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ABSTRACT 
 

 
This dissertation analyzes the relationship that developed between the British Army and 

the United States Army between 1917 and 1941. Although those two forces operated as allies 

during World War I, both nations’ leaders grew frustrated with each other following the 

Armistice and the Treaty of Versailles. Officers in both armies built on their positive wartime 

experiences, however, to ensure their armies viewed each other as prospective allies should a 

future global conflict arise. In the two decades after World War I, personal exchanges initiated 

by individual officers and information sharing between these two armies improved relations and 

encouraged cooperation in a number of areas. The resulting cordiality that spread to a majority of 

the officers in both armies manifested itself in their socializing, reports, war plans, professional 

journals, and personal papers. Long before President Franklin Roosevelt and Prime Minister 

Winston Churchill took steps toward forming the Anglo-American alliance during World War II, 

their nations’ armies laid the military foundation for the special relationship. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 
	

On November 8, 1942, less than one year after America’s entry into World War 

II, American and British forces stormed the beaches of North Africa. The amphibious 

landings in French Morocco and Algeria initiated the campaign to wrest the 

Mediterranean and Western Europe from German and Italian control. Subsequent Anglo-

American campaigns decisively defeated all Axis forces in the West by May 1945, when 

Germany unconditionally surrendered to British, American, and Soviet forces. The 

British and American armies’ campaigns in the European Theater of Operations rank 

among the most impressive examples of coalition warfare in modern history. In just 

eighteen months, the two armies liberated North Africa, France, Italy and Western 

Germany. In the process, millions of American and British soldiers trained, fought, and 

occupied the Axis powers together.1 No less a personage than U.S. Army Chief of Staff 

Gen. George C. Marshall deemed this endeavor “the most complete unification of 

military effort ever achieved by two Allied nations.”2 Though American and British 

commanders frequently disagreed over the conduct of the war, these conflicts paled in 

comparison to their armies’ joint achievements. The two armies integrated their planning, 

																																																								
1 More than one million American soldiers were stationed in Britain during the 

preparation for the invasion of Normandy in 1943-1944. The best book on the subject is David 
Reynolds, Rich Relations: The American Occupation of Britain, 1942-1945 (New York: Random 
House, 1995). 

 
2 George C. Marshall, Henry H. Arnold, and Ernest Joseph King, The War Reports of 

General of the Army George C. Marshall, Chief of Staff, General of the Army H. H. Arnold, 
Commanding General, Army Air Forces, Fleet Admiral Ernest J. King, Commander-in-Chief, 
United States Fleet and Chief of Naval Operations (New York: J. B. Lippincott Company, 1947), 
153. 
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intelligence, and command structures in a way unprecedented among previous alliances. 

Distinguished military historian Gerhard Weinberg observed: “It is simply not possible 

for anyone to spend a great deal of time studying World War II without being impressed 

by the constant and sincere efforts made by the highest British and American military 

leaders to work cooperatively with each other even in the face of the most serious 

differences of opinion on issues of great importance to all.”3  

 It is impossible to fully understand how these armies came together so quickly to 

execute a complex global war effort without examining their relations in the two decades 

preceding the outbreak of World War II. This dissertation traces the interactions between 

these two armies, beginning with the dispatch of the American Expeditionary Forces to 

France in World War I, in order to explain how they eventually forged the 20th century’s 

most effective alliance during World War II. While scholars have produced numerous 

books on the armies’ cooperation during World War I and World War II, this will be the 

first study to examine the full range of their interactions between 1917 and 1941. This 

expansive scope connects the armies’ experiences during World War I with their interwar 

exchanges and attitudes to explain how two nations beset by so many disagreements 

during the 1920s and 1930s ended up fighting together so effectively during World War 

II. This study further answers what impact World War I had on interwar military 

relations, what role culture played in facilitating contact between the two armies, and 

																																																								
3 Gerhard L. Weinberg, A World At Arms: A Global History of World War II (New York: 

Cambridge University Press, 1994), 438. Historian Niall Barr agreed, writing that, “the two allies 
cooperated in an unprecedented way.” Niall Barr, Yanks and Limeys: Alliance Warfare in the 
Second World War (London: Random House, 2015), 2. 
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what types of interactions shaped their mutual expectations and knowledge before World 

War II.  

