetic to this idea, although the general shortage of escort vessels for convoy work in this phase of the war ruled against it.   31

 The navy enjoyed similar successes against German surface raiders. In September 1939 two pocket battleships,  Graf Spee  and  Deutschland , were already in the Atlantic awaiting the commencement of hostilities. The  Graf Spee  was the more aggressive of the two raiders. Its fi rst victim was sunk off the coast of Brazil on 30 September. The Admiralty responded to this news by forming nine separate ‘hunting groups’ to locate and destroy the ship and any other German raiders. These groups were a signifi cant commitment of Allied naval forces, including fi ve aircraft carriers, four capital ships, and fourteen cruisers, many of which were drawn from the Home and Mediter-ranean fl eets. In addition, three battleships and two cruisers were diverted for convoy-protection work in the north Atlantic.   32 The   Graf Spee  sank nine more ships in the coming weeks, but was located and engaged by three British cruisers ( Exeter ,  Ajax , and  Achilles ) on the morning of 13 December. The German ship soon broke off the action and retired to Montevideo harbour in Uruguay, a neutral port. Four days later, believing that the British had amassed superior forces outside the harbour, the  Graf Spee ’s captain scuttled the ship. 

 The  Deutschland , less enterprising than its sister ship, returned to Germany in mid-November after destroying just two ships. The only other signifi cant threat to British shipping during this period came from air attacks and mines. 
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The German air force accounted for thirty-seven ships in the fi rst  eight months of the war. Mines were a more serious problem, destroying 140 ships in these months and damaging many others, including the fl eet  fl agship  Nelson . Germany’s new magnetic mines were a particular concern for the Admiralty, although their impact was signifi cantly reduced when effective countermeasures were developed in early 1940. 

 The navy’s primary offensive task was to weaken Germany’s war economy by cutting off its imports of essential raw materials by sea. As in the First World War, the navy intercepted contraband cargoes destined for enemy ports, while diplomatic measures were employed to limit Germany’s trade with European neutrals. Blockade was an inherently slow method of wear-ing down an enemy’s war-making ability, but Britain’s leaders entered the war confi dent that it had been effective in the First World War, and that Germany would be susceptible to this form of pressure again. Even though the Nazi-Soviet pact of August 1939 would undermine the effectiveness of the Allied blockade, the Ministry of Economic Warfare still believed that Germany would have trouble making good its defi ciencies in imported raw materials. Churchill, whose faith in blockade was never strong, was not as optimistic. He was also temperamentally incapable of waiting patiently for blockade to produce tangible results. Shortly after arriving at the Admiralty in September 1939, he had begun looking for opportunities whereby the navy could strike directly at the enemy. The ‘search for a naval offensive,’ he asserted, ‘must be incessant’.   33

 Churchill’s attention was once again drawn to the Baltic. On 12  September 1939 he prepared a detailed memorandum outlining the potential benefi ts of operations in this region. The Scandinavian states, he argued, could be brought into the war on the Allied side, which in turn might have a ‘far-reaching’ impact on the attitude of the Soviet Union. A powerful British squadron in the Baltic would isolate Germany from Scandinavia and deprive it of supplies of iron ore and food. It would also force the Germans to keep their limited naval forces concentrated in the Baltic and to divert resources to defend their coastline ‘against bombardment, or possibly even, if the  alliance of the Scandinavian Powers was obtained, military descents’.   34 It is notable, however, that Churchill no longer regarded the occupation of an island near the German North Sea coast as an essential precondition for the movement of ships into the Baltic. The solidity of naval opinion against the scheme during the First World War had made an impression on Churchill, 
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although not, it seems, until after the war was over. In 1926, while  completing the fi nal volume of his wartime memoirs, Churchill had suffi cient doubts about the feasibility of the Borkum plan to ask Admiral Keyes, an aggressive admiral whose professional opinion he respected, for his views. Keyes advised that the scheme had been carefully studied and rejected during the war by the Admiralty’s Plans Division. Churchill was evidently convinced that the idea was unworkable, as he dropped from his memoirs a chapter outlining the offensive naval plans he had advocated in       35 1917 .   

 This was the end of Churchill’s enthusiasm for seizing an island base in the North Sea. In 1939 his Baltic schemes depended, much as Fisher’s had, on the employment of specially designed or modifi ed vessels. Churchill was opti-mistic that ships’ anti-aircraft batteries could neutralize the danger from air attack once a squadron had reached the Baltic. To provide additional security, he proposed increasing the deck armour of two or three of the old ‘R’-class battleships. Caissons—large watertight chambers—would be attached to the sides of these ships to offer protection against mines. These modifi ed battle-ships would provide the fi repower to drive away the enemy’s heavy surface ships. Churchill proposed that they be accompanied by a supporting force of cruisers, destroyers, submarines, and a variety of ancillary craft, including specially prepared tankers capable of supplying the squadron with oil for at least three months. An aircraft carrier might also be employed. In the event that Britain gained allies in the region, suitable bases would become available, considerably easing the fl eet’s problems. And if bases did not materialize, Churchill did not see ‘why the Fleet should not return as it came’.   36

 Churchill dubbed this project ‘Catherine’, after Empress Catherine the Great of Russia, and instructed the Naval Staff to give it further consideration. Developments in air power made the idea of a Baltic expedition completely impractical, although this was not yet evident to Churchill or any of his pro-fessional advisers. Anticipating opposition from the Naval Staff, Churchill also created his own ad hoc committee to study the scheme. The offi cer in charge was the recently retired Admiral of the Fleet the Earl of Cork and Orrery. Cork was an offensively minded commander who could be counted on to produce the sort of optimistic assessment Churchill wanted, and he did not disappoint. As a ‘military undertaking,’ Cork wrote on 26 September, an expe-dition into the Baltic was ‘perfectly feasible—hazardous no doubt but, for that very reason, containing the germ of a great triumph’.   37

 Pound and Phillips disliked the scheme from the outset, however. Like most naval leaders, they were instinctively opposed to exposing warships to 170         f i r st   lord   of   th e   adm i ralty,  1939 – 4 0

destruction by mines or aerial attacks in operations where they would not have an opportunity to infl ict comparable damage on enemy warships. They also had justifi able doubts about what such an expedition might achieve. The First Sea Lord reminded Churchill that even if a strong naval force were placed in the Baltic, Germany would still have access to the Soviet Union through their common border in Poland. There would also be little impact on Germany’s supplies of Scandinavian iron ore, which only came through the Baltic during the months it was ice-free, approximately April through November. Pound insisted that such an operation could only be contemplated if the Soviet Union remained neutral and if Britain had the active cooperation of Sweden. Moreover, he stipulated that any force dis-patched to ‘the Baltic  must  be such that we can with our Allies at that time win the war without them in spite of any probable combination against us’.   38    Churchill tended to view the R-class battleships as expendable because they were not essential for maintaining naval superiority over Germany, but the First Sea Lord and his advisers were naturally eager to preserve these ships in the event that Italy or Japan entered the confl ict. Even old battle-ships would still have a role to play in these circumstances. In any event, Pound did not feel that he could afford to take two or three capital ships out of service long enough to make the necessary modifi cations, at least until it was certain that Italy and Japan would remain neutral. 

 By late November 1939, Churchill admitted that there was no possibility of assembling the necessary forces until the end of March 1940 at the earli-est. He instructed that planning be continued on that basis, but little progress was in fact made.   39   By early December 1939, Pound had decided that the Baltic project should be formally abandoned. He wrote to Churchill that there appeared to be ‘no possibility whatever’ that the Soviet Union would welcome a British presence in the region, and that this, rather than the atti-tude of Sweden, must be the determining factor. The First Sea Lord pro-posed to suspend preparations indefi nitely and disband Cork’s independent planning committee.   40 These proposals immediately drew fi re from Church-ill. He informed Pound and Phillips that he was not prepared to rule out the possibility that ‘Catherine’ might be feasible under certain conditions, and he requested that preparations for this operation ‘should be pressed in so far as they do not impede daily operations’.   41

 Three months into this new war, Churchill was once again becoming frustrated by the Admiralty’s inability to generate plans for striking at the enemy. Rather than disbanding Cork’s committee, Churchill decided that 
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its functions needed to be broadened. It now became responsible for  examining the offensive schemes being developed by the Plans Division of the Admiralty and for reviewing proposals put forward by another offen-sively minded senior offi cer, Admiral Sir Reginald Drax.   42 Churchill con-cluded his minute by lecturing the First Sea Lord on the importance of seizing the initiative at sea. ‘Our dominant strategy,’ he wrote on 11 December 1939, ‘must be shaped by events’:

  The entry of the Baltic, for instance, would soon bring the raiders home and 

give us measureless relief. If we allow ourselves indefi nitely to be confi ned to 

an absolute defensive by far weaker forces, we shall simply be worried and 

worn down while making huge demands upon the national resources. I could 

never become responsible for a naval strategy which excluded the offensive 

principle and relegated us to keeping open the lines of communication and 

maintaining the blockade. Presently we may fi nd the U-boats in the outer sea, 

and what is to happen then?   43

 With resistance to a Baltic expedition mounting, Churchill’s attention shifted to other offensive projects. The fi rst, conceived as retaliation for Ger-many’s indiscriminate use of mines in British waters, was to launch fl oating mines into the Rhine to paralyze German traffi c on the river. In mid-November Churchill instructed the Naval Staff to investigate whether mines could be fed into the river from French territory, and constructed so that they would either sink or explode before reaching neutral waters.   44 The plan was soon expanded to include air-dropped mines and a wider range of targets within Germany’s internal waterway system. The Air Ministry raised concerns about German retaliation and the legality of the scheme, but the War Cabinet agreed with Churchill in early December that Germany’s dis-regard for international law justifi ed British countermeasures.   45 With  the French army also favourably disposed to the project, the British began pre-paring to lay mines in March or April 1940. 

 Churchill was also drawn to offensive measures in the North Sea that would help to tighten the British blockade. The navy had little trouble denying German merchant ships access to the Atlantic sea lanes once war broke out, but preventing Swedish iron ore from reaching Germany was a more diffi cult proposition. There were strong incentives to interfere with this trade. During the late 1930s the intelligence services had concluded that the German economy was particularly vulnerable in two areas: imports of iron ore from Sweden and oil from Romania and the Soviet Union. 46 According to one optimistic IIC assessment, the denial of Swedish iron ore 172         f i r st   lord   of   th e   adm i ralty,  1939 – 4 0

would not only dislocate the German economy but might bring German industry ‘to a stop in a very short time, possibly measurable in weeks’.   47 The Gulf of Bothnia in the Baltic Sea was normally frozen over during the win-ter months, which forced the Germans to import Swedish ore through Oxelösund in the Baltic or Narvik in northern Norway during that part of the year ( Map  3    ). Various schemes had been considered in Whitehall in 1937–9 to interfere with this trade in wartime, including military action or sabotage to destroy Sweden’s mines, or similar action against the Norwegian port of Narvik and the railway lines connecting it to Sweden.   48

 Churchill turned his attention to this problem in September 1939. At this time, he hoped diplomatic efforts would be suffi cient to reduce Swedish 

 

Map 3.  The North Sea and the Baltic (The Second World War)     
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exports to Germany, but he reminded the War Cabinet that Britain’s sea power would allow them to ration Sweden if it did not cooperate. In the event that large quantities of iron ore reached Germany through Norwegian ports, he warned his colleagues that ‘more drastic action’ would eventually be needed.   49   To prepare for this eventuality, Churchill instructed the Naval Staff to begin planning for the laying of a minefi eld in Norwegian territorial waters.   50   His attention returned to Narvik in November, just prior to ice rendering the Baltic supply route unusable. Ronald Cross, the Minister of Economic Warfare, sent new intelligence on Swedish iron-ore shipments to Churchill on the 9th, noting that it was ‘of the utmost importance that eve-rything possible should be done’ to prevent these supplies being shipped from Narvik.   51   Churchill asked Desmond Morton at the MEW for addi-tional information on Swedish iron-ore exports to Germany, and received an optimistic report highlighting Germany’s vulnerability.   52 Three days later, when the War Cabinet discussed plans for the northern barrage, Churchill raised the idea of extending the minefi eld into Norwegian waters in order to block iron-ore shipments from Narvik. 

 The idea initially met with little enthusiasm, but a report subsequently prepared by the MEW seemed to justify Churchill’s enthusiasm.   53 This  doc-ument concluded that cutting off the fl ow of iron ore to Germany through Narvik would probably not produce decisive results, but would nevertheless ‘have an extremely serious repercussion on German industrial output’ by the spring of 1940. If Germany’s iron-ore imports via the Swedish port of Luleå, in the northern end of the Gulf of Bothnia, could also be stopped, the MEW predicted that it ‘might well bring German industry to a standstill and would in any case have a profound effect on the duration of the War’.   54 Thus  encour-aged, Churchill laid out two courses of action open to the British in the short term. First, a minefi eld could be placed in Norwegian waters to force ships travelling along the coast to move beyond the three-mile limit, where they could legally be seized. Second, British warships might enter these waters to capture as prizes all ships carrying iron ore to Germany.   55

 These proposals were less ambitious than a large-scale naval movement into the Baltic, but they were also less dangerous and seemed to hold out the possibility of signifi cant gains. The War Cabinet invited Churchill to prepare a memorandum outlining his ideas, and the First Lord pressed the scheme with his usual vigour. ‘The effectual stoppage of the Norwegian iron ore to Germany ranks as a major offensive operation of war,’ he wrote on 16 December:
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  No other measure is open to us for many months to come which gives so 

good a chance of abridging the waste and destruction of the confl ict, or of 

perhaps preventing the vast slaughters which will attend the grapple of the 

main  armies . . . . 

 If Germany can be cut from all Swedish iron ore supplies from now 

onwards till the end of 1940, a blow will have been struck at her war-making 

capacity equal to a fi rst-class victory in the fi eld or from the air, and without 

any serious sacrifi ce of life. It might, indeed, be immediately decisive.   

 Churchill was confi dent that the Norwegians would not retaliate against Britain, either militarily or economically, and he  welcomed  the possibility that British actions might provoke a German invasion of Scandinavia. Brit-ain’s mastery of the sea would allow the Allies to meet the Germans on advantageous terms in the region, he predicted.   56 ‘If Germany attempted an overlordship of Scandinavia,’ he claimed, ‘it would give us the opportunity to take what we wanted, and this, with our sea power, we could do.’ In his view, the Allies would have little diffi culty establishing sea and air bases on islands in the region, and if necessary they could dispatch troops to the mainland, where the mountainous terrain would nullify Germany’s superi-ority in armoured and mechanized forces. Ultimately, Britain might estab-lish air bases far enough south to support naval operations in the Baltic. When the War Cabinet met on 18 December, Churchill insisted that Britain ‘had everything to gain and nothing to lose by the drawing of Norway and Sweden into the war’.   57

 Churchill also took his arguments to the Military Coordination Com-mittee (MCC), an important committee that included both the professional and political heads of the three armed services. Chaired by the Minister for Coordination of Defence, Lord Chatfi eld, this body was responsible for advising the War Cabinet on questions of strategy. Churchill found a valu-able ally here in General Ironside, the Chief of the Imperial General Staff (CIGS), who shared Churchill’s frustration with Allied passivity. Ironside was also impressed by the MEW’s assessments of German vulnerability. Scandinavian operations, in his view, offered ‘a legitimate side-show’: the Allies appeared to have an opportunity to seize the strategic initiative and divert German forces into a theatre where they would be forced to operate at a disadvantage. The MCC was receptive to the idea of sending Allied forces into Sweden to seize control of its minefi elds.   58

 The outbreak of hostilities between Finland and the Soviet Union on 30 November 1939 also served to focus attention on Scandinavia. Churchill 
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was quick to exploit the general outpouring of sympathy for the belea-guered Finns to gather support for his Scandinavian plans. On 22 Decem-ber he proposed to the War Cabinet that Sweden and Norway be urged to go to the aid of Finland in return for an Anglo-French guarantee of assistance in the event of a Soviet or German invasion.   59 This would be accompanied by a declaration to Norway and Sweden that Britain intended to take active measures if necessary to stop the fl ow of iron ore to Germany. In the event that Germany attempted to use force to secure these supplies, Britain should be ready to send forces into the region and secure the ore fi elds. 

 Chamberlain and Halifax, the Foreign Secretary, who generally domi-nated discussion within the War Cabinet, were both impressed by the eco-nomic arguments for interrupting Sweden’s exports to Germany.   60 In the prime minister’s opinion, ‘it certainly seemed as if there was a chance of dealing a mortal blow to Germany’. Halifax was concerned, however, that Churchill’s plans would only interrupt supplies from Narvik, which could not achieve decisive results by itself but would alienate Norway and  Sweden and make it impossible to cut off the more important iron-ore trade through the Baltic. The War Cabinet therefore delayed action over Narvik while the Chiefs of Staff (COS) investigated the military implications of Churchill’s proposals. 

 The possibility of action in Norwegian waters did not diminish the First Lord’s enthusiasm for a Baltic expedition, rather the opposite. He now viewed the two schemes as complementary. In a memorandum written on Christmas Day 1939, Churchill urged Pound to continue the modifi cation of ships for ‘Catherine’. What mattered most, he argued, was to begin wear-ing down Germany’s strength as soon as possible.   61 But Pound remained fi rmly opposed to ‘Catherine’.   62 On 31 December the First Sea Lord pro-tested to Churchill that the dispatch of a fl eet into the region would be ‘courting disaster’ without strong fi ghter protection and the active support of Russia. In his opinion, the navy should plan to send only submarines into the Baltic. Even these forces would probably suffer heavy losses from air attack, he claimed, but at least they would ‘not be pitting our ships against forts’—a remark probably intended to evoke memories of the Dardanelles.   63 Churchill insisted that planning should continue, although he conceded that there was little prospect of carrying out the endeavour with the forces that would be available in the fi rst half of       64 1940 .      He therefore encouraged the First Sea Lord in early January 1940 to explore the idea of sending a 176         f i r st   lord   of   th e   adm i ralty,  1939 – 4 0

strong force of submarines into the Baltic, ‘a much less serious, but at the same time quite hopeful, operation’. 

 This marked a signifi cant retreat, but Pound would not be content until the scheme was scrapped altogether. He warned Churchill again that the capital ships he had earmarked for the operation could not be considered expendable:

  The one sure method in which we can be defeated is by the destruction of 

our sea power, and I cannot conceive of anything which would be more 

agreeable to the Germans and also the Italians, Russians and Japanese in the 

near future than to see this operation attempted in the existing conditions. 

The loss of such a large proportion of our Fleet would be the surest induce-

ment to either Italy or Japan to come in against us.   

 ‘Our fi rst object must be to win  this  war,’ he concluded, ‘but it is important that we should if possible end the war with our sea supremacy unchal-lenged. Even if we lost the whole of the submarines we sent into the Baltic it would not really matter, whilst if we lost a considerable part of our surface fl eet the story would be a very different one.’   65   This produced another retreat by Churchill, who replied in mid-January that he had ‘reluctantly but quite defi nitely’ concluded that ‘Catherine’ could not be launched that year. However, he still hoped that the scheme might become practicable if the war continued into 1941, and he instructed Pound to continue modifying warships as suitable opportunities arose.   66

 The First Sea Lord was more sympathetic to the idea of cutting off  German supplies of iron ore by dispatching Allied troops to occupy the Swedish minefi elds.   67   By late December attention was becoming fi xed on Scandinavia. Ironside in particular was enthusiastic about prospects for action in this region. ‘I believe we have stumbled upon the one great stroke which is open to us to turn the tables upon the Russians and Germans,’ he recorded in his diary on 28 December. But unlike Churchill, the CIGS considered the cooperation of Norway and Sweden to be vital to the success of any scheme to disrupt Germany’s iron ore imports. The COS’s investigation into Scan-dinavian operations, completed on 31 December, concluded that the Allies would be justifi ed in diverting resources into this region. The service chiefs rightly observed such a course would represent a ‘fundamental change’ in Allied strategy, but they believed that the risks were worth accepting if the MEW’s appreciation of the enemy’s economy was accurate. The Germans would need approximately twenty divisions to invade Scandinavia, they cal-culated, which compared favourably to the fi ve to six divisions that the 
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Allies would have to dispatch to the region. Most importantly, this diversion of forces into a peripheral theatre would leave the Germans too weak, they predicted, to launch a successful offensive into France. The greatest danger for the Allies, they warned, was that Germany might establish naval and air bases in southern Norway and Sweden from which to intensify attacks on Britain’s maritime communications and to launch a major air offensive against either Britain or France. This danger, like the possibility of Soviet intervention, was considered small, however, ‘compared with the opportu-nity now offered of achieving the early defeat of Germany’.   68

 The Chiefs of Staff submitted an additional report to the War Cabinet emphasizing the importance of Norwegian and Swedish goodwill to the success of the project and advising  against  the use of naval measures to stop the export of iron ore through Narvik alone. This action would alienate the Norwegians, they warned, but could not in itself produce decisive results. Moreover, it might provoke a German invasion of Scandinavia before the Allies were ready to counter it.   69   None of this was to Churchill’s liking. He complained to the War Cabinet that the COS report would lead to a ‘purely negative conclusion, and that nothing will be done’. Norway and Sweden would never voluntarily agree to any course that would ensure a German invasion, he observed. It was therefore in Britain’s interest to provoke a German attack by interfering with the iron-ore traffi c. Only this, he argued, would induce the Scandinavian neutrals to seek British aid.   70

 Chamberlain was impressed by the COS’s report on the military aspects of the iron-ore problem, and when the War Cabinet discussed the subject on                                                           71 2 and 3 January he gave the Narvik project his cautious support.   The prime minister was not convinced that the Germans would respond to a stoppage of this trade by invading Norway. Ironside, moreover, now retreated somewhat from his earlier opposition to the Narvik scheme and reassured the War Cabinet that the weather at that time of year would work against German intervention in Norway. Churchill suggested that Britain should nevertheless be prepared to send British forces to occupy the Norwegian ports of Stavanger and Bergen. ‘There was no reason why this small diver-sion should develop into a large commitment, unless we wished it to,’ he claimed. While this sounded alarmingly similar to his reassurances in 1915 that naval operations in the Dardanelles could easily be broken off, ministers nevertheless decided that detailed plans should be worked out for the occu-pation of these two ports and a third, Trondheim. The Foreign Secretary, in the meantime, would approach the Norwegian government to determine 178         f i r st   lord   of   th e   adm i ralty,  1939 – 4 0

its reaction to British actions to disrupt the fl ow of iron ore through Narvik.   72

 Churchill’s project appeared to be off to a promising start, but when the Norwegian and Swedish governments vigorously protested against any attempt by the Allies to interfere with their neutrality, the War Cabinet backed off. When the project was considered again on 10 January, ministers were hopeful that the mere threat of Allied intervention might be suffi cient to induce Norway and Sweden to restrict their trade with Germany. Churchill, however, was not convinced. He insisted that since Britain’s goal must be the complete stoppage of Swedish iron-ore exports to Germany, any agreement by which that trade was simply curtailed would be insuffi -cient. Nor could the Swedish and Norwegian governments be relied upon to adhere to any agreement in the face of German pressure. He therefore urged his colleagues to send a fl otilla immediately to stop the Narvik traffi c and only then to seek a diplomatic arrangement with the Scandinavian powers. The best means to obtain their cooperation, he asserted, ‘would be to face these countries with a choice of two evils. We should have to make them more frightened of us than they were of Germany.’   73 But when dis-cussion continued the following day, ministers were hesitant to jeopardize their broader goal of stopping all ore exports by causing a rift with Sweden. The desirability of a cautious approach was reinforced by Anthony Eden, Secretary of State for Dominion Affairs, who informed the War Cabinet that the Dominion High Commissioners were opposed to any course that might alienate the Swedes.   74

 On 12 January Halifax reported that his discussions with the head of the Swedish trade delegation had convinced him that ‘the Narvik project by itself was not worth the risk involved to the success of the larger project’. Churchill renewed his appeal for naval action, but Chamberlain and Halifax insisted instead on the dispatch of a diplomatic mission to Sweden. When the War Cabinet met on the 17th, Churchill urged that the mission should threaten naval or military action to stop the fl ow of essen-tial supplies to Germany. But this was too much for Chamberlain, who insisted that the Swedes would have to be persuaded that it was ultimately in their best interest to support the Allies. Halifax, however, was now hav-ing doubts about the dispatch of a high-level diplomatic mission. After a lengthy discussion, the War Cabinet opted for discrete conversations between the Foreign Secretary and the Norwegian and Swedish ministers in London.   75
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 Churchill agreed to drop his proposal for immediate measures against the Narvik iron-ore traffi c, but he was clearly unhappy about it. As a con-cession to the First Lord, the War Cabinet agreed that the COS could continue investigating the possibility of seizing Sweden’s Gällivare ore fi elds in the face of Swedish and Norwegian opposition.   76 The idea of opening up a new theatre of operations in Scandinavia continued to hold a strong appeal for the COS. On 28 January, the service chiefs issued a report predicting that the Germans would attempt to secure their supplies of iron ore and oil prior to launching a major offensive in the West.  Germany was expected, therefore, to move into Sweden and the Balkans. Like Churchill, the COS believed that it was important for the Allies to seize the initiative from the enemy. It would be a mistake, they warned, to ‘leave Germany undisturbed to prepare the long-term plans which would enable her to build up her resources for an ultimate major offensive against Great Britain and France’. In their view, intervention in Scandinavia remained the ‘fi rst and best chance of wresting the initiative’ from  Germany, ‘and, in fact, of shortening the war’. With the French High Command also in favour of action in Scandinavia, the COS proposed to send an initial force of two brigades to seize the Gällivare ore fi elds and the port of Luleå, and approximately fi ve divisions to operate in southern Sweden. This would be a diffi cult operation, they admitted, but the potential rewards appeared to be great enough to justify the risk.   77

 The continuing hostilities between Finland and the Soviet Union soon emerged as a possible pretext for dispatching Allied forces into northern Sweden. Meeting in Paris on 5 February, the Anglo-French Supreme War Council agreed to begin preparations for intervention in the region under the cover of aid to Finland. Once an expeditionary force was ready, the Finns would be encouraged to make a public appeal to Norway and  Sweden to allow Allied troops to pass through their territories. The Allies would urge the two neutrals to grant this request, and offer them military support in the event of a German attack.   78   Ambitious plans were quickly drawn up to dispatch an Anglo-French expeditionary force roughly one hundred thousand strong to the region to occupy key ports, including Narvik, Sta-vanger, Bergen, and Trondheim, to secure the Gällivare ore fi elds and the port of Luleå, and to provide support to the Finns.   79

 This development was welcomed by Churchill, who was eager to seize any opportunity to place Allied troops in Scandinavia, even if it increased the risk of hostilities with the Soviet Union. Allied forces might not be able 180         f i r st   lord   of   th e   adm i ralty,  1939 – 4 0

to prevent a Soviet victory in Finland, but he believed that when these forces withdrew, they could occupy and secure the Gällivare ore fi elds.   80 But despite his support for this project, Churchill seems to have remained con-vinced that naval action against the Narvik iron-ore shipments remained the best means to further Allied interests in the region. In mid-February he attempted to exploit widespread indignation against Norway for its role in the  Altmark  episode, when a German ship carrying British prisoners was intercepted by the Royal Navy in Norwegian waters. Churchill pressed the War Cabinet to reconsider its views about violating Norway’s neutrality. ‘Strike while the iron is hot!’ he urged his colleagues on              81 14 February.   

 The French government also believed this incident provided a conven-ient pretext for the Allies to seize Stavanger and other Norwegian ports. But when the Narvik scheme was taken up by the War Cabinet on 23 February, Churchill’s hopes for action were again dashed by the Foreign Secretary. Halifax accepted that a legal case existed for violating Norwegian neutrality, but warned that this risked turning public opinion in neutral states, includ-ing the United States, against Britain. There was, moreover, no certainty that Germany’s imports of Swedish iron ore would in fact be diminished by the stoppage of the Narvik trade. Norway and Sweden might respond, he observed, by reducing their trade with Britain and increasing iron-ore  shipments to Germany via the Baltic. The prime minister was ambivalent. Britain, Chamberlain observed, had ‘entered the war on moral grounds’, and had to be ‘careful not to undermine our position, else we might lose the support of the world’. He claimed that his ‘instincts were in favour of taking action’, but he preferred to delay a decision until he could consult with the Dominions and the opposition parties.   82

 The War Cabinet soon refocused on the question of aiding Finland. The details of an appeal to Norway and Sweden to allow the passage of Allied troops to Finland were worked out on 1 March, but it was decided on the 4th that no action could be taken until the Finns had appealed for assist-ance.   83   Churchill, who was concerned that the Germans would move to secure the Swedish ore fi elds when the ice in the Baltic broke up in the spring, remained eager to see Allied troops introduced into the region as soon as possible. The Allies, he argued, should be prepared to send an expe-dition even if the Swedes and Norwegians declined to cooperate. If neces-sary, he stated, British forces could be landed at Narvik to secure control of the port. ‘We should not be turned from our purpose,’ he maintained on 6 March, ‘by mere protests extorted by German intimidation.’   84
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 This position was endorsed by Chamberlain at the War Cabinet on 11 March. If the Allies abandoned the operation in the face of Scandinavian protests, the prime minister feared that it ‘would be said that we had never meant business at all and that our offer of assistance [to the Finns] had been a mere sham’.   85   Discussion now turned to the details of the expedition, and the question of whether to occupy other Norwegian ports in addition to Narvik. The Chief of the Air Staff (CAS) wanted to secure Stavenger in order to deny its aerodrome to the Germans, but Churchill insisted that the simultaneous seizure of additional Norwegian ports ‘would savour too much of a general attack with the object of occupying all the strategic points’. Their ostensible goal, he reminded them on 12 March, was to provide aid to the Finns. Stavanger and Bergen were important objectives, but they were ‘not on the way to Finland’. The War Cabinet concluded that a landing would initially be made only at Narvik, but that forces should be ready to depart for Trondheim once this operation was successfully completed. Forces for Stavanger and Bergen would be kept ready to depart at short notice. The expedition’s naval and military commanders received their instructions directly from Chamberlain and other members of the War Cabinet later that day.   86

 These plans were disrupted by the sudden end of the Russo-Finnish war on 13 March. Churchill insisted that this unexpected development should not affect the decision to send an expedition to Narvik, as the provision of aid to Finland had only been ‘cover’ for Britain to secure the Gällivare ore fi elds. With this pretext now gone, Churchill argued that preparations should continue on the ostensible grounds that a Soviet advance through Scandinavia to the Atlantic would threaten British security. 87   But Chamberlain and  Halifax were both opposed. The prime minister thought that with the fi ght-ing in Finland now over, Britain had an opportunity to improve relations with Norway and Sweden. If this could be achieved, he believed Sweden would willingly reduce its exports of iron ore to Germany. The Foreign Secretary was also concerned that Allied forces would meet active resistance in Norway and Sweden now that the pretext of aiding Finland was gone. Like Chamberlain, he hoped that by increasing British infl uence in Sweden, ore shipments to Germany could be reduced. With opinion in the War Cabinet hardening against him, Churchill reminded his colleagues that the real goal all along had been to secure the ore fi elds, thereby ‘shortening the length of the war, and perhaps . . . obviating the slaughter which would oth-erwise inevitably ensue on the Western Front’. But the War Cabinet was not 182         f i r st   lord   of   th e   adm i ralty,  1939 – 4 0

swayed: it decided that the forces gathered for an expedition should be dispersed.   88

 Deeply frustrated by this turn of events, Churchill had good cause to complain to Halifax about the lack of drive in the government’s decision-making machinery. ‘There is no possibility,’ he lamented, ‘of any positive project to gain the initiative, and acquire direction of events, getting through the critical and obstructive apparatus which covers up on every side.’ 89 Churchill was also disturbed by the diffi culties his other offensive scheme, the mining of German rivers, had run into. After months of preparation, the navy was ready to begin laying mines any time after 12 March. The air force would not be ready until mid-April, however, and Churchill favoured delay-ing the operation—code-named ‘Royal Marine’—so that both means of delivery could be employed simultaneously.   90   The War Cabinet accepted this proposal, but the French government insisted on delaying the operation by two months in order to protect their aircraft factories from German reprisals.   91

 Undeterred by these diffi culties, Churchill wasted no time looking for other means to strike at the Germans. On the day the Narvik scheme was rejected, he questioned Pound about the possibility of dispatching fast mer-chant ships equipped with strengthened bows and rams to search out and ‘accidentally’ ram German merchant ships carrying ore along the  Norwegian coast.   92   A few days later he informed the War Cabinet that the Naval Staff was examining a new project to stop shipments of iron ore from Luleå when they resumed in the spring. The navy would use aircraft launched from a carrier along Norway’s Atlantic coast to lay mines in the approaches to Luleå and to bomb ships in the port.   93   While these plans were being investigated, Churchill also attempted to revive ‘Catherine’. He renewed Cork’s appointment on 20 March, and three days later wrote to Pound instructing him to continue the modifi cation of warships so that a Baltic expedition would be possible in 1941. Britain must be ready, he insisted, ‘and have all our tackle prepared to take advantage of any political situation which may arise in this theatre. Only in this way can we acquire the power to guide the war as we desire.’   94

 Operations in the Baltic were soon overshadowed, however, by new pro-posals from Paris. Eager to seize the initiative from Germany and invigorate the Allied war effort, a new French government under Paul Reynaud pressed the British in late March to undertake offensive operations in the Caucasus, the Black Sea, the Caspian, and Scandinavia.   95   This development was not 
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welcomed by either Halifax or Chamberlain, who preferred that any opera-tions should strike at Germany directly rather than through neutral states. They therefore hoped to convince the French to support the project for mining the Rhine. In the meantime, the British leaders proposed to issue a strong warning to Norway and Sweden that would provide justifi cation for Allied measures to interrupt the iron-ore trade should it eventually became necessary. Churchill, who still hoped to lay mines off the Norwegian coast, suggested to the War Cabinet that Britain should accept French requests to take action against Swedish ore shipments in return for French acquies-cence in ‘Royal Marine’.   96   This is the position Chamberlain adopted when the Supreme War Council met on 28 March. The British prime minister tried to reassure the French regarding the merits of a long war strategy, but also voiced support for the French view that opportunities should be seized for offensive action whenever possible. To this end, he restated Britain’s case for the execution of ‘Royal Marine’. Reynaud agreed to press the scheme on the French War Committee provided the British were prepared to take action to stop the fl ow of iron ore through Narvik and Luleå. This proved acceptable to both sides, and the Council agreed on a timetable for carrying out both operations: a note would be delivered to the governments of  Sweden and Norway on 1 April; the mining of the Rhine would begin on the evening of 4 April; and the Norwegian mine-laying operation would commence the next day.   97

 The British moved rapidly to carry out these decisions, but the French soon had second thoughts. On 31 March a ‘gloomy and apologetic’ French ambas-sador informed Chamberlain that Edouard Daladier, the French Minister of National Defence, was so alarmed by the possibility of German reprisals that he had compelled his government to request a three-month delay to ‘Royal Marine’ so that critical French factories could be dispersed. Chamberlain immediately pressed the French to reconsider this decision, and warned that if they did not adhere to the original plan, the British would have to recon-sider their support for the Norway project. ‘No mines—no Narvik,’ he stated.   98   The War Cabinet postponed the delivery of a warning to  Norway, but still assumed that the operation would be carried out and hoped that the French could be persuaded to change their position on ‘Royal Marine’. Churchill, however, did not want to take any chances. He wrote to Chamberlain on 1 April to persuade him that the two operations should not be linked.   99 Two days later, Churchill argued that the War Cabinet should lay a minefi eld in Norwegian waters irrespective of the French decision on ‘Royal Marine’. 
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His colleagues agreed. ‘Matters had now gone too far for us not to take action,’ Chamberlain remarked. A warning telegram would now be sent to Norway and Sweden on 5 April, with the laying of mines to take place three days later.   100

 Churchill’s persistence had at last paid off. On the evening of 6 April naval forces departed to begin laying mines. There was no certainty in  London as to the enemy’s reaction, but it had always been assumed that the Germans might retaliate by moving forces into southern Norway or  Sweden. Intelligence reports indicated that the enemy had assembled troops and shipping that could be employed for this purpose. The British hastily assem-bled troops to be held in readiness for pre-emptive landings if the Germans sent forces into the region. Plan R4, approved by the War Cabinet on 6 April, called for the dispatch of two separate Allied forces. The fi rst would occupy Narvik and secure the railway lines (as far as the Swedish frontier) leading to the Gällivare ore fi elds. The second would be divided between the ports of Stavanger, Bergen, and Trondheim.   101   Nothing went according to plan, however. British decision-makers, including Churchill, had always assumed that Germany would only move into Scandinavia after Britain had violated Norway’s neutrality by laying mines. But Hitler, fearing that the Allies would attempt to interfere with his supplies of Scandinavian iron ore, had decided in late March to launch a major operation to seize control of all of Norway. Despite mounting evidence of German preparations for an invasion, no serious thought was given to the possibility that the enemy might move fi rst. On the morning of 9 April, as German land forces invaded Denmark, the War Cabinet learned that enemy warships had reached Oslo Fiord, Stavanger, Bergen, and Trondheim. 

 The German invasion of Norway was a daring, almost reckless, operation that took the British completely by surprise.   102   The belief that Germany would not dare launch an assault on Norway in the face of vastly superior Allied sea power was so entrenched that when intelligence began to reveal unusual German ship movements on 7 and 8 April, the Admiralty at fi rst assumed the Germans must be preparing to launch heavy raiders into the Atlantic. This miscalculation had unfortunate consequences for the British. The Home Fleet, which might have intercepted German ships heading for central Norway, was sent instead to block the exits from the North Sea. To make matters worse, on the evening of 7 April the troops loaded on cruisers at Rosyth in the Firth of Forth to implement Plan R                    103 4 were disembarked.   These ships, together with those assigned to cover the movement of troops 
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from the Clyde to Narvik and Trondheim, were ordered to sea to support the Home Fleet. By the time German intentions were clear, it was too late to prevent enemy forces from reaching their initial objectives. 

 Even though the Germans had stolen the initiative, Churchill was opti-mistic that the extension of the war into Scandinavia would ultimately favour the Allies. He confi dently predicted that German warships would soon be either destroyed or driven away by Britain’s far-superior navy. ‘The German forces which had been landed were commitments for them,’ he pronounced, ‘but potential prizes for us.’   104 Allied leaders now faced the problem of where to concentrate Britain’s limited resources. On the morn-ing of 9 April, Churchill and Ironside proposed to send troops to secure Narvik, which did not yet appear to be a German objective, and to begin preparations to recapture Trondheim and Bergen.   105 The situation became more complicated, however, as news began to arrive in the afternoon that the Germans had also landed troops at Narvik. At a meeting of the Supreme War Council later that day, French leaders urged the British ‘not to lose sight of the Allies’ essential aim of cutting off Germany’s supply of iron ore from Scandinavia’. In their view, it was essential to concentrate on capturing Narvik.   106

 This opinion was shared by Churchill and other members of the Military Coordination Committee, which met later that evening. With large-scale operations now under way, this body began to assume a more prominent role in the direction of British strategy. Chatfi eld resigned his offi ce as Min-ister for the Coordination of Defence in early April, and Churchill began to chair the MCC’s meetings shortly before the Norwegian campaign began. He would later complain that this new position gave him ‘an exceptional measure of responsibility but no power of effective direction’. Decisions taken by the MCC still had to be approved by the War Cabinet, and rapid decisions on important matters were seldom possible.   107 But at the outset of the Norwegian campaign, Churchill and the service chiefs found them-selves substantially in agreement as to the right course to take. Ironside advised that the Allies possessed only enough forces to retake one of the occupied ports. Since the capture of Narvik would allow the Allies to extend their control over the Gällivare ore fi elds in northern Sweden, operations seemed to offer the best chance of success, as Narvik was far removed from German air bases in southern and central Norway. The recapture of Narvik was therefore given priority, a decision endorsed by the War Cabinet the following day.   108
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 The fi rst elements of the Allied expedition to recapture Narvik—a small force of around three hundred men under the command of General Pierse Mackesy—were scheduled to depart on 11 April. Their immediate goal was to secure a forward base at Harstad, a small Norwegian town about 25 miles northwest of Narvik. Four battalions of British troops would be dispatched two days later, with additional British and French forces to follow. That same morning Churchill informed his colleagues that the recapture of  Narvik might take as long as two weeks, and that until then ‘no serious operations could be undertaken against Bergen or Trondhjem’. These priori-ties were accepted by both the War Cabinet and the French government.   109 Thus, despite having lost the initiative to the Germans, the initial British response to the invasion demonstrated a sound appreciation of what could realistically be accomplished and which objectives were most important. 

 While preparations were under way for retaking Narvik, planners also began to study the requirements for an expedition to recapture Trondheim. It was clear that this would be a diffi cult undertaking, and when the MCC met on the evening of 11 April, Ironside emphasized that the terrain in the area would present a serious obstacle. Churchill supported the general con-sensus in the committee that such operations should be studied, but he stipulated that ‘no action should be taken’ until it was clear what would be required to recapture Narvik.   110 After this meeting, Churchill instructed Admiralty offi cials to continue their own investigation into the recapture of Trondheim. ‘After Narvik is cleared up, and we are established there,’ he wrote, ‘very good forces will be available for other enterprises.’ He predicted that it might take as many as twenty thousand men to take Trondheim, mak-ing it a much bigger operation than Narvik, but he hoped that it would be possible if operations in the north could be wrapped up quickly. Rather than prepare for a direct assault on Trondheim, he assumed that British forces would advance overland from a forward base at Namsos, about a hundred miles to the north.   111

 When members of the Air and Naval Staffs discussed the subject later that evening at the Admiralty, the importance of securing Namsos as a base for later operations was recognized. At the end of the meeting, an informal delegation consisting of Churchill, Pound, Phillips, Air Chief Marshal Sir Cyril Newall (Chief of the Air Staff  ), and Air Chief Marshal Sir Philip Joubert de la Ferté, headed to the War Offi ce to persuade Ironside to allocate a portion of the Narvik force to Namsos, ‘with a view to “staking out a claim” . . . for Trondheim’. This meeting went badly. Ironside recorded in his diary that he 
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lost his temper ‘and banged the table’ after learning of delays in receiving important information from the Admiralty. Another observer, Captain Ralph Edwards, noted in his diary that everything ‘was going well when Winston lost his temper and spoilt the whole show’.   112 In the event, no decision appears to have been reached that evening regarding the move-ment of a small advance force to Namsos. 

 Churchill obtained the War Cabinet’s consent to begin studying the problem of occupying Namsos on the morning of 12 April, being careful to stress that the recapture of Trondheim itself would be a diffi cult undertak-ing. When ministers assembled again later that afternoon, discussion was dominated by Trondheim. It was at this point that the strategy established by Churchill and the MCC began to derail. The governments of Norway and Sweden had both begun pressing the Allies to focus their efforts on Trond-heim, and the political arguments for doing so were accepted by both the Foreign Offi ce and Lord Halifax. The Foreign Secretary urged his colleagues to reconsider the priorities they had accepted earlier. Focusing on Narvik might be sound from ‘the military point of view,’ he remarked, but ‘would have very much less political effect than an attempt to clear the Germans out of the Southern part of Norway’.   113   Retaking Trondheim would help to sustain Norwegian resistance and keep open vital rail communications with Sweden, as Halifax noted, but the German position there was much stronger than at Narvik. Churchill understood the danger of dividing Brit-ain’s limited resources between two distinct objectives, and was determined not to embark on any additional major operations until the success of the fi rst expedition was certain. He reassured his colleagues that the Military Coordination Committee appreciated the desirability of recapturing Trond-heim, and were already investigating the possibility of staging a landing at Namsos.   114

 The instructions Churchill subsequently issued to the COS’s Joint Plan-ning Committee were clearly designed to satisfy the War Cabinet’s new-found interest in Trondheim without endangering operations to recapture Narvik. After emphasizing the ‘very high political importance’ of action in central Norway, Churchill accepted that ‘major risks on a small scale’ would be justifi able. However, he insisted that large forces would not be available for this region until Narvik had been taken, and that any operations ‘must be in the nature of a demonstration, a diversion and bluff ’. Churchill still wished to occupy Namsos in order to secure a base for later operations, but this operation was now packaged as a feint to ‘give the impression of an 188          f i r st   lord   of   th e   adm i ralty,  1939 – 4 0

attack’ on Trondheim. This would be combined with constant naval action along the Norwegian coast designed to ‘rouse the population and puzzle the enemy’. Churchill claimed that these actions would encourage both  Norway and Sweden and, by ‘menacing’ Trondheim, draw large German reinforce-ments into the region. If this happened before an Allied expedition could be mounted, the Allies could attack Bergen instead when resources became available. ‘The use of fl exible amphibious power may give remarkable rewards,’ he asserted.   115

 This was not enough for his colleagues, however. When the War Cabinet reconvened the following day, Halifax continued to press for a major change in strategy. ‘[E]arly action against Trondhjem [sic] was imperative from the political point of view,’ he maintained, ‘while it seemed that, if necessary, the operation at Narvik could wait.’ Chamberlain now threw his weight behind the Foreign Secretary. Trondheim was important, he main-tained, ‘from the political point of view. If at the moment we merely con-centrated on Narvik, there was a danger lest the Norwegians and Swedes would feel that our only interest was the iron ore.’ Chamberlain and Hali-fax hoped to increase the size and scope of a Trondheim expedition, if necessary by withdrawing British troops from France or by employing France’s Chasseurs Alpins division, which had been earmarked for the recapture of Narvik. 

 None of this was to Churchill’s liking. According to the minutes, he opposed ‘any proposals which might tend to weaken our intention to seize Narvik’:

  Nothing must be allowed to defl ect us from making the capture of this place 

as certain as possible. Our plans against Narvik had been very carefully laid, 

and there seemed every chance that they would be successful if they were 

allowed to proceed without being tampered with. Trondhjem [sic] was, on the 

other hand, a much more speculative affair, and he deprecated any suggestion 

which might lead to the diversion of the Chasseurs Alpins until we had defi -

nitely established ourselves at Narvik. Otherwise, there was a grave danger 

that we should fi nd ourselves committed to a number of ineffectual opera-

tions along the Norwegian coast, none of which would succeed.   116

 This was sound advice, but Churchill was unable to sway his colleagues. The War Cabinet decided that priority should be given jointly to Narvik and Trondheim, and that an approach would be made to the French govern-ment for permission to divert French troops, already en route to Narvik, to Trondheim if this became necessary.   117
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 Despite his reservations, Churchill loyally supported the War Cabinet’s decision and immediately threw himself into ensuring the success of the new operation. His frustration over the change in strategy appears to have been offset by the Second Battle of Narvik on 13 April. This was an out-standing success for the British, and resulted in the destruction of the  German warships and transports at Narvik. Unfortunately, mistaken reports soon followed indicating that the enemy had withdrawn from the town entirely. When the Military Coordination Committee met that evening, Churchill predicted that British forces would not face serious opposition when they arrived, in which event he was willing to bolster the forces for Trondheim by diverting one of the British brigades intended for Narvik to Namsos. With optimism running high, the Chiefs of Staff were instructed to investigate the possibility of landing forces at Trondheim itself.   118 The 146th Territorial Brigade, already at sea, was accordingly diverted. 

 Debate now shifted to where Allied forces should land. When the French indicated their willingness to add the Chasseurs Alpins division to the Trondheim project, it was calculated that the Allies would be able to assem-ble 23,000 troops against a force of approximately 3,500 Germans. This fi gure was soon increased to 25,000 Allied troops plus three battalions of Norwegians.   119   In these circumstances, Churchill and the service advisers were initially optimistic about the prospect of launching a direct assault on Trondheim itself, rather than concentrating troops at Namsos. But even the latter course began to pose diffi culties when a naval landing party reported that the area was ‘under four feet of snow and offered no concealment from the air’. When the War Cabinet met on 15 April, Halifax and Chamberlain were both disappointed that the COS had decided to delay the landing of troops at Namsos owing to the unfavourable conditions reported there.   120

 At a meeting of the MCC the next day, Chamberlain again stressed the importance of acting quickly to recapture Trondheim. Churchill shared this desire for speed, but he was concerned that the COS’s preliminary plans devoted too many troops to Namsos, including elements of the French divi-sion, and not enough for the assault on Trondheim from the sea.   121 While  the Admiralty and Admiral Forbes investigated the requirements for landing forces near Trondheim under naval cover, Churchill drafted a memorandum for the MCC describing his own views on how such an operation should develop. Small-scale landings at Namsos and Aandalesnes, a port to the south of Trond-heim, would serve as diversions to confuse the Germans and provide immedi-ate encouragement to the Norwegians. A battle fl eet would then force its way 190         f i r st   lord   of   th e   adm i ralty,  1939 – 4 0

into Trondheim harbour, where it would suppress or destroy the local  aerodrome and support the landing of up to eight thousand Allied troops.   122

 These calculations were soon complicated, however, by unexpected delays at Narvik. General Mackesy reported that he intended to wait until the snow melted and reinforcements arrived before attempting to recapture the port. Churchill was greatly perturbed by this development, which threatened to delay the opening of an assault until the end of April. Confi -dent of the navy’s ability to dominate northern Norway, Churchill had come to expect a quick and easy victory at Narvik. He pressed the hapless Mackesy to take immediate action with forces that were ill-equipped for the task, and was indignant when the general turned the Narvik operation, in Churchill’s words, into ‘a damaging deadlock’ and ‘a kind of siege’.   123 But while Churchill and the COS agreed that Narvik was ultimately their most important objective, they were determined that delay there should not undermine preparations for the recapture of Trondheim.   124 Despite earlier concerns about conditions at Namsos, the 146th brigade was landed there on 16 and 17 April. This was followed by the landing of troops at Aandelsnes. Mackesy was informed that the Chasseurs Alpins would not be put at his disposal after all, and the fi rst of these troops were also directed to Namsos. 

 While these movements were taking place, the Joint Planning Commit-tee and Admiral Forbes developed strong doubts about the feasibility of a frontal assault on Trondheim (operation ‘Hammer’). Nevertheless, the COS were reluctant to abandon the plan. When Churchill reported to the War Cabinet on 17 April that the assault on Trondheim might begin around 22 April, Newall, the CAS, reported that the Chiefs approved the project. ‘The operation was of course attended by considerable risks,’ he noted, but these ‘were not out of proportion to value of success if achieved.’ Newall reminded the politicians, however, that the project had originated with them: ‘The Military value of a success should not perhaps be rated too highly,’ he warned, even though ‘the political and moral advantages which would result from the capture of Trondhjem [sic] would be very great.’   125 This  confi dence did not last long, however. By 19 April the COS had concluded that a fron-tal assault was unlikely to succeed. They now proposed instead to continue the landing of troops at Namsos and Aandalesnes, which was proceeding well, and to begin preparations for a more cautious ‘pincer’ operation to take Trondheim by land. 

 Churchill later recorded that he was ‘indignant’ about this sudden ‘right-about-turn’, but he was unable to overcome the united opposition of the 
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three services and grudgingly assented to the new plan.   126 In the event, even this more-cautious scheme proved to be overly ambitious. Heavy air attack on the Allied positions at Namsos and Aandalesnes virtually halted the arrival of reinforcements and prevented any rapid movement towards Trond-heim. By 21 April the Allies were struggling just to hold onto their lodg-ments in the face of German land and air attacks. With the situation in central Norway deteriorating, Churchill’s attention swung back to Narvik. He assumed that the Germans would try to reinforce this position via Luleå once the Gulf of Bothnia was free of ice, and he proposed to reinforce Mackesy with at least three thousand troops as soon as possible. This, he hoped, would enable the Allies to capture the town and its garrison, and secure the railway up to the Swedish border. It was ‘of the utmost impor-tance,’ he reminded the War Cabinet on 20 April, ‘not to have our attention diverted by operations elsewhere from our principal objective, which had always from the very start been the control of the Gallivare ore-fi elds’.   127 He repeated this argument in a letter to Chamberlain later that day. He now proposed that a demi-brigade of the French Chasseurs Alpins should be immediately diverted to Narvik, while British forces around Trondheim would be converted to a ‘holding force’ pending the arrival of two divisions of reinforcements promised by the French.   128

 Britain’s ally also wished to concentrate on operations in the north, and when the Supreme War Council met in Paris on 22 April, Churchill had little diffi culty persuading French leaders to divert the Chasseurs Alpins to Narvik.   129   Two days later, with the ‘pincer’ movement on Trondheim having clearly failed, Churchill suggested that consideration should be given to reviving operation ‘Hammer’, a direct assault on Trondheim. This was sup-ported by Admiral Phillips, but rejected by the Joint Planners, who did not believe the Allies possessed suffi cient anti-aircraft resources to hold the port even if they succeeded in capturing it.   130   When the MCC met on the morn-ing of 26 April, Chamberlain, who was now regularly chairing its meetings, advocated the eventual evacuation of Allied forces from central Norway, despite the negative impact this action would have on both neutral opinion and the British public. Churchill, who was eager to reinforce Narvik, readily agreed. ‘Our policy,’ he advised, ‘should be to withdraw from the Trondhjem [sic] area, after giving the Germans as hard a knock as we could with the Regular troops which had been put in on that front.’ The Committee agreed in principle to the evacuation of central Norway. Britain’s primary objective was now to be the ‘capture of Narvik and subsequent advance to the  Swedish 192         f i r st   lord   of   th e   adm i ralty,  1939 – 4 0

border’.   131   The  fi rst of these goals was eventually accomplished. On 28 May, after Churchill had become prime minister (10 May), a combination of British, French, Norwegian, and Polish troops drove the last German defend-ers out of Narvik. But the situation on the Western Front had so badly deteriorated by this time that the War Cabinet had already decided to with-draw from Norway entirely. 

 The Norwegian campaign bears many similarities to the Dardanelles, and like that episode it highlights Churchill’s strengths and weakness in almost equal measure. His shortcomings are most evident, on this occasion, at the operational level. The First Lord was still impatient and domineering; and he remained predisposed to meddle in naval operations. In the offi cial his-tory of British naval operations, Stephen Roskill noted, with complete accuracy, that ‘Mr Churchill used, during critical periods of naval opera-tions, to spend long hours in the Admiralty Operational Intelligence Cen-tre.’   132    There is no doubt that he and the senior naval offi cers present issued operational orders to commanders at sea. The frequency and extent of these intrusions was the subject of a famous debate between Roskill and Arther Marder, another prominent and highly respected historian of the Royal Navy.   133   Roskill argued that Churchill dominated his naval advisers, par-ticularly Pound, and on occasion assumed personal control of operations.   134 Marder, on the other hand, maintained that as First Lord, Churchill ‘leaned over backwards . . . not to lay down the law upon strategy or operational mat-ters to the sailors’, and that Pound was both able and willing to stand up to him.   135   While both historians were inclined to overstate their case, the evi-dence tends to favour Marder’s interpretation. The Dardanelles had made a deep impression on Churchill. He continued to be a diffi cult and demand-ing master, but he was more willing during the Second World War to accept views that did not accord with his own, and less inclined to overrule his professional advisers. 

 While responsibility for all operational orders emanating from the Admi-ralty during the Norwegian campaign is now commonly assigned to Churchill alone, Pound was also inclined to interfere in operations at sea and may bear at least as much responsibility as Churchill, if not more.   136 Captain Ralph Edwards, the Deputy Director of Operations (Home), was closely involved in the decision-making process at this time and, while critical of Churchill’s propensity to meddle, later admitted to Roskill that ‘in retro-spect he regarded Churchill’s interventions in naval operations as insignifi cant 
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compared to those initiated by Pound.’   137   It is virtually impossible now to determine which signals originated with Pound, which with Churchill, and which were genuinely joint efforts. But in a sense it does not really matter: Churchill was closely involved in the operational decision-making process throughout the Norwegian campaign and must accept at least a share of the blame for the mistakes that were made. 

 The impact of the Admiralty’s meddling in operational matters is diffi cult to judge. To be sure, this interference seldom had benefi cial results, and undoubtedly contributed to the general confusion that prevailed at the time and the frustrations of senior offi cers at sea. But Churchill’s willingness to interfere in the movement of warships did not fundamentally alter the out-come of the Norwegian campaign. The Royal Navy would probably have achieved better results if Churchill had abstained from meddling, but the campaign was virtually unwinnable once the Germans had established a foothold in Norway. In other words, operational miscalculations at sea, whether the fault of Churchill, Pound, or the Admiralty, were not the cause of strategic defeat. 

 To make the case that Churchill was the main cause of this embarrassing failure, his critics have sometimes claimed that he intervened in the  strategic  direction of the campaign as frequently as he did in naval operations, and with even more disastrous results. It has been argued, for example, that Churchill was unable to settle on a single strategic objective during the campaign and recklessly shifted resources back and forth between Narvik and Trondheim. In Correlli Barnett’s words, Churchill was ‘puffed this way and that by the shifting breezes of opportunity’. There is also a tendency to assume that Churchill had no trouble imposing his will on the War Cabinet. A recent appraisal by Carlo d’Este, for example, states that Churchill, ‘who hardly ever seemed able to make up his mind’, acted ‘as if he were the com-mander in chief ’.   138   The reality was much different. When it came to shap-ing the broad outlines of British strategy during the Norwegian campaign, Churchill’s infl uence was largely positive. He correctly identifi ed the most important strategic objective—the denial of Swedish iron ore to Germany— and he resisted efforts to disperse British resources. It was the War Cabinet’s inability to settle on a single objective that undermined Churchill’s efforts, not the other way round. Chamberlain and Halifax were responsible for altering the basis of Allied strategy in Scandinavia and spreading Britain’s lim-ited resources between multiple objectives. Churchill was the only member of the War Cabinet to keep his eyes on the prize—Sweden’s iron ore—once 194         f i r st   lord   of   th e   adm i ralty,  1939 – 4 0

it was realized that the Germans had launched a full-scale invasion of  Norway. His initial instincts, moreover, were correct. The Allies were  incapable of recapturing Trondheim once the Germans were established there, but they could and did occupy Narvik once suffi cient resources were committed to the enterprise. 

 Churchill’s political career might have been irreparably harmed if he had been generally perceived in May 1940 as the cause of Britain’s humiliating setbacks in Scandinavia. There was no shortage of observers in Whitehall who questioned his judgement and were predisposed to see the Norwegian campaign as a new Gallipoli. But Churchill’s reputation survived the  Norway fi asco, in large part because attention had become focused on Chamberlain’s shortcomings as a war leader. After eight months of war, concerns about Churchill’s share of responsibility for Norway were eclipsed by a consensus that Chamberlain had proven himself ineffective and uninspiring, and that the machinery he had put into place for the direction of the nation’s war effort had failed. Churchill was an obvious benefi ciary of the general dis-satisfaction with the decision-making apparatus by the end of the  Norwegian campaign. At the end of April, Chamberlain had initiated a major restruc-turing that would make Churchill responsible to the MCC ‘for giving guid-ance and direction to the Chiefs of Staff Committee’. In this new role Churchill was to have a small central organization under a senior staff offi cer (Major General Hastings Ismay), who would also serve as his representative on the COS committee. In effect, Churchill was to assume the role of de facto Minister of Defence in addition to his duties as First Lord of the Admiralty.   139

 This new machinery was never tested. The decision to evacuate Allied forces from central Norway had greater political consequences than either Chamberlain or his government colleagues expected. For many, the supreme irony of this episode is that Churchill was not driven from the Admiralty in disgrace, but instead elevated to the prime minister’s offi ce. A fi erce debate on the conduct of the Norwegian campaign in the House of Commons on 7 and 8 May resulted in a political crisis that ended with the First Lord becoming the head of a new coalition government. Churchill, who loyally defended the Chamberlain administration’s record throughout the crucial debate, later remarked that it was ‘a marvel that I survived and maintained my position in public esteem and Parliamentary confi dence’.   140 He was indeed fortunate. When the dust settled, Churchill had gained the one thing he had hitherto always lacked: a position of supreme power.        
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The War against Germany 

and Italy, 1940–1

 

Winston Churchill became prime minister of Great Britain and  Minister of Defence in May 1940 just as Germany launched its long-awaited offensive through the Low Countries and into France. Despite months of preparations, the Allies proved to be no match for the powerful German army. The British Expeditionary Force and the French army advanced into Belgium to meet the enemy, but from the outset they were caught wrong-footed. The Germans’ northern assault was only intended to draw the Allies into Belgium: the main weight of their attack unexpectedly fell further south. Within days the German army had broken through the French lines near Sedan, and armoured spearheads were soon racing towards the Channel coast. Allied forces never recovered from the speed and audac-ity of the initial German attack. Within six weeks, the Netherlands, Bel-gium, and France had all fallen. Britain’s battered expeditionary force was lucky to survive the disaster. Against expectations, nearly two hundred thou-sand British troops were evacuated from the beaches and harbour at Dun-kirk between 26 May and 4 June, although their weapons and equipment had to be left behind. 

 Hitler’s rapid victory in the west dramatically altered the strategic bal-ance. Britain lost its only major European ally, its cities were now within range of German air bases, and its small army was incapable of repelling an invasion. Germany’s position, on the other hand, was immeasurably strength-ened: it could now draw upon the resources of vast occupied territories, as well as those of Italy—which entered the war shortly before the French collapse—and the Soviet Union. It also gained new bases along the coast of Europe from France all the way to Norway. To most observers, Britain’s position seemed hopeless. Churchill fully appreciated the magnitude of the 196      th e   war   aga i n st   g e rmany   and   i taly,  19 4 0 – 1

disaster, but also understood the consequences of compromising with  Hitler. Rather than seek peace terms, as many expected, he was determined to continue the struggle.   1

 This was undoubtedly a gamble, as his colleagues realized. Churchill was nevertheless able to persuade the War Cabinet and the nation that Britain should keep fi ghting. In the short term, he was confi dent that Britain could withstand German air attacks and, if necessary, repel an invasion. But he also believed that victory over Germany was ultimately possible. Churchill pinned his hopes on the United States throwing its industrial power behind the British war effort, and eventually entering the war as a full belligerent. He also remained optimistic that Nazi Germany, despite its dominating position in continental Europe, was still vulnerable to economic pressure.   2 This calculation was completely unfounded, but Churchill was not alone: both the COS and the Ministry of Economic Warfare believed that attacks on Germany’s oil supplies, communications, and industry would have a dev-astating impact on the Nazi war economy.   3

 These developments strengthened Churchill’s view that air power would provide Britain’s main offensive weapon. ‘The Navy can lose us the war,’ he wrote in September                                       4 1940 , ‘but only the Air Force can win it.’   Even before the Battle of Britain had begun in early July, Churchill professed that he could see ‘only one sure path’ to victory. ‘We have no continental army which can defeat the German military power,’ he wrote to a colleague:

  The blockade is broken and Hitler has Asia and probably Africa to draw from. 

Should he be repulsed here or not try invasion, he will recoil eastward, and we 

have nothing to stop him. But there is one thing that will bring him back and 

bring him down, and that is an absolutely devastating, exterminating attack by 

very heavy bombers from this country upon the Nazi homeland. We must be 

able to overwhelm them by this means, without which I do not see a way 

through.   5

 By September, Churchill and the COS had agreed on the outlines of a new grand strategy. As before, the central assumption was that German strength and morale must be worn down in a protracted war of attrition. In the short term, Britain would remain on the defensive and concentrate on building up its strength. With the French army removed from the equation, there was no hope of competing with Germany in land forces. The government con-tinued to aim at fi fty-fi ve divisions, but offensive plans now centred on the strategic air offensive. ‘Bombers alone provide the means of victory,’ Church-ill told the War Cabinet. ‘We must therefore develop the power to carry an 
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ever-increasing volume of explosives to Germany, so as to pulverise the entire industry and scientifi c structure on which the war effort and eco-nomic life of the enemy depends.’   6 The navy would continue to protect Britain’s maritime communications, while seizing every opportunity to take offensive action, either by assaulting the enemy’s coastline or launching amphibious assaults against occupied territories. These measures would be supplemented by subversion and propaganda aimed at weakening German morale and promoting resistance in occupied Europe. As Britain’s strength grew, its superior sea power would allow it to adopt a peripheral strategy. Offensive operations would focus fi rst on Italy, the weaker of Britain’s opponents. Eventually, the balance of strength would swing in Britain’s favour, and its forces would return to the Continent to infl ict the fi nal blow against Germany.   7

 These long-term plans were overshadowed in the summer of 1940 by a more pressing problem: survival. One of the fi rst questions facing the gov-ernment after the fall of France was the fate of the French fl eet. The armi-stice between Germany and France allowed the Vichy government to retain control of French warships, but the British were understandably worried that these vessels might still fall under German control. Italy’s entry into the war imposed major new commitments on the Royal Navy in the Mediterranean (Map 4), and if the French fl eet were also hostile Britain’s margin in capital ships would be perilously low. Churchill was particularly alarmed about the fate of the modern battleships  Richelieu  and  Jean Bart.  In German hands, he warned, these powerful vessels ‘might alter the whole course of the war’.   8

 On 27 June the War Cabinet agreed that French warships must be neu-tralized, if necessary by force. This involved serious risk. The Joint Planning Committee advised against taking action, warning that the danger of bring-ing France into the war against Britain outweighed the advantages of destroying French warships. The COS, however, supported the govern-ment’s decision.   9 On 3 July 1940 French commanders at Alexandria and Mers-el-Kébir, a French port in Algeria, were given the choice of continu-ing the fi ght against Germany or disarming their ships. Admiral Andrew Cunningham, the Commander-in-Chief of Britain’s Mediterranean fl eet, negotiated the disarming of the French squadron at Alexandria, but the French force at Mers-el-Kébir was unwilling to comply with British demands. Under pressure from Churchill, the warships of Britain’s Force H, under Admiral James Somerville, fi red on the French ships, destroying the battleship  Bretagne  and badly damaging  Provence  and  Dunkerque .   10
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 The other, and more serious, threat to Britain’s survival in the months after the fall of France was a full-scale German invasion. The British army was in no state to defeat a large enemy force on British soil, and it seemed unlikely that the navy could prevent an invasion indefi nitely if Germany obtained a clear advantage in the skies. ‘The crux of the matter,’ the COS concluded, ‘is air superiority.’   11   British production priorities were rearranged to ensure that the immediate needs of the RAF would be met. At the end of May the Admiralty did its bit to free up resources by suspending work on most of the capital ships then under construction, in addition to an aircraft carrier and various smaller ships.   12   To counter a German invasion, the Admi-ralty, with Churchill’s backing, decided to maintain a large force of small warships around the southeast coast of England. The necessary vessels were provided by stripping the home fl eet and the Atlantic convoys of cruisers, destroyers, corvettes, and other light craft. 

 These redispositions naturally came at a cost. The mobility of the Home Fleet was restricted, and losses in merchant shipping to U-boats increased signifi cantly. Admiral Forbes, Commander-in-Chief of the Home Fleet, protested at having so many ships tied down in static roles.   13 The navy, he complained, ‘should be freed to carry out its proper function—offensively against the enemy and in defence of our trade—and not be tied down to provide passive defence to our country, which had now become a fortress’.   14 These were legitimate concerns, but Churchill supported the Admiralty’s anti-invasion patrols. In early July he expressed his confi dence that there was no possibility of a large German force reaching Britain’s shores unde-tected. ‘[I]t would be a most hazardous and even suicidal operation,’ he remarked, ‘to commit a large army to the accidents of the sea in the teeth of our very numerous patrolling vessels, of which two or three hundred are always at sea.’   15

 The need to augment Britain’s strength in smaller warships prompted Churchill to ask President Franklin Roosevelt for the loan of forty to fi fty First World War-vintage  US  destroyers.   16 The president initially sent a dis-couraging reply, noting the diffi culty of gaining Congressional approval, but Churchill was not ready to abandon the idea. When several more appeals to Roosevelt met with no encouragement, Churchill queried Admiralty offi -cials about the desirability of exchanging one of Britain’s battleships for thirty-fi ve American destroyers.   17   This unorthodox proposal was immedi-ately dismissed by Pound and Churchill’s successor as First Lord of the Admiralty, the Labour politician A. V. Alexander. 18   The prime minister 200      th e   war   aga i n st   g e rmany   and   i taly,  19 4 0 – 1

 continued to press the United States for the transfer of destroyers over the summer of 1940. Progress was slow, but in mid-August Roosevelt agreed to provide fi fty of these ships in exchange for the right to maintain American bases in British possessions in the western hemisphere.   19 This promised to alleviate Britain’s urgent need for light warships, but it would take time for the deal to be fi nalized and for the vessels to be reconditioned and trans-ferred. In the meantime, Churchill urged Alexander to maintain a large and steady construction programme of smaller warships. 

 Churchill was less enthusiastic about the resumption of battleship con-struction. These ships tied up considerable resources, but would take years to complete. He wanted ships that could be used immediately, and he urged the Admiralty to concentrate on converting the old Royal Sovereign-class battleships ‘into properly armoured and bulged bombarding vessels with heavy deck armour’.   20   The Naval Staff took a different view of shipbuilding priorities. Italy’s entry into the war convinced the Admiralty that its full construction programme must be resumed if Britain was not to fall behind its enemies in heavy ships. Britain expected to have a total of eighteen capi-tal ships in service by the end of 1941, but this fi gure included seven unmodernized older ships. Only four of the navy’s new King George Vs would be ready by that date. The completion of  Bismarck  and  Tirpitz  during the same period would give Germany a fl eet of four modern capital ships, while Italy had recently added two more battleships to the four it already possessed. Britain was therefore falling behind in new battleship construc-tion, and the gap appeared likely to widen. The fi nal ship of the King George V-class, HMS  Howe , might be completed in 1942, but this would be quickly followed by two new Italian battleships. Germany’s construction programme was less certain. The Admiralty assumed that new battleships would eventu-ally be built on the slips vacated by  Tirpitz  and  Bismarck , but aerial recon-naissance indicated that one of these was still vacant, and the other was occupied by a new vessel of a smaller class. It was thought that Germany had probably suspended work on its capital-ship programme, but if new ships had been started in secrecy they might enter service in 1942–3. Britain’s position was worse still if Japanese construction were taken into account. The Naval Staff calculated that Japan would possess thirteen new or mod-ernized battleships and three small battlecruisers by the end of 1941, and would add two more battleships and two small battlecruisers in 1942–3. To ensure rough parity with Germany and Italy in 1945–6, Pound concluded that all the battleships previously authorized must be completed.   21
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 The COS supported the Admiralty’s position, but Churchill continued to urge priority for the reconstruction of the Royal Sovereigns. Initially, the only battleship he would consider resuming work on was  Howe , which could be completed by mid-1942.   22 The Admiralty argued that it could not afford to take the Royal Sovereigns out of service for the eighteen months needed to complete their transformation. 23 Faced with fi rm  opposition from the navy, and with the Destroyer-for-Bases deal with the United States now concluded, Churchill relented. He informed the First Lord on 15  September that since much of the plant and labour needed for battleship construction was not useful for other purposes, he was prepared in principle to resume the programme. But he urged that two of the older battleships should be reconstructed as soon as possible, and that no additional aircraft carriers or cruisers should be started until the following year.   24

 Churchill was clearly inclined to share the view of his naval advisers that capital ships were still the ultimate expression of a nation’s naval power. The value of aircraft carriers was clearly recognized, but their potential to revo-lutionize naval warfare was not yet grasped. When construction priorities came before the War Cabinet in late October, Churchill threw his weight behind the Admiralty’s proposals. ‘At the end of the war,’ he remarked, ‘we should be faced with the formidable task of clearing up the situation in the Far East, and we should be unequal to that task if we fell behind Japan in capital ship construction.’ Despite the reservations of some ministers, the War Cabinet accepted Churchill’s recommendation and approved the Admiralty’s programme, subject to the understanding that delays would have to be expected if resources were more urgently needed elsewhere.   25

 The German air offensive against Britain and the threat of invasion did not prevent Churchill from seizing every opportunity to take the offensive, even if it meant accepting serious risks. The most promising opportunities to strike at the Axis powers in 1940 were in the Mediterranean theatre. In the summer of 1939, Churchill had been confi dent that a vigorous naval offen-sive against Italy would quickly establish British dominance in the region, leaving Italian forces in Africa isolated and removing any threat to Egypt and the Suez Canal.   26   The COS tended to be more cautious. Even before the German invasion of France, they warned that if Italy entered the war they would have to adopt a primarily defensive strategy in the Mediterra-nean.   27   Admiral Cunningham took a similar view. His plans at this time focused on retaining control of communications in the Aegean and the 202      th e   war   aga i n st   g e rmany   and   i taly,  19 4 0 – 1

eastern Mediterranean. Churchill expected more. ‘Unless it is found that the fi ghting qualities of the Italians are high,’ he admonished the COS, ‘it will be much better that the Fleet at Alexandria should sally forth and run some risks than that it should remain in a posture so markedly defensive. Risks must be run at this juncture in all theatres.’   28   Cunningham, regarded by many as Britain’s greatest fi ghting admiral of the Second World War, did not need to be lectured by Churchill. He had every intention of sending the fl eet into the central Mediterranean to interrupt Italian communications and attack the Italian coast, and he immediately reassured London that ‘all in the Fleet are imbued with a burning desire to get at the Italian Fleet’.   29

 Cunningham also shared Churchill’s disdain for the Admiralty’s sugges-tion that the Mediterranean fl eet, based at Alexandria, might have to move to a less exposed position at Gibraltar.   30   Experience soon proved that the fl eet was in fact able to operate from Alexandria, and, after the Italian inva-sion of Greece in October 1940, it gained the use of Suda Bay in Crete as well. Churchill’s concerns that Cunningham would remain inactive were unfounded. The island of Malta, a British possession in the central Mediter-ranean, was too weakly defended and too close to Italian air bases to be of any use as a base for the British Mediterranean fl eet. Cunningham could only challenge Italy’s dominance in the central Mediterranean by periodi-cally conducting offensive sweeps from Alexandria. The results were never-theless encouraging. Italy’s larger surface forces avoided battle with Cunningham’s fl eet, and Italian air power proved to be much less effective than expected. Only Churchill was dissatisfi ed with the results. Cunning-ham’s ability to operate in the central Mediterranean only served to raise the prime minister’s expectations, and foster his concerns that naval author-ities were excessively cautious in the face of Italian air attacks. He was par-ticularly frustrated by Pound and Cunningham’s reluctance to pass convoys for Egypt through the Mediterranean, rather than send them by the much longer route round the Cape.   31 ‘Naturally,’ he complained, ‘they [i.e. admi-rals] all stand together like doctors in a case which has gone wrong. The fact remains that an exaggerated fear of Italian aircraft has been allowed to ham-per operations.’   32   By September 1940, he was certain that opportunities were being lost in this theatre, and began to press for stronger defences at Malta so that Cunningham might station light craft on the island and use it as a temporary fl eet base.   33

 Britain’s naval position in the Mediterranean improved steadily during the fi nal months of 1940, and by November Malta’s defences were nearing 
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full strength. The aircraft stationed there were able to attack Italian shipping, and the dispatch of the aircraft carrier  Illustrious  to join the Mediterranean fl eet allowed Cunningham to launch a successful air strike against the Italian fl eet at Taranto on 11 November.   34   This attack crippled half the Italian battle fl eet and drove the other half to a more remote base at Naples. By the end of the month, Cunningham considered that ‘our control of the Mediterra-nean was close on being re-established’.   35 This was an impressive achieve-ment, but it still did not provide the sort of dramatic victories Churchill wanted. For these, he looked to the army. From the moment General Wavell opened his offensive against the Italians in December 1940, Churchill was mesmerized by land operations in North Africa. Large Italian forces had advanced from Libya into Egypt in September, but these were rapidly driven back by Wavell’s much smaller army, fi rst to the frontier, and then beyond. By February 1941, British and Commonwealth forces had achieved far more than anyone had expected, taking all of the Libyan province of Cyrenaica and capturing around 130,000 Italian prisoners. 

 This campaign was a triumph for Churchill, who had run considerable risks in dispatching soldiers and tanks to the Middle East in the autumn of 1940 when Britain’s home defences were still badly defi cient. But before the Italian presence in Libya could be eliminated, Churchill and his advisers, confi dent that these gains were secure, diverted a large portion of their forces to assist in the defence of Greece. This action coincided with the arrival of German forces in North Africa to bolster their fl agging ally. The movement of the Luftwaffe to Sicily in January had already devastated Mal-ta’s defences and threatened the navy’s ability to operate in the central Med-iterranean. The presence of the German army in Libya and, later, in Greece further transformed the situation in the Mediterranean. By mid-April the British had been expelled from all of Libya except Tobruk. Shortly after-wards, resistance in Greece collapsed and Allied forces there had to be evacuated. 