Between 1917 and 1941, unique cultural, intellectual, and intelligence bonds drew 

the United States Army and the British Army closer together. Their eventual partnership 

originated when the two forces fought as associate powers in World War I. During that 

conflict, hundreds of thousands of Americans and Britons served together in close 

proximity. Yet both nations’ political leaders grew estranged from each other following 

the Armistice and the controversial Treaty of Versailles. The United States declined to 

join the League of Nations and demanded the full repayment of war debts, while Great 

Britain added territory in Africa and the Middle East to its global empire. At the same 

time, however, these nations’ armies did not embrace the same widespread suspicion and 

antagonism. Instead, countless officers built upon favorable wartime associations to 

ensure their armies viewed each other as prospective allies should another conflict break 

out. During the 1920s and 1930s, personal contacts and information sharing between 

these two armies improved relations and eroded American suspicions of British motives. 

Serving in adjacent garrisons in Germany and China, the persistent efforts of military 

attachés in London and Washington, and the professional study of each other’s 

organizations all shaped the attitudes of those two officer corps. The resulting cordiality 

that spread to a majority of the officers in both armies manifested itself in their social 

interactions, correspondence, official reports, war plans, and professional publications.  

After World War I, British and American officers’ formal and informal 

interactions created a durable military relationship with minimal interference from 

political leaders. The diverse nature of the exchanges meant officers of all ranks played 
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an important role in building and sustaining a collaborative spirit. Throughout the 1920s, 

both forces strengthened these mutually beneficial contacts, and the amount of 

information they exchanged was extraordinary. Both British and American officers 

encouraged this cooperation because they saw crucial similarities between their 

respective institutions and strategic benefits in sharing intelligence. Cultural affinities and 

the armies’ global strategic commitments contributed to the overall strength and 

durability of the relationship, which was evident in the valuable information American 

and British military attachés obtained from their hosts.4 In this way, two armies that could 

have grown wary of each other instead concentrated on their similar objectives and 

achieved a high level of cooperation.	A decade before the threat of a second global war 

solidified what Winston Churchill called the “special relationship,” junior British and 

American officers laid the foundation for that partnership by sharing military intelligence 

and assisting in imperial missions. Neither inevitable nor coincidental, the Anglo-

American military relationship that emerged in the 1920s and expanded in the 1930s 

grew from personal interactions between British and American officers.  

 Recently, historians have published studies on Anglo-American diplomatic 

relations during World War II with an emphasis on leaders’ personalities. A personal 

conception of the Anglo-American alliance, however, also warrants a reexamination of 

																																																								
4 Despite cultural similarities, it is crucial not to attribute too much agency to cultural 

factors. They could be as much a hindrance as an asset to close ties. David Reynolds called the 
armies’ common language a “barrier,” and Americans had virtually no feeling of obligation 
toward Great Britain before or during World War II. Reynolds, Rich Relations, 17; Greg 
Kennedy, Anglo-American Strategic Relations and the Far East, 1933-1939, Imperial Crossroads 
(London: Frank Cass, 2002), 5. 
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their militaries’ interwar interactions.5 Military communications between the powers 

frequently contradicted the contentious tone of diplomatic and naval relations during this 

period. Furthermore, army officers in both nations occasionally initiated activities outside 

the realm of military affairs in hopes of fostering closer cultural ties between Great 

Britain and the United States. Through these activities and personal diplomacy, the 

armies developed a remarkable institutional understanding that undergirded the Anglo-

American alliance during World War II, which was predominantly a military alliance.  