 The deteriorating situation on land did not prevent Cunningham scor-ing an impressive victory over the Italian navy at the end of March. The battle of Cape Matapan in late March 1941 saw the destruction of three modern Italian cruisers and two destroyers. For once, Churchill was elated. ‘The tearing up of the paper fl eet of Italy,’ he remarked.   36   But any goodwill Cunningham earned was short-lived. As the threat to Egypt and the Suez Canal grew, Churchill expected the navy to run exceptional risks and accept heavy losses if it would help to avert disaster on land. One means to impede 204      th e   war   aga i n st   g e rmany   and   i taly,  19 4 0 – 1

the Axis advance, he suggested, was to launch commandos along the coast of Libya. The loss of their landing craft and specially modifi ed ‘Glen’ ships would be justifi ed, he maintained, ‘if the result was an appreciable delay in the enemy’s advance’.   37   But the best chance of retrieving the situation was to deprive Field Marshall Erwin Rommel’s forces of supplies. Churchill demanded that Cunningham stop Axis convoys from reaching the port of Tripoli, but the admiral was naturally reluctant to endanger his ships in a region where Germany possessed control of the air. When he suggested that bombers could neutralize the port more effectively than battleships, Churchill was incensed. ‘At the present time,’ he wrote to Pound, ‘the whole situation in the Nile Valley is compromised by the failure of the Navy to close the passage from Italy to Libya, or to break up the port facilities at Tripoli . . . . We must be prepared to face some losses at sea, instead of the Navy sitting pas-sive and leaving it to the Air.’   38   After learning on 14 April that an Axis con-voy had reached North Africa, Churchill again rebuked the Admiralty. ‘This is a serious  Naval  failure,’ he complained. ‘Another deadly convoy has got through. We have a right to ask why did not the Navy stop them. It is the duty of the Navy to stop them.’   39

 As prime minister, Churchill was less inclined than he had been while First Lord to monitor naval movements, but he was also in a stronger posi-tion to intervene when he believed that the navy should be doing more to support operations on land. With the backing of the War Cabinet, Churchill now issued a new directive for commanders in the Middle East, making it clear that Cunningham’s fi rst priority was to deny the use of the harbour at Tripoli to the enemy. To achieve this, he expected the fl eet to bombard the harbour at every opportunity. ‘[U]ndue fears’ of German dive bombers ‘must not be entertained’, he insisted, and ‘heavy losses in battleships, cruisers and destroyers, must if necessary be accepted’.   40   Churchill was also attracted to the idea of using ships to block the harbour. Pound thought that the old battleship  Centurion , which had been converted into a target ship in the 1920                             41 s, might be suitable as a blockship.      Churchill, however, was so alarmed by the threat to Egypt that he was willing to sacrifi ce one of the battleships in Cunningham’s fl eet for this purpose. The following day the Admiralty instructed Cunningham to use the battleship  Barham  and a light cruiser for a blocking operation. The admiral immediately protested against the point-less sacrifi ce of these two ships and their crews. It would be almost impos-sible to position the vessels correctly, he warned, and even if the operation were successful, the Germans could keep their forces supplied through 
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Tunisian ports. Moreover, so many supplies had already been landed at Tripoli that its loss would have little immediate impact on the Axis offensive.   42

 Cunningham was able to persuade the Admiralty to drop the blocking operation, but only by agreeing to use his fl eet to bombard the harbour. This was done on 21 April 1941. The German air force was fully engaged elsewhere at the time and the fl eet was able to escape undamaged. Cun-ningham probably assumed that the success of this operation would bring demands for another bombardment, and immediately warned Pound that they could not count on being so lucky a second time. He also made clear his resentment at being forced to take such serious risks with the fl eet when heavy bombers operating from Egypt could infl ict the same damage more effi ciently. The Air Ministry, he complained, ‘are trying to lay their respon-sibilities on Navy’s shoulders and are not helping us out here on [the] Naval side of [the] war as they should’.   43   Pound now accepted that a blocking operation would be futile and proposed instead to maintain a battleship at Malta in order to disrupt Axis convoys. Churchill was also accommodating. He rebuked Cunningham for his complaints about insuffi cient air support in the theatre, but he did not insist on another bombardment by the fl eet. He could not resist pointing out, however, that he had been right to disre-gard the air threat on this occasion, and asserted that the blocking operation would have succeeded.   44

 Cunningham wisely chose not to debate this point, but he continued to insist that the fl eet was greatly hindered by inadequate air support. The ‘Navy alone can only interrupt and can’t stop communications particularly in the case of Libya.’ He warned Churchill that unless the RAF was consid-erably strengthened in the Middle East, they might lose Egypt and a large part of the Mediterranean fl eet.   45   Churchill was conciliatory, writing to the admiral on 1 May to inform him that additional aircraft were on their way, and congratulating him on the navy’s outstanding performance during the evacuation of Greece.   46   However, he still had concerns about Cunningham being too timid. When the Germans began their assault on Crete later that month, one of Churchill’s private secretaries noted that the prime minister ‘deprecates the navy’s way of treating ships as if they were too precious ever to risk. What do you think we build the ships for?’ A few days later he noted again that Churchill felt the Mediterranean fl eet had ‘a tendency to shirk its task of preventing a seaborne landing in Crete since Cunningham fears severe losses from bombing. The P.M.’s line is that Cunningham must be 206      th e   war   aga i n st   g e rmany   and   i taly,  19 4 0 – 1

made to take every risk: the loss of half the Mediterranean fl eet would be worthwhile in order to save Crete.’   47

 These complaints were unjustifi ed. Cunningham  was  willing to run risks over Crete, but he was not prepared to incur losses that would cripple his fl eet and endanger Britain’s control of the eastern Mediterranean.   48 Heavier losses would not have made any difference to the outcome of the battle. As it was, the navy suffered heavily in operations around Crete: three cruisers and six destroyers were sunk, and two battleships, an aircraft carrier, six cruisers, and seven destroyers were damaged. This was a serious setback. Lacking an aircraft carrier, and with most of his destroyers tied up supplying the besieged Allied garrison at Tobruk, Cunningham had no choice but to adopt a more defensive strategy during the latter half of 1941. Somerville’s Force H, based at Gibraltar, assumed the main burden of bringing supplies into Malta. In this respect, the British were fortunate. The German invasion of Russia in June 1941 led to the withdrawal of the Luftwaffe from Sicily. By September, British aircraft and submarines were able to operate from Malta again, and soon began to achieve considerable success against Axis shipping. The situation improved so much that the following month a striking force of light cruisers and destroyers, known as Force K, was also based at Malta. 

 Churchill welcomed these developments, but continued to feel that the navy could be doing more to disrupt enemy shipping. ‘Cunningham,’ he complained in October, ‘seems to be laying very low since Crete.’   49 How-ever, his criticisms now became relatively minor and infrequent. Operations in the Mediterranean over the course of 1940–1 had undoubtedly led to a better appreciation of the navy’s limitations. By the autumn of 1941, Church-ill’s attention was focused on preparations for a new land offensive in North Africa, operation ‘Crusader’, which opened in November. He expected vic-tory in the Middle East to be won on land, not at sea. 

 While operations in North Africa and the Mediterranean were Churchill’s main preoccupation in the months after the fall of France, he was also eager to strike at Germany. Even as Britain’s fortunes reached their lowest point in the summer of 1940, Churchill was unwilling to adopt a purely defensive posture. Amphibious raids along the coast of occupied Europe offered one of the few means to hit back, and Churchill was eager to develop Britain’s capabilities in this area. The successful evacuation of the BEF from Dunkirk in the face of heavy German opposition suggested that specially trained and equipped formations might be transported to and from enemy-held  territory. 
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‘[I]f it is so easy for the Germans to invade us in spite of [our superior] sea-power,’ he remarked, ‘some may feel inclined to ask the same question— why should it be thought impossible for us to do anything of the same kind to them.’ In early June 1940, Churchill proposed that special raiding forces, organized into units of one thousand men, should be prepared for raids along the coast of occupied Europe. ‘We have got to get out of our minds the idea that the Channel ports and all the country between them are enemy territory,’ he wrote:

  Enterprises must be prepared, with specially trained troops of the hunter class, 

who can develop a reign of terror down these coasts, fi rst of all on the ‘butcher 

and bolt’ policy, but later on, or perhaps as soon as we are organized, we 

should surprise Calais or Boulogne, kill or capture the Hun garrison and hold 

the place until all the preparations to reduce it by siege or heavy storm have 

been made, and then away.   50

 The Chiefs of Staff were receptive to the idea. They appointed Lieutenant General Alan Bourne, the Adjutant General of the Royal Marines, as Director of Combined Operations (DCO), and gave him control of new commando units in the process of being formed by the War Offi ce, and of six independ-ent army companies that had been raised earlier for irregular operations in Norway. The  fi rst British coastal raid, employing just 115 commandos, was launched on Boulogne on 23 June. Little was achieved, but Churchill was nevertheless eager to launch another operation.   51 In early July his attention turned to the Channel Islands, which had recently been occupied by the Germans. He had high hopes for a raid on Guernsey, and expected com-mandos to eliminate the entire German garrison there.   52 The results were a considerable disappointment. When the assault was launched on 14 July, one landing party was deposited on the wrong island altogether, and another had to turn back due to mechanical problems. The one group to reach Guernsey contained only forty men, and they were unable even to locate the German garrison. When they withdrew, three men had to be left behind because they could not swim.   53

 Despite these unimpressive results, the War Offi ce continued to support the idea of small raids, arguing that until Britain had the resources for more substantial operations, these ‘mosquito raids’ were a valuable opportunity to develop new techniques and give troops experience.   54 Churchill disagreed. He informed the Secretary of State for War, Anthony Eden, that there must be no more ‘silly fi ascos’ like the raids on Boulogne and Guernsey. ‘The idea of working all these coasts up against us by pin-prick raids and fulsome 208      th e   war   aga i n st   g e rmany   and   i taly,  19 4 0 – 1

communiqués is,’ he concluded, ‘one to be strictly avoided.’   55 In his view, the solution was larger raids. On 17 July 1940, Churchill appointed Admiral of the Fleet Sir Roger Keyes as the new Director of Combined Operations. Keyes, the hero of the daring raid on Zeebrugge in 1918, lost no opportu-nity to impress upon Churchill his determination to take the war to the enemy. He seemed to possess not just the aggressive drive that Churchill admired, but also the authority and prestige that would be needed if the new organization were to achieve meaningful results. Churchill instructed Keyes to begin planning ‘medium-sized actions’ employing between fi ve and ten thousand troops.   56 At this time, Churchill hoped to launch several such raids along the French coast before the end of 1940. These were to be followed in 1941 by ‘large armoured irruptions’ into the Continent.   57 Pri-vately, he speculated about eventually landing one hundred thousand or more troops for a ‘destructive raid into the Ruhr’, the seizure of the Cher-bourg Peninsula, or the invasion of Italy.   58

 The ‘butcher and bolt’ policy Churchill had outlined in June was thus remarkably short-lived. He continued to give the commandos his strong support, but he increasingly viewed them as the basis of an elite striking force comparable to the storm troops Germany had employed on the Western Front in 1918, or to the ‘incredibly small number of highly equipped elite who, while the dull mass of the German Army came on behind, made good the conquest’ of France in 1940. On 25 August he explained to Eden that any offensive in 1941 ‘must be amphibious in its character and there will certainly be many opportunities of minor opera-tions all of which will depend on surprise landings of lightly equipped nimble forces accustomed to work like a pack of hounds instead of being moved about in the ponderous manner which is appropriate to the regu-lar formations’.   59

 While Keyes set to work expanding Britain’s amphibious capabilities, Churchill threw his support behind plans for landing General Charles de Gaulle’s Free French forces at Dakar in French West Africa. There was, in theory, much to be said for this operation. If successful, it would prevent German U-boats ever operating from this port; French warships located there, including the battleship  Richelieu , would be neutralized; and de Gaulle’s movement would obtain a base from which to extend control over other French African colonies. The likelihood of success, moreover, appeared to be high, particularly as there was a chance that de Gaulle would be wel-comed by the colonial authorities, making force unnecessary. 
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 The operation, codenamed ‘Menace’, was another fi asco.   60 A squadron of Vichy warships reached Dakar shortly before the operation began on 14 September. This nearly resulted in its cancellation, but the expedition’s com-manders successfully pressed London for permission to continue. When Allied forces arrived on the 23rd, the French garrison remained loyal to the Vichy government. Free French troops landed near Dakar came under heavy fi re and withdrew the same day. British warships bombarded the French defences and warships until the 25th, sinking two Vichy submarines but infl icting negligible damage on  Richelieu . By the end of the action sev-eral British ships had themselves been damaged, including the battleship  Resolution , which was put out of action for several months. 

 The failure at Dakar did nothing to diminish Churchill’s interest in com-bined operations. However, a shortage of resources made the larger opera-tions he wanted impossible, while his injunction against ‘pin prick’ raids precluded most of the operations the Combined Operations Headquarters (COHQ) considered feasible. Churchill dismissed most proposals out of hand. When the COS suggested using Moroccan troops for a raid on the French coast, for example, he commented that it ‘would be most undesira-ble for it to appear that the only people who dared raid the occupied coasts of France were black troops from Morocco. Moreover I do not think the course of the war will be materially affected by a petty affair of          61 40 men.’   

 With few suitable targets within range of Britain, his attention naturally shifted to the increasingly active Mediterranean theatre. Churchill was strongly attracted to a proposal from Keyes in November 1940 to use com-mandos to capture Pantelleria, a small island approximately 150 miles north-west of Malta between Sicily and Tunisia. 62 In British hands, Churchill believed it would provide a base from which to contest Italian communica-tions with North Africa and protect British convoys passing through the central Mediterranean. Keyes was confi dent that the island could be cap-tured and held, but members of the Defence Committee, which had replaced the Military Coordination Committee as the main body in which ministers and the Chiefs of Staff met to oversee military operations, were sceptical. The Committee only agreed to begin planning for this operation, code-named ‘Workshop’, when Churchill threw his weight behind the project. 

 Opposition soon began to mount, however. The COS and Admiral Cun-ningham agreed that the island could probably be captured, but they did not feel that suffi cient resources were available to hold it.   63   Furthermore, Cun-ningham considered the Dodecanese Islands in the Aegean a more valuable 210      th e   war   aga i n st   g e rmany   and   i taly,  19 4 0 – 1

objective.   64   Churchill remained fi rm. On 9 December 1940 he persuaded the Defence Committee to allow preparations to continue, with the under-standing that they could be called off at any time if conditions changed.   65 Two days later he informed Cunningham that the operation was going forward. It was ‘no doubt a hazard’, he admitted, but it might also ‘be sur-prisingly easy’.   66   Despite Churchill’s determination to push it through, the operation was suspended within a week. The great success of the British offensive against Italian forces in North Africa raised concerns in London that Germany might undertake some bold move to bolster its faltering ally. The British had been concerned about Spanish and Portuguese islands in the Atlantic since the fall of France, and they now worried that the Ger-mans might attempt to seize the Canary Islands. In mid-July the COS had taken the precaution of assembling an expeditionary force, comprised pri-marily of Royal Marines, to be held in readiness in the event it became necessary to seize the Azores and Cape Verde Islands.   67   With the danger of German action now increased, the decision was taken to hold the troops and shipping earmarked for the Pantelleria expedition for possible use in the Atlantic.   68

 Churchill soon had second thoughts about the wisdom of delaying ‘Workshop’. In late December he pressed for the operation to be launched when conditions were right in January. He agreed to postpone action until February when the COS objected, but he soon regarded this as a mistake as well.   69   ‘I  fl inched,’ he told one of his secretaries, ‘and now I have cause to regret it.’   70   The establishment of German air bases in Sicily in early January 1941 completely transformed the situation in the central Mediterranean. The occupation of Pantelleria was now, in Churchill’s view, more urgent.   71 Service leaders, on the other hand, doubted that the operation was still fea-sible in view of the German air threat, and noted that the Germans could dominate the region just as easily from Sicily. But Churchill was not inter-ested in seizing the Dodecanese, as Cunningham and the COS desired. Capturing the smaller islands in this group would accomplish little, he warned, other than to ‘stir up the area without destroying the danger’. And while he was not opposed in principle to taking one of the large islands, this would require longer preparation, and he urged that ‘Workshop’ be given priority.   72

 The matter was settled by the Defence Committee on 20 January. The Chiefs of Staff insisted that their main objective must be the security of Britain’s position in the eastern Mediterranean. Churchill grudgingly agreed 
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to support an assault on the Dodecanese, code-named ‘Mandibles’, which would at least help to secure Britain’s communications with Greece and Turkey.   73   A large portion of the specialized shipping, landing craft, and com-mandos that had been built up in Britain was therefore dispatched to the Middle East, where it would no longer come under the direct control of the Defence Committee in London.   74 This was a serious setback for Keyes, but Churchill, who still had high hopes for combined operations, threw his sup-port behind the admiral’s efforts to rebuild his organization. The two men did not always agree, however, on suitable targets. In early January 1941, Churchill rejected a plan for a raid to destroy the Jøssingfjord power station in Norway. The COHQ believed this was a soft target from which their organization could gain valuable experience, but Churchill declared that he ‘did not wish to disturb the Norwegian coast for a trifl e like this’.   75 A number of relatively small operations were conducted, however. The fi rst involved dropping thirty-six troops by air into southern Italy to destroy an important aqueduct.   76   A few days later around two hundred commandos raised from Wavell’s forces in the Middle East were landed on the island of Castellorizo in the Dodecanese. This operation went badly. A supporting force of Royal Marines was prematurely withdrawn from the island, and reinforcements were not landed immediately to help hold it. Italian troops landed two days later, retaking the island and capturing many of the com-mandos. As Cunningham remarked, the operation ‘was a rotten business and refl ected little credit on anyone’.   77

 The only successful British combined operation in this period was an amphibious raid on Norway’s Lofoten islands. On 3 March 1941 approxi-mately one thousand troops were landed there unopposed. They destroyed the islands’ eleven fi sh-oil factories and stores of oil and glycerine, sank fi ve ships of approximately 18,000 tons, and returned with more than two hun-dred German prisoners and over three hundred Norwegian volunteers.   78 Churchill was delighted. ‘This admirable raid has done serious injury to the enemy and has given an immense amount of innocent pleasure at home.’   79 But he still hoped for action on a larger scale. In mid-February, he had revived the idea of a raid on the Channel Islands. It was ‘most desirable,’ he wrote, ‘that some offensive action be undertaken to force the Germans to fi ght and to infl ict military losses on them at an early date’. Even if British and German losses in such a raid were about even, he believed ‘we would be able to count the moral effect an important gain’.   80 This proposal was rejected by the Joint Planners, who recommended instead a series of small 212      th e   war   aga i n st   g e rmany   and   i taly,  19 4 0 – 1

raids on the French coast to obtain information about German invasion preparations. This scheme obtained the backing of both the COS and Keyes.   81   Churchill, however, came out strongly against it. The capture of a handful of German soldiers ‘seemed a very small prize’, he informed the COS, particularly as the same information could probably be obtained by aerial reconnaissance.   82   The operation was cancelled, and Keyes’ efforts were soon diverted to preparations for operations in the Atlantic. 

 The COS, alarmed by British setbacks in North Africa and Greece in the spring of 1941, wanted an expedition ready to sail to the Canary Islands in the event that German pressure on Spain resulted in the loss of Gibraltar, which would be a devastating blow to Britain’s ability to control the west-ern Mediterranean. Churchill approved this operation, codenamed ‘Puma’, on 24 April. Forces were also held in readiness for a descent on the Azores (‘Thruster’) and Madeira (‘Springboard’). Operation ‘Puma’ was ready to go in mid-May, but Churchill was unable to obtain President Roosevelt’s sup-port for the expedition, and the Defence Committee decided to postpone it. The forces assembled were initially kept at seven days’ notice, but in June 1941                             83 they were stood down until July.   There was no intention of dispers-ing them, however. The loss of Gibraltar would have such serious repercus-sions that the Joint Planners advised that ‘we must at all times be prepared to act instantly’ if it appeared the Germans were about to move.   84 Keyes was irritated by this ongoing commitment, which immobilized around twenty-four thousand men and nearly the entire available fl eet of landing craft and assault shipping. He urged Churchill and Eden to seize the Atlantic islands as soon as possible, even if it meant Spanish hostility and the loss of Gibraltar.   85

 The German invasion of the Soviet Union on 22 June led to a diversion of German resources eastwards and stimulated fresh interest in London in combined operations along the northern coast of France. The next day Churchill instructed the COS to investigate the possibility of a major raid within range of British fi ghter cover. He was thinking of ‘something of the scale of 25 to 30 thousand men—perhaps the Commandos plus one of the Canadian divisions.’   86   Anthony Eden, now serving as Foreign Secretary, also believed that the reduction of German fi ghter aircraft in France presented opportunities for bold action. ‘From the political point of view,’ he wrote in early July, ‘a few successful raids would be most valuable.’ Not only would they ‘encourage the Russians in their grim struggle’, they would also dispel ‘old doubts’ in Europe ‘of our ability to give knocks on land’.   87 The  COS 
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were themselves eager to take advantage of Germany’s distractions in the east, but they recognized that an operation on the scale proposed by Church-ill was not possible with the resources at hand. They instructed Keyes to begin planning something more manageable, but until forces earmarked for Atlantic operations were released there was little his organization could do. On 4 July he presented plans for a raid on Le Touquet in northern France, although he could only muster 320 men and 6 tanks for the operation. Churchill was fi rmly opposed to a raid on this scale. He derided Keyes’ proposal as ‘most inadequate and out of proportion in the general war situation’:

  The results would be very small and might be achieved with disproportionate 

loss. The enemy would claim to have repulsed an attack and the general atti-

tude throughout the world would probably be ridicule at the feeble efforts 

which were all that we could achieve to help the Russians. The whole affair 

would appear as a fi asco.   

 The Defence Committee agreed with Churchill that combined operations must be designed on a scale that would ensure ‘useful results’.   88 An opera-tion on the scale Churchill wanted was not yet feasible, however, as even he soon realized. ‘The Germans have forty divisions in France alone,’ he explained to Joseph Stalin later that month, ‘and the whole coast has been fortifi ed with German diligence for more than a year . . . .  To attempt a land-ing in force would be to encounter a bloody repulse, and petty raids would only lead to fi ascos’. No amphibious operation Britain could mount was likely to divert German forces from the Soviet front.   89

 The COS and Keyes chafed at Churchill’s restriction on small raids, and in July they were given permission to launch minor reconnaissance raids along the French coast.   90   Churchill still wanted something bigger, however, and urged Keyes to prepare another assault in northern Norway, this time employing three to four thousand men and remaining three or four nights before evacuation.   91   Keyes continued to be constrained by preparations for the seizure of the Atlantic islands. On 23 July operations ‘Puma’, ‘Thruster’, and ‘Springboard’ were merged into a single expanded scheme, christened ‘Pilgrim’, for the simultaneous seizure of all the islands. Churchill initially planned to launch this operation in September, but when American support was not forthcoming the operation was put on hold until it was clear that the Germans were themselves preparing to act.   92 Keyes was dismayed. He was becoming increasingly sceptical about the prospects of ‘Pilgrim’, and 214      th e   war   aga i n st   g e rmany   and   i taly,  19 4 0 – 1

preferred to use these resources for large cross-Channel raids or the capture of Sardinia. He held out the prospect of achieving the sort of results Churchill had long hoped for, such as the seizure of the Cherbourg Penin-sula and the permanent occupation of the Channel Islands.   93 But Churchill and the COS remained committed to preparations for ‘Pilgrim’, which was not formally cancelled until February 1942. At all events, Keyes’ tenure as DCO was nearing its end. During his fourteen months in this position he had frequently clashed with the COS, and by October 1941 their relation-ship had deteriorated to the point that Churchill reluctantly accepted that Keyes must be relieved.   94

 Combined operations had thus failed to produce anything like the results Churchill had expected when he embraced the concept in June 1940. Only a handful of minor raids had been launched, and nearly all were embarrass-ing failures. The only unqualifi ed success was the assault on the Lofoten Islands, but the destruction of remote Norwegian fi sh-oil factories was, by itself, of no strategic value. Churchill instinctively disliked small raids, declar-ing on one occasion that it was ‘unworthy of such a large entity as the  British Empire to send over a few cut-throats’.   95   But he still saw a useful role for amphibious operations, provided they were launched on a scale that would allow for real strategic gains. When Captain Lord Louis Mountbatten of the Royal Navy was appointed to replace Keyes, Churchill instructed him to ‘start a programme of raids of ever-increasing intensity, so as to keep the whole of the enemy coastline on the alert from the North Cape to the Bay of Biscay’. However, by late 1941 he no longer regarded combined operations primarily as a means to tie down and disperse German resources: his attention was increasingly drawn towards the problem of returning to the Continent in force. Churchill therefore used this change in leadership to insist on a major shift in emphasis for the Combined Operations Head-quarters. Your ‘ main object ,’ he informed Mountbatten, ‘ must be the re-invasion of France.  You must create the machine which will make it possible for us to beat Hitler on land. You must devise the appurtenances and appliances which will make the invasion possible.’   96

 Churchill’s offensive instincts were also constrained by the heavy defensive obligations forced on the navy during this phase of the war. The German conquest of France and Norway dramatically improved their ability to attack Britain’s seaborne trade. U-boats no longer had to run the British blockade to escape from the North Sea; they could remain on station much 
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longer; and they could penetrate further into the Atlantic. Germany’s  surface ships also continued to prey on shipping. In the spring of 1940 the Germans began using converted merchant ships as commerce raiders. By the end of 1941 these ‘ghost cruisers’ had sunk or captured nearly half a million tons of unescorted merchant shipping worldwide.   97 At the same time, heavy units of the German fl eet presented a constant threat to Allied convoys. The pocket battleship  Scheer  roamed the sea lanes between October 1940 and March 1941, sinking sixteen merchant ships of nearly 100,000 tons. A sortie by the battlecruisers  Scharnhorst  and  Gneisenau  from January to March 1941 accounted for another twenty-two ships of over 115,000 tons. The heavy cruiser  Hipper  was also employed as a raider, sinking slightly more than 40,000 tons during its two cruises.   98   These ships all avoided destruction on the high seas. The battleship  Bismarck  was less fortunate. This ship embarked on its fi rst cruise in May 1941, and soon became the subject of a massive hunt by units of the Home Fleet and Somerville’s Force H.  Bismarck  was destroyed before it could reach safety at the French port of Brest, but only after sinking the battlecruiser  Hood  and damaging the  Prince of Wales . 

 The destruction of the  Bismarck  marked the end of Germany’s use of heavy warships as commerce raiders in the Atlantic Ocean, but the Admi-ralty still kept heavy ships in home waters in the event of another breakout attempt. The U-boat threat proved far more diffi cult to eliminate. In August 1940 Hitler declared a total blockade of the British Isles, and soon afterwards the U-boats began to employ deadly new ‘wolf-pack’ tactics for coordinated night-time attacks on convoys. As a defensive measure, merchant shipping was routed through the North West Approaches, but the redeployment of escort vessels to anti-invasion duties left convoys dangerously exposed. The British were fortunate that Hitler was not in a better position to capitalize on this vulnerability. U-boat production during the ‘phoney war’ had not kept pace with losses, and German strength had actually declined slightly since the beginning of the war. Nevertheless, even with fewer than thirty operational U-boats available to the Germans during the latter half of 1940, the British suffered heavy losses. German submariners would later refer to this period of plentiful targets and weak defences as the ‘Happy Time’. 

 Churchill was not alarmed at fi rst by the sudden surge in shipping losses during the summer of 1940. Britain’s merchant fl eet was still the largest in the world, and its strength had been augmented by nearly 2 million tons of shipping acquired from continental states that had been overrun by the Germans. There seemed to be little danger of an immediate shipping shortage 216      th e   war   aga i n st   g e rmany   and   i taly,  19 4 0 – 1

developing. A more serious threat appeared to be the congestion in Britain’s western ports, which struggled to handle the sudden surge of shipping being diverted from more vulnerable areas.   99 Import levels declined more rapidly during the latter half of 1940 than authorities expected, however. In part this was the result of the mounting losses being infl icted on British shipping, but it also stemmed from the heavy logistical demands created by Churchill’s decision to build up forces in the Middle East. As historian Kevin Smith notes, between June 1940 and January 1942 nearly a quarter of British-controlled shipping tonnage was employed either full- or part-time in meeting military needs in this theatre.   100

 By October 1940 the shipping situation was starting to become serious. In that month alone over 350,000 tons of merchant shipping were sunk by U-boats, and another                                      101 90 , 000 tons were lost to other causes.   As losses mounted and the danger of invasion seemed to recede, the Admiralty began to press for the release of escort vessels from anti-invasion patrols. The Defence Committee, chaired by Churchill, was initially reluctant to do so. Britain could continue to suffer heavy shipping losses for some time with-out risking a collapse, but a successful invasion would be immediately fatal. And with troops and tanks being dispatched from Britain to the Middle East, it seemed essential that the navy be able to prevent German forces get-ting ashore. Thus, given a choice between two strictly defensive roles for the navy’s light ships, Churchill opted for the one that would enable him to take the offensive elsewhere. 102   The COS secured only a modest transfer of ships—four destroyers and ten anti-submarine trawlers—on            103 3 October.   Churchill hoped the escorts could gradually be strengthened with new construction and American destroyers as they became available, and he con-tinued to oppose the release of ships from the southeast coast until the end of October, by which time intelligence indicated that the German invasion had been postponed till the following year.   104

 The transfer of resources back to trade defence coincided with warnings from Ronald Cross, the Minister of Shipping, that continued heavy losses would have grave long-term repercussions. Britain’s annual imports stood at 43.5 million tons in the fi rst year of the war, but offi cials at the Ministry of Shipping estimated that this would drop to around 32 million tons by the third year of war if the present rate of loss were not reduced. This calculation assumed, moreover, that demands on British shipping for the Middle East would remain stable. If operations in this theatre expanded, as Churchill wanted, Britain’s imports would be further reduced.   105 This message was 
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reinforced a week later by Arthur Greenwood, Minister without Portfolio, who reported that imports might also be drastically curtailed by the con-tinuing congestion in Britain’s western ports.   106

 Churchill took this problem seriously and in January 1941 created the Import Executive, under the chairmanship of the Minster of Supply, to ensure that optimal use was being made of the available shipping.   107 While this was a sensible step, Churchill stopped short of another measure that would have had an immediate impact on the U-boat campaign: the diver-sion of aircraft to the protection of shipping. In early November 1940 the First Lord of the Admiralty proposed that the RAF’s Coastal Command, whose aircraft cooperated with the navy in the defence of trade, should be increased from around three hundred planes to nearly one thousand.   108 This expansion could only come at the expense of the strategic air offensive, however, and Churchill was determined not to divert resources to what he regarded as a strictly defensive task. When the matter was discussed by the Defence Committee, he criticized the Admiralty for putting forward ‘extrav-agant demands . . . which could not possibly be met at a time when we were engaged on the task of increasing our power to bomb Germany’. He noted that the RAF was ‘forming itself into the leading element in bringing about our victory’, and recalled how the Royal Naval Air Service, the predecessor of the Fleet Air Arm, had absorbed ‘great quantities of men and material’ during the First World War. ‘The result,’ he complained, ‘was that at a time when the Royal Flying Corps was fi ghting for its life in France, large resources stood comparatively idle in this country. Such a thing must never be allowed to happen again.’   109

 Churchill later employed this same logic to reject a proposal from Cun-ningham to establish a Mediterranean Coastal Command to provide dedi-cated support to his fl eet. This request, Churchill complained in July 1941, ‘would practically ruin our Air Force in the Middle East’. In his view, the fl eet should only expect air support for relatively brief periods, ‘when engaged on important operations’.   110 To ensure that the air resources devoted to defensive tasks were being used effectively, Churchill recommended an investigation into means to improve the effi ciency of Coastal Command, including the possibility that it be taken over by the Admiralty.   111 But he stipulated that any proposals must avoid ‘an undue diversion of resources to defensive duties owing to the desire of the F.A.A. [Fleet Air Arm] to ensure its requirements being met on an over-generous scale’.   112 The Air  Ministry and the Admiralty worked out a plan for a small increase to Coastal 218      th e   war   aga i n st   g e rmany   and   i taly,  19 4 0 – 1

 Command’s numbers, but despite the backing of Lord Beaverbrook,  Minister of Supply, the navy was unable to obtain full control. Churchill was sympa-thetic to the idea in principle when it was discussed on 4 December, but he was not prepared to initiate such a disruptive and controversial change in wartime. The Defence Committee agreed to place Coastal Command under the Admiralty’s operational control, although it would remain an integral part of the Royal Air Force.   113

 Churchill was more receptive to ideas that did not involve weakening bomber command. In November 1940 the lowest speed for independently sailed merchant ships was reduced from 16 to 13 knots, in hopes that releas-ing faster vessels from the constraints of convoy would increase shipping capacity without incurring heavier losses.   114   The following month Church-ill urged the Admiralty to consider equipping merchant ships with catapults for launching fi ghter aircraft in order to provide convoys with protection against long-range German aircraft.   115   Continued heavy losses in the fi rst months of 1941 compelled him to take an active interest in the work of the Import Executive. Churchill was confi dent that the tonnage available for imports could be increased by repairing merchant ships more quickly, and that greater effi ciency could be achieved by reducing the time ships spent on their voyages and in port. Under Churchill’s direction, the Import Exec-utive instructed the Admiralty to consider a scheme whereby workers could be diverted from naval construction to the repair of merchant ships. This body also considered a variety of other measures, including a further decrease in speed for independently sailed ships to           116 12 knots.      The heavy losses infl icted by the wolf packs on ships under escort had clearly raised doubts about the continued viability of convoy. Churchill reassured the Admiralty that he remained ‘personally convinced of the soundness of the convoy sys-tem’, but he instructed Pound that ‘it should be continually subjected to unprejudiced judgement in the light of ascertained facts’.   117

 After reporting another devastating convoy attack to the War Cabinet on 27 February, Churchill grudgingly accepted that trade defence ‘must for the moment, be our supreme exertion’.   118 He pressed the COS to give higher priority to the provision of anti-aircraft guns to merchant vessels and the development of new bases for Coastal Command in Northern Ireland and Scotland. He also made it clear that Bomber Command would have to pro-vide some assistance. Air Marshal Sir Charles Portal, the CAS, warned Air Chief Marshal Sir Richard Peirse, the head of Bomber Command, on 1 March that ‘A very high proportion of bomber effort will inevitably be 
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required to pull the Admiralty out of the mess they have got into.’   119 A few days later Churchill issued a new directive proclaiming the onset of the ‘Bat-tle of the Atlantic’. This, he subsequently remarked, was meant ‘to focus the extreme attention and energies of all concerned upon this struggle for life’.   120 Typically, he began by stressing the importance of offensive measures. ‘The U-boat at sea must be hunted,’ he declared, ‘the U-boat in the building yard or in dock must be bombed. The Fokke Wulf, and other bombers . . . must be attacked in the air and in their nests’. To achieve this, he called for ‘extreme priority’ to be given to fi tting out merchant ships to launch fi ghter aircraft. In addition, greater effort would have to be made to concentrate Coastal Command’s resources on the North-Western Approaches, to allocate more defensive weapons to merchant ships, and to improve the anti-aircraft defences at Britain’s main western ports. Churchill’s directive also demanded a drastic reduction in the amount of shipping awaiting repair, a faster turna-round time for ships in port at home and abroad, and a possible further reduction in the lower speed for ships allowed to sail outside convoy.   121

 To oversee the progress of these schemes, Churchill created the high-level Battle of the Atlantic Committee, which he chaired himself.   122 This body consisted of ministers concerned with various aspects of shipping and supply situation, including the three service chiefs, and was regularly attended by the First Sea Lord, members of the Naval Staff, and representa-tives of the other services, including the head of Coastal Command. When it began meeting in late March 1941, most of its efforts were dedicated to increasing the effi ciency of British shipping and ports. Its fi rst achievement was a reduction in the amount of shipping awaiting or undergoing repair. In late February, when the fi gure stood at nearly 2.6 million tons, the Import Executive had hoped to increase the monthly repair rate by at least 100,000 tons.   123   Considerable success was achieved. By July 1941 the amount of shipping requiring repair had been reduced by nearly a million tons. As historian Max Schoenfeld has noted, this was not due entirely to the efforts of the Battle of the Atlantic Committee. Improved weather conditions dur-ing the summer, a decrease in German air attacks beginning in May, and the transfer of some repair work to American shipyards under the provisions of lend-lease aid from the United States, all contributed to the reduction of this backlog. But the Committee’s efforts to transfer workers from other tasks undoubtedly made a valuable contribution.   124

 The main casualty of this diversion of labour was the navy. When its new construction programme came up for consideration in March 1941, 220      th e   war   aga i n st   g e rmany   and   i taly,  19 4 0 – 1

 Churchill maintained that the transfer of dockyard labour to repair work would rule out the commencement of any new fl eet aircraft carriers once the three then under construction were completed. As any new carriers could not be completed until 1944, Churchill probably did not regard this as a sacrifi ce. He was still intent on getting new ships into service promptly, and once again insisted on priority for small craft and heavy units that could be completed quickly, which included the three remaining King George V-class battleships and  Vanguard , which had been authorized in March 1940  .  Work on the fi rst two Lion-class battleships was suspended, and the two that were to follow were cancelled.   125

 The Battle of the Atlantic Committee was also successful in reducing the turnaround time of merchant ships. The problem of congestion in British ports had been largely resolved by the spring of 1941, but Churchill believed that greater effi ciency was still possible.   126   He noted in May that cargo liners took an average of thirty-nine days to complete a round trip to North America in peacetime, but in early 1941 that fi gure had stood at eighty-six days. The time these same ships spent in port or moving coastwise had simi-larly increased from fourteen to forty-three days.   127 At the fi rst meeting of the Battle of the Atlantic Committee, Churchill called for a reduction in turnaround time by fi fteen days.   128   This goal was nearly achieved. By July 1941 Schoenfeld calculates that ships were spending around twenty days fewer in British west coast ports and coastal waters. Increased effi ciency in British ports was partially responsible for this improvement, but American Lend-Lease aid was also an important factor. The British could now safely reduce their level of exports—and hence the time ships spent loading car-goes in British ports—without endangering their ability to pay for Ameri-can imports.   129   The result of these efforts was a net improvement of thirteen days in turnaround time, even though ships in convoy were now spending more time at sea.   130

 The Committee did not fare as well when it came to providing convoys with merchant ships capable of launching fi ghter aircraft at sea, known as Catapult Aircraft Merchantmen (CAM). Churchill was optimistic at fi rst that these vessels would greatly reduce the amount of shipping lost to long-range German aircraft, but he was soon disillusioned. The fi rst ships to be equipped with catapults entered service at the end of April 1941, by which time serious disagreement had emerged as to whether their cargo-carrying capacity should be sacrifi ced so that they might perform their new military role more effi ciently. Churchill observed that if the ships continued to 
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 transport goods, as most members of the Committee expected, they would spend only about thirty days each year in waters beyond the range of land-based air cover. ‘This,’ he complained, ‘would be a very uneconomical use of specially fi tted ships and Hurricane aircraft.’ He therefore insisted that the fi rst ten ships to enter service should be used solely for patrolling in the areas where convoys were at greatest risk of air attack, even though this would preclude their use as ‘ordinary freighters’. If this experiment proved successful, he conceded that it would be necessary to begin equipping smaller merchant ships with catapults, so as to reduce the amount of carry-ing capacity that was lost. But Churchill was clearly beginning to doubt that a large fl eet of catapult-equipped merchant ships would be an effi cient use of resources, and at the end of April he decided that plans for converting as many as two hundred vessels must be abandoned.   131 Under pressure from the Committee, Churchill later agreed that the thirty-fi ve catapult-equipped merchant ships that were expected to enter service by August should all be employed ‘on ordinary cargo service on the Canadian and Sierra Leone routes’. Until experience was gained with these ships, he recommended that no more be fi tted with catapults.   132   In the event, these ships had little impact on the Battle of the Atlantic and were eventually replaced with naval ‘escort carriers’—small aircraft carriers (about a third the size of the navy’s ‘fl eet’ carriers) capable of being built relatively quickly and suitable for service on the trade routes.   133

 The decision to reduce the upper speed for ships in convoy proved to be a more serious mistake. The Admiralty opposed pressure from Churchill and the Import Executive to exclude ships capable of 12 knots from convoy, but this measure was nevertheless adopted on an experimental basis in March 1941 134 .      By May, statistics compiled by the Admiralty clearly showed that the speed reduction had led to greater losses. Between mid-November 1940 and early May 1941, independently routed ships travelling between 13 and 15 knots had suffered 12.8 per cent losses, Alexander reported, while the rate for ships in convoy had been only              135 5 . 7 per cent.   Churchill was not pleased. He complained that it was ‘unreasonable to discontinue the experiment so quickly’, and proposed that the First Lord should submit another report after discussing his fi gures with Lord Cherwell, a close associate who ran a special statistical branch within the government. But there was little  Churchill could do at this point to prevent a reversal of policy. On 19 June the War Cabinet decided that ships travelling between 12 and 15 knots should once again sail in convoy.   136
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 The Battle of the Atlantic directive had made no reference to the United States, but Churchill was eager to secure as much American assistance as possible. The most pressing need was for merchant ships, and Churchill hoped that the American shipbuilding programme could be doubled.   137 Just prior to the passage of Lend-Lease by the US Congress in mid-March, a merchant shipping mission under Sir Arthur Salter was dispatched to bring home to the Roosevelt administration the seriousness of the import situation and to secure as much American shipping as possible. Churchill anticipated American assistance two weeks later by reducing Britain’s own shipbuilding programme in order to accelerate repairs to existing ships. ‘[W]e should not at the present time proceed with any merchant vessels which cannot be completed by the end of 1941,’ he directed. ‘It is to the United States building that we must look for relief in       138 1942 .’   

 Around the same time, the possibility of American naval assistance also seemed to open up. Churchill reported to the War Cabinet on 17 March that John Winant, the US ambassador, and Averell Harriman, Roosevelt’s special envoy, were ‘longing for Germany to commit some overt act’, and that they had raised the possibility of the United States expanding its role in the protection of convoys. Churchill was naturally eager to seize this oppor-tunity. The steady improvement of British defences in the North West Approaches during the previous months had pushed U-boat operations further into the North Atlantic, where air cover was unavailable and con-voys were still without escort. Churchill hoped that the Americans might fi ll this gap by escorting ships west of    o 30   longitude, but he hesitated to ask the president to take such a blatantly un-neutral step (Map    139 5 ).   Instead, he proposed on 19 March that American warships and aircraft should maintain a presence in the central Atlantic, ‘as they have a perfect right to do without any prejudice to neutrality’. He refrained from asking that American forces report the location of German raiders to the British, although he suggested that their ‘mere presence might be decisive as the enemy would fear that they might report what they saw and we could then despatch an adequate force to try to engage them’.   140

 Churchill kept Roosevelt informed of the diffi culties Britain was encoun-tering in the central Atlantic, and his efforts were soon rewarded. The presi-dent informed him on 11 April that the United States would extend its patrol areas in the North Atlantic to approximately 25 o  and actively seek out and report any Axis raiders operating west of this line.   141   This measure would ease Britain’s diffi culties along the trade routes, but more importantly, it 
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represented a signifi cant move towards American belligerency. Churchill was elated. ‘Have no doubts that 25th Meridian is a long step towards salva-tion,’ he cabled to Roosevelt.   142   American involvement in the Atlantic war took another step forward in May when Roosevelt offered to send American troops to relieve the British forces occupying Iceland, which was develop-ing into a vital base for British aircraft and escort vessels protecting the mid-Atlantic convoy routes. 

 On 25 June 1941 Churchill outlined the progress that had been made thus far in the Battle of the Atlantic to a secret session of the House of Commons. His directive of 6 March had predicted that victory could be obtained within four months, but this was proving more diffi cult  than expected. Allied and neutral merchant ships were still being sunk at an alarming rate. Total losses to all causes in April 1941 exceeded 687,000 tons, the highest level so far. That fi gure had dropped to 511,000 tons in May, and would decline to 432,000 tons in June, but even this was still no better than the average rate for most months in       143 1940 .      The only real improvement Churchill could report was that losses in the North Atlantic to German aircraft had decreased substantially since the beginning of the year. But even though Britain appeared to have made little concrete progress in mastering the U-boats, Churchill was optimistic about the future. British imports were on track at this time to exceed the minimum levels set for 1941, and the United States was increasing its production of merchant ships. British and American shipyards would eventually be in a position to replace future losses even if the rate of sinking did not signifi cantly decline.   144 Churchill was therefore confi dent that shipping shortages would not become serious enough to undermine Britain’s ability to take the offensive in 1942. This,  in his opinion, represented a successful bottom line in the Battle of the Atlantic. 

 Churchill’s optimism was briefl y shaken at the beginning of July when Pound informed him that the Admiralty had underestimated the number of new U-boats being built. Admiral Doenitz’s operational strength had remained relatively stable at around thirty boats during the previous year, but increased production now meant that, for the fi rst time since the begin-ning of the war, the Germans were able to do more than just make good their losses. The number of operational U-boats doubled to around sixty-fi ve in July 1941, and was expected to be as high as one hundred by the end of the year.   145   Greater numbers portended proportionately heavier losses, which threatened to undermine all of Churchill’s previous calculations. 
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‘I had been reassured’ by the Admiralty’s predictions, he wrote to Pound on 5 July, ‘but now feel very anxious indeed, especially if there are going to be any more surprises of this kind.’   146   It soon became apparent, however, that more U-boats would not automatically translate into heavier losses. On the contrary, in July 1941 the situation at sea took a sudden turn for the better. Losses to all causes for this month dropped sharply, to slightly under 121,000 tons, and were only slightly higher the following month.   147

 There were several reasons for this improvement. First, there were more escorts than ever before: in July 1941 the number available was roughly double what it had been at the beginning of the war.   148 Nearly all the destroyers acquired from the United States in 1940 were now in service, and British and Canadian shipyards were producing a large and steady fl ow of new ships. As a result, more vessels could be allocated to individual convoys, and continuous protection was for the fi rst time available across the entire North Atlantic. In addition, escorts were becoming better equipped and their crews better trained. Intelligence was also making a signifi cant contri-bution. The British began decrypting U-boat signals for the fi rst time in the spring of 1941, which allowed, at least temporarily, the evasive routing of convoys. The decision to increase the speed for ships in convoy  also had immediate benefi ts, as losses to independently sailed ships declined sharply. At the same time, the increasing effectiveness of Coastal Command aircraft along the North West Approaches forced U-boats to operate further from their bases, which reduced their operational effi ciency. 

 Churchill assumed—incorrectly—that the long-term shipping situation was now secure. With the victory he had predicted in March now seemingly within grasp, his interest in the Battle of the Atlantic waned. He pressed ahead with plans for Allied landings in North Africa, which would involve a huge commitment of Anglo-American shipping resources. He also began to shift long-range aircraft from trade defence to the strategic bombing offensive against Germany. The Air Ministry had been never been happy about the diversion of its resources for attacks on U-boat bases, heavy sur-face ships, and the airfi elds used by German bombers to operate over the sea lanes.   149   At the time, Churchill had insisted that these diversions were neces-sary. ‘Naturally,’ he wrote to Portal, ‘I sympathize with the desire to attack Germany, to use the heaviest bombs and to give Berlin a severe dose’, but he held that attacks on warships would have to continue.   150 In mid-July the situation at sea had improved to the point that Bomber Command was permitted to devote the full weight of its resources to attacks on Germany. 
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Churchill also began to reconsider Coastal Command’s requirements. He informed Portal on 21 July that the Battle of the Atlantic had been ‘very much eased by recent developments’, and asked whether Coastal Com-mand’s long-range B-24 Liberators, which he considered ‘ideal bombers for Berlin’, should be transferred to Bomber Command. The same day he told the Defence Committee that he ‘deplored the fact that Liberators received from America had been allocated to Coastal Command; now was the time for every heavy bomber to concentrate on Germany.’   151 Churchill received no encouragement from the Air Ministry, however. The Liberators were not considered suitable for strategic bombing, and Portal preferred to leave them with Coastal Command.   152

 Churchill nevertheless continued to worry that long-range aircraft were being squandered on defensive tasks. By August he was confi dent ‘that the corner had been turned in the Battle of the Atlantic’, and he instructed the CAS to consider whether resources could be redirected from Coastal Com-mand to Bomber Command. According to Ismay, Churchill was thinking of not only diverting new aircraft coming into service but also of transferring entire squadrons.   153   The Admiralty immediately protested. ‘Any suggestion that the Battle of the Atlantic has turned the corner in our favour is not supported by facts,’ remarked Captain A. J. Power, an Assistant Chief of Naval Staff. ‘We have not yet even felt the full weight of [Germany’s] offen-sive against our trade,’ he continued. ‘To relax our preparations at the present moment is courting disaster.’ Coastal Command aircraft had clearly played a critical role in driving U-boats away from British shores, and Admiralty offi cials were understandably reluctant to see their numbers—already con-sidered inadequate—reduced further. ‘We require every single surface ship and every long-range aircraft we can possibly muster if we are to even hope to keep our losses within reason,’ Power warned.   154

 This was a realistic assessment, and the Admiralty’s fears seemed to be borne out by a surge in shipping losses during September. But Churchill remained optimistic that the U-boat threat had been reduced to managea-ble proportions. His confi dence was bolstered by growing American involve-ment in the Battle of the Atlantic. At the beginning of September the United States navy began escorting Allied convoys as far as Iceland, which lay within the area designated as a war zone by Germany. This eased the strain on the British and Canadian navies in the North Atlantic, and brought the United States even closer to open belligerency. On 4 September a U-boat attacked the USS  Greer , an American destroyer, and was promptly counter-attacked. 
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This effectively marked the beginning of an undeclared naval war in the North Atlantic between Germany and the United States. 

 When shipping losses declined again in October 1941, Churchill pro-posed to transfer Whitley and Wellington bombers from Coastal Command to Bomber Command. Alexander immediately protested, complaining that it would reduce Coastal Command’s long-range aircraft by half. He was supported again by Portal, who assured Churchill that these aircraft would be a major loss to Coastal Command, but only a relatively small gain for Bomber Command.   155 The German decision in late 1941 to transfer a large portion of its operational U-boat fl eet to the Mediterranean led to addi-tional improvements in the Battle of the Atlantic during November, but Churchill was by now becoming alarmed by evidence of a growing gap between the number of U-boats being sunk and the number being built. After receiving a report from the head of the Secret Service that the dispar-ity might be even greater than the Admiralty was reporting, Churchill’s confi dence in the navy’s anti-submarine capabilities was badly shaken. ‘I am much disquieted by these facts,’ he reproved Alexander and Pound. ‘The failure of our methods about which so much was proclaimed by the Admi-ralty before the war, is painfully apparent.’   156

 This criticism was not entirely fair. To be sure, asdic had failed to live up to the Naval Staff ’s optimistic pre-war predictions. The use of massed U-boats for night-time surface attacks had also exposed the limitations of the convoy  system. But by mid-1941 the navy had demonstrated that if given suffi cient resources it could create an effective system for the defence of British trade. The organization of merchant shipping into convoy,  the provision of escorts equipped with both asdic and radar, and the use of long-range aircraft to provide air cover had all been effective in reducing the U-boat threat to manageable proportions around the British Isles by mid-1941. The Germans were thereafter only able to infl ict heavy losses on Allied shipping in areas where this defensive system did not exist. The prob-lem facing the Admiralty was to secure adequate resources to extend its system to other threatened areas, particularly the vital supply routes across the North Atlantic. 

 Pound set to work on preparing the Admiralty’s case immediately after receiving Churchill’s rebuke. He admitted to the VCNS that ‘this Battle of the Atlantic business’ had not been taken ‘suffi ciently seriously’, and com-plained that inadequate resources had been allocated to trade defence, par-ticularly in the air. The navy’s fi rst requirement, he concluded, was an 228      th e   war   aga i n st   g e rmany   and   i taly,  19 4 0 – 1

increased bombing effort against U-boat construction yards and bases, and against German surface ships. Pound also wanted more long-range aircraft for Coastal Command, more destroyers and corvettes for escort duty, and auxiliary aircraft carriers to provide air cover to convoys beyond the range of land-based aircraft.   157   The  fi rst such ship, HMS  Audacity , had entered service in September 1941 and provided valuable service in the Bay of Bis-cay before being lost to a U-boat in December. The Admiralty hoped to have no fewer than fi fteen of these carriers in service by the following year, and another fi fteen the year after. But there were growing concerns that there would not be enough fi ghter aircraft for these ships and for the new armoured fl eet carriers that would soon be entering service. Alexander informed Churchill on 4 December that ‘drastic steps’ were needed to ensure an adequate supply of fl eet fi ghters, but this was a diffi cult proposi-tion to sell. The First Lord admitted that increased production would have to come at the expense of aircraft for the RAF. The Admiralty calculated that its needs could largely be met if the production of heavy bombers was reduced by around twenty per month.   158

 There was every reason for naval leaders to assume that this request would be denounced as further extravagance, but Churchill’s confi dence in the bomber offensive had been wavering since August 1941, when a detailed study, known as the Butt report, cast serious doubts on the ability of British aircraft to locate targets inside Germany. This investigation, initiated by Cherwell, Churchill’s chief scientifi c adviser, suggested that only around 5 per cent of bombers managed to drop their bombs within fi ve miles of their target. Precision bombing clearly was not working, and the Air Ministry began to develop plans for a new campaign directed against German cities. For this to be effective in destroying German morale, Portal informed Churchill on 25 September that as many as four thousand bombers would be required, which represented a roughly tenfold increase in the number of machines available.   159   This proposal, coming so soon after the Butt report, received a frosty reception. ‘It is very disputable,’ Churchill told Portal, ‘whether bombing by itself will be a decisive factor in the present war.’ Rather than giving Bomber Command more aircraft, Churchill proposed that its results could be improved by achieving greater accuracy in locating targets. ‘The most we can say’ about strategic bombing, he charged, ‘is that it will be a heavy and, I trust, a seriously increasing annoyance’.   160

 In a lengthy minute to Portal on 7 October, Churchill elaborated on these views. He admitted that the bomber offensive would have to continue, 
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as it constituted the only effective means then available to damage German morale. But he was now sceptical of the Air Ministry’s claims that bombing alone could achieve decisive results. ‘One has to do the best one can,’ he wrote, ‘but he is an unwise man who thinks there is any  certain  method of winning this war, or indeed any other war between equals in strength.’   161 By the autumn of 1941, Churchill had concluded that land forces would even-tually have to be employed on the Continent to ensure Germany’s defeat. His confi dence in Bomber Command was again shaken by the heavy losses it suffered in November 1941, which fi nally convinced him that a more cautious strategy would have to be adopted in the short term. ‘In battle, heavy losses must be faced,’ he remarked, ‘but it was undesirable to expose our aircraft to extreme hazards in the course of routine operations.’ The Air Ministry was instructed to conserve its strength for the spring of       162 1942 .   

 The Admiralty therefore had reason to hope that its request for an increased share of resources at the expense of Bomber Command would not be dismissed out of hand. Churchill replied on 6 December that he was prepared to help the Admiralty ‘get all that you require for the Armoured [i.e. “fl eet”] carriers, even in priority over the Bomber Command’. But he expressed reservations about the proposed ‘multiplication of improvised [i.e. light “auxiliary”] Carriers which, though I like it, I cannot feel stands on the same level’.   163   Thus encouraged, Alexander warned Churchill that the recent reduction in shipping losses had ‘perhaps induced a false sense of security’, and he forwarded an Admiralty memorandum outlining all the navy’s requirements.   164   Churchill was thus presented with an accurate appraisal of what it would take to defeat the U-boats, and could have been left with no doubt that this would involve some reduction in the British bombing cam-paign against German cities. But before a new debate over the allocation of resources between the services could begin, both the U-boat threat and the strategic air campaign were temporarily eclipsed by the failure of British policy in the Far East.     




8 

‘Courting Disaster’: The 

Deterrence of Japan and the 

Dispatch of Force Z   

 

Japan’s neutrality at the beginning of the Second World War allowed Churchill and the COS to avoid a divisive debate over the allocation of resources for a three-front war against Germany, Italy, and Japan simultane-ously. It was only in 1941, when tensions in the Pacifi c had escalated to the point that the issue could no longer be ignored, that the problem had to be addressed head- on. Prior to this, the only ones eager to discuss Far Eastern issues were the Australians. When he became First Lord of the Admiralty, Churchill was confronted almost immediately by demands from Canberra that Britain reaffi rm its pre-war pledges to send a fl eet to Singapore in the event of war with Japan. Until then, the Australian government naturally hesitated to release its forces for the war against Germany.   1 In November 1939, Australia’s High Commissioner in London reminded Churchill that his predecessor as First Lord of the Admiralty, Lord Stanhope, had ‘specifi -cally stated that a Fleet of a defi nite strength i.e. containing 7 capital ships would be sent to the Far East if Japan entered the war against us’.   2 This  was true, although in March 1939 Neville Chamberlain had hedged on this commitment. In the event of war with Germany, Italy, and Japan, a ‘combi-nation never envisaged in our earlier plan’, Chamberlain warned that the size of the fl eet sent to Singapore could not be guaranteed.   3 After the out-break of war, Richard Casey, an Australian Cabinet minister, explained to British leaders that his government believed that Britain was still pledged to dispatch a fl eet to Singapore ‘almost immediately after the outbreak of war with Japan and quite irrespective of any direct threat of invasion of Australia’.   4
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 Churchill had not been a party to pre-war discussions with the  Australians, and he had no desire to see British resources diverted to the Far East if, in his opinion, they would be better employed elsewhere. It would be a ‘false strategy’, he told representatives of the Australian and New Zealand govern-ments in November 1939, ‘to undertake to keep a Fleet at Singapore with-out regard to the actual naval situation. Any such undertaking would be crippling to the operation of our sea power, and would give to Japan the power to immobilise half our Fleet by a mere paper declaration of war.’   5 In the event of war with Germany, Italy, and Japan simultaneously, Churchill pledged that the defence of the Pacifi c dominions would rank ‘next to the mastering of the principal [i.e. German] fl eet to which we are opposed, and that if the choice were presented of defending them against a serious attack, or sacrifi cing British interests in the Mediterranean, our duty to our kith and kin would take precedence’.   6 But this promise came with an important caveat: British forces would only be sent in the event of a  serious  attempt by Japan either to capture Singapore or invade Australia; Churchill did not intend to be drawn off by raids or feints. Until such time as a major threat developed, he believed the right strategy was to concentrate naval forces in the Mediterranean to knock Italy out of the war as quickly as possible.   7

 Churchill was eager to secure the release of Australian forces for the European theatre, but there is nothing to suggest that to accomplish this he misrepresented his intentions or deliberately underestimated the Japanese threat. The arguments he presented to Dominion representatives in Novem-ber 1939 were the same ones he had rehearsed at length before the war, and differed little from the opinions he had expressed as Chancellor during the 1920s. When the war in Europe began, there was good reason to think that if things went well, Britain would never have to make good its pledges to Australia. Singapore, Churchill wrote, was ‘a fortress armed with fi ve 15-inch guns, and garrisoned by nearly 20,000 men. It could only be taken after a siege by an army of at least 50,000 men, who would have to be landed in the marshes and jungle of the Isthmus which connects it with the mainland.’ Japan would be unwise, he argued, to attempt an operation on this scale so far from its bases. If at any time Britain dispatched a fl eet to relieve Singa-pore ‘the besieging army would become prisoners of war. It is not consid-ered possible,’ he concluded, ‘that the Japanese, who are a prudent people . . . would embark upon such a mad enterprise.’ And if the capture of Singapore was an imposing prospect, an invasion of Australia or New Zealand was even more so. The distances were even greater in this case, and the   Japanese 232  ‘ court i ng  d i saste r ’

would have to expect the intervention of a British fl eet. The most Australia had to fear, Churchill insisted, was a ‘tip-and-run raid’.   8

 The fall of France in the summer of 1940 transformed the strategic land-scape in the Far East just as it did in Europe. With Britain’s survival in doubt, little could be spared to defend imperial interests in the Pacifi c. The only bright spot was that the Japanese appeared content to bide their time. Dur-ing the summer of 1940 the COS concluded that Japan would probably pursue a cautious policy and avoid an open clash with Britain until the European situation became clearer. Rather than risking a direct attack on British possessions, Japan would set about strengthening its position in South East Asia. As there was no possibility of sending a powerful British fl eet to the Far East in the near future, Britain would have to go to great lengths to avoid open confrontation with Japan. British policy, the service chiefs advised, ‘should be to play for time; to cede nothing until we must; and to build up our defences as soon as we can.’   9

 This was the line the Churchill’s new government adopted in July 1940 when Japan began pressing London to close the Burma Road, the principal supply route to Chiang Kai-shek’s Nationalist government in China. The strongest voice against this concession came not from Churchill but from Lord Halifax, who advised that this action would undermine Britain’s stand-ing in China and the United States, and lead to even more humiliating demands.   10   When the matter was discussed by the War Cabinet on 5 July, Halifax, a leading advocate of appeasement during the 1930s, advised that there was ‘a big element of bluff ’ in Japan’s attitude, and that Britain ‘should lose less by standing up to Japanese blackmail than by relinquishing our principles’. Churchill, on the other hand, was willing to make concessions. Given Britain’s current weakness, the prime minister ‘did not think that we ought to incur Japanese hostility for reasons mainly of prestige’.   11 The  gov-ernment therefore agreed to a temporary closure of the Burma Road. 

 The best deterrent to Japanese aggression, Churchill maintained, was the improvement of Britain’s position in Europe. Resources were therefore to be concentrated in the decisive theatre. If Japan did enter the war, Churchill wanted only minimal forces sent to the Far East until it was certain that either Singapore or Australia was directly threatened.   12 As long as Japan’s intentions were unclear, the fl eet would remain concentrated in the Medi-terranean and the Admiralty would dispatch only a modest force to eastern waters, including the battlecruiser  Hood  and two of the Ramillies-class  battleships, which dated from the First World War.   13 Pound was even less   ‘ court i ng  d i saste r ’ 233

optimistic about Britain’s ability to respond to Japanese aggression. At the time, he proposed to allocate only the battlecruiser  Renown  and the carrier  Ark Royal  in the event of war. In his view, Britain could hope to do no more in the short term than defend British trade in the Indian Ocean, for which purpose Trincomalee in Ceylon would probably make a better base than Singapore ( Map  6    ).   

 Churchill approved the First Sea Lord’s proposal, although even as Brit-ain’s fortunes ebbed he never despaired about the situation in the Far East.   14 Japan’s energies were still seemingly absorbed in China, and it would always have to worry about the intervention of either the United States or the Soviet Union if it embarked on new adventures in South East Asia or beyond. Churchill doubted that Japan’s leaders would launch an expedition against Singapore unless Britain could no longer put up serious resistance.   15 If Japan did attack Singapore or attempt to invade Australia, Churchill hoped that the United States would come to Britain’s aid. But, if US support did not materialize, he still maintained that ‘our course was clear’:

  We could never stand by and see a British Dominion overwhelmed by a yel-

low race, and we should at once come to the assistance of that Dominion with 

all the forces we could make available. For this purpose we should be pre-

pared, if necessary, to abandon our position in the Mediterranean and the 

Middle East.   16

 Australian leaders accepted Churchill’s assurances and continued to send troops to fi ght in the Middle East, but they remained uneasy about Singapore’s weak defences and the lack of a fi rm commitment from London to dispatch naval forces. In December 1940, following the successful air attack on the Italian fl eet at Taranto, Robert Menzies, the Australian prime minister, pressed Churchill for the transfer of three or four capital ships to Singapore from the Mediterranean fl eet. This appeal was renewed when Menzies visited London in March                                      17 1941 , and again in August of the same year.   The idea of employing a squadron of capital ships to deter Japan also found adherents in Whitehall. In November 1940, for example, R. A. Butler, the parliamentary under-secretary at the Foreign Offi ce, suggested immediately stationing a battlecruiser and an aircraft carrier at Ceylon to bolster British prestige in the region, ‘hearten Australia and New Zealand’, and help deter Japan.   18 Churchill, however, remained fi rm. He had no intention of letting capital ships sit idle at Singapore while Britain was fi ghting for its life against  Germany and Italy. As he informed Menzies in December 1940, Britain 
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could only transfer capital ships to the Far East ‘by ruining the  Mediterranean situation. This I am sure you would not want to do unless or until the  Japanese danger becomes far more menacing than at present.’   19

 Churchill took the same position on the critical question of air and ground reinforcements for Malaya. In 1940 British commanders in the Far East calculated that 566 aircraft were necessary to defend Singapore from a determined Japanese attack.   20 The Chiefs of Staff hoped that a lesser fi gure would suffi ce. They informed Sir Robert Brooke-Popham, the Com-mander-in-Chief, Far East, that ‘a very fair degree of security’ could be achieved with only 336 aircraft, a fi gure they hoped to attain by the end of 1941. But even this was too much for Churchill, who denounced any large-scale ‘diversions of force’ to Malaya. In January 1941 he informed the COS that the ‘political situation in the Far East does not seem to require, and the strength of our Air Force by no means warrants, the maintenance of such large forces in the Far East at this time’.   21   In December 1941, Malaya Com-mand could count on only 158 aircraft, and these were mostly obsolescent models.   22

 A proposal from Brooke-Popham to reinforce the small British garri-son at Hong Kong was also dismissed. ‘If Japan goes to war with us,’ Churchill observed, ‘there is not the slightest chance of holding Hong Kong or relieving it’:

  It is most unwise to increase the loss we shall suffer there. Instead of increasing 

the garrison it ought to be reduced to a symbolical scale. Any trouble arising 

there must be dealt with at the Peace Conference after the war. We must avoid 

frittering  away  our resources on untenable positions. Japan will think long 

before declaring war on the British Empire, and whether there are two or six 

battalions at Hong Kong will make no difference to her choice.   23

 The United States’ attitude towards Britain and the Pacifi c was an increas-ingly important factor in Churchill’s calculations during the winter of 1940–1. American leaders shared British concerns about Japanese inten-tions, which raised the possibility that British security in the Far East might eventually be improved by enlisting US military and diplomatic support in the region. This would obviate the need to divert British forces from the war against Germany and Italy, and Churchill pursued this goal with deter-mination. The willingness of Roosevelt and his top advisers to enter into secret staff talks with the British at this time was an encouraging sign, but the president was determined not to enter into any binding agreements or to commit American resources directly to the protection of British colonial 236  ‘ court i ng  d i saste r ’

interests. This made it diffi cult to prepare joint plans for an Anglo-American war on two fronts. Churchill’s preferred strategy for this eventuality was to concentrate fi rst on the defeat of Germany and Italy while adopting a strictly defensive posture in the Pacifi c. Japan could always be dealt with later, he reasoned; Germany could not. Fortunately, the Americans agreed. In November 1940 a memorandum by the USN’s Chief of Naval Opera-tions, Admiral Harold Stark, recommended that the European theatre of operations be given priority, even if it meant that US political and military infl uence in the Far East was temporarily effaced.   24   This document, known as ‘Plan D’, became the basis of US grand strategy. 

 Churchill was delighted by this development. ‘Plan D,’ he wrote, ‘is stra-tegically sound and also most highly adapted to our interests.’ If sacrifi ces had to be made, he preferred to make them in a secondary theatre, especially since the possibility of active US support made the dangers in this area appear negligible. ‘Should Japan enter the war on one side and the United States on ours,’ Churchill informed the First Sea Lord, ‘ample naval forces will be available to contain Japan by long-range controls in the Pacifi c’:

  The Japanese Navy is not likely to venture far from its home bases so long as 

the superior battle-fl eet is maintained at Singapore or Honolulu. The Japanese 

would never attempt a siege of Singapore with a hostile, superior American 

Fleet in the Pacifi c. The balance of the American Fleet, after providing the 

necessary force for the Pacifi c, would be suffi cient, with our Navy, to exercise 

in a very high degree the command of all the seas and oceans except those 

within the immediate Japanese regions. A strict defensive in the Far East and 

the acceptance of its consequences is also our policy. Once the Germans are 

beaten the Japanese would be at the mercy of the combined fl eets.   25

 Churchill shared his naval advisers’ hopes that the Americans could be per-suaded to base a powerful fl eet at Singapore rather than Pearl Harbor in Hawaii, but in his mind a US fl eet would be capable of containing Japan from either location. The Admiralty, however, was determined to see the Americans use Singapore as a base. In October 1940 the COS concluded that the US should, if possible, be persuaded to take the Royal Navy’s pre-war plans against Japan ‘as the basis of their strategy, the United States fl eet taking the place of the British fl eet in this plan’.   26   Pound and his colleagues urged this course on US naval representatives in London over the next two months. Singapore, they insisted, was the ‘only main fl eet base available for the Allies in the Far East’. It security was therefore vital ‘to the position both of the British Empire and of the United States of America in that area. 
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If Singapore were lost, it would not be possible,’ they asserted, ‘to re-establish the position in the Far East.’   27 Admiralty offi cials calculated that British and US interests could both be adequately protected if the Americans allocated ten capital ships to Singapore, fi ve to the Atlantic, and none to Hawaii.   28 The west coast of the United States had nothing greater to fear, they insisted, than ‘tip and run’ raids.   29

 The Americans made no secret of their aversion to these ideas. In December 1940, as both sides were preparing for secret staff conversations in Washington, Admiral Stark informed the British that their requests for a US fl eet at Singapore were ‘unacceptable’, as this would not provide for the full protection of US interests.   30 Having decided that the Atlantic would be the primary theatre, US naval leaders prepared to base their main eastern fl eet at Pearl Harbor and accept the possible loss of the Philippines. The British and Dutch would be left to defend their interests in South East Asia as best they could. The Admiralty was unhappy, but Churchill did not want to quibble with the Americans over what he regarded as a sec-ondary issue. ‘There is no use in putting before them a naval policy which they will not accept,’ he insisted, ‘and which will only offend them and make it more diffi cult to bring them into the war. If they prefer Hawaii to Singapore there is no more to be said.’   31

 The Admiralty began to show a more fl exible attitude on this matter, but naval leaders still hoped to convince the Americans of the wisdom of their strategy. At the ABC (American-British-Canadian) Staff Conference in Washington in January–March 1941, British delegates tried once again to persuade their hosts to fall in with their plans. Admiral Roger Bellairs, the head of the British delegation, insisted that the loss of Singapore would be ‘a disaster of the fi rst magnitude, second only to the loss of the British Isles’. It was essential, therefore, to ‘retain a card of re-entry’ into the Far East. The British did not think that the Americans fully appreciated the consequences of abandoning South East Asia. Japan, they warned, would ‘become the undisputed master of East Asia, of the East Indies and of the Western Pacifi c’. This would not only deprive the Allies of important resources, but also make Japan economically self-suffi cient. Furthermore, the prestige of the Western powers would suffer a devastating blow, especially in Asia; Chinese resistance would collapse; and Russia, ‘faced with a Japan supreme in the Orient, might well throw in her lot defi nitely with the Axis’. If the Americans would not base a fl eet at Singapore, the only other sensible course, according to the British, was to strengthen the US Asiatic Fleet, based on the Philippines.   32 238  ‘ court i ng  d i saste r ’

 This proposal met with a cool reception. The Americans were unwilling to divide their forces in such a manner and were annoyed that the British would not let the matter drop. The most they were prepared to do was strengthen US naval forces in the Atlantic and Mediterranean in order to release British ships for the Far East. When news of these continuing disa-greements made their way back to London, Churchill was justifi ably angry with the navy. ‘What has been the use of all this battling?’ he asked the First Lord in February 1941. ‘Anyone could have seen that the United States would not base a battle-fl eet on Singapore and divide their naval forces.’ Britain’s fi rst object, he insisted, was to get the United States to enter the war. Once this had been accomplished, he was confi dent that ‘the proper strategic dispositions’ would eventually emerge. The Americans, he sug-gested, would probably come around to the British view ‘when they are up against reality, and not trying to enter into hypothetical paper accords beforehand’. In the meantime, Britain should not make diffi culties. Church-ill instructed the staff mission in Washington to tell the Americans that they ‘loyally accept the United States Navy dispositions for the Pacifi c’. His clos-ing remarks were surprisingly candid: ‘I do not see why, even if Singapore were captured, we could not protect Australia by basing a fl eet on Australian ports. This would effectively prevent invasion.’   33

 Faced with the prime minister’s displeasure and fi rm opposition from the US military, the British delegation dropped the matter. The ABC agreement of March 1941 confi rmed the ‘Germany fi rst’ strategy that both sides favoured, but deferred to US views on Far Eastern dispositions. With the passage of the Lend-Lease Act the same month, Churchill had ample grounds for optimism about the course of Anglo-American relations. Roosevelt seemed determined to throw his country’s resources behind the British war effort and, if possible, to enter the war on Britain’s side. This strengthened Churchill’s conviction that British and imperial forces should be concen-trated on the war against Germany and Italy. In April 1941 he informed the COS that it was ‘very unlikely’ that ‘Japan will enter the war either if the United States have come in, or if Japan thinks they would come in, conse-quent on a Japanese declaration of war’. In his opinion, it could now be ‘taken  as almost certain  that the entry of Japan into the war would be fol-lowed by the immediate entry of the United States on our side’. Churchill probably hoped that this assurance would stifl e any debate over the division of resources between theatres. ‘These conditions are to be accepted by the Service Departments as a guide for all plans and actions,’ he insisted. ‘Should   ‘ court i ng  d i saste r ’ 239

they cease to hold good, it will be the responsibility of Ministers to notify the Service Chiefs in good time.’   34

 The service chiefs were less confi dent than Churchill of US support, and more worried about Britain’s growing vulnerability in the Far East. In May 1941 the CIGS, General Sir John Dill, challenged Churchill’s views and reasserted the priorities that had been approved by the COS before the war. In his opinion, the loss of the Middle East would not spell disaster for  Britain, and the defence of Singapore should have a higher priority. ‘Egypt is not even second in order of priority,’ he argued, ‘for it has been an accepted principle in our strategy that in the last resort the security of Singapore comes before that of Egypt. Yet the defences of Singapore are still consider-ably below standard.’ It was necessary, he insisted, to ‘look well ahead. If we wait till emergency arises in the Far East, we shall be too late.’   35

 Churchill brusquely rejected these arguments. ‘I gather you would be prepared to face the loss of Egypt and the Nile Valley,’ he charged, ‘together with the surrender or ruin of the army of half a million we have concen-trated there, rather than lose Singapore. I do not take that view, nor do I think the alternative is likely to present itself.’ Japan, he argued, would ‘not be likely to besiege Singapore’ at the beginning of a war, ‘as this would be an operation far more dangerous to her and less harmful to us than spread-ing her cruisers and battle-cruisers on the Eastern trade routes’.   36 Until the defeat of Germany and Italy was certain, Churchill insisted that Britain would have to rely on the United States both to deter Japan and to protect British interests if deterrence failed. This involved running serious risks, and Churchill was prepared to relieve his military advisers of responsibility for the consequences. In return, he made it clear that the Chiefs of Staff must accept political direction on this issue.   37

 Hitler’s invasion of the Soviet Union in June 1941 provided Britain with a major ally capable of engaging the full weight of the German army on land, although it would take several months for British leaders to gain much confi dence that the Soviet war effort would last out the year. Churchill was eager to provide his new ally with all the support he could. With no possi-bility of an offensive in France to divert German troops from the Eastern Front, Churchill and the War Cabinet accepted the necessity of providing military aid to the Soviets on the largest possible scale, even at the expense of Britain’s own military operations. The service departments, acutely aware of their defi ciencies in modern weapons and equipment, were not enthusi-astic about undertaking this major new commitment.   38 The dispatch of 240  ‘ court i ng  d i saste r ’

aircraft, tanks, and other supplies to Russia in the latter half of 1941 diverted resources from British forces in North Africa, and pushed Malaya even  further down Churchill’s list of priorities. This left Britain’s position in the Far East more dependent than ever on the United States. Throughout 1941, London carefully followed Washington’s lead in the Pacifi c in hopes of averting a new war. US leaders were determined to take a hard line with Japan, however, and their policies, though intended to prevent confl ict, were increasingly provocative. The tightening of Anglo-American economic sanctions against Japan after its occupation of French Indochina in July 1941 led to a sharp decline in relations between Japan and the Anglo-Saxon pow-ers, and fi nally set Japan on the path to war. 

 The deteriorating situation in the Far East during the summer of 1941 compelled Churchill to alter course. Unwilling still to divert resources to the Far East on a large scale, he sought other means to demonstrate solidar-ity with the United States and impress Japan with Britain’s growing strength. In these changing circumstances, the transfer of naval reinforcements to Singapore might at last serve a useful purpose. On 25 August 1941, Churchill informed the Admiralty that he wanted to dispatch one of the new King George V-class battleships to serve as the nucleus of a ‘formidable, fast, high-class squadron’, which he hoped to have operating in the Indian Ocean as early as October 1941. This, he suggested, would provide a powerful deter-rent to Japan. ‘We have only to remember all the preoccupations which are caused us by the  Tirpitz ,’ he remarked, ‘to see what an effect would be pro-duced upon the Japanese Admiralty by the presence of a small but very powerful and fast force in Eastern waters.’   39

 The Admiralty had different plans at this time. The American refusal to send capital ships to Singapore or reinforce the Asiatic Fleet meant that Britain had to protect its own interests in South East Asia. Before the ABC Conference had concluded, the Admiralty began to consider schemes for building up a modest fl eet in the Far East once US capital ships were moved into European waters.   40 By August 1941 its plans were well advanced. When Churchill raised the idea of sending a fast squadron of capital ships to east-ern waters, Pound informed him that the Admiralty hoped to build up a balanced fl eet in the region by March 1942. Four of the navy’s unmodern-ized ‘R’-class battleships would be sent to the Indian Ocean between mid-September 1941 and early January 1942, where they would initially serve as troop convoy escorts. Between November 1941 and mid-January 1942, the battleships  Nelson  and  Rodney  and the battlecruiser  Renown  would move to   ‘ court i ng  d i saste r ’ 241

either Trincomalee or Singapore. With the addition of an aircraft carrier, cruisers, and destroyers, these vessels would ultimately form a balanced fl eet that could be stationed at Singapore.   41   In the meantime, Pound hoped that the presence of heavy ships in the Indian Ocean would placate the Australians and deter Japan from sending battleships or large cruisers into the Indian Ocean in the event of war. He was strongly opposed, however, to sending any of Britain’s modern battleships to the region, claiming that all these ships were needed in home waters in the event of a breakout by the German battleship  Tirpitz . 

 There was much to be said for these proposals, but Churchill swept them aside. ‘It is surely a faulty disposition,’ he complained in a memorandum on 29 August, ‘to create in the Indian Ocean a fl eet considerable in numbers, costly in maintenance and man-power, but consisting entirely of slow, obso-lescent, or unmodernized ships which can neither fi ght a fl eet action with the main Japanese force nor act as a deterrent upon his modern fast, heavy ships, if used singly or in pairs as raiders.’ There was also much to be said for these objections. Political considerations, however, were clearly foremost in Churchill’s mind. Japan, he argued, would be unwilling to contemplate war with the ‘combination now forming against her of the United States, Great Britain, and Russia, while already occupied in China’. It was very likely, he claimed, that Japan ‘will negotiate with the United States for at least three months without making any further aggressive move or joining the Axis actively. Nothing would increase her hesitation more than the appearance of the force I mentioned, and above all of a K.G.V. [King George V-class battleship] This might indeed be a decisive deterrent.’   42

 Speed was therefore critical to the prime minister’s plans, but the Admi-ralty was working to a different timetable. Churchill did not necessarily object to the navy’s goal of creating a formidable battle fl eet in eastern waters. His criticisms at this time focused on Pound’s immediate plans to employ the four ‘R’-class battleships as convoy escorts in the Indian Ocean. Once these ships were reinforced, they would have formed the backbone of a fl eet that might have been able to engage a large Japanese force under favourable conditions, but this mattered little to Churchill. If the critical decisions about peace and war would be made in Tokyo before 1942, as he expected, capital ships were needed in the Far East immediately if they were to serve any purpose. Churchill did not reject the goal of a large eastern fl eet in 1942, he simply ignored it in order to achieve his immediate objec-tives. And since Britain could spare only a small force in 1941, a fast, new 242  ‘ court i ng  d i saste r ’

battleship would be far more likely to impress observers than a squadron of old, slow vessels which had nearly been consigned to the scrapheap only two years before. 

 The Admiralty’s fi rm opposition defl ected Churchill on this occasion, but the idea was taken up again in September by Anthony Eden, now For-eign Secretary. Eden and the Foreign Offi ce were optimistic that Japan could be deterred from war by a display of strength. On 12 September the Foreign Secretary advised Churchill that Japan’s leaders were ‘hesitating’, but that their ‘better mood has only been brought about by the contempla-tion of the forces that may confront them’:

  Russia, the United States, China and the British Empire, to say nothing of the 

Dutch, is more than this probably over-valued military power is prepared to 

challenge. Our right policy is, therefore, clearly to keep up the pressure. . . . We 

want the Japanese to feel that we are in a position to play our hand from 

strength.   43

 Eden and Churchill discussed the Far Eastern situation that day over lunch. According to Eden’s diary, ‘Winston insisted that we could now put pressure on Japs’:

  I agree in the sense that they are beginning to understand their isolation, but 

process must take a little longer. Nothing could help it more than arrival of 

 modern  battleship or two at Singapore. We agreed that ‘R’ ships such as Admi-

ralty propose is a weak compromise. I told him that politically I had rather not 

have them. Modern battleship, Carrier and Battle Cruiser or nothing we 

agreed.   44

 This enthusiasm for naval reinforcements was reinforced by an awareness that the defensive position of the Anglo-Saxon powers in the Far East was increasing. The transfer of American B-17 bombers to the Philippines at this time, together with the gradual increase of British air strength in Malaya, were themselves seen as signifi cant deterrents to Japanese aggression. In early October 1941 the desirability of impressing the Japanese by a further show of force was backed up by leading civilian and military fi gures in the Far East, who emphasized the ‘propaganda value of even one or two battle-ships at Singapore’.   45

 The fall of the Konoye government in Japan put the dispatch of capital ships back on the agenda. Eden warned Churchill on 16 October that the new Japanese government would probably be under the infl uence  of ‘extreme elements’, but that it should still be possible to deter them. ‘There   ‘ court i ng  d i saste r ’ 243

is nothing yet to show in which direction they will move, if any,’ he con-cluded. ‘But it is no doubt true that the stronger the joint front the A.B.C.D. [America, Britain, China, Dutch] powers can show, the greater the deterrent to Japanese action.’ The ‘possibility of capital ship reinforcements to the Far East’ was, he claimed, now ‘more urgent, and I should be glad if it could be discussed at the Defence Committee’.   46

 When the question was taken up by this committee the following day, Churchill criticized the Admiralty’s plans to transfer six of its older and slower capital ships to the Far East. According to Sir Tom Phillips, the VCNS, Churchill was ‘scathing in his comments on the Admiralty attitude to this matter’.   47   A large force of old, unmodernized battleships could not engage the full weight of the Japanese fl eet, he maintained, nor run away from a superior force. It would also be too slow to catch Japanese raiders in the Indian Ocean. A fast, modern capital ship like the  Prince of Wales , on the other hand, could hunt down and destroy such vessels, and, by its mere pres-ence in the Far East, tie down a much larger number of Japanese battleships. The  Tirpitz , Churchill noted, compelled the Admiralty to retain no fewer than three British capital ships in home waters, ‘in addition to the United States forces patrolling in the Atlantic’. The presence of one of Britain’s most modern ships in the Far East, he argued, would ‘have a similar effect on the Japanese Naval Authorities, and thereby on Japanese foreign policy’.   48

 A. V. Alexander, the First Lord, contested the  Tirpitz  analogy. The German ship was dangerous, he observed, because it threatened Britain’s Atlantic convoys. In the Far East, British dispositions would be ‘governed more by the need to protect our own trade routes than to raid Japanese shipping’. Another ‘strong reason’ for keeping all of the King George Vs in home waters, he maintained, was to have them available for operations in the western Mediterranean, an argument Churchill himself might have employed earlier in the year. The Foreign Secretary now intervened to shift the discus-sion towards the larger problem of averting war in the Far East altogether. The dispatch of one ‘modern ship, such as the PRINCE OF WALES, to the Far East would have a far greater effect politically,’ he claimed, ‘than the presence in those waters of a number of the last war’s battleships. If the PRINCE OF WALES were to call at Cape Town on her way to the Far East, news of her movements would quickly reach Japan and the deterrent effect would begin from that date.’ 

 Phillips, standing in for the absent Pound, disagreed. The only credible deterrent, he insisted, would be the large, balanced fl eet that the Admiralty 244  ‘ court i ng  d i saste r ’

planned for 1942. In his view, a force of seven older capital ships should ‘be a match for any forces the Japanese were likely to bring against them’, as long as it was operating near its own bases and within range of shore-based air cover.   49   With the First Sea Lord absent from the meeting, Churchill was not prepared to press for a decision and the discussion was deferred. When the Committee reassembled on 20 October, Pound attempted to counter the prime minister’s arguments by reminding those present that the Admi-ralty had to worry not only about a breakout by the  Tirpitz  but also the battlecruisers  Scharnhorst  and  Gneisenau . Any one of these ships had the abil-ity to infl ict great losses on British shipping. The dispatch of the  Prince of Wales  to the Far East, he insisted, would increase the risks in the Atlantic and do little to avert war, as Japan ‘could easily afford to put four modern ships with any big convoy destined for an attack in Southern Waters’. The only real deterrent, he claimed, would be a fl eet at Singapore large enough to compel the Japanese to ‘detach the greater part of their Fleet’ to cover any southward expedition, which would expose Japan to attack by the Ameri-can fl eet at Pearl Harbor. 

 Churchill expressed surprise that the ‘R’s were eventually to form part of a battle fl eet at Singapore, even though Pound rightly pointed out that this had always been the Admiralty’s goal. Churchill continued, however, to focus on the objections to using the ‘R’s as convoy  escorts in the Indian Ocean in the short term. ‘The only thing,’ he maintained, that ‘would induce caution in the Japanese would be the presence in Eastern Waters of a fast striking force. This would be still more true before war had actually begun.’   50 He clearly overestimated the impact of a few fast capital ships on Japanese naval strategy, but his arguments were primarily intended to discredit the Admiralty’s short-term dispositions. The real issue at stake was whether the Admiralty would send an older battleship like the  Rodney  or  Nelson  to  Singapore in the coming weeks, or whether it would substitute the  Prince of Wales . 

 Eden was fi rmly on Churchill’s side: from the ‘political point of view,’ he observed, ‘there was no doubt as to the value of our sending . . .  a really mod-ern ship.’ Churchill even conceded that the  Prince of Wales  might eventually be replaced in the Far East by the  Nelson  once that ship had been fully repaired. The important thing for the prime minister and his Foreign Sec-retary was that a modern capital ship proceed to Singapore immediately. Unable to defl ect them from this goal, Pound suggested a compromise: the  Prince of Wales  would be sent to Cape Town, and only then would a fi nal   ‘ court i ng  d i saste r ’ 245

decision be taken on its ultimate destination. This was accepted by the Defence Committee, although there was probably never any doubt that the ship would sail on to Singapore.   51

 Churchill’s belief that Japan was still hesitating had also played a role in the decision the previous month to dispatch two battalions of reinforce-ments to Hong Kong. 52 The COS had rejected earlier proposals from Brooke-Popham to reinforce this exposed outpost ‘because they considered that it would only have been to throw good money after bad’. In September 1941 they were pressed again for additional forces, this time by a former General Offi cer Commanding, Hong Kong, who indicated that the Cana-dian government would be willing to supply the troops if asked.   53 The Chiefs, reversing their earlier position, supported this request. The ‘position in the Far East has now changed,’ they told the prime minister:

  Our defences in Malaya have been improved and Japan has latterly shown a 

certain weakness in her attitude towards Great Britain and the United States. 

 A small reinforcement of one or two battalions would increase the strength 

of the garrison out of all proportion to the actual numbers involved, and it 

would provide a strong stimulus to the garrison and the Colony. Further it 

would have a very great moral effect in the whole of the Far East and it would 

show Chiang Kai Shek that we really intend to fi ght it out at Hong Kong.   

 Their fi nal argument probably carried the most weight with the prime min-ister: the United States, they noted, ‘have recently dispatched a small rein-forcement to the Philippines and a similar move by Canada would be in line with the present United States Policy of greater interest in the Far East’.   54

 Churchill replied that he had ‘no objection to the approach being made as proposed’.   55   Like his service advisers, he was eager to act in unison with the United States. As he remarked a few weeks later, the ‘Far Eastern situa-tion had undoubtedly changed’ in recent months, and ‘the United States Government was nearer to a commitment than they had been in the past’. Britain, he insisted, must ‘regard the United State as having taken charge in the Far East. It was for them to take the lead in this area, and we would sup-port them’.   56   The Canadian government agreed to release two infantry bat-talions for garrison duty at Hong Kong, and these forces, like the  Prince of Wales  and the battlecruiser  Repulse , arrived in the Far East shortly before the outbreak of war. 

 These movements were part of the attempt to create an impression of growing British strength and resolve in the Far East, but it is important to understand that they were conceived as part of a broader strategy of 246  ‘ court i ng  d i saste r ’

 deterrence. Neither Churchill nor the Chiefs of Staff believed that two additional battalions would enable them to hold Hong Kong indefi nitely, or that a small squadron of capital ships could halt a determined invasion of Malaya.   57   Nor did they think that these forces would be suffi cient in them-selves to instil caution in Japanese leaders. The decisions to dispatch these token forces to the Far East in late 1941 are only explicable as part of Churchill’s long-standing policy of aligning British and American policies so closely that both the Americans and the Japanese would take Anglo-American co-belligerency for granted. British capital ships and Canadian infantrymen were symbols of resolve and determination, warnings that Britain still possessed considerable latent strength despite its preoccupations in Europe and the Middle East, and, most importantly, gestures of solidarity with the United States. 

 Churchill may have hoped in the autumn of 1941 that British strength would be suffi cient to restrain Japan, but he ultimately counted on the com-bined power of Britain  and  the United States to avert war. His deterrent strategy was designed to convince Japanese leaders that Britain and  American were  deliberately  coordinating their actions, and that they would act together in wartime as well. Churchill hoped to deter an attack on British interests by persuading Japan’s leaders that this would automatically mean war with the United States. It seemed inconceivable to him that the Japanese, who were still regarded as inherently cautious individuals, would risk cer-tain defeat by challenging the United States. They might be able to shrug off two British capital ships at Singapore—which in fact they did—but Churchill knew they had to take the threat of war with the United States seriously. 

 This strategy involved a strong element of risk, as Churchill could not be absolutely certain that the Americans  would  automatically support Britain. The worst-case scenario always in the back of British minds was that the Japanese would attack only British interests, and that the United States would remain neutral. Churchill was also eager, therefore, to send the right signals to leaders in the United States. His speech of 10 November 1941 at the Guildhall in London, which promised immediate British support for the United States in the event of a Japanese attack, was part of this attempt to form a common front with the Americans.   58 These efforts were not lost on decision-makers in Washington. In November 1941, for example, Roosevelt suggested to Churchill that Japan might still be deterred by the ‘continuing [American] efforts to strengthen our defenses in the Philippine Islands,   ‘ court i ng  d i saste r ’ 247

parallelled by similar efforts by you in the Singapore area, which will tend to increase Japan’s distant hesitation’.   59   Churchill was determined to per-suade Roosevelt that the two powers were acting in unison, and that a real partnership existed, not just because it would induce caution in Tokyo, but because he desperately needed the United States to bail Britain out if deter-rence failed. If Japan attacked Britain because it had faithfully followed the American lead, Britain would at the very least have a moral claim to  American support. 

 Churchill’s deterrent strategy was a failure, since it failed to prevent war with Japan. But the underlying logic was mostly sound. Churchill rightly judged that the Americans were serious about standing up to the Japanese, that Roosevelt wanted to support Britain in the event of war, that Japan could be crushed by the enormous military potential of the United States, and that the Japanese were aware of these things. His only real mistake was thinking that Japanese leaders would give in to American pressure rather than begin a war they could not hope to win. In Tokyo, a different cost-benefi t calculation took place: once Anglo-American pressure became intolerable, confrontation was preferred to compromise, even though the prospects of a Japanese victory were small. Churchill, who had kept Britain in the war in the summer of 1940 despite seemingly insurmountable odds, should have known better than to assume that foreign statesmen would not gamble if backed into a corner. But it is worth emphasizing that Churchill’s deterrent strategy was successful in its secondary goal: convincing Japanese leaders that an attack on Britain would bring the United States into the war. Churchill may not have created that expectation in Tokyo, but he certainly did everything in his power to  reinforce  it. When Japan’s leaders contem-plated their options in late 1941, they could not be certain that the United States would stand aside if they attacked easy targets like the Malaya,  Thailand, and the Netherlands East Indies, which is why the Pacifi c War began with a pre-emptive strike against the United States navy. 

 Churchill was, of course, enormously relieved when the Japanese onslaught started with attacks on both Britain and the United States. As he recorded in his memoirs, ‘to have the United States at our side was to me the greatest joy’. Britain’s survival and ultimate victory now appeared cer-tain. ‘I went to bed,’ he recalled, ‘and slept the sleep of the saved and thank-ful’.   60    In the short term, however, Britain’s strategic position took a dramatic turn for the worse. Japan’s surprise attack on the United States Pacifi c Fleet at Pearl Harbor on the morning of 7 December was far more destructive 248  ‘ court i ng  d i saste r ’

than Churchill had at fi rst realized. With no fewer than eight American  battleships destroyed or damaged in the attack, the main obstacle to Japanese expansion in South East Asia was eliminated, and all Churchill’s strategic calculations rapidly fell apart. Japan no longer had to fear American naval intervention if it sent a major expedition south to attack British possessions. The deterrent forces Churchill had sent to the region now found them-selves caught up in the confl ict they were meant to avert, and with disas-trous results. 

 The Admiralty plans to form a balanced eastern fl eet by early 1942 were still far from completion when the Pacifi c war began. To make matters worse, the aircraft carrier  Indomitable , which was to have joined the two capital ships at Singapore, ran aground in the West Indies and had to be sent to the United States for repairs. On the evening of 8 December, Admiral Phillips, the commander of Britain’s nascent eastern fl eet, decided to use the  Prince of Wales  and  Repulse  to disrupt Japanese landings in Malaya and  Thailand. These ships, with their escort of four destroyers, were code-named Force Z. The decision to seek out enemy forces was a calculated gamble. As the Royal Air Force could not guarantee continuous air cover for these ships as they traversed the South China Sea, Phillips had to count on speed and surprise for protection. The gamble did not pay off. On the morning of 10 December, Force Z, having abandoned its mission, was caught off the coast of Malaya by Japanese land-based aircraft operating from Indochina. Within hours, both the  Prince of Wales  and  Repulse  had been sunk, with the loss of 840 lives. 

 Their loss was a tremendous blow to wartime Britain. Churchill later claimed that ‘In all the war I never received a more direct shock.’   61 The intrinsic superiority of the Royal Navy was a matter of faith for the British public and elites alike: a naval disaster of this magnitude was as unexpected as it was distressing. More bad news followed. The remnants of the two Canadian battalions surrendered at Hong Kong, along with the rest of the garrison, on Christmas Day. The greatest and most humiliating disaster, however, was yet to come. Britain’s defences in Malaya collapsed with aston-ishing speed. On 15 February 1942, Singapore’s garrison capitulated to a numerically smaller Japanese force: 139,000 British and imperial troops were either killed or marched into captivity. 

 Britain’s deterrent strategy not only failed to prevent war, it needlessly sacrifi ced two Canadian battalions and placed British capital ships in harm’s way at the worst possible moment. Blame for the destruction of Force Z has   ‘ court i ng  d i saste r ’ 249

increasingly been directed at Churchill. It is often argued that he mis-understood what these ships could accomplish in wartime; that he did not yet appreciate the danger to warships from aircraft; and that he badly under-estimated Japanese fi ghting capabilities. There is some truth in these charges, but they are not suffi cient to explain what the ships were doing at Singapore when the war began. Moreover, most criticisms of Churchill are based on the mistaken assumption that disaster became inevitable the moment the decision was taken to dispatch capital ships to the Far East. In other words, the debate between Churchill and his advisers over  wartime  naval strategy has tended to obscure the fact that these ships were sent as part of a  peacetime  deterrent. When decision-makers in London moved the  Prince of Wales  eastward, peace still reigned in the Pacifi c: war with Japan, naval disasters, and the loss of empire appeared anything but inevitable. The origins of Force Z lie in Churchill’s overly optimistic assumptions about the symbolic value of capital ships and the willingness of Japan’s leaders to resort to war, rather than his mistaken views about what a small squadron of  British capital ships might accomplish if deterrence failed. 

 The assignment of blame over the loss of these ships has also been com-plicated by the fact that they arrived in the Far East less than a week before the Japanese onslaught began. London’s decision to send them  to  Singapore is thus often confl ated with Phillip’s to sail them  from  Singapore in search of enemy forces. By moving these ships to Singapore in a time of crisis, Churchill undeniably made their destruction possible, even probable, but not necessarily inevitable. Churchill was unrealistic about the ability of such a small squadron to protect British interests in wartime, but this had nothing to do with Phillips’ decision to seek out enemy targets on 8 December. The recently promoted Phillips lacked fi rst-hand war experience and was well known for underestimating the vulnerability of capital ships to aircraft. A different commander might not have endangered his ships on such a reck-less mission—one that had never been discussed by the Defence Commit-tee in London, as Phillips would have known. Force Z was destroyed in circumstances that could have been avoided, and in pursuit of objectives that neither the Admiralty nor Churchill had explicitly approved. On two occasions prior to the outbreak of war Pound even suggested to Phillips that he consider taking his ships safely away from Singapore. A clear distinction should therefore be drawn between Churchill’s decision to place two capital ships at Singapore on the eve of war, and the subsequent decision, taken thousands of miles away,  that resulted in these ships being caught in the 250  ‘ court i ng  d i saste r ’

open and without air cover off the coast of Malaya on the morning of 10 December      62 1941 .      There may have been little else that Phillips could have done in the circumstances, but his role in the disaster should not be underestimated. 

 Although he did not say so publicly, Churchill himself was disposed to blame Phillips for the loss of Force Z. ‘The last thing in the world that the Defence Committee wished,’ he wrote in 1953 in response to criticisms by Stephen Roskill, ‘was that anything like the movement which Admiral Phillips thought it right to make to intercept a Japanese invasion force should have been made by his two vessels without even air cover.’   63 Churchill was perfectly willing to urge admirals to take bold and reckless actions when he felt it would achieve some useful purpose, but he notably refrained from urging reckless action on Phillips in December 1941, as he had, for example, on Cunningham when Egypt appeared to be threatened earlier in the year. However, if Churchill had different ideas from Phillips about the deployment of these ships, he failed to make his wishes clear in time to avert a catastrophe. 

 What Churchill wanted to see happen is, in fact, uncertain. He subse-quently maintained that he had always intended the ships to move out of harm’s way. His memoirs record that on the night of 9 December, a meet-ing, ‘mostly Admiralty’, was convened in the Cabinet war room to consider the naval situation in the Far East. According to Churchill, there was general agreement that these ships ‘must go to sea and vanish among the innumer-able islands’:

  I thought myself that they should go across the Pacifi c to join what was left 

of the American Fleet. It would be a proud gesture at this moment, and would 

knit  the  English-speaking  world  together . . . . We were all much attracted to 

this line of thought. But as the hour was late we decided to sleep on it, and 

settle the next morning what to do with the  Prince of Wales  and the  Repulse.  

Within a couple of hours they were at the bottom of the sea.   64

 He repeated this claim in 1953, insisting that his goal had been for the ships of Force Z to ‘go to Singapore, should be known to have arrived at Singapore, and should then disappear into the immense archipelago which lies within a thousand miles of it. Thus they would have exerted all the deterrent effects upon the Japanese in any moment to attack which the TIRPITZ and at other times other vessels have brought to bear upon us.’   65 There are no con-temporary documents to support these claims, however. After searching the offi cial records of the COS and Defence Committee, Roskill  concluded   ‘ court i ng  d i saste r ’ 251

‘they never discussed the “disappearing strategy”  ’. It is perhaps surprising, therefore, that he mentions this plan in the  War at Sea , even though he is careful to attribute it to Churchill’s memoirs.   66

 But Churchill’s interest in sending the  Prince of Wales  to Pearl Harbor is not actually contradicted by the offi cial record, and it is corroborated by the diary of one of the participants at the meeting. General Alan Brooke, soon to become CIGS, noted that Churchill was upset that the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor had ‘entirely upset the balance in the Pacifi c and leaves Japs masters of the ocean until we can assemble some forces there. We therefore examined possibility of sending British battleship to restore situation. Finally left matter to be thought over and broke up.’   67 This suggests that Churchill, despite his reputation for recklessness, was inclined on this occasion to be cautious, and that he continued to think about these particular warships primarily in terms of their political and symbolic value. 

 Two months after the loss of Force Z, Britain suffered its greatest disaster in the Far East, the fall of Singapore. This defeat is also controversial. Churchill never attempted to deny his ultimate responsibility for this disaster. ‘If we have handled our resources wrongly, no one is so much to blame as me,’ he told Parliament in January 1942. ‘If we have not got large modern air forces and tanks in Burma and Malaya tonight, no one is more accountable than I am.’   68   He also never regretted the low priority assigned to the defence of Malaya. ‘I would do exactly the same again,’ he told one colleague.   69 ‘The decision was taken,’ he explained, ‘to make our contribution to Russia, to try to beat Rommel, and to form a stronger front from the Levant to the Caspian. It followed from that decision that it was in our power only to make a moderate and partial provision in the Far East against the hypotheti-cal danger of a Japanese onslaught.’   70

 Churchill deliberately ran risks in the Far East in 1940–1 in part because he underestimated the likelihood of war with Japan, but also, and more importantly, because after the fall of France he had little choice but to con-centrate resources in the main and decisive theatre. The logic behind his priorities is diffi cult to fault. Britain’s survival was now at stake: its resources were dangerously overstretched, and risks were being run everywhere. Fur-ther defeats in Europe and the Middle East would have had serious and immediate repercussions for Britain. Investing in the survival of the Soviet Union was also a far-sighted decision, and one that would ultimately pay huge dividends. The resources Stalin received from Britain in 1941 may not have been decisive in ensuring that the USSR did not collapse, but recent 252  ‘ court i ng  d i saste r ’

scholarship has shown that British aid played an important role during this critical period.   71   It only made sense to concentrate resources in the Middle East and Russia. The Far East, in contrast, remained calm. ‘In war one only has to compare one evil with another,’ Churchill wrote before the war, ‘and the lesser evil ranks as a blessing.’   72   So it was in 1941. Japan had not yet attacked British interests, and there was no certainty that it would. The choice for Churchill was therefore an easy one: forces sitting idle in Malaya and Singapore would do nothing to stave off disaster in Europe. The Chiefs of Staff were also prepared to gamble in this region, because there was no other reasonable choice, but they would have hedged their bets by diverting at least modest reinforcements to Malaya. In this respect Churchill’s inter-vention was decisive. The prime minister was accustomed to differences with his service advisers and was willing to change course when he encoun-tered fi rm resistance, but throughout 1941 he was not prepared to tolerate opposition to his Far Eastern policies. This was not, in his view, a strictly military decision. Political considerations, which were best judged by civil-ian leaders, had to take precedence. Consequently, Dill and Pound both saw their arguments for caution in this theatre either dismissed or belittled. In the end, they decided to save their strength for other battles. 

 Churchill’s uncompromising position grew from the conviction that the risks Britain was running in the Far East were small. His reasons went beyond a simple underestimation of Japanese strength and fi ghting capabili-ties, although these were also factors. In the decades leading up to war, Churchill’s approach to the problem of British security in the Far East was generally both realistic and pragmatic. Unlike Britain’s service leaders, who had overly ambitious plans for waging a protracted total war in the Far East, Churchill rightly concluded that Britain alone did not possess suffi cient strength to infl ict a decisive defeat on Japan. He was also more willing to sacrifi ce secondary British interests if they were not worth the cost of defending. These considerations dictated a defensive strategy in the Far East. Britain would have to defend Singapore, but solely as a means of protecting its only truly vital interests in the region, Australia and New Zealand. Any-thing more ambitious than this would depend on American support. 

 It was clear to Churchill at an early date that Britain’s position in the Far East ultimately rested on the ability and willingness of the United States to contain Japanese expansion. As prime minister, he was ready to assume a supporting role for Britain in the region. The steady improvement of Anglo-American relations in 1940–1 raised his hopes that Japan could be   ‘ court i ng  d i saste r ’ 253

deterred from war, and provided a safety net in case he was wrong. If  Britain could depend on US support, which seemed increasingly likely in 1941, Japan’s ultimate defeat was assured. Britain could make good its losses when the fi ghting was over, and, more importantly, the security of Australia and New Zealand would be assured. US belligerency would transform Britain’s strategic position, and make even Singapore expendable. Churchill does not seem to have realized how vulnerable this possession had become by December 1941, but his propensity to run risks with its security was strengthened by his expectations of US support.  That  gamble, at least, paid off.        




9 

The Battle of the Atlantic, 

the Imports Crisis, and the 

Closing of the ‘Air Gap’   

 

The loss of British territories in the Far East was more than offset, in Churchill’s view, by the entry of the United States into the Second World War. The devastating success of the Japanese surprise attack on the US Pacifi c fl eet at Pearl Harbor left the Allies far more vulnerable in this theatre than Churchill could have foreseen, but he never doubted that American belligerency marked a decisive turning point in the confl ict. The immediate challenge facing the Allies was to ensure that their combined resources were employed as effi ciently as possible in the new global confl ict. For the British, this meant adhering to the Germany-fi rst strategy that the Americans had agreed to in pre-war discussions. Churchill and the COS always regarded Germany as the greatest threat to Allied security. Germany’s downfall would make Japan’s defeat all but inevitable, but if Germany over-came Soviet resistance and consolidated its conquest of Europe, its position would become virtually insurmountable. The Americans had accepted this logic before their entry into the war, but the British were aware that  Roosevelt was under strong domestic pressure after Pearl Harbor to retaliate against Japan. 

 Churchill and his military advisers departed for Washington in mid-December 1941 for discussions with their American counterparts. During their trans-Atlantic journey, Churchill outlined his views on grand strategy in a series of memoranda for the British Chiefs of Staff. As before, he assumed that German strength and morale must be substantially worn down before a fi nal blow could be struck on land. It now seemed safe to assume that much of the wearing-down would be done by the Soviet Union.   bat t le   of   at lant i c,  i m p ort s   c ri s i s,  c lo s i ng   of  ‘ a i r   gap ’ 255

The  Wehrmacht had failed to crush the Red Army in a single campaign, as Hitler had intended, and the renewal of fi ghting on the Eastern Front in 1942 would impose a heavy burden on Germany’s resources. ‘Neither Great Britain nor the United States have any part to play in this event,’ Churchill noted in a memorandum, ‘except to make sure that we send, without fail and punctually, the supplies we have promised.’ While the Soviets tied down the bulk of Germany’s forces, British and American troops would undertake operations of their own to wear down German strength, beginning with the clearance of North Africa. Churchill was optimistic that General Auchinleck’s ‘Crusader’ offensive in the western desert would drive German and Italian forces to the French frontier at Tunisia, and he hoped that these victories, together with the United States’ entry into the war, would persuade Vichy France to throw in its lot with the Allies. In this event, British and American formations would immediately be poured into French North Africa. If the Germans chose to fi ght to maintain a presence in the region, they would do so at a serious disadvantage. ‘The North-West African theatre is one most favourable for Anglo-American operations,’ he claimed, ‘our approaches being direct and convenient across the Atlantic, while the enemy’s passage of the Mediterranean would be severely obstructed’.   1

 These efforts would be supplemented by strategic bombing. ‘It must be remembered,’ Churchill wrote in the same memorandum, ‘that we place great hopes of affecting German production and German morale by ever more severe and more accurate bombing of their cities and harbours, and that this, combined with their Russian defeats, may produce important effects upon the will to fi ght of the German people, with consequential internal reactions upon the German Government.’   2 Churchill admitted that the stra-tegic air offensive had ‘so far fallen short of our hopes’, but he assumed that the addition of American bomber squadrons would produce better results. These efforts to wear down German strength from the air might eventually achieve decisive results, he hoped, by creating ‘internal convulsions in Germany’, although he assumed that fi nal victory would require the decisive defeat of the German army. This could be accomplished, he proposed, by landing Anglo-American forces throughout occupied Europe in order to spark a general uprising against Nazi rule. The ‘conquered populations’ would never be able to revolt on their own, he maintained:

  owing to the ruthless counter-measures that will be employed, but if adequate 

and suitably equipped forces were landed in several of the following countries, 
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the French Atlantic coasts, as well as in Italy and possibly the Balkans, the 

 German garrisons would prove insuffi cient to cope both with the strength of 

the liberating forces and the fury of the revolting peoples. It is impossible for 

the Germans, while we retain the sea-power necessary to choose the place or 

places of attack to have suffi cient troops in each of these countries for  effective 

resistance. In particular, they cannot move their armour about laterally from 

north to south or west to east; either they must divide it between the various 

conquered countries—in which case it will become hopelessly dispersed—or 

they must hold it back in a central position in Germany, in which case it will 

not arrive until large and important lodgements have been made by us from 

overseas.   3

 Churchill calculated that around forty armoured divisions, specially trained and equipped for amphibious operations, would be suffi cient to spearhead an invasion of Europe in the summer of 1943. These forces, half British, half American, would be followed by additional Allied formations—‘another million men of all arms’—but he expected the people of Europe, once armed by the Allies, also to play a major part in the fi nal destruction of the German army. Victory might be achieved, he concluded, by the end of 1943 or sometime in      4 1944 .   

 While the exploitation of Allied sea power was central to Churchill’s plans for the war in Europe, the navy’s main role in this theatre was to enable offensive operations by land and air forces. Navies still had important battles to win in the Far East, and would be necessary to bring decisive pres-sure against Japan, but in the Atlantic and Mediterranean, which Churchill regarded as the most important theatres, their role was a supporting one. They would keep open the sea lanes essential to Britain’s survival, allow the build-up of American forces in the European theatre, and protect Anglo-American armies operating overseas. But the experiences of 1940 and 1941 had impressed upon Churchill that naval power alone was incapable of infl icting  signifi cant damage on either Germany or Italy. Mediterranean operations had shown that the navy could not infl ict a decisive blow against Italy, or even sever its communications with North Africa. Germany’s con-quests in Europe meant that economic pressure now depended on air power. Churchill’s outline of Anglo-American grand strategy in December 1941 did not contain even a token reference to maritime blockade as a means of wearing down German strength. The navy, in his eyes, had become a pre-dominantly defensive weapon, at least in the European war. 

 Churchill’s military advisers shared his broad views on the future devel-opment of grand strategy. By the time they arrived in Washington, they had   bat t le   of   at lant i c,  i m p ort s   c ri s i s,  c lo s i ng   of  ‘ a i r   gap ’ 257

agreed that German strength would be worn down over the course of 1942 by a combination of Anglo-American operations in North Africa, strategic bombing, blockade, propaganda, and subversion on the Continent. This, it was hoped, would allow a fi nal assault to be launched against Germany in 1943 5 .      The British were relieved to discover that American leaders still accorded priority to the European war, and agreement was easily reached that ‘only the minimum of force necessary for the safeguarding of vital interests in other theatres should be diverted from operations against  Germany’. The Americans also accepted, with only a minimum of discussion, the general outline of Allied grand strategy sketched out for them by the British, although they were unwilling to commit American forces to opera-tions in North Africa and expressed reservations about the idea of launching ‘simultaneous landings in several of the occupied countries’ in       6 1943 .   

 The fi rst wartime meeting of British and American leaders, known as the Arcadia Conference, did little, therefore, to prepare either side for the disa-greements that would emerge over when and where Anglo-American armies would be employed against Germany and Italy. But before this issue became contentious, Churchill’s calculations were upset by two unexpected developments: the failure of the ‘Crusader’ offensive to drive back Axis forces in North Africa; and the growing U-boat threat to Allied shipping. 

 The entry of the United States into the war allowed Germany to begin operating U-boats for the fi rst time along the east coast of the United States (see Map 5). Despite having ample time and opportunity to prepare against this threat, the Americans were not ready for an attack in their own waters. In January 1942 the fi rst U-boat commanders to arrive were amazed to fi nd that merchant ships were running along the coast unescorted, and many were not taking even basic precautions against attack such as running without lights or zig-zagging. To make matters worse, American coastal cities were still brightly lit up at night, leaving ships clearly silhouetted for U-boats laying offshore. As in 1940, the Allies were probably fortunate that the carnage was not greater. The Germans had nearly one hundred operational U-boats available at the beginning of 1942, but Hitler insisted on keeping most of them in the Mediterranean and off Norway. Nevertheless, even with only about a dozen U-boats operating at any time in the western Atlantic, the Germans still infl icted heavy losses: over a million and a half tons of Allied shipping were sunk during the fi rst four months of       7 1942 .   
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 The Admiralty was appalled by these heavy—and mostly unnecessary— losses, and urged the Americans to set up at least a rudimentary  convoy  system. Churchill was suffi ciently alarmed by the destruction along the American seaboard that he tactfully drew Roosevelt’s attention to the problem in  February. The following month he cabled Harry Hopkins, one of Roosevelt’s close advisers, to suggest the temporary release of American destroyers from the Pacifi c theatre to allow for the introduction of convoy in the western Atlantic and Carribean. 8 But Admiral Ernest J. King, the Commander-in-Chief of the US Fleet, was slow to take action, believing that ships would be safer sailing independently than in weakly defended convoys. Until more escorts were available, he suggested to Roosevelt that the  British might help by stepping up their air attacks on U-boat bases and building yards, ‘thus checking submarine activities at their source’.   9

 The allocation of British bomber forces was already the subject of heated debate in London. The decision in November 1941 to conserve bomber strength for the spring had resulted in a substantial diversion of resources over the winter to attacks on Germany’s heavy surface ships at Brest. The Air Ministry remained committed to strategic bombing, how-ever, and in early February 1942 it proposed that Bomber Command should once again concentrate the greatest possible effort against German cities.   10   A change of targets became unavoidable on 12 February, when the ships Bomber Command had been targeting— Scharnhorst ,  Gneisenau , and the heavy cruiser  Prinz Eugen —made their ‘Channel Dash’ from Brest to Germany. Two days later, Churchill minuted that he was now ‘entirely in favour of the resumption of the full bombing of Germany’. On the basis of this minute, the Air Ministry issued a new directive to Bomber Command authorizing the resumption of attacks on the German civilian population.   11

 From the Admiralty’s perspective, this was a move in the wrong direction. Naval leaders wanted more rather than fewer air resources dedicated to naval needs. Alexander immediately informed the Defence Committee that his service could not support the RAF’s bombing policy until the navy’s air requirements were adequately met. To deal with the U-boat threat, he main-tained that Coastal Command needed a signifi cant increase in strength: six and a half Wellington squadrons from bomber command, and eighty-one new B-17 ‘Flying Fortresses’ or Liberators from the United States. These aircraft would enable Coastal Command to provide land-based air cover for convoys right across the North Atlantic, and allow for continuous patrols   bat t le   of   at lant i c,  i m p ort s   c ri s i s,  c lo s i ng   of  ‘ a i r   gap ’ 259

over the Bay of Biscay, through which U-boats travelled to and from their bases in France. In addition, the Admiralty proposed to send another two squadrons from Bomber Command to protect communications in the Indian Ocean.   12

 This was the opening shot in what Admiral Pound later dubbed the ‘Bat-tle of the Air’, a year-long struggle between the Admiralty and the Air Min-istry over the allocation of air resources and, ultimately, the basis of British grand strategy. To reinforce the navy’s case for more aircraft, the First Sea Lord decided it would be necessary to submit a second memorandum to the Defence Committee. On 24 February he invited members of the Naval Staff to offer suggestions on how to present the navy’s case.   13 He soon received a fl ood of memoranda revealing just how frustrated staff members and senior offi cers had become with the RAF. There was a clear consensus that unless more aircraft were allocated to supporting the navy, Britain risked losing the war. The most immediate danger was to the Atlantic trade routes, but lack of air support had created serious problems for the service everywhere. ‘The Navy is fi ghting a losing battle,’ Admiral Max Horton wrote, ‘owing to the continually increasing risks it has been compelled to undertake in every theatre of war.’   14   Nor was there any confi dence that the strategic bombing offensive favoured by the Air Ministry could produce either rapid or decisive results. ‘It is no longer necessary,’ wrote the Director of Plans, ‘to buoy ourselves up with exaggerated hopes of the success of our bombing policy.’   15   There was general agreement within the upper ranks of the navy that air raids on Germany should continue, but not on a scale that would deprive the other services of vital air support, and primarily as a means to tie down German resources and provide relief to the Russians. 

 The navy had a strong case for more air support, and with the strain on naval resources greater than ever the upper ranks of the service were ready for a showdown. As Admiral Geoffrey Blake observed, ‘the question is whether the essential air support to our Naval operations is to have a higher degree of priority than bombing Germany’. In his opinion, the ‘answer cannot be in doubt but it will require  someone  to say so’.   16 With naval opinion solidly behind him, Pound laid out the Admiralty’s requirements to the Defence Committee in a new memorandum dated 5 March. ‘If we lose the war at sea,’ he began, ‘we lose the war.’ To prevent this, he insisted that more aircraft were urgently needed to protect shipping in the Atlantic and to sup-port naval forces in other theatres. The Admiralty now estimated that Coastal Command would have to be increased to over 1,900 aircraft, more than 260  bat t le   of   at lant i c,  i m p ort s   c ri s i s,  c lo s i ng   of  ‘ a i r   gap ’

double its current strength.   17   Pound also urged that the Coastal Command organization be replicated abroad, with operational control and training for this branch being taken over entirely by the navy. 

 The Air Ministry was opposed to such a substantial modifi cation of the existing system, which it feared would have meant the virtual loss of Coastal Command by the RAF. Nor was it enthused about diverting long-range bombers to support the other services.   18 Senior air force offi cers continued to argue that Bomber Command could make a greater contribution to the defence of trade by offensive means, such as attacking industrial targets and naval dockyards inside Germany. A memorandum for the Defence Com-mittee on 8 March by the Secretary of State for Air, Sir Archibald Sinclair, maintained that diverting bombers ‘to an uneconomical defensive role would be unsound at any time’:

  It would be doubly so now when we are about to launch a bombing offensive 

with the aid of a new technique [the navigational aid ‘Gee’] of which we have 

high expectations and which will enable us to deliver a heavy and concen-

trated blow against Germany at a moment when German morale is low and 

when the Russians are in great need of our assistance.   

 The Air Ministry nevertheless offered to allocate new Catalina fl ying boats and Flying Fortresses to Coastal Command as they became available. These aircraft would meet most of the navy’s requirements by the end of 1942, but Sinclair claimed that little could be done to improve the situation during the fi rst half of the year. To provide immediate relief in the Battle of the Atlantic, the Air Ministry would agree only to loan Coastal Command a single squadron of Whitley bombers equipped with air-to-surface vessel (ASV) radar.   19

 The Defence Committee was thus confronted with two distinct visions of Britain’s future strategy. One entailed the use of air resources primarily for cooperation with the other two services, and would ensure, among other things, that Britain did not lose the war by having its maritime communica-tions severed. The other involved running risks at sea and on land in the short term in hopes of crippling Germany through strategic bombing. Given the fundamental divergence of opinion between the Air Ministry and the Admiralty, no immediate decision was possible.   20 Churchill generally shared the air marshals’ view that offensive measures should have priority, and that trade protection was an intrinsically defensive task. But he hesitated to come down entirely in favour of the Air Ministry. Strategic bombing was   bat t le   of   at lant i c,  i m p ort s   c ri s i s,  c lo s i ng   of  ‘ a i r   gap ’ 261

already becoming controversial, and its critics were not restricted to the army and navy. Churchill’s room to manoeuvre was further restricted by a request from Roosevelt for a greater bombing effort against the U-boat bases and building yards, which reached him on 20 March. Meeting with Pound and Charles Portal, Chief of the Air Staff, that evening, he described the competing needs of strategic bombing and the disruption of submarine yards and bases as ‘acute’, especially as the latter had ‘been emphasized in importance by the request of the President’.   21 Churchill’s fi rst reaction was to look to the Americans to solve the problem for him. He explained to Roosevelt on 29 March that the Admiralty was eager to begin continuous patrolling over the Bay of Biscay, but that this would come at the expense of the bombing campaign against Germany. The only way to meet both obligations, he suggested, would be to expedite the dispatch of American bomber squadrons to Britain to ensure that the strategic offensive was not unduly weakened.   22

 Churchill’s instinctive preference for strategic bombing was strengthened by a minute he received the next day from his scientifi c adviser, Lord Cher-well, laying out in detail how many bombs an expanded bomber fl eet might be expected to drop on German towns. By concentrating its resources on the strategic campaign, Cherwell predicted that Bomber Command could render roughly a third of the German population homeless by the middle of 1943. ‘There seems little doubt,’ he concluded, ‘that this would break the spirit of the people.’   23   Churchill forwarded this minute to the Air Ministry, which agreed that these results were attainable, provided that all unnecessary diversion of bombers away from the strategic offensive could be avoided.   24

 Cherwell’s intervention in this debate seems to have made a strong impression on Churchill, who became increasingly vocal in his support for the air force. When the army also requested greater air support for its forces, Churchill summarily rejected its demands on the grounds that they ‘would be destructive of the principle of an independent Royal Air Force’. As with the proposal to expand the Coastal Command organization, one of his con-cerns was that aircraft assigned to army cooperation would be idle for lengthy periods when they might otherwise be engaged in bombing the Germans. ‘There would be enormous dangers in tethering an immense proportion of our Air Force to Army units,’ he wrote, ‘most of which will be waiting about for months, and perhaps years, without becoming engaged with the enemy.’   25   Churchill also lashed out at critics of the bomber offen-sive in a minute to Clement Attlee, the leader of the Labour Party and 262  bat t le   of   at lant i c,  i m p ort s   c ri s i s,  c lo s i ng   of  ‘ a i r   gap ’

deputy prime minister. ‘It is no use fl ying out squadrons [to India and the Middle East] which sit helpless and useless when they arrive’, he com-plained. ‘We have built up a great plant here for bombing Germany, which is the only way in our power of helping Russia. From every side people want to break it up. One has to be sure that one does not ruin our punch here without getting any proportionate advantage elsewhere.’   26

 The Admiralty’s request for additional air support fared only slightly  better than the army’s. A compromise was reached in mid-April by which four squadrons (two Wellingtons, two Whitleys) would be transferred to Coastal Command for anti-submarine duties. The Air Ministry hoped this would end the dispute, but the Admiralty was still far from satisfi ed. Alexander complained again to the prime minister on 19 April about the shortage of air support. ‘If I could get for our outer [Biscay] patrols the number of heavy bombers we lose [over Germany] in a few days,’ he wrote, ‘we could make a great start.’   27   He followed this up with another minute on 1 May requesting the loan of four squadrons from Bomber Command for Biscay patrols to bridge the gap until American-built Flying Fortresses began to arrive. Churchill rejected this new proposal out of hand next day: ‘I cannot agree to this further inroad upon the only offensive against Germany now in progress.’   28

 Pound found himself under mounting pressure from his subordinates to press the navy’s claims for aircraft against the Air Ministry. A meeting of the naval Commanders-in-Chief at the Admiralty on 1 June left the First Sea Lord with little doubt as to the strength of feelings within the upper ranks of the service. ‘Whatever the results of the bombing of cities might be,’ argued Admiral Tovey, Commander-in-Chief of Home Fleet, on 7 June, ‘it could not of itself win the war, whereas the failure of our sea communications would assuredly lose it.’ He therefore proposed a reduction of the bomber offensive to ensure that the needs of the army and navy were met. ‘It was diffi cult,’ he maintained, ‘to believe that the population of Cologne would notice much difference between a raid of 1,000 bombers and one by 750’:

  I realised [he continued] that Their Lordships [of the Admiralty] had for a 

long time been pressing for increased air support; but it had not materialised, 

and I informed Their Lordships that in my opinion the situation at sea was 

now so grave that the time had come for a stand to be made, even if this led 

to Their Lordships taking the extreme step of resignation. I was supported in 

my contentions by Admiral of the Fleet Sir Charles Forbes and Admiral Sir 

Andrew Cunningham.   29
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 Pound returned to the offensive on 16 June with a memorandum for the COS casting doubt on the RAF’s ability to achieve greater accuracy with new navigational aids and emphasizing the very high level of losses still being infl icted on Allied shipping. He reported that an average of over 677,000 tons of shipping had been lost each month from March till May, more than Allied shipyards had built during the same period. The need for more aircraft to operate with the navy was therefore a matter of ‘supreme urgency’, and he recommended that the problem be investigated by the Joint Planning Staff.   30   This idea was supported by General Alan Brooke, the CIGS, but Portal objected and the issue was sent instead for study by repre-sentatives of the Admiralty and Air Ministry.   31

 Behind the scenes, Air Marshal Sir Arthur Harris, the Air Offi cer Com-manding-in-Chief (AOC-in-C), Bomber Command, wrote directly to Churchill on 17 June seeking priority for the bomber offensive. In a per-sonal minute to the prime minister, he insisted that Germany could be knocked ‘out of the War in a matter of months’ if only British air power were concentrated on the strategic offensive. Coastal Command, in his view, was ‘merely an obstacle to victory’; its long-range bombers, along with those assigned to cooperate with the army, should be reassigned to Bomber Command.   32   While Churchill did not subscribe to this extreme viewpoint, he was determined to strengthen the bombing campaign and was willing to give Harris an opportunity to present his case. The Air Marshal needed little encouragement. A second memorandum, dated 28 June, did not pull any punches. ‘The purely defensive use of air power is grossly wasteful,’ Harris charged:

  The Naval employment of aircraft consists of picking at the fringes of enemy 

power, of waiting for opportunities that may never occur, and indeed  probably 

never will occur, of looking for needles in a haystack. They attempt to sever 

each capillary vein, one by one, when they could, with much less effort, cut 

the artery. Bomber Command attacks the sources of all Naval power, rather 

than the fringes of the one type of enemy Naval operation which obviously 

menaces us – the submarine.   

 ‘Bomber Command,’ he concluded, ‘provides our only offensive action yet pressed home directly against Germany.’   33

 Harris’ arguments would have appealed strongly to Churchill’s offensive predilections. The Admiralty was fortunate that the Chief of the Air Staff was prepared to be more accommodating. Portal conceded to Pound that a ‘very real need’ did indeed exist for an immediate increase in air support for 264  bat t le   of   at lant i c,  i m p ort s   c ri s i s,  c lo s i ng   of  ‘ a i r   gap ’

trade protection. In mid-July an agreement was reached by which Lancaster bombers belonging to Bomber Command would assist Coastal Command until it could be brought up to its approved strength with new Flying For-tresses and Liberators.   34   This fell short of what the Admiralty wanted, but Pound was eager to put a positive spin on it. He claimed that there had been ‘a real change in heart on the part of the Air Ministry’, and suggested this had probably ‘been brought about by the general feeling that the sea war was not getting its fair share. However, whatever may be the reason, I feel that it is genuine.’   35

 Churchill’s prejudices, meanwhile, had been further strengthened by Lord Cherwell, who charged that Coastal Command was not carrying out as many sorties as it was capable of. Until greater effi ciency was achieved, he denied that there was any need to transfer additional squadrons from Bomber Command. Churchill endorsed the deal Portal and Pound had worked out to use Lancasters to supplement Coastal Command’s strength, but he con-tinued to have misgivings. These were outlined in a memorandum he sub-mitted to the War Cabinet on 21 July. With the United States now an ally, Churchill made it clear that the bomber was no longer Britain’s primary means to defeat Germany. ‘We look forward to mass invasion of the Conti-nent by liberating armies,’ he wrote, ‘and general revolt of the populations against the Hitler tyranny.’ But this did not mean the bomber no longer had a central role to play. It ‘would be a mistake,’ he wrote, ‘to cast aside our original thought which, it may be mentioned, is also strong in American minds, namely, that the severe, ruthless bombing of Germany on an ever-increasing scale will not only cripple her war effort, including U-boat and aircraft production, but will also create conditions intolerable to the mass of the German population’. The strategic air campaign was therefore still a valuable tool, ‘second only to the largest military operations which can be conducted on the Continent’. 

 Churchill observed ‘with sorrow and alarm the woeful shrinkage of our plans for Bomber expansion’. He insisted that the strategic air campaign must continue on the largest possible scale, although he conceded that it might be temporarily interrupted at some point to provide air support for military operations on the Continent. This fell short of the absolute priority Harris had called for, but Churchill also implicitly rejected the Admiralty’s demands for a greater share of air resources. He acknowledged that Germany’s attack on shipping was bound to have an impact on British imports, and that this might result in additional rationing. But he did not believe that shortages   bat t le   of   at lant i c,  i m p ort s   c ri s i s,  c lo s i ng   of  ‘ a i r   gap ’ 265

would become critical. On the contrary, he expected the import situation to improve in 1943, by which time the United States would be producing enough new ships to replace losses, even if they continued at their current high rate. Stocks could be allowed to run down in the short term, he main-tained, as long as it was certain they could be made good before a crisis point was reached. Churchill was thus willing to bear heavy shipping losses at sea in order to bring the maximum pressure to bear on Germany. ‘It might,’ he wrote, ‘be true to say that the issue of the war depends on whether Hitler’s U-boat attack on Allied tonnage, or the increase and application of Allied Air power, reach their full fruition fi rst.’   36

 Churchill’s strategy deliberately deprived the navy of air support that would have reduced losses in the Battle of the Atlantic during the remainder of 1942 and early 1943. This was a calculated gamble on his part. He assumed that strategic bombing would be far more effective than it actually was, and, more importantly, that the United States would be both able and willing to supply enough new merchant shipping tonnage to meet both American and British needs. Churchill was confi dent on both points, although he recog-nized that the allocation of new merchant ships to Britain depended entirely on American goodwill. It was therefore important, he wrote, to obtain ‘a solemn compact, almost a treaty, with the United States about the share of their new building we are to get in                 37 1943 and 1944 ’.      There were grounds for optimism on this point. At the Arcadia conference in December 1941, agreement was reached in principle that all Allied shipping should be pooled and allocated according to need by a Combined Shipping Adjustment Board.   38   Roosevelt had been sympathetic to British needs in 1941, and had willingly taken steps to increase the availability of American shipping before the US entered the war. British requests for American tankers in 1942 were met generously and promptly by Roosevelt—over the course of 1942, the United States provided over 1.24 million deadweight tons of tankers to keep up Britain’s oil reserves.   39   Churchill therefore had reason to think that the United States would make good British non-tanker shipping losses, even if the U-boat threat was not mastered. 

 In March 1942 the prime minister had outlined the import situation to Roosevelt, noting that ‘very substantial additions to our shipping resources’ were necessary not just to keep the British people fed and the war economy functioning, but also to sustain British operations in the Middle East and elsewhere.   40   By mid-1942 there was less room for optimism, as it became increasingly clear that the United States’ armed forces were making such 266  bat t le   of   at lant i c,  i m p ort s   c ri s i s,  c lo s i ng   of  ‘ a i r   gap ’

heavy demands on American shipping, most of it for the war in the Pacifi c, that British needs were not being met. To monitor this situation, the Import Executive was replaced with a new inter-departmental Shipping Commit-tee. This body calculated that Britain was headed for a shortfall of 8.4 mil-lion tons in non-tanker imports between January 1942 and the end of June 1943. Around half of this defi cit could be met, it predicted, by running down existing stocks and effecting various economies, but the balance would require additional shipping from the United States.   41 If this were not obtained, British stocks, it predicted, might be exhausted by mid-1943. 

 The War Cabinet discussed this problem on 28 July. Churchill insisted that Britain’s import program must have fi rst call on the Allied shipping, even if this interfered with the build-up of American troops and supplies in Britain (Operation ‘Bolero’) for the invasion of Europe. The nation’s ‘irre-ducible minima’ for imports were pegged at 25 million tons in 1942, and 27 million tons the following year. British authorities felt that the immediate cause of shipping shortages was the excessive demands being made by the American armed services, particularly for the Pacifi c. The Americans would therefore have to be persuaded to cut back their commitments outside the European theatre, and even, if possible, to reduce the equipment being transported for Bolero, which appeared to be greater than required. Oliver Lyttelton, the Minister of Production, suggested that this would be easier if Britain took steps to reduce the demands made by its own armed serv-ices. Churchill, who believed that British forces overseas were being pro-vided for on an overly lavish scale, agreed. It was essential, he remarked, that the British army ‘should learn to travel light’. Measures should therefore be taken ‘to cut down to the bare minimum the establishments of the rearward formations’.   42

 The most vocal opposition to Churchill’s efforts to reorient British grand strategy came not from the Admiralty, however, but from Stanley Bruce, the Australian High Commissioner. Bruce had sided with the navy during the debates in June over bomber allocation, and he was not satisfi ed that the agreement between Pound and Portal did enough to meet the service’s air requirements. The subject was taken up by the War Cabinet, in Churchill’s absence, on 12 August. Bruce insisted that the Bomber offensive should not be allowed to endanger Britain’s safety at sea, particularly in the Indian Ocean. ‘Surely,’ he argued, ‘more than a bare minimum should be provided for a task of such paramount importance as preserving our sea communica-tions.’   43    He received no support, however, from Pound, who loyally defended   bat t le   of   at lant i c,  i m p ort s   c ri s i s,  c lo s i ng   of  ‘ a i r   gap ’ 267

the agreement he had hammered out with Portal. Nor were ministers eager to open the question of strategic priorities. The discussion of the subject was thus deferred. 

 In the weeks that followed, Churchill circulated to the War Cabinet two documents that were clearly calculated to bolster support for the bomber offensive. The  fi rst was Harris’ memorandum of 28 June calling for absolute priority to be given to Bomber Command. The second was a note by Lord Trenchard, the infl uential former CAS. Trenchard, a fervent believer in the value of strategic bombing, forcefully presented the case for concentrating resources on Bomber Command. ‘We have in our possession,’ he wrote in August, ‘the opportunity of producing decisive effects if we realise now that air power has already been proved to be the dominant deciding and fi nal power in the warfare of to-day and the future.’ Dispersion of aircraft for other purposes, in his view, would mean ‘dissipating our present decisive superiority in support of long-drawn-out campaigns of costly battles which can only give us victory at the cost of hundreds of thousands of human lives’.   44    Churchill informed his colleagues in September that he did not himself ‘adopt or endorse the views expressed, which I think fall into the error of spoiling a good case by overstatement’. But he claimed that these documents would ‘serve as a considerable answer to those who attack the usefulness of our Bombing policy’.   45

 The Admiralty’s efforts to obtain additional aircraft continued to be blocked by Churchill. In mid-August, Alexander had reported that steps were being taken to increase the number of sorties fl own by Coastal Com-mand, but he explained that this would result in greater wear on aircraft and reduce the numbers available at short notice to serve as a striking force. He also warned that squadrons loaned by Bomber Command were seldom available quickly and lacked the training necessary to operate effectively at sea.   46    Churchill was unsympathetic. ‘You must not trench so heavily upon the resources of the RAF,’ he told Pound on 24 August. ‘I do not sustain the impression that the costly Biscay patrol has justifi ed its inroads on our Bombing resources.’   47

 Pound replied with statistics to show that the Biscay patrols had in fact been ‘a highly profi table operation’. But he maintained that forces loaned by Bomber Command, ‘though very keen were amateurs and not properly equipped’. Better results could be obtained, he argued, with aircraft perma-nently assigned to Coastal Command.   48 Churchill also frustrated the Admi-ralty’s efforts to build up reserves of fi ghter aircraft for the Fleet Air Arm. 
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‘There can be no question of taking machines which will be used in action by the R.A.F. in order to build up inordinate reserves for the Admiralty,’ Churchill minuted on 28 August. ‘The Admiralty always want not only to win the game, but to go to bed with the ace. This tendency must be strongly resisted.’   49

 The Admiralty naturally took a different view. In late September, Pound again found himself being pressed by his subordinates, this time to present the navy’s case for air support directly to the War Cabinet. ‘To get the air-craft required is an eternal battle,’ the Deputy First Sea Lord wrote. ‘I know that the feeling throughout the Navy is that we are not getting a fair deal and that without this we may well lose the war.’   50   This opinion was shared by Air Chief Marshal Sir Philip Joubert de la Ferté, the AOC-in-C, Coastal Command. Joubert warned Pound on 21 September that the anti-U-boat war was not going well. The Germans were building three new U-boats for every one the Allies sank; tankers were being lost faster than they could be replaced; and merchant-ship construction was barely keeping up with losses.   51   On 5 October Pound submitted a memorandum to the Defence Committee (Supply) outlining the navy’s defi ciencies and demanding a greater share of the nation’s manpower and industrial resources. The most critical requirements, he insisted, were more long-range aircraft and replace-ment aircraft capable of greater distances.   52

 Churchill, however, was already moving in a different direction. Cherwell continued to advise him that Coastal Command could improve its effi -ciency by fl ying more sorties rather than by taking aircraft away from Bomber Command. On 15 September he suggested that since operations were less dangerous over the sea than over Germany, it would not ‘be unfair to ask Coastal Command for an increased rate of effort if more sorties are required’. Churchill forwarded this minute to Sinclair. ‘We must have more Bomber Squadrons,’ he commented. ‘You must arm me to get them.’   53 Two days later, he asked the Air Ministry to prepare plans to increase Bomber Command from thirty-two operational squadrons to fi fty by the end of the year. Two of these new squadrons, he suggested, might be taken from Coastal Command.   54

 Pound agreed to return to Bomber Command two of the four medium bomber squadrons previously loaned, but the Naval Staff was upset by this latest attempt to bolster Bomber Command at the expense of the other services.   55   The First Sea Lord attempted to impress upon Churchill the extent of the Admiralty’s concerns. ‘[T]he situation generally   bat t le   of   at lant i c,  i m p ort s   c ri s i s,  c lo s i ng   of  ‘ a i r   gap ’ 269

at sea is so serious,’ he warned, ‘that the Cabinet should be informed and the urgency of the Navy’s needs re-assessed.’ It was essential, he main-tained, for the government to issue a directive giving priority to the provision of aircraft for the war at sea and the construction of new ships.   56 This plea came too late: Churchill had already submitted a new memo-randum to the War Cabinet reasserting the primacy of Bomber Com-mand over the navy. ‘There preys upon us,’ he wrote on 24 October, ‘as the greatest danger to the United Nations, and particularly to our Island, the U-boat attack’:

  The Navy call for greater assistance from the Air. I am proposing to my 

 colleagues that we try for the present to obtain this extra assistance mainly 

from the United States, and that we encroach as little as possible upon our 

Bomber effort against Germany, which is of peculiar importance during these 

winter months. I have, on the contrary, asked for an increase in the Bomber 

effort, rising to 50 squadrons by the end of the year. Thereafter our bombing 

power will increase through the maturing of production. It may be that early 

in 1943 we shall have to damp down the Bomber offensive against Germany 

in order to meet the stress and peril of the U-boat war. I hope and trust not, 

but by then it will be possible at any rate to peg our bomber offensive at a 

higher level than at present. The issue is not one of principle, but of emphasis. 

At present, in spite of U-boat losses, the Bomber offensive should have fi rst 

place in our air effort.   57

 This was a clear defeat for the Admiralty, but the situation at sea had deterio-rated so much by the autumn of 1942 that Churchill found it diffi cult  to adhere to his preferred strategy. The implementation of convoy in the western Atlantic had led to a sharp drop in shipping losses in American waters by mid-year, but the U-boats had simply shifted their main effort back to the North Atlantic, where they continued to infl ict heavy losses on Allied shipping. Coastal Command’s shortage of very long-range (VLR) aircraft left a long stretch south of Greenland, known as the ‘Air Gap’, in which U-boats could operate with little threat of being detected or destroyed from the skies. For once, Admiral Dönitz was in an excellent position to capitalize on this weak-ness. In October 1942 he had nearly two hundred operational U-boats at his disposal, and new vessels were being built faster than the Allies could sink them. The mid-Atlantic convoy routes were soon infested with wolf packs. To make matters worse, Ultra intelligence had not been available to the Allies since February, and the evasive routing of convoys was becoming increasingly diffi cult. Over 619,000 tons of shipping were lost to U-boats alone in  October, 270  bat t le   of   at lant i c,  i m p ort s   c ri s i s,  c lo s i ng   of  ‘ a i r   gap ’

and in November the fi gure reached              58 729 , 000 tons.   Most alarmingly, nearly half the ships sunk during this period were sailing in convoy.   59

 Continued losses on this scale would eventually reduce British imports below the levels deemed essential. The amount of merchant shipping under British control had declined by nearly 650,000 tons between January and  September 1942, and the gap between losses and gains was widening at an alarming rate. In the fi nal three months of the year the net loss to British ship-ping would be an additional              60 708 , 000 tons.   At the end of October the Ship-ping Committee advised the War Cabinet that the import situation was becoming critical: even if stocks were run down by four million tons in the fi rst half of 1943 as planned, Britain would still need the Americans to provide an additional 3.5 million tons of shipping during this period, and probably another                                       61 4 million over the latter part of the year.   The Anglo-American  inva-sion of North Africa in November 1942—Operation ‘Torch’—placed a heavy additional burden on British shipping and further exacerbated the import situ-ation. But British diplomats in Washington had not yet been able to secure a fi rm commitment from the United States to meet Britain’s minimum import requirements.   62   The need for a ‘solemn compact’ with the United States over shipping was becoming critical, and in early November the War Cabinet dis-patched Lord Lyttelton to Washington to obtain, among other things, a greater allocation of merchant shipping and escort vessels for Britain. 

 Before his departure, Lyttelton questioned whether the Allies should be relying so heavily on replacing lost ships rather than on preserving them. ‘To accept a loss of 6 or 7 hundred thousand tons a month of ships with their invaluable cargoes as a basis for Anglo-American war effort would be a most melancholy conclusion,’ he asserted at the end of October. ‘A ship which survives a year is worth two ordered to be built. A diminution in the losses at sea is far more valuable even than the increased volume of new construc-tion.’   63    Churchill was evidently impressed by this argument. Writing to Roosevelt on the eve of Lyttelton’s departure, he remarked that it was ‘hor-rible to me that we should be budgeting jointly for a balance of shipping on the basis of 700,000 tons a month loss’:

  True, it is not yet as bad as that. But the spectacle of all these splendid ships 

being built, sent to sea crammed with priceless food and munitions, and being 

sunk—three or four every day—torments me day and night. Not only does 

this attack cripple our war energies and threaten our life, but it arbitrarily 

limits the might of the United States coming into the struggle. The Oceans 

which were your shields, threaten to become your cage.     bat t le   of   at lant i c,  i m p ort s   c ri s i s,  c lo s i ng   of  ‘ a i r   gap ’ 271

 Following Lyttelton’s arguments, he remarked that ‘A ship not sunk in 1943 is worth two built for 1944’. But in the short term, replacement ships were essential. Churchill explained that Britain urgently needed its ‘fair share’ of new American construction, and reminded Roosevelt that an agreement had already been reached in principle that shipping should be allocated to a common pool for use according to strategic requirements. Britain, he warned, was fast approaching a position in which military commitments would have to be cut in order to maintain essential food supplies.   64

 The growing seriousness of the import situation and the uncertainty of American aid now threatened to undermine the priorities Churchill had laid down in July, and he had little choice but to give greater attention to the reduction of shipping losses. In the fi rst week of November he resur-rected the Battle of the Atlantic Committee, which had ceased to meet the previous year, in order to stimulate efforts to improve the situation at sea. This body, now called the Anti-U-Boat Warfare Committee, began meeting weekly, with Churchill in the chair, on 4 November. The decision to con-centrate on the Battle of the Atlantic was long overdue, although it did not represent ‘an abrupt about-face’ on Churchill’s part, as one historian has suggested.   65   The prime minister made it clear at the Committee’s fi rst meet-ing that Bomber Command’s aircraft were off limits. Any additional air sup-port for trade defence would have to be provided by American-built long-range aircraft deemed ‘unsuitable for night-bombing’.   66   The Anti-U-Boat Warfare Committee was thus intended to operate within the strategic framework outlined by Churchill between July and October 1942. But the prime minister was otherwise open-minded when it came to countering the U-boat threat, and was prepared, if necessary, to begin putting fast mer-chant ships into convoy for added protection. 

 The Anti-U-Boat Committee immediately identifi ed the mid-Atlantic ‘air gap’ as the most pressing problem. Two solutions were considered. The fi rst was to increase the number of land-based aircraft capable of operating over this area. The British produced no suitable aircraft of their own, but American-built B-24 Liberators had proven suitable for conversion to the necessary VLR status. Nine modifi ed Liberators, with a cruising range of around 2,500 miles, had been allocated to 120 Squadron of Coastal Com-mand in mid-1941, but these were too few to close the air gap on their own. The Admiralty’s attempts to increase these numbers had been largely unsuc-cessful, as the RAF, backed by Churchill, had insisted that new Liberators must go to Bomber Command. Another eight VLR Liberators were  allocated to 272  bat t le   of   at lant i c,  i m p ort s   c ri s i s,  c lo s i ng   of  ‘ a i r   gap ’

trade defence in April 1942, but these were only suffi cient to keep 120 Squadron up to strength. Coastal Command began receiving more of these aircraft in July, but they were employed on the Biscay patrols and not modi-fi ed to VLR standards for use in the mid-Atlantic, where they were more urgently needed.   67   At the fi rst meeting of the Anti-U-Boat Warfare Com-mittee, Joubert estimated that only forty VLR aircraft were needed to close the ‘air gap’ for good. The critical decision was now taken to increase the supply of modifi ed Liberators to Coastal Command. 

 The other means to provide air support to convoys in mid-ocean were sea-based aircraft. The Admiralty had already put in hand a construction program of small, rapidly built ‘escort carriers’ (CVEs), suitable for trade-protection duties, which would be ready around mid-1943. The gap before these arrived might have been fi lled by the four American-built CVEs already in service with the Royal Navy, but these were used instead to sup-port Allied landings in North Africa. New CVEs being supplied under lend-lease would also be delayed because the Admiralty decided to modify the ships so they were capable of more than just anti-submarine work. The immediate needs of the Battle of the Atlantic were thus neglected in order, as Correlli Barnett remarks, to turn these vessels into ‘poor man’s fl eet carriers’.   68

 To fi ll the gap, the Admiralty and the Ministry of War Transport had decided to modify some merchant ships to carry four or fi ve  Swordfi sh aircraft each.   69   These ships, designated Merchant Aircraft Carriers (MACs), represented an improvement on the catapult-equipped merchant ships of 1941. Their  Swordfi shes would be capable of destroying U-boats (unlike the CAM’s Hurricanes, which were intended for use against German long-range aircraft), and they could retrieve and reuse their aircraft (again, unlike the catapult-launched Hurricanes, which had to be ditched at the end of their fl ight). Despite concerns that Britain could not afford to lose the serv-ices of these merchant ships during the time it would take for their conver-sion, the decision was taken at the Committee’s fi rst meeting to investigate the possibility of modifying twelve vessels.   70

 Additional concerns were later raised about the vulnerability of MACs to attack by U-boats when the Committee reassembled the following week, and priority was fi nally given to the development of land-based aircraft. This need would be met by modifying thirty-three Liberators then being used to patrol the Bay of Biscay.   71 To fi ll the gap in the Biscay offensive, the Air Ministry proposed that Coastal Command retain two squadrons of   bat t le   of   at lant i c,  i m p ort s   c ri s i s,  c lo s i ng   of  ‘ a i r   gap ’ 273

 Halifax bombers already on loan from Bomber Command, with the latter being compensated with new aircraft. Churchill was willing to accept this proposal, even though it might mean a delay in his plan to expand Bomber Command to fi fty squadrons.   72   But he hoped to avoid this by persuading the Americans to allocate some of their bombers to the Bay offensive. He wrote to Roosevelt on 20 November explaining that he was ‘most reluctant to reduce the weight of bombs we are able to drop on Germany’. If the United States could provide thirty Liberators equipped with the new cen-timetric ASV, he promised that they could be utilized immediately and would make a direct contribution to the American War Effort.   73

 Hopkins informed Churchill on 1 December that this request could not be met, but that twenty-one Liberators were being assigned to General Dwight Eisenhower, the Commander of US forces in the European theatre, and these might temporarily be made available for anti-U-boat operations.   74 Whatever disappointment this generated was probably balanced by the apparent success of Lyttelton’s mission to Washington. Roosevelt informed Churchill on 30 November that the United States would further increase its shipbuilding program and that Britain could count on receiving enough tonnage to meet its minimum import requirements.   75 The British were aware, however, that the shipping they required might still not be forthcom-ing, and that even if the president’s assurances were fulfi lled, they could not alleviate the import situation in the short term. Planning was also compli-cated by a growing manpower crisis at home. By November 1942 Britain had reached the point where there were no additional sources of labour to draw on to meet the needs of both the armed services and the munitions industry.   76   Drastic cuts were unavoidable, but Churchill was now so alarmed by the situation in the Atlantic that the navy was not hit as hard as the other services. ‘The greatest danger which now confronts us,’ he informed the War Cabinet, ‘is the U-boat peril’:

  We must expect attack by increasingly large numbers and spread over wider 

areas. The highest priority must therefore be accorded to vessels and weapons 

for use against the U-boat. No construction of merchant shipbuilding below 

1,100,000 tons or slowing down of repair work can be accepted.   

 But the decision to concentrate on the needs of the Battle of the Atlantic required the navy to make sacrifi ces in other areas. Churchill insisted that the construction of larger warships would have to be curtailed, and that some of Britain’s older battleships might have to go into reserve.   77
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 Churchill’s growing concerns about an import crisis did not reduce his commitment to the bomber offensive. He reminded the War Cabinet in mid-December of the plan to raise Bomber Command to fi fty squadrons by the end of the year, and insisted that the bombing campaign must still ‘be regarded as our prime effort in the Air’. To reduce strain on the import situ-ation, Churchill agreed that Britain would have to reduce its imports of raw materials and accept a reduction in munitions production. He also looked to economize on shipping in the Indian Ocean. The British victory at the Battle of el Alamein in October–November 1942 had greatly reduced the dangers in the Middle East, and Churchill believed that the British army could cut back substantially on reserves and supplies in this theatre. He was also prepared to shift some of the burden of shipping shortages from Britain to its colonies. ‘There is no reason,’ he wrote, ‘why all parts of the British Empire should not feel the pinch in the same way as the Mother Country has done.’   78   In fact, some colonies would end up feeling the pinch rather worse. India was already experiencing food shortages at the end of 1942, but Lord Cherwell, determined to keep up Britain’s stockpiles at any cost, was not concerned about the possible repercussions of a reduction in shipping in the region east of Suez. He informed the prime minister that halving the number of ships employed in the eastern theatres would allow an increase of around 3.5 million tons in imports to Britain during the fi rst half of 1943. Churchill, with little thought for the consequences in the eastern empire, jumped at the opportunity: in early January 1943 he instructed that sailings to the Indian Ocean area should be limited to forty a month, less than half the current amount.   79

 At the Casablanca Conference, which opened on 14 January 1943,  American service leaders accepted the British argument that the war against the U-boats must ‘remain a fi rst charge on our resources’.   80 To address this problem, the Combined Chiefs of Staff agreed that eighty VLR aircraft— twice the number Joubert had asked for in November—should be provided to fi ll the air gap. This resulted in more American-built Liberators being allocated to Britain, but delays in converting these aircraft to VLR standards in Britain prevented any immediate relief in the North Atlantic. By the beginning of February 1943, only two of the thirty-three Liberators desig-nated for modifi cation in November had become operational. Coastal Command did its best to plug the air gap in February, but with an average of only fourteen VLR aircraft available on any given day, the U-boats con-tinued to enjoy considerable freedom in the mid-Atlantic.   81 The  fl ow  of   bat t le   of   at lant i c,  i m p ort s   c ri s i s,  c lo s i ng   of  ‘ a i r   gap ’ 275

Ultra intelligence resumed in December 1942, but even this provided little relief. There were now so many U-boats operating in the mid-Atlantic that evasive routing was almost impossible. Convoy escorts began to fi nd them-selves outnumbered, as wolf packs now regularly totalled in the double digits, and sometimes exceeded twenty in number. A total of 359,000 tons of shipping were lost to U-boats during the course of February 1943. In March the rate increased sharply, ultimately reaching a total of 627,000 tons. Around                                          82 82 per cent of these losses were sailing in convoy.   