An examination of interwar American and British army interactions promises to 

not only explain the exceptionality of the special relationship, but also highlight the 

diplomatic roles their officers and attachés played in peacetime. Both armies maintained 

extensive contacts with other nations’ militaries in this same period, and Britain even 

conducted formal staff talks with France beginning in 1935. Yet despite all this outreach, 

the Anglo-American military relationship involved even more officers of every rank and 

branch, often on an informal basis. This study examines social, cultural, intelligence, and 

strategic relations to enhance our knowledge of how militaries cooperate in peacetime 

and lay the groundwork for alliances. It elucidates British and American officers’ 

professional worldview and reveals the cosmopolitan outlook of many officers who 

anticipated war and perceived the alignment of their nations’ strategic interests.6 Long 

before American popular opinion adopted a favorable opinion of Great Britain, the two 

																																																								
5 For examples see Frank Costigliola, Roosevelt’s Lost Alliances: How Personal Politics 

Helped Start the Cold War (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2012) and Greg Kennedy, 
Anglo-American Strategic Relations. 

 
6 Political scientist Samuel Huntington called officers’ world outlook a key part of the 

“military mind.” Samuel P. Huntington, The Soldier and the State: The Theory and Politics of 
Civil-Military Relations (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1957), 61. 
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armies’ officers regularly socialized as friends and colleagues. No other nations’ armies 

replicated this sort of relationship during the interwar period. That fact says much about 

the nature of the Anglo-American relationship and the role soldiers can play in diplomacy 

and alliance formation.   

This study will further challenge ideas about how alliances develop. Formal 

military alliances are often formed by accords between leaders, but relations among 

heads of state do not solely determine their subsequent effectiveness. One of the central 

reasons for the Anglo-American alliance’s success was the respect and trust among 

British and American professional soldiers that predated agreements between President 

Franklin D. Roosevelt (FDR) and the Prime Minister, Winston S. Churchill. These two 

leaders’ did not form the alliance singlehandedly, but rather benefitted from their 

militaries’ longstanding commitment to cooperation. The officers’ daily interactions 

sustained the alliance and grew directly out of their interwar experiences and consequent 

familiarity. Additionally, officers exhibited a preference for personal relations over 

established channels when negotiating aspects of the alliance, a practice later adopted by 

Churchill and FDR. 

Many interwar interactions between British and American officers took place 

without specific instructions from political or even army leaders. This independence was 

fortunate since officers’ views often diverged from those of their political masters.7 Army 

officers adopted a more internationalist and pragmatic outlook that favored partnerships 

																																																								
7 In the case of American officers, it would be a stretch to say that they fully embraced 

the Anglo-Saxonism of the American upper class, but they also did not embrace the widespread 
Anglophobia of the working classes in the interwar period. For a study of interwar anti-British 
sentiment in the United States see John E. Moser, Twisting the Lion’s Tail: American 
Anglophobia between the World Wars (New York: New York University Press, 1999). 
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with nations with similar objectives.8 In the realm of intelligence sharing, militaries used 

exchanges to gauge their counterparts’ attitudes. This sharing largely fell outside the 

direct oversight of civilian leaders, making it a useful area for officers to exercise their 

discretion in order to foster goodwill among their foreign counterparts. Cooperation in 

this area had ripple effects in areas like military education and training, where officers 

studied the intelligence their colleagues obtained.  

 This dissertation will contribute to the historical literature on alliance formation, 

while also accounting for the unique variables of ideology, geography, and culture. 