 Heavy losses in the North Atlantic, combined with heavier than expected demands on shipping to support Allied operations in North Africa, increased anxiety in London over imports. Roosevelt’s promise to ensure that  Britain’s minimum requirement of 27 million tons was met did not result in any immediate improvement in the shipping situation. The president had warned Churchill that American assistance was likely to be slow at fi rst, but the British worried that current shortfalls would not be made up quickly enough to avert a crisis. Their concerns were well founded. The president had made his pledge without consulting his advisers, and the relevant mili-tary and civilian agencies were not even informed of this new commitment until January. Roosevelt probably hoped that his promise to the British could be fulfi lled from increased shipbuilding output in 1943, but the  American military continued to make huge demands on American shipping resources and had no interest in relinquishing vessels for Britain. On the contrary, American military planners pressed the British at the Casablanca Conference to make more of their shipping available for the build-up of American strength in Britain.   83   The War  Shipping Administration  (WSA), the civilian agency responsible for overseeing American shipping, virtually repudiated Roosevelt’s promise on 18 January. The British were informed that the shipping fi gures promised by the president were being ‘taken as estimate only, and not as commitment to allocate a precise amount of shipping’.   84

 Churchill was optimistic, however, that Roosevelt would ultimately make good on his commitment. At the end of December 1942, he informed the president that British imports between November 1942 and March 1943 would likely be at a level equivalent to only 17 million tons a year, far below Britain’s minimum requirement. ‘This,’ he remarked, ‘is indeed a grim pros-pect, and one which means for us dangerous and diffi cult decisions between military operations, food and raw materials.’   85   The  Shipping  Committee noted on 17 January that additional American assistance had so far amounted 276  bat t le   of   at lant i c,  i m p ort s   c ri s i s,  c lo s i ng   of  ‘ a i r   gap ’

to around 100,000 deadweight tons (DWT). For Britain to meet its import target for the fi rst half of 1943, American assistance would have to be main-tained at between 500,000 and 600,000 DWT per month from March until June.   86   By early March it was clear that these fi gures would not be met. The COS concluded that only increased assistance from the United States would enable Britain to meet all the commitments undertaken at the Casablanca Conference, including Bolero, the invasion of Sicily, and the reconquest of Burma. 

 News that the British might have to scale back their military commit-ments was not well received in Washington, and US military authorities remained reluctant to divert merchant shipping away from their own needs.   87   To break the deadlock over shipping, Churchill fi nally  appealed directly to Roosevelt. He instructed Cherwell to prepare a paper outlining Britain’s diffi culties for use by Eden, who was due to travel to Washington for meetings with the president. This document predicted that British stocks would be nearly 1 million tons below the ‘the minimum safety level’ by April. This would not immediately bring industry to a standstill, it stated, but ‘we shall be living from hand to mouth. Any further drop and the wheels would cease to turn and rations would be jeopardised.’ 

 The most frustrating aspect of the problem for British leaders was that while the shipping available to Britain continued to decline, American ton-nage was steadily increasing. According to Cherwell, new construction in the United States had exceeded losses in 1942 by 2.7 million tons, but Brit-ish shipping had declined by 2 million tons during the same period. ‘Our tonnage constantly dwindles,’ he complained, ‘the American increases.’ The problem, he concluded, is that Allied merchant shipping was still ‘not treated as freely interchangeable and distributed according to needs’.   88 Eden was instructed ‘to bring home to our friends in the United States that our mini-mum imports must be considered an absolute fi rst charge on Allied ship-ping; that they are as vital to the war effort as supplies to the various theatres’:

  North-West Africa has recently been receiving about three-quarters as much 

cargo shipping each month as the whole of the United Kingdom; one-eighth 

of the Allied fl eet is not a great fraction to reserve for United Kingdom 

imports, to maintain a great munitions output, as well as 44 million civilians, 

and 3 millions in the Services. Our own [merchant] fl eet is diminished by 

operating before and after America came into the war, in the most dangerous 
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the belief that we could rely on American shipbuilding to see us through. But 

we must know where we stand. We cannot live from hand to mouth on 

promises limited by provisos. This not only prevents planning and makes the 

use of ships less economical, it may, in the long run, even imperil good rela-

tions. Unless we can get a satisfactory long-term settlement, British ships will 

have to be withdrawn from their present military service even though our 

agreed operations are crippled or prejudiced.   89

 Churchill followed this up with a personal appeal to Roosevelt on 24 March warning that an increased provision of shipping from the United States had become an ‘urgent and immediate necessity’. British imports in 1943 had so far ‘been at such a low rate,’ he observed, ‘that even with increasing alloca-tions already notifi ed for forward months, it is going to be extremely diffi -cult to make up leeway’.   90

 While Churchill attempted to avert an import crisis by securing addi-tional American shipping, the Admiralty continued its efforts to obtain more aircraft for the war at sea. There was little more that could be done to hasten the conversion of Liberators to VLR standards, but long- and medium-range aircraft from Bomber Command could potentially be employed for patrols in the Bay of Biscay. Admiralty offi cials were naturally attracted to ‘offensive’ operations to hunt down the U-boats in their transit areas. The failure to obtain additional aircraft from the Americans for the Bay offensive in November 1942 had resulted in the diversion of twenty Halifax bombers, with Churchill’s reluctant consent, to Coastal Command, but this did not produce signifi cantly better results.   91   In March 1943 the Admiralty requested more aircraft to strengthen the Biscay patrols. Pound informed the Anti-U-Boat Warfare Committee at the end of the month that the concentration of U-boats in this area ‘afforded us a great opportu-nity to initiate attacks’, and that the provision of additional aircraft should be treated as ‘an absolute necessity and not a luxury in the anti-U-boat campaign’. The Air Ministry was strongly opposed. Sinclair rehearsed the argument that the bomber offensive against Germany was still the ‘most valuable contribution we could make to helping Russia’, and both he and Portal expressed reasonable doubt as to whether more aircraft would pro-duce better results in the Bay of Biscay. The CAS suggested that any increase in the offensive would have to wait for the arrival of new aircraft from the United States in June.   92

 Cherwell shared the Air Ministry’s doubts about the value of additional aircraft for the Biscay patrols. Churchill had previously expressed his own 278  bat t le   of   at lant i c,  i m p ort s   c ri s i s,  c lo s i ng   of  ‘ a i r   gap ’

reservations about the effectiveness of the Bay offensive, but he now  proclaimed that even a slight increase in the number of U-boats destroyed in this region ‘must be regarded as a very important’. The continuing heavy losses infl icted by U-boats that month, and the lingering uncertainty about the supply of American shipping, meant that Churchill was faced with the very real prospect of an import crisis and the collapse of Allied offensive plans for 1943. He was therefore unusually receptive to the Admiralty’s latest plea for additional air support. The transfer of aircraft from Bomber Com-mand, he noted, ‘would mean a reduction in the bomber offensive at . . . an extremely critical moment’. But he concluded that ‘something more could . . . be done to provide additional aircraft for the Bay patrols, without impairing the effectiveness of the bomber offensive’.   93

 Churchill’s alarm about the Battle of the Atlantic is also evident in his change of heart over the bombing of U-boat bases in France, a measure he had previously opposed. Although the U-boats themselves were now well protected by reinforced concrete pens, the United States Eighth Air Force had undertaken ten precision raids on the main U-boat bases in the Bay of Biscay between October 1942 and early January 1943. These had no evident impact on the U-boat offensive, and the Admiralty began to press for larger-scale and less-discriminate area attacks on the bases and surrounding cities.   94 Churchill and the War Cabinet had hesitated to take this step when the idea was fi rst broached, fearing heavy French civilian casualties, but on 11 January they accepted the Admiralty’s argument—which turned out to be  mistaken—that heavy and sustained bombing attacks could impede U-boat operations.   95

 This diversion of bombers was strongly opposed by Harris, who com-plained to the Anti-U-Boat Warfare Committee on 31 March that his forces would be much more effectively employed against U-boat construction yards and supporting factories in Germany. ‘There was continuous confi r-mation,’ he claimed, ‘that the U-boat construction programme was being considerably interfered with by these attacks and if they were stopped he was certain that the output of U-boats per month would increase’. This was not true, although Harris was right to question the effectiveness of air attacks on the U-boat bases, which caused massive destruction to French cities but had a negligible impact on the German submarine offensive.   96 Churchill was nevertheless determined to give the bombers a chance. ‘[W]e must work to dislocate the U-boats as much as possible and check them coming in and out of their bases,’ he informed the Committee.   97 Even Portal was   bat t le   of   at lant i c,  i m p ort s   c ri s i s,  c lo s i ng   of  ‘ a i r   gap ’ 279

suffi ciently alarmed by the deteriorating situation at sea to suggest that Bomber Command could employ some of its less experienced bomber crews on these attacks, as the German defences would not be very strong. This compromise was approved by the Committee.   98

 While these measures were being debated in London, Roosevelt was fi nally persuaded that he would have to intervene to ensure that his promise to the British was upheld. In late March 1943 the president gave British imports top priority, despite protests from his military leaders.   99 He also threw his weight behind efforts to close the air gap. An inter-Allied (British-American-Canadian) conference in Washington in early March had resulted in a decision to transfer forty-eight American VLR aircraft to the Royal Canadian Air Force (RCAF) to operate over the air gap from the western side of the Atlantic.   100   The USAAF was reluctant to give up these aircraft, however, and Roosevelt had to intervene personally to ensure their release.   101 Not all the promised aircraft were transferred, but fi fteen VLR Liberators were established in Newfoundland between April and June. The increased fl ow of American aircraft to Britain for trade defence, together with the gradual conversion of aircraft already under British control, allowed the Allies to operate forty-one VLR aircraft over the mid-Atlantic by mid-May, effectively closing the air gap. 

 By the end of May 1943 the turning point had been reached in the Battle of the Atlantic. The closing of the air gap and the ability to read U-boat communications made an important contribution to the defeat of  Germany’s attack on shipping, but other factors also contributed to the Allied victory. Probably the most important was the increasing number of escort vessels, which allowed the creation of special escort support groups capable of  rapidly reinforcing convoys under attack in the mid-Atlantic. By May 1943 six such groups had been formed. Three of these included an escort carrier, which began to enter service in the North Atlantic in February. Additional air support was also being provided by the fi rst converted merchant aircraft carrier.   102   These factors, in conjunction with steady improvements in the effi ciency of aircraft and convoy  escorts and their equipment, swung the tactical balance at sea decisively in favour of the Allies. Convoys were now able to fi ght their way through the mid-Atlantic wolf packs and infl ict  a heavy toll on their adversaries. The amount of shipping lost to U-boats dur-ing May dropped to 264,000 tons, while the number of U-boats destroyed rose to forty-one. Dönitz was unwilling to go on sustaining losses at such high levels. At the end of May he decided to reduce attacks on the critical 280  bat t le   of   at lant i c,  i m p ort s   c ri s i s,  c lo s i ng   of  ‘ a i r   gap ’

North Atlantic convoys in order to seek out easier targets elsewhere and allow his U-boat fl eet time to re-equip. 

 Allied shipping losses declined dramatically in the months that followed. Between 1 June and 18 September 1943 only fi fteen ships were lost to U-boats in the entire North Atlantic, whereas thirty-one U-boats were destroyed.   103   When the Germans attempted to concentrate again on the Atlantic convoys later in the year, it quickly became clear that the U-boats could not breach the Allied defences. The sharp drop in shipping losses was accompanied by increased American shipbuilding efforts. The Allied victory was complete: Germany was never again able to threaten Britain’s vital lifelines. 

 Churchill’s role in the Battle of the Atlantic has generated less controversy than might be expected. Historians have sometimes noted his neglect of Coastal Command in favour of Bomber Command, but they have generally not censured him for unnecessarily prolonging the Battle of the Atlantic. In part this is because the ‘bomber barons’ of the RAF offer more satisfying villains. But it also stems from the tendency of naval historians to concen-trate on the operational aspects of the campaign rather than its strategic direction. The Battle of the Atlantic is typically treated as a back-and-forth struggle between U-boats and naval escorts for dominance at sea, with little attention paid to the infl uence of decision-makers in London, and virtually none to what historian Kevin Smith calls the ‘managerial’ aspects of the campaign—the employment of organizational, industrial, and diplomatic measures to help ensure the safe and timely arrival of an adequate number of cargo ships in ports.   104

 The navy’s response to the U-boat threat was to focus fi rst on the destruc-tion of enemy submarines, and secondly on the avoidance of merchant-ship losses. But Churchill had a wider range of tools at his disposal to ensure that Britain’s essential import needs were being met. Shipping requirements could be reduced by additional rationing, the depletion of stocks, or improvements in Britain’s transportation infrastructure; shipping tonnage could be increased by diverting industrial resources to Britain’s own ship-building programme, by prising more ships out of the Americans, or the curtailment of overseas operational commitments. For Churchill, the Battle of the Atlantic was never just a question of achieving tactical superiority at sea—the challenge, as he saw it, was to ensure an adequate level of imports with the least possible commitment of resources to the Royal Navy and   bat t le   of   at lant i c,  i m p ort s   c ri s i s,  c lo s i ng   of  ‘ a i r   gap ’ 281

Coastal Command. He was therefore prepared to suffer heavier-than- necessary shipping losses if this freed up resources for other critical pur-poses, whether the dispatch of ground forces to North Africa or, later, the strategic bombing campaign. 

 Churchill sought to strike a very delicate balance between the resources devoted to the Battle of the Atlantic and to strategic bombing. Bomber Command usually came out the winner, but Churchill, it must be noted, took a more realistic view of Britain’s needs than those like Harris who advocated absolute priority for the strategic air offensive and ignored the potential consequences at sea. The full extent of Churchill’s infl uence over the Atlantic campaign is seldom appreciated, however. Part of the reason lies in the infl uence of his Second World War memoirs, which created the impression that Churchill gave the defence of trade his constant attention and a consistently high priority. ‘The only thing that ever really frightened me during the war,’ he remarked in the second volume, ‘was the U-boat peril.’   105    Frequently quoted statements like this give a misleading impres-sion. Churchill clearly was alarmed by the losses the U-boats infl icted on British and Allied shipping, but his concerns were sporadic rather than con-stant, and were, to some extent, the result of his own actions. There were only two periods during which Churchill appears to have been truly alarmed by the German attack on trade: December 1940 to June 1941, and November 1942 to May 1943. In the months prior to the fi rst crisis, Church-ill showed little alarm at the damage being infl icted on British shipping. He was confi dent that Britain’s large merchant fl eet could absorb heavy losses in the short term, and was willing to run risks in this area so that he might take offensive action in the Middle East. The second crisis was also preceded by a long period of complacency towards the U-boat threat. Throughout most of 1942 Churchill was again willing to accept heavy losses at sea, this time because he believed that American industry could build enough new ships to avert a decisive defeat, and because he was determined to maximize Britain’s offensive efforts—now embodied by the bomber offensive—by ruthlessly limiting the resources committed to defensive tasks. 

 Churchill’s memoirs do not attempt to conceal the importance he attached to strategic bombing, but they do gloss over the fact that the grand strategy he championed during 1942 deliberately deprived the navy of much-needed air support, led to avoidable losses in merchant ships and their crews, and may have ultimately delayed victory in the Battle of the Atlantic. But while Churchill’s decision to starve Coastal Command of aircraft  during 282  bat t le   of   at lant i c,  i m p ort s   c ri s i s,  c lo s i ng   of  ‘ a i r   gap ’

1942 contributed to the navy’s problems in a variety of ways, it was not necessarily the main cause of the delay in closing the critical ‘air gap’. The long-range aircraft the Admiralty called for—and that Churchill repeatedly denied—in 1942 were earmarked for ‘offensive’ patrols in the Bay of Biscay. Churchill’s reservations about the effectiveness of the Bay offensive were, in fact, entirely justifi ed. These operations tied up considerable resources, but produced only meagre results. A post-war Naval Staff study noted that from June 1942 until the end of February 1943 this campaign involved an average of 3,500 patrol hours per month, but accounted for the destruction of only seven U-boats—less than one per month. This contrasted poorly with the aircraft employed on trade-protection duties in the northeast Atlantic, which had only one-third as much fl ying time but prevented countless attacks on convoys and destroyed seventeen U-boats.   106   Coastal Command did not need more aircraft in 1942 so much as it needed the right kind of aircraft. Churchill was responsible for keeping numbers down, but not for decisions over how these machines were employed. Neither Coastal Command nor the Admiralty pressed the prime minister for more VLR aircraft in mid-1942, and when they began to receive new Liberators later in the year, they were responsible for the decision not to modify them for use over the mid-Atlantic, where they would have been most effective. Some credit is due to Churchill, therefore: it was his Anti-U-Boat Warfare Committee that cor-rectly identifi ed the importance of VLR aircraft to the Battle of the Atlantic, and ensured that steps were taken to provide the relatively small numbers that were required.     




10 

The Defeat of the Axis Powers   

 

While shipping shortages acted as the main brake on Anglo-American operations against Germany in 1942 , Allied strategy was also com-plicated by the demands of the war in the Pacifi c. Allied leaders had agreed in December 1941 that operations against Japan should be restricted as much as possible, but this was easier said than done. British and American resources had to be poured into this theatre just to stem the tide of the Japanese advance. In the early months of the Pacifi c war, the Japanese drove British, American, and Dutch forces out of China and South East Asia. By the spring of 1942 they were in a position to threaten both India and Australia. After the fall of Singapore in February, the British still had to worry about the Japanese army’s advance through Burma towards the Indian frontier, and the possibility of a seaborne attack on India or raids on British shipping in the Indian Ocean, particularly the critical supply route from the Cape to Egypt (see Map 6). Churchill, who had briefl y considered sending Force Z to join with the remnants of the United States fl eet at Pearl Harbor, now rejected the idea of using British ships to reinforce the Americans in the Pacifi c. The devastation of the US Pacifi c Fleet had removed the main deterrent to the Japanese navy entering the Indian Ocean in force, and both Churchill and Pound believed a strong naval presence had to be built up to protect Britain’s vital interests in the region.   1

 By the end of March 1942 the Commander-in-Chief of Britain’s new eastern fl eet, Admiral Sir James Somerville, had three aircraft carriers and fi ve battleships at his disposal, but this force, which included the old light carrier  Hermes  and four of the antiquated ‘R’-class battleships, was no match for the Japanese forces that entered the Indian Ocean in early April. A pow-erful fl eet under Admiral Nagumo, who had commanded the air attack on Pearl Harbor, now devastated the ports at Colombo and Trincomalee in Ceylon and sank several British warships, including two cruisers and the 284            th e   de f eat   of   th e   ax i s   p owe r s

carrier  Hermes . At the same time, a smaller Japanese force raided shipping along the Indian coast, sinking over 112,000 tons of merchant shipping and bringing trade in the region to a standstill. Churchill appealed to Roosevelt in April for a demonstration by American forces in the Pacifi c to draw the Japanese away from the Indian Ocean, but no assistance was forthcoming.   2 Somerville’s fl eet was lucky to escape destruction. Fortunately for the Brit-ish, the Japanese never intended to remain in the region. When they with-drew, Britain’s weakness in the east had been clearly demonstrated. The R-class battleships were withdrawn for their own safety to Kilindini in Kenya, whence they could provide protection to convoys passing between Egypt and the Cape. The rest of the eastern fl eet took refuge at Bombay, while efforts were made to strengthen the defences in Ceylon and to fi nd modern capital ships to reinforce Somerville. Preparations were also set in motion for an amphibious operation—successfully launched the following month—to seize Diego Suarez in Madagascar from Vichy forces and ensure that the port could not be used by the Japanese.   3

 The heavy losses suffered by the Japanese navy in the Battles of the Coral Sea and Midway in May and June 1942 improved Britain’s position in the east and made another Japanese incursion into the Indian Ocean unlikely. Pound was content to see Somerville maintain a defensive strategy in the region, and even Churchill was disinclined to run risks. 4 He rejected  American requests in mid-1942 for a British naval strike to support an offensive by Douglas MacArthur in the South West Pacifi c theatre, noting that this would be a ‘very dangerous action’. He confessed to Pound in July ‘great anxieties’ about committing the Eastern Fleet ‘to waters where the Japanese shore-based aircraft may be found too powerful’.   5 The  destruction of Force Z had clearly made an impression, but he was still unwilling to accept a purely defensive posture in the region. ‘Admiral Somerville has two fi rst-class carriers and [the battleship] Warspite,’ Churchill complained to the First Sea Lord in July. ‘He has been doing nothing for several months and we really cannot keep his fl eet idle indefi nitely.’   6   The Admiralty  defended Somerville’s actions, but this seems to have made little impression on the impatient prime minister. If Somerville did not intend to use his heavy ships more aggressively, Churchill wanted them moved to the eastern Mediter-ranean, where Britain’s maritime communications were inadequately defended at the time by light craft and air power.   7 The Admiralty was against this measure, pointing out that the movement would be immediately known to the enemy and might entice the Japanese to send surface raiders back 
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into the Indian Ocean. Churchill allowed the matter to drop, but made it clear to Pound that he did not accept his arguments for keeping capital ships in the Indian Ocean. ‘Idle ships,’ he admonished, ‘are a reproach.’   8

 The US navy’s victories in the Pacifi c and the heavy commitment of American resources to the Pacifi c theatre not only eased the pressure on Britain in the Indian Ocean; it also relieved Britain of the need to divert resources to the defence of Australia. This now became an American respon-sibility. For Churchill, the eastern theatre was soon reduced to a strategic backwater: his main preoccupation throughout 1942 was the struggle with Germany. The entry of the United States into the war and the continued resistance of the Soviet Union offered British leaders a wider range of stra-tegic options in the European theatre than they had hitherto enjoyed. Churchill and the COS were already turning their attention to the problem of reintroducing the British army into Europe even before the attack on Pearl Harbor, and as opportunities to do so began to open up, the small-scale raids that had provided the original rationale for the Combined Oper-ations organization receded in importance. 

 Only a handful of amphibious raids were mounted in the months after Louis Mountbatten replaced Keyes as the Director of Combined Opera-tions. The  fi rst of these, launched in late December 1941 against targets in Norway, demonstrated that considerable progress was being made in coor-dinating operations by the three services. Hitler was suffi ciently alarmed by these attacks to begin moving troops and heavy warships to Norway. Mount-batten’s next two raids were conceived with specifi c purposes in mind. In February 1942 commandos seized new German radar equipment at Bruneval, and the following month a successful raid was launched to destroy the dry dock at St Nazaire, the only one along the French Atlantic coast large enough to accommodate the new German battleship  Tirpitz . 

 Despite the success of these raids, Churchill was now interested in com-bined operations primarily as a means to establish large Anglo-American armies on the Continent. He was conscious, however, of Germany’s far superior strength and the dangers inherent in launching amphibious attacks against strong defences. He and the British Chiefs of Staff preferred to adopt a peripheral strategy. Rather than striking in a theatre where the enemy possessed superior forces and could reinforce a threatened position quickly, British leaders wanted to exploit the mobility conferred by superior sea power to hit the Germans where they would be forced to fi ght at a dis-advantage. This preference was increasingly the cause of tension with the 286            th e   de f eat   of   th e   ax i s   p owe r s

Americans, who favoured a more direct approach and resisted what they regarded as British efforts to disperse Allied resources in attacks on second-ary objectives. In the spring of 1942 both parties could agree on the desir-ability of building up resources in Britain for a major Anglo-American invasion of France in 1943 (Operation Round-up), but the employment of Allied resources in 1942 proved to be a more contentious subject. American military leaders hoped to launch a major cross-Channel attack that year (Operation Sledgehammer). After giving this project careful consideration, Churchill and his advisers decided against any major landings on the Con-tinent that did not aim to establish a permanent presence.   9 The most ambi-tious operation they were prepared to undertake at this time was a raid on Dieppe, which was expected to employ as many as seven thousand men. Churchill himself described this as a ‘butcher and bolt’ operation, and an assault of this size seems to have been in line with what he intended when he fi rst used this expression in 1940. But he was unwilling to consider any-thing more ambitious unless the German army was nearing the point of collapse. 

 As the majority of forces available for Sledgehammer were British, their veto on a cross-Channel invasion in 1942 was decisive. Churchill’s own pref-erence for that year continued to be the invasion of French North Africa (Operation Gymnast), although he was also attracted to the possibility of a major landing in northern Norway (Operation Jupiter). This, he suggested, would allow the Allies ‘to start to unroll Hitler’s map of Europe from the top’.   10    Churchill frequently returned to this proposal, but operations in  Norway held little appeal, now or later, to either British or American plan-ners, who rightly saw it as a strategic dead end. Once it became clear that the British would not budge over Sledgehammer, General George Marshall, the US army’s Chief of Staff, grudgingly agreed, under pressure from Roosevelt, to the option the US army found the least distasteful: an invasion of French North Africa, now re-christened Operation Torch. Marshal foresaw that North African operations would tie up so many Allied resources that Round-up would likely have to be abandoned. The British COS also acknowledged that this was the case, although Churchill was reluctant to do so, and stub-bornly clung to plans for a 1943 cross-Channel invasion right up to the end of December 1942, by which time there was little room left for doubt that the second front would have to be delayed until 1944.   11

 American armies landed in Morocco and Algeria in November 1942 and quickly overcame French resistance, but despite the British victory at the 
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Battle of el Alamein the same month, German opposition in North Africa proved more formidable than expected, especially as Hitler unwisely decided to pour in reinforcements. With Round-up now an impossibility, the Allies were left to consider what to do in 1943 after the Axis had been driven from Africa. Churchill, supported by the British COS, always felt that Allied vic-tories in Africa should be exploited in the Mediterranean theatre. ‘I never meant the Anglo-American Army to be stuck in North Africa,’ he wrote. ‘It is a springboard and not a sofa.’   12   At the end of November 1942, while he still clung to hopes for Round-up in 1943, Churchill proposed that Allied forces assembled in North Africa should ‘strike at the under-belly of the Axis in effective strength and in the shortest time’. The fi rst objective would be the invasion of either Sardinia or Sicily, with the goal of intensifying Allied pressure on Italy. 13   The subsequent postponement of Round-up made it even more important in Churchill’s eyes to strike a major blow in the Mediterranean that year. This did not hold much appeal for the  Americans, however, who had seen the invasion of France pushed back once and did not want to become committed to additional operations in the Med-iterranean, which might mean further delays. But the prospect of Allied land forces remaining idle in 1943 while the Soviet Union continued to engage the full weight of the German army was unthinkable. At the Casablanca Con-ference in January 1943, the Americans agreed to the invasion of Sicily. 

 The decision at Casablanca to make the defeat of the German attack on shipping the Allies’ fi rst priority was an acknowledgement that the timing and scale of future offensive operations would be determined by the avail-ability of shipping. What was not yet fully appreciated was how far shortages of specialized landing craft for amphibious operations would also restrict the Allies’ strategic options. This was especially true for the British, who were dependent on American generosity to make up their defi cit in landing craft. One of the fi rst casualties of Operation Torch in 1942 had been British plans for amphibious operations along the Arakan coast of Burma (Opera-tion Anakim) ( Map  7    ). In June 1942 Churchill hoped to regain the initiative in this theatre by launching a seaborne expedition that year to recapture Rangoon, to be followed by an attack on Bangkok.   14 These plans were overly ambitious and had to be abandoned the following month, but the demise of Round-up later that year appeared to free up shipping and land-ing craft for use in the Burma theatre in 1943. At the Casablanca Confer-ence the British agreed to undertake amphibious operations in the Bay of Bengal later that year. This was soon ruled out, however, by the shipping 
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crisis in early       15 1943 .      By this time, Churchill’s attention had shifted: if resources were available for this sort of amphibious operation, he preferred to launch it in the more important Mediterranean theatre. The capture of Sicily, he wrote in April 1943, was ‘only a stepping stone’. No one, he informed the COS ‘could rest content with such a modest and even petty objective for our armies in        16 1943 ’.   

 Churchill hoped to follow the conquest of Sicily with an invasion of mainland Italy, which offered the prospect of knocking Italy out of the war and imposing heavy new commitments on the Germans in southern Europe. These opportunities appeared too good to pass up, and Churchill was deter-mined to use the substantial forces already assembled in the Mediterranean for further operations in this region even if it meant delaying—or poten-tially even cancelling—the cross-Channel invasion of France (Operation Overlord), now scheduled for May 1944. ‘I will in no circumstances allow the powerful British and British-controlled armies in the Mediterranean to stand idle,’ he informed Field Marshal Smuts in July 1943. ‘Not only must we take Rome and march as far north as possible in Italy, but our right hand must give succour to the Balkan patriots . . . . I shall go to all lengths to pro-cure the agreement of our Allies. If not, we have ample forces to act by ourselves.’   17

 In the event that the expansion of Allied commitments in the Mediter-ranean precluded Operation Overlord, Churchill suggested to the COS that ‘Jupiter’—the invasion of Norway—offered a viable alternative.   18 None of this went over well with the Americans, however, who were determined not to allow Mediterranean sideshows to prevent a major cross-Channel attack in 1944 (Operation Overlord). At the Quadrant Conference in Quebec in August 1943, they agreed to the invasion of Italy the following month, but this did not mean they shared British hopes for major strategic gains in this theatre: their main goal was to keep Allied land forces actively engaged with the enemy during the remaining months of 1943, and they made it clear that they would only support an Italian campaign to the extent that it did not detract from preparations for the invasion of France. 

 This compromise did not resolve the underlying divergence in British and American strategic views, and fresh tensions emerged soon after Anglo-American forces landed in Italy in early September. Churchill was eager to exploit Italy’s surrender by securing control of the Dodecanese Islands in the Aegean, which he believed would allow Britain to project its power into the Balkans and, it was hoped, induce Turkey to join the war on the 290            th e   de f eat   of   th e   ax i s   p owe r s

Allied side. A shortage of resources prevented the British from mounting an  expedition against these islands to coincide with the invasion of the Italian mainland, and on 9 September the Germans moved rapidly to seize control of Rhodes, the largest of the islands and strategically the most important. British troops occupied several other islands, including Cos and Leros, with-out diffi culty the following week. Their ability to hold these positions depended, however, on eliminating the Germans’ hold on Rhodes. Church-ill succeeded in obtaining the release of some resources from Eisenhower, the Supreme Allied Commander in the Mediterranean, to support opera-tions in the Aegean, but when the Germans took the island of Cos from the British on 4 October, it became clear that a more substantial effort would be required if Britain were to hold the other islands in the region  and  effect the capture of Rhodes.   19

 Churchill wanted some of the landing craft in the theatre used for the capture of Rhodes, but the Americans planned to send them all to Britain for Overlord. He complained to Roosevelt on 7 October that enough assault craft for a full division could be retained in the eastern Mediterra-nean for several weeks without jeopardizing the date for Overlord, but his appeals met with a fl at  refusal.   20   The president did not share Churchill’s fascination with military matters, and he had little interest in taking part in the formulation of Allied strategy unless important political or diplomatic considerations were also involved. On the advice of the US Joint Chiefs of Staff, he now refused to allow any diversions that might prejudice Overlord or drain resources from the main campaign in Italy.   21 Churchill and the COS nevertheless supported the decision of the local British commander, General Maitland Wilson, to attempt to hold Leros and other islands with the forces already at his disposal. Another appeal to Roosevelt in early November succeeded in delaying the withdrawal of some landing craft from the Mediterranean theatre, but German command of the air made the British position in the Aegean untenable. Leros fell on 16 November, and other islands held by the British were soon captured or evacuated. 

 While this was a decisive and embarrassing defeat, Churchill did not give up his Aegean ambitions easily. He continued to hope for several weeks that if Turkey joined the Allied cause an amphibious operation might still be launched to capture Rhodes in early       22 1944 .      But even if the Turks had been cooperative, there still would have been intense competition for the neces-sary landing craft. The British were being pressed by the Americans to undertake amphibious operations in the Indian Ocean; they had agreed to 
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an assault on the south coast of France to coincide with Overlord; and  commanders in Italy hoped to speed up the capture of Rome by landing Allied forces along the Italian coast behind German lines. The shortage of landing craft made it impossible to contemplate all these operations and still adhere to the agreed date for the invasion of France. 

 The British were frustrated by the Americans’ insistence on the sanctity of Overlord, which severely limited the gains that might be made in the Mediterranean theatre. Churchill was also irritated that the Americans could veto operations they disliked by withholding landing craft, and even more by the ‘absurd shortage’ of specialized assault craft that created so many limi-tations on Anglo-American strategy in the fi rst place. ‘How it is,’ he later complained to Marshall, ‘that the plans of two great empires like Britain and the United States should be so much hamstrung and limited by a hundred or two of these particular vessels will never be understood by history.’   23

 To alleviate this problem, Churchill and the British Chiefs of Staff decided to postpone amphibious operations in the Indian Ocean. This promised to allow greater fl exibility in the Mediterranean. In late December they agreed that the assault on Rhodes should be dropped in favour of an amphibious assault along the coast of Italy at Anzio (Operation Shingle). This, it was hoped, would break the deadlock that had emerged in the Italian campaign. With the support of Eisenhower, who believed the operation could be staged by 20 January 1944, Churchill appealed to Roosevelt in late December 1943 for another three weeks’ delay in removing landing craft from the Mediterranean for Overlord. Having kept the vessels in the theatre this long, he maintained that it seemed:

  irrational to remove them for the very week when they can render decisive 

service. What also can be more dangerous than to let the Italian battle stagnate 

and fester on for another three months thus certainly gnawing into all 

 preparations for and thus again affecting OVERLORD. We cannot afford to 

go forward [in France] leaving [this] vast half-fi nished job behind us.   24

 Roosevelt agreed to this delay, but the Anzio landings failed to produce a decisive breakthrough. Churchill continued nevertheless to believe that major strategic gains could still be made in the Mediterranean, and he was frustrated during the early months of 1944 by his ally’s determination to deprive this theatre of resources in favour of Overlord. But American oppo-sition was decisive. Troops and landing craft were diverted from the Medi-terranean, leaving Allied commanders in Italy presiding over a stagnating 292            th e   de f eat   of   th e   ax i s   p owe r s

campaign with no strategic goals other than to hold down German forces that might otherwise be employed in France. 

 Churchill’s peripheral strategy in Europe began running out of steam just as new maritime opportunities were opening up in the war against Japan. Italy’s defeat greatly eased the strain on Allied—and especially British— naval resources. As Churchill remarked in October 1943, ‘we are in the posi-tion of a man who has suddenly succeeded to two fortunes, the Italian Fleet and the British Fleet which has been containing it so long’.   25 The  challenge now was to decide where and how these additional resources should be employed against Japan. The Americans preferred to see the British launch an amphibious assault along the Arakan coast of Burma (Operation Ana-kim), an operation that would help to reopen the Burma Road and enable the Allies to increase their support for China. The British, however, had considerably less faith than the Americans in China’s potential, either as an ally or as a base for operations against Japan’s home islands, and they were resistant to the idea of waging a diffi cult and costly land campaign to recon-quer Burma solely as a means to pass supplies to Chiang Kai-shek. 

 The cancellation of Anakim in April 1943 allowed the British to con-sider other options in this theatre. Churchill, whose enthusiasm for amphib-ious operations was undiminished, had been among the fi rst to disparage the logic underlying Anakim, which he likened to ‘a man attacking a hedgehog by pulling out its bristles one by one’. 26 If Britain had the resources to mount an amphibious assault to capture Rangoon, he pre-ferred to use them for objectives of greater strategic value in the region. Prior to the Trident Conference in May 1943, Churchill outlined his views on eastern strategy for the Chiefs of Staff. ‘Going into swampy jungles [in Burma] to fi ght the Japanese is like going into the water to fi ght a shark,’ he maintained:

  It is better to entice him into a trap or catch him on a hook and then demol-

ish him with axes after hauling him out on to dry land. How then to deceive 

and entrap the shark? 

 The strategic virtues of ‘Torch’ compelled or induced the enemy to fi ght 

in a theatre most costly to himself . . . . Can we not seize in [South East Asia] 

some strategic point or points which will force the Japanese to counter-attack 

under conditions favourable to us? For this purpose the naval command 

of the Bay of Bengal must be secured. It will next be necessary to estab-

lish  effective shore-based air command radiating from the key point cap-

tured. Thus protected, comparatively small numbers of troops can maintain 
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 themselves, unless the enemy brings a disproportionate army to bear, in which 

case our people can either be reinforced or withdrawn, according to our gen-

eral plans.   

 He went on to explain that the ‘seizure of even one key point intolerable to the enemy would impose upon him not only operations to recapture it, but a dispersion of his forces over the immense coastline exposed to the menace of sea-power’.   27

 Over the next few months Churchill became increasingly attracted to the idea of landing British and Indian forces either at Penang in Malaya or on the western tip of Sumatra (Operation Culverin) in the Dutch East Indies. At the Quadrant Conference in August 1943, he proposed to the COS that such an operation could be launched in 1944 in conjunction with a limited land campaign in northern Burma. He was not in favour, however, of attempting to retake Singapore, which would entail, he warned, ‘the pain-ful process of labouring through jungles and hundreds of miles of diffi cult country, apart from the sea distances, in order to attack the enemy at his strongest point’. Singapore, he predicted, would more likely be ‘recovered at the peace table than during the war’.   28

 The diffi culty with Culverin, the COS pointed out, was that Britain did not have the resources to carry it out in 1944 without substantial American support. By October service planners were examining less ambitious plans to capture the Andaman Islands (Operation Buccaneer). But this threatened to tie up scarce landing craft that Churchill now wanted for the Mediter-ranean, and his commitment to the operation was never strong. ‘The cap-ture of the Andamans,’ he remarked in November 1943, ‘is a trivial prize compared with Rhodes.’   29   His support for Buccaneer collapsed the follow-ing month when he discovered how costly the operation would be. Plan-ners working for Mountbatten, who had become the Supreme Allied Commander in the Allies’ new South East Asia Command (SEAC), esti-mated that fi fty thousand British and Indian troops would be required to capture the islands. Churchill was appalled by the proposed scale of the attack, which seemed entirely out of proportion to the approximately fi ve thousand Japanese troops on the islands. ‘Nothing is more futile,’ he lectured the COS in early December, ‘than to try to win battles by crowding mobs of low-grade soldiery up against an enemy armed with modern weapons.’ If that many troops were available, it would be better, he suggested, to ‘pick the 10,000 bravest for the assault and let the other 40,000 be put to work on the roads’.   30
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 Buccaneer was cancelled the following month and the landing craft  allocated to it were transferred to the Mediterranean. The British were also able to persuade Roosevelt to renounce the pledge he made to Chiang  Kai-shek at the Cairo Conference that a substantial amphibious operation would be launched in the Bay of Bengal early in 1944. This cleared the way for the assault on Anzio, but Churchill was not willing to give up on the idea of capturing the northern tip of Sumatra. He informed Mountbatten privately in January 1944 that his fi rst priority should be to launch Culverin later that year after the monsoon season had ended. ‘This,’ he explained, ‘I am determined to press to the very utmost, day in day out’:

  I am counting on you to present good solid plans laid out for this in October 

or November [1944]. I trust by then there will be plenty of landing craft and 

seaborne aircraft. Here is your great chance. Do not allow anything to take your 

eye off it. Here alone will you have opportunity of opening new fi elds in the 

world war, and here alone in the amphibious sphere will you have my aid.   31

 When it became clear that Mountbatten was also enthusiastic about Cul-verin, Churchill informed the COS that he was ‘more convinced than ever’ that this was ‘incomparably the most effective operation open in 1944 in this theatre and I am resolved to do everything in my power to render it possible in October’.   32

 The COS, however, were already committed to a different course. In November 1943 they had agreed with their American counterparts to dis-patch a large British naval force to the Pacifi c to operate with the  Americans, using Australia as a base. British and Indian land forces were to remain con-centrated in the South East Asia theatre, but after the defeat of Germany four additional British divisions would be dispatched to Australia for opera-tions in the Pacifi c.   33   These commitments had, rather surprisingly, escaped Churchill’s notice when they were formalized by the Anglo-American Combined Chiefs of Staff at the Cairo Conference. When they were brought to his attention in January 1944 he immediately objected, fearing that the dispatch of a fl eet to Australia would preclude amphibious operations against Sumatra. He explained to the COS on the 24th that he had no objection to sending a modest British squadron to join with the US fl eet in the Pacifi c, but only as long as it did not interfere with Culverin. The large British forces already assembled in the SEAC theatre could not be left idle for the entire year, he argued, and no other operation offered the same opportunity to divert Japanese forces from other theatres and seize valuable bases for future offensive operations.   34
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 By February, however, it was clear to the COS that Britain did not have the resources to launch Culverin in                                        35 1944  and  dispatch a fl eet to the Pacifi c.   The stage was therefore set for a heated debate between Churchill and his military advisers when Mountbatten’s Chief of Staff, General Albert Wede-meyer, arrived in London in mid-February to gather support for SEAC’s plans for operations in Sumatra. Wedemeyer met with the chiefs of staff on 14 February, but they continued to harbour doubts that Culverin would contribute much to the ultimate defeat of Japan or provide an outlet for the surplus naval forces now at Britain’s disposal. It was also clear by this time that Culverin would, as the Joint Planners noted, ‘draw off from the Pacifi c more of our forces . . . than those of the enemy, and for a much longer period’.   36   Churchill, however, warmly supported the SEAC proposals. Cul-verin, he insisted, would draw Japanese forces into South East Asia and was therefore the best means available to assist the American advance in the Pacifi c. He also doubted whether Admiral King actually wanted British naval forces to operate in the Pacifi c, a view supported by Wedemeyer.   37

 The movement of the main Japanese fl eet to Singapore in late February provided Churchill with additional ammunition for Culverin. Britain could no longer count on maintaining command of the Bay of Bengal, and he argued that it would be unwise to leave the Indian Ocean at the mercy of a powerful enemy fl eet by sending British ships to the Pacifi c. At the same time, Churchill began to emphasize the political arguments for his strategy. Employing the Royal Navy as a ‘subsidiary force under the Americans in the Pacifi c’ would threaten Britain’s claims to Malaya and Singapore after the war, he asserted:

  If the Japanese should withdraw from them or make peace as the result of the 

main American thrust, the United States Government would after the victory 

feel greatly strengthened in its view that all possessions in the East Indian 

Archipelago should be placed under some international body upon which the 

United States would exercise a decisive control. They would feel with 

 conviction: ‘We won the victory and liberated these places, and we must have 

the dominating say in their future and derive full profi t from their produce, 

especially oil.’   38

 Political considerations also weighed heavily in the calculations of Churchill’s ministerial colleagues. Eden, for example, warned that leaving colonial pos-sessions under Japanese occupation would increase the diffi culties in re-establishing British control after the war. A campaign to liberate these areas, on the other hand, would ‘have immediate psychological and political effects 296            th e   de f eat   of   th e   ax i s   p owe r s

which in themselves will contribute materially to the defeat of Japan. It will also do more than the Pacifi c strategy to discredit the Japanese Army, which is vitally important.’   39

 To bolster his position, Churchill insisted on determining whether the United States actually wanted a British fl eet in the Pacifi c. He wrote to Roosevelt on 10 March asking whether there was any specifi c  operation planned by the Americans in the Pacifi c in 1945 that would be hindered or prevented by the absence of a British fl eet.   40   He made no attempt to con-ceal from the president his own preference for keeping British resources in the Indian Ocean in order to develop an amphibious strategy there. Roosevelt promptly assured Churchill that there was, in fact, no urgent need of British naval reinforcements in the Pacifi c.   41 But this did not neces-sarily translate into American support for Culverin. On the contrary, Roosevelt had urged the prime minister several weeks earlier to abandon the idea of operations in Sumatra or Malaya and to concentrate British resources for ‘an all-out drive into Upper Burma so that we can build up our air strength in China and ensure the essential support for our westward advance to the Formosa-China-Luzon area’.   42

 This did little to deter Churchill, who also sought to undermine his mili-tary advisers by inviting the Minister of War Transport to report on the diffi culties that would be encountered in lengthening British lines of com-munications by operating in the Pacifi c from Australian bases. The COS, however, remained fi rmly opposed to Culverin. This operation could not be mounted, they argued, until additional resources had been released by the defeat of Germany. The land forces already allocated to SEAC would be fully employed in Burma and India, and any surplus could be used in South West Asia. Nor were they swayed by political considerations. The United States would get most of the credit for the defeat of Japan no matter where British forces were deployed. The advantage of a Pacifi c strategy, in their view, was that it offered the best means to hasten the defeat of Japan by strengthening the main and decisive thrust in the central Pacifi c. They were confi dent, moreover, that the movement of the Japanese fl eet to Singapore was a purely defensive measure, and that a major incursion into the Indian Ocean was unlikely.   43

 Ismay warned Churchill on 4 March that the COS were unlikely to give way on this question and that their resignations could not be ruled out. ‘A breach of this kind,’ he warned, ‘undesirable at any time, would be little short of catastrophic at the present juncture’, with Overlord just two months 
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away.   44   A special meeting was therefore held four days later to resolve the differences between the politicians and the service chiefs over eastern strat-egy. Churchill ensured that several Cabinet ministers, including Attlee and Eden, were there to support him. It was not an easy meeting. Brooke recorded in his diary that Admiral Cunningham was ‘so wild with rage that he hardly dared let himself speak!! I therefore had to do most of the arguing and for 2½ hours . . . I went at it hard arguing with the PM and 4 Cabinet Ministers. The arguments of the latter were so puerile that it made me ashamed to think they were Cabinet Ministers!’   45 By the end of the meeting Brooke believed he had made some progress in convincing his chief that capturing the tip of Sumatra would do little to further the Allies’ long-term strategic goals, but it was also clear that shipping shortages and logistical  diffi culties posed a serious obstacle to the Pacifi c strategy. Churchill did make a signifi cant concession in agreeing to launch an investigation into the capacity of Australian bases and their ability to sustain British naval operations in the Pacifi c. But the minutes of the meeting record that, in the meantime, preparations were to continue for launching Culverin in the spring of                            46 1945 from bases in India.   

 Less than two weeks later, Churchill, now armed with Roosevelt’s assur-ance that British naval forces were not essential to American plans in the Pacifi c, informed each of the Chiefs of Staff individually that since he and the ministers on the Defence Committee were in favour of the Bay of  Bengal strategy, he was ruling, in his capacity as prime minister and Minister of Defence, that British naval forces should be built up in the Indian Ocean and preparations were to begin for amphibious operations in the Bay of Bengal. To counter Brooke’s objection that he had given insuffi cient atten-tion to developing a long-term strategy for the defeat of Japan, Churchill maintained that Britain’s ultimate objective in the region was the recon-quest of Singapore. The only concession he would make to the service chiefs was that a mission would still be dispatched to examine bases and facilities in Australia. 47   To expedite preparations for Culverin, Churchill attempted to bypass the Chiefs of Staff by directing the work of the Joint Planning Staff himself.   48

 The COS remained unconvinced of the merits of Culverin, and were doubtful that Britain would have the resources to mount major amphibious operations in the Indian Ocean even after the defeat of Germany.   49 They were also faced, however, with growing evidence that Admiral King viewed a British fl eet in the Pacifi c as ‘more of an embarrassment than a help’.   50 298            th e   de f eat   of   th e   ax i s   p owe r s

They therefore began in early April to explore a new option: an Anglo-Australian advance from Australian bases through the South West Pacifi c towards Borneo. This line of attack, soon dubbed ‘the Middle Strategy’ (see  Map  7    ), offered the British an opportunity to run, as Brooke put it, ‘an entirely British Imperial campaign, instead of just furnishing reinforcements for American operations’.   51 The historian H. P. Willmott suggests that the plan may have been advanced less on its merits than as a means to induce Churchill to abandon his commitment to the Indian Ocean.   52 In any event, Cunningham reported on 8 April that Churchill was ‘favourably inclined’ towards this proposal, since it did not involve the ‘long haul round Australia’ that he disliked in the Pacifi c strategy.   53   But within a few weeks the prime minister had returned to Culverin as the best means to use the large forces in SEAC to strike at the Japanese before the defeat of Germany.   54 The  COS nevertheless began to fl esh out the details of the new strategy. By mid-May they were agreed that Anglo-Australian forces should prepare to launch the Middle Strategy in late 1944 or early 1945 with an assault on the island of Amboina in the Dutch East Indies. An alternative plan also emerged, known as the ‘Modifi ed Middle Strategy’, for an assault on Borneo using bases in New Guinea and eastern Australia. 

 To make the Middle Strategy more appealing to Churchill, Brooke claimed that this advance would lead to the recapture of Borneo, which would open the possibility of striking towards either Singapore or Hong Kong.   55   The COS had some success in persuading Eden and Attlee to sup-port their proposals, but Churchill, even while accepting that resources were not available for Culverin, remained sceptical. The Americans were also unenthusiastic: the rapid progress of their operations in the Pacifi c meant that the proposed Middle Strategy would no longer contribute anything to the main offensive against Japan. By late June, Churchill was again deter-mined to keep Britain’s efforts focused on the Indian Ocean. As before, he relied on political considerations to justify his position. ‘The political impor-tance of making some effort to recover British territory must not be under-rated,’ he informed Ismay on 24 June:

  Rangoon and Singapore are great names in the British eastern world, and it 

will be an ill day for Britain if the War ends without our having made a 

stroke to regain these places and having let the whole Malay Peninsula down 

until it is eventually evacuated as the result of an American-dictated peace at 

Tokio, even though there is a very small British force in the American 

Armies.   56
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 There was no reason, he suggested to the COS in July, why Britain could not send some of its surplus naval forces to the Pacifi c to work with the Americans while concentrating the bulk of its resources for operations in the Bay of Bengal.   57

 After eastern strategy was debated at length on 14 July, Cunningham complained in his diary that the politicians’ ‘attitude of mind about this question is astonishing’:

  They are obviously afraid of the Americans laying down the law as to what is 

to happen when Japan is defeated to the various islands, ports and other ter-

ritories. This appears to be quite likely if the Americans are left to fi ght the 

Japanese by themselves. But they [i.e. Churchill and his political colleagues] 

will not lift a fi nger to get a force into the Pacifi c; they prefer to hang about 

outside and recapture our own rubber trees.   58

 To the consternation of the COS, Churchill refused to make a fi nal decision on eastern strategy until Mountbatten could be brought back to London for further consultation. As a result, the matter was allowed to drift for another three weeks. During this time, Churchill grudgingly accepted that the shortage of landing craft and other resources for this theatre might in fact rule out large-scale amphibious operations against Sumatra until late 1945. He informed the COS on 24 July that if Culverin could not be launched, he was willing—‘with very great sorrow’—to support plans that had been drawn up by SEAC for the recapture of Rangoon, ‘which at least gives us back one of our own capital cities’. He also conceded that if this less ambitious operation were accepted in the Indian Ocean, a British fl eet might be detached for operations on MacArthur’s fl ank.   59

 These concessions brought the two sides closer to an agreement, but important differences still had to be overcome. The debate resumed with the arrival of Mountbatten and his deputy in London in August. On the 8th they outlined to the COS, Churchill, and several members of the War Cabi-net two alternatives for operation in the SEAC theatre. The fi rst involved a land offensive into Upper Burma, something Churchill had made clear he would not contemplate under any circumstances. The COS were also unen-thusiastic about this idea, and support quickly coalesced around the second proposal, an amphibious assault to capture Rangoon (Operation Vanguard). But opinion soon diverged over the rationale for this operation. Brooke saw Vanguard as the prelude to operations to clear the rest of Burma of Japanese troops, while Churchill regarded it as the fi rst step in an advance eastward, towards Bangkok, the Kra Isthmus, or the Malay Peninsula. After capturing 30 0                th e   de f eat   of   th e   ax i s   p owe r s

Rangoon, the prime minister insisted that Japanese forces remaining in Burma should be left ‘to rot away’. The best course, he maintained, was ‘to reduce to the smallest possible limits British forces operating in the swamps of Burma’.   60

 When discussion resumed later that day, Churchill continued to argue that the capture of Rangoon should be followed by some version of Cul-verin. He conceded, however, that without American support, this opera-tion could not be contemplated until after Germany’s collapse.   61 But Brooke refused to give way. He did not believe the Japanese could simply be bypassed, as Churchill advocated, and it was clear that the Americans, who preferred the British to concentrate on operations in northern Burma, would be unlikely to support Culverin. The employment of British naval resources was more easily resolved. A large naval presence was no longer required in the Bay of Bengal, and Brooke recommended that surplus naval forces be combined with the Australian army to create a British Empire Task Force in the South West Pacifi c under MacArthur.   62 Eden, on the other hand, suggested that if Australian forces were available, they would be better employed in Burma. British resources released by the defeat of  Germany could then be used later for an assault on Malaya or Sumatra. It was preferable, in his view, to ‘recapture our own territory than to play a minor role in the Pacifi c’. Churchill, however, came out in favour of using surplus naval strength to bolster the American offensive in the central Pacifi c. He now proposed that Britain should offer naval assistance to the United States on the largest scale possible. If a British fl eet was not wanted or needed for the main thrust, he recommended that it should ‘participate in the recapture of some of those areas where we had been so humiliated’. The important thing, he maintained, was to put the British offer on record. ‘We should then have a valuable argument,’ he stated, ‘which might be produced if we were at any time accused of not fulfi lling our part as an Ally in the Pacifi c operations.’   63

 By the end of the day all parties agreed that Rangoon would be the fi rst objective in the South East Asia theatre. But no consensus could be reached on the question of where to strike next, and the issue was simply left unre-solved.   64   These decisions were confi rmed the next day. Churchill did not conceal that he intended to press for Culverin after Rangoon was taken, and Brooke was equally determined on further operations to eliminate the Japanese presence in Burma.   65   Cunningham also had doubts about the sin-cerity of Churchill’s commitment to sending a British fl eet to the Pacifi c, 
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predicting in his diary that the prime minister would be ‘bitterly  disappointed’ if the Americans accepted the offer.   66   But even Brooke conceded that the compromise, though ‘not ideal’, had much in its favour.   67   The COS had, in fact, obtained most of what they had been after since the beginning of the year: a major deployment of British naval forces to the Pacifi c and an imme-diate commitment of SEAC resources to the campaign in Burma. In return, Churchill had succeeded in keeping open the option for some version of Culverin at a later date—a hollow victory, given that the chronic shortage of resources for this theatre and the early end of the Pacifi c war ultimately precluded this option being exercised. In any event, it was agreed on 9 August that plans would continue for the recapture of Malaya and for the transfer of troops from the European theatre as soon as possible after  Germany’s defeat. In the event of an early German collapse, provision was also made for the possibility that Culverin might supercede Vanguard.   68

 The role assigned to the British fl eet was ultimately decided by the Americans. Churchill’s offer of a large and balanced naval force to partici-pate in the main operations against Japan was accepted by Roosevelt at the fi rst plenary meeting of the second Quebec Conference on 13 September 1944. The British Pacifi c Fleet was formed in the Indian Ocean two months later. This force, commanded by Admiral Sir Bruce Fraser, arrived at Sydney, its main base, in February 1945, and subsequently cooperated with the USN in operations against Japan. The Americans also agreed to British plans for Burma, although by this time Churchill and his military advisers had devel-oped doubts as to the feasibility of an operation (now renamed Dracula) to recapture Rangoon in March 1945. With German resistance showing no sign of collapsing in 1944, the British had to accept that they could not afford to transfer troops or landing craft from Europe in time to meet their timetable. Nor were the Americans willing to make good British defi cien-cies. On 2 October, Churchill and the COS admitted that Dracula would have to be delayed until November 1945. In the meantime, Mountbatten was instructed to concentrate on operations in northern Burma.   69

 Thus, by October 1944 the main outlines of British naval strategy for the war against Japan were settled. Despite Churchill’s best efforts, Britain was committed to what he had earlier termed the ‘laborious reconquest of Burma, swamp by swamp’. His plans for amphibious operations in South East Asia had grown out of an instinctive desire to avoid just such a costly and protracted campaign. Once the Japanese advance on India had been decisively halted and Japanese naval power worn down by the USN in the 302            th e   de f eat   of   th e   ax i s   p owe r s

Pacifi c, Churchill was eager to exploit the opportunities sea power offered to recover lost territories and restore British prestige in this region. This would utilize British naval resources and Anglo-Indian land forces already in the theatre. But specialized landing craft and other necessary resources were never available to allow such ambitious plans in a subsidiary theatre. In the end, Churchill had to accept that, for the immediate future, at least, he would have to abandon the idea of an amphibious campaign across the Bay of Bengal culminating in the recapture of Singapore. A land campaign in Burma was the only realistic use for the armies already in the region, and a naval commitment to the Pacifi c campaign offered the only means to employ Britain’s surplus naval power in a meaningful way and achieve worthwhile, though less tangible, political goals. 

 While the navy had for the last two decades justifi ed its most extravagant shipbuilding programs on the basis of its needs in a Far Eastern confl ict, the extension of the war to the Pacifi c in December 1941 did not help it to prise additional ships from the government. Until late 1944, Britain’s ship-building resources were allocated entirely according to the needs of the European war. Churchill continued to insist, as he had in 1939–41, that pri-ority must be given to the warships that could be completed most rapidly. This preference, and the unrelenting demand for convoy  escorts, landing craft, and other light ships, ensured that new construction was skewed towards smaller vessels for the duration of the war. Britain’s battleship pro-gramme was the main casualty of these priorities. The last ships of the King George V class,  Anson  and  Howe , were completed in 1942, but the only other battleship under construction at this time was  Vanguard , which had been authorized in 1940. The four battleships of the projected Lion class were unlikely to be ready in time to take part in the current war, and in 1942 even the Admiralty accepted that there was no urgency in proceeding with these vessels. The new construction programme for that year included provision for gun mountings and guns for  Lion , but no other work on this ship was to be done until the following year. 

 There was a stronger case for beginning new aircraft carriers. By mid-war these ships had supplanted the battleship as the most powerful warships afl oat. The problem facing the navy was that the most desirable vessel of this class—the large armoured ‘fl eet’ carrier—took nearly as long to build as a battleship. Britain had two such ships under construction in 1942, and the Admiralty proposed to include another two in that year’s program, even 
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though it was not certain they would be fi nished before the end of the war. To bolster the fl eet’s carrier strength as soon as possible, the Admiralty pro-posed to begin four smaller (‘intermediate’) fl eet carriers, which could be fi nished more rapidly but were still capable of operating with the fl eet.   70 In September 1942 the need for aircraft carriers was so pressing that the War Cabinet agreed to include an additional nine intermediate carriers in the 1942         71 program.   

 The battleship  Lion  was suspended again in 1943, but the Admiralty’s appetite for aircraft carriers was undiminished. Its new construction pro-gramme for that year included four fl eet carriers and eight intermediate carriers.   72   This was an ambitious programme, and naval leaders could not conceal that they were now beginning to look beyond the defeat of Japan to the needs of the post-war period. Alexander, however, had reservations about proceeding with the new batch of intermediate carriers, which were more elaborate than their predecessors and would require longer to build. He informed Churchill in October 1943 that since the fi rst of the new carriers could not enter service until 1947, he could endorse only two of the eight ships his advisers wanted. This would allow Britain to shift resources to build-ing liners, which would be useful, he observed, ‘not merely for post war commercial purposes but also for the large trooping movements that will be necessary both for the war against Japan and for the fi nal demobilisation’.   73

 Churchill was developing doubts of his own about the navy’s long-term construction projects. He warned Alexander later that month that with the German and Italian fl eets both ‘practically extinct’, the navy’s future pro-grams would ‘be subjected to a very strict scrutiny’.   74 His main concern at this time was manpower. With Britain’s population now fully mobilized there was no possibility of meeting all the demands of the armed services and industry in       75 1944 .      Looking to make cuts, Churchill wrote to the First Lord on 1 November questioning the Admiralty’s increased manpower claims for the coming year. Britain had defeated the U-boat threat, he observed; the  Tirpitz  had been neutralized; the Italian fl eet had surrendered; France had joined the Allies; and the United States possessed a 2:1 advantage over Japan in warships. He therefore asserted that the navy should be con-sidering ways to reduce its manpower requirements, if necessary by laying up older vessels. ‘The Admiralty,’ in his view, ‘would not render the best service to the country at this [manpower] crisis if it kept in commission a single vessel not needed against the enemy.’   76
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 A few days later Churchill proposed to allocate only enough new  manpower to the navy in 1944 to maintain its current strength, although a small addition to its numbers was sanctioned later that month.   77 The  pro-gramme of intermediate carriers was not settled until the end of January 1944. Churchill approved a compromise between Alexander and the Sea Lords to retain four of the eight ships authorized the previous year, although he stipulated that the fi rst two vessels should be given priority. By this time, however, it was becoming clear that the heavy ships in the navy’s 1943 programme were falling far behind schedule. The main reason was the continuing demand for smaller vessels. Victory over the U-boats in 1943 substantially decreased the need for new escorts, but this coincided with a sharp surge in demand for small landing craft and larger landing ships for amphibious operations. In December the War Cabinet approved a crash programme designed to produce an additional eighty landing ships by April       78 1945 .      This new programme would inevitably cause further delays in carrier construction. 

 The Admiralty began considering the implications for its 1944 new con-struction programme early in the New Year. Post-war needs were an increas-ingly important consideration, and attention now swung from aircraft carriers back to battleships.   79   Naval leaders no longer had any doubts as to the vital importance of the aircraft carrier, but they were equally convinced that these vessels, which could not operate their aircraft in all weathers or at night, required the protection of ships mounting guns big enough to neu-tralize the surface ships of an enemy fl eet. ‘Battleships and Aircraft Carriers are complementary,’ declared one Admiralty memorandum, ‘and the enthu-siast for one arm or the other must not be allowed to upset the balance.’   80 The slow pace of battleship construction since 1940 meant that Britain would emerge from the war with a relatively modest force of seven modern or modernized battleships. Naval leaders calculated that twelve battleships were required for a balanced post-war fl eet, and they proposed to use two of the building slips previously allocated to fl eet carriers for  Lion  and   Temeraire , the fi rst of the new 16-inch-gun battleships. Work would begin on the gun turrets in 1944, and the ships themselves would be included in the                    81 1945 programme.   

 The Admiralty was relieved to fi nd that Churchill was sympathetic to these proposals. He had told Alexander in January that he wanted to see all four Lion-class battleships completed.   82   When the Admiralty’s new con-struction programme for 1944 came before the War Cabinet in May, 
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Churchill expressed his confi dence that ‘the sovereignty of the battleship was still maintained’:

  The submarine was not regarded as a real risk to a battleship with an appro-

priate escort. No doubt the battleship was exposed to great risks if within the 

range of shore-based air forces. But in the big open spaces, if attended by an 

aircraft carrier, the battleship still held its sway.   

 The only dissenting voices belonged to Sinclair and Cherwell, who main-tained that air power would soon make the battleship obsolete. Churchill maintained, however, that he ‘saw no reason to lose faith in the battleship at the present time,’ although he conceded that ‘the position would have to be reviewed in the light of experience’.   83   Admiral Cunningham, for once, was delighted with the prime minister’s intervention. ‘The PM carried the whole thing through on his own,’ he recorded in his diary. ‘He is very sound on the battleship question and had evidently been reading the Staff memo-randum on the post-war fl eet.’   84

 The future of the battleship remained a contentious subject, although not, at this stage of the war, a particularly pressing one. Cherwell com-plained to Churchill in July 1944 that ‘The laws of nature put the battleship at such a disadvantage compared with the aircraft that I fear it will not sur-vive in the evolutionary race.’   85   He prepared a lengthy memorandum out-lining his arguments, but Churchill was presumably not eager to reopen this debate before a fi nal decision was necessary, and the document was not circulated to the War Cabinet until December.   86 Having already secured Churchill’s support, Admiralty offi cials were not in any hurry to reopen the debate either. They were clearly annoyed by Cherwell’s intervention, but they did not respond to his challenge until July 1945, shortly after submit-ting their proposed new construction programme for that year. The Admi-ralty’s case rested on the belief that aircraft carriers still required the protection of powerful ships capable of operating in any weather and light conditions, and that new designs would evolve to meet new threats. ‘The “battleship” of the future will bear little resemblance to the battleship as we know it now,’ the Admiralty predicted. If, for example, ‘the rocket weapon replaces the gun it may be possible to build a smaller ship which will still fulfi l the essential requirement of the “battleship”—i.e., the ability under all conditions to seek out and destroy the most powerful ships of the enemy.’   87 The Admiralty now asked for permission to lay down  Lion  and  Temeraire  as soon as possible, and hopefully in 1946, which would allow for their 306            th e   de f eat   of   th e   ax i s   p owe r s

 completion by 1952.  Conqueror  and  Thunderer , the fi nal two ships of the class, would continue to be deferred.   88

 The 1945 new construction programme attempted to balance the imme-diate operational requirements for the Far East with the navy’s plans to begin building a modern and balanced post-war fl eet, but the Admiralty recognized that short-term needs would have to prevail. In late 1944, with Germany’s defeat seemingly imminent, priority was given to ships that could be in service in time to take part in the war against Japan, which at the time was expected to last until the end of       89 1946 .      The proposed new construction programme was therefore a modest affair. A start would be made on the two new battleships, but shipyards would continue to concen-trate on landing ships and various small craft. No addition would be made to Britain’s carrier programme, and some of the intermediate carriers approved in earlier years were now deferred.   90

 The Admiralty plans for the post-war period were nevertheless ambi-tious, if not very realistic. In May 1944 the Board envisioned a peacetime fl eet including twelve battleships, twenty-four aircraft carriers, fi fty cruisers, and large numbers of smaller warships and support vessels. It was calculated that 220,000 men would be required from the empire for this fl eet, of which 170,000 would be provided by Great Britain.   91 Churchill, however, was not inclined to look this far ahead. In January 1944 he had speculated that the post-war fl eet would include just ten battleships, including the four Lion-class ones.   92   But his own preference was to defer post-war considerations for as long as possible. And with the Pacifi c war expected to drag on for another year after the defeat of Germany, the size and shape of the peace-time navy never made its way onto the War Cabinet’s agenda. 

 Churchill himself seems to have given the matter little consideration, although he clearly believed that wartime developments in air power meant a reduced role for the navy in Britain’s post-war defence requirements. He warned the Admiralty in July 1944 that its personnel numbers after the war would ‘have to resort to at least pre-war strength’.   93   This would have reduced the navy to, at best, around 135,000 men, far below the fi gure the Admiralty believed was necessary. 94   Churchill commented on the navy’s post-war requirements on two other occasions before the end of the war, both times suggesting a reduced role for it. The fi rst remark was prompted by a state-ment from the Civil Lord of the Admiralty suggesting that the navy was planning to enlarge the royal dockyards. Churchill immediately demanded an explanation. ‘You must realize,’ he wrote to Alexander the next day, ‘that 
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after the war the Air will take a very large part of the duties hitherto  discharged by the Royal Navy.’   95   Writing to the Chancellor of the Excheq-uer a month later, Churchill indicated his approval for the two battleships in the 1945 programme, but he acknowledged that the question would have to ‘come up for consideration after the war, in the light of the increase of the power of the Air’. But the time had not yet come, in his view, for a far-reaching examination of post-war defence requirements. ‘The whole ques-tion of the Navy, Army and Air, in relation to one another,’ he wrote, ‘will of course be one of the largest problems that will have to be settled after the war by any Government that is responsible.’ 96 Churchill undoubtedly assumed that he would be the one presiding over these deliberations, but the general election of July 1945 resulted in a landslide victory for the Labour Party. He resigned as prime minister and Minister of Defence on 26 July, immediately after the election results were announced.        




11 

Churchill’s Last Naval Battle   

 

While Churchill had the satisfaction of presiding over Nazi Germany’s unconditional surrender in May 1945 , the unexpected triumph of the Labour Party in the 1945 British general election abruptly removed him from offi ce just weeks before Japan’s surrender brought the Second World War to a close. Although stung by his party’s electoral defeat, the former prime minister, now approaching his seventy-fi rst birthday, never seriously considered retirement: quitting was not in his nature. He was determined to lead the Conservative Party back to power, and quickly settled into his new roles as Leader of the Opposition and distinguished elder statesman. 

 The strategic landscape confronting British leaders at the end of the war was vastly different from what it had been just a few years earlier. Europe, devastated by years of total war, had now ceased to be the centre of the international system. The resulting power vacuum was fi lled by the United States and the Soviet Union, whose enormous economic and military potential had been unlocked by the unprecedented demands of the Second World War. Britain remained a global power, with its vast network of over-seas commitments undiminished, but its decline into second- rank status was now painfully evident. It simply did not possess the resources to com-pete with the new ‘superpowers’ in the post-war world, and was hard pressed to preserve its global interests and revive its failing economy. 

 Churchill’s perspective on British security in this new era was shaped by two overriding considerations: the emerging Cold War with the Soviet Union, and the development of atomic weapons. The key to meeting the Soviet military threat, in his view, was the maintenance of a unifi ed front by a well-armed bloc of Western powers. Above all, Churchill wanted to see the preservation of close Anglo-American relations, Franco-German reconcilia-tion, and a unifi ed Europe, and the maintenance of American nuclear supremacy. As long as the Soviets were confronted by a strong and united 
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coalition, Churchill was confi dent that Stalin and his successors would avoid direct confrontation with the West. The cornerstone of this deterrent strategy was the American nuclear arsenal, which offered the most effective counter-weight to the Soviet Union’s massive superiority in conventional forces. 

 For a statesman whose military career had started during the reign of Queen Victoria, Churchill grasped the strategic implications of atomic weapons with remarkable speed.   1 He had recognized the potential of nuclear energy to revolutionize warfare as early as 1924, when he had written about the possibility that ‘a bomb no bigger than an orange [might] be found to possess a secret power to destroy a whole block of buildings—nay, to con-centrate the force of a thousand tons of cordite and blast a township at a stroke’.   2

 He returned to this subject a few years later, noting in 1931 that nuclear energy would be ‘incomparably greater than the molecular energy which we use to-day’. All that was missing, he observed, ‘is the match to set the bonfi re alight, or it may be the detonator to cause the dynamite to explode. The Scientists,’ he warned, ‘are looking for this.’   3   Churchill was therefore an early and enthusiastic supporter of British—and later Anglo-American—efforts to develop an atomic bomb, and he never questioned President Harry Truman’s decision to use this weapon against Japan once it was ready. 

 Churchill’s views on the utility of nuclear weapons went through sev-eral major shifts in the decade after 1945. That the proliferation of atomic weapons would one day make a major war too destructive to contemplate was never in doubt. ‘The bomb brought peace,’ he told the House of Commons on 16 August 1945, just a week after the bombing of Nagasaki, ‘but men alone can keep that peace, and henceforward they will keep it under penalties which threaten the survival, not only of civilization but of humanity itself.’   4   And yet Churchill did not immediately regard the bomb as unusable. For nuclear weapons to fulfi l their primary role as a deterrent, Churchill insisted that the threat must be credible: Soviet leaders had to believe that the United States was prepared to pull the trigger. As he told an American audience in 1949, the Soviets must be ‘convinced that you will use—you will not hesitate to use—these forces, if necessary, in the most ruthless manner’. They must ‘be convinced’, he continued, that ‘they are confronted by superior force—but [also] that you are not restrained by any moral consideration if the case arose from using that force with complete material ruthlessness’.   5 And as long as the United States held a monopoly on atomic weapons, Churchill believed that they offered a 310             c h urc h i l l ’s   last   naval   bat t le

means to extract  concessions from the Soviet Union. On numerous  occasions in the late 1940s he spoke of the desirability of forcing a ‘show-down’ with the Soviets in order to achieve a ‘settlement’ of outstanding differences on terms favourable to the West. 

 Even after the Soviets had developed their own atomic bomb, Churchill assumed that the much larger supply of these weapons in American hands would temporarily continue to give the West a diplomatic advantage—a ‘lever’, as he put it on one occasion, ‘by which we can hope to obtain rea-sonable consideration in any attempt to make a peaceful settlement with Soviet Russia’.   6   But this hope faded with the development of the far more destructive hydrogen bomb in 1952, together with the steady expansion of the Soviet atomic arsenal. Churchill was quick to grasp that a numerical advantage in nuclear weapons would eventually cease to provide either side with ‘strategic superiority’ in any meaningful sense. A ‘saturation’ point will inevitably be reached, he warned on 1 March 1955, in his last great speech to the House of Commons. Both sides would soon possess enough weapons to ensure the other’s annihilation. The greatest danger, in these circum-stances, was that the Soviets, being at a disadvantage, would have an incen-tive to launch a surprise attack. The only counter to this, he concluded, was the development of what would later be called a second-strike capability: the United States must be able to launch an immediate and overwhelming nuclear counter-attack in the event of a Soviet fi rst strike. In time, the USSR would acquire the same assured retaliatory capabilities. But this, par-adoxically, would lead to a more stable and peaceful world, as ‘both sides will then realise that global war would result in mutual annihilation’. Nuclear weapons would soon make war too dangerous for either side to contem-plate. ‘Safety,’ he concluded in a speech in March 1955, ‘will be the sturdy child of terror, and survival the twin brother of annihilation.’   7

 Churchill’s fascination with nuclear weapons did not blind him to the need for conventional forces. These were clearly still necessary for Britain— which did not conduct its fi rst atomic test until 1952—to meet Soviet encroachments that did not warrant a nuclear response, and to defend Brit-ish interests against other challengers. As Leader of the Opposition during the 1940s, Churchill had continued to pay generous tributes to the Royal Navy. In war, he declared in March 1948, the navy was ‘our means of safety; in peace it sustains the prestige, repute, and infl uence of this small island; and it is a major factor in the cohesion of the British Empire and  Commonwealth.’   8 But he continued to take a pragmatic view of the navy’s role in any future 
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confl ict. As long as bombers remained the sole means of delivering nuclear weapons to their targets, Churchill would favour the air force over the other services. ‘For good or ill,’ he told an audience at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology in March 1949, ‘Air mastery is today the supreme expression of military power, and fl eets and armies, however necessary, must accept a subordinate rank.’   9   Nuclear weapons were the best means of either deter-ring or fi ghting a major war. Naval forces, on the other hand, contributed little to Britain’s deterrent capabilities at this time, and would play only a minor role in the critical early stages of a global confl ict. Churchill was also impressed in the immediate post-war years by the absence of any serious challenger at sea. He was consequently more concerned about how the Labour government managed the reduction of British naval strength than by the fact that the navy was being run down, a development he regarded as natural and inevitable. What most irritated him was Labour’s willingness to scrap many warships—particularly battleships—that could help to main-tain British prestige in peacetime and provide valuable reserves in wartime, but he did not otherwise take much interest in naval developments during his years in opposition. 

 This lack of interest continued when Churchill, now nearing his  seventy-seventh birthday, returned to power in the general election of October 1951. The new prime minister was pleased to discover that the previous administration had made substantial progress towards developing a British atomic bomb, and he was determined that further research on this weapon should be ‘pursued energetically’.   10 He was less certain, however, about the fate of the large rearmament programme that Labour had launched after the outbreak of the Korean War in June 1950. The new Conservative government inherited a huge balance of payments defi cit, and drastic meas-ures appeared necessary to avert an economic crisis. Politicians were par-ticularly eager to divert resources from armaments to the nation’s ‘metal-using industries’ in order to bolster this critical sector of the export trade. It was also becoming clear, however, that careful thought had to be given to the level of forces Britain could afford to maintain after the current economic diffi culties had passed. The Cold War was clearly not going to pass quickly, and, as historian Eric Grove has noted, politicians were now coming to grips with the realization that Britain needed a defence policy that was affordable over the ‘long haul’. Peacetime forces had to be adequate to deter attacks on vital interests, but not so expensive that they would overburden the economy.   11
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 Churchill shared the general conviction that defence expenditure would have to be cut, and therefore in mid-December 1951 he recommended a reduction of £250 million in spending for all three services in the coming year from an overall budget of £1,547 million. The largest share of this would be borne by the army, but naval spending was expected to drop sub-stantially as well, from £                               12 402 million to £ 330 million.      Under strong pres-sure to economize, the fi ghting services were forced to rely more heavily on the deterrent power of atomic weapons. A new Global Strategy paper by the COS in mid-1952 called for forces to meet the nation’s peacetime commit-ments and to fi ght a global war, but emphasis now began to shift to forces that would deter confl ict in the fi rst place. In the event that a major war did break out, the COS concluded that priority should be given to preparations for surviving the ‘fi rst few intense weeks’ of the confl ict, with ‘little provi-sion being made for more long-term requirements’.   13

 This order of priorities was potentially problematic for the navy, which would be able to contribute little during the opening stages of a global nuclear war. Its primary wartime role would be the protection of maritime communications during the extended period of ‘broken- backed’ warfare that was expected to follow an initial nuclear exchange.   14   The navy’s com-mitment to a predominantly defensive mission was never going to inspire Churchill’s enthusiasm, however. The prime minister was alarmed to dis-cover shortly after returning to offi ce that the newest generation of enemy submarines would be virtually impossible to detect from the air, and he immediately appreciated that offensive mining and submarine attacks by the Soviet Union posed a ‘potentially mortal danger’ to maritime communica-tions during an extended confl ict.   15   But the emergence of a genuine naval threat did not automatically translate into support for larger British naval forces. Churchill’s fi rst instinct was to fi nd offensive means to deal with the danger, and, in his eyes, this meant Allied air attacks on Soviet naval bases.   16

 The fi ghting services accepted heavy cuts to their programmes over the course of 1952, but the politicians were still not satisfi ed that the right bal-ance had been struck. Defence expenditure for 1953–4 was fi nally set at £1,610 million, a much higher fi gure than the Chancellor of the Exchequer wanted, but only on the understanding that a ‘radical review’ of defence policy would be undertaken to consider more drastic measures to bring defence spending into line with economic and fi nancial  considerations.   17 This marked an important turning point in the navy’s fortunes. Churchill had shown little inclination since becoming prime minister again to single 
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the Admiralty out for economies, or to dictate how the service cut its  spending, but the government’s ‘radical review’ took on a momentum of its own and gradually developed into a serious assault on the navy’s core pro-grammes. The initial driving force behind these attacks was not Churchill, however, but his son-in-law, Duncan Sandys, the Minister of Supply. 

 Sandys was a member of the government’s new Ministerial Committee on Defence Policy, which was established in June 1953 after early investiga-tions by civil servants and defence offi cials failed to produce any useful, let alone radical, proposals.   18   Political oversight was clearly necessary to effect major changes, and Churchill chaired the new Committee himself. When ministers met for the fi rst time, however, the prime minister expressed his concern that large cuts in defence spending might undermine his ongoing efforts to open high-level discussions aimed at achieving some form of détente with the Soviet Union. It ‘would be fatal,’ he warned, ‘if it became known that we were about to reduce the level of our defence expenditure’. A wide range of potential economies were discussed, but the most impor-tant proposal came from Sandys, who suggested that no major savings were possible until Britain’s defence priorities were redefi ned. In his view, the most dangerous period would be the fi rst six weeks of a major global con-fl ict: if Britain could not survive this, he argued, preparations for the subse-quent phase would be irrelevant. He therefore proposed that the nation’s defence posture should be heavily geared towards a nuclear war of relatively short duration. ‘Anything which did not come within this defi nition,’  he proposed, ‘would have to wait if necessary.’   19   This would permit large sav-ings by cutting back on forces intended primarily for a lengthy ‘broken-backed’ war. 

 Churchill and the Committee supported this proposal, which left the navy dangerously exposed in the coming months. The attack was led by Sandys, who immediately targeted naval aviation for major cuts. In his view, the offensive duties envisioned for naval aircraft could be performed more economically by the land-based aircraft of the RAF. Moreover, any NATO striking fl eet would be amply provided with naval aircraft by the United States navy, so there was no need for Britain to duplicate its ally’s capabili-ties. Britain could therefore afford, he maintained, to dispense with its two heavy ‘fl eet’ carriers.   20   The junior minister found two important allies in his anti-navy campaign: Lord Swinton, the Commonwealth Secretary, who had served as Secretary of State for Air during the 1930s, and Sir Norman Brook, the Cabinet Secretary. Churchill initially took no part in the debate over the 314             c h urc h i l l ’s   last   naval   bat t le

restructuring of British defence policy—he suffered a major stroke on 27 June 1953 and was effectively sidelined for several months. During this period, the Chancellor, R. A. Butler, insisted on a cap of £1,650 million for defence spending in 1955, and serious consideration was given to scrapping the navy’s heavy carriers, as Sandys proposed. 

 When Viscount Alexander of Tunis, the Minister of Defence, alerted Churchill to these developments in October 1953, the prime minister was at fi rst non-committal. ‘It may well be that the increasing range of shore-based aircraft and the approaching development of guided missiles will affect the recent short-lived pre-eminence of the heavy aircraft-carrier,’ he minuted, ‘but considering how much money we have put into them and the large part they play in British and American Naval strength it would indeed be foolish to write them off in public as of no value.’   21

 A more serious concern for Churchill as he began to take up his duties once again was the Admiralty’s plans to scrap major reserve warships, includ-ing the four remaining King George V-class battleships. Despite the earlier decision to concentrate on preparations for the initial six weeks of war, Churchill insisted in October 1953 that these vessels ‘would probably be able to fulfi l a valuable rôle’ in ‘the “broken-backed” warfare which was likely to succeed the fi rst atomic phase of a future war’.   22   The prime minis-ter’s apparent endorsement of preparations for a prolonged war did nothing to relieve pressure on the navy, however. The First Lord of the Admiralty, J. P. L. Thomas, and First Sea Lord, Admiral Sir Rhoderick McGrigor, vigor-ously presented the Admiralty’s case, but were unable to convince ministers that heavy carriers were indispensable. In mid-November the navy suffered another setback when the Minister of Defence also expressed his doubts. Aircraft carriers were undoubtedly necessary for the protection of British warships and convoys in the open seas, he informed the committee, but light carriers would be adequate for this purpose. Heavy carriers equipped for a strike role were, he suggested, a luxury Britain could not afford.   23

 Behind the scenes, Brook pressed the same views on the prime minister. The effects of age were already showing when Churchill returned to offi ce in 1951, and his once-formidable powers of concentration declined even further after his stroke. During his fi nal year and a half in power, he became heavily reliant on the Cabinet Secretary to keep him abreast of develop-ments and brief him for important meetings. Like Sandys, Brook believed that the navy offered the best scope for large economies. By late November, Churchill had come around to their view. The aircraft carrier would have an 
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important role to play for another decade at least, the prime minister  predicted, but he now warned his colleagues that ‘the range of shore-based aircraft and development of fl ying aircraft [i.e. guided missiles] continually increases’:

  The reign of aircraft carriers is over. They will die out surely and swiftly as a 

factor. This is because, fi rst, the aircraft maintained upon them are much more 

costly to maintain and keep afl oat than shore-based aircraft, and secondly, they 

are themselves an increasingly vulnerable target for shore-based bombing and 

guided missiles. One hit may be fatal. The concentrated vulnerability is a 

deadly factor. 

 On land there is hardly any limit for dispersion and camoufl age [of air-

craft]. Ten sham can be produced for one reality. Two or three miles can nearly 

always be found for dispersion. Here, where power is growing and so many 

solid advantages repose lies the future. These tendencies, however unwelcome, 

affect all ships at sea in wartime. The battleships and cruisers of our former 

glory will increasingly become fl oating bull’s-eyes. This must wring our hearts, 

but most not hide the truth.   24

 But Churchill hesitated to dispose of these vessels prematurely. On 27 November he suggested that rather than scrapping the navy’s two heavy carriers, consideration should be given instead to how they would be employed.   25   Following this lead, Alexander suggested a compromise in  January 1954 by which the ships would both be retained, but ‘manned and equipped for a light carrier role only’. The carriers would thus still be avail-able for fl eet or trade protection on the open seas, but they would not need to be supplied with aircraft necessary for a strike role, whether attacks at source or the support of land operations—these duties could be left to the United States. This would produce a savings of around £           26 10 million.   

 The Admiralty’s case for its heavy carriers was a strong one, however. Most criticisms of these ships were based on the mistaken premise that they were intended primarily for a strike role against land targets, and therefore duplicated capabilities provided more cheaply by the air force. But the navy wanted these ships primarily to provide cover to naval forces operating at sea, a role performed in earlier times by Britain’s main battle fl eets. The fact that heavy carriers, suitably equipped, could also strike at land targets was purely incidental, Thomas informed Churchill in February 1954, but no less valuable for that. ‘Carriers known to be capable of operating aircraft carry-ing the atomic bomb are essential to the Navy in the coming decade,’ the First Lord insisted. These ships provided access to targets beyond the reach of land-based aircraft, and were more diffi cult than air bases for the enemy 316             c h urc h i l l ’s   last   naval   bat t le

to locate and destroy. Fleet carriers would therefore lessen Britain’s reliance on strategic bombers and provide a more robust nuclear deterrent. The First Lord also pointed out that fl eet carriers were needed to meet Britain’s naval commitments to NATO. Abandoning them would result in a loss of infl u-ence with the United States, and strike a heavy blow to the navy’s prestige and morale.   27

 Thomas warned Churchill that the Board of Admiralty ‘had strong feel-ings’ on this issue, a veiled threat of resignations. The prime minister was unmoved, however. When the matter was discussed by the Ministerial Com-mittee on 26 February 1954, Churchill supported the compromise proposed by the Minister of Defence. But with Sandys absent from the critical meet-ing, the prime minister was not disposed to press the issue. The Committee therefore agreed to a new compromise suggested by the First Lord: the navy would be allowed to keep its heavy carriers as long as the Admiralty met the Chancellor’s fi nancial demands by cutting an equivalent amount from other parts of its budget.   28

 This was a deft move on the Admiralty’s part, but the respite it brought was short lived. Within a few months, the Chancellor was calling for another drastic reduction in defence expenditure, this time to £1,500 million. A new ministerial committee, chaired again by the prime minister, was estab-lished in the spring of 1954 to reexamine defence expenditure in light of the continuing pressures on government fi nances and the development of the hydrogen bomb by both the United States and the Soviet Union. Churchill immediately pressed the case for Britain to develop its own hydrogen bomb. Failure to possess ‘the latest types of atomic weapon,’ he warned his colleagues in May 1954, would deprive Britain of its ‘voice in determining the major issue of peace or war’. He also assumed that this development would allow ‘some reduction in our production of the so-called “conventional”  weapons’.   29

 The COS also attempted to chart a path forward with a new strategic assessment at the end of May. They concluded that the advent of the hydro-gen bomb had made a major war less likely, and that Britain should there-fore give priority to meeting its Cold War commitments in peacetime, preventing the spread of communism, and deterring a major confl ict. This was best achieved, they suggested, by strengthening Britain’s infl uence as a world power and maintaining its alliance with the United States. Such a shift in priorities was potentially advantageous for the navy, which proposed to downgrade preparations for the control of maritime communications in 
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a ‘broken-backed’ war in favour of maintaining a balanced fl eet to support ‘foreign and commonwealth policy’ in peacetime.   30 The Admiralty  proposed a variety of measures that would achieve savings of £25 million in the com-ing year, including reductions to its fl eet of minesweepers, manpower levels, and the reserve fl eet. 

 While these were large and signifi cant cuts, the navy, like the other fi ghting services, failed to produce anything like the savings demanded by the Chancellor. On 27 July 1954 the full Cabinet endorsed the new pri-orities recommended by the COS, but only accepted the services’ pro-posed cuts as a fi rst instalment towards the larger reductions that were deemed necessary. Churchill, urged on by Brook, now proposed that fur-ther savings should be investigated by a small ministerial committee.   31 This new body, formally known as the Cabinet Committee on the Defence Review, appears to have been deliberately constructed to ensure that additional cuts would fall most heavily on the navy. Following Brook’s advice, its chairman was Lord Swinton, the former Air Minister and a persistent critic of the navy throughout the earlier stages of the ‘radical review’. The only other members were Sandys and Alexander.   32 Unfortu-nately for the navy, the Swinton Committee, as it became known, worked quickly in late July and early August 1954, holding no fewer than fi ve meetings and drafting its report while the Minister of Defence, who was becoming sympathetic to the Admiralty’s position on heavy carriers, was out of the country.   33

 Predictably, Swinton and Sandys concentrated their attacks on naval avia-tion. As before, their case rested on the erroneous claim that the Admiralty wanted heavy carriers in order to attack targets ashore. They therefore res-urrected the proposal that Britain’s two heavy carriers should be down-graded to light carriers for the protection of maritime communications, and that air attacks on land targets should be left entirely to the RAF. The navy was fortunate to fi nd an ally at this critical juncture in the Minister of Defence. Alexander, who was clearly irritated that the Committee’s delib-erations had been rushed through in his absence, immediately noted that the heavy carriers were actually intended for the protection of communica-tions at sea. The fact that they might also be employed for strategic strikes ashore was simply a bonus. He therefore declined to support the proposed cuts to naval aviation, and warned the prime minister that the navy could not be singled out for further heavy reductions unless a deliberate decision was taken to reduce it to a lesser status than the other two services.  Alexander 318             c h urc h i l l ’s   last   naval   bat t le

maintained that this course would be ‘entirely wrong’, but there were some decision-makers who  were  prepared to take this step.   34

 Privately, Brook urged the prime minister to reject the Defence Minis-ter’s advice. It would be a ‘novel doctrine’, he complained, ‘that, regardless of our strategic needs, we must bow to a political necessity that the three services must remain more or less equal in status. We never did so in former times when our safety rested on sea power.’ The Cabinet Secretary’s minute went on to disparage the navy’s motives. ‘The Navy have put their faith in Naval Air,’ he wrote, ‘partly because of the bitter lessons of Norway and Singapore, and partly because they see that air-power is displacing sea-power and they want, for self preservation, to have their share of it.’ He therefore advised Churchill to stand by his view that carriers were becoming obsoles-cent.   35   The prime minister probably needed little prompting: he had always been willing to shift resources between the services according to the strate-gic circumstances of the day, and he had already gone on record favouring the air force over the army and navy. 

 In response to Brook’s minute, Churchill outlined his own thoughts. ‘The three Services are equal in status and honour,’ he pronounced in early September 1954, ‘but vary in size and character with technical and world events’:

  There can be no question of having a larger Navy than we need or can afford 

in order to gratify those serving in it or public opinion. We must make the 

best use of existing material. Thus the two heavy carriers now allocated to the 

allied striking fl eet should, as proposed in [the Swinton Committee’s draft 

report], be diverted to Atlantic escorts and their complement of aircraft 

reduced to that of light carriers.   

 Churchill also echoed Brook’s concerns that the navy’s interest in naval aviation was motivated by the fact that ‘Air power is displacing sea power.’ It was only ‘natural that the Navy should wish to have their share of it,’ he remarked, but the cost was clearly beyond Britain’s means. ‘Moreover,’ he continued:

  if the carrier is becoming more obsolescent through the ever-increasing range 

of shore-based aircraft, the help naval air can give to the strength and status of 

the Admiralty will be short-lived. Sir Norman Brook has pointed out to me 

that in terms of the long run future the days of the manned aircraft are num-

bered and naval strength will probably rest on the development of guided 

missiles—ship to ship, ship to air, and perhaps even ship to shore. Certainly 

this is not the time to make a great development of manned aircraft for the 

Navy when guided missiles are obviously their most suitable weapon.   36

c h urc h i l l ’s   last   naval   bat t le                     319

 Churchill presented these views to the Swinton Committee the following day.   37    Despite Alexander’s dissent, the prime minister’s anti-navy remarks were subsequently added verbatim to the draft report. The revised version pronounced that ‘the relative importance of sea power in our defences is evidently diminishing and there is no sign that this trend will be arrested’.   38 Sandys and Swinton were clearly determined to bear down on the Defence Minister’s resistance. Brook also continued to work in the background to maintain Churchill’s support. On 20 September he submitted a lengthy minute to the prime minister to prepare him for a meeting of the commit-tee the following day. Once again he appealed to his chief ’s conviction that the nation’s air power must have priority. ‘If money is limited (as it is),’ he wrote, ‘the only way of maintaining an up-to-date Air Force is to cut back on the Navy. If reductions have to be made in the Navy, it is in  Naval Air  that the economy can be made with least damage to our sea-power.’   39 This had the desired effect. Churchill swept aside the navy’s objections when deliberations resumed next day, commenting that nothing in the commit-tee’s discussions had ‘led him to modify his view that expenditure on the scale planned for the Fleet Air Arm was the most fruitful fi eld for the further economies which must be secured in our defence expenditure’.   40

 The Admiralty’s chances of preserving its heavy carriers appeared to be crumbling fast, but the strong opposition it put up, together with  Alexander’s fi rm support, seems to have given Churchill and Brook second thoughts. The Cabinet Secretary suggested a few days later that the navy might be allowed to fi nd other places to economize, and Churchill, whose heart was probably never wholly in the battle, minuted that the Admiralty should be allowed to decide for itself how many heavy and light carriers it required, and what aircraft they should be equipped with. More impor-tantly, he agreed that the next meeting of the Swinton Committee could go ahead without Sandys, who was travelling abroad.   41 When ministers reas-sembled on 28 September without the Minister of Supply, the navy’s for-tunes dramatically improved. Alexander made it clear that he was unable to accept the draft report as it stood, and warned that if it went forward for consideration by the Cabinet he would have to oppose it. The sections of the document relating to naval aviation, he complained, ‘betrayed some signs of bias.’ Swinton was unwilling to back down, but Churchill was. The prime minister reaffi rmed his view that the importance of the navy had declined in relation to air power, but admitted that he did not regard the ‘terms of the draft report as sacrosanct.’ The Committee therefore decided 320            c h urc h i l l ’s   last   naval   bat t le

that the future expenditure on naval aviation should be investigated jointly not, as hitherto, by Swinton and Sandys, but by the Minister of Defence and the First Lord of the Admiralty.   42

 Alexander was succeeded as Minister of Defence shortly afterward by Harold Macmillan, who was also eager to secure a compromise that would preserve the navy’s heavy carriers. Surprisingly, however, when defence pol-icy was referred to the Cabinet for a decision in early November, Churchill circulated, with his endorsement, a report from Swinton that included the recommendation that the navy’s heavy carriers should only be maintained as light carriers. 43   The Admiralty immediately mounted a full counter-attack, including a new threat of resignations from the Board, but there was no danger at this point of the campaign against the navy’s carriers being revived. Even within the Admiralty, it was recognized that the ‘whole object of plugging the half-empty carrier in the Defence Review Report may be to make certain that the Admiralty accept everything else and feel thankful they are to be spared the last straw’. One member of the Admiralty secre-tariat predicted that while ‘Fireworks from the Prime Minister may be expected’, there was in fact little to fear from him.   44

 This proved to be an accurate prediction. Churchill informed the Cabi-net on 5 November that he was ‘not convinced that the large and increasing resources which would be absorbed by the Fleet Air Arm were justifi ed by the contribution which it would make to our defences’, but he immediately made it clear that he was happy to allow Macmillan and the Admiralty to examine ‘alternative means of securing savings in naval expenditure’.   45 With these words, the threat to the navy’s heavy carriers fi nally  disappeared. Churchill, who would fi nally retire in April 1955, made no more signifi cant contributions to the formulation of British naval policy.     




Epilogue: The Verdict 

of History   

 

Churchill’s post-war years were not entirely dominated by current  politics: he was also determined to protect his place in history and ensure that his pre-war career and wartime leadership were presented to the public in the most favourable light. He was fortunate to fi nd a receptive audience. The Conservative Party’s unexpected defeat in the 1945 general election did little harm, if any, to Churchill’s reputation as war leader. British defeats early in his premiership had given rise to some grumbling in the press and Parliament, but at the end of the Second World War all that mat-tered was that Britain had survived and that Nazi Germany was decisively defeated. It was a personal triumph for Churchill. His inspirational leader-ship had sustained the British people during the lowest points in the war; he had refused to negotiate with Hitler despite the seemingly insurmountable odds against victory; and he had helped to forge the alliance and the grand strategy that ensured Britain would prevail. In the fi rst fl ush of victory, there was little desire to question, much less to undermine, the foundations of his legacy. On the contrary, Churchill’s triumph during the Second World War helped to rehabilitate his reputation from the First World War. 

 Churchill had campaigned tirelessly during the interwar years to vindi-cate the Dardanelles campaign of 1915, and he achieved some measure of success. He was greatly assisted in this by the public’s growing revulsion at the slaughter on the Western Front and disillusionment with Britain’s First World War generals. By the 1930s, the British people were open to the idea that the naval assault on Turkey in 1915 had been a worthwhile endeavour that might have dramatically altered the course of the war. Converts to this view included the popular military writer Sir Basil Liddell Hart.   1 In  The World Crisis  and other works, Churchill chipped away at the idea that the 322           e p i log ue :  th e   ve rd i c t   of   h i story

naval assault had been doomed to fail. He also argued that the campaign on the Gallipoli Peninsula might have turned out differently if only local com-manders had acted more forcefully at a number of key turning points. His view that the fl eet had been on the verge of success in March 1915 when the naval offensive was called off found a receptive audience, and was endorsed by no less a naval authority than Admiral Roger Keyes, de Robeck’s Chief of Staff during the campaign. After the Second World War, the Churchillian view of the Dardanelles as a brilliant design poorly executed gained many new supporters. In November 1954, for example, Clement Attlee declared in Parliament that the attack had been ‘the only imaginative strategic idea of the war. I only wish you had had full power to carry it to success.’   2   Opinion on this campaign was and remains sharply divided, but given how low Churchill’s reputation had sunk in 1915, and the overwhelm-ing consensus for many years that he was personally responsible for this disaster, even partial rehabilitation was a victory. 

 The remarkable prestige Churchill enjoyed after the Second World War served to defl ect much early criticism of his wartime leadership. The case for Churchill as a poor naval strategist only developed gradually. The fi rst naval controversy to emerge after 1945 involved Churchill’s impact on the fl eet, and on the armed forces generally, as Chancellor of the Exchequer during the 1920s. There had been some complaints during the 1930s about the naval cuts Churchill had championed and the impact of the ten-year rule on British rearmament, but after 1940 Churchill’s record at the Treasury was overshadowed in the public mind by his vigorous campaign for rearma-ment, opposition to appeasement, and dynamic wartime leadership. Events confi rmed that he had been right about Hitler all along. The evacuation of the BEF at Dunkirk dramatically highlighted the shortcomings in Britain’s preparations for war, but Churchill, who had been kept out of offi ce after 1931, escaped censure. ‘Winston is about the only person who has an abso-lutely clean sheet,’ Lord Halifax noted in       3 1940 .   This view gained strength over time. Churchill emerged in popular memory as the unheeded prophet of the 1930s whose inspirational leadership saved the nation from the disas-trous path his predecessors had set it upon. Blame for Britain’s discredited pre-war policies fell on Baldwin, Chamberlain, and other prominent mem-bers of the Conservative Party.   4

 There was little interest during the Second World War in searching for scapegoats among the leaders of the 1920s. The authors of  Guilty Men , the best-known and most infl uential attack on Britain’s pre-war policies, charged 
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that things began to go wrong for Britain with the appearance of the fi rst National government, which took offi ce in August 1931, a month before Japan’s attack on Manchuria.   5 Only one signifi cant fi gure at this time chal-lenged this view: Lord Chatfi eld, the former First Sea Lord and Minister for the Coordination of Defence. Chatfi eld’s memoirs, written during the early years of the war, drew attention to the continuities between the policies of the 1920s and 1930s. The retired admiral denounced the ‘crushing, soul-destroying infl uence’ of the ten-year rule, which he described as ‘the dan-gerous law which laid down for the guidance of the Services, and all indeed in Whitehall, that it was to be assumed that there would be no great war for ten years’. He was especially critical of the decision in 1928 to extend the rule indefi nitely. ‘Protest was unavailing,’ he complained. ‘Gagged and bound hand and foot, they [the fi ghting services] were handed over to the Treasury Gestapo. Never has there been such a successful attempt to hamstring the security of an Empire.’   6   These charges had no immediate impact, however, as the War Cabinet denied Chatfi eld permission to publish the controversial sections of his memoirs during wartime.   7 A volume of memoirs covering his early life and seagoing appointments was published in 1942, but his attacks on the ten-year rule and criticism of the machinery of government were not made public until a second volume appeared in 1947. 

 Churchill addressed the origins of the war and the impact of the ten-year rule in  The Gathering Storm , the fi rst volume of his highly infl uential  and widely read Second World War memoirs (         8 1948 – 53 ).   The  Second World War, he maintained, was an ‘unnecessary war’: Hitler could have been stopped at an early stage if only British leaders had acted promptly when clear threats to peace began to emerge in the early 1930s. Churchill main-tained that he was willing to accept his share of the blame for his policies as Chancellor, although he denied that his actions contributed signifi cantly to Britain’s later problems. An early draft of his memoirs allowed that there ‘may be some substance’ to claims that the ten-year rule had ‘lulled the fi ghting departments into a false sense of security, that Research was neglected, and only short term views prevailed’.   9 But this concession was excised before publication. Churchill also amended his account of the rule’s origin. Early drafts stated that it had been ‘laid down’ by Churchill during his years at the Treasury. The published version, however, distanced him from the rule by noting its origins under Lloyd George’s leadership in 1919, and emphasizing that its subsequent renewals were collectively sanctioned by the Cabinet and the CID. 
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 Churchill defended himself on the grounds that his position had been reasonable given the international situation at the time. ‘Up till the time when I left offi ce in 1929,’ he wrote, ‘I felt so hopeful that the peace of the world would be maintained that I saw no reason to take any new decision [regarding the ten-year rule]; nor in the event was I proved wrong’:

  War did not break out till the autumn of 1939. Ten years is a long time in this 

fugitive world. The ten-year rule with its day-to-day advance remained in 

force until 1932 when . . . MacDonald’s Government rightly decided that its 

abandonment could be assumed. 

 At this time the Allies possessed the strength, and the right, to prevent any 

visible or tangible German rearmament, and Germany must have obeyed a 

strong united demand from Britain, France and Italy to bring her actions into 

conformity with what the Peace Treaties had prescribed. In reviewing again 

the history of the eight years from 1930 to 1938, we can see how much time 

we had. Up till 1934 at least, German rearmament could have been prevented 

without the loss of a single life. It was not time that was lacking.   10

 Churchill’s memoirs skirted around inconsistencies in his positions during the 1930s, and exaggerated his differences with the politicians in offi ce at this time, but this did little to limit their appeal. His case against the leaders of the 1930s was so persuasive and seemingly authoritative that few were initially inclined to question it.   11   Even those who defended the National governments of the 1930s did not challenge the popular view that Church-ill’s pre-war record was unblemished. Nevertheless, the establishment of the ten-year rule constituted a potential chink in Churchill’s formidable armour. Chatfi eld’s memoirs did not make an explicit connection between the rule and the former Chancellor, but Hankey, the former Cabinet Secretary, attempted to do so in November 1948 in response to the fi rst volume of Churchill’s memoirs. 

 Writing to  The Times , Hankey maintained that British rearmament after 1933 had been severely constrained by the ‘dangerous and demoralizing’ impact of the ten-year rule, which had badly damaged not just the fi ghting services but the arms industry that supported it. Churchill, in his opinion, could not ‘escape some responsibility for our misfortunes’, and he won-dered ‘whether Mr Churchill would have been any more successful in over-coming the consequences of his own Ten Years Rule than those whom he pillories’.   12   In a covering letter to  The Times , Hankey claimed that ‘Several Service people and ex-Ministers have begged me to write on the subject.’ The ‘whole  offi cial world’ knew that Churchill was responsible for the 

e p i log ue :  th e   ve rd i c t   of   h i story                   325

 ten-year rule, Hankey asserted, ‘and the Services—higher ranks at any rate— have never forgiven him’.   13

 These criticisms drew an immediate response from General Ismay, Churchill’s wartime Chief of Staff, who wrote to  The Times  to make the obvious point that Churchill could hardly be held responsible for the actions of governments he did not belong to.   14   The ten-year rule was not binding on any of them, Ismay noted, and it could have been abandoned at any time. Blame for Britain’s defi ciencies rested, in his opinion, with those who waited over eighteen months after the rule’s abandonment to begin planning for rearmament. Hankey was unwilling to let the matter drop, but his next letter did nothing to strengthen his case. He conceded that Churchill was not  directly  responsible for the retention of the rule after 1929, but was unwilling to absolve him of blame, claiming that Germany could have been recognized as a potential aggressor in the 1920s. He also asserted that the ten-year rule was not as easy to abandon as Ismay implied because the MacDonald government, with its commitment to disarmament, could not have been expected to overturn ‘a fi nancial rule to stop rearma-ment imposed by a Conservative Government of which Mr Churchill, of all men, was Chancellor’.   15

 This dubious argument prompted another letter from General Ismay, Churchill’s wartime Chief of Staff, who argued that his former chief should not be blamed because ‘those who came after him continued to observe a rule which was no longer in relation to the conditions which it was drawn up to meet’.   16   Hankey nevertheless continued to insist that Churchill’s per-petuation of the ten-year rule had created enormous diffi culties for his suc-cessors. Cabinet decisions could always be changed at short notice, he conceded, but a ‘Treasury rule sponsored by a powerful Chancellor of the Exchequer . . . is  always  hard  and . . . sometimes  impossible’  to  change.  This was a considerable distortion of the truth, but Hankey was supported by Lord Stanhope, Churchill’s predecessor as First Lord of the Admiralty in 1938–9. Stanhope also wrote to  The Times , recalling a letter he had received in 1939 from Sir Oswyn Murray, a long-serving Secretary of the Admiralty, which asserted that Churchill had ‘pulled down so much of the building while in offi ce (as Chancellor of the Exchequer) that he [Churchill] will fi nd it diffi cult to shore it up again.’   17

  The Times  declined to publish an additional letter from Hankey openly challenging the value of Churchill’s public campaign in the 1930s for more vigorous rearmament. The result of Churchill’s efforts, he insisted, ‘was to 326           e p i log ue :  th e   ve rd i c t   of   h i story

discredit British Governments in the thirties, to reduce public confi dence in rearmament, to hamper our foreign policy, to  discourage  our own people, the Empire, our Allies and friendly neutrals, and to encourage  Hitler . How far these tendencies may have been set off by a possible spur to rearmament and public opinion can be left to posterity.’   18   The following year, Hankey began preparing a more sustained indictment of Churchill’s record on defence matters during the interwar period. This was never completed, but in 1951 Hankey supplied copies of his correspondence with  The Times  to Viscount Templewood (Samuel Hoare), one of the leading members of the National governments of the       19 1930 s.   Hoare’s memoirs, published in 1954, drew attention to Churchill’s activities as Chancellor, and suggested that he was ‘misguided in withdrawing the time limit that had previously restricted the formula to a single ten years period’. Hoare may have wished to take his criticisms further, but as a member of Baldwin’s government in 1924–9 he was clearly conscious of his share in the Cabinet’s collective responsibility for these policies.   20

 The public controversy over the ten-year rule in the letter columns of  The Times  prompted Churchill to draft a long letter defending his record. He repeated here the basic arguments from his memoirs: that responsibility for the ten-year rule was ultimately a collective one, and that it proved to be a reasonable estimate. Hankey’s and Stanhope’s criticisms were attributed to ‘the uneasy consciences of some ex-ministers and former high offi cials’. Hankey, Churchill suggested, was ‘no doubt’ distressed by his own record during the 1920s, during which he ‘never formally or informally raised the slightest protest to the prolongation of the Ten Years’ Rule under a day to day scrutiny’:

  Of what he did afterwards during the ten-and-a-half years I was out of offi ce, 

and the eight years which he continued to serve in his key position, I did not 

know at the time and have not sought to examine fully. As however the 

 passage of time will reveal the records of the Committee of Imperial Defence 

to history he would do well to consider whether he is wise to become promi-

nent in this controversy. Certainly in what Sir Thomas Inskip called ‘The 

Locust Years’ few had more infl uence and none more knowledge.   

 In response to Stanhope, Churchill noted that during his time at the Treas-ury naval expenditure was not in fact reduced. ‘Indeed,’ he remarked, ‘it rose slightly from £56,505,000 in 1924 to £56,569,000 in 1929. The  heavy reductions were made in the more dangerous years after I had left offi ce. To pretend,’ he concluded, ‘that my administration of the Exchequer ending 
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ten-and-a-half years before war, produced irreparable damage to our naval strength . . . only shows the hard straits to which his Lordship is reduced’.   21

 After having this letter checked by Ismay and Major General Sir Leslie Hollis, the deputy military secretary to the Cabinet, Churchill decided not to send it, probably deciding, as historian David Reynolds suggests, that it would be more dignifi ed to remain silent.   22 In the event, he had little need to worry: Hankey’s criticisms had no immediate impact on Churchill’s rep-utation. The Churchillian critique of appeasement, including the assump-tion that the path to war began in 1931, was already well entrenched by this time, and would remain so until the 1960s, when the opening of the offi cial records to historians revealed the full extent of Churchill’s attacks on the defence services as Chancellor. It was only at this time that scholars really began to grapple with the incongruity between Churchill’s stinginess in the 1920s and his reputation as the far-sighted advocate of Britain’s military preparedness. 

 The opinion of J. C. C. Davidson, who had served as the Parliamentary and Financial Secretary to the Admiralty in Baldwin’s second government, proved to be particularly infl uential. Davidson attributed Churchill’s attacks on the services to his tendency to ‘put the whole of his energy into what he believed to be the right policy of the Department over which he presided. When he was at the Exchequer he believed that he was the keeper of the public purse and must keep a most severe control over all spending  departments.’   23   This emphasis on departmental concerns was adopted by several prominent historians during the late        24 1960 s.   Vice Admiral Sir Peter Gretton, for example, wrote that:

  Explanations of the apparent inconsistency of his policies towards the services 

in general and the Navy in particular are diffi cult to fi nd. We have already seen 

the pattern. Economy in the defence departments in 1910 to help the schemes 

for social security, immediately followed in 1912 by a large expansion of ship-

building. Now we have savage cuts in 1925 to be followed by demands for 

rearmament in the 1930s. One explanation must be that Churchill became 

absorbed in his task, whatever it was, and fi tted himself with mental blinkers 

which allowed him to appreciate no one else’s point of view. He then pursued 

his policies regardless of opposition and focused every energy on the task to 

be  done . . . . 

 Out of offi ce in 1930, with blinkers discarded, he saw the danger at once 

and started to preach rearmament.   25

 Churchill’s determination to cut the services and extend the ten-year rule during the 1920s was thus rationalized as a ‘paradox of this remarkable man’s 328           e p i log ue :  th e   ve rd i c t   of   h i story

personality’.   26   This explanation quickly gained popularity, although others have been suggested.   27

 A link was thus re-established in the 1960s between Churchill’s period as Chancellor and Britain’s later defence problems, although most early revi-sionists went no further than the observation that Churchill must take a share of the blame, even if a relatively minor one, for Britain’s weakness in the 1930s. However, Churchill’s tenure at the Treasury has provided ample ammunition for scholars looking to undermine what they regard as a grossly infl ated reputation. His attacks on defence spending during the 1920s have been cited as evidence of hypocrisy, opportunism, and recklessness. It has been argued that Churchill’s cuts were so serious that he must be considered one of the leading causes of the services’ defi ciencies during the 1930s and the early years of the Second World War. 

 This argument rests, of course, on the doubtful assumption that British defence expenditure in general, and naval spending in particular, would have been signifi cantly higher in 1925–9 under a different Chancellor. But it is also clearly linked to the erroneous claim, fi rst advanced by Hankey, that Churchill was responsible not just for the cuts implemented while he was Chancellor but also for those imposed by his successors.   28 This  distortion allowed critics to burden Churchill with sole blame for the defi ciencies accumulated during the period after 1929, when the deepest cuts were made in Britain’s interwar defence budgets. Similarly, by labelling Churchill as the principal instigator of the original ‘ten-year rule’ in 1919, he can be blamed for virtually all the problems and defi ciencies accumulated by the armed services during the entire period from                                    29 1919 until at least 1932 , if not later.   Some scholars have also been quick to represent Churchill’s optimism about the stability of the international situation in the 1920s, and his underestima-tion of the long-term dangers posed by Japan, as evidence that his strategic judgement was seriously fl awed throughout his career, particularly with respect to the Far East.   30   In this manner, a direct causal relationship is some-times implied between Churchill’s policies in the 1920s and Britain’s two great defeats at the beginning of the Pacifi c war, the loss of Force Z and the fall of Singapore.   31

 The next naval controversy to emerge after the war concerned the Norwe-gian campaign of 1940. This embarrassing disaster for British arms, and Churchill’s role in it, were overshadowed for over a decade by the momen-tous events that immediately followed—Hitler’s rapid conquest of Western 
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Europe in May–June 1940 and the Battle of Britain. Serious criticisms of Churchill’s infl uence during this episode did not emerge until the 1950s. His fi rst critic, and ultimately the most infl uential, was Captain Stephen Roskill, the retired naval offi cer selected by the Cabinet Offi ce’s Historical Section to produce the government’s offi cial history of naval operations during the Second World War.   32

 Roskill’s account of the Norwegian campaign stated that the Admiralty had interfered too often in the operations of the Home Fleet. After noting that Pound had expressed the view on more than one occasion that naval commanders-in-chief should be left free to conduct operations as they saw fi t, Roskill suggested that Admiralty interventions were largely the result of ‘the powerful personality of the First Lord’:

  Mr. Churchill used, during critical periods of naval operations, to spend long 

hours in the Admiralty Operational Intelligence Centre and the tendency for 

him to assume direct control therefrom is easily to be understood. Many of 

the signals sent during such periods bear the unmistakable imprint of his 

language and personality and, admirable though their purpose and intention 

were, it now appears plain that they sometimes confused the conduct of oper-

ations and increased the diffi culties of the Commander-in-Chief.   33

 The charge that the Admiralty had interfered more often than warranted was not necessarily damaging to Churchill personally. In  The Gathering Storm , Churchill admitted that the Admiralty had been wrong to cancel an attack Admiral Forbes intended to launch against the Germans at Bergen shortly after the German invasion. ‘Looking back on this affair,’ he wrote, ‘I consider that the Admiralty kept too close a control upon the Com-mander-in-Chief, and, after learning his original intention to force the passage into Bergen, we should have confi ned ourselves to sending him information.’   34   The important aspect of Roskill’s account of the Norwe-gian campaign is that it shifted responsibility for  all  Admiralty interference directly onto Churchill. This was evident even before the book was pub-lished. Churchill was again prime minister in 1953, when the fi rst volume of  The War at Sea  was being readied for publication. When Cabinet offi -cials brought these critical passages to his attention, he defended the Admiralty’s right to intervene in operations, and complained that Roskill’s goal was ‘to show that everything that went wrong was due to civilian interference’.   35   Privately, Churchill complained to his wife Clementine that Roskill ‘belongs to the type of retired Naval Offi cers who think that politicians should only be in the Admiralty in time of War to take the 330            e p i log ue :  th e   ve rd i c t   of   h i story

blame for naval failures and provide Naval Offi cers with rewards in the cases of their successes, if any’.   36   But despite his strong feelings on the subject, he accepted the advice of Norman Brook, the Cabinet Secretary, and Commodore Allen, the naval adviser for his memoirs, that he should not press for changes.   37

 Churchill was upset when the publication of Roskill’s offi cial history the following year led, as he had feared, to claims in the press that he had ‘assumed personal control of Naval operations and sent operational signals on his own authority’.   38   This may have been more than Roskill himself had intended. The historian’s main goal, it appears, was to highlight the general principle that naval commanders at sea should not be subjected to unneces-sary interference from superiors ashore. He actually had little to say con-cerning the effects of Churchill’s interference, noting only that it had contributed to the ‘diffi culties and uncertainties’ that plagued the Norwe-gian campaign.   39   This was a fair comment, insofar as the purely naval aspects of the campaign were concerned. As First Lord of the Admiralty, Churchill  did  sometimes interfere in the conduct of naval operations. But the extent of his meddling has become increasingly prone to exaggeration. Roskill himself is partly to blame for this. In  Churchill and the Admirals , published in 1977, the former offi cial historian offered a far more critical account of the First Lord’s interference during the campaign. This strengthened the view, already widely held, that Admiralty interference was almost exclusively Churchill’s responsibility. 

 In this new work, Roskill subtly manipulated the evidence to create a more damning picture of Churchill’s personal involvement. This is best illustrated by his treatment of operation R4, the plan to land British troops to occupy key points in Norway prior to the arrival of the Germans. This scheme, which offered the best chance of altering the course of the subse-quent land campaign, was abruptly cancelled so that the ships involved could support the Grand Fleet’s mistaken efforts to counter a breakout attempt by Germany’s heavy ships. Roskill now blamed this decision entirely on Churchill, although to make his case he had to omit key evi-dence from the wartime diary of Captain Ralph Edwards, who served alongside Churchill and Pound in the War Room during the critical early stages of the campaign. Roskill drew extensively on Edwards’ recollections in this book, but the excerpts he published left out Edwards’ description of the cancellation of R4. According to the typescript copy in Roskill’s papers, Edwards recalled that:
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  At a meeting in the Board Room in the evening [of 7 April] at which were 

present all the senior members of the Naval Staff, I tried to get across the 

theory that this fl eet movement [by the Germans] was all part of an attack 

upon Norway and not a break out into the Atlantic. I remember Winston 

remarking ‘I believe the boy is right’ and for a short while plans for disposi-

tions to meet the possible Norwegian attack were in process of preparation. 

The First Sea Lord was away down at Broadlands fi shing for salmon and 

arrived back rather late in the evening. He sent for me and went for me like 

a pick-pocket for—as he put it—trying to lead the Naval Staff away from the 

main objective which was the defence of the Atlantic convoy routes. He 

would not listen to my arguments that all the evidence tended to suggest that 

Norway was to be the victim.   40

 Roskill’s omission of the passage is surprising. Edwards is the only partici-pant in these events to leave a written account. If it is accurate—as it prob-ably is—Churchill emerges from this incident in a very different light from the one Roskill suggests. In this instance, it certainly appears that it was Pound who overrode Churchill! 

 Churchill’s role in the Norwegian campaign has also been distorted over the years by the assumption that his interference at the operational level was replicated at the strategic level. It is now an article of faith for many histo-rians that the First Lord interfered just as eagerly in the strategic direction of the campaign, recklessly shifting resources back and forth between differ-ent objectives on his own authority. The infl uential historian Arthur Marder, for example, wrongly claims that Churchill and the Admiralty were respon-sible for the sudden shift in priorities from Narvik to Trondheim, and that they were acting  against  the expressed wishes of the War Cabinet, which had given priority to Narvik. Marder was less critical than Roskill on the ques-tion of Churchill’s personal interference in naval operations, but he never-theless judged the First Lord to be a ‘strong infl uence on the inept overall strategy of the campaign, including the constant changes of plan’.   41 Liddell Hart described Churchill as ‘the main contributor’ to the Norway ‘fi asco’.   42 Correlli Barnett’s popular history of the wartime Royal Navy labels the entire campaign ‘a Churchillian disaster’.   43

 The mistaken claim that Churchill was solely responsible for shifting Britain’s efforts back and forth between Narvik and Trondheim is almost invariably backed by only a single source: a volume of General Ironside’s diaries published in 1962. This book describes a colourful scene in which Churchill unexpectedly appeared at the War Offi ce in the early hours of 14 April and ordered a reluctant Ironside to divert the rear half of the 332            e p i log ue :  th e   ve rd i c t   of   h i story

 Narvik-bound convoy to Namsos. However, this account was not written by Ironside shortly after the incident occurred: it was reconstructed, as the editors make clear, from a description Ironside ‘approved some years after-ward, and which accords with the clear recollection of his Military Assistant with whom he discussed the matter the next day’.   44   While the accuracy of this account is open to doubt, the real damage was done by the book’s edi-tors, who mistakenly claimed that when this episode took place the Military Coordination Committee had agreed that the capture of Trondheim should only be studied, and that no troops would be allocated for it. Thus, it is made to appear that Churchill was acting entirely on his own initiative, and that he greatly exceeded his authority. In fact, the decision to commit troops— both British and French—for an assault on Trondheim had already been taken by the War Cabinet on          45 13 April.   And, as noted, that body had acted  against  Churchill’s advice not to spread Britain’s limited resources between multiple objectives. The editors are also wrong about the state of delibera-tions within the Military Coordination Committee. When that body met on the evening of 13 April to discuss Scandinavian operations, it agreed in principle that the Narvik-bound convoy could be split, provided that the optimistic accounts of the situation at Narvik were judged to be accurate. In this event, Churchill was authorized ‘without further reference to the Committee’ to make ‘arrangements for diverting the second brigade of the Narvik force to Namsos’.   46

 Most historians have followed this lead. Correlli Barnett, for example, also blames Churchill for the decision to shift Britain’s efforts from Narvik to Trondheim, although his claim rests on a misreading of the offi cial records.   47   Barnett’s account of strategic planning in Whitehall notes that Churchill argued in favour of concentrating British efforts on Narvik on 10 and 13 April, and that on the latter date the War Cabinet overruled him. Barnett nevertheless attributes  all  the consequences of the Cabinet’s deci-sion to Churchillian irresolution. To support this case, Barnett makes two misleading claims. First, he implies that on 11 April Churchill was wavering in his support of Narvik and wanted a major diversion of effort to Trond-heim. But, as noted above, Churchill was only thinking in terms of a small operation in central Norway to secure a forward base for later operations. He consistently emphasized around this time that nothing should be done to detract from the main attack on Narvik. Second, Barnett asserts that Churchill ‘changed his mind again’ on 14 April when he threw his weight behind an early assault on Trondheim. By this date, however, Churchill 
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 cannot be blamed for unilaterally altering British priorities. On the  contrary, his actions, for good or ill, conformed to the new strategy laid down by the government the day before. 

 One of the key assumptions underlying much of the criticism of Church-ill as a strategist during this campaign is that he virtually dictated British strategy, and that he is therefore responsible for every bad decision and change of plan that emanated from London. As First Lord of the Admiralty, Churchill did have considerable freedom to direct naval operations. And as a member of Chamberlain’s War Cabinet, he enjoyed growing infl uence over the strategic direction of the war effort. His position in this respect was strengthened in early April 1940 when Chamberlain appointed him chair-man of the Military Coordination Committee. But even then, Churchill could not dominate the strategic decision-making process to the extent that many assume. He could be blocked from below by the united resistance of the Chiefs of Staff, as in the case of Operation Hammer. And on major questions of strategy he was ultimately at the mercy of his ministerial col-leagues, who usually took their cue from the more cautious Chamberlain and Halifax. This is best illustrated by the War Cabinet’s decision of 13 April to recapture Trondheim, which was taken against the wishes not only of Churchill but also of the armed services and the French.   48

 The destruction of Force Z has received similar treatment by historians. Once again, Churchill’s earliest and most infl uential critic was Roskill, whose offi cial history contained the fi rst detailed account of the decision-making process that led to the dispatch of the  Prince of Wales  to Singapore. Roskill was certain that blame for the disaster rested entirely with Church-ill, and he was determined that the offi cial history should refl ect this. But he was also critical of Pound for not taking a stronger stand on this issue. In a letter to J. R. M. Butler, the editor of the government’s offi cial  histories, Roskill maintained that ‘Sea Lords should resign rather than allow the coun-try’s battle fl eet . . .  to be juggled hither and tither for political purposes, & against their own professional judgement & advice’.   49 In an early draft of  The War At  Sea , Roskill glossed over the political considerations that had motivated the Defence Committee in October 1941, and highlighted instead Churchill’s shortcomings as a naval strategist. ‘The proposal to use part of the fl eet for political ends is nothing new,’ he wrote, ‘but the fact that, in this case, it was a bluff which would all to [ sic ] easily be called appears to have been overlooked. Nowhere in the discussion does the soundness or 334            e p i log ue :  th e   ve rd i c t   of   h i story

 unsoundness of the move from the point of view of maritime  strategy  appear to have been given much weight.’   50

 This opinion did not pass unchallenged, however. When an early draft reached Commodore Allen, he complained that Roskill had ‘overweighted’ the ‘strategical argument’ and failed to pay suffi cient attention to ‘the supreme responsibility of Ministers’.   51   Sir Norman Brook agreed that ‘in the original text of this chapter, “political” reasons were written down and too much emphasis laid on the strategic proprieties’. Allen and Brook both pressed Roskill to make changes to his text.   52 As a result, the most explicit criticisms of the prime minister were dropped from the published version. However, Roskill’s narrative still revolved around the debate between Churchill and the Admiralty over naval strategy rather than the overarching political considerations. ‘I have toned down the truth,’ he informed Butler, ‘which is that Pound allowed himself to be overridden. I hope, none the less, that the reader will realise that  was  the truth. I can go no further.’   53

 As with the Norwegian campaign, Roskill set the tone for subsequent studies. Churchill’s memoirs, the relevant volume of which had been pub-lished three years earlier, did little to help his case. The political factors that had motivated the Defence Committee in the autumn of 1941 were not emphasized in this account, although the prime minister’s correspondence with Pound in August 1941 was published in an appendix. This has provided ammunition to those who have argued that Churchill was motivated prin-cipally by his views on naval strategy rather than the broader diplomatic situation; that he knew that these ships would have to fi ght the Japanese; that he had pressed his views on the Admiralty for months before fi nally wearing down Pound’s opposition; and that the role of other decision-mak-ers—Eden in particular—was insignifi cant. The popular view now is that the dispatch of Force Z to Singapore was a poorly conceived bluff—that Churchill assumed the mere presence of two capital ships would be suffi -cient to overawe the Japanese, and that the ships’ destruction was inevitable once the fi ghting began. 

 Churchill clearly failed to anticipate the charges that would be raised by Roskill and later historians. When the critical passages in the offi cial history were brought to his attention in 1953, he complained, with some cause, that this work was ‘very misleading’ and ‘devised with the intention or at least with the effect of throwing the blame upon civilian interference with the Naval Staff ’s wisdom for political or diplomatic reasons’. However, even at this date the prime minister was not prepared to concede that his views on 
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naval strategy had been mistaken. ‘When one has lived through the anxieties which a couple of fi rst class ships can produce as long as their whereabouts at the moment are not known, one does not underrate the fact that similar reactions may be excited from the enemy.’   54

 While the trend has been for early criticisms of Churchill to become harsher and more elaborate over time, he has received less criticism over his role in the Battle of the Atlantic than might have been expected. In this instance, Churchill’s memoirs were probably instrumental in preserving his reputa-tion. The dispute between the Admiralty and the Air Ministry over the allocation of long-range aircraft was outlined in the British offi cial histories, but Churchill emerged from these volumes relatively unscathed. Post-war investigations revealed that the bomber offensive was far less effective in 1942 than its supporters claimed at the time, and that Bomber Command could have relinquished aircraft for trade protection without signifi cantly diminishing the impact of its strategic campaign against Germany. Sir James Butler concluded that it was ‘diffi cult not to agree with those who believed that in the shipping emergency of [1942] increased assistance to the war at sea would have been worth a slight reduction in the strength of the strategic air offensive’.   55   Sir Michael Howard, another offi cial historian, endorsed this view, although he was implicitly critical of Churchill, noting that the prime minister had actively sided with the Air Ministry and used his position to ensure priority for the bomber offensive.   56

 Roskill, however, was more circumspect. The drawn-out struggle with the prime minister’s offi ce over his treatment of the Norwegian campaign and the dispatch of the  Prince of Wales  to Singapore may have diminished his appetite for controversy by the time he came to writing about the Battle of the Atlantic. The second volume of  The War at Sea , published after Churchill had left offi ce, observed that ‘in the early spring of 1943 we had a very nar-row escape from defeat in the Atlantic; and that, had we suffered such a defeat, history would have judged that the main cause had been the lack of two more squadrons of very long range aircraft for convoy escort duties’. But he does not explicitly criticize either Churchill or the Air Ministry for giving priority to Bomber Command, noting only that the question of whether the Battle of the Atlantic might have be won sooner if aircraft had been allocated differently was ‘likely to be a subject of dispute’.   57

 In January 1954, Roskill proposed to Butler that he might expand on his criticisms of Churchill in a confi dential annex to the fi rst volume of 336            e p i log ue :  th e   ve rd i c t   of   h i story

 The War at Sea .   58   The draft he submitted at this time dealt primarily with subjects covered in that volume, which only went up to December 1941, but when he came to discuss Churchill’s preference for offensive operations, Roskill included a reference to the controversies of 1942. ‘The  priority given to the bombing of North-West Germany,’ he wrote, ‘at a time when lack of long-range aircraft was causing great losses in the Atlantic seems to have been largely attributable to the prime minister’s insistence on this “offensive” measure against the enemy. The historian, on the other hand, can see that the relatively small numbers of aircraft needed at sea would have (and ultimately did) exert an infl uence far beyond the loss of offensive capacity caused by their diversion from bombing.’   59   The second volume of Roskill’s offi cial history contained little in the way of criticism, however. It noted Churchill’s support for the bomber campaign, but the ‘Battle of the Air’ in 1942 was represented as an inter-departmental dispute between the Admiralty and the Air Ministry. Roskill largely ignored Churchill’s involve-ment in the controversy, although he does credit him with bringing the confl ict to conclusion through the establishment of the Anti-U-Boat War-fare Committee in November      60 1942 .   

 Roskill’s later treatment of the Battle of the Atlantic in  Churchill and the Admirals  suggests that he was not entirely comfortable blaming Churchill for the delays in winning this campaign. He was no longer reticent, how-ever, about proclaiming the general rightness of the Admiralty’s case. The U-boats might have been defeated ‘at least six months earlier’, he claimed, if the navy’s views had prevailed. Churchill’s neglect of Coastal Command was probably, in his opinion, ‘the most far-reaching and tragic strategic error which can, at any rate in part, be laid at Churchill’s door, since it was short-age of shipping that delayed every offensive by the United Nations in every theatre up to mid-1944, and so prolonged the struggle at the cost of inesti-mable suffering to the peoples of the occupied countries’. But he was seem-ingly inclined to regard the rigid views of air force leaders about the utility of strategic bombing—which he privately derided as ‘the gospel according to St. Trenchard’– and their persistent obstructionism as the fundamental cause of the Admiralty’s problems.   61   The Air Ministry now emerged as the real villain in the dispute, while Churchill was treated more as the victim of bad advice than a fundamental cause of the Admiralty’s diffi culties.  From Roskill’s perspective, the problem was not just that the offensive-minded Churchill was overly susceptible to the arguments of bombing advocates such as Portal, Harris, and Cherwell, but that the other side of the case was 
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not presented with equal force by the Admiralty. ‘[I]t is reasonable,’ Roskill asserted, ‘to feel that a stronger stand by Alexander and Pound [in mid-1942] would have brought Churchill to see what lay ahead at that time.’   62

 Roskill also felt compelled to acknowledge that the Admiralty had made mistakes of its own over the allocation of aircraft, the most serious being its demands for attacks on U-boat bases in France and its preference for strengthening the Biscay patrols at the expense of the Atlantic convoy routes.   63   But what is most signifi cant here is that the offi cial historian never singled Churchill out for criticism over the Battle of the Atlantic the way he had with Norway and Force Z. Without a fi rm lead from Roskill, later his-torians of the anti-U-boat campaign have accepted at face value Churchill’s statements about the high priority and close attention he gave to the Battle of the Atlantic throughout the war.   64

 Historians today are probably further than ever from a consensus on Churchill’s record as the custodian of British sea power, although it is likely safe to say that there is general agreement on some things. Few would now dispute Churchill’s shortcomings when it came to the actual conduct of operations at sea. Both as First Lord and as prime minister, Churchill could be impa-tient and overbearing: he was too quick to second-guess commanders on the spot and meddle in matters best left to naval professionals, and these efforts were seldom rewarded with success. There is also general acknowl-edgement that Churchill’s strategic judgement was, at best, inconsistent; that he possessed a brilliant and fertile imagination, tremendous courage, and unbounded optimism, but that these qualities were marred by his restless-ness and offensive spirit, which sometimes led him to champion reckless and impracticable schemes. What divides historians is how much these shortcomings matter. Opinion on this varies widely. 

 To his most ardent critics, Churchill’s acknowledged defi ciencies  over-shadow everything else. His strategic judgement was severely fl awed, in their view, and he was solely responsible for the worst naval disasters Britain suf-fered during both world wars. This rather extreme view is far from universal, but the trend of historical scholarship over the last sixty years has undoubt-edly been towards a negative verdict of Churchill as a naval strategist. Unfor-tunately, broad judgements on this subject have become stuck in well-worn grooves established by Stephen Roskill in the 1950s. The  offi cial historian’s criticisms of Churchill, though not always well founded, have been regarded as defi nitive by later generations of naval historians, who have repeated and 338            e p i log ue :  th e   ve rd i c t   of   h i story

elaborated on them so often that they frequently bear little resemblance to the original. The urge to debunk the myth of Churchill’s unblemished great-ness has always been strong, even long after he ceased to enjoy anything like universal acclaim. But the largely negative image this process has produced rests rather uncomfortably, where the navy is concerned, on a body of assumptions that are often either inaccurate or unfounded. 

 One of the fi rst assumptions that needs to be discarded is that easy gen-eralizations can be drawn from a few high-profi le incidents like the Norwe-gian campaign and the loss of Force Z. The former seems to confi rm what was fi rst revealed by the Dardanelles campaign: that Churchill routinely issued ill-conceived orders to naval commanders at sea on his own author-ity, and that he could not be controlled even by his ministerial colleagues. Similarly, the dispatch of the  Prince of Wales  to Singapore has come to embody Churchill’s willingness as prime minister to ride roughshod over his uni-formed advisers in pursuit of his own unrealistic objectives. But neither episode offers such simple or convenient conclusions, and they should not be treated as representative of his interactions with the navy during the entire course of the Second World War. After he became prime minister, Churchill did sometimes urge naval commanders to take a more offensive stance, but he did not directly interfere again in operations at sea as he had during the Norwegian campaign. It was also rare for him to overrule the Admiralty on questions of naval strategy. The movement of the  Prince of Wales  to Singapore against naval protests was an exception rather than the rule, and in this instance Churchill was acting on the basis of mainly  political  calculations, in which he had strong support from Eden and other civilian members of the Defence Committee. 

 Churchill’s meddling was not nearly as widespread as some critics allege, nor were the consequences usually serious. A more representative incident, in most respects, was his proposal in 1941 to sacrifi ce a battleship to block Tripoli harbour. This action was undeniably reckless and pointless. But Churchill was not lightly demanding that extraordinary risks be run. Rather, he hoped that a dramatic move by the navy would help to avert a major crisis in the land war. Most importantly, he was stopped from taking this course by the fi rm opposition of his naval advisers, and no more was heard of the idea. 

 It would also be wrong to assume that Churchill had virtually limitless power, even as prime minister, to impose his views on submissive colleagues and uncooperative subordinates. Churchill’s strong will, forceful manner, 
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and persuasiveness made him a formidable colleague and a demanding  master, but his wishes could be, and were, regularly thwarted by fi rm oppo-sition. Standing up to Churchill could not have been an enjoyable experi-ence, but the necessity for doing so was widely appreciated, even at an early stage of his career. As Lloyd George remarked in his First World War mem-oirs, men of Churchill’s ‘ardent temperament and powerful mentality need exceptionally strong brakes’ to check their ‘more erratic impulses . . . before plunging into action’.   65   Admiral Beatty made a similar observation in 1915: ‘the First Lord is obstinate when set on a thing, but really it only requires fi rm treatment to make him realize when he goes off the rails, but indeed it must be astonishingly fi rm’.   66

 Britain was fortunate during the Second World War in having admirals such as Pound and Cunningham in offi ce, and generals such as Brooke. These men applied the necessary brakes on numerous occasions, and more than once defl ected Churchill from ideas that would have needlessly increased the navy’s losses. This led to tensions and frustration on both sides, but the relationship between the prime minister and his COS was hardly one of unrelieved discord. John Ehrman, one of the offi cial historians of British grand strategy in the Second World War, offers a perceptive and bal-anced appreciation:

  Probably only those who have experienced [Churchill’s] exceptional powers 

of interference and obstinacy can appreciate exactly how diffi cult he could be. 

But that must not blind us to the fact that he always kept those powers within 

limits—even of his own choosing . . . . However exasperating he might be—

and it must not be overlooked that very often he had good cause—the Chiefs 

of Staff knew that he would not intrigue, that he would not abandon them in 

secret, and that in the last resort he would listen to their opinion.   67

 That such a high standard of civil-military relations was maintained during the war—in distinct contrast to Lloyd George’s experiences in the First World War—is due in no small measure to Churchill’s respect for his advis-ers and his willingness to compromise. It also refl ects the fact that he and the service chiefs were usually in agreement over the broad principles of British strategy. Time after time they were able to present a united front in discus-sions with their American counterparts. The decision-making machinery undoubtedly creaked from time to time under the strain Churchill put on it. Time was wasted debating all manner of reckless and impracticable schemes, but out of this process there ultimately emerged a coherent and reasonably effective strategy. 
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 In terms of grand strategy, there was also a broad consensus between Churchill and his advisers over the allocation of resources between the three fi ghting services. When Pound sought higher priority for the navy in 1942 his real concern was not so much to shift resources from the RAF to the navy, but to force the Air Ministry to switch more of its resources from Bomber Command to Coastal Command. Churchill clearly made a mistake in supporting the diversion of so many aircraft from trade protection (and army cooperation) to strategic bombing, which consistently fell short of expectation. But he otherwise struck a sensible balance between the three services. Churchill was never an extreme partisan of one branch of the armed forces. He rejected arguments for the absolute primacy of the navy in the First World War, even when he was First Lord, and he rejected similar arguments for Bomber Command in the next confl ict, even as he came to regard it as the most effective weapon at his disposal. As a civilian leader, Churchill had to—and did—take a broad perspective of Britain’s strategic needs. Despite his early attraction to the idea of the army as the lesser of Britain’s fi ghting forces, he soon came to appreciate that it would also play a vital role in a major European war. The challenge, in peace and war alike, was to strike the best possible balance between Britain’s two (and later three) fi ghting services. 

 Churchill’s record here is impressive. In the Great War he was one of the few to protest the priority allocation of resources to the navy during the latter stages of the confl ict—by which time Britain was massively over-insured at sea—at the expense of the army on the decisive Western Front. He wisely promoted the expansion of air forces between the wars, and just as wisely reined in the RAF when it claimed that air power alone could be decisive. The navy was kept short of resources during the war, but so were the other services, even the air force. In the end, the navy got enough to win the Battle of the Atlantic and achieve its most important goals. The army, also deprived of resources, was still built up to a continental scale and was able to take part in the fi nal destruction of German fi ghting power on land. The navy could only have obtained a greater share of the nation’s resources at the expense of the other services, and Churchill correctly foresaw that this would unduly weaken Britain in other critical areas. 

 Although Churchill often opposed the allocation of money and resources to the navy, he was never in any real sense ‘anti-navy’. His respect and  admiration for the service was genuine and deep-rooted. But he was never dogmatic about the navy’s place in Britain’s defence structure. His views on 
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sea power were both utilitarian and pragmatic. What the navy had done in the past meant less than what it was doing now, and still less than what it could do in the future. In a great European war, Churchill realized at an early date that sea power would play only a supporting role. The navy could ensure that Britain was not defeated at sea, but he was never optimistic about its ability to infl ict decisive pressure on a continental enemy through economic pressure alone. To prevail, Britain also needed an army (and later an air force) and powerful allies. Sea power would also allow Britain to fi ght campaigns overseas, but not, in his opinion, to infl ict decisive pressure on a non-European great power like Japan. Given these limitations, hard choices had to be made about priorities, and Churchill was not afraid to make them. As First Lord in 1911–14 he correctly prioritized the North Sea over the Mediterranean, and the Mediterranean over the Pacifi c. During the Great War he rightly focused on Germany, his temporary preoccupation with eastern sideshows in 1915 notwithstanding. He was prepared, from the 1920s onward, to write off most of Britain’s interests east of Suez if it was neces-sary to meet a mortal threat closer to home, and he ensured that the Euro-pean theatre retained primacy throughout the Second World War. These were the right decisions, even though they meant that Churchill often had to deny the navy everything it wanted. 

 During the fi rst half of the twentieth century air power gradually eclipsed sea power as Britain’s most potent and valuable weapon, and would have done so whether Churchill was in power or not. But even when the nation’s sea power was being deliberately neglected and its naval resources run down, Churchill ensured that the navy’s most important needs were met, and that its long-term interests were protected as well as possible. He was better equipped than any other civilian statesman of this period to understand how Britain’s strategic needs were changing in a world dominated by major technological and geopolitical shifts, and to make reasonable and informed choices about national priorities in a period defi ned by inadequate and declining resources. Winston Churchill understood the navy’s capabilities and its limitations better than probably any other politician of this period. The nation was fortunate that he was so frequently and prominently involved in managing its naval affairs.     




Notes    

 

list of abbreviations   

AU           Anti-U-Boat Warfare  Committee  

BA                     Battle of the Atlantic Committee  

C                    Cabinet Paper  

CA                Confi dential Annex  

CC               Cabinet Conclusions  

CP                   Cabinet Paper  

CWP             The Churchill War Papers , ed. Martin Gilbert, 3 vols (New York: Norton, 

1993–2001)  

DBFP        Documents on British Foreign Policy 1919–1939      

DMV      Visits of Ministers from Dominions  

DO              Defence Committee (Operations)  

DP                   Defence Policy Committee  

FDR          Franklin Delano Roosevelt  

LNA           Committee on Further Reduction of Naval Armaments  

NP                Naval Programme Committee  

NSC           CID Sub-Committee on the Question of the Capital Ship in the Navy  

SWC          Supreme War  Council  

SWW         Winston S. Churchill,  The  Second World War , 6 vols (Boston Houghton 

Miffl in, 1948–53)   

WM           War Cabinet minutes  

WP              War Cabinet paper  

WSC          Winston S. Churchill  

WSC             Randolph S. Churchill and Martin Gilbert,  Winston S. Churchill , 8 volumes 

and 13 companion books (London Heinemann, 1969  – 88)         

introduction   

1.      Admiral Sir William James, ‘Churchill and the Navy’,  Churchill by his Contempo-

raries , ed. Charles Eade (London: Hutchinson, 1953), 141  .  

2.     The most reliable attribution to Churchill comes from the politician and 

writer Sir Harold Nicolson, who recorded in his diary on 17 August 1950

note s  to  pag e s  2 – 9                           343

that ‘Paddy Leigh Fermor tells me [that] when Winston was at the Admiralty, the Board objected to some suggestion of his on the grounds that it would not be in accord with naval tradition. “Naval tradition? Naval tradition?” said Winston. “Monstrous. Nothing but rum, sodomy, prayers and the lash.’’ ’ However, Anthony Montague Browne, Churchill’s last Private Secretary, later told Richard Langworth that he had asked Churchill about this statement around 1955. ‘I never said it,’  Churchill replied. ‘I wish I had.’  Harold Nicolson: Diaries and Letters , ed. Nigel Nicolson, 3 vols (London: Collins 1966–8), III:193  ;  Richard M. Langworth,  Churchill by Himself  (New York: Public Affairs, 2008), 577  .  

3.     Patrick Beesly,  Room 40   (London: Hamish Hamilton, 1982), 135  .  4.    Brock to Edmond Slade, 28 December 1911, Slade papers, MRF/39/1, National 

Maritime Museum, Greenwich (NMM).  

5.      The Jellicoe Papers , ed. A. Temple Patterson, 2 vols (London: Navy Records Soci-

ety, 1966–8) , I:26–7.  

6.    Pound to Cunningham, 20 September 1940, and Cunningham to Pound, 

10 December 1941,   The Cunningham Papers , ed. Michael Simpson, 2 vols (Alder-shot:  Ashgate for the Navy Records Society, 1999 and 2006) , I:150, 546;  Stephen Roskill,  Churchill and the Admirals  (London: Collins, 1977), 130  ; Davis to Roskill, 20 October 1961, ROSK (Roskill papers, Churchill College Archives Centre, Cambridge) 5/124.  

7.    Pound to Cunningham, 20 September 1940, in Simpson,  Cunningham Papers , 

I:150; Cunningham diary, 29 August 1944, Cunningham papers, British Library, Add Ms 52577.  

8.    Davis to Roskill, 20 October 1961, ROSK 5/124; Roskill,  Churchill and the 

Admirals , 130; Drax, unpublished memoir, February 1966, DRAX (Drax papers, Churchill College Archives Centre, Cambridge) 6/8.  

9.     Winston S. Churchill,  The World  Crisis , 6 vols (New York: Scribners, 1963–4) , 

and  idem .,  The  Second World War  (cited hereafter as  SWW ), 6 vols (Boston: Houghton Miffl in, 1948–53).  

10.      David Reynolds,  In Command of History  (London: Allen Lane, 2004) , and  John 

Ramsden,  Man of the Century: Winston Churchill and his Legend since 1945   (New York: Columbia University Press, 2003) .  

11.     Stephen Roskill,  The War at Sea , 3 vols (London: HMSO, 1954–61) .  12.      Nicholas Lambert,  Sir John Fisher’s Naval Revolution  (Columbia, SC: University 

of South Carolina Press, 1999), 204–11  ;  idem ., ‘British Naval Policy, 1913–1914: Financial Limitation and Strategic Revolution’,  Journal of Modern History , 67, no. 3 (September 1995), 595–626;  Jon Sumida, ‘Churchill and British Sea Power, 1908–29’,  Winston Churchill: Studies in Statesmanship , ed. R. A. C. Parker  (London: Brassey’s, 1995) .  

13.    The classic study of Britain’s naval decline is  Paul Kennedy,  The Rise and Fall of 

British Naval Mastery  (London: Fontana Press, 1983) . For a thoughtful and pen-etrating critique of Kennedy’s arguments, see the articles by Gordon Martel, Keith Neilson, John Ferris, and B. J. C. McKercher in the November 1991 issue of  The International History Review .    

344                 note s  to  pag e s  11 – 17




chapter 1   

1.    Speech of 12 May 1901, House of Commons,   Winston S. Churchill: His Complete 

Speeches , ed. Robert Rhodes James, 8 vols (New York: Chelsea House, 1974)  (hereafter cited as  Complete Speeches ), I:83.  

2.     Winston S. Churchill,  Mr. Brodrick’s Army  (Sacramento, CA: The Churchilliana 

Co., 1977), 6  .  

3.    Speech of 12 February 1903, Wallsend,  North Tyneside,     ibid.   , 80.  

4.       Ibid.     

5.    Speech of 18 March 1912,  Complete Speeches , II:1,928.  

6.     Andrew Lambert, ‘The Royal Navy, 1856–1914: Deterrence and the Strategy of 

World Power’, in  Navies and Global Defense , ed. Keith Neilson and Elizabeth Errington (Westport, CN: Praeger, 1995), 73  ;  Arthur J. Marder,  The Anatomy of British Sea Power  (New York: Alfred Knopf, 1940), 13–16  .  

7.    Speech of 26 March 1913,  Complete Speeches , II:2,094.  

8.    Speech of 17 March 1914,  Complete Speeches , II:2,261.  9.     Matthew Seligmann, ‘Switching Horses: The Admiralty’s Recognition of the 

Threat from Germany, 1900–1905’,  International History Review , XXX ( June 2008), 239–58.   

10.     Speech of 14 August 1908, Swansea,  Complete Speeches , II:1,085. See also speech 

of 17 July 1909, Scottish Liberal Club, Edinburgh.    Ibid.   , II:1,288–9.  

11.     Cabinet paper, 2 February 1909,  Randolph S. Churchill and Martin Gilbert, 

 Winston S. Churchill  (the Offi cial Biography, hereafter cited as  WSC ) (8 volumes and 13 companion books, London: Heinemann, 1969–88), II , companion book 2:939–42.  

12.     WSC to Lloyd George, 31 August 1911, and undated WSC memorandum,  WSC , 

II/2:1,105, 1,118–19.  

13.     CID 114th mtg, 23 August 1911, CAB 2/2; Lambert,  Fisher’s Naval Revolution , 

204–11.  

14.      Jellicoe Papers , I:26–7.  

15.      Alfred Gollin,  The Impact of Air Power on the British People and their Government, 

1909–14   (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 1989) ;  Eric Grove, ‘Seamen or Airmen? The Early Days of British Naval Flying’, in  British Naval Aviation: The First 100 Years , ed. Tim Benbow (Aldershot: Ashgate, 2011), 7–26  .  

16.      Jellicoe Papers , I:26–7.  

17.      Earl of Oxford and Asquith,  Memories and Refl ections 1852–1927  , 2 vols (Toronto: 

McClelland and Stewart, 1928), II:67  .  

18.      Arthur Marder,  From the Dreadnought to Scapa Flow , 5 vols (Oxford: Oxford 

University Press, 1961–71), I:260–2  ;  Vice-Admiral Sir Peter Gretton,  Former Naval Person  (London: Cassell, 1968), 89–92.   

19.    Speech of 9 November 1911, Guildhall,  Complete Speeches , II:1,892.  20.     J. Sumida,  In Defence of Naval Supremacy  (Boston: Unwin Hyman, 1989), 258–9  .  21.    Churchill,  World Crisis , I:76–7.  

note s  to  pag e s  17 – 25                         345

22.    Sumida,  In Defence of Naval Supremacy .  23.    WSC memorandum, ‘Naval Programme 1912/13’, n.d., CAB 1/32; Lambert, 

 Fisher’s Naval Revolution , 247–8.  

24.    WSC to Sir Edward Grey, 31 January 1912,  WSC , II/3:1,503–4.  25.    Speech of 18 March 1912, House of Commons,  Complete Speeches , II:1,919–35.  26.     John H. Maurer, ‘Churchill’s Naval Holiday: Arms Control and the Anglo-German 

Naval Race, 1912–1914’,  Journal of Strategic Studies , 15:1 (March 1992), 102–27  .  

27.    For Churchill’s assessment of the new German navy law, see his memoranda of 

14 and 15 February 1912, ADM 116/3099;  WSC , II/3:1,517–19.  

28.    Speech of 18 March 1912, House of Commons,  Complete Speeches , II:1,929.  29.    Undated note by WSC ( c. 9 January 1912),  WSC , II/3:1,494.  30.    WSC to Viscount Haldane, 6 May 1912,  WSC , II/3:1,549.  31.    WSC Troubridge, 1 February 1912, ADM 116/3099; Lambert,  Naval Revolution , 

250–1.  

32.     Nicholas A. Lambert, ‘Admiral Sir John Fisher and the Concept of Flotilla 

Defence, 1904–1909’,  Journal of Military History , 59:4 (October 1995), 639–60  .  

33.    Lambert,  Naval Revolution , 250–1.  34.   WSC Cabinet memorandum, 15 June 1912, ADM 116/1294B;  WSC , II/3:1,564–9. 

Emphasis in original.  

35.       Ibid.     

36.    CID 117th mtg, 4 July 1912, CAB 2/2.  37.    Marder,  Dreadnought to Scapa Flow , I:294–5.  38.    Sir Charles Hobhouse diary, 10 July 1912,   Inside Asquith’s Cabinet , ed. Edward 

David (London: John Murray, 1977), 117  .  

39.    Speech of 22 July 1912,  Complete Speeches , II:1,994. Also his speech of 24 July, 

ibid.   , II:2,004.  

40.    CID 118th mtg, 11 July 1912, CAB 2/2.  41.    WSC memorandum of 15 July 1910, CAB 37/103/32.  42.    WSC to Asquith, 14 April 1912, ADM 116/3485;  WSC , II/3:1,538.  43.    Borden to WSC, 28 August 1912, Borden papers, Library and Archives Canada, 

microfi lm reel C4349, ff. 67313–16;  WSC , II/3:1,641–2.  

44.    WSC to Borden, 29 August 1912, Borden papers, ff. 67319–20.  45.    WSC to Harcourt, 13 September 1912, CHAR (Churchill papers, Churchill 

College Archives Centre, Cambridge) 13/10.  