British officers’ judgments about their nation’s strategic vulnerabilities in the 1930s and 

subsequent desire to forge closer ties with the U.S. Army showed how foreign threats 

motivated them to seek foreign assistance. States have frequently undertaken alliances to 

protect themselves against stronger aggressive powers, but the military’s role in this 

process in democratic states is seldom elucidated.9 Even more significantly, American 

and British officers’ actions before the creation of the official Anglo-American alliance 

explain its durability in spite of political conflicts in the decades after World War II. This 

challenges the notion that alliances are top-down affairs that consistently reflect the 

																																																								
8 Even civilian observers noted this international outlook among soldiers. The American 

art historian Bernard Berenson wrote in his diary in March 1944 that, “Officers of army and navy 
are as ready to fraternize, act for common interests, and enjoy common gossip as to be up and at 
each other’s throats the moment the vertical powers unleash them.” Bernard Berenson, Rumor & 
Reflection: The Wartime Diary of the Most Celebrated Humanist and Art Historian of Our Times 
(New York: Simon and Schuster, 1952), 256. Alan Dobson notes that the stereotyped views the 
British and American publics often held of one another which led to a collective lack of affection 
toward one another. He qualified, however, that personal relations among individuals tended to be 
much warmer, which was the case among their army officers. Alan P. Dobson, Anglo-American 
Relations in the Twentieth Century: Of Friendship, Conflict and the Rise and Decline of 
Superpowers (New York: Routledge, 1995), 4.  

 
9 Walt, Stephen M. Walt, The Origins of Alliances (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 

1987), viii. 
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wishes of national leaders. British and American officers’ interactions before and during 

World War II are a telling reminder that the Anglo-American alliance rested on hundreds 

of interpersonal connections stretching back to World War I. It was common for personal 

relations to take precedence over established structures at many junctures in this unifying 

process. This personal aspect, together with the alliance’s longevity and effectiveness, is 

what gives the alliance its best claim to be a special relationship, and not the tenuous 

belief that Britain or the United States ever subordinated their national interests for the 

purpose of maintaining good relations.10   

The peaceful shift from British to American supremacy between World War I and 

the end of World War II is another area where this study makes a contribution. This 

transition was far from inevitable. In November 1928, for instance, British Foreign Office 

expert Robert Craigie warned: “Except as a figure of speech, war is not unthinkable 

between the two countries. On the contrary, there are present all the factors which in the 

past have made for wars between states.”11 Historians and political scientists have offered 

a variety of explanations for why Britain assented to the United States’ meteoric rise 

without challenging American power. Historian Paul Kennedy pointed out that Britain’s 

diminished economic might after World War I forced it to cede global naval supremacy 

for the first time in centuries. After the Washington Naval Conference in 1921, Britain no 

longer based its naval strength on its defense needs, but allowed national treaties to 

																																																								
10 Greg Kennedy defines the special relationship as “the long-lasting circumstances that 

created friendship through understanding, networking, intellectual affinity, financial ties, family 
or blood relations, empathy and mutual fear of deception, but remained only a sentiment, not a 
formal or public expression of policy.” Greg Kennedy, Anglo-American Strategic Relations, 2. 
 

11 Dobson, Anglo-American Relations, 62. 
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dictate its size. Kennedy adds that Britain rightly feared a naval arms race with the United 

States and simultaneously faced pressure from Canada and South Africa to alleviate any 

tensions.12 More to the point, policy analyst Kori Schake is one of several scholars who 

argues that Britain ceded its predominant global position peacefully because the two 

powers saw similarities between each other and built trust that enabled the peaceful 

power shift.13 Historian Alan Dobson adds that in the realms of diplomacy, “there was 

some convergence between America’s predominantly moralistic style and Britain’s 

pragmatic realism.”14  

Given the competing Anglophobic and Anglophile sentiments in the United 

States, a closer look at the militaries’ roles in this transition helps to clarify how it 

unfolded. Although at times U.S. Army officers harbored skepticism about British 

imperial motives, their close study of the British military and people gave them a more 

nuanced view of Britain’s role in the world. U.S. Army officers often appreciated British 

respect for American dominance in the Western Hemisphere, and British Army officers 

took it for granted that American officers were potential partners in areas where both 

nations shared financial or strategic interests.  Furthermore, this study helps clarify that 

																																																								
12 Paul M. Kennedy, The Rise and Fall of British Naval Mastery (New York: Charles 

Scribner’s Sons, 1976), 276. 
 