46.    Secret Admiralty memorandum for the Canadian government, 20 September 

1912, CAB 37/112/105;  Gilbert Norman Tucker,  The Naval Service of Canada , 2 vols (Ottawa: King’s Printer, 1952), II:406  .  

47.    WSC to Borden, 4 November 1912, Borden papers, ff. 57400–1;  The    Collective 

Naval Defence of the Empire, 1900–1940  , ed. Nicholas Tracy (Aldershot: Ashgate for the Navy Records Society, 1997), 174  .  

48.    Speech of 31 March 1913, House of Commons,  Complete Speeches , II:2,108; see 

also Churchill’s note on this speech,  WSC , II/3:1,807.  

49.    Marder,  Dreadnought to Scapa Flow , I:304–5.  

346                 note s  to  pag e s  25 – 34

50.    WSC memorandum, 23 September 1913,  WSC , II/3:1,784.  51.    WSC to Grey and Asquith, 22 October 1912, Cab 1/34.  52.    Ballard memorandum, ‘Considerations as to the Best Composition of the Med-

iterranean Fleet in 1915’, 20 November 1912, ADM 116/3099.  

53.    WSC Cabinet memorandum, ‘The Three Canadian Ships’, 3 June 1913, CAB 

37/113/128;  WSC , II/3:1,808–10.  

54.    Borden to WSC, 1 June 1913, Tracy,   Collective Naval Defence , 203; Hobhouse 

diary, 6 June 1913,  Inside Asquith’s Cabinet , 137.  

55.    WSC to Borden, 30 June 1913, Tracy,   Collective Naval Defence , 207–11.  56.    ‘Submarine Construction—1914–15: Precis of Papers’, Keyes papers, British 

Library, Add Ms 82455; Lambert,  Naval Revolution , 278–84.  

57.    WSC to Borden, 30 June 1913, Borden papers, ff. 67776–85.  58.    WSC memorandum, ‘Navy Estimates, 1914–15’, 5 December 1913,  WSC , 

II/3:1,818–24.  

59.    Lloyd George memorandum, December 1913, CAB 37/117/97;  Friedrich 

 Wilhelm Wiemann, ‘Lloyd George and the Struggle for the Navy Estimates of 1914’,  Lloyd George: Twelve Essays , ed. A. J. P. Taylor (New York:  Atheneum, 1971), 71–91  .  

60.    Wiemann, ‘Navy Estimates of 1914’, 79.  61.    WSC memorandum, 13 December 1913; WSC  to Asquith, 18 December 1913; 

WSC to Grey, 25 December 1913;  WSC , II/3:1,825–7, 1,834–5, 1,836–8.  

62.    WSC to Asquith, 18 December 1913,  WSC , II/3:1,835.  63.    Undated [but 1913 based on internal evidence] WSC memorandum, CHAR 

13/6A.  

64.    WSC to Borden, 19 December 1913, Borden papers, ff. 67896–7.  65.    Borden to WSC, 31 December 1913, Borden papers, ff. 67914–15.  66.    WSC minute to Battenberg and Jackson, CHAR 13/6A.  67.    Asquith to King George V, 29 January 1914, CAB 41/35/1.  68.    WSC Cabinet memorandum, 6 February 1914, CAB 37/119/25;  WSC , 

II/3:1,863–6.  

69.    Asquith to King George V, 11 February 1914, CAB 41/35/3.  70.    WSC to DID, 26 February 1914, CHAR 13/25.  71.    WSC memorandum, ‘Italian and Austrian building programmes’, 26 April 1914, 

CAB 37/119/57.  

72.    WSC to Battenberg, 13 May 1914,  WSC , II/3:1,977.  73.    WSC to Masterton-Smith, 23 May 1914, CAB 1/34. See also  Geoffrey Miller, 

 The Millstone  (Hull: University of Hull Press, 1999), ch. 16  .  

74.    WSC minute, 30 May 1914, CAB 1/33.  75.    WSC to Asquith, 4 July 1914,   The Submarine Service, 1900–1918  , ed. Nicholas A. 

Lambert (Aldershot, Hants: Ashgate for the Navy Records Society, 2001), 259.   

76.    Speech of 7 July 1914,  Complete Speeches , III:2,323.  77.    CHAR 8/61. See also Churchill’s speech of 26 March 1913 on the Navy Esti-

mates,  Complete Speeches , II:2,080.  

note s  to  pag e s  35 – 41                         347

78.     Complete Speeches , II:2,183.  

79.    WSC minute, ‘Notes on Submarines’, 20 August 1913, DEY (Sir Eustace Ten-

nyson d’Eyncourt papers, NMM); Lambert,  Submarine Service , 207–9; see also WSC to Fisher, 30 August 1913, FISR (Fisher papers, Churchill College Archives Centre, Cambridge), 1/13.  

80.    WSC to the King, 9 March 1910,  WSC , II/2:991; speech of 9 March 1910, 

 Complete Speeches , II:1,510.  

81.    Marder,  Dreadnought to Scapa Flow , I:348–51.  

82.    ‘Notes on the Manoeuvres: Prepared for the Prime Minister by the First Lord’, 

17 October 1912, ADM 116/3381; Marder,  Dreadnought to Scapa Flow , I:352–3.  

83.    Lambert,  Fisher’s Naval Revolution , 261–8;  Shawn T. Grimes,  Strategy and War 

Planning in the British Navy, 1887–1918   (Woodbridge, Suffolk: Boydell Press, 2012), 176–7  .  

84.    War Orders, Home Fleet, 16 December 1912, ADM 116/3412; Grimes,  Strategy 

and War  Planning , 178–81.  

85.    Lambert,  Fisher’s Naval Revolution , 263–8.  

86.    WSC to Battenberg, 17 February 1913, ADM 116/3412.  

87.    Admiralty to Bayly, 31 January 1913, ADM 137/452. Grimes,  Strategy and War 

Planning , 181–5;  Nicholas Black,  The British Naval Staff in the First World War  (Woodbridge: Boydell Press, 2009), 71–3  ; Lambert,  Fisher’s Naval Revolution , 270–2.  

88.    WSC, ‘The Time Table of a Nightmare’, 16 April 1913,  WSC , II:613–27.  

89.    WSC to Sir Henry Jackson, 18 April 1913,  WSC , II/3:1,725–7.  

90.    Jellicoe autobiographical notes,  Jellicoe Papers , I:29; Marder,  Dreadnought to 

Scapa Flow , I:353–4; Churchill,  World Crisis , I:154.  

91.    Lambert,  Fisher’s Naval Revolution , 272.  

92.    WSC memorandum, 21 August 1913, and WSC to Asquith, 8 September 1913, 

 WSC , II/3:1,770–7. The Admiralty’s plans to protect British trade during this period are well covered in  Matthew Seligmann,  The Royal Navy and the Ger-man Threat  1901–1914   (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2012) . I am grateful to Dr Seligmann for allowing me to have an advance look at his important new book.  

93.    Seligmann,  Royal Navy and the German Threat , 134–6.  

94.    WSC memorandum, 21 August 1913,  WSC , II/3:1,772–3.  

95.    WSC to Grey, 15 November 1911, CAB 1/34; Seligmann,  Royal Navy and the 

German Threat , 40, 133.  

96.    WSC memorandum, 21 August 1913,  WSC , II/3:1,772–3.  

97.    Seligmann,  Royal Navy and the German Threat , 136–53.  

98.    Speech of 26 March 1913, House of Commons,  Complete Speeches , II:2,085; 

WSC to Battenberg, 18 September 1913,  WSC , II/3:1,779.  

99.   WSC to Battenberg, 18 September 1913,  WSC , II/3:1,779–80.  

100.  WSC memorandum, 21 August 1913,  WSC , II/3:1,772–3.  101.  Seligmann,  Royal Navy and the German Threat , 158–62.  

348                 note s  to  pag e s  41 – 4 4

102.    WSC to Battenberg, 18 September 1913,  WSC , II/3:1,779–80.  103.    WSC minute, 14 April 1914, ADM 116/3381; Seligmann,  Royal Navy and the 

German Threat , 159–61.  

104.    Marder,  Dreadnought to Scapa Flow , I:360–2;  Bryan Ranft, ‘The Protection of 

British Seaborne Trade and the Development of Systematic Planning for War, 1860–1906’,  Technical Change and British Naval Policy 1860–1939  , ed. Bryan Ranft (London: Hodder and Stoughton, 1977), 1–23  .  

105.    WSC memorandum, 21 August 1913,  WSC , II/3:1,777.  106.    WSC to Fisher, 1 January 1914, FISR 1/14.  107.    WSC to the First, Second, and Third Sea Lords, 25 December 1913, CHAR 

13/22B.  

108.    On navalist views of economic warfare during this period, see in  particular 

Lord Hankey,  The Supreme Command  (London: George Allen and Unwin, 1961) ;  A. C. Bell,  A History of the Blockade of Germany and the Countries Associ-ated with her in the Great War, Austria-Hungary, Bulgaria and Turkey  (London: Historical Section, Committee of Imperial Defence, 1937) ;  Avner Offer,  The First World War: An Agrarian  Interpretation  (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1991) ; and  Nicholas Lambert,  Planning Armageddon: British Economic Warfare and the First World War  (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2012) .  

109.    CID 120th mtg, 6 December 1912, CAB 2/3.  110.    CID 121st mtg, 7 January 1913, CAB 2/3.  111.    CID 121st mtg, 7 January 1913, CAB 2/3. Nicholas Lambert attaches greater 

signifi cance to the revised conclusion than appears warranted, and seems not to realize that this represented a signifi cant retreat by Asquith rather than a fi rm commitment by the prime minister and senior Cabinet ministers to the ruthless prosecution of economic warfare. N. Lambert,  Planning Armageddon , 178.  

112.    Bell,  Blockade of Germany , 31–2; Lambert,  Armageddon , 174–81, 210–11.  113.    Draft War Plans (War with Germany), [June] 1914, ADM 116/3096.  114.    Lambert,  Planning Armageddon .  115.    WSC to Battenberg, 17 February 1913, ADM 116/3412. Emphasis added.  116.    Bell,  Blockade of Germany , 23.  117.    Ballard memorandum, ‘Proposals Regarding the Use of Mines in an Offensive 

Strategic Policy’, 6 February 1913, ADM 116/3412; Lambert,  Fisher’s Naval Revolution , 270–2; Lambert,  Planning Armageddon , 180–1; Grimes,  Strategy and War Planning , 185–6. Notably, when the idea of mining was raised in August 1914, Asquith, who was generally in favour of strong measures to infl ict eco-nomic pressure, declared that he was ‘all against this provocative & rather bar-barous mode of procedure’. Asquith to Venetia Stanley, 17 August 1914, in   H. H. Asquith: Letters to Venetia Stanley , ed. Michael and Eleanor Brock (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1982), 171  .  

118.    Bell,  Blockade of Germany , 32.  119.    WSC memorandum, 21 August 1913,  WSC , II/3:1,773.  

note s  to  pag e s  45 – 51                         349

120.    ‘Record of Conference held in First Lord’s Room on 9th December’, Keyes 

papers, Add Ms 82455.  

121.    WSC First, Second, and Third Sea Lords, 25 December 1913, CHAR 13/22B.  122.    Lambert,  Fisher’s Naval Revolution , 296.  123.    CHAR 8/61.  

124.    WSC minute to Moore and d’Eyncourt, 1 June 1914, ADM 138/428A (ship’s 

cover, Polyphemus), Brass Foundry, Woolwich.  

125.    WSC to Greene and Battenberg, 12 July 1914, Cab 1/34; see also the undated 

memorandum by the Second Sea Lord, HTN/124, Admiral Sir Frederick Tower Hamilton papers, NMM.  

126.    WSC to Battenberg, 12 July 1914, Cab 1/34.  127.    Sturdee memoranda, ‘What is the Strategic and Tactical Value of a Polyphemus?’ 

and ‘What is the  Raison D’Être  of a Polyphemus at the Present Time’, MB1/ T37/361–2, Prince Louis of Battenberg papers, University of Southampton Library, Archives and Manuscripts. These deliberations were uncovered by Nicholas Lambert, and are examined at length in his book  Fisher’s Naval Revo-lution , ch. 9. A different interpretation was subsequently developed by the present author in ‘Sir John Fisher’s Naval Revolution Reconsidered: Winston Churchill at the Admiralty, 1911–14’,  War in History , 18, no. 3 (July 2011), 350–4.  

128.    Bell, ‘Fisher’s Naval Revolution Reconsidered’, 353–4.  129.    Battenberg to Jackson, 11 May 1914, ADM 116/3096.  130.    WSC to Battenberg, 11 June 1914, and Jackson to Callaghan, 15 June 1914, 

ADM 116/3096; extract from Jellicoe’s autobiographical notes,  Jellicoe Papers , I:36.  

131.    WSC minute of 25 July 1914, ADM 1/8386/213.    




chapter 2   

1.    On the employment of the British fl eet as a deterrent, see Lambert, ‘The Royal 

Navy, 1856–1914’.  

2.     Richmond diary, 5 August 1914,  Portrait of an Admiral , ed. Arthur J. Marder 

 (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1952), 92  .  3.    Bell,  Blockade of Germany , 31–2; Lambert,  Armageddon , 174–81, 210–11.  

4.    Letter by J. A. Pease, 28 August 1914, cited in  David French,  British Strategy and War 

Aims 1914–1916   (London: Allen & Unwin, 1984), 27  ; and Lambert,  Armageddon , 204–5.  

5.    The best source on British strategy during this period is French,  British 

Strategy .  

6.    This is implicitly the argument made in Lambert,  Armageddon .  7.    WSC (endorsed by Battenberg and Oliver) to Grey and Asquith,  WSC , 

III/1:12–14.  

8.    WSC to Battenberg and Sturdee, 9 August 1914,  WSC , III/1:24–6.  

350                  note s  to  pag e s  51 – 58

9.    WSC to Asquith, Grey, and Kitchener, 7 September 1914,  WSC , III/1:97–9.  

10.    Hobhouse diary, 8 September 14,  Inside Asquith’s Cabinet , 189.  11.    Lambert,  Armageddon , 216–26, provides a good summary of these deliberations.  12.    Churchill,  World Crisis , I:253; see also  Viscount Grey,  Twenty-Five Years:  1892–1916  , 

2 vols (Toronto: Ryerson Press, 1925), II:68–70  .  

13.    Speech of 11 September 1914, National Liberal Club, London,  Complete Speeches , 

III:2,331.  

14.    Speech of 9 November 1914,  Complete Speeches , III:2,340–1.  15.     Clementine Churchill to WSC,  c. 19 September 1914, in  Speaking for Themselves , 

ed. Mary Soames (Toronto: Stoddart, 1998), 104–5  .  

16.    Richmond diary, 24 October 1914,  Portrait , 121;  WSC , III/1:216.  17.    Asquith to Venetia Stanley, 7 October 1914, in  Asquith Letters , 266; Asquith, 

 Memories and Refl ections , 54–5.  

18.    Quoted in Lambert,  Armageddon , 286.  19.     Jellicoe Papers , I:36–41; WSC  to Asquith, 31 July 1914, ADM 137/452;  WSC , 

III/1:6–7; Black,  Naval Staff , 95–8.  

20.    WSC to Battenberg and Admiral Sturdee, 9 August 1914,  WSC , III/1:24–6. See 

also WSC  to Asquith, 31 July 1914, ADM 137/452; Black,  Naval Staff , 96–103; Grimes,  Strategy and War Planning , 193–4.  

21.    WSC memorandum, 19 August 1914,  WSC , III/1:45–6.  22.    Wilson to WSC, 10 September 1914, ADM 137/452.  23.    Richmond diary, 12 August 1914,  Portrait , 96–8; Black,  Naval Staff , 96–103.  24.     Jellicoe Papers , I:69.  

25.    WSC to Jellicoe, 8 October 1914,  WSC , III/1:180–2.  26.    WSC to Asquith, 29 December 1914,  WSC , III/1:345.  27.    War Council, 28 January 1915,  WSC , III/1:464–5; also Hankey,  Supreme Com-

mand , I:272, where the wording differs slightly.  

28.    Undated (but pre-November 1914) memorandum, CHAR 13/27.  29.    Wilson to WSC, 10 December 1914, CHAR 13/27/44;  WSC , III/1:304.  30.    21 September 1914,  Complete Speeches , III:2,337.  31.   WSC to Fisher, 11 December 1914, FISR 1/16; also WSC to Fisher, 21 December 

1914,   Fear God and Dread Nought , ed. Arthur J. Marder, 3 vols (London: Jonathan Cape, 1952–9), III:105  .  Graham Clews,  Churchill’s Dilemma: The Real Story Behind the Origins of the 1915 Dardanelles Campaign  (Santa Barbara, CA: Praeger, 2010), 26–8  .  

32.    War Council minutes, 1 December 1914,  WSC , III/1:290–1.  33.     Robin Prior,  Churchill’s ‘World Crisis’ as History  (London: Croom Helm, 1983), 47  .  34.    For example, Rear Admiral Cecil Burney to WSC, 8 November 1914, FISR 

1/16; Clews,  Churchill’s Dilemma , 27–8.  

35.    WSC to Fisher, 21 December 1914,  Fear God and Dread Nought , III:105;  WSC , 

III/1:323–4; WSC to Fisher, 22 December 1914,  WSC , III/1:325–6; Black,  Naval Staff , 112–14.  

note s  to  pag e s  58 – 6 2                          351

36.    On Fisher and the Baltic, see  Churchill,  Great Contemporaries  (London: Odhams, 

1948), 266–7  ;  Ruddock F. Mackay,  Fisher of Kilverstone  (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1973), 468, 472–3  ;  Andrew Lambert, ‘The German North Sea Islands, the Kiel Canal and the Danish Narrows in Royal Navy Thinking and Planning, 1905–1918’, in  The Danish Straits and German Naval Power 1905–1918  , ed. Michael Epkenhans and Gerhard P. Gross (Potsdam: Militärgeschichtliches Forschungsamt, 2010), 35–62  ; Grimes,  Strategy and War Planning , 204–11.  

37.    Lambert,  Armageddon , 296–300.  38.    For Churchill’s views on mining, see his memorandum of October 1914 in 

 World Crisis , I:566–9.  

39.    Lambert, ‘German North Sea Islands’, 52–8.  40.    On Fisher’s views, see his memorandum ‘On the possibility of using our Com-

mand of the Sea to infl uence more drastically the Military Situation on the Continent,’  WSC , III/1:284–7; Mackay,  Fisher , 456–72; Black,  Naval Staff , 116–19. For Churchill, see WSC to Fisher, 22 December 1914,  WSC , III/1:325–6.  

41.    WSC to Asquith, 29 December 1914, and memorandum, 31 December 1914, 

 WSC , III/1:343–5, 347–9.  

42.    Hankey memorandum, 28 December 1914; Lloyd George memorandum, 

31 December 1914,  WSC , III/1:337–43, 350–6; Hankey,  Supreme Command , I:244–52.  

43.    Fisher to WSC, 3 and 4 January 1915, Marder,  Fear God , III:117–18;  WSC , 

III/1:367, 371–2. Arthur Balfour, the former Conservative prime minister, also preferred a northern offensive against Germany to an attack on Turkey.  Stephen Roskill,  Hankey: Man of Secrets , 3 vols (London: Collins, 1970–4), I:150–1  .  

44.    Asquith to Stanley, 17 August 1914,  Asquith Letters , 171; WSC to Grey, 6 September 

1914; WSC to Fisher, 30 October 1914,  WSC , III/1:40, 95, 236.  

45.    E.g.  Robert Rhodes James,  Gallipoli  (London: Macmillan, 1989), 31  ;  Geoffrey 

Best,  Churchill and War  (London: Hambledon & London, 2005), 56  . For a valu-able corrective, see Clews,  Churchill’s Dilemma .  

46.    Fisher to Hankey, 2 January 1915, CAB 63/4;  Robin Prior,  Gallipoli  (New 

Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 2009), 12  .  

47.    WSC to Fisher, 4 January 1915,  WSC , III/1:371.  48.    See in particular Clews,  Churchill’s Dilemma .  49.    WSC to Fisher, Wilson, and Oliver, 3 January 1915; WSC to Jellicoe, 4 January 

1915,  WSC , III/1:365–6, 367–8.  

50.    War Council, 7 January 1915,  WSC , III/1:384–90.  51.    WSC to Sir John French, 11 January 1915,  WSC , III/1:401.  52.    Kitchener to WSC, 2 January 1915,  WSC , III/1:360–1.  53.    Clews,  Churchill’s Dilemma .  

54.    CHAR 8/134; cited in Prior,  Churchill’s ‘World  Crisis’ , 47.  55.    WSC to Carden, 3 January 1915, and Carden to WSC, 5 January 1915,  WSC , 

III/1:367, 380.  

352                 note s  to  pag e s  6 3 – 6 8

56.    Bayly to Admiralty, 8 January 1915, ADM 137/1089.  57.    Jackson memorandum, ‘Note on forcing the passage of the Dardanelles and 

Bosphorus by the Allied Fleets, in order to destroy the Turko-German Squad-ron and threaten Constantinople without military co-operation’, 5 January 1915, ADM 137/1089; Black,  Naval War  Staff , 120–2.  

58.    Carden to WSC, 11 January 1915,  WSC , III/1:405–6.  59.    Prior,  ‘World Crisis’ , 55, 58–60; Clews,  Churchill’s Dilemma , ch. 8.  60.    See, for example, his comments to the French Minister of Marine:  George 

H.  Cassar,  The French and the Dardanelles  (London: Allen and Unwin, 1971), 57–8, 66  .  

61.    War Council, 13 January 1915,  WSC , III/1:409–11; Grey,  Twenty-Five Years , 

II:75–6. There was never, Grey recalled, any possibility that the Dardanelles operation would have been planned from the outset as a joint military and naval operation. ‘[I]f this had been proposed the operation would never have been agreed to.’  

62.     David French, ‘The Origins of the Dardanelles Campaign Reconsidered’,  His-

tory , 68, no. 233 (June 1983), 210–24  .  

63.    Hankey,  Supreme Command , I:265–6.  64.    War Council, 13 January 1915,  WSC , III/1:409–11.  65.    Hobhouse diary, 16 February 1915,  Inside Asquith’s Cabinet , 222.  66.    Jackson to Oliver, 15 January 1915,  WSC , III/1:419–21.  67.    WSC to Fisher and Oliver, 20 January 1915, and WSC to Kitchener, 20 January 

1915,  World Crisis , II:114–19,  WSC , III/1:432–3.  

68.    ‘Memorandum by the First Sea Lord on the Position of the British Fleet and its 

Policy of Steady Pressure’, 25 January 1915,  WSC , III/1:452–4.  

69.    WSC memorandum, 27 January 1915,  World Crisis , II:157. See also WSC to 

Beatty, 30 November 1914,   Beatty Papers , ed. B. Ranft, 2 vols (Aldershot: Ashgate for the Navy Records Society, 1989–93), I:169  : ‘You must all get the 60 per cent standard out of your minds. No one has any ground for complaint at fi ghting on equal terms.’  

70.    WSC to Fisher, 26 January 1915,  WSC , III/1:458.  71.    Lambert,  Armageddon , 335–6.  

72.    Jackson memorandum, ‘Attack on Constantinople’, 13 February 1915,  WSC , 

III/1:506–12.  

73.    Asquith to Venetia Stanley, 13 February 1915,  Asquith Letters , 429–30.  74.    Hankey to Balfour, 10 February 1915,  WSC , III/1:500; Asquith to Venetia 

Stanley, 13 February 1915,  Asquith Letters ; Clews,  Churchill’s Dilemma , ch. 14.  

75.    War Council, 16 February 1915,  WSC , III/1:516.  76.    WSC to Kitchener, 18 February 1915,  WSC , III/1:518–19.  77.    WSC memoranda of 23 and 25 February 1915,  WSC , III/1:547, 563–4.  78.    WSC to Carden, 24 February 1915,  WSC , III/1:550.  79.    War Council, 26 February 1915,  WSC , III/1:567–77; Clews,  Churchill’s Dilemma , 

ch. 18.  

note s  to  pag e s  6 8 – 77                          353

80.    Prior,  Gallipoli , 48.  

81.    WSC to Kitchener, 4 March 1915,  World Crisis , II:195.  

82.    War Council minutes, 3 March 1915,  WSC , III/1:610.  

83.    WSC to Jellicoe, 9 March 1915,  WSC , III/1:656.  

84.    WSC to Carden, 11 March 1915,  World Crisis , II:220;  WSC , III/1:677.  

85.    War Council, 24 February 1915,  WSC , III/1:555–61; Hankey,  Supreme Com-

mand , I:283. Writing to Jellicoe on 1 June, Churchill was quite candid about this. ‘The Dardanelles has run on like a Greek tragedy,’ he remarked. ‘Our early successes converting what was originally launched only as an experi-ment into an undertaking from wh[ich] it was impossible to recede . . .’  WSC , III/2:976.  

86.    Prior,  Gallipoli , 54–7.  

87.    De Robeck to Admiralty, 23 March 1915,  World Crisis , II:236; Prior,  Gallipoli , 

65–9.  

88.    WSC telegrams and draft telegram to de Robeck, 23 and 24 March 1915,  World 

Crisis , II:237–8,  WSC , III/1:724–8.  

89.    WSC memorandum, 24 March 1915,  WSC , III/1:732–8.  

90.    War Council, 14 May 1915,  WSC , III/2:873–80.  

91.    WSC to Sir Archibald Sinclair, 30 July 1915,  WSC , IV:7.  92.    WSC to Asquith, Arthur Balfour, Andrew Bonar Law, and Lord Curzon, 11

June 1915,  WSC , III/2:1,003–8.  

93.    WSC to Asquith and Balfour, 21 August 1915; WSC to Balfour, 6 October 

1915,  WSC , III/2:1,151–5, 1,204.  

94.    WSC to Asquith, 4 October 1915,  WSC , III/2:1,193–6.  95.    E.g. WSC  memorandum, ‘Dardanelles’, 15 October 1915,  WSC , III/

2:1,220–4.  

96.    Prior,  Gallipoli , 242.  

97.    Hankey,  Supreme Command , I:185.  98.    Speech of 15 November 1915, House of Commons,  Complete Speeches , 

III:2,400.  

99.     Edward J. Erickson, ‘One More Push; Forcing the Dardanelles in March 1915’, 

 Journal of Strategic Studies , 24, no. 3 (September 2001), 158–76  .  

100.    WSC draft statement, 8 September 1916,  WSC , III/2:1,554–5. See also Church-

ill’s resignation speech of 15 November 1915: ‘Naval operations did not neces-sarily involve military operations. This was a separate decision, which did not rest with me or the Admiralty.’  Complete Speeches , III:2,390–403.  

101.    WSC to Hankey, 2 June 1915,  WSC , III/2:984.  102.    Churchill,  SWW , II:15.  

103.    ‘The Great Amphibian’,  Sunday Pictorial , 23 July 1916,   Winston S. Churchill: The 

Collected Essays , ed. Michael Wolff, 4 vols (London: Library of Imperial History, 1976), I:100–4  .  

104.    Speech of 23 May 1916,  Complete Speeches , III:2,430.  105.    WSC statement, 3 June 1916,  WSC , III/2:1,511–12.  

354                 note s  to  pag e s  77 – 83

106.    ‘The War by Land and Sea’,  London Magazine , October 1916, in  Collected Essays , 

I:113–19.  

107.    WSC to Sinclair, 23 August 1916,  WSC , IV/1:25.  108.     Julian S. Corbett,  Some Principles of Maritime Strategy  (London: Brassey’s, 1998) ; 

 Donald M. Schurman,  Julian S. Corbett, 1854–1922   (London: Royal Historical Society, 1981) .  

109.    Sydenham, ‘Sea Heresy: Mr Churchill and Naval Strategy’,  The Times , 4 October 

1916, 6; Custance, ‘Decisive Victory at Sea’,  The Times , 9 October 1916, 6; Schur-man,  Corbett , 167–9.  

110.    ‘The War by Land and Sea’,  London Magazine , December 1916, in  Collected 

Essays , I:131–40.  

111.    ‘The War by Land and Sea’,  London Magazine , January 1917, in  Collected Essays , 

I:140–50. Churchill repeated this argument in the House of Commons on 21 February 1917,  Complete Speeches , III:2,510.  

112.    Sturdee memorandum, ‘Remarks on the Main Naval Strategy of the War’, 

24 November 1916,  Jellicoe Papers , II:98–100.  

113.    WSC to Jellicoe, 2 December 1916,  Jellicoe Papers , II:108. Emphasis in 

original.  

114.    ‘The War by Land and Sea’,  London Magazine , January 1917,  Collected Essays , 

I:140–50.  

115.       Ibid.     

116.     Paul G. Halpern,  A Naval History of World War I  (Annapolis, MD: Naval Insti-

tute Press, 1995), 341  .  

117.    WSC to Admiralty, March 1917,  World Crisis , IV:81–2.  118.    ‘The Real Need of the British Navy’,  Sunday Pictorial , 24 June 1917,  Collected 

Essays , I:201–4.  

119.    E.g. Marder,  Dreadnought , IV:168–9;  Barry Hunt,  Sailor–Scholar: Admiral Sir 

Herbert Richmond, 1871–1946   (Waterloo, ON: Wilfrid Laurier University Press, 1982), 58–9  .  

120.    GT 1397: WSC  memorandum, ‘Naval War  Policy, 1917’, 7 July 1917, CAB 

24/19;  WSC , IV/1:77–99.  

121.    Jellicoe memorandum, July 1917,  Jellicoe Papers , II:174–8;  A. Temple  Patterson, 

 Jellicoe  (London: Macmillan, 1969), 192–3  ; Marder,  Dreadnought , IV:229–30; Grimes,  Strategy and War Planning , 215–20.  

122.    Patterson,  Jellicoe , 194–7; Marder,  Dreadnought , IV:231–6; Grimes,  Strategy and 

War Planning , 215–20.  

123.    On this period of Churchill’s career, see in particular  Eugene Edward Beireger, 

 Churchill, Munitions and Mechanical Warfare: The Politics of Supply and Strategy  (New York: Peter Lang, 1997) .  

124.    Speech of 5 March 1917, House of Commons,  Complete Speeches , III:2,522.  125.    WSC memorandum, 1 November 1917,  WSC , IV/1:185.  126.    WSC to Fisher, 19 May 1918,  Fear God , III:536;  WSC , IV/1:318.  127.    WSC to Geddes, unsent draft, 13 December 1917,  WSC , IV/1:213.    

note s  to  pag e s  85 – 9 0                          355




chapter 3   

1.    Wemyss to Beatty, 7 January 1919, cited in Marder,  Dreadnought , V:200.  

2.    See in particular  John R. Ferris,  Men, Money, and Diplomacy  (Ithaca, NY: Cornell 

University Press, 1989), 63–75  .  

3.    WSC departmental note, 12 January 1919,  WSC , IV/1:452.  

4.    Ferris,  Men, Money, and Diplomacy , 65–86.  

5.    WSC to Lloyd George, 1 May 1919,  Beatty Papers , II:35–7;  WSC , IV/1:633–7.  

6.    Speech of 26 November 1918, Dundee,  Complete Speeches , III:2,642.  7.    WSC to Long, 13 November 1919, CHAR 2/106.  

8.    WSC to Lloyd George, 1 May 1919,  Beatty Papers , II:35–7;  WSC , IV/1:633–7.  

9.    ‘Our Armaments After the War’, 29 June 1919,  Weekly Dispatch , in  Collected 

Essays , I:218–20.  

10.    WSC memorandum, 1 August 1919,  WSC , IV/2:782–3.  11.    WSC to Lloyd George, 4 August 1919  , WSC , IV/2:792.  12.    Hankey memorandum, ‘Towards a National Policy’, 17 July 1919, CAB 

21/159.  

13.    G-257: ‘Memorandum by the Treasury on the Financial Position and Future 

Prospects of this Country’, 18 July 1919, CAB 24/15; GT 7646: Austen Cham-berlain Cabinet memorandum, ‘Navy Votes’, 8 July 1919, CAB 24/83.  

14.    Undated Board of Admiralty memorandum, ‘Suggested Memorandum for War 

Cabinet: Naval Policy’, ADM 167/59.  

15.    ‘Naval Policy and Expenditure’, 24 October 1919, ADM 167/56.  16.    Naval attitudes towards the US are outlined in Christopher  M. Bell, ‘Thinking 

the Unthinkable: American and British Naval Strategies for an Anglo- American War, 1918–31’,  International History Review , XIX, no. 4 (November 1997), 789– 808  . See also  B. J. C. McKercher, ‘ “The Deep and Latent Distrust”: The British Offi cial Mind and the United States, 1919–1929’, in  Anglo-American Relations   in the 1920s , ed. B. J. C. McKercher (Edmonton, AB: University of Alberta Press, 1990), 209–38  ;  D. C. Watt,  Personalities and Policies  (Notre Dame, IL: University of Notre Dame Press, 1965), ch. 2  .  

17.    WC 616A, 15 August 1919, CAB 23/15; on the origins and impact of the ten-

year rule during this period, see  John R. Ferris, ‘Treasury Control, the Ten Year Rule and British Service Policies, 1919–1924’,  Historical Journal , 30, no. 4 (December 1987), 859–83  .  

18.    E.g.  Correlli Barnett,  The Collapse of British Power  (London: Eyre Methuen, 

1972), 277  ;  David MacGregor, ‘Former Naval Cheapskate: Chancellor of the Exchequer Winston Churchill and the Royal Navy, 1924–29’,  Armed Forces and Society , 19, no. 3 (Spring 1993), 319–20  ;  Robert Rhodes James,  Churchill: A Study in Failure  (London: Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 1970), 124, 165  .  

19.    On the origins and development of the one-power standard, see  Christopher 

M. Bell,  The Royal Navy :  Seapower and Strategy between the Wars  (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 2000), ch. 1  .  

356                 note s  to  pag e s  9 0 – 9 6

20.    Walter Long memorandum, ‘Naval Estimates and Naval Policy’, 13 February 

1920, ADM 167/61.  

21.     Parliamentary Debates , Commons, 5th ser., vol. 126, cols 2300–1: 17 March 

1920.  

22.    Bell,  Royal Navy , 8–11; Beatty memorandum, ‘Naval Policy and Construction’, 

8 July 1920, ADM 167/60.  

23.    CID 134th mtg, 14 December 1920, CAB 2/3.  24.       Ibid.     

25.       Ibid.     

26.    CID 135th mtg, 23 December 1920, CAB 2/3.  27.    NSC 27: Richmond memorandum, 9 February 1921, CAB 16/37/2; see also 

Christopher  Bell, ‘ “How are we going to make war?”: Admiral Sir Herbert Richmond and British Far Eastern War Plans’,  Journal of Strategic Studies , 20, 4 (September 1997), 126–7  .  

28.    CID Sub-Committee on the Question of the Capital Ship in the Navy 

[NSC], 2nd mtg, 3 January 1921, CAB 16/37/1; NSC 2 and NSC 9, CAB 16/37/2.  

29.    NSC 22: Air Staff memorandum, ‘The Big Ship Controversy from the Air Point 

of View’,  January 1921; see also NSC 24: memorandum by Major General  Frederick Sykes, ‘Notes on Naval Armaments as Affected by Aircraft Develop-ment’, 26 January 21, CAB 16/37/2.  

30.    NSC 9th mtg, 26 January 1921, CAB 16/37/1.  31.       Ibid.     

32.    NSC 5th mtg, 11 January 1921, CAB 16/37/1.  33.    WSC to Balfour, 26 February 1921,  WSC , IV/2:1,379.  34.    Bell, ‘Thinking the Unthinkable’. Roskill was evidently uncomfortable 

with the navy’s willingness to consider war with the United States as a pos-sibility, however remote. His account of the Capital Ship Committee’s work ignores its lengthy discussions relating to strategy for an Anglo-American war and the anti-American sentiment expressed by some offi cers.  Stephen Roskill,  Naval Policy Between the Wars , 2 vols (London: Collins, 1968–76), I:223–5  .  

35.    N-11: ‘Report of the Sub-Committee on the Question of the Capital Ship in 

the Navy 1920–21’, 2 March 1921, CAB 16/37/1.  

36.    Cabinet minutes, 30 May 1921, CAB 23/25;  WSC , IV/3:1,479.  37.    Roskill,  Naval Policy , I:292–8; John Ferris, ‘The Symbol and Substance of Sea-

power: Britain, the United States and the One-Power Standard, 1919–1921’, in McKercher,  Anglo-American Relations   in the 1920s , 55–80.  

38.    Cabinet memorandum, 4 July 1921; see also his earlier memorandum, CP 3048: 

‘The Anglo-Japanese Alliance’, 17 June 1921, CAB 24/125;  WSC , IV/3:1,512–13, 1,539–42  .   

39.     Erik Goldstein, ‘The Evolution of British Diplomatic Strategy for the 

 Washington Conference’,  The Washington  Conference,  1921–22: Naval Rivalry, East 

note s  to  pag e s  97 – 103                        357

Asian Stability and the Road to Pearl Harbor , ed. Erik Goldstein and John Maurer  (London: Frank Cass, 1994) .  

40.    WSC to the Prince of Wales, 2 January 1922,  WSC , IV/3:1,710.  41.    The other committee members were Lord Birkenhead, Edwin Montagu, and 

Stanley Baldwin.  

42.    Undated Board of Admiralty memorandum, ‘Admiralty Proposals for Reduc-

tion in Expenditure’, ADM 167/66.  

43.    CID 244-C, ‘Naval Policy: The Development of Imperial Defence Policy in the 

Far East’, 24 March 1925, CAB 5/5.  

44.    ‘Admiralty Memorandum in reply to Paragraph 101 of Questionnaire [from the 

Geddes Committee]’, n.d., ADM 1/8615/200.  

45.       Ibid.     

46.    GRC (DD) [Committee Appointed to Examine Part I (Defence Departments) 

of the Report of the Geddes Committee on National Expenditure], 3rd mtg, 21 January 1922, CAB 27/164.  

47.    CP-3692, ‘Report of Committee Appointed to Examine Part I (Defence 

Departments) of the Report of the Geddes Committee on National Expendi-ture’, 4 February 1922, CAB 24/133.  

48.    Memorandum by Barstow, 20 February 1922, ‘Reports of the Geddes Commit-

tee and Churchill Committee’, T 172/1228.  

49.    WSC to Sir Robert Horne, 11 February 1922, T 172/1228.  50.    CP 2957: memorandum by the First Lord, ‘Anglo-Japanese Alliance’, 21 May 

1921, CAB 24/123.  

51.       Ibid.     

52.     Keyes to WSC, 24 March 1925,  The Keyes Papers , ed. Paul G. Halpern, 3 vols 

(London: Navy Records Society, 1979–81), II:112  .  

53.    On the history of the Singapore Naval Base, see in particular  James Neidpath, 

 The Singapore Naval Base and the Defence of Britain’s Eastern Empire, 1919–1941   (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1981) , and  W. David McIntyre,  The Rise and Fall of the Singapore Naval Base, 1919–1942   (London: Macmillan, 1979) . The oil question is examined in  Orest Babij, ‘The Royal Navy and Inter-war Plans for War against Japan: The Problem of Oil Supply’,  The International Marine in International Affairs, 1850–1950  , ed. Greg Kennedy (London: Frank Cass, 2000) .  

54.    CP-3692, CAB 24/133.  

55.    ‘The Case for Singapore’,  Sunday Chronicle , 30 March 1924,  Collected Essays , 1:256–9.  56.     The Navy , May 1924, 132–9.  

57.    Speech of 28 March 1924,  The Navy , May 1924, 138;  Complete Speeches , IV:3,450–1.    




chapter 4   

1.    WSC to Baldwin, 15 December 1924, T 161/243/S25613/ANNEX/5;  WSC , 

V/1:304.  

2.    Bell,  Royal Navy , ch. 3.  

358                note s  to  pag e s  104 – 110

3.    RS (Committee on Replacement of Fleet Units other than Capital Ships and 

Singapore), (24) 5: memorandum by the First Lord, ‘Ten Year Building Pro-gramme’, 9 April 1924, CAB 27/236; draft plans division memorandum, ‘10 Year Building Programme’, 6 March 1925, ADM 1/8685/152.  

4.    WSC to Baldwin, 15 December 1924, T 161/243/S25613/ANNEX/5.  

5.       Ibid.     

6.    Cabinet 64 (24), 26 November 1924, cited in CID 1055-B, ‘The Basis of Service 

Estimates’, 23 June 1931, CAB 4/21.  

7.    WSC to Baldwin, 15 December 1924, T 161/243/S25613/ANNEX/5. Empha-

sis added.  

8.    CID 193rd mtg, 5 January 1925, CAB 2/4.  

9.       Ibid.   ; see also CP 139/25: Admiralty memorandum, ‘Political Outlook in the 

Far East’, 5 March 1925, CAB 24/172, and NP (25) 5, CAB 27/273.  

10.    WSC to Bridgeman, 23 January 1925, T 161/243/S25613/ANNEX/5.  11.    CP 39 (25): ‘Navy  Estimates’, 29 January 1925, CAB 24/171.  12.    Beatty to his wife, 2 February 1925,  Beatty Papers , II:282–3; WSC to Beatty, 

4 February 1925,  WSC , V/1:373–6.  

13.    Board of Admiralty minute 2005, 11 February 1925, ADM 167/71.  14.    Bridgeman to Baldwin, 11 February 1925,   The Modernisation of Conservative Poli-

tics: The Diaries and Letters of William Bridgeman, 1904–1935  , ed. Philip Williamson (London: Historians’ Press, 1988), 180  .  

15.    Cecil to WSC, 12 February 1925,  WSC , V/1:390; Roskill,  Naval Policy , I:447–8.  16.    Cabinet 8 (25), 12 February 1925, CAB 23/49.  17.    NP (Naval Programme Committee) (25) 1st mtg, 2 March 1925, CAB 27/273.  18.    NP (25) 2nd mtg, 5 March 1925, CAB 27/273.  19.       Ibid.     

20.    WSC to Birkenhead, 8 March 1925,  WSC , V/1:426; CID 198th and 199th mtgs, 

30 March and 2 April 1925, CAB 2/4.  

21.    CID 199th mtg, 2 April 1925, CAB 2/4.  22.       Ibid.    This  defi nition of the one-power standard was approved by the Cabinet in 

May.  

23.    NP (25) 8th mtg, 30 June 1925, CAB 27/273.  24.       Ibid.     

25.    See  Keith Middlemas and John Barnes,  Baldwin: A Biography  (London: Weidenfeld 

and Nicolson, 1969), 336–9  ;  Robert Rhodes James,  Memoirs of a Conservative: J. C .C. Davidson’s Memoirs and Papers, 1910–37   (London: Macmillan, 1969), 213–16  .  

26.     John R. Ferris, ‘ “It is our Business in the Navy to Command the Seas”: The 

Last Decade of British Maritime Supremacy, 1919–1929’,  Far Flung Lines , ed. Keith Neilson, and Greg Kennedy (London: Frank Cass, 1996), 124–70  .  

27.     Thomas Jones,  Whitehall Diary , ed. Keith Middlemass (London: Oxford 

 University Press, 1969) , I:315; see also  P. J. Grigg,  Prejudice and Judgment  (London: Jonathan Cape, 1948), 175–7  .  

note s  to  pag e s  110 – 113                        359

28.    On the Treasury’s strategic views, see Bell,  Royal Navy , 13–24; Ferris,  Men, 

Money, and Diplomacy , 4–5, 15–20;  G. C. Peden,  British Rearmament and the Treas-ury, 1932–1939   (Edinburgh: Scottish Academic Press, 1979) .  

29.    See, for example, Barstow minute, 1 October 1923, T 161/800/S18917/2; 

Barstow to Philip Snowden, 26 February 1924, T 161/800/S18917/2.  

30.    CID 193rd mtg, 5 January 1925, CAB 2/4.  31.    CID 215th mtg, 22 July 1926, CAB 2/4.  32.    Barnett,  Collapse , 281;  Ian Hamill, ‘Winston Churchill and the Singapore Naval 

Base, 1924–1929’,  Journal of Southeast Asian Studies  (September 1980) ;  idem. ,  The Strategic Illusion  (Singapore: Singapore University Press, 1981), 108–10.  

33.    Barstow to WSC, 25 May 1927, and WSC minute, 26 May 1927, T 161/295/

S34442.  

34.    CID 193rd mtg, 5 January 1925, CAB 2/4.  35.    Churchill began encouraging the Air Ministry to press its claims in December 

1924. WSC to Hoare, 12 December 1924, T 172/1440.  

36.    Egerton minute, 16 April 1926, and Beatty to Bridgeman, 28 April 1926, ADM 

116/2416; Enclosure A to Admiralty to CID, 16 July 1926, CID 275-C, ‘Third Interim Report of the Sub-Committee on Singapore’, appendix II, CAB 16/63.  

37.    CID 215th mtg, 22 July 1926, CAB 2/4.  38.    CID 209th mtg, 18 February 1926, CAB 2/4.  39.    WSC to Bridgeman, 22 December 1926,  WSC ,   V/1:901.  40.       Ibid.     

41.    On British policy and the Geneva naval conference, see in particular  Dick 

Richardson,  The Evolution of British Disarmament Policy in the 1920s  (New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1989), ch. 9  ;  B. J. C. McKercher,  The Second Baldwin Govern-ment and the United States, 1924–1929   (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1984), ch. 3  . Churchill’s infl uence on the Geneva conference is exam-ined in Tadashi Kuramatsu, ‘Viscount Cecil, Winston Churchill and the Geneva Naval Conference of 1927:   si vis pacem para pacem  versus  si vis pacem para bellum ’,  Personalities, War and Diplomacy: Essays in International History , ed. T. G. Otte and Constantine A. Pagedas (London: Frank Cass, 1997) , and  Phil-lips O’Brien, ‘Churchill and the US Navy’,  Winston Churchill: Studies in States-manship , ed. R. A. C. Parker (London: Brassey’s, 1995) . Roskill’s account of the Geneva conference does not mention the role played by Churchill, while Churchill’s offi cial biography by Martin Gilbert does not mention the Geneva conference.  

42.    Undated memorandum by the Sea Lords for the Board of Admiralty, ‘Limita-

tion of Armaments’, ADM 167/76.  

43.    Pound to Keyes, 17 June 1927, Halpern,  Keyes Papers , II:221.  44.    CID 227th mtg, 20 May 1927, CAB 2/4; CID 808-B: plans division memoran-

dum, ‘Further Limitation of Naval Armaments’, 14 April 1927, CAB 4/16; Roskill,  Naval Policy , I:498–503.  

360                note s  to  pag e s  113 – 12 0

45.    CID 227th mtg, 20 May 1927, CAB 2/4.  46.    WSC memorandum, ‘Three fallacies’, 25 June 1927, T 161/295/S34442.  47.    Baldwin to Bridgeman, 29 June 1927,   Documents on British Foreign Policy 1919–1939   

(hereafter cited as  DBFP ), ed. W. N. Medlicott, Douglas Dakin, and M. E. Lambert (London: HMSO, 1970), series IA, III:627  .  

48.    CP 189 (27): WSC  memorandum, 29 June 1927, CAB 24/187;  DBFP , series IA, 

III:627–8.  

49.    Kuramatsu, ‘Geneva Naval Conference’, 115; Bridgeman,  Modernisation of Con-

servative Politics , 218; Beatty to his wife, 21 June 1927,  Beatty Papers , II:350.  

50.    Austen Chamberlain to Esme Howard,  DBFP , IA, III:634–5.  51.    Roskill,  Naval Policy , I:505–6.  

52.    CID 228th mtg, 7 July 1927, CAB 2/4.  53.    CID 818-B: memorandum by Beatty, ‘Reduction and Limitation of Arma-

ments: Cruisers’, 7 July 1927, CAB 4/16.  

54.    For the instructions sent to Bridgeman, see CID 228th mtg, 7 July 1927, CAB 

2/4; CID 816-B (Revise): ‘Reduction and Limitation of Armaments’, 7 July 1927, CAB 4/16;  DBFP , series IA, III:648–53.  

55.    WSC memorandum, ‘Cruisers and Parity’, 20 July 1927, T 161/295/S34442/2; 

 WSC , V/1:1,030–5.  

56.    CID 229th mtg, 14 July 1927, CAB 2/4.  57.    Barstow memorandum, 15 July 1927, T 161/295/S34442.  58.    LNA (Committee on Further Reduction of Naval Armaments) (27) 3rd mtg, 

19 July 1927, CAB 27/350.  

59.    LNA (27) 1st mtg, 15 July 1927, CAB 27/350.  60.    Baldwin to Bridgeman, 15 July 1927,  DBFP , series IA, III:683–4.  61.    LNA (27) 1st and 2nd mtgs, 15 and 18 July 1927, CAB 27/350.  62.     DBFP , series IA, III:691–5.  

63.    For the fi nal British proposals see Roskill,  Naval Policy , I:511–12.  64.    WSC to Cecil, 14 September 1927,  WSC , V/1:1,048–9.  65.    William Bridgeman to M. R. Bridgeman, 10 August 1927,  Modernisation of Con-

servative Politics , 210; Beatty to Bridgeman, 6 August 1927,  Beatty Papers , II:355.  

66.    WSC to Bridgeman, 18 August 1927, T 161/281/S32700/1;  WSC , V/1:1,

044–5; Cabinet 48 (27), 4 August 1927; Cabinet 49 (27), 25 August 1927, CAB 23/55.  

67.    R. V. N. Hopkins to WSC, 14 October 1927; P. J. Grigg memorandum recording 

a discussion between Churchill and Bridgeman, 19 October 1927; WSC  to Baldwin, 19 October 1927, T 161/281/S32700/1;  WSC , V/1:1,062–3.  

68.    Bridgeman to Baldwin, 21 October 1927,  Modernisation of Conservative Politics , 

211.  

69.   WSC to Bridgeman, 4 November 1927, T 161/281/S32700/1;  WSC , V/1:1,088–9.  70.    NP (27) 1st mtg, 10 November 1927, CAB 27/355.  71.       Ibid.    Churchill also noted privately that there was not even any certainty that 

battleship construction  would  be resumed in 1931. In fact, no new battleships 

note s  to  pag e s  121 – 125                       361

were laid down before 1937. WSC to Birkenhead, 30 November 1927,  WSC , V/1:1,120.  

72.    NP (27) 3rd mtg, 22 November 1927, CAB 27/355.  73.    Barstow, for example, wrote that the Admiralty’s claim to 45 cruisers for trade 

defence ‘apparently means that if the British Empire had the only fl eet in the world she would nevertheless require 45 cruisers for the protection of her trade. Does it also mean that if the United States or Japan have a thousand cruisers the fi gure for the British Empire is 45?’ Memorandum of 15 July 1927, T 161/295/ S34442.  

74.    NP (27) 3rd mtg, 22 November 1927, CAB 27/355.  75.    NP (27) 4th mtg, 1 December 1927, CAB 27/355.  76.    CP 305 (27), ‘Naval Programme Committee: Report on Cruisers’, 14 December 

1927, CAB 24/190. Roskill,  Naval Policy , I:555–6, provides a misleading and inaccurate account of these events.  

77.    WSC to Bridgeman, 16 January 1928, T 161/285/S33101/2;  WSC , V/1:1,

182–5.  

78.    Bridgeman to WSC, 21 January 1928, T 161/285/S33101/2.  79.    Undated Admiralty memorandum, ‘Answers to questions asked by Colwyn 

Committee’, ADM 116/2282; minute by Fraser (supply department, Treasury), 8 February 1928, T 161/285/S33101/2.  

80.    Fraser minute, 29 December 1927, T 161/285/S33101/3; Upcott minute, 

17  February 1928, T 161/285/S33101/4.  

81.    Fraser minute, 17 February 1928, T 161/285/S33101/4.  82.    CP 207 (27), Laming Worthington-Evans memorandum, ‘The Preparation of 

the Army for War’, 19 July 1927, CAB 24; CID 1055-B, ‘The Basis of Service Estimates: Note by the Secretary’, 23 June 1931, CAB 4/21; Gibbs,  Grand Strat-egy , 54–5; Cab 45 (27), 28 July 1927, CAB 23/55.  

83.    Waterfi eld minute, 6 January 1928, T 161/285/S33101/3.  84.    Waterfi eld memorandum, ‘Navy Estimates 1928’, 27 January 1928, T 161/285/

S33101/3; see also Fraser’s minute of 24 January 1928, T 161/285/S33101/3.  

85.    NP (27) 6th mtg, 2 February 1928, CAB 27/355.  86.    CP 47 (28), ‘Naval Programme Committee: Report on Naval Oil Fuel Reserve’, 

20 February 1928, CAB 24/192.  

87.    WSC to Bridgeman, 20 February 1928, T 161/285/S33101/4.  88.    Minute by Fraser (Treasury), 8 February 1928, T 161/285/S33101/2.  89.    Treasury to Admiralty, 13 March 1928, T 161/285/S33101/4.  90.    CID 236th mtg, 5 July 1928, CAB 2/5; Cabinet 39  (28), 18 July 1928, CAB 

23/58.  

91.    Warren Fisher minute, 21 November 1928, T 161/292/S34216.  92.    WSC to Bridgeman, 31 July 1928, ADM 116/3388.  93.    Bridgeman to WSC, 29 November 1928, ADM 167/78.  94.    WSC to Bridgeman, 14 February 1929, ADM 116/3388;  WSC , V/1:1,424.  95.    Minute of 15 January 1928, T 161/285/S33101/3.  

362                note s  to  pag e s  12 6 – 131

96.    On the Belligerent Rights subcommittee, see  B. J. C. McKercher, ‘Belligerent 

Rights in 1927–1929: Foreign Policy versus Naval Policy in the Second Bald-win Government’,  Historical Journal , 29  (1986), 963–74  ; Roskill,  Hankey , II:451–9.  

97.     Christopher Bell, ‘The Royal Navy, War Planning and Intelligence Assess-

ments of Japan between the Wars’,  Intelligence and Statecraft , ed. Jennifer Siegel and Peter Jackson (Westport, CN: Praegar, 2005) .  

98.    WSC memorandum, 10 February 1928, HNKY (Hankey papers, Churchill 

College Archives Centre) 5/1.  

99.       Ibid.     

100.    Hankey memorandum, 14 February 1928, HNKY 5/1. Hankey insisted that 

this memorandum was not to be shown to anyone other than the Chancellor.  

101.     Christopher Hall,  Britain, America and Arms Control, 1921–37   (New York: St 

Martin’s Press, 1987) ;  David Carlton, ‘The Anglo-French Compromise on Arms Limitation, 1928’,  Journal of British Studies , 8, no. 2 (May 1969), 141–62  ; McKercher,  Second Baldwin Government .  

102.    WSC to Baldwin, 30 September 1928, PREM 21/321;  WSC , V/1:1,352.  103.    ‘Synopsis of Suggested Reply’, 30 September 1928, PREM 21/321;  WSC , 

V/1:1,353–5; Hankey to Salisbury, 13 November 1928, PREM 21/321;  McKercher,  Second Baldwin Government , 185.  

104.    Cabinet memorandum, 19 November 1928, CP 358 (28), CAB 24/199;  WSC , 

V/1:1,380–2. The phrase ‘New England backwoodsman’ was borrowed from an editorial in the  New Statesman  of 17 November 1928.  

105.    CP 394/28, ‘The Cruiser Programme, 1928–9,’ December 1928, CAB 24/199.  106.    Cabinet 57 (28), 19 December 1928, CAB 23/59.  107.    Cabinet 5 (29), 7 February 1929, CAB 23/59.  108.    CID 943-B and CID 944-B: First and Second Reports dealing with Maritime 

Belligerent Rights, 13 February and 6 March 1929, CAB 4/18;  DBFP , series IA.  

109.    The minority proposed that if belligerent rights were included in an arbitra-

tion treaty, Britain should insist on defi ning clearly what those rights were.  DBFP , series IA, vol. VI:851.  

110.    Eg. Rhodes James,  Churchill , 164; Middlemas and Barnes,  Baldwin , 326;  Gretton, 

 Former Naval Person , 244–5.  

111.    Eg. Barnett,  Collapse of British Power , 275–8;  MacGregor, ‘Former Naval Cheap-

skate’; Gordon Corrigan,  Blood, Sweat and Arrogance and the Myth of Churchill’s War  (London: Orion Publishing Co., 2006), 86, 152  ; A. J. P. Taylor, ‘The Statesman’,  Churchill: Four Faces and the Man , 22;  Robert O’Neill, ‘Churchill, Japan, and Brit-ish Security in the Pacifi c 1904–1942’,  Churchill , ed. Robert Blake and William Roger Louis (New York: W. W. Norton, 1993), 288–9  ;  B. J. C. McKercher, ‘The Limitations of the Politician-Strategist: Winston Churchill and the German Threat, 1933–39’,  Churchill and Strategic Dilemmas before the World Wars , ed. John H. Maurer (London: Frank Cass, 2003), 94  .  

note s  to  pag e s  132 – 14 0                        363

112.    Ferris, ‘Last Decade’;  G. A. H. Gordon,  British Seapower and Procurement Between 

the Wars  (Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, 1988) .  

113.    Bell,  Royal Navy , 93–8.  

114.    E.g. Taylor, ‘Statesman’; 22; McKercher, ‘Churchill and the German Threat’, 

94.  

115.    Barnett,  Collapse of British Power , 277;  idem. ,  Britain and her Army 1509–1970   

(London: Allen Lane, 1970) 411, 415; MacGregor, ‘Former Naval Cheapskate’, 319–20; Rhodes James,  Churchill , 124, 165.    




chapter 5   

1.    Speech of 16 August 1929, Canadian Club, Empire Club, and Board of Trade 

Luncheon,  Toronto,  Empire Club of Canada: Addresses Delivered to the Members During the Year 1929   (Toronto: T. H. Best, 1930), 203–14  . See also Churchill’s speech in Ottawa the day before:  Complete Speeches , V:4,670.  

2.     David Marquand,  Ramsay MacDonald  (London: Jonathan Cape, 1977), 466–74  ; 

 David Carlton,  MacDonald versus Henderson  (London: Macmillan, 1970), ch. 5.   

3.    Robert Craigie minute, 26 March 1929, FO 371/13520; Cabinet Conclusions 

16 (29), 1, 11 April 1929, CAB 23/60.  

4.    For a recent overview of the fi rst London Conference and the Anglo-American 

discussions preceding it, see  Christopher M. Bell, ‘Britain and the London Conference, 1930’, in  At the Crossroads between Peace and War: Naval Rivalries and Arms Control between the World Wars , ed. John H. Maurer and Christopher M. Bell (Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, forthcoming) .  

5.     Orest Babij, ‘The Second Labour Government and British Maritime Security, 

1929–1931’,  Diplomacy and Statecraft , 6 (November 1995): 645–71  ;  Keith Neilson, ‘ “Unbroken Thread”: Japan, Maritime Power and British Imperial Defence, 1920–32’,  British Naval Strategy East of Suez 1900–2000  , ed. Greg Kennedy  (London: Frank Cass, 2005), 79  ; Bell, ‘London Conference’.  

6.    Jones to Baldwin, 14 September 1929, in  Whitehall Diary , II: 210–11.  

7.    Babij, ‘Second Labour Government’.  

8.    Ferris, ‘Last Decade’, Gordon,  British Seapower and Procurement .  9.    Speech of 2 June 1930, House of Commons,  Complete Speeches , V:4,814–22; 

these themes were repeated in his speech on the 1930 navy estimates, 21 July 1930,    ibid.   , 4,893–8.  

10.    WSC to Baldwin, 17 May 1930,  WSC , V/2:156–7.  11.       Ibid.   ; WSC to Richmond, 24 May 1930, RIC/7/2, Richmond papers, NMM.  12.    Speech of 23 November 1932, House of Commons,  Complete Speeches , V:5,

199–200.  

13.    Speech of 13 May 1932, House of Commons,  Complete Speeches , V:5,173–4.  14.    Speech of 17 February 1933, Anti-Socialist and Anti-Communist Union 

 Meeting, Queen’s Hall, London,  Complete Speeches , V:5,219–20.  

15.     R. A. C. Parker,  Churchill and Appeasement  (London: Macmillan, 2000), 28–45  .  364                note s  to  pag e s  141 – 147

16.    Speech of 28 November 1934, House of Commons,  Complete Speeches , V:5,441.  17.    E.g. Speech of 28 November 1934, House of Commons,  Complete Speeches , 

V:5,441; also speech of 14 March 1933,    ibid.   , 5,234.  

18.    Speech of 14 March 1933, House of Commons,  Complete Speeches , V:5,234.  19.    E.g. CID 1084-B: ‘Imperial Defence Policy: Annual Review for 1932 by the 

COS Committee’, 3 March 1932, CAB 4/21.  

20.    DRC 14: ‘Report of the DRC’, 28 January 1934, CAB 16/109.  21.    The classic study of British grand strategy during this period is  N. H. Gibbs, 

 Grand Strategy , I (London: HMSO, 1976) . More recent works on the subject include  Peter Bell,  Chamberlain, Germany and Japan, 1933–4   (London: Macmillan, 1996) ;  Keith Neilson ‘The Defence Requirements Sub-Committee, British Strategic Foreign Policy, Neville Chamberlain and the Path to Appeasement’,  English Historical Review , cxviii (June 2003), 651–84  .  

22.    DRC 14: ‘Report of the DRC’, 28 January 1934, CAB 16/109.  23.    DC(M)(32) 120: ‘Note by the Chancellor of the Exchequer on the Report of 

the D.R.C.’, 20 June 1934, CAB 16/111.  

24.       Ibid.     

25.    Neilson, ‘DRC’, 677–8; CP 205 (34): ‘Defence Requirements: Report’, 31 July 

1934, CAB 24/250.  

26.    This theme is explored in  George Peden, ‘Winston Churchill, Neville Cham-

berlain and the Defence of Empire,’  The Limitations of Military Power , ed. John B. Hattendorf and Malcolm Murfett (Basingstoke: Macmillan, 1990), 160–72  .  

27.    ‘Organise our Supplies’, 29 May 1936, in  Winston S. Churchill,  Step by Step  

 1936–1939   (London: Odhams, 1948), 21  .  

28.    Parker,  Churchill and Appeasement , ch. 6.  29.    Speech of 5 October 1938, House of Commons,  Complete Speeches , 6:6,011.  30.     Joseph Maiolo,  The Royal Navy and Nazi Germany ,  1933–39   (London: Macmil-

lan, 1998) ;  Clare Scammell, ‘The Royal Navy and the Strategic Origins of the Anglo-German Naval Agreement of 1935’,  Journal of Strategic Studies , 20, no. 2 (June 1997), 92–118  .  

31.    Speeches of 11 and 22 July 1935, House of Commons,  Complete Speeches , 

VI:5,652–6, 5,661–4.  

32.    Speech of 22 July 1935, House of Commons,    ibid.   , 5,663.  33.    Speech of 22 May 1935, House of Commons,    ibid.   , 5,612; see also his speech of 

24 July 1935 at Harlow,    ibid.   , 5,665.  

34.    ‘Our Navy Must be Stronger’, 15 May 1936,  Step by Step , 17–20.  35.    ‘The Mission of Japan’,  Collier’s , 20 February 1937,  Collected Essays , I:365–72.  36.    ‘Germany and Japan’, 27 November 1936, in Churchill,  Step by Step , 71–4.  37.    ‘What Japan Thinks of Us’, 21 January 1938,  Step by Step , 194.  38.    WSC to his wife, 15 January 1936,  WSC , V/3:16.  39.    Speech of 16 March 1936, House of Commons,  Complete Speeches , VI:5,706; see 

also ‘Defending the Empire’, 13 May 1937,  Step by Step , 119.  

40.    Speech of 17 March 1938, House of Commons,  Complete Speeches , VI:5,933.  

note s  to  pag e s  147 – 15 0                        365

41.    Speech of 11 March 1937, House of Commons,  Complete Speeches , VI:5,837; 

‘Rebuilding the Battle Fleet’, 22 March 1937,  Step by Step , 102–5.  

42.    Speech of 18 February 1937, House of Commons,  Complete Speeches , VI:5,837. 

See also his speeches of 4 and 11 March 1937; ‘Future Safeguards of National Defence’,  News of the World , 1 May 1938,  Collected Essays , I:400–1.  

43.    Chatfi eld to WSC, 5 May 1936, CHT/4/3;  WSC , V/3:139; see also R. G. Henderson 

to WSC, 23 November 1936, CHAR 2/272.  

44.    Roskill,  Naval Policy , II:221, 330;  Joseph Moretz,  The Royal Navy and the Capital 

Ship in the Interwar Period: An Operational Perspective  (London: Frank Cass, 2002), 54–5  ; CID 1258-B: ‘Vulnerability of Capital Ships to Air Attack’, report by the Sub-Committee, 30 July 1936, CAB 4/24.  

45.    Moretz,  Capital Ship , 197–9; speech of 11 March 1937, House of Commons, 

 Complete Speeches , VI:5,840; Churchill, ‘Is Air Power Decisive?’, 1 September 1938,  Step By Step , 263–4.  

46.    ‘Is Air Power Decisive?’, 1 September 1938,  Step By Step , 263–4.  47.    ‘Future Safeguards of National Defence’,  News of the World , 1 May 1938,  Col-

lected Essays , I:401.  

48.    Speech of 17 March 1938, House of Commons,  Complete Speeches , VI:5,933.  49.     Geoffrey Till,   Air Power and the Royal Navy  (London: Jane’s, 1979) .  50.    Speech of 4 May 1936, House of Commons,  Complete Speeches , VI:5,742–3. 

Churchill estimated that the US and Japanese navies already possessed around 1,000 and 800 naval aircraft respectively. Britain, he claimed, would not even reach 217 until the aircraft provided in the 1936 estimates were completed. Notably, it did not occur to Churchill that Japan might also be developing a  qualitative  lead over Britain in this area.  

51.    ‘Fleet Air Arm’, draft memorandum, 15 April 1937,  WSC , V/3:646–8; reprinted 

in Churchill,  SWW , I:675–8, where it is dated 1936.  

52.    E.g. WSC to Air Commodore J. A. Chamier, 19 November 1936,  WSC , 

V/3:419; speech of 4 May 1936, House of Commons,  Complete Speeches , VI:5,744.  

53.    Chatfi eld to WSC, 5 May 1936, CHT/4/3;  WSC , V/3:137.  54.     Lord Chatfi eld,   It Might Happen Again  (London: Heinemann, 1947), 139  ; 

Churchill,  SWW , III:163–4.  

55.    WSC to Chatfi eld, 18 June 1938, CHT/4/3;  WSC , V/3:1,064–5; Churchill, 

 SWW , I:164.  

56.    ‘Defending the Empire’, 13 May 1937,  Step by Step , 121; speeches of 4 March 

1937 and 1 February 1939, House of Commons,  Complete Speeches , VI.  

57.   WSC unsent letter to Hoare, 1 August 1936,  WSC , V/3:303; Churchill,  SWW , I:160–2; 

speech of 17 March 1938, House of Commons,  Complete Speeches , VI:5,929.  

58.    The minutes in ADM 116/3735 illustrate this concern. See also Chatfi eld,   It 

Might Happen Again , ch. 17; Roskill,  Naval Policy , II:220–1, 279–80, 328.  

59.    Hoare to WSC, July 1936, CHAR 2/272.  60.    Bell,  Royal Navy , 36–8.  

366                note s  to  pag e s  15 0 – 156

61.    Eg. speeches of 17 March 1938, House of Commons, and 28 June 1939, City 

Carlton Club, London,  Complete Speeches , VI; ‘Future Safeguards of National Defence’,  News of the World , 1 May 1938,  Collected Essays , I:400.  

62.    ‘The Anglo-German Naval Agreement’, 12 January 1939,  Step by Step , 307.  63.       Ibid.     

64.    ‘Future Safeguards of National Defence’,  Collected Essays , I:401. On the navy’s 

concerns regarding a potential ‘knock-out blow’ against Britain’s import system, see Maiolo,  Royal Navy , ch. 3.  

65.    ‘Future Safeguards of National Defence’,  Collected Essays , I:398.  66.    Speech of 17 March 1938, House of Commons,  Complete Speeches , VI:5,932.  67.    For the navy’s response to the problems posed by a two-hemisphere war, see 

Bell,  Royal Navy , 26–44, 99–111.  

68.    DRC 37: ‘Third Report of Defence Requirements Sub-Committee’, 21 November 

1935, CAB 16/112. For the Admiralty’s pursuit of the ‘new standard’, see Bell,  Royal Navy , 27–44.  

69.    In contrast, the navy estimates for 1935/36 stood at slightly over £60 million. 

‘Board Memorandum on a New Standard of Naval Strength’, 26 April 1937, ADM 1/9081.  

70.    DP(P) 3, ‘A New Standard of Naval Strength,’ memorandum by the Board of 

Admiralty, 26 April 1937, CAB 16/181.  

71.       Ibid.     

72.    Admiralty war plans during this period are examined in Bell,  Royal Navy , 

78–90.  

73.    War Memorandum (Eastern), ADM 116/4393.  74.    Bell,  Royal Navy .  

75.    Remarks at a meeting of the 1922 Committee of the House of Commons, 7

December 1936: report to the Cabinet.  WSC , V/3:467. See also ‘Japan Guesses Wrong’,  Collier’s , 30 July 1938,  Collected Essays , I:410–11.  

76.    ‘Memorandum on Sea-Power, 1939,’ 27 March 1939, PREM 1/345; FO 

371/23982;  WSC , V/3:1,414–17.  

77.       Ibid.   , 1,416.  

78.       Ibid.   , 1,415. ‘One can take it as quite certain,’ he wrote, ‘that Japan would not 

run such a risk [of an attack on Australia]. They are an extremely sensible people.’  

79.    ‘Japan Entangled’, 26 May 1938,  Step by Step , 233–6. Churchill returned to this 

theme in ‘A Word to Japan!’,  Daily Mirror , 11 August 1939,  Collected Essays , I:468, and his speech of 28 June 1939, City Carlton Club, London,  Complete Speeches , 6:6,144.  

80.    ‘Japan Entangled’,  Step by Step , 233–6.  81.    Speech of 26 October 1937, Waltham Abbey,   Complete Speeches , VI:5,898.  82.    Bell,  Royal Navy , 81–90.  

83.    SAC 4: ‘Note by the First Sea Lord,’ 28 February 1939, CAB 16/209.  84.       Ibid.   ; see also Backhouse’s minute of 24 March 1939, ADM 1/9909.  

note s  to  pag e s  156 – 161                       367

85.    ‘Composition of the Far Eastern Fleet in War’, 15 March 1939, DRAX 2/9, 

Drax papers.  

86.    The Mediterranean in British defence planning during this period is covered in 

 Lawrence Pratt,  East of Malta, West of Suez  (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1975) .  

87.    SAC 6th mtg, 17 April 1939, CAB 16/209.  88.    SAC 1st and 2nd mtgs, 1 and 13 March 1939, CAB 16/209.  89.    ‘Memorandum on Sea-Power, 1939’, 27 March 1939.  90.       Ibid.    The importance of striking fi rst against Italy was also emphasized in 

Churchill’s 16 March 1939 speech on the annual navy estimates,  Complete Speeches , VI:6,088–9. On naval planning against Italy and the problems of infl ict-ing a knock-out blow, see Bell,  Royal Navy , ch. 5.  

91.       Ibid.   , VI:6,088; ‘Memorandum on Sea-Power, 1939’.  92.     WSC , V/3:1,414.  

93.    Ironside diary, 25 July 1939,  WSC , V/3:1,576–7.  94.    Cadogan to Lindsay, 17 April 1939, FO 371/23982. I am grateful to Trevor 

Checkley for bringing this fi le to my attention.  

95.    Chatfi eld to Chamberlain, 29 March 1939, PREM 1/345.  96.    Minute by Tom Phillips, 5 July 1939, ADM 1/9767.  97.    War Memorandum (Eastern), Section XVI, July 1939, ADM 1/9767.  98.    See COS 928, ‘The Situation in the Far East’, 18 June 1939, CAB 53/50.    




chapter 6   

1.     J. M. Butler,  Grand Strategy  (London: HMSO, 1957), II: 9–21  ;  Talbot Imlay,  Facing 

the  Second World War  (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2003) ;  Nick Smart,  British 

Strategy and Politics During the Phony War  (Westport, CT: Praeger, 2003) .  2.    WSC to Chamberlain, 18 September 1939,   The Churchill War Papers , ed. Martin 

Gilbert, 3 vols (New York: Norton, 1993–2001)  (cited hereafter as  CWP ), 

I:111–12.  

3.    WP [War Cabinet paper] (39) 14: ‘Report by the Land Forces Committee’, 

8 September 1939, CAB 66/1/14; WP  (39) 21: ‘Report of the Land Forces Com-

mittee’, 9 September 1939, CAB 66/1/21;  CWP , I:43–6, 54–5; Churchill,  SWW , 

I:355;  Michael Howard,  The Continental Commitment  (Harmondsworth: Penguin, 

1974) , 127–31; Butler,  Grand Strategy , II:32.  

4.    WP (39) 41, ‘Discussion on Second Report of the Land Forces Committee’, 

22 September 1939, CAB 66/1/41.  

5.    Chamberlain to WSC, 16 September 1939,  CWP , I:101.  6.    WM [War Cabinet minutes] (39) 20, confi dential annex [hereafter CA], 

19 September 1939, CAB 65/3/10.  

7.    WSC to Chamberlain, 18 September 1939,  CWP , I:111; Churchill,  SWW , I:360.  8.    WP (39) 37, ‘Second Report by the Land Forces Committee’, 19 September 

1939, CAB 66/1/37; WM  (39) 23, 22 September 1939, CAB 65/1/23.  

368                note s  to  pag e s  16 2 – 16 8

9.    WSC to Chamberlain, 18 September 1939,  CWP , I:111–12; Churchill,  SWW , 

I:360.  

10.    WSC to Neville Chamberlain, 10 September 1939,  CWP , I:60–2; WSC  to 

Pound et al., 11 September 1939,  CWP , I:73–5.  

11.    WSC to Pound et al., 11 September 1939, ADM 205/2;  CWP , I:73–5.  12.    Pound memorandum,  c. 22 September 1939, ADM 167/105.  13.    Undated memorandum, ‘Conclusions of Meeting in 1st Lord’s Room 12th 

September’, ADM 205/2.  

14.    Board of Admiralty minutes, 28 September 1939, ADM 167/103;  CWP , I:167.  15.    WSC to Pound et al., 8 October 1939, ADM 205/2;  CWP , I:223–4.  16.    Report by C-in-C, China, ‘Japanese Building Programme’, 5 November 1939; 

Naval Attaché, Tokyo to DNI, 21 December 1939, ADM 116/5757.  

17.    DNI memorandum, ‘Japanese Building Programme’, 18 January 1940, ADM 

116/5757.  

18.    WSC to Pound et al., ‘Japanese strength’, 11 February 1940, ADM 116/5757; 

 CWP , I:746.  

19.    DNI minute, 22 February 1940, ADM 116/5757. On British naval intelligence 

assessments of Japan, see Bell, ‘The Royal Navy, War Planning and Intelligence Assessments of Japan’;  Wesley K. Wark, ‘In Search of a Suitable Japan: British Naval Intelligence in the Pacifi c before the Second World War’,  Intelligence and National Security , I, no. 2 (May 1986), 189–211  .  

20.    Desmond Morton to Eric Seal, 16 February 1940, ADM 116/5757.  21.    DNI minute, 22 February 1940, ADM 116/5757.  22.    WM (40) 67, 13 March 1940, CAB 65/6/12;  CWP , I:876. They also insisted that 

the decision be reviewed before the end of the calendar year.  

23.    WP (40) 53: WSC memorandum, ‘Naval Programme 1940–41’, 2 March 1940, 

CAB 66/5/33.  

24.    WP (40) 95: Naval Staff memorandum, ‘Comparison of British and Japanese 

Fleets’, 12 March 1940, CAB 66/6.  

25.    Quoted in Butler,  Grand Strategy , II:81.  26.     James Levy, ‘Ready or Not?: The Home Fleet at the Outset of World War II’, 

 Naval War College Review  (Autumn 1999) .  

27.    Quoted in  Stephen Roskill,  The Navy at War  (London: Collins, 1960), 34  .  28.     Andrew Lambert, ‘Seapower 1939–1940: Churchill and the Strategic Origins of 

the Battle of the Atlantic’,  Journal of Strategic Studies , 17, no. 1 (March 1994), 98–100  .  