13 Kori Schake uses the concept of hegemony to characterize the British and subsequent 

American positions. Kori Schake, Safe Passage: The Transition from British to American 
Hegemony (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2017), 18. Greg Kennedy is critical of the idea 
that Britain ever possessed such unmatchable power. He believes Great Britain was never 
powerful enough to take on any opponent by itself. Rather Great Britain’s power owed to its 
success at creating alliances and coalitions within the great power system. Kennedy, Anglo-
American Strategic Relations, 4. 
 

14 Dobson, Anglo-American Relations, 8. 
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not all American opposition to British proposals in the late 1930s reflected Anglophobia. 

Often, American officers opposed military aid or an alliance with Britain on the grounds 

that it would injure American security or unnecessarily risk American lives for objectives 

unrelated to American security interests. 

 Most historians of interwar Anglo-American relations have emphasized the 

substantial disagreements and rampant distrust indulged by each nation’s political 

leaders. The United States’ failure to join the League of Nations, Great Britain’s post-

World War I debt to American creditors, and American disdain for British imperial 

policies sometimes seriously strained the two nations’ relations in this period.15 Though 

the two nations convened a series of armaments conferences aimed at defusing their 

naval rivalry, economic relations added another source of tension. In the years following 

World War I, Great Britain and the United States jockeyed for the preeminent position in 

the global economy and erected protective tariffs aimed at one another. David Woodward 

asserted that the failure of Great Britain and the United States to form a postwar 

partnership dealt a greater blow to global security than even the American decision not to 

join the League of Nations.16 Historian Greg Kennedy explained that career diplomats in 

the British Foreign Office and U.S. State Department “had developed a healthy distrust of 

one another between 1919 and 1932.”17  

																																																								
15 Great Britain owed the United States nearly $4.3 billion dollars after the Great War. 

Kathleen Burk, Old World, New World: Great Britain and America from the Beginning (New 
York: Atlantic Monthly press, 2007), 462. 

 
16 David R. Woodward, Trial by Friendship: Anglo-American Relations, 1917-1918 

(Lexington: University Press of Kentucky, 1993), 220. 
 

17 Kennedy, Anglo-American Strategic Relations, 9. 
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 In a similar vein, historians traditionally concluded that the 1930s also constituted 

“a decade of Anglo-American suspicion and estrangement.”18 The two nations’ well-

known interwar antimilitarist sentiments and disarmament efforts frequently discouraged 

a closer look at their interwar military relations. Greg Kennedy was one of the first to 

offer a reappraisal of Anglo-American interwar relations with a focus on the Pacific from 

1933 to 1939. Kennedy argues that the inauguration of President Franklin Roosevelt, 

British rearmament, and the growing threat of an aggressive Japan prompted the United 

States and Britain to initiate increased strategic cooperation after 1933. His focus on East 

Asia avoids the teleological inevitability of the outbreak of World War II present in many 

works with a European focus. He argues that Europe was not the primary area of 

cooperation between the two nations in the mid-1930s, and that their diplomats and naval 

officers worked to accommodate each other and form a mutual level of trust to address 

strategic questions in the Pacific long before the outbreak of war. According to Kennedy, 

East Asia provided the arena for this cooperation because it was the only area where 

British and American representatives’ acted against a common threat.19 This is an 

important reappraisal of Anglo-American strategic relations and one that challenges the 

timeline of cooperation as well as the role played by civil servants and service members 

in opposing Japan.  

Nearly all previous studies of interwar Anglo-American military history 

concentrate on technological and tactical innovation and, to a lesser extent, institutional 

																																																								
18 David Reynolds, “Rethinking Anglo-American Relations,” International Affairs 65 

(Winter 1988-89): 105.  
 