29.    Butler,  Grand Strategy , II:84.  

30.    WSC to Pound et al., 20 November 1939,  CWP , I:397.  31.    Lambert, ‘Seapower 1939–1940’, 100–2.  32.    For the composition of these groups and their dispositions, see Churchill, 

 SWW , I:403–5.  

33.    WSC to Pound, 20 September 1939, ADM 205/4;  CWP , I:127.  

note s  to  pag e s  16 8 – 174                        369

34.    WSC memorandum, ‘Catherine’, 12 September 1939, ADM 205/4;  CWP , 

I:82–4.  

35.    Prior,  Churchill’s ‘World  Crisis’ , 270–1; Keyes to WSC, 23 November 1926,  WSC , 

V/1:886–7.  

36.    WSC memorandum, ‘Catherine’, 12 September 1939, ADM 205/4;  CWP , 

I:82–4.  

37.    Cork memorandum, ‘Catherine’, 26 September 1939, ADM 205/4.  38.    Pound memorandum, ‘Notes on “C” ’, 20 September 1939, ADM 205/4;  CWP , 

I:126.  

39.    Admiralty memorandum, ‘Catherine: precis of stages of planning’, 17 February 

1940, ADM 205/4.  

40.    Pound to WSC, 3 December 1939, ADM 199/1929;  CWP , I:456–7.  41.    WSC to Pound, Phillips and Sir Archibald Carter, 11 December 1939, ADM 

199/1928;  CWP , I:496–7.  

42.    See Drax to Admiralty, 7 December 1939, ADM 199/1929.  43.    WSC to Pound, Phillips, and Sir Archibald Carter, 11 December 1939, ADM 

199/1928;  CWP , I:496–7.  

44.    WSC letters to Admiral Fraser and Captain Boyd, and to Pound and Philips, 

both 19 November 1939,  CWP , I:387–9; ADM 205/2; Churchill,  SWW , I:399–400.  

45.    Air Ministry memorandum, ‘Mining the Rhine’, 7 December 1939,  CWP , I: 

482–5; ADM 116/4239; WM  (39) 110, 10 December 1939, CAB 65/2/44;  CWP , I:491–2.  

46.     Patrick Salmon, ‘British Plans for Economic Warfare against Germany 1937–1939: 

The Problem of Swedish Iron Ore’,  The Second World War: Essays in Military and Political History , ed. Walter Laqueur (London: Sage, 1982) .  

47.    Salmon, ‘British  Plans’, 37.  

48.       Ibid.   , 40–5.  

49.    WP (39) 57: WSC memorandum, ‘Norway and Sweden’, 29 September 1939, 

CAB 66/2/7.  

50.    WSC to Pound et al., 19 September 1939, ADM 199/892.  51.    Cross to WSC, 9 November 1939, ADM 199/892.  52.    Morton to Cross, 27 November 1939, FO 837/24; MEW memorandum I/81/1, 

27 November 1939, FO 837/802, and ADM 116/4471.  

53.    WM (39) 99, 30 November 1939, CAB 65/2/33.  54.    MEW draft paper, 12 December 1939, FO 837/24. For background see  Talbot 

Imlay, ‘Allied Economic Intelligence and Strategy during the “Phoney War” ’,  Intelligence and National Security , 13, 4 (Winter 1998), 123  .  

55.    WM (39)116, 15 December 1939, CAB 65/2/50.  56.    WP (39) 162: WSC  memorandum, ‘Norway—Iron-Ore Traffi c’, 16 December 

1939, CAB 66/4/12;  CWP , I: 522–4; Churchill,  SWW , I:431–3.  

57.    WM (39) 118, 18 December 1939, CAB 65/2/52;  CWP , I:532–3.  

370                note s  to  pag e s  174 – 18 0

58.      The Ironside Diaries, 1937–40  , ed. Roderick Macleod and Dennis Kelly (London: 

Constable, 1962), 174–88  ; MCC (39)10, 20 December 1939, CAB 83/1;  CWP , I, 547–8.  

59.    WM (39)122, CA, 22 December 1939, CAB 65/4/29;  CWP , I:553–6.  60.    Halifax memorandum, ‘The German Iron-Ore Traffi c’, 20 December 1939, 

CAB 66/4/18;  CWP , I:546–7; WM  (39)122, CA, 22 December 1939, CAB 65/4/29;  CWP , I:555.  

61.    WSC memorandum, ‘A Note on the War in 1940’, 25 December 1939,  CWP , 

I:568–70.  

62.    Pound to WSC, 25 December 1939, ADM 199/1929.  63.    Pound to WSC, 31 December 1939, ADM 205/4;  CWP , I:589–91.  64.    WSC to Pound, 1 January 1940, ADM 205/4;  CWP , I:592–3.  65.    Pound to WSC, 10 January 1940, ADM 205/4.  66.    WSC to Pound, 15 January 1940, ADM 205/4;  CWP , I:644–6.  67.    Pound to WSC, 25 December 1939, ADM 199/1929.  68.    Ironside diary, 28 and 30 December 1939, in Macleod and Kelly,  Ironside Diaries , 

173–6, 189–90; WP  (39) 179: Report by the COS, ‘Military Implications of a Policy Aimed at Stopping the Export of Swedish Iron Ore to Germany’, 31 December 1939, CAB 66/3.  

69.    WP (39) 180: Report by the COS, ‘Stoppage of the Export of Iron Ore to 

 Germany: Balance of Advantage between the Major and Minor Projects’, 31 December 1939, CAB 66/3.  

70.    WP (40) 3: WSC memorandum, ‘Swedish Iron Ore’, 31 December 1939, CAB 

66/3;  CWP , I:587–8.  

71.   WM (40) 1 and 2, CA, 2 and 3 January 1940, CAB 65/11;  CWP , I:597–8, 600–2.  72.    WM (40) 2, CA, 3 January 1940, CAB 65/11/2;  CWP , 600–2.  73.    WM (40) 8, CA, 10 January 1940, CAB 65/11/8, 10 January 1940,  CWP , 

I:618–20.  

74.    WM (40) 9, CA, 11 January 1940, CAB 65/11/9;  CWP , I:624–6.  75.    WM (40) 16, CA, 17 January 1940, CAB 65/11/16.  76.    WM (40) 10, CA, 12 January 1940, CAB 65/11/10;  CWP , I:629–31.  77.    WP (40) 35: COS report, ‘Intervention in Scandinavia: Plans and Implications’, 

28 January 1940, Cab 66/5.  

78.    SWC (Supreme War Council minutes) (39/40) 5, 5 February 1940, CAB 99/3; 

 CWP , I:719; on French interest in opening a Scandinavia theatre, see Imlay,  Fac-ing the Second World War , 63–8.  

79.    WM (40) 35, CA, 7 February 1940, CAB 65/11/25;  CWP , I:723; WP  (40) 51: 

COS report, ‘The Employment of Allied Land Forces in Scandinavia and  Finland’, 14 February 1940, CAB 66/5; Salmon, ‘Great Britain, the Soviet Union and Finland’, 121.  

80.    WM (40) 45, CA, 18 February 1940, CAB 65/11/32;  CWP , I:778.  81.    WP (40) 60: WSC memorandum, ‘Stoppage of traffi c in Norwegian territorial 

waters’, 14 February 1940, CAB 66/5;  CWP , I:761–2.  

note s  to  pag e s  18 0 – 18 4                        371

82.    WM (40) 50, 23 February 1940, CAB 65/5/50;  CWP , I:795–6.  83.    WM (40) 56, CA, 1 March 1940, CAB 65/12/1; WM  (40) 59, CA, 4 March 

1940, CAB 65/12/4;  CWP , I:839–40, 846.  

84.    Churchill: note for Pound, 6 March 1940, ADM 116/4471;  CWP , I:853–4.  

85.    WM (40) 65, CA, 11 March 1940, CAB 65/12/10;  CWP , I:868–9.  

86.    WM (40) 66, CA, 12 March 1940, CAB 65/12/11;  CWP , I:872–3;  John Kennedy, 

 The Business of War  (London: Hutchinson, 1957), 46–51  .  

87.    WM (40) 68, CA, 14 March 1940, CAB 65/12/12; WP  (40) 96: Naval Staff 

memorandum, ‘Effect of the Russian-Finnish Treaty on our Naval Situation’, 14 March 1940, CAB 66/6/26;  CWP , I:878–80.  

88.    WM (40) 68, CA, 14 March 1940, CAB 65/12/12;  CWP , I:879–80.  

89.    WSC to Halifax, 14 March 1940,  CWP , I:883–4. Churchill had expressed simi-

lar concerns, in more muted terms, at the War Cabinet meeting of 12 January 1940, WM  (40) 10, CA, CAB 65/11/10;  CWP , I:630.  

90.    WP (40) 84: WSC memorandum, ‘Royal Marine Operation’, 4 March 1940, 

CAB 66/6/14;  CWP , I:844–5.  

91.    WM (40) 66, CA, 12 March 1940, CAB 65/12/11; WM  (40) 67, 13 March 1940, 

CAB 65/6/12;  CWP , I:872–5.  

92.    WSC to Pound et al., 14 March 1940,  CWP , I:881;  Marder,  From the Dardanelles 

to Oran  (London: Clarendon Press, 1974), 153  .  

93.    WM (40) 71, CA, 18 March 1940, CAB 65/12/13; WM  (40) 72, 19 March 1940, 

CAB 65/6/17;  CWP , I:898, 902.  

94.    WSC to Pound, 23 March 1940,  CWP , I:911.  95.    WP (40) 109: Paul Reynaud, ‘French Government’s Views on the Future Con-

duct of the War’, 25 May 1940, CAB 66/6/39.  

96.    WM (40) 76, 27 March 1940, CAB 65/6/21;  CWP , I:920–1; WP  (40) 

107: Halifax memorandum, ‘Policy to Be Adopted Towards Norway and  Sweden in Consequence of their Attitude During the Finnish War’, CAB 66/6/37.  

97.    SWC (39/40) 6, 28 March 1940, CAB 99/3;  CWP , I:925–6; Churchill,  SWW , 

I:455–7.  

98.    Note by Chamberlain, 31 March 1940,  CWP , I:944; WM  (40) 78, 1 April 1940, 

CAB 65/6/23;  CWP , I:946; Churchill,  SWW , I:459–60.  

99.    WSC to Chamberlain, 1 April 1940,  CWP , I:948.  

100.    WM (40) 80, CA, 3 April 1940, CAB 65/12/15;  CWP , I:951–3.  101.    WP (40) 122: COS memorandum, ‘Plan R.4: Instructions to Commanders’, 

4 April 1940, CAB 66/7/2; WM (40) 83, 6 April 1940, CAB 65/12/17.  

102.     F. H. Hinsley, et al.,  British Intelligence in the Second World War  (London: HMSO, 

1979), I:115–25  ,  Olav Riste,‘Intelligence and the “Mindset”: The German Invasion of Norway in 1940’,  Intelligence and National Security , 22, 4 (August 2007), 521–36  ;  Wesley Wark, ‘Beyond Intelligence: The Study of British Strat-egy and the Norway Campaign, 1940’,  Power, Personalities and Policies , ed. Michael Graham Fry (London: Frank Cass, 1992) .  

372                note s  to  pag e s  18 4 – 18 9

103.    The order was given by Pound, although it is not entirely certain whether the 

decision was his alone, Churchill’s, or was taken by the First Lord and First Sea Lord jointly. The diary of Captain Ralph Edwards, then Deputy Director of Operations (Home), seems to point conclusively to Pound as the driving force. Edwards diary typescript, ROSK 4/75.  

104.    WM (40) 86, 9 April 1940, CAB 65/6/31;  CWP , I:988–91.  105.    WM (40) 85, 9 April 1940, CAB 65/6/30.  106.    SWC (39/40) 7, 9 April 1940, Cab 99/3;  François Kersaudy,  Norway 1940   (Lin-

coln, NB: University of Nebraska Press, 1998), 85  .  

107.     SWW , I:586–9;  Lord Ismay,  The Memoirs of Lord Ismay  (London: Heinemann, 

1960), 108–12  .  

108.    MCC (40) 17, 9 April 1940, CAB 83/3;  CWP , I:997–9; WM  (40) 87, CA, 10

April 1940, CAB 65/12/19.  

109.    Notes of an informal meeting at 10 Downing Street, 11 April 1940, ADM 

205/4;  CWP , I:1,007; WM  (40) 88, CA, 11 April 1940, CAB 65/12/20.  

110.    MCC (40) 19, 11 April 1940, CAB 83/3;  CWP , I:1,029.  111.    WSC to Pound et al., 11 April 1940,  CWP , I:1,031.  112.    Ralph Edwards’ diary, 11 April 1940, Edwards papers, Churchill College 

Archives Centre, REDW 1/2; Roskill,  Churchill and the Admirals , 102; Ironside diary, 11 April 1940, in Macleod and Kelly,  Ironside Diaries , 253. Much confu-sion has subsequently been caused by the mistaken assertion by Macleod and Kelly that the Admiralty was preparing at this time to launch a naval assault directly on Trondheim, and that forces were needed at Namsos to support it.  

113.    WM (40) 90, CA, 12 April 1940, CAB 65/12/22;  CWP , I:1,039;  The Diaries of 

Sir Alexander Cadogan , 269–70.  

114.    WM (40) 90, CA, 12 April 1940, CAB 65/12/23.  115.    WSC memorandum, ‘Notes by the Chairman of the Military Co-ordination 

Committee for the Joint Planning Staff ’, 12 April 1940,  CWP , I:1,043–4.  

116.    WM (40) 91, CA, 13 April 1940, CAB 65/12/23;  CWP , I:1,048; Churchill, 

 SWW , I:614, where the wording of the minutes is altered slightly and is wrongly described as coming from a meeting of the Military Co-ordination Committee.  

117.      The Diaries of Sir Alexander Cadogan ,  1938–1945  , ed. David Dilks (New York: 

G.  P. Putnam’s Sons, 1972), 270  ; WM  (40) 91, CA, 13 April 1940, CAB 65/12/23;  CWP , I:1,048–50; WSC to Reynaud and Daladier (draft), CAB 21/1388.  

118.    MCC (40) 22, 13 April 1940, CAB 83/3;  CWP , I:1,054–5.  119.    WM (40) 92, CA, 14 April 1940, CAB 65/12/24;  CWP , I:1,059; MCC (40) 25, 

15 April 1940, CAB 83/3.  

120.    MCC (40) 23, 14 April 1940, CAB 83/3; WM  (40) 93, CA, 15 April 1940, CAB 

65/12/25.  

121.    MCC (40) 26, 16 April 1940, CAB 83/3;  CWP , I:1,073–4. On the background 

to this meeting and Chamberlain’s decision to take the chair, see  CWP  I:1,071–3.  

note s  to  pag e s  19 0 – 19 6                        373

122.    WSC memorandum, ‘Military Coordination Committee: Note by the Chair-

man’, 16 April 1940, ADM 199/1929;  CWP , I:1,076–7.  

123.    WSC to Cork and Mackesy, 17 April 1940,  CWP , I:1,083; WSC to Forbes, 

17 April 1940,  CWP , I:1,084. Mackesy’s son, the historian  Piers Mackesy, offers an impassioned defence of his father in ‘Churchill as Chronicler: The Narvik Episode’,  History   Today , 35 (March 1985), 14–20  .  

124.    MCC (40) 77: WSC  memorandum, ‘Operation “Rupert” ’, 17 April 1940, 

 CWP , I:1,078–9; WSC to Cork and Mackesy, 17 April 1940,  CWP , I:1,083. WM (40) 95, CA, 17 April 1940, CAB 65/12/26; CWP, I: 1,081–3.  

125.    WM (40) 95, CA, 17 April 1940, CAB 65/12/26.  126.    Churchill,  SWW , I:628; MCC (40) 30, 19 April 1940, CAB 83/3.  127.    WM (40) 98, CA, 20 April 1940, CAB 65/12/29; MCC (40) 82: Churchill 

memorandum, ‘Operation “Rupert”’, 20 April 1940,  CWP , I:1,104–5.  

128.    WSC to Chamberlain, 21 April 1940, ADM 116/4471;  CWP , I:1,116–17.  129.    SWC (39/40) 8, 22 April 1940, CAB 99/3;  CWP , I:1,118–20; Churchill,  SWW , 

I:640–1; Butler,  Grand Strategy , II:137–8.  

130.    Phillips memorandum, 25 April 1940, ADM 199/1929; Butler,  Grand Strategy , 

II:139; MCC (40) 34, 26 April 1940, CAB 83/3;  CWP , I:1,139–40.  

131.    MCC (40) 30, 26 April 1940, CAB 83/3;  CWP , I:1,140.  132.    Roskill,  War at Sea , I:202; see also Marder,  Dardanelles to Oran , 137–40.  133.     Barry Gough,  Historical Dreadnoughts  (Barnsley: Seaforth Publishing, 2010) .  134.    Roskill,  War at Sea , I:202;  idem .,  Churchill and the Admirals , 285–91.  135.    Marder,  Dardanelles to Oran , ch. 4.  136.    A good example of the tendency to shift blame entirely onto Churchill is 

 David Brown, ‘Norway 1940: The Balance of Interference’,  Britain and Norway in the Second World War , ed. Patrick Salmon (London: HMSO, 1995), 26–31  .  

137.    Marder,  Dardanelles to Oran , 171;  Roskill, ‘Marder, Churchill and the Admiralty, 

1939–42’,  Journal of the Royal United Services Institute  (January 1973) .  

138.     Carlo d’Este,  Warlord: A Life of Winston Churchill at War, 1874–1945   (New York: 

Harper, 2008), 364–5  .  

139.     SWW , I:641–5;  Memoirs of Lord Ismay , 112–14.  140.    Churchill,  SWW , I:511. An unpublished draft of his memoirs read: ‘it was a 

marvel—I really do not know how—I survived and maintained my position in public esteem while all the blame was thrown on poor Mr Chamberlain’. Reynolds,  In Command of History , 126.    




chapter 7   

1.     David Reynolds,  From World War to Cold War: Churchill, Roosevelt, and the Inter-

national History of the 1940s  (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2006), 75–98  ; 

 Reynolds,  In Command of History , ch. 11;  John Lukacs,  Five Days in London, May 

1940   (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1999) .  2.    Reynolds,  From World War  to  Cold War , 75–98.  

374                note s  to  pag e s  19 6 – 2 01

3.    WP (40) 168: COS memorandum, ‘British Strategy in a Certain Eventuality’, 

25 May 1940, CAB 66/7/48; WP  (40) 362: COS memorandum, ‘Future Strat-egy’, 4 September 1940, CAB 65/11/42.  

4.    WP (40) 352: WSC memorandum, ‘The Munitions Situation’, 3 September 

1940, CAB 66/11/32;  CWP , II:762.  

5.    WSC to Beaverbrook, 8 July 1940,  Kenneth Young,   Churchill and Beaverbrook  

(London: Eyre & Spottiswoode, 1966), 154  ;  CWP , II:492–3. See also WSC to Jan Smuts, 27 June 1940, and WSC to Lindemann, 29 June 1940,  CWP , II:429, 441.  

6.    WP (40) 352: WSC memorandum, ‘The Munitions Situation’, 3 September 

1940, CAB 66/11/32;  CWP , II:762–4.  

7.       Ibid.   ; WP  (40) 362: COS memorandum, ‘Future Strategy’, 4 September 1940, 

CAB 65/11/42.  

8.    WM (40) 176, CA, 22 June 1940, CAB/65/13/47;  CWP , II:396.  

9.    Marder,  Dardanelles to Oran , 222–6.  

10.     David Brown,  The Road to Oran: Anglo-French Naval Relations, September 1939–

July 1940   (London: Frank Cass, 2004) ; Marder,  Dardanelles to Oran , ch. 5.  

11.    WP (40) 169: COS memorandum, 26 May 1940, CAB 66/7/49.  12.    WM (40) 144, 28 May 1940, CAB 65/7/39.  13.    WSC to Ismay, 1 July 1940, and WSC to Alexander and Pound, 4 August 1940, 

Churchill,  SWW , II:207, 531; Roskill,  War at Sea , I:253–4;  James Levy,  The Royal Navy’s Home Fleet   in World War  II  (Basingstoke: Palgrave, 2003), 69–72  .  

14.    Roskill,  War at Sea , II:257.  

15.    WSC to Ironside and General Dill, 10 July 1940, ADM 205/6; Churchill,  SWW , 

II:252–3.  

16.    WSC to FDR, 15 May 1940,   Churchill and Roosevelt: The Complete Correspond-

ence , ed. Warren Kimball, 3 vols (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1984), I:37  ;  Philip Goodhart,  Fifty Ships that Saved the World  (London: Heine-mann, 1965), 1–11  .  

17.    ‘Minutes of Meeting held in Upper War Room, Admiralty’, 21 June 1940, ADM 

205/7.  

18.    WSC to FDR, 15 June 1940, in Kimball,  Churchill and Roosevelt , I:49–51; WSC 

to Lord Lothian, 17 June 1940, in Kimball,  Churchill and Roosevelt , I:52; Good-hart,  Fifty Ships , 69–77.  

19.    FDR to WSC, 13 August 1940, in Kimball,  Churchill and Roosevelt , I:57–9; 

Goodhart,  Fifty Ships , 144–66.  

20.    WSC to Alexander, 22 August 1940,  CWP , II:705–6.  21.    Pound memorandum, 25 August 1940, ADM 205/5.  22.    WP (40) 362: COS memorandum, 4 September 1940, CAB 65/11/42; WSC  to 

Alexander, 9 September 1940,  CWP , II:792–3.  

23.    WP (40) 349: Alexander memorandum. 7 September 1940, CAB 66/11/29.  24.    WSC to Alexander, 15 September 1940, ADM 205/5;  CWP , II:811–13.  25.    WM (40) 277, 25 October 1940, CAB 65/9/39.  

note s  to  pag e s  2 01 – 2 07                        375

26.    WSC to Eden, 18 October 1938; ‘Memorandum on Sea-Power, 1939’, 27 March 

1939,  WSC , V,  III:1,231, 1,414–17.  

27.    WP (40) 134: COS memorandum, ‘Implications of Possible Italian Action in the 

Mediterranean’, 21 April 1940, CAB 66/7/14.  

28.    COS (40) 404: WSC to Ismay, ‘Policy in the Mediterranean’, 28 May 1940, 

CAB 80/12; Defence Committee (Operations) minutes, 25 May 1940,  CWP , II:146, 175–6.  

29.    Cunningham to Pound, 7 June 1940,in Simpson,  Cunningham Papers , I:49–50.  30.    Pound to Cunningham, 16 June 1940, and Cunningham to Pound, 18 and 

27 June 1940, Add Ms 52560, in Simpson,  Cunningham Papers , I:74–6, 84; COS (40) 469 (JP), 17 June 1940, CAB 80/13; WSC  to Alexander, 17 June 1940, and WSC to Alexander and Pound, 15 July 1940, ADM 199/1930.  

31.    Churchill,  SWW , II:395–401.  

32.    WSC to Alexander, 7 September 1940,  CWP , II:785.  33.    WSC to Cunningham, 8 September 1940, in Simpson,  Cunningham Papers , I:146; 

Churchill,  SWW , II:400;  CWP , II:791–2; WP  (40) 421: WSC to COS, 15 October 1940, CAB 66/13/1.  

34.     Michael Simpson,  A Life of Admiral of the Fleet Viscount Cunningham of Hyndhope  

(London: Routledge, 2004), 75–7  .  

35.    Simpson,  Cunningham Papers , I:195.  36.    Colville diary, 30 March 1941,  John Colville,  The Fringes of Power: 10 Downing 

Street Diaries 1939–55   (New York: W. W.  Norton, 1985), 369  .  

37.    DO (41) 13, 13 April 1941, CAB 69/2; WSC  directive, 14 April 1941,  CWP , 

III:488, 497.  

38.    WSC to Pound, 12 April 1941,  CWP , III:484.  39.    WSC to Alexander and Pound, 14 April 1941, ADM 199/1933;  CWP , III:492.  40.    WSC directive, 14 April 1941,  CWP , III:496–8.  41.    Pound to Cunningham, 8 and 11 April 1941, in Simpson,  Cunningham Papers , 

I:336, 339.  

42.    Admiralty to Cunningham, and Cunningham to Admiralty, 15 April 1941, in 

Simpson,  Cunningham Papers , I:341–4.  

43.    Cunningham to Pound, 22 April 1941, in Simpson,  Cunningham Papers , I:353.  44.    Pound to Cunningham, 23 April 1941, in Simpson,  Cunningham Papers , I:354; 

WSC to Cunningham, 26 April 1941,  CWP , III:545–6.  

45.    Cunningham to WSC, 29 April 1941, in Simpson,  Cunningham Papers , I:361–2.  46.    WSC to Cunningham, 1 May 1941, in Simpson,  Cunningham Papers , I:395–6; 

 CWP , III:588.  

47.    Colville diary, 22 and 25 May 1941,  Fringes of Power , 389, 391.  48.    For Cunningham’s views, see Simpson,  Cunningham Papers , I:411–12.  49.    WSC to Admiralty, 7 October 1941, ADM 178/322.  50.    WSC to Ismay, 3 June 1940, PREM 3/330/5; WSC to Ismay, 5 June 1940, PREM 

3/330/5;  CWP  II:251 and Churchill,  SWW , II:217–18. Churchill’s views on combined operations during this period are discussed in  Bernard Ferguson,  The 376                note s  to  pag e s  2 07 – 210

Watery Maze  (London: Collins, 1961) , ch. 2;  Glen St. J. Barclay, ‘ “Butcher and Bolt”: Admiral Roger Keyes and British Combined Operations, 1940–1941’,  Naval War College Review , 35, 1 (March 1982), 18–29  ; Howard Steers, ‘Raiding the Continent: The Origins of British Special Service Forces’ (Master of Military Art and Science thesis, US Army Command and General Staff College, 1980).  

51.    Ferguson,  Watery Maze , 48–9; Barclay, ‘Butcher and Bolt’, 19–20.  52.    WM (40) 191, CA, 2 July 1940, CAB 65/14/12; WSC to Ismay, 2 and 10 July 

1940, PREM 3/330/9;  CWP  II:457, 499–500; Churchill,  SWW , II:566.  

53.    Ferguson,  Watery Maze , 49.  

54.    Undated War  Offi ce memorandum, PREM 3/330/9.  55.    WSC to Eden, 23 July 1940, PREM 3/330/9;  CWP , II:559; Churchill,  SWW , 

II:572.  

56.    WSC to Keyes, 25 July 1940,  CWP , II:568.  57.    WSC to Eden, 23 July 1940,  SWW , II:572;  CWP , II:559.  58.    John Colville diary, 9 and 30 August 1940,  Fringes of Power , 214, 233.  59.    WSC to Eden, 25 August 1940,  CWP , II:721–2.  60.    Churchill,  SWW , ch. 24;  Arthur Marder,  Operation Menace  (London: Oxford 

University Press, 1976) ;  Tim Benbow, ‘“Menace” to “Ironclad”: The British Operations against Dakar (1940) and Madagascar (1942)’,  Journal of Military His-tory , 75, no. 3 (July 2011), 769–809  .  

61.    WSC to Ismay 23 November 1940, PREM 3/330/9; Steers, ‘Raiding the Con-

tinent’, 57.  

62.    Halpern,  Keyes Papers , III:97–101.  63.       Ibid.   , III:80.  

64.    Cunningham to Pound, 21 November 1940, in Simpson,  Cunningham Papers , 

I:191; Cunningham to Admiralty, 9 December 1940, DO [Defence Committee (Operations) minutes] (40) 49, Annex I, CAB 69/1.  

65.    DO (40) 49, 9 December 1940, CAB 69/1;  CWP , II:1,205–7;  Keyes, ‘Diary  of 

19 November to 9 December relating to Operation “Workshop”’, Halpern,  Keyes Papers , III:110–12  .  

66.    WSC to Cunningham, 11 December 1940, in Simpson,  Cunningham Papers , 

I:205–7;  CWP , II:1,173–4, and Churchill,  SWW , II:618–19, where it is dated 3 December 1940.  

67.    WP (40) 265: COS memorandum, 16 July 1940, CAB 66/9/45; WM  (40) 209, 

CA, 22 July 1940, CAB 65/14/13; Butler,  Grand Strategy , II:238–9.  

68.    Pound to Cunningham, 15 December 1940, Halpern,  Keyes Papers , III:127; 

Simpson,  Cunningham Papers , I:209.  

69.    WSC to Ismay, 26 December 1940,  CWP , II:1,294; COS to WSC, 31 December 

1940, Halpern,  Keyes Papers , III:137.  

70.    Colville diary, 12 January 1941,  Fringes of Power , 335.  71.    WSC to Ismay for the COS, 13 January 1941,  CWP , III:82.  72.    Defence Committee (Ops) minutes, 13 January 1941, CAB 69/2; CWP, III:85; 

WSC to Ismay for COS, 13 January 1941,  CWP , III:81.  

note s  to  pag e s  211 – 216                       377

73.     David Brown (ed),  The Royal Navy and the Mediterranean  (London: Frank Cass, 

2002), II:253–5  ; DO (41) 6;  Defence Committee (Operations) minutes, 20 January 1941, CAB 69/2;  CWP , III:101–4.  

74.    Defence Committee (Operations) minutes, 20 January 1941, CAB 69/2;  CWP , 

III:101–4; WSC to Ismay for COS, 21 January 1941, CAB 69/2;  CWP , III:105–6.  

75.     Christopher Mann, ‘Combined Operations, the Commandos, and Norway, 

1941–1944’,  Journal of Military History , 73, 2 (April 2009), 471–95  ; WSC  to Pound, 3 January 1941, CAB 120/655;  CWP , III:17.  

76.    Barclay, ‘Butcher and Bolt’, 24.  

77.    Cunningham to Pound, 11 March 1941, in Simpson,  Cunningham Papers , I:299.  78.    Ferguson,  Watery Maze , 78.  

79.    WSC to Tovey, 7 March 1941,  CWP , III:328.  80.    Steers, ‘Raiding the Continent’, 76.  81.       Ibid.   , 78.  

82.       Ibid.   , 79.  

83.    DO (41) 29, 14 May 1941, and DO (41) 40, 10 June 1940, CAB 69/2.  84.     J. M. A. Gwyer and J. R. M. Butler,  Grand Strategy  (London: HMSO, 1964), 

III:7–8.   

85.    Keyes to WSC, 9 May 1940; Keyes to Eden, 12 May 1941; Captain Herbert 

Woolley to Keyes, 26 July 1941, Halpern,  Keyes Papers , III:166–70, 177–8; Butler,  Grand Strategy , III:8.  

86.    WSC to Ismay for COS, 23 June 1941, PREM 3/330/9;  CWP , III:841.  87.    Eden to WSC, 2 July 1941, PREM 3/330/9.  88.    DO (41) 46, 4 July 1941, CAB 69/2.  89.     Joan Beaumont,  Comrades in Arms: British Aid to Russia 1941–1945   (London: 

Davis-Poynter, 1980), 30  .  

90.    COS (41) 235, 7 July 1941, CAB 79/12; Steers, ‘Raiding the Continent’, 

107–8.  

91.    WSC to Keyes, 7 March 1941, PREM 3/328/7; Barclay, ‘Butcher and Bolt’, 25; 

WSC to Ismay, 8 July 1941, PREM 3/330/9;  CWP , III:911.  

92.    WSC to FDR, 28 August 1941, in Kimball,  Churchill and Roosevelt , I:234.  93.    Keyes memoranda, 6 and 27 August 1941, Halpern,  Keyes Papers , III:183–6.  94.    On Keyes’ relief, see Halpern,  Keyes Papers , III:83–5.  95.    Interview with Major General O. M. Lund, 8 May 1942, DEFE 2/699.  96.    Ferguson,  Watery Maze , 87–8.  

97.     Frederick Barley and David Waters,  The Defeat of the Enemy Attack on Shipping, 

1939–1945  , ed. Eric Grove (Aldershot: Ashgate, 1997) , 1B, table 27;  Terry Hughes and John Costello,  The Battle of the Atlantic  (New York: The Dial Press, 1977), 111  .  

98.    Barley and Waters,  Enemy Attack on Shipping , 1B, table 27.  99.    WSC to Sir John Reith, 11 August 1940, CWP, II:648;  Kevin Smith,  Confl ict 

Over Convoys: Anglo-American Logistics Diplomacy in the Second World War  (Cam-bridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996), 10–11  .  

378                note s  to  pag e s  216 – 2 2 0

100.    Smith,  Confl ict over Convoys , 28–30, 37.  101.    Butler,  Grand Strategy , II:571.  102.    Levy,  Royal Navy’s Home Fleet , 70.  103.    DO (40) 33, 3 October 1940, CAB 69/1; WM  (40) 266, 4 October 1940, CAB 

65/9/28;  CWP , II:899.  

104.    WM (40) 271, 15 October 1940, CAB 65/9/33;  CWP , II:950; DO (40) 39, 

31 October 1940, CAB 69/1; Hinsley,  British Intelligence , I:188–90.  

105.    WP (40) 411: Cross memorandum, 30 October 1940, CAB 66/12/41.  106.    WP (G) (40) 289, Greenwood memorandum, 5 November 1940, CAB 

67/8/89.  

107.    Churchill,  SWW , II:532–4, III:98–102.  108.    WP (40) 434: Alexander memorandum, 4 November 1940, CAB 66/13/14.  109.  DO (40) 40, 5 November 1940, CAB 69/1;  CWP , II:1,051–2.  110.    WSC to Alexander, 3 July 1941, ADM 199/1934;  CWP  III:894.  111.    DO (40) 40, 5 November 1940, CAB 69/1;  CWP , II:1,051–2.  112.    WP (40) 458: ‘Coastal  Command’, 23 November 1940, CAB 66/13/38.  113.    DO (40) 47, 4 December 1940, CAB 69/1;  John Buckley,  The RAF and Trade 

Defence, 1919–1945: Constant Endeavour  (Keele: Ryburn Publishing, Keele Uni-versity Press, 1995), 122  .  

114.    Roskill,  War at Sea , I:457;  Max Schoenfeld, ‘Winston Churchill as War Manager: 

The Battle of the Atlantic Committee, 1941’,  Military Affairs , 52 (1988), 125  .  

115.    WSC to Alexander and Pound, 27 December 1940, Churchill,  SWW , II:534.  116.    Import Executive minutes, 26 and 28 February 1941, CAB 86/1;  CWP , 

III:267–8, 290–1.  

117.    WSC to Alexander and Pound, 28 February 1941,  CWP , III:289.  118.    WM (41) 21, 27 February 1941, CAB 65/17/21.  119.     Charles Webster and Noble Frankland,  The Strategic Air Offensive Against Germany 

1939–1945  , 4 vols (London: HMSO, 1961), I:164–5  .  

120.    Secret session speech, House of Commons, 25 June 1941,  Complete Speeches , 

VI:6,434.  

121.    WSC directive, ‘The Battle of the Atlantic’, 6 March 1941, CAB 86/1; Church-

ill,  SWW , III:107–9; Roskill,  War at Sea , I:609–11.  

122.    Schoenfeld, ‘Churchill as War Manager’;  W. J. R. Gardner, ‘An Allied Perspec-

tive’, in  The Battle of the Atlantic 1939–1945  , ed. Stephen Howarth and Derek Law (London: Greenhill, 1994), 516–37  .  

123.    Import Executive minutes, 26 February 1941, CAB 86/1; Churchill,  SWW , 

III:100.  

124.    Schoenfeld, ‘Churchill as War Manager’, 125–6;  C. B. A. Behrens,  Merchant 

Shipping and the Demands of War  (London: HMSO and Longmans, Green and Co., 1955), 143–5  .  

125.    WP (41) 69, WSC  memoranda, 26 March 1941 and 27 March 1941, CAB 

66/15/42;  CWP , III:400–1, 413–14; WP  (41) 88: Alexander memorandum, 20 April 1941, CAB 66/16/11.  

note s  to  pag e s  2 2 0 – 2 2 8                         379

126.    Behrens,  Merchant Shipping , 130–8; Smith,  Confl ict over Convoys , 48–55.  127.    BA (Battle of the Atlantic Committee) (41) 9th mtg, 22 May 1941, CAB 86/1.  128.    BA (41) 1st mtg, 19 March 1941, CAB 86/1.  129.    Smith,  Confl ict Over Convoys , 55–7.  130.    Schoenfeld, ‘Churchill as War Manager’, 125–6.  131.    BA (41) 6th mtg, 23 April 1941, CAB 86/1; WSC to Bridges, Ismay et al., 

28 April 1941; Churchill,  SWW , III:128–9.  

132.    BA (41) 8th mtg, 8 May 1941, CAB 86/1.  133.    Schoenfeld, ‘Churchill as War Manager’, 123–5.  134.       Ibid.   , 125.  

135.    BA (41) 10th mtg, 5 June 1941, CAB 86/1; Barley and Waters,  Enemy Attack on 

Shipping , 304–5; Roskill,  War at Sea , 457–8.  

136.    WM (41) 61, 19 June 1941, CAB 65/18/40.  137.     WSC , VI:1,032.  

138.    WP (41) 69: WSC memorandum, ‘Naval Programme 1941’, 27 March 1941, 

CAB 66/15/42.  

139.    WM (41) 29, 17 March 1941, CAB 65/18/8.  140.    WSC to FDR, 19 March 1941, in Kimball,  Churchill and Roosevelt , I:149–50.  141.    FDR to WSC, 11 April 1941, in    ibid.   , I:166–7.  142.    WSC to FDR, 13 April 1941, in    ibid.   , I:169.  143.    Roskill,  War at Sea , I:616.  

144.    BA (41) 10th mtg, 5 June 1941, CAB 86/1;  Complete Speeches , VI:6,444; WSC 

to Wendell Wilkie  (unsent), 19 May 1941, in Kimball,  Churchill and Roosevelt , I:189–90.  

145.    Pound to WSC, 2 July 1941, ADM 205/10; Roskill,  War at Sea , I:614; Butler, 

 Grand Strategy , III:10; Hinsley,  British Intelligence , II:147–8, 167.  

146.    WSC to Pound, 5 July 1941, ADM 205/10;  CWP , III:899.  147.    Roskill,  War at Sea , I:616.  

148.    Barley and Waters,  Enemy Attack on Shipping , 1B, plans 9–10.  149.    Webster and Frankland,  Strategic Air Offensive , I:168.  150.    WSC to Portal, 17 April 41,  CWP , III:510.  151.    WSC to Portal, 21 July 1941, PREM 3/97/2; Defence Committee (Opera-

tions) minutes, 21 July 1941,  CWP , III:968.  

152.    Portal to WSC, 23 July 1941, PREM 3/97/2.  153.    Ismay to Portal, 20 August 1941, ADM 205/8.  154.    Power to Pound, 21 August 1941, ADM 205/8; Roskill,  War at Sea , I:467.  155.    WSC to Alexander and Pound, 8 October 1941; Alexander to WSC, 16 October 

1941; Portal to WSC, n.d., PREM 3/97.  

156.    WSC to Pound, 9 November 1941, ADM 199/1934; WSC to Pound and 

Alexander, 14 November 1941, ADM 199/1934; Churchill,  SWW , III:749;  CWP , III:1,454.  

157.    Pound to HR Moore, 19 November 1941, and undated memorandum, ADM 

205/13.  

380                note s  to  pag e s  2 2 8 – 233

158.    Alexander to WSC, 4 December 1941, PREM 3/171/3.  159.    Webster and Frankland,  Strategic Air Offensive , I:179–82.  160.    WSC to Portal, 27 September 1941,  CWP , III:1270.  161.    WSC to Portal, 7 October 1941,  CWP , III:1313–14; Webster and Frankland, 

 Strategic Air Offensive , I:184–5; Gwyer and Butler,  Grand Strategy , III:37–8.  

162.    WM (41) 111, 11 November 1941, CAB 65/20/4; WSC to Archibald Sinclair 

and Portal, 11 November 1941,  CWP , III:1,436; Webster and Frankland,  Strate-gic Air Offensive , I:185–7.  

163.    WSC to Alexander, 6 December 1941, PREM 3/171/3.  164.    Alexander to WSC, 8 December 1941, ADM 205/13.    




chapter 8   

1.    For Australia’s position, see  David Day,  The Great Betrayal  (New York: Norton, 

1989), ch. 2  .  

2.    DMV (Visits of Ministers from Dominions) (39) 8th Mtg, 20 November 1939, 

ADM 1/11062.  

3.    Chamberlain to J. A. Lyons, Prime Minister of Australia, 20 March 1939,   Docu-

ments on Australian Foreign Policy 1937–49,  ed. R. G. Neale et al. (Canberra:  Australian Government Publishing Service, 1976–82), II:75.   

4.    DMV (39) 8, 20 November 1939, ADM 1/11062.  

5.       Ibid.     

6.       Ibid.   ; WP  (39) 135: WSC memorandum, ‘Australian and New Zealand Naval 

Defence,’ 21 November 1939, CAB 66/3/5;  CWP , I:401–3.  

7.       Ibid.     

8.    WM (39) 68, 2 November 1939, CAB 65/2/2; Day,  Great Betrayal , 24.  9.    COS (40) 592 (Revise), ‘Far Eastern Appreciation’, 15 August 1940, CAB 

80/15.  

10.    WP (40) 234, Halifax memorandum, ‘Policy in the Far East’, 29 June 1940, CAB 

66/9/14; WP  (40) 263, Halifax memorandum, ‘Policy in the Far East’, 12 July 1940, CAB 66/9/43.  

11.    WM (40) 194, 5 July 1940, CAB 65/8/6;  CWP , II:478–9.  12.    WM (40) 222, CA, 8 August 1940, CAB 65/14/20;  CWP , II:634. Two  weeks 

earlier, Churchill thought that Britain would have to rely ‘mainly on subma-rines and a few fast cruisers at the outset’. WSC to Ismay, 25 July 1940,    ibid.   , II:570.  

13.    WSC to Alexander and Pound, 1 August 1940, ADM 199/1930;  CWP , II:597.  14.    Pound memorandum for Alexander, 1 August 1940, ‘Redistribution of the Fleet 

in the event of war with Japan’, ADM 205/6;  Robin Brodhurst,  Churchill’s Anchor  (Barnsley: Leo Cooper, 2000), 193–4  ; WSC to Alexander and Pound, 2 August 1940, ADM 199/1930;  CWP , II:599.  

15.    COS minutes, 19 September 1940, CAB 79/6;  CWP , II:836. Also WSC to Ismay, 

10 September 1940,    ibid.   , 796: ‘The presence of the United States Fleet in the 

note s  to  pag e s  233 – 237                       381

Pacifi c must always be a main pre-occupation to Japan. They are not at all likely to gamble. They are usually most cautious, and now have real need to be, since they are involved in China so deeply.’  

16.    WM (40) 222, CA, 8 August 1940, CAB 65/14/20;  CWP , II:634.  17.    COS (41) 80 (O), ‘Despatch of a Fleet to the Far East’, 18 May 1941; Menzies 

to WSC, 11 August 1941, PREM 3/156/1;  Documents on Australian Foreign Policy 1937–49  , V:65–6.  

18.    FE (Far East Committee) (40) 65, ‘Far Eastern Situation’, 23 November 1940, 

CAB 96/1. For Whitehall’s views on the employment of capital ships as a deter-rent, see Christopher M. Bell, ‘The “Singapore Strategy” and the Deterrence of Japan: Winston Churchill, the Admiralty, and the  Dispatch of Force Z’,  English Historical Review , 116, 467 (June 2001), 617–19  .  

19.    WSC to Menzies, 8 December 1940,  CWP , II:1,187–8.  20.    COS (40) 1053: ‘Tactical Appreciation of Defence Situation in Malaya’, report 

by Far Eastern Cs-in-C, 16 October 1940, CAB 80/24; S.  Woodburn Kirby,  The War Against Japan  (London: HMSO, 1957), I:48–9  .  

21.    WSC to COS, 13 January 1941, COS (41) 33, CAB 80/24; Butler,  Grand Strategy , 

II:495; see also WSC Lord Cranborne, 15 December 1940,  CWP , II:1,237–8.  

22.    On British defi ciencies in Malaya see in particular John R. Ferris, ‘The 

 Singapore Grip: Preparing Defeat in Malaya, 1939–1941’, paper prepared for Anglo-Japanese conference at Hayama, September 2000.  

23.    WSC to Ismay, 7 January 1941, PREM 3/157/1; Churchill,  SWW , III:177; 

Christopher  M. Bell, ‘ “Our Most Exposed Outpost”: Hong Kong and Brit-ish Far Eastern Strategy’,  Journal of Military History , 60, 1 (January 1996), 76–81  .  

24.    Stark to Secretary of the Navy, 12 November 1940,  Strategic Planning in the U.S. 

Navy :  Its Evolution and Execution 1891–1945   (Wilmington, DE: Scholarly Resources Inc., n.d.), roll 5.  

25.    WSC to Pound and Alexander, 22 November 1940,  CWP , II:1,126–7;  James 

Leutze,  Bargaining for Supremacy: Anglo-American Naval Collaboration, 1937–1941   (Chapel Hill, NC: University of North Carolina Press, 1977), 200.   

26.    COS (40) 807 JP, 7 October 1940, CAB 80/20; Admiralty to C-in-C, China, 

15 October 1940, ADM 1/11183.  

27.    Leutze,  Bargaining for Supremacy , 198–9, 201–2, 206; Record of a meeting held at 

the Admiralty, 22 November 1940,  Strategic Planning in the U.S. Navy , roll 5; Ghormley to Stark, 14 November 1940,    ibid.   , roll 6.  

28.    Record of a meeting held at the Admiralty, 22 November 1940,  Strategic Plan-

ning in the U.S. Navy , roll 5.  

29.    Notes by Captain A. G. Kirk, USN, on meeting of US naval representatives 

with Pound, 19 November 1940,  Strategic Planning in the U.S. Navy , roll 6. According to Pound, the ‘distances in the Pacifi c were so vast that it did not appear likely the Japanese would dare risk vital units. It was assumed the force necessary for such an operation would be one carrier plus probably one heavy 382               note s  to  pag e s  237 – 2 4 4

cruiser. The danger to such a force of air attack by U.S. shore based aircraft was estimated as too great to justify the hazard.’  

30.    Leutze,  Bargaining for Supremacy , 206;  Ian Cowman,  Dominion or Decline  (Oxford: 

Berg, 1996), 190  .  

31.    WSC to Ismay, 9 December 1940,  CWP , II:1,209.  32.    BUS (J) [British-United States Staff Conversations] (41) 13: ‘The Far East: 

Appreciation by the United Kingdom Delegation’, 11 February 1941; BUS (J) (41) 3, 3 February 1941; BUS (J) (41) 4, 5 February 1941; BUS (J) (41) 6, 10 February 1941,  Strategic Planning in the U.S. Navy , roll 5.  

33.    WSC to Pound and Alexander, 17 February 1941, ADM 199/1932;  CWP , 

III:234–6.  

34.    WSC to COS, 28 April 1941, PREM 3/156/6; DO (Defence Committee 

(Operations) (41) 20, 29 April 1941, CAB 69/2;  CWP , III:556, 575 COS (41) 139(O), 16 July 1941, CAB 80/58. Emphasis added.  

35.    Dill memorandum, ‘The Relation of the Middle East to the Security of the 

United Kingdom’, 6 May 1941, Churchill,  SWW , III:421–2; Dill to WSC, 15 May 1941, Butler,  Grand Strategy , II:581;  Ong Chit Chung,  Operation Matador: Britain’s War Plans Against the Japanese 1918–1941   (Singapore: Times Academic Press, 1997), 164–6  .  

36.    WSC to Dill, 13 May 1941, Churchill,  SWW , III:422–3.  37.       Ibid.   , p. 423. ‘I have already given you the political data upon which the military 

arrangements for the defence of Singapore should be based,’ he informed Dill, ‘namely that should Japan enter the war the United States will in all probability come in on our side . . .’  

38.    Beaumont,  Comrades in Arms , 31–58.  39.    WSC to Pound and Alexander, 25 August 1941, ADM 205/10; Churchill,  SWW , 

III:854–5.  

40.    Pound to WSC, 13 February 1941, ADM 205/10; Cowman,  Dominion or Decline , 

208–9.  

41.    Director of Plans to Pound, 25 August 1941; Pound to WSC, 28 August 1941, 

ADM 205/10; Churchill,  SWW , III:855–8.  

42.    WSC to Pound, 29 August 1941, ADM 205/10; Churchill,  SWW , III:858–9.  43.    Eden to WSC, 12 September 1941, FO 371/27981; Eden Diary, 12 September 

1941, Papers of the fi rst Earl of Avon, Special Collections Department, Univer-sity of Birmingham;  Antony Best,  Britain, Japan, and Pearl Harbor  (London: Routledge, 1995), 172.   

44.    Eden Diary, 12 September 1941.  45.    JP (41) 816, ‘Japan: Our Future Policy’, 7 October 1941, annex I, CAB 

84/35.  

46.    Eden to WSC, 16 October 1941, DO (41) 21, CAB 69/3.  47.    Phillips to Pound, 17 October 1941, ADM 178/322;  CWP , III:1,346.  48.    DO (41) 65, 17 October 1941, CAB 69/2;  CWP , III:1,344–5.  49.    DO (41) 65, 17 October 1941, CAB 69/2.  

note s  to  pag e s  2 4 4 – 25 2                         383

50  DO (41) 66, 20 October 1941, CAB 69/8.  51.    DO (41) 66, 20 October 1941, CAB 69/8. Prior to the publication of his offi cial 

history, Roskill searched in vain for any record that the fi nal destination of these ships was formally approved. The absence of any offi cial decision on this matter later fuelled an elaborate conspiracy theory by  Ian Cowman. Cowman, ‘Main Fleet to Singapore? Churchill, the Admiralty, and Force Z’,  Journal of Strategic Studies , 18, 2 (March 1995), 79–93.  For a refutation, see Christopher M. Bell, ‘Singapore Strategy’.  

52.    The reasons for this decision are explored in Bell, ‘Our Most Exposed Outpost’, 

75–88.  

53.    COS minutes, 3 September 1941, CAB 79/14.  54.    Hollis to WSC, 10 September 1941, PREM 3/157/1; also War Offi ce to Brooke-

Popham, 6 November 1941, WO 106/2409.  

55.    WO 106/2409.  

56.    WM (41) 103, CA, 16 October 1941, CAB 65/23.  57.    Japanese decision-makers agreed. On 1 December 1941, Admiral  Nagano, 

the Chief of the Japanese Naval Staff, noted Britain’s last-minute manoeu-vring, but concluded that these measures did ‘not call for changes in the deployment of our forces. It will have no effect on our operations.’  Nobu-taka Ike (ed.),  Japan’s Decision for War  (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 1967), 280–1  .  

58.     Complete Speeches , VI:6,504. Churchill had made this promise to Roosevelt pri-

vately on 20 October 1941. Kimball,  Churchill and Roosevelt , 20 October 1941, I:256–7.  

59.    Roosevelt to WSC, 7 November 1941, in Kimball,  Churchill and Roosevelt , 

I:267.  

60  Churchill,  SWW ,III:606–8.  

61.    Churchill,  SWW , III:620.  

62.    On 1 and 3 December. See Barnett,  Engage the Enemy More Closely , 405–6.  63.    WSC to Allen, 11 August 1953, CAB 103/327.  64.    WSC,  SWW , III:547–8.  

65.    WSC to Commodore G. R. G. Allen, 11 August 1953, CAB 103/327.  66.    Roskill to Butler, 20 and 27 August 1953, CAB 140/109; Roskill,  War at Sea , 

I:559.  

67.     Brooke diary, 9 December 1941,  War Diaries 1939–1945: Field Marshal Lord Alan-

brooke , ed. Alex Danchev and Daniel Todman (London: Weidenfeld and Nicol-son, 2001), 209  .  

68.    Speech of 27 January 1942,  Complete Speeches , VI:6,561.  69.    WSC to Attlee, 30 December 1941,  CWP , III:1,718; Churchill,  SWW , IV:9.  70.    Speech of 27 January 1942,  Complete Speeches , VI:6,561.  71.     Alexander Hill, ‘British Lend-Lease Aid and the Soviet War Effort, June 1941–June 

1942’,  Journal of Military History , 71, no. 3 (July 2007), 773–808  .  

72.    ‘Memorandum on Sea-Power, 1939’, 27 March 1939,  WSC , V/3:1,414–17.    

384                note s  to  pag e s  255 – 2 61




chapter 9   

1.    ‘Memorandum on the Conduct of the War: Part I—The Atlantic Front’, 

16 December 1941,  CWP , III:1,633–7.  

2.       Ibid.     

3.    ‘Memorandum on the Future Conduct of the War: Part III—1943’, 18 December 

41,  CWP , III:1,642–4.  

4.       Ibid.     

5.    Gwyer,  Grand Strategy , III/1, 339–48.  

6.       Ibid.   , III/2:669.  

7.    Michael Howard,  Grand Strategy , 6 vols (London: HMSO, 1972), 4:17  .  

8.    WSC to Hopkins, 12 March 1942, Churchill,  SWW , IV:103–4.  

9.    Roosevelt to WSC, 19 March 1942,  Churchill and Roosevelt , I:424; Churchill, 

 SWW , IV:105;  Clay Blair,  Hitler’s U-boat War , 2 vols (New York: Random House, 1996 and 1998), I:523.   

10.    DO (42) 14: Sinclair memorandum, ‘Bombing Policy’, 9 February 1942, CAB 

69/4; Barnett,  Engage the Enemy , 459; Webster and Frankland,  Strategic Air Offen-sive , I:320–1.  

11.    Webster and Frankland,  Strategic Air Offensive , I:322–3; Butler,  Grand Strategy , 

III/2:525.  

12.    DO (42) 15: Admiralty memorandum, ‘Bombing Policy’, 14 February 1942, 

CAB 69/4; Webster and Frankland,  Strategic Air Offensive , I:325; Barnett,  Engage the Enemy , 459.  

13.    Pound to VCNS et al., 24 February 1942, ADM 205/15.  14.    Horton memorandum, ‘R.A.F. and Sea Power’, 26 February 1942, ADM 

205/15.  

15.    Director of Plans memorandum, ‘Sea and Air Power in Future Developments’, 

27 February 1942, ADM 205/15.  

16.    Blake memorandum, ‘Air Support for Naval Operations’, 27 February 1942, 

ADM 205/15.  

17.    DO (42) 23: Pound memorandum, ‘Air Requirements for the Successful Pros-

ecution of the War at Sea’, 5 March 1942, CAB 69/4; Barnett,  Engage the Enemy , 460; Roskill,  War at Sea , II:79–81; Webster and Frankland,  Strategic Air Offensive , I:326.  

18.     Duncan Redford, ‘Inter- and Intra-Service Rivalries in the Battle of the Atlan-

tic’,  Journal of Strategic Studies , 32, no. 6 (December 2009), 918–24.   

19.    DO (42) 24: Sinclair memorandum, 8 March 1942, CAB 69/4, cited in Barnett, 

 Engage the Enemy , 460–1; Webster and Frankland,  Strategic Air Offensive , I:326; Butler,  Grand Strategy , III/2:535.  

20.    DO (42) 8, 18 March 1942, CAB 69/4, cited in Barnett,  Engage the Enemy .  21.    WSC minute to Ismay for COS, 21 March 1942, PREM 3/97/1.  22.    WSC to Roosevelt, 29 March 1942, Kimball,  Churchill and Roosevelt , I:434–5.  23.    Cherwell to WSC, 30 March 1942, PREM 3/11/4; Webster and Frankland,  Stra-

tegic Air Offensive , I:331–2.  

note s  to  pag e s  2 61 – 2 6 8                         385

24.    Sinclair to WSC, 6 April 1942, PREM 3/11/4.  25.    WSC to Ismay for COS, 7 April 1942, Churchill,  SWW , IV:760–1.  26.    WSC to Attlee, 16 April 1942, cited in Butler,  Grand Strategy , III/2:528–9.  27.    Alexander to WSC, 19 April 1942, PREM 3/171/3.  28.    Alexander to WSC, 1 May 1942, and WSC to Alexander, 2 May 1942, PREM 

3/97.  

29.    Barley and Waters,  Enemy Attack on Shipping , 354; Roskill,  War at Sea , II:85; see 

also Tovey to Pound, 7 June 1942, ROSK 7/210.  

30.    COS (42) 171(O): Pound memorandum, ‘The Bombing of Germany’, 16 June 

1942, copy in PREM 3/11/4.  

31.    COS 180 and 188, 16 and 24 June 1942, CAB 79/21; Butler,  Grand Strategy , 

III/2:536–8.  

32.    Harris to WSC, 17 June 1942, cited in Webster and Frankland,  Strategic Air 

Offensive , I:340–1.  

33.    WP (42) 374: ‘Note by Air Marshal Sir Arthur Harris, K.C.B., O.B.E.,  A.F.C., 

on the Role and Work of Bomber Command’, 28 June 1942, CAB 66/28/4.  

34.    Portal draft memorandum, ‘Provision of Long Range Aircraft for Anti-Subma-

rine Patrols’, 9 July 1942, Pound to Portal, 13 July 1942, and Portal to Pound, 14 July 1942, ADM 205/24; WP  (42) 302: COS report, ‘Provision of Aircraft for the War at Sea’, 18 July 1942, CAB 66/26/32; Butler,  Grand Strategy , III/2:537–8.  

35.    Pound to Drax, 21 July 1942, ADM 205/22A.  36.    WP (42) 311: WSC memorandum, ‘A Review of the War Position’, 21 July 1942, 

CAB 66/26/41; Churchill,  SWW , IV:781–4.  

37.       Ibid.     

38.    Smith,  Confl ict over Convoys , 68–70; Behrens,  Merchant Shipping , 287–8.  39.    Blair,  Hitler’s U-boat War , I:591–2; Kimball,  Churchill and  Roosevelt, I:491.  40.    WSC to FDR, 4 March 1942, Kimball,  Churchill and Roosevelt , I:379–80.  41.    Behrens,  Merchant Shipping , 304–6.  42.    WM (42) 98, 28 July 1942, CAB 65/27/14.  43.    WM (42) 111, CA, 12 August 1942, CAB 65/31/15; WP  (42) 325: Bruce memo-

randum, ‘Provision of Aircraft for the War at Sea’, 31 July 1942, CAB 66/27/6.  

44.    WP (42) 399: ‘Note by Lord Trenchard on our War Policy—August 1942’, 

29 August 1942, CAB 66/28/29.  

45.    WP (42) 405: WSC memorandum, ‘Air Policy’, 9 September 1942, CAB 

66/28/35.  

46.    Alexander to WSC, 13 August 1942, PREM 3/97/1.  47.    WSC to Alexander, 24 August 1942, PREM 3/97/1.  48.    Pound to WSC, 28 August 1942, PREM 3/971.  49.    WSC to Ismay and Bridges, 28 August 1942, Churchill,  SWW , IV:788.  50.    Draft memorandum by Admiral Sir Charles Kennedy-Purvis, 28 September 

1942, ADM 205/15.  

51.    Joubert memorandum, ‘The Anti-Submarine War’, 21 September 1942, ADM 

205/24.  

386               note s  to  pag e s  2 6 8 – 2 74

52.    DO (S) (42) 88: Pound memorandum, ‘The Needs of the Navy’, 5 October 

1942, CAB 70/5; Barnett,  Engage the Enemy , 471.  

53.    Cherwell to WSC, 15 September 1942, and WSC to Sinclair, 16 September 

1942, PREM 3/97/1.  

54.    WSC to Sinclair and Portal, 17 September 1942, WP  (42) 481, CAB 66/30/11; 

Churchill,  SWW , IV:793.  

55.    Sinclair to WSC, 9 October 1942, WP  (42) 481, CAB 66/30/11.  56.    Pound to WSC, 25 October 1942, ADM 205/15.  57.    WSC memorandum, ‘Policy for the Conduct of the War’, 24 October 1942, 

CAB 66/30/13.  

58.    Roskill,  War at Sea , II:485.  

59.    Barley and Waters,  Enemy Attack on Shipping , 302.  60.    Behrens,  Merchant Shipping , 293.  61.    WP (42) 497: ‘Third Report by the Shipping Committee’, 31 October 1942, 

CAB 66/30/27.  

62.    Smith,  Confl ict over Convoys , 91–6.  63.    WP (42) 486 Revise: Lyttelton memorandum, ‘Visit of the Minister of Produc-

tion to America’, 29 October 1942, CAB 66/30/16; Howard,  Grand Strategy , IV:8–9.  

64.    WSC to FDR, 31 October 1942, in Kimball,  Churchill and Roosevelt , I:648–50.  65.     Richard Goette, ‘Britain and the Delay in Closing the Mid-Atlantic “Air Gap” 

during the Battle of the Atlantic’,  Northern Mariner , 15, 4 (October 2005), 32  .  

66.    AU [Anti-U-Boat Warfare Committee] (42) 1, 4 November 1942, CAB 86/2.  67.    Goette, ‘Closing the Mid-Atlantic Air Gap’, 29–30; Redford, ‘Inter- and Intra-

Service Rivalries’, 909–12.  

68.    Barnett,  Engage the Enemy , 583–4.  69.    WP (42) 485: joint memorandum by Alexander and Lord Leathers, ‘Construc-

tion of Merchant Ship Aircraft Carriers’, 27 October 1942, CAB 66/30/15.  

70.    AU (42) 1, 4 November 1942, CAB 86/2.  71.    AU (42) 2, 13 November 1942, CAB 86/2.  72.    AU (42) 3, 18 November 1942, CAB 86/2.  73.    WSC to FDR via Hopkins, 20 November 1942, CAB 86/4; Churchill,  SWW , 

IV:284–5; Kimball,  Churchill and Roosevelt , II:27.  

74.    Hopkins to WSC, CAB 86/4; Kimball,  Churchill and Roosevelt , II:26; Howard, 

 Grand Strategy , IV:306.  

75.    FDR to WSC, 30 November 1942, 30 November 1942, in Kimball,  Churchill 

and Roosevelt , II:44–5.  

76.    Howard,  Grand Strategy , IV:6–7.  77.    WP (42) 556: WSC  memorandum, ‘Manpower’, 28 November 1942, CAB 

66/31/66.  

78.     Madhusree Mukerjee,  Churchill’s Secret War  (New York: Basic Books, 2010), 191  .  79.    Behrens,  Merchant Shipping , 319–20; Smith,  Confl ict over Convoys , 122–31; 

 Mukerjee, ch. 5.  

note s  to  pag e s  2 74 – 2 8 4                         387

80.    COS memo, Howard,  Grand Strategy , IV:215.  

81.    Goette, ‘Air  Gap’, 36; Howard,  Grand Strategy , IV:310.  

82.    Roskill, II:485; Gardner,  Decoding History , 182–3.  

83.    Smith,  Confl ict over Convoys , 109, 133–51.  

84.       Ibid.   , 113–14.  

85.    WSC to FDR, 30 December 1942, in Kimball,  Churchill and Roosevelt , II:95.  86.    WP (43) 28: ‘Fourth Report by the Shipping Committee’, 17 January 1943, 

CAB 66/33/28.  

87.    Howard,  Grand Strategy , IV:295–7.  88.    WP (43) 100: Cherwell memorandum, ‘The Shipping Position’, 7 March 1943, 

CAB 66/34/50.  

89.       Ibid.     

90.    WSC to FDR, 24 March 1943, in Kimball,  Churchill and Roosevelt , II:167.  

91.    AU (43) 5, 2 December 1942, CAB 86/2.  

92.    AU (43) 13, 31 March 1943, CAB 86/2.  

93.    AU (42) 3, 18 November 1942, CAB 86/2.  94.     Josef W. Konvitz, ‘Bombs, Cities, and Submarines: Allied Bombing of the 

French Ports, 1942–1943’,  International History Review , 14, no. 1 (February 1992), 28–30  ; WP  (43) 11: Alexander memorandum, ‘U-Boat Bases in the Bay of Biscay’, 7 January 1943, CAB 66/33/11.  

95.    WM (43) 6 CA, CAB 65/37/1; Redford, ‘Inter- and Intra-Service Rivalries’, 

904–5.  

96.    Konvitz, ‘Bombs, Cities and Submarines’, 43.  

97.    AU (43) 13, 31 March 1943, CAB 86/2.  

98.       Ibid.     

99.    Howard,  Grand Strategy , IV:297–8; Smith,  Confl ict over Convoys , 173–6.  

100.    Howard,  Grand Strategy , IV:305; Goette, ‘Air Gap’, 37–8.  101.    Buckley, 153–4; Goette, ‘Air Gap’, 38.  102.    Barley and Waters,  Enemy Attack on Shipping , 95; Roskill,  War at Sea , II:201, 

366–7.  

103.    Barley and Waters,  Enemy Attack , 99.  104.     Kevin Smith, ‘Maritime War: Combat, Management, and Memory’, in  A Com-

panion to the Second World War , ed. Thomas Zeiler (Malden, MA: Wiley-Black-well Publishing, 2012) . I am grateful to Professor Smith for providing me with a copy of this article prior to publication.  

105.    Churchill,  SWW , II:529.  

106.    Barley and Waters,  Enemy Attack on Shipping , 106.    




chapter 10   

1.    Pound to WSC, 8 March 1942, ADM 205/13.  2.    WSC to FDR, 7 April 1942,  C&R , I:442–3.  3.    Benbow, ‘ “Menace” to “Ironclad” ’.  

388                note s  to  pag e s  2 8 4 – 2 9 4

4.    Pound to WSC, 10 June 1942, ADM 205/14.  5.    WSC to Alexander and Pound, 4 July 1942, ADM 199/1935.  

6.    WSC to Pound, ( c. 12 July 1942), ADM 205/14;   The Somerville Papers , ed. Michael 

Simpson (Aldershot: Scolar Press for the Navy Records Society, 1995), 432  .  

7.    WSC to Alexander and Pound, 4 July 1942, ADM 199/1935; WSC to Pound, 

15 October 1942, ADM 205/14.  

8.    WSC to Pound, 16 October 1942, ADM 205/14.  9.    WM (42) 73, CA, 11 June 1942, CAB 65/30/20; WSC to FDR, 20 June 1942, 

Churchill,  SWW , IV:342–3.  

10.    WM (42) 73, CA, 11 June 1942, CAB 65/30/20; WSC to Ismay for COS, 1 May 

1942, Churchill,  SWW , IV:312–13; WSC to Ismay for COS, 13 June 1942, WP (42) 286, CAB 66/26/16; Churchill,  SWW , IV:313–16.  

11.    Howard,  Grand Strategy , IV:207–16.  12.    WSC to COS, 18 November 1942, Churchill,  SWW , IV:582–3.  13.    WP (42) 543: WSC memorandum, ‘Plans and Operations in the Mediterranean, 

Middle East and near East’, 25 November 1942, CAB 66/31/23.  

14.    Howard,  Grand Strategy , IV:85.  15.       Ibid.   , IV:398–404.  

16.    WSC to Ismay/COS, 2 April 1943, Churchill,  SWW , IV:838.  17.    WSC to Smuts, 15 July 1943, cited in Howard,  Grand Strategy , IV:503.  18.    WSC to COS, 19 July 1943, cited in Howard,  Grand Strategy , IV:564.  19.     John Ehrman,  Grand Strategy , 6 vols (London: HMSO, 1956), V:92–5  .  20.    WSC to FDR, 7 and 8 October 1943,  C&R , II:498–9, 504.  21.    Kimball,  Churchill and Roosevelt , II:504–6.  22.    WSC to Ismay and COS, 21 November and 6 December 1943, Churchill, 

 SWW , V:368, 598–9; Ehrman,  Grand Strategy , V:103; remarks at Plenary Session, Teheran Conference, 28 November 1943, Ehrman,  Grand Strategy , V:174–6. WSC minute, 10 December 1943, Ehrman,  Grand Strategy , V:195.  

23.    WSC to Marshall, 16 April 1944, Churchill,  SWW , V:454.  24.    WSC to FDR, 26 December 1943,  C&R , II:632–3; see also Churchill,  SWW , 

V:386.  

25.    Admiral Percy Noble to Cunningham, 1 October 1943, in Simpson,  Cunning-

ham Papers , II:151.  

26.    Howard,  Grand Strategy , IV:404.  27.    WSC memorandum, ‘Notes on “Anakim” ’, 8 May 1943, PREM 3/443/7; 

Churchill,  SWW , IV:702–5.  

28.    WSC to Ismay/COS, 17 August 1943, PREM 3/147/3.  29.    WSC to Ismay/COS, 21 November 1943; Churchill,  SWW , V:598–9.  30.    WSC to Ismay/COS, 6 December 1943, PREM 3/147/7.  31.    WSC to Mountbatten, marked ‘Most personal, secret and private. Copies should 

not be circulated to anyone’, 10 January 1944, PREM 3/147/7.  

32.    Mountbatten to COS and WSC, 10 January 1944 and WSC to COS, 11 January 

1944, PREM 3/147/8.  

note s  to  pag e s  2 9 4 – 301                        389

33.    Ehrman,  Grand Strategy , V:421–6.  34.    WSC to Ismay/COS, 24 January 1944, CAB 120/704; Churchill,  SWW , 

V:505.  

35.    JP 44 (32) (Final), 2 February 1944, Cab 84/60.  36.     H. P. Willmott,  Grave of a Dozen Schemes  (Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, 

1996), 49–54  .  

37.    COS (44) 48th Mtg, 14 February 1944, PREM 3/160/7.  38.    WSC memorandum, proof copy, 29 February 1944, PREM 3/160/7; Ehrman, 

 Grand Strategy , V:441–4.  

39.    Ehrman,  Grand Strategy , V:439.  

40.    WSC to FDR, 10 March 1944, Churchill,  SWW , V:509–10.  41.    FDR to WSC, 13 March 1944, Churchill,  SWW , V:510–11.  42.    FDR to WSC, 25 February 1944, Ehrman,  Grand Strategy , V:455.  43.    COS to WSC, 8 March 1944, PREM 3/160/7; Alexander memorandum, 

1 March 1944, ADM 205/35; Cunningham to WSC, 18 March 1944, in  Simpson,  Cunningham Papers , II:309–10; Ehrman,  Grand Strategy , V:444–8.  

44.    Ismay to WSC, 4 March 1944, PREM 3/160/7; see also Brooke diary, 3 March 

1944,  War Diaries , 528.  

45.    Brooke diary, 8 March 1944,  War Diaries , 530.  46.    COS (44) 79th Mtg (O), 8 March 1944, PREM 3/160/7.  47.    WSC to Cunningham, Brooke, and Portal, 20 March 1944, Churchill,  SWW , 

V:511–12.  

48.    Ehrman,  Grand Strategy , V:457–8; Willmott,   Grave , 72.  49.    Willmott,  Grave , 76–7.  

50.    Noble to Cunningham 2 April 1944, in Simpson,  Cunningham Papers , II:312.  51.    Brooke diary, 14 April 1944, 540.  52.    Willmott,  Grave , 93–5.  

53.    Cunningham to Noble, 8 April 1944, in Simpson,  Cunningham Papers , II:314.  54.    WSC to Ismay/COS, 21 April 1944, PREM 3/160/7.  55.    COS (44) 236th mtg (O), 15 July 1944, PREM 3/160/5.  56.    WSC to Ismay, 24 June 1944, PREM 3/160/5.  57.    COS (44) 236th mtg (O), 15 July 1944, PREM 3/160/5.  58.    Cunningham diary, 14 July 1944, in Simpson,  Cunningham Papers , II:320.  59.    WSC to Ismay/COS, 24 July 1944, CAB 120/707.  60.    COS (44) 264th mtg (O), 8 August 1944, PREM 3/160/6.  61.    COS (44) 265th mtg (O), 8 August 1944, PREM 3/160/6.  62.    COS (44) 264th mtg (O), 8 August 1944, PREM 3/160/6.  63.    COS (44) 266th mtg (O), 8 August 1944, PREM 3/160/6.  64.       Ibid.     

65.    COS (44) 267th mtg (O), 9 August 1944, PREM 3/160/6; Brooke diary, 

9 August and 5 September 1944, 579, 587–8.  

66.    Cunningham diary, 10 August 1944, in Simpson,  Cunningham Papers , II:322.  67.    Brooke diary, 9 August 1944, 579.  

390                note s  to  pag e s  301 – 30 6

68.    COS (44) 269th mtg (O), 9 August 1944, PREM 3/160/6; Ehrman,  Grand 

Strategy , V:493–8.  

69.    Cunningham diary, 2 October 1944, in Simpson,  Cunningham Papers , II:326; 

WSC to Mountbatten, 5 October 1944, Churchill,  SWW , VI:147–8; Ehrman,  Grand Strategy , V:532–3; Willmott,   Grave , 131–3.  

70.    WP (42) 173: Alexander memorandum, ‘New Construction Programme, 1942’, 

21 April 1942, CAB 66/24/3.  

71.    WM (42) 128, 22 September 1942, CAB 65/27/44.  72.    WP (43) 122: Alexander memorandum, ‘New Construction Programme, 1943’, 

26 March 1943, CAB 66/35/22.  

73.    Alexander to WSC, 7 October 1943, PREM 3/322/5/6;  George Moore,  Build-

ing for Victory: The Warship Building Programmes of the Royal Navy 1939–1945   (Gravesend, Kent: World Ship Society, 2003), 87–90.   

74.    WSC to Alexander, 24 October 1943, Churchill,  SWW , V:593.  75.    WP (43) 490: WSC  memorandum, ‘Man-power’, 1 November 1943, CAB 

66/42/40;  W. K. Hancock and M. M. Gowing,  British War  Economy  (London: HMSO, 1949), 448–52.   

76.    WSC to Alexander, 1 November 1943, PREM 3/322/5/6; Churchill,  SWW , 

V:595.  

77.    WP (43) 539: Anderson memorandum, ‘Man-power Policy for 1944’, 

27 November 1943, 66/43/39; WP  (43) 534: Alexander memorandum: ‘Man-power for the Navy in 1944’, 25 November 1943, CAB 66/43/34.  

78.    WP (43) 549: Alexander memorandum: ‘Production of New Type Landing 

Ships and Other Changes in New Construction Programme, 1943’, 2 December 1943, CAB 66/43/49;WM (43) 171, 16 December 1943, CAB 65/36/39; Moore,  Building for Victory , 92–8.  

79.    Moore,  Building for Victory , 98–106.  80.    Memorandum by First Sea Lord’s offi ce, ‘The Empire’s Post-War Fleet’, 4 May 

1944, ADM 167/122.  

81.    WP (44) 245: Alexander memorandum, ‘New Construction Programme, 1944’, 

1 May 1944, CAB 66/49/45.  

82.    WSC to Alexander and Cunningham, 31 January 1944, PREM 3/322/5/6; 

Churchill,  SWW , V:604.  

83.    WM (44) 65, 18 May 1944, CAB/65/42/23.  84.    Cunningham diary, 18 May 44, in Simpson,  Cunningham Papers , II:379.  85.    Cherwell to WSC, 5 July 1944, PREM 3/322/5/6.  86.    WP (44) 764: Cherwell memorandum, ‘Battleships  versus  Aircraft’, 29 December 

1944, CAB 66/60/14.  

87.    CP (45) 57: Admiralty memorandum, ‘Battleships  versus  Aircraft’, 2 July 1945, CAB 

66/67/7; see also plans division memorandum, 6 February 1945, ADM 205/53.  

88.    CP (45) 54: Bracken memorandum, ‘The New Construction Programme, 1945’, 

29 June 1945, CAB 66/67/4.  

note s  to  pag e s  30 6 – 312                        391

89.    Board minute 3983, 22 November 1944, ADM 167/120; Moore,  Building for Vic-

tory , 109–10.  

90.    CP (45) 54: Bracken memorandum, ‘The New Construction Programme, 

1945’, 29 June 1945, CAB 66/67/4.  

91.    D of P memorandum, ‘State of Planning for the Post-War Fleet’, 5 March 1945, 

ADM 205/53; memorandum by First Sea Lord’s offi ce, ‘The Empire’s Post-War Fleet’, 4 May 1944, ADM 167/122; board minute 3954, 19 May 1944, ADM 167/120.  

92.    WSC to Alexander and Cunningham, 31 January 1944, PREM 3/322/5/6; 

Churchill,  SWW , V:604.  

93.    WSC to Alexander and Cunningham, 17 July 1944, Churchill,  SWW , 

VI:599.  

94.     Eric Grove,  Vanguard to Trident  (Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, 1987), 20.   95.    WSC to Alexander, 10 March 1945, ADM 1/19056; ADM 205/43; in Simpson, 

 Cunningham Papers , 384.  

96.    WSC to Anderson, 9 April 1945, PREM 3/322/7.    




chapter 11   

1.    See  Jonathan Rosenberg, ‘Before the Bomb and After: Winston Churchill and 

the Use of Force’,  Cold War Statesmen Confront the Bomb: Nuclear Diplomacy since 1945  , ed. John Lewis Gaddis, Philip H. Gordon, Ernest R. May, and Jonathan Rosenberg (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999).   

2.    ‘Shall We All Commit Suicide?’, originally published September 1924 in  Nash’s 

Pall Mall , reprinted in  Thoughts and Adventures  (London: Thornton Butterworth, 1932).  

3.    ‘Fifty Years Hence’, published December 1931 in  The Strand , reprinted in 

 Thoughts and Adventures .  

4.    Speech of 16 August 1945, House of Commons,  Complete Speeches , VII:7,211.  

5.    Speech of 25 March 1949, New York City,  Complete Speeches , VII:7,799.  6.    Speech of 14 December 1950, House of Commons,  Complete Speeches , 

VIII:8,143.  

7.    Speech of 1 March 1955, House of Commons,  Complete Speeches , VIII:8,629.  

8.    Speech of 8 March 1948, House of Commons,  Complete Speeches , VII:7,603–4.  9.    Speech of 31 March 1949, Massachusetts Institute of Technology,  Complete 

Speeches , VII:7,805.  

10.    WSC to Cherwell, 15 November 1951, PREM 11/292.  11.    Grove,  Vanguard to Trident , 79–82.  12.    PDP/P/51/1: WSC memorandum, ‘Progress of Defence Programmes: Service 

Estimates’, 17 December 1951, PREM 11/270.  

13.    D (52) 41: COS Report: ‘The Defence Programme’, 29 September 1952, CAB 

131/12.  

392                note s  to  pag e s  312 – 32 0

14.     Richard Moore,  The Royal Navy and Nuclear Weapons  (London: Frank Cass, 

2001), ch. 2  .  

15.    WSC to Henry Tizard, 27 December 1951, PREM 11/609; WSC to COS, 

28  November 1951, PREM 11/74A.  

16.    WSC to Harold Alexander, 13 May 1952, PREM 11/369; WSC  to Tizard, 

27 December 1951, PREM 11/609.  

17.    Sir Norman Brook minute, 7 November 1952, PREM 11/616; Grove,  Vanguard , 

88–90.  

18.    For an excellent account of these deliberations, see Tim Benbow, ‘British Naval 

Aviation and the “Radical Review”, 1953–55’, in  British Naval Aviation , 125–50; also Grove,  Vanguard , 90–115.  

19.    DP(M) (53) 1st mtg, 18 June 1953, CAB 134/809.  20.    Benbow, ‘British  Naval Aviation’, 131–2.  21.    Alexander to WSC, ‘The problem of the Fleet Carrier’, 12 October 1953; WSC 

to Alexander, 16 October 1953, PREM 11/614.  

22.    D (53) 13th mtg, 14 October 1953, CAB 131/13.  23.    DP (M) (53) 13: Alexander memorandum: ‘Naval Air’, 16 November 1953, 

CAB 134/809.  

24.    Unsigned memorandum, 23 November 1953, PREM 11/614; Churchill pre-

sented these views to the Ministerial Committee the same day: DP (M) (53) 5th mtg, 23 November 1953, CAB 134/809.  

25.    DP (M) (53) 6th mtg, 27 November 1953, CAB 134/809.  26.    Alexander memorandum of 26 January 1954, cited in Benbow, ‘British Naval 

Aviation’, 134.  

27.    Thomas to WSC, 22 February 1954, PREM 11/614.  28.    DP (M) (54), 2nd mtg, 26 February 1954, CAB 134/809.  29.    DP (54) 1st mtg, 4 May 1954, CAB 134/808.  30.    DP (54) 6: COS memorandum, ‘UK Defence Policy’, 1 June 1954, CAB 

134/808.  

31.    CC (54) 54th Conclusions, 27 July 1954, CAB/128/27; Benbow, ‘British Naval 

Aviation’, 138–9.  

32.    Brook to WSC, 26 July 1954, CAB 21/4440.  33.    On the Swinton Committee and its deliberations see in particular Benbow, 

‘British Naval Aviation’, 139–47.  

34.    Alexander to WSC, 25 August 1954, PREM 11/617.  35.    Brook to WSC, 6 September 1954, PREM 11/617.  36.    WSC ‘Notes’, 7 September 1954, PREM 11/617.  37.    DR (54) 6th mtg, 8 September 1954, CAB 134/811.  38.    Draft Report (Third Revise), CAB 134/811.  39.    Brook to WSC, ‘Defence Review’, 20 September 1954, PREM 11/617.  40.    DR (54) 8th mtg, 21 September 1954, CAB 134/811.  41.    WSC to Brook, 26 and 27 September 1954, PREM 11/1501 and CAB 21/3507.  42.    DR (54) 9th mtg, 28 September 1954, CAB 134/811.  

note s  to  pag e s  32 0 – 32 8                        393

43.    C (54) 329: ‘Defence  Policy’, 3 November 1954, CAB 129/71.  44.    Minute by Philip Newell, head of the Admiralty’s military branch, quoted in 

Grove,  Vanguard , 113.  

45.    CC (54) 73, 5 November 1954, CAB 128/27.    




epilogue   

1.   Edward Spiers, ‘Gallipoli’, in  The First World War and British Military History , ed. 

Brian Bond (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1991), 165–88  .  

2.    Glibert,  WSC , VIII:1,074.  

3.     Cited in David Dutton,  Neville Chamberlain  (London: Arnold, 2001), 103  .  

4.    This process is nicely outlined in Dutton,  Chamberlain , ch. 4.  

5.    ‘Cato’ ( Michael Foot, Peter Howard, and Frank Owen),  Guilty Men  (London: 

Gollancz, 1940  ).  

6.    Chatfi eld,  It Might Happen Again , 10–11.  7.    WM 118 (41), 24 November 1941, CAB 65/20. Chatfi eld did air some of his 

criticisms in the House of Lords in 1944: ‘The ten-year rule . . . gave power to the Lords of the Treasury to refuse all demands by the Service Departments which might lead to an unpopular Budget. Samson had his locks cut off by Delilah, but Britannia cut off her own.’ Speech of 28 March 1944,  Parliamentary Debates , Lords, vol. 131, col. 276.  

8.    Churchill,  SWW , vol. 1.  

9.    CHUR 4/76 A.  

10.    Churchill,  SWW , I:40.  

11.    Reynolds,  In Command of History , and Ramsden,  Man of the Century .  12.     The Times , 2 November 1948, 5.  13.    Hankey to the editor,  The Times , 31 October 1948, HNKY 24/4.  14.     The Times , 5 November 1948, 5.  15.     The Times , 9 November 1948, 5.  16.     The Times , 11 November 1948, 5.  17.     The Times , 15 November 1948, 5.  18.    Hankey, unpublished letter to  The Times , 20 November 1948, HNKY 24/4.  19.    Hoare to Hankey, 1 and 14 August 1951; Hankey to Hoare, 17 August 1951, 

HNKY 24/4.  

20.    Viscount Templewood,   Nine Troubled Years  (London: Collins, 1954), 112–13  .  21.    CHUR 2/157.  

22.    Reynolds,  In Command of History , 141–2.  23.    Rhodes James,  Memoirs of a Conservative , 209–10.  24.     Robert Rhodes James, ‘The Politician’,  Churchill: Four Faces and the Man , 91–2  ; 

 idem. ,  Churchill , 164; Middlemas and Barnes,  Baldwin , 326.  

25.    Gretton,  Former Naval Person , 244–5.  26.       Ibid.   , 242; Basil Liddell Hart, ‘The Military Strategist’,  Churchill: Four Faces and 

the Man ; Roskill,  Churchill and the Admirals , 77.  

394                note s  to  pag e s  32 8 – 334

27.    E.g. MacGregor, ‘Former Naval Cheapskate’, 319–33;  John Charmley,  Churchill: 

The End of Glory  (London: Hodder and Stoughton, 1993), 207  ; Sumida, ‘Church-ill and British Sea Power’, 5–21.  

28.    E.g. A. J. P. Taylor, ‘The Statesman’,  Churchill: Four Faces and the Man , 22;  B. J. C. 

McKercher, ‘The Limitations of the Politician-Strategist: Winston Churchill and the German Threat, 1933–39’,  Churchill and Strategic Dilemmas , 94  .  

29.     Barnett,  Collapse of British Power , 277;  idem. ,  Britain and her Army 1509–1970   

(London: Allen Lane, 1970), 411  , 415; MacGregor, ‘Former Naval Cheapskate’, 319–20; Rhodes James,  Churchill , 124, 165.  

30.    Barnett,  Collapse,  275–8; MacGregor, ‘Former Naval Cheapskate’; Corrigan, 

 Blood, Sweat and Arrogance , 86, 152.  

31.    Robert O’Neill, ‘Churchill, Japan, and British Security in the Pacifi c 1904–1942’, 

in Blake and Louis,  Churchill , 288–9.  

32.    For background, see Barry Gough,  Historical Dreadnoughts .  33.    Roskill,  War at Sea , I:202.  

34.    Churchill,  SWW , I:470.  

35.    WSC to Allen, 11 August 1953, CAB 103/327.  36.    WSC to Clementine Churchill, 25 May 1954, in Soames,  Speaking for Themselves , 

579.  

37.    Allen to WSC, 24 August 1953, and Brook to WSC, 2 September 1953, CAB 

103/327.  

38.    Brook to Acheson, 28 June 1954, CAB 103/327.  39.    Roskill,  War at Sea , I:201.  

40.    ROSK 4/75; cf. Roskill,  Churchill and the Admirals , 102.  41.    Arthur J. Marder,  From the Dardanelles to Oran .  42.    Basil Liddell Hart, ‘The Military Strategist’,  Churchill: Four Faces and the Man , 

187.  

43.    Barnett,  Engage the Enemy , 120–1; Levy,  Royal Navy’s Home Fleet , 63. Barnett’s 

verdict is echoed by Levy, whose chapter on the Norway is subtitled ‘A Man-Made Disaster’.  

44.    Macleod and Kelly,  Ironside Diaries , 256–7.  45.    WM (40) 91, CA, 13 April 1940, CAB 65/12/23;  CWP , I:1,048;  SWW , I:484, 

where the wording of the minutes is altered slightly and is wrongly described as coming from a meeting of the Military Co-ordination Committee.  

46.    MCC (40) 22, 13 April 1940, CAB 83/3;  CWP , I:1,054–5.  47.    Barnett,  Engage the Enemy , 120.  48.    Curiously, some historians  have  noted Churchill’s consistent preference for 

Narvik, but still insist on depicting it as evidence of poor judgement. See Smart,  British Strategy and Politics , 210–11;  John D. Fair, ‘The Norwegian Campaign and Winston Churchill’s Rise to Power in 1940: A Study of Perception and Attribu-tion’,  International History Review , IX, no. 3 (1987), 423  .  

49.    Roskill to Butler, 31 July 1953, CAB 140/109.  50.    CAB 103/327.  

note s  to  pag e s  334 – 339                       395

51.    Minute by Allen to WSC, 24 August 1953, CAB 103/327.  52.    Norman Brook to WSC, 2 September 1953, CAB 103/327; also see Brook to 

Acheson, 23 July 1953, CAB 103/326.  

53.    Roskill to Butler, 31 July 1953, CAB 140/109.  54.    WSC to Commodore GRG Allen, 11 August 1953, CAB 103/327.  55.    Butler,  Grand Strategy , III/2:544.  56.    Howard,  Grand Strategy , IV:24–5.  57.    Roskill,  War at Sea , II:370–1.  

58.    Roskill to Butler, 20 January 1954, CAB 140/109.  59.    ‘Mr Churchill’s views on Maritime Strategy and his Relations with Prominent 

Sea Offi cers in the War of 1939–45’, draft of a proposed ‘confi dential appendix’ to Roskill,  The War at Sea , vol. I, CAB 140/109.  

60.    Roskill,  War at Sea , II:89–90; Roskill’s opinion is repeated in Butler,  Grand 

Strategy , III/2:544.  

61.    Roskill to Admiral Sir William Davis, 12 November 1979, ROSK 5/10.  62.    Roskill,  Churchill and the Admirals , 229–30.  63.       Ibid.   , 139.  

64.    Clay Blair is the only authority I have come across who expresses any scepti-

cism about Churchill’s claims concerning his concerns about the Battle of the Atlantic. Blair,  Hitler’s U-boat War , I:319, 427.  

65.     David Lloyd George,  War Memoirs of David Lloyd George , 6 vols (London: Ivor 

Nicholson & Watson, 1933–6), III:25–6  .  

66.    Beatty to Hamilton, 17 February 1915,  Beatty Papers , I:249.  67.     Alex Danchev, ‘Waltzing with Winston: Civil-Military Relations in Britain in 

the  Second World War,’   War in History , 2, no. 2 (1995), 229  .        




Select Bibliography   

 

primary sources    

 Unpublished Documents 

  The National Archives, Kew, London   ADM 1    Admiralty and Secretariat papers  ADM 116  Admiralty and Secretariat cases  ADM 137  Historical Section: Records used for Offi cial History, First World War  ADM 167  Board of Admiralty minutes and memoranda  ADM 178  Admiralty: papers and cases, supplementary series  ADM 199  Admiralty: war history cases and papers, Second World War  ADM 205  First Sea Lord papers  CAB 1 Cabinet Offi ce: Miscellaneous Records  CAB 2     Committee of Imperial Defence, minutes  CAB 4     Committee of Imperial Defence, imperial defence memoranda  CAB 5     Committee of Imperial Defence, colonial defence memoranda  CAB 16     Committee of Imperial Defence, ad hoc subcommittees  CAB 21 Cabinet Offi ce, registered fi les  CAB 23 Cabinet minutes 

 CAB 24 Cabinet memoranda  CAB 27    Cabinet committees, general series  CAB 37 Cabinet Papers 

 CAB 41     Cabinet letters in the Royal Archives  CAB 53     Chiefs of Staff Committee  CAB 55     Joint Planning Committee  CAB 65    War Cabinet minutes  CAB 66    War Cabinet memoranda  CAB 69 Defence Committee  CAB 79    Chiefs of Staff Committee, minutes  CAB 80    Chiefs of Staff Committee, memoranda  CAB 81     Chiefs of Staff Committee, minutes and memoranda   se le c t  b i bl i og raphy  397

 CAB 83    Military Coordination Committee, minutes and memoranda  CAB 84    Joint Planning Committee  CAB 86     Battle of the Atlantic Committee and Anti-U-Boat Warfare  Committee, 

minutes and memoranda 

 CAB 96    Far Eastern Committee  CAB 99 Supreme War Council, 1939–40  CAB 103 Offi cial Histories 

 CAB 120   Minister of Defence Secretariat: Records  CAB 128 Cabinet minutes 

 CAB 129 Cabinet memoranda  CAB 131    Defence Committee, minutes and memoranda  CAB 134 Cabinet committees  DEFE 4    Chiefs of Staff Committee meetings  FO 371 Foreign Offi ce, general correspondence, political  FO 954 Avon papers 

 PREM 1   Prime Minister’s Offi ce  PREM 3   Prime Minister’s Offi ce, confi dential papers  PREM 4   Prime Minister’s Offi ce, operational papers  PREM 11  Prime Minister’s Offi ce  T 161 Supply fi les 

 T 172        Chancellor of the Exchequer’s Offi ce, miscellaneous papers  

Personal Papers   

 Alexander, A. V. (1st Earl Alexander of Hillsborough).  Churchill College Archives Centre   Battenberg, Admiral of the Fleet Prince Louis.  University of Southampton Library, 

Archives and Manuscripts  

 Beatty, Admiral of the Fleet David (1st Earl Beatty).  National Maritime Museum   Borden, Sir Robert.  Library and Archives Canada  

 Butler, J. R. M.  Churchill College Archives Centre  

 Chatfi eld, Admiral of the Fleet Ernle (1st Baron Chatfi eld).  National Maritime Museum   Churchill, Sir Winston S.  Churchill College Archives Centre  

 Cunningham, Admiral of the Fleet Andrew Brown (1st Viscount Cunningham of 

Hyndhope).  British Museum  

 D’Eyncourt, Sir Eustace Tennyson.  National Maritime Museum   Davis, Admiral Sir William.  Churchill College Archives Centre   Drax, Admiral Sir Reginald Plunkett-Ernle-Erle Drax.  Churchill College Archives Centre   Dreyer, Admiral Sir Frederic Charles.  Churchill College Archives Centre   Edwards, Ralph.  Churchill College Archives Centre  

 Fisher, Admiral of the Fleet John (1st Baron Fisher of Kilverstone).  Churchill College 

Archives Centre  

398  se le c t  b i bl i og raphy

 Hamilton, Admiral Sir Frederick Tower.  National Maritime Museum   Hankey, Maurice (1st Baron Hankey).  Churchill College Archives Centre   Ismay, Hastings (1st Baron Ismay).  Liddell Hart Centre for Military Archives   Keyes, Admiral of the Fleet Roger (Lord Keyes of Zeebrugge).  British Museum   King, Admiral Ernest J. King.  Naval Historical Collection, Naval War College   Liddell Hart, Sir Basil.  Liddell Hart Centre for Military Archives   Pound, Admiral of the Fleet Sir Alfred Dudley.  Churchill College Archives Centre   Richmond, Admiral Sir Herbert.  National Maritime Museum   Roskill, Captain Stephen S.  Churchill College Archives Centre   Troubridge, Admiral Sir Ernest Charles Thomas.  National Maritime Museum   Wemyss, Admiral of the Fleet Rosslyn Erskine (1st Baron Wester Wemyss of   Wemyss). 

 Churchill College Archives Centre   

Published Primary Sources   

  Churchill’s writings, speeches, and correspondence    Thoughts and Adventures . London: Thornton Butterworth, 1932.   Great Contemporaries . London: Odhams, 1948.   Step by Step, 1936–1939  . London: Odhams, 1948.   The  Second World War , 6 vols. Boston, MA: Houghton Miffl in, 1948–53.   Memoirs of the Second World War . Boston, MA: Houghton-Miffl in, 1959.   The World  Crisis , 5 vols. New York: Scribners, 1963–4.   Mr. Brodrick’s Army . Sacramento, CA: The Churchilliana Co., 1977.  Boyle, Peter G. (ed.).  The Churchill-Eisenhower Correspondence . Chapel Hill, NC: 

University of North Carolina Press, 1990.  Gilbert, Martin (ed.).  The Churchill War Papers , 3 vols. New York: Norton, 

1993–2001. 

 Kimball, Warren (ed.).  Churchill and Roosevelt: The Complete Correspondence , 3 vols. 

Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1984.  Rhodes James, Robert (ed.).  Winston S. Churchill: His Complete Speeches , 8 vols. New 

York: Chelsea House Publishers, 1974.  Sand, G. W. (ed.).  Defending  the West: The Truman-Churchill  Correspondence,  1945–1960  . 

Westport, CT: Praeger, 2004. 

 Soames, Mary (ed).  Speaking for Themselves . Toronto:  Stoddart, 1998.  Wolff, Michael (ed.).  Winston S. Churchill: The Collected Essays , 4 vols. London: 

Library of Imperial History, 1976.  

Other published primary sources

 Brock, Michael and Eleanor (eds).  H. H. Asquith: Letters to Venetia Stanley . Oxford: 

Oxford University Press, 1982. 

 Colville, John.  The Fringes of Power: 10 Downing Street Diaries 1939–55  . New York: 

W. W.  Norton, 1985. 

 Danchev, Alex and Daniel Todman (eds).  War Diaries 1939–1945: Field Marshal Lord 

Alanbrooke . London: Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 2001.   se le c t  b i bl i og raphy  399

 David, Edward (ed.).  Inside Asquith’s Cabinet . London: John Murray, 1977.  Dilks, David (ed.).  The Diaries of Sir Alexander Cadogan 1938–1945  . New York: G. P. 

Putnam’s Sons, 1972. 

 Esher, Viscount (ed.).  Journals and Letters of Reginal Viscount Esher , 4 vols. London: 

Ivor Nicholson and Watson, 1938. 

 Halpern, Paul G. (ed.).  The Keyes Papers , 3 vols. London: Navy Records Society, 

1979–81. 

 Hattendorf, John B et al. (eds).  British Naval Documents 1204–1960.  Aldershot: Ashgate 

for the Navy Records Society, 1993. 

 Lambert, Nicholas A.  The Submarine Service, 1900–1918  . Aldershot: Ashgate for the 

Navy Records Society, 2001. 

 Lumby, E. W. R. (ed.).  Policy and Operations in the Mediterranean, 1912–14.  London: 

Navy Records Society, 1970. 

 Macleod, Roderick and Dennis Kelly (eds).  The Ironside Diaries, 1937–40  . London: 

Constable, 1962. 

 Marder, Arthur J. (ed.).  Portrait of an Admiral . Cambridge, MA: Harvard University 

Press, 1952. 

 —— (ed.).   Fear God and Dread Nought , 3 vols. London: Jonathan Cape, 1952–9.  Middlemass, Keith (ed.).  Whitehall Diary . Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1969.  Neale, R. G. et al. (eds).  Documents on Australian Foreign Policy 1937–49  , vols II–V. 

Canberra: Australian Government Publishing Service, 1976–82. 

 Patterson, A. Temple (ed.).  The Jellicoe Papers , 2 vols. London: Navy Records Society, 

1966–8. 

 Ranft, B. McL. (ed.).  The Beatty Papers , 2 vols. Aldershot: Ashgate for the Navy 

Records Society, 1989–93. 

 Simpson, Michael (ed.).  Anglo-American Naval Relations 1917–1919  . Aldershot: Ashgate 

for the Navy Records Society, 1991. 

 —— (ed.).   The Somerville Papers . Aldershot: Scolar Press for the Navy Records Soci-

ety, 1995. 

 —— (ed.).   The Cunningham Papers , 2 vols. Aldershot: Ashgate for the Navy Records 

Society, 1999 and 2006. 

 —— (ed.).   Anglo-American Naval Relations, 1919–1939  . Aldershot: Ashgate for the 

Navy Records Society, 2010. 

  Strategic Planning in the U.S. Navy :  Its Evolution and Execution 1891–1945  . Wilmington, 

DE: Scholarly Resources, n.d., roll 5. 

 Tracy, Nicholas (ed.).  The Collective Naval Defence of the Empire, 1900–1940  . Aldershot: 

Ashgate for the Navy Records Society, 1997. 

 Williamson, Philip (ed.).  The Modernisation of Conservative Politics: The Diaries and 

Letters of William Bridgeman, 1904–1935  . London: Historian’s Press, 1988. 

 Wilson, Keith (ed.).  The Cabinet Diary of J. A. Pease, 24 July–5 August  1914  . Leeds: 

Leeds Philosophical and Literary Society, 1983. 

 Woodward, E. L. et al.  Documents on British Foreign Policy 1919–1939.  4 Series, Lon-

don: HMSO, 1946–77.  

400  se le c t  b i bl i og raphy

Memoirs   

 Bayly, Lewis.  Pull Together: The Memoirs of Admiral Sir Lewis Bayly . London: Harrap, 1939.  Chatfi eld, Lord.  The Navy and Defence . London: William Heinemann Ltd., 1942.  ——.  It Might Happen Again . London: William Heinemann Ltd., 1947.  Cunningham of Hyndhope,  A Sailor’s Odyssey . London: Hutchinson, 1951.  Dewar, Kenneth.  The Navy From Within . London: Gollancz, 1939.  Fisher, Lord.  Memories  and  Records . London: Hodder and Stoughton, 1919.  Grey, Viscount.   Twenty-Five Years:  1892–1916  . Toronto: Ryerson Press, 1925.  Grigg, P. J.  Prejudice and Judgement . London: Jonathan Cape, 1948.  Hankey, Lord.  The Supreme Command . London: George Allen and Unwin, 1961.  Ismay, Lord.  The Memoirs of Lord Ismay . London: Heinemann, 1960.  Jellicoe, Admiral Viscount .    The Grand Fleet . New York: George H. Doran Co., 

1919. 

 Joubert de la Ferté, P. B.  Birds and Fishes . London: Huchinson, 1960.  Kennedy, John.  The Business of War . London: Hutchinson, 1957.  Keyes, Roger.  The Naval Memoirs of Admiral of the Fleet Sir Roger Keyes . London: 

Thornton Butterworth, 1934. 

 Macmillan, Harold.  Tides of Fortune: 1945–1955  . New York: Harper and Row, 1969.  Maund, L. E. H.  Assault from the Sea . London: Methuen and Co., 1949.  Oxford and Asquith, Earl of.  Memories and Refl ections 1852–1927.  Toronto:  McClel-

land and Stewart, 1928. 

 Rhodes James, Robert (ed.).  Memoirs of a Conservative: J. C. C. Davidson’s Memoirs 

and Papers, 1910–37  . London: Macmillan, 1969.  Shakespeare, Geoffrey.  Let Candles Be Brought In . London: MacDonald, 1949.  Slessor, John.  The Central Blue . London: Cassell, 1956.  Templewood, Viscount.   Nine Troubled Years . London: Collins, 1954.  

Books   

 Allen, Louis.  Singapore 1941–1942  . London: Davis-Poynter, 1977.  Ash, Bernard.  Someone Had Blundered: The Story of the Repulse and the Prince of Wales . 

New York:  Doubleday, 1960. 

 Austin, Douglas.  Churchill and Malta . Stroud: Spellmount, 2006.  Bacon, Admiral Sir R. H.  The Life of Lord Fisher of Kilverstone , 2 vols. Garden City, 

NY: Doubleday, Doran and Co., 1929.  Baer, George W.  One Hundred Years of Sea Power: The U.S. Navy 1890–1990  . Stanford, 

CA: Stanford University Press, 1993.  Barley, Frederick and David Waters.  The Defeat of the Enemy Attack on Shipping, 

1939–1945  , ed. Eric Grove. Aldershot: Ashgate, 1997.  Barnett, Correlli.  The Collapse of British Power . London: Eyre Methuen, 1972.  ——.  Engage the Enemy More Closely . New York: Norton, 1991.  Bath, Alan Harris.  Tracking the Axis Enemy . Lawrence, KS: University Press of Kansas, 

1998.   se le c t  b i bl i og raphy  401

 Beaumont, Joan.  Comrades in Arms: British Aid to Russia 1941–1945  . London: Davis-

Poynter, 1980. 

 Beesly, Patrick.  Very Special Intelligence . London: Hamish Hamilton, 1977.  ——.  Very Special Admiral . London: Hamish Hamilton, 1980.  ——.  Room 40  . London: Hamish Hamilton, 1982.  Behrens, C. B. A.  Merchant Shipping and the Demands of War . London: HMSO and 

Longmans, Green and Co., 1955. 

 Beireger, Eugene Edward.  Churchill, Munitions and Mechanical Warfare: The Politics of 

Supply and Strategy . New York: Peter Lang, 1997. 

 Bell, A. C.  A History of the Blockade of Germany and the Countries Associated with her in 

the Great War, Austria-Hungary, Bulgaria and Turkey . London: Historical Section, 

Committee of Imperial Defence, 1937. 

 Bell, Christopher M.  The Royal Navy, Seapower and Strategy Between the Wars . Stan-

ford, CA: Stanford University Press, 2000. 

 Bell, Peter.  Chamberlain, Germany and Japan, 1933–4  . London: Macmillan, 1996.  Ben-Moshe, Tuvia.   Churchill: Strategy and History . Boulder, CO: Lynne Rienner 

Publishers, 1991. 

 Benbow, Tim  (ed.).   British Naval Aviation: The First 100 Years . Aldershot: Ashgate, 

2011. 

 Best, Antony.  Britain, Japan and Pearl Harbor: Avoiding War in East Asia, 1936–41  . 

London: Routledge, 1995. 

 ——.  British Intelligence and the Japanese Challenge in Asia, 1914–41  . London: Palgrave, 

2003. 

 Best, Geoffrey.  Churchill :  A Study in Greatness . London: Hambledon and London, 2001.  ——.  Churchill and War . London: Hambledon and London, 2005.  Black, Nicholas.  The British Naval Staff in the First World War . Woodbridge:  Boydell 

Press, 2009. 

 Blair, Clay.  Hitler’s U-boat War , 2 vols. New York: Random House, 1996 and 1998.  Blake, Robert and William Roger Louis (eds).  Churchill . New York: Norton, 1993.  Brodhurst, Robin.  Churchill’s Anchor . Barnsley: Leo Cooper, 2000.  Brown, David (ed.).  The Royal Navy and the Mediterranean , vol. II. London: Frank 

Cass, 2002. 

 ——.  The Road to Oran: Anglo-French Naval Relations, September 1939–July 1940  . London: 

Frank Cass, 2004. 

 Buckley, John.  The RAF and Trade Defence, 1919–1945: Constant Endeavour . Keele: 

Ryburn Publishing, 1995. 

 Butler, J. R. M.  Grand Strategy , vol. II. London: HMSO, 1957.  Callahan, Raymond.  The Worst Disaster: The Fall of Singapore . Newark, DL: Univer-

sity of Delaware Press, 1977. 

 Carlton, David.  MacDonald versus Henderson . London: Macmillan, 1970.  Cassar, George H.  The French and the Dardanelles.  London: Allen and Unwin, 1971.  ‘Cato’ (Michael Foot, Peter Howard, and Frank Owen).  Guilty Men . London: 

Gollancz, 1940. 

402  se le c t  b i bl i og raphy

 Chalmers, W. S.  The Life and Letters of David, Earl Beatty . London: Hodder and 

Stoughton, 1951. 

 Charmley, John.  Churchill: The End of Glory . London: Hodder and Stoughton, 1993.  Chung, Ong Chit.  Operation Matador: Britain’s War Plans Against the Japanese 1918–1941  . 

Singapore: Times Academic  Press, 1997.  Churchill, Randolph S. and Martin Gilbert.  Winston S. Churchill , 8 vols and 13 com-

panion books. London: Heinemann, 1966–88.  Clews, Graham.  Churchill’s Dilemma: The Real Story Behind the Origins of the 1915 

Dardanelles Campaign . Santa Barbara, CA: Praeger, 2010.  Coates, Tim (ed.).  Lord Kitchener and Winston Churchill: The Dardanelles Commission 

Part I, 1914–15  . London: The Stationery Offi ce, 2000.  Corbett, Julian S.  Naval Operations.  London: Longmans, 1920.  Corrigan, Gordon.  Blood, Sweat and Arrogance and the Myth of Churchill’s War . London: 

Orion Publishing Co., 2006. 

 Cosgrave, Patrick.  Churchill at War: Alone 1939–40  . London: Collins, 1974.  Cowman, Ian.  Dominion or Decline . Oxford: Berg, 1996.  Cumpston, I. M.  Lord Bruce of Melbourne . Melbourne: Longman Cheshire, 1989.  D’Este, Carlo.  Decision in Normandy . New York: Harper Perennial, 1994.  ——.  Warlord: A Life of Winston Churchill at War, 1874–1945  . New York: Harper, 2008.  Day, David.  The Great Betrayal . New York: Norton, 1989.  Derry, T. K.  The Campaign in Norway . London: HMSO, 1952.  Dutton, David.  Neville Chamberlain . London: Arnold, 2001.  Eade, Charles (ed.).  Churchill by his Contemporaries . London: Hutchinson, 1953.  Ferguson, Bernard.  The Watery  Maze . London: Collins, 1961.  Ferris, John.  Men, Money, and Diplomacy . Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 

1989. 

 Freedman, Lawrence, Paul Hayes, and Robert O’Neill.  War, Strategy and International 

Politics . Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1992.  French, David.  British Economic and Strategic Planning 1905–1915  . London: Allen and 

Unwin, 1982. 

  ——.   British Strategy and War Aims 1914–1916.  London: Allen and Unwin, 1984.  ——.  The Strategy of the Lloyd George Coalition . Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1995.  Gardner, W. J. R.  Decoding History: The Battle of the Atlantic and Ultra . Annapolis, MD: 

Naval Institute Press, 1999. 

 Gibbs, N. H.  Grand Strategy , vol. I. London: HMSO, 1976.  Goldrick, James.  The King’s Ships Were at Sea . Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, 

1984. 

 Goldstein, Erik and John Maurer.  The Washington  Conference,  1921–22  . London: Frank 

Cass, 1994. 

 Gollin, Alfred.  The Impact of Air Power on the British People and their Government, 

1909–14  . Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 1989.  Goodhart, Philip.  Fifty Ships that Saved the World . London: Heinemann, 1965.   se le c t  b i bl i og raphy  403

 Gordon, G. A. H.  British Seapower and Procurement Between The Wars.  Annapolis, MD: 

Naval Institute Press, 1988. 

 Gough, Barry.  Historical Dreadnoughts . Barnsley: Seaforth Publishing, 2010.  Gow, Ian and Yoichi Hirama.  The History of Anglo-Japanese Relations, 1600–2001  , vol. 

III:  The Military Dimension . London: Palgrave, 2002. 

 Grenfell, Russell.  Main Fleet to Singapore . London: Faber, 1951.  Gretton, Vice Admiral Sir Peter.  Former Naval Person . London: Cassell, 1968.  Grimes, Shawn T.  Strategy and War Planning in the British Navy, 1887–1918  . Wood-

bridge, Suffolk: Boydell Press, 2012. 

 Grove, Eric.  Vanguard to Trident . Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, 1987.  ——.  The Royal Navy . New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2005.  Gwyer, J. M. A. and J. R. M. Butler.  Grand Strategy , vol. III. London: HMSO, 1964.  Haggie, Paul.  Britannia At Bay.  Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1981.  Hall, Christopher.  Britain, America and Arms Control, 1921–37  . New York: St. Martin’s 

Press, 1987. 

 Halpern, Paul G.  The Mediterranean Naval Situation 1908–1914  . Cambridge, MA: 

Harvard University Press, 1971. 

 ——.  A Naval History of World War I . Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, 1995.  Hamill, Ian.  The Strategic Illusion . Singapore: Singapore University Press, 1981.  Hamilton, Keith A. and Edward Johnson (eds).  Arms and Disarmament in Diplomacy . 

London: Vallentine  Mitchell, 2008. 

 Hancock, W. K. and M. M. Gowing.  The British War Economy . London: HMSO, 

1949. 

 Harding, Richard.  The Royal Navy 1930–2000: Innovation and Defence . London: 

Routledge, 2004. 

 Harvey, Maurice.  Scandinavian Misadventure . Tunbridge Wells:  Spellmount, 1990.  Hastings, Max.  Finest Years: Churchill as Warlord 1940–45  . New York: HarperPress, 

2009. 

 Hattendorf, John and Robert Jordan (eds).  Maritime Strategy and the Balance of Power . 

London: Macmillan, 1989. 

 Higgins, Trumbull.   Winston Churchill and the Second Front . New York: Oxford 

 University Press, 1957. 

 ——.  Churchill and the Dardanelles . London: Heinemann, 1963.  Hill, J. R.  The Oxford Illustrated History of the Royal Navy . Oxford: Oxford University 

Press, 1995. 

 Hinsley, F. H. et al.  British Intelligence in the Second World War , vols 1–3. London: 

HMSO, 1979–88. 

 Hough, Richard.  Former Naval Person . London: Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 1985.  Howard, Michael.  Grand Strategy , vol. IV. London: HMSO, 1972.   ——.   The Continental Commitment . Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1974.  Howarth, Stephen and Derek Law (eds).  The Battle of the Atlantic 1939–1945  . London: 

Greenhill, 1994. 

404  se le c t  b i bl i og raphy

 Hughes, Terry and John Costello.  The Battle of the Atlantic . New York: The Dial Press, 

1977. 

 Hunt, Barry.  Sailor–Scholar: Admiral Sir Herbert Richmond, 1871–1946  . Waterloo: Wil-

frid Laurier University Press, 1982.  Imlay, Talbot.   Facing the Second World War . Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2003.  Jablonsky, David.  Churchill, The Great Game and Total War . London: Frank Cass, 1991.  Jordan, Gerald.  Naval Warfare in the Twentieth Century . London: Croom Helm, 1977.  Kennedy, Greg (ed).  British Naval Strategy East of Suez 1900–2000: Infl uences and 

Actions . London: Frank Cass, 2004.  Kennedy, Paul.  The Rise and Fall of British Naval Mastery . London: Fontana, 1983.  ——.  The Realities Behind Diplomacy . London: Fontana, 1989.  Kersaudy, François.  Norway 1940  . Lincoln, NB: University of Nebraska Press, 1998.  Kirby, S. Woodburn.  Singapore: Chain of Disaster . New York: Macmillan, 1971.  Lamb, Richard.  Churchill as War Leader: Right or Wrong?  London: Bloomsbury, 1991.  Lambert, Nicholas.  Sir John Fisher’s Naval Revolution . Columbia, SC: University of 

South Carolina Press, 1999. 

 ——.  Planning Armageddon: British Economic Warfare and the First World War .  Cambridge, 

MA: Harvard University Press, 2012.  Larres, Klaus.  Churchill’s Cold War . New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 2002.  Leutze, James.  Bargaining for Supremacy: Anglo-American Naval Collaboration, 1937–1941  . 

Chapel Hill, NC: University of North Carolina Press, 1977.  Levy, James.  The Royal Navy’s Home Fleet in World War . Basingstoke: Palgrave, 2003.  Lukacs, John.  Five Days in London, May 1940.  New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 

1999. 

  ——. Blood, Toil, Tears and Sweat . New York: Basic Books, 2008.  Mackay, Ruddock F.  Fisher of Kilverstone.  Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1973.  Maiolo, Joseph.  The Royal Navy and Nazi Germany ,  1933–39  . Basingstoke: Macmil-

lan, 1998. 

 Marder, Arthur J.  From the Dreadnought to Scapa Flow , 5 vols. Oxford: Oxford 

University Press, 1961–1971. 

 ——.  From the Dardanelles to Oran . London: Clarendon Press, 1974.  ——.  Operation Menace . London: Oxford University Press, 1976.  —— et al.  Old Friends, New Enemies , 2 vols. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 

1981–90. 

 Marquand, David.  Ramsay MacDonald . London: Jonathan Cape, 1977.  Maurer, John H. (ed.).  Churchill and Strategic Dilemmas before the World Wars . London: 

Frank Cass, 2003. 

 May, Ernest (ed.).  Knowing One’s Enemies . Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 

1986. 

 McIntyre, W. David.  The Rise and Fall of the Singapore Naval Base, 1919–1942  . London: 

Macmillan, 1979. 

 McKercher, B. J. C.  The Second Baldwin Government and the United States, 1924–1929  . 

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1984.   se le c t  b i bl i og raphy  405

 ——.  Transition of Power: Britain’s Loss of Global Pre-eminence to the United States 

1930–1945  . Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999. 

 Medlicott, W. N.  The Economic Blockade , 2 vols. London: HMSO, 1952–9.  Middlebrook, Martin and Patrick Mahoney.  Battleship . Harmondsworth: Penguin 

Books, 1977. 

 Middlemas, Keith and John Barnes.  Baldwin: A Biography . London: Weidenfeld and 

Nicolson, 1969. 

 Miller, Geoffrey.  The Millstone . Hull: University of Hull Press, 1999.  Milner, Marc.  Battle of the Atlantic . St Catherines, ON: Vanwell, 2003.  Moore, George.  Building for Victory: The Warship Building Programmes of the Royal 

Navy 1939–1945  . Gravesend, Kent: World Ship Society, 2003. 

 Moore, Richard.  The Royal Navy and Nuclear Weapons . London: Frank Cass, 2001.  Moorehead, Alan.  Gallipoli . London: Hamish Hamilton, 1958.  Moretz, Joseph.  The Royal Navy and the Capital Ship in the Interwar Period: An Opera-

tional Perspective . London: Frank Cass, 2002. 

 Moulton, J. L.  The Norwegian Campaign of 1940  . London: Eyre and Spottiswoode, 

1966. 

 Mukerjee, Madhusree.  Churchill’s Secret War . New York: Basic Books, 2010.  Murfett, Malcolm H. (ed.).  The First Sea Lords: From Fisher to Mountbatten . Westport, 

CT: Praeger, 1995. 

 ——.  Naval Warfare  1919–1945  . London: Routledge, 2009.  Murray, Williamson and Alan Millett (eds).  Military Innovation in the Interwar Period . 

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996. 

 Neidpath, James.  The Singapore Naval Base and the Defence of Britain’s Eastern Empire, 

1919–1941.  Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1981. 

 Neilson, Keith.  Britain, Soviet Russia and the Collapse of the Versailles Order, 1919–1939  . 

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2006. 

 Neilson, Keith and Elizabeth Jane Errington (eds).  Navies and Global Defense . West-

port, CT: Praeger, 1995. 

 Neilson, Keith and Greg Kennedy (eds).  Far-Flung Lines . London: Frank Cass, 

1996. 

 O’Brien, Phillips Payson (ed.).  Technology and Naval Combat in the Twentieth Century 

and Beyond . London: Frank Cass, 2001. 

 Offer, Avner.  The  First World War: An Agrarian  Interpretation . Oxford: Clarendon Press, 

1991. 

 Orde, Anne.  The Eclipse of Great Britain: The United States and British Imperial Decline, 

1895–1956  . London: Macmillan, 1996. 

 Osborne, Eric W.  Britain’s Economic Blockade of Germany 1914–1919  . London: Frank 

Cass, 2004. 

 Parker, R. A. C.  Chamberlain and Appeasement . London: Macmillan, 1993.  —— (ed.).   Winston Churchill: Studies in Statesmanship . London: Brassey’s, 1995.  ——.  Churchill and Appeasement . London: Macmillan, 2000.  Patterson, A. Temple.  Jellicoe . London: Macmillan, 1969. 

406  se le c t  b i bl i og raphy

 Peden, G. C.  British Rearmament and the Treasury: 1932–1939  . Edinburgh: Scottish 

Academic Press, 1979. 

 ——.  Arms, Economics and British Strategy: From Dreadnoughts to Hydrogen Bombs . 

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007.  Postan, M. M.  British War  Production . London: HMSO, 1952.  Pratt, Lawrence R.  East of Malta, West of Suez: Britain’s Mediterranean Crisis, 1936–1939  . 

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1975.  Prior, Robin.  Churchill’s ‘World Crisis’ as History . London: Croom Helm, 1983.  ——.  Gallipoli . New Haven, CT, and London: Yale University Press, 2009.  Ramsden, John.  Man of the Century: Winston Churchill and his Legend since 1945  . New 

York: Columbia University Press, 2003.  Ranft, Bryan (ed.).  Technical Change and British Naval Policy, 1860–1939  . London: 

Hodder and Stoughton, 1977. 

 Reynolds, David.  The Creation of the Anglo-American Alliance 1937–41  . London: 

Europa Publications Ltd., 1981.  ——  In Command of History . London: Allen Lane, 2004.  ——.  From World War to Cold War: Churchill, Roosevelt, and the International History of 

the 1940s . Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2006.  Rhodes James, Robert.  Gallipoli . New York: Batsford, 1965.  ——.  Churchill: A Study in Failure . London: Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 1970.  Rhys-Jones, Graham.  Churchill and the Norway Campaign 1940  . London: Pen and 

Sword, 2008. 

 Richardson, Dick.  The Evolution of British Disarmament Policy in the 1920s . New York: 

St. Martin’s Press, 1989. 

 Richmond, Admiral Sir Herbert.  Statesmen and Sea Power . Oxford: Oxford 

 University Press, 1947. 

 ——.  National Policy and Naval Strength . Aldershot: Gregg, 1993.  Rodger, N. A. M.  Naval Power in the Twentieth Century . London: Macmillan, 1996.  Roskill, Stephen.  The War at Sea , 3 vols. London: HMSO, 1954–61.   ——.   The Navy at War 1939–1945  . London: Collins, 1960.  ——.  Naval Policy Between the Wars , 2 vols. London: Collins, 1968–76.  ——.  Hankey: Man of Secrets , 3 vols. London: Collins, 1970–4.  ——.  Churchill and the Admirals . London: Collins, 1977.  ——.  Admiral of the Fleet Earl Beatty . London: Collins, 1980.  Runyan, Timothy and Jan Copes (eds).  To Die Gallantly: The Battle of the Atlantic . 

Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 1994.  Salmon, Patrick (ed.).  Britain and Norway in the Second World War . London: HMSO, 

1995. 

 ——.  Scandinavia and the Great Powers . Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 

1997. 

 Sarantakes, Nicholas Evan.  Allies against the Rising Sun . Lawrence, KS: University 

Press of Kansas, 2009.   se le c t  b i bl i og raphy  407

 Schurman, Donald M.  Julian S. Corbett, 1854–1922  . London: Royal Historical Soci-

ety, 1981. 

 Seldon, Anthony.  Churchill’s Indian Summer . London: Hodder and Stoughton, 1981.  Seligmann, Matthew.  The Royal Navy and the German Threat 1901–1914.  Oxford: 

Oxford University Press, 2012. 

 Simpson, Michael,  A Life of Admiral of the Fleet Viscount Cunningham of Hyndhope . 

London: Routledge, 2004. 

 Siney, Marion C.  The Allied Blockade of Germany 1914–1916  . Ann Arbor, MI: Univer-

sity of Michigan Press, 1957. 

 Smart, Nick.  British Strategy and Politics During the Phony War . Westport, CT: Praeger, 

2003. 

 Smith, Kevin.  Confl ict Over Convoys: Anglo-American Logistics Diplomacy in the Second 

World War . Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996. 

 Smith, Malcolm.  British Air Strategy between the Wars . Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1984.  Steiner, Zara and Keith Nielson.  Britain and the Origins of the First World War , 2nd 

edn. Basingstoke: Palgrave, 2003. 

 Sumida, Jon.  In Defence of Naval Supremacy . Boston, MA: Unwin Hyman, 1989.  Taylor, A. J. P. et al.  Churchill: Four Faces and the Man . London: Book Club Associates, 

1969. 

 Thompson, Neville.  The Anti-Appeasers: Conservative Opposition to Appeasement in the 

1930s.  Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1971. 

 Thorne, Christopher.  Allies of a Kind . London: Hamish Hamilton, 1978.  Till, Geoffrey.  Air Power and the Royal Navy . London: Jane’s, 1979.  —— (ed.).   The Development of British Naval Thinking . London: Routledge, 2006.  Tucker, Gilbert Norman.  The Naval Service of Canada , 2 vols. Ottawa: King’s Printer, 

1952. 

 Van der Vat, Dan.  The Atlantic Campaign . Edinburgh: Birlinn, 2001.  ——.  The Dardanelles Disaster . London: Duckworth Overlook, 2009.  Wallin, Jeffrey D.  By Ships Alone: Churchill and the Dardanelles . Durham, NC:  Carolina 

Academic Press, 1981  .  

 Watt, D. C.  Personalities and Policies . Notre Dame, IL: University of Notre Dame 

Press, 1965. 

 ——.  Too Serious A Business . London: Temple Smith, 1975.  Webster, Charles and Noble Frankland.  The Strategic Air Offensive Against Germany 

1939–1945  , 4 vols. London: HMSO, 1961. 

 Willmott, H. P.  Grave of a Dozen Schemes . Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, 1996.  Wilson, Thomas.   Churchill and the Prof . London: Cassell, 1995.  Winton, John.  Cunningham . London: John Murray, 1998.  Wood, Derek (ed.).  Seek and Sink: A Symposium on the Battle of the Atlantic . London: 

Royal Air Force Historical Society, 1992. 

 Young, Kenneth.  Churchill and Beaverbrook . London: Eyre and Spottiswoode, 1966.  Ziegler, Philip.  Mountbatten . New York: Knopf, 1985.  

408  se le c t  b i bl i og raphy

Articles   

 Andrew, Christopher. ‘Churchill and Intelligence’,  Intelligence and National Security , 

3, no. 3 ( July 1988), 181–93. 

 Babij, Orest. ‘The Second Labour Government and British Maritime Security, 

1929–1931’,  Diplomacy and Statecraft , 6, no. 4 (November 1995), 645–71.  ——. ‘The Royal Navy and Inter-war Plans for War against Japan: The Problem of 

Oil Supply’,  The International Marine in International Affairs, 1850–1950  , ed. Greg 

Kennedy. London: Frank Cass, 2000, 84–106.  Barclay, Glen St. J. ‘ “Butcher and Bolt”: Admiral Roger Keyes and British Combined 

Operations, 1940–1941’,  Naval War College Review , 35, no. 1 (March 1982), 18–29.  Baxter, Colin F. ‘Winston Churchill: Military Strategist’,  Military Affairs , 47, no. 1

(February 1983), 7–10. 

 Bell, Christopher M. ‘ “Our Most Exposed Outpost”: Hong Kong and British Far 

Eastern Strategy, 1921–1941’,  Journal of Military History , 60, no. 1 ( January 1996), 

61–88. 

 ——. ‘ “How are we going to make war?”: Admiral Sir Herbert Richmond and 

British Far Eastern War Plans’,  Journal of Strategic Studies , 20, no. 3 (September 

1997), 123–41. 

 ——. ‘Thinking the Unthinkable: American and British Naval Strategies for an 

Anglo-American War, 1918–31’,  International History Review , XIX, no. 4 (Novem-

ber 1997), 789–808. 

 ——. ‘The “Singapore Strategy” and the Deterrence of Japan: Churchill, the Admi-

ralty and the Dispatch of Force Z’,  English Historical Review , CXVI, no. 467 ( June 

2001), 604–34. 

 ——. ‘The Royal Navy, War Planning and Intelligence Assessments of Japan between 

the Wars’,   Intelligence and Statecraft: The Use and Limits of Intelligence in International 

Society , ed. Peter Jackson and Jennifer Siegel. Westport, CT: Praeger, 2005.  ——. ‘Winston Churchill and the Ten-Year Rule’,  Journal of Military History , 74, no. 

4 (October 2010), 523–56. 

 ——. ‘Sir John Fisher’s Naval Revolution Reconsidered: Winston Churchill at the 

Admiralty, 1911–14’,  War in History , 18, no. 3 ( July 2011), 333–56.  ——. ‘Britain and the London Naval Conference, 1930’,  At the Crossroads between 

Peace and War: Naval Rivalries and Arms Control between the World War , ed. John H. 

Maurer and Christopher M. Bell. Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, 2013.  Benbow, Tim. ‘ “Menace” to “Ironclad”: The British Operations against Dakar 

(1940) and Madagascar (1942)’,  Journal of Military History , 75, no. 3 ( July 2011), 

769–809. 

 Best, Antony. ‘Constructing an Image: British Intelligence and Whitehall’s  Perception 

of Japan, 1931–1939’,  Intelligence and National Security , 11, no. 3 ( July 1996), 403–23.  ——. ‘ “This Probably Over-Valued Military Power”: British Intelligence and 

Whitehall’s Perception of Japan, 1939–41’,  Intelligence and National Security , 12, no. 

3 ( July 1997), 67–94. 

 Bond, Brian. ‘British War Planning for Operations in the Baltic before the First and 

Second World Wars’,   In Quest of Trade and Security: The Baltic in Power Politics,   se le c t  b i bl i og raphy  409

1500–1990  , ed. Göran Rystad, Klaus-R. Böhme, and Wilhelm M. Carlgren. Lund, 

Sweden: Lund University Press, 1995, II, 107–35. 

 Booth, Ken. ‘The Ten-Year Rule: An Unfi nished Debate’,  Journal of the Royal United 

Services Institute , 116 (September 1971), 58–63. 

 Brooks, John. ‘ Dreadnought : Blunder, or Stroke of Genius?’,  War In History , 14, no. 2

(April 2007), 157–78. 

 Brown, David. ‘Norway 1940: The Balance of Interference’,  Britain and Norway in the 

Second World War , ed. Patrick Salmon. London: HMSO, 1995, 26–31. 

 Buckley, John. ‘Air Power and the Battle of the Atlantic 1939–45’,  Journal of Contem-

porary History , 28 (1993), 143–61. 

 ——. ‘Contradictions in British Defence Policy 1937–1939: The RAF and the 

Defence of Trade’,  Twentieth Century British History , 5, no. 1 (1994), 100–13. 

 Carlton, David. ‘Great Britain and the Coolidge Naval Disarmament Conference of 

1927’,  Political Science Quarterly , 83, no. 4 (December 1968), 573–98. 

 ——. ‘The Anglo-French Compromise on Arms Limitation, 1928’,  Journal of British 

Studies , 8 (1969), 141–62. 

 Coles, Michael. ‘Ernest King and the British Pacifi c Fleet: The Conference at Quebec, 

1944 (“Octagon”)’,  Journal of Military History , 65, no. 1 ( January 2001), 105–30. 

 Cowman, Ian. ‘An Admiralty “Myth”: The Search for an Advanced Far Eastern 

Fleet Base before the Second World War’,  Journal of Strategic Studies , 8, no. 3

( September 1985), 317–26. 

 ——. ‘Main Fleet to Singapore? Churchill, the Admiralty, and Force Z’,  Journal of 

Strategic Studies , 18, no. 2 (March 1995), 79–93. 

 Curran, Tom. ‘Who was Responsible for the Dardanelles Naval Fiasco?’,  Australian 

Journal of Politics & History , 57, no. 1 (March 2011), 17–33. 

 D’Ombrain, Nicholas J. ‘Churchill at the Admiralty and the Committee of Imperial 

Defence, 1911–14’,  Journal of the Royal United Services Institution , 115, no. 657 (1970), 

38–41. 

 Danchev, Alex. ‘Waltzing with Winston: Civil-Military Relations in Britain in the 

Second World War’,   War in History , 2, no. 2 (1995), 202–30. 

 Dawson, R. MacGregor. ‘The Cabinet Minister and Administration: Winston S. 

Churchill at the Admiralty, 1911–15’,  Canadian Journal of Economics and Political 

Science , 6, no. 3 (August 1940), 325–58. 

 Day, David. ‘Churchill’s Pacifi c Strategy’,  Pacifi c and American Studies , 8 (March 2008), 

87–98. 

 Dilks, David. ‘Great Britain and Scandinavia in the “Phony War” ’,  Scandinavian 

Journal of History , 2, (1997), 29–51. 

 Douglas, W. A. B. and David Syrett, ‘Die Wende in der Schlacht im Atlantik: Die 

Schliessung des “Gronland-Luftlochs” 1942–3’,  Marine Rundschau , 83, 1–3 (1986), 

2–11, 70–3, 147–9. 

 Erickson, Edward J. ‘One More Push; Forcing the Dardanelles in March 1915’,  Jour-

nal of Strategic Studies , 24, no. 3 (September 2001), 158–76. 

 Fair, John D. ‘The Norwegian Campaign and Winston Churchill’s Rise to Power in 

1940: A Study of Perception and Attribution’,  International History Review , IX, no. 

3 (1987), 410–37. 

410  se le c t  b i bl i og raphy

 Fairbanks, Jr., Charles H. ‘The Origins of the Dreadnought Revolution: A Historio-

graphical Essay’,  International History Review , XIII, no. 2 (May 1991), 246–72.  Farrell, Brian. ‘Yes, Prime Minister: Barbarossa, Whipcord and the Basis of British 

Grand Strategy, Autumn 1941’,  Journal of Military History , 57, no. 4 (October 1993), 

599–625. 

 Ferris, John R. ‘Treasury Control, the Ten-Year Rule and British Service Policies, 

1919–1924’,  Historical Journal , 30, no. 4 (December 1987), 859–83.  ——. ‘The Symbol and Substance of Seapower: Britain, the United States and the 

One-Power Standard, 1919–1921’,  Anglo-American Relations   in the 1920s , ed. B. J. C. 

McKercher. Edmonton: University of Alberta Press, 1990, 55–80.  ——. ‘ “The Greatest Power on Earth”: Great Britain in the 1920s’,  International 

History Review , XIII, no. 4 (November 1991), 726–50.  ——. ‘ “Worthy of Some Better Enemy?”: The British Estimate of the Imperial 

Japanese Army 1919–41, and the Fall of Singapore’,  Canadian Journal of History , 

XXVIII, no. 3 (August 1993), 223–56.  Ford, Douglas. ‘Planning for an Unpredictable War: British Intelligence Assessments 

and the War Against Japan, 1937–45’,  Journal of Strategic Studies , 27, no. 1 (March 

2004), 136–67. 

 French, David. ‘The Origins of the Dardanelles Campaign Reconsidered’,  History , 

68, no. 233 ( June 1983), 210–24.  Gardner, Jock. ‘The Battle of the Atlantic, 1941—the First Turning Point?’,  Journal of 

Strategic Studies , 17, no. 1 (March 1994), 109–23.  Gilbert, Martin. ‘Churchill and Gallipoli’, in  Gallipoli: Making History , ed. Jenny 

Macleod. London: Frank Cass, 2004, 14–43.  Goette, Richard. ‘Britain and the Delay in Closing the Mid-Atlantic “Air Gap” 

during the Battle of the Atlantic’,  Northern Mariner , 15, no. 4 (October 2005), 

19–41. 

 Gordon, Andrew, ‘The Admiralty and Imperial Overstretch, 1902–41’,  Journal of 

Strategic Studies , 17, no. 1 (March 1994), 63–85.  Grove, Philip. ‘Vaagso and Lofoten Island (Operation Claymore, Gauntlet, Archery 

and Anklet, 1941)’, in  Amphibious Assault: Manoeuvre from the Sea , ed. T. Lovering. 

Portsmouth: Royal Navy, 2005, 95–106.  Haggie, Paul. ‘The Royal Navy and War Planning in the Fisher Era’,  The War  Plans 

of the Great Powers 1880–1914  , ed. Paul Kennedy. Boston, MA: Allen and Unwin, 

1979. 

 Hamill, Ian. ‘Winston Churchill and the Singapore Naval Base, 1924–1929’,  Journal 

of Southeast Asian Studies , 11, no. 2 (September 1980), 277–86.  Hamilton, C. I. ‘British Naval Policy, Policy-Makers and Financial Control, 1860–1945’, 

 War in History , 12, no. 4 (November 2005), 371–95.  Hill, Alexander A. ‘British Lend-Lease Aid and the Soviet War Effort, June 1941–

June 1942’,  Journal of Military History , 71, no. 3 ( July 2007), 773–808.  Imlay, Talbot. ‘Allied Economic Intelligence and Strategy during the “Phoney War” ’, 

 Intelligence and National Security , 13, no. 4 (Winter 1998), 107–32.   se le c t  b i bl i og raphy  411

 ——, ‘A Reassessment of Anglo-French Strategy During the Phony War, 1939–1941’, 

 English Historical Review , CXIX, no. 481 (April 2004), 362–70. 

 Jacobsen, Mark. ‘Winston Churchill and the Third Front’,  Journal of Strategic Studies , 

14, no. 3 (September 1991), 337–62. 

 Kelly, Bernard. ‘Drifting Towards War: The British Chiefs of Staff, the USSR and the 

Winter War,  November 1939–March 1940’,  Contemporary British History , 23, no. 3

(September 2009), 267–91. 

 Kennedy, Paul. ‘The Infl uence and Limitations of Sea Power’,  International History 

Review , X, no. 1 (February 1988), 2–17. 

 ——, ‘British “Net Assessment” and the Coming of the Second World War’,  Calcu-

lations: Net Assessments and the Coming of World War II , ed. A. R. Millett and 

W. Murray. New York: The Free Press, 1992. 

 Konvitz, Josef W. ‘Bombs, Cities, and Submarines: Allied Bombing of the French 

Ports, 1942–1943’,  International History Review , XIV, no. 1 (February 1992), 23–44. 

 Kuramatsu, Tadashi. ‘The Geneva Naval Conference of 1927: The British Prepara-

tion for the Conference, December 1926 to June 1927’,  Journal of Strategic Studies , 

19, no. 1 (March 1996), 104–21. 

 ——. ‘Viscount Cecil, Winston Churchill and the Geneva Naval Conference of 

1927:  si vis pacem para pacem  versus  si vis pacem para bellum ’, in  Personalities, War  and 

Diplomacy: Essays in International History , ed. T. G. Otte and Constantine A. Page-

das. London: Frank Cass, 1997. 

 Lambert, Andrew. ‘Seapower 1939–1940: Churchill and the Strategic Origins of the 

Battle of the Atlantic’,  Journal of Strategic Studies , 17, no. 1 (March 1994), 86–108. 

 ——. ‘ “This Is All We Want”: Great Britain and the Baltic Approaches 1815–1914’, in 

 Britain and Denmark: Political, Economic and Cultural Relations in the 19th and 20th 

Centuries , ed. J. Sevaldsen. Copenhagen: Museum Tusculanum Press, 2003, 147–69. 

 ——. ‘ “The Possibility of Ultimate Action in the Baltic”: Die Royal Navy im 

Krieg, 1914–1916’,  Skagerrakschlact: Vorgeschichte—Ereignis—Verarbeitung , ed. 

Michael Epkenhans, J. Hillman, and F. Nägler. Munich: Oldenbourg, 2009. 

 ——. ‘The German North Sea Islands, the Kiel Canal and the Danish Narrows in 

Royal Navy Thinking and Planning, 1905–1918’,  The Danish Straits and German 

Naval Power 1905–1918  , ed. Michael Epkenhans and Gerhard P. Gross. Potsdam: 

Militärgeschichtliches Forschungsamt, 2010, 35–62. 

 Lambert, Nicholas A. ‘British Naval Policy, 1913–1914: Financial Limitation and 

Strategic Revolution’,  Journal of Modern History , 67, no. 3 (September 1995), 

595–626. 

 ——. ‘Admiral Sir John Fisher and the Concept of Flotilla Defence, 1904–1909’, 

 Journal of Military History , 59, 4 (October 1995), 639–60. 

 Langdon, Jeremy. ‘ “Too Old or Too Bold” The Removal of Sir Roger Keyes as 

Churchill’s First Director of Combined Operations’,  Imperial War Museum Review , 

8 (1993), 72–84. 

 Larew, Karl G. ‘The Royal Navy in the Battle of Britain’,  Historian , 52, no. 2 (Winter 

1992), 243–54. 

412  se le c t  b i bl i og raphy

 Lautenschläger, Karl. ‘Plan “Catherine”: The British Baltic Operation, 1940’,  Journal 

of Baltic Studies , 5 (1974), 211–21.  Levy, James. ‘Ready or Not? The Home Fleet at the Outset of  World War II’,  Naval 

War College Review , vol. LII, no. 4 (Autumn 1999), 90–108.  ——. ‘Lost Leader: Admiral of the Fleet Sir Charles Forbes and the Second World 

War’,  Mariner’s Mirror , 88, no. 2 (May 2002), 186–95.  ——. ‘The Needs of Political Policy versus the Reality of Military Operations: 

Royal Navy Opposition to the Arctic Convoys, 1942’,  Journal of Strategic Studies , 

26, no. 1 (March 2003), 36–52. 

 MacGregor, David. ‘The Use, Misuse, and Non-Use of History: The Royal Navy 

and the Operational Lessons of the First World War’,  Journal of Military History , 56, 

no. 4 (October 1992), 603–15. 

 ——. ‘Former Naval Cheapskate: Chancellor of the Exchequer Winston Churchill 

and the Royal Navy, 1924–29’,  Armed Forces and Society , vol. 19, no. 3 (Spring 

1993), 319–33. 

 Mackesy, Piers. ‘Churchill on Narvik’,  RUSI Journal , CXV, no. 670 (December 

1970), 28–33. 

 ——. ‘Churchill as Chronicler: The Narvik Episode’,  History    Today , 35 (March 

1985), 14–20. 

 Maiolo, Joseph. ‘Deception and Intelligence Failure: Anglo-German Preparations 

for U-boat Warfare in the 1930s’,  Journal of Strategic Studies , 22, no. 4 (December 

1999), 55–76. 

 Mann, Christopher, ‘Combined Operations, the Commandos, and Norway, 1941–1944’, 

 Journal of Military History , 73, no. 2 (April 2009), 471–95.  Martin, Christopher. ‘The Complexity of Strategy: “Jackie” Fisher and the Trouble 

with Submarines’,  Journal of Military History , 75, no. 2 (April 2011), 441–70.  Maurer, John H. ‘Churchill’s Naval Holiday: Arms Control and the Anglo-German 

Naval Race, 1912–1914’,  Journal of Strategic Studies , 15, no. 1 (March 1992), 102–27.  ——. ‘The Anglo-German Naval Rivalry and Informal Arms Control, 1912–1914’, 

 Journal of Confl ict Resolution , 36, no. 2 ( June 1992), 284–308.  McDonald, J. Kenneth. ‘Lloyd George and the Search for a Postwar Naval Policy, 

1919’,  Lloyd George: Twelve Essays , ed. A. J. P. Taylor. New York: Atheneum, 1971, 

191–222. 

 McKay, C. G. ‘Iron Ore and Section D: The Oxelosund Operation’,  Historical Jour-

nal , 29, no. 4 (December 1986), 975–8.  McKercher, B. J. C. ‘Belligerent Rights in 1927–1929: Foreign Policy  versus  Naval 

Policy in the Second Baldwin Government’,  Historical Journal , 29  (1986), 

963–74. 

 ——. ‘A Sane and Sensible Diplomacy: Austen Chamberlain, Japan and the Naval 

Balance of Power in the Pacifi c Ocean, 1924–1929’,  Canadian Journal of History , 

XXI (1986), 187–213. 

 ——. ‘“Our Most Dangerous Enemy”: Great Britain Pre-Eminent in the1930s’, 

 International History Review , XIII, no. 4 (November 1991), 751–83.   se le c t  b i bl i og raphy  413

 ——. ‘From Enmity to Cooperation: The Second Baldwin Government and the 

Improvement of Anglo-American Relations, November 1928–June 1929’,  Albion , 

24, no. 1 (Spring 1992), 65–88. 

 ——. ‘No Eternal Friends or Enemies: British Defence Policy and the Problem of 

the United States, 1919–1939’,  Canadian Journal of History , 28, no. 2 (August 1993), 

257–93. 

 ——. ‘From Disarmament to Rearmament: British Civil-Military Relations and 

Policy Making, 1933–1934’,  Defence Studies , I, no. 1 (Spring 2001), 21–48. 

 ——. ‘Deterrence and the European Balance of Power: The Field Force and British 

Grand Strategy, 1934–1938’,  English Historical Review , CXXIII, no. 500  (2008), 

98–131. 

 Morewood, Steven. ‘The Chiefs of Staff, the “Men on the Spot” and the Italo-

Abyssinian Emergency, 1935–36’,  Decisions and Diplomacy , ed. Dick Richardson 

and Glyn Stone. London: Routledge, 1985. 

 ——. ‘Protecting the Jugular Vein of Empire: The Suez Canal and British Defence 

Strategy, 1919–1941’,  War and Society , 10, no 1 (May 1992), 81–107. 

 Mount, Ferdinand, ‘Churchill Capsized: The Dardanelles Campaign was Fatally 

Misjudged’,  The Spectator , 264 (14 April 1990), 8–11. 

 Murfett, Malcolm H. ‘ “Living in the Past”: A Critical Re-examination of the Sin-

gapore Naval Strategy, 1918–1941’,  War and Society , XI, no. 1 (May 1993), 

73–103. 

 Neilson, Keith. ‘ “Greatly Exaggerated”: The Myth of the Decline and Fall of Great 

Britain’,  International History Review , XIII, no. 4 (November 1991), 695–725. 

 ——. ‘The Defence Requirements Sub-Committee, British Strategic Foreign Pol-

icy, Neville Chamberlain and the Path to Appeasement’,  English Historical Review , 

CXVIII, no. 477 ( June 2003), 651–84. 

 ——. ‘ “Unbroken Thread”: Japan, Maritime Power and British Imperial Defence, 

1920–32’,  British Naval Strategy East of Suez 1900–2000  , ed. Greg Kennedy. Lon-

don: Frank Cass, 2005. 

 Parker, R. A. C. ‘Britain, France and Scandinavia’,  History , 61 (1976), 369–87.  Peden, George. ‘Winston Churchill, Neville Chamberlain and the Defence of 

Empire’,  The Limitations of Military Power , ed. John B. Hattendorf and Malcom 

Murfett. London: Macmillan, 1990. 

 Pritchard, John. ‘Winston Churchill, the Military, and Imperial Defence in East 

Asia’,  From Pearl Harbor to Hiroshima , ed. Saki Dockrill. New York: St Martin’s 

Press, 1994. 

 Quinault, Roland. ‘Churchill and Australia: The Military Relationship, 1899–1945’, 

 War and Society , 6, no. 1 (May 1988), 41–64. 

 ——. ‘Churchill and Russia’,  War and Society , 9, no. 1 (May 1991), 99–120.  Redford, Duncan. ‘The March 1943 Crisis in the Battle of the Atlantic: Myth and 

Reality’,  History , 92, no. 305 ( January 2007), 64–83. 

 ——. ‘Inter- and Intra-Service Rivalries in the Battle of the Atlantic’,  Journal of 

Strategic Studies , 32, no. 6 (December 2009), 899–928. 

414  se le c t  b i bl i og raphy

 Reguer, Sara. ‘Churchill’s Role in the Dardanelles Campaign’,  British Army Review , 

no. 108 (December 1994), 70–80.  Reynolds, David. ‘Churchill’s Writing of History: Appeasement, Autobiography and 

 The Gathering Storm ’,  Transactions of the Royal Historical Society , sixth series, XI 

(2001), 221–47. 

 ——. ‘Churchill’s Memoirs and Australia’s War: Imperial Defence and “Inexcusable 

Betrayal” ’,   War & Society , 24, no. 2 (2005), 35–52.  Richmond, Admiral Sir Herbert, ‘Singapore’,  Fortnightly Review , vol. CXLXI (March 

1942), 240–3. 

 Riste, Olav. ‘Intelligence and the “Mindset”: The German Invasion of Norway in 

1940’,  Intelligence and National Security , 22, no. 4 (August 2007), 521–36.  Rosenberg, Jonathan. ‘Before the Bomb and After: Winston Churchill and the Use 

of Force’,  Cold War Statesmen Confront the Bomb: Nuclear Diplomacy since 1945  , ed. 

John Lewis Gaddis, Philip H. Gordon, Ernest R. May, and Jonathan Rosenberg. 

Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999.  Roskill, Stephen W. ‘The Ten-Year Rule: The Historical Facts’,  Journal of the Royal 

United Services Institute , 117 (March 1972), 69–71.  ——. ‘Marder, Churchill and the Admiralty, 1939–42’,  Journal of the Royal United 

Services Institute , 117 ( January 1973), 49–53.  Salmon, Patrick. ‘Churchill, the Admiralty and the Narvik Traffi c,  September–

November 1939’,  Scandinavian Journal of History , 4 (1979), 305–26.  ——. ‘British Plans for Economic Warfare against Germany 1937–1939: The  Prob-

lem of Swedish Iron Ore’,  The Second World War: Essays in Military and Political 

History , ed. Walter Laqueur. London: Sage, 1982.  ——. ‘Great Britain, the Soviet Union and Finland at the Beginning of the Second 

World War’,   The Baltic and the Outbreak of the Second World War , ed. John Hiden 

and Thomas Lane. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992.  Sarantakes, Nicholas Evan. ‘One Last Crusade: The British Pacifi c Fleet and its 

Impact on the Anglo-American Alliance’,  English Historical Review , 121, no. 491

(April 2006), 429–66. 

 Scammell, Clare. ‘The Royal Navy and the Strategic Origins of the Anglo-German 

Naval Agreement of 1935’,  Journal of Strategic Studies , 20, no. 2 ( June 1997), 

92–118. 

 Schoenfeld, Max. ‘Winston Churchill as War Manager: The Battle of the Atlantic 

Committee, 1941’,  Military Affairs , 52 (1988), 122–7.  Seligmann, Matthew. ‘New Weapons for New Targets: Sir John Fisher, the Threat 

from Germany, and the Building of H.M.S.  Dreadnought  and H.M.S.  Invincible , 

1902–1907’,  International History Review , XXX, no. 2 ( June 2008), 303–31.  ——. ‘Switching Horses: The Admiralty’s Recognition of the Threat from Germany, 

1900–1905’, International History Review, XXX, no. 2 ( June 2008), 239–58.  Silverman, Peter G. ‘The Ten-Year Rule’,  Journal of the Royal United Services Institute , 

116 (March 1971), 42–5.   se le c t  b i bl i og raphy  415

 Simpson, Michael. ‘Force H and British Strategy in the Western Mediterranean 

1939–42’,  Mariner’s Mirror , 83 (1997), 62–75. 

 Smith, Kevin. ‘Maritime War: Combat, Management, and Memory’, in  A Compan-

ion to the Second World War , ed. Thomas Zeiler. Malden, MA: Wiley-Blackwell 

Publishing, 2012. 

 Spiers, Edward. ‘Gallipoli’,  The First World War and British Military History , ed. Brian 

Bond. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1991, 165–88. 

 Strachan, Hew. ‘The British Army, its General Staff and the Continental Commit-

ment, 1904–14’,  The British General Staff , ed. David French and Brian Holden 

Reid. London: Frank Cass, 2002, 75–94. 

 Sumida, Jon. ‘ “The Best-Laid Plans”: The Development of British Battle-Fleet Tac-

tics, 1919–42’,  International History Review , XIV, no. 4 (November 1992), 

681–700. 

 ——. ‘Churchill and British Sea Power, 1908–29’,  Winston Churchill: Studies in 

Statesmanship , ed. R. A. C. Parker. London: Brassey’s, 1995. 

 ——. ‘Sir John Fisher and the  Dreadnought : The Sources of Naval Mythology’,  Jour-

nal of Military History , 59, 4 (October 1995), 619–38. 

 ——. ‘Sir John Fisher’s Naval Revolution’,  Naval History , 10, no. 4 ( July/August 

1996), 20–6. 

 ——. ‘Demythologizing the Fisher Era: the Role of Change in Historical Method’, 

 Militärgeschichtliche Zeitschrift , 59 (2000), 171–81. 

 ——. ‘British Preparations for Global Naval War, 1904–1914’,  The Fog of Peace and 

War Planning: Military and Strategic Planning under Uncertainty , ed. Monica Toft and 

Talbot Imlay. London: Routledge, 2006. 

 ——. ‘Geography, Technology, and British Naval Strategy in the Dreadnought Era’, 

 Naval War College Review , 59 (Summer 2006), 89–102. 

 Till, Geoffrey, ‘Perceptions of Naval Power Between the Wars: The British Case’, 

 Estimating Foreign Military Power , ed. Peter Towle. London: Croom Helm, 1982. 

 Towle, Philip. ‘Winston Churchill and British Disarmament Policy’,  Journal of Stra-

tegic Studies , 2, no. 3 (September 1979), 335–47. 

 Wallin, Jeffrey D. ‘Politics and Strategy in the Dardanelles Operation’,  Statesmanship , 

ed. Harry V. Jaffa. Durham, NC: Carolina Academic Press, 1981, 131–55. 

 Wark, Wesley ‘In Search of a Suitable Japan: British Naval Intelligence in the Pacifi c 

before the Second World War’,  Intelligence and National Security , vol. 1, no. 2 (May 

1986), 189–211. 

 ——. ‘Beyond Intelligence: The Study of British Strategy and the Norway Cam-

paign, 1940’,  Power, Personalities and Policies: Essays in Honour of Donald Cameron 

Watt , ed. Michael Graham Fry. London: Frank Cass, 1992. 

 Wilt, A. F. ‘The Signifi cance of the Casablanca Decisions, January 1943’,  Journal of 

Military History , 55, no. 1 ( January 1991), 517–29. 

 Young, Robert J. ‘Spokesmen for Economic Warfare: The Industrial Intelligence 

Centre in the 1930s’,  European Studies Review , 6 (1976), 473–87.  

416  se le c t  b i bl i og raphy

Dissertations   

 Babij, Orest. ‘The Making of Imperial Defence Policy in Britain, 1926–1934’, DPhil. 

thesis, Oxford University, 2003.  Steers, Howard J. ‘Raiding the Continent: The Origins of British Special Service 

Forces’, Master of Military Art and Science thesis, US Army Command and 

General Staff College, Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, 1980.     

cover.jpeg
CHRISTOPHER M. BELL