19 Kennedy, Anglo-American Strategic Relations, 5. 
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cultures. Important works on the British Army include those by David French, Azar Gat, 

Brian Bond, and Harold Winton. These historians focus primarily on armored warfare 

and organizational development. Corresponding studies on the U.S. Army include the 

work of David E. Johnson, Allan R. Millett, and Williamson Murray.20 Johnson argues 

that institutional shortcomings, limited resources, and intellectual preferences, all 

prevented the U.S. Army from developing a combat-ready armored force before the 

outbreak of World War II.21 Edward Coffman and Joseph Bendersky have produced 

excellent studies of the U.S. Army’s culture in the interwar period that highlight the 

Army’s limited resources, professionalism, racism, and the difficulties of dispersion 

across a far-flung empire.22 All of the aforementioned works on the British and American 

armies have devoted minimal attention to the armies’ relationship with each other. Recent 

scholarship has asserted that U.S. soldiers’ experiences during World War I produced a 

large amount of persisting Anglophobic sentiment because of their allies supposed air of 

superiority.23 This conclusion, together with the absence of any formal staff talks during 

the period, has led historians to assert that the armies did not interact in any meaningful 

																																																								
20 David E. Johnson, Fast Tanks and Heavy Bombers: Innovation in the U.S. Army, 1917-

1945 (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1998); Williamson Murray and Allan R. Millett, eds. 
Military Innovation in the Interwar Period (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996). 

 
21 Johnson, Fast Tanks, 2. 
 
22 Edward M. Coffman, The Regulars: The American Army, 1898-1941 (Cambridge: 

Harvard University Press, 2004). And Joseph W. Bendersky, The “Jewish Threat”: Anti-Semitic 
Politics of the U.S. Army (New York: Basic Books, 2000). 

 
23 David Bruce, A Fraternity of Arms: America and France in the Great War (University 

Press of Kansas, 2003), 168. Historian Richard Faulkner found a widespread anti-British attitude 
among U.S. soldiers but not U.S. officers. Richard S. Faulkner, Pershing’s Crusaders: The 
American Soldier in World War I (Lawrence: University Press of Kansas, 2018), 290. 
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way between 1919 and 1939. Niall Barr contended that at the start of World War II, “the 

two armies were strangers to one another just as they had been in 1917.”24  

One of the few historians to examine this topic in detail is John Gooch, whose 

chapter on professional American soldiers and sailors’ perceptions of Great Britain 

before 1940 emphasized intense skepticism regarding British motives. Gooch found that 

“American participation in the First World War engendered only a temporary and partial 

suspension of what were already deep-seated suspicions and rivalries.”25 According to 

Gooch, Americans saw Britain as only a temporary ally and after World War I regarded it 

chiefly as their biggest rival. Gooch further claims that interwar exercises in which 

Britain was used as a hypothetical enemy served to increase American officers’ skeptical 

attitudes toward the British despite the latter’s declarations of goodwill.26 Gooch 

identifies important aspects of the interwar American military perspective, but his chapter 

overlooks some nuances in officers’ views by grouping army and navy officers together. 

These services’ different aims and contrasting interactions with their foreign counterparts 

emerge when viewed separately. 

Existing scholarship on U.S. Army attachés in Britain has also done little to 

challenge the idea of Anglo-American estrangement. Most works on the subject focus on 

attachés’ successes at predicting future events and uncovering such secret technologies as 

																																																								
24 Niall Barr, Yanks and Limeys, 76. 

 
25 John Gooch, “‘Hidden in the Rock’: American Military Perceptions of Great Britain, 

1919-1940,” in War, Strategy, and International Politics: Essays in Honour of Sir Michael 
Howard, eds. Lawrence Freedman, Paul Hayes and Robert O’Neill (New York: Oxford 
University Press, 1992), 157. 

 
26 Ibid., 171. 
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radar. Thomas Mahnken’s monograph, Uncovering Ways of War: U.S Intelligence and 

Foreign Military Innovation, 1918-1941 (2002), offers a comparative examination of 

U.S. attachés’ successes and failures in Britain, Japan, and Germany before World War 

II. 27 While studies such as Mahnken’s illustrate attachés’ effectiveness at intelligence 

gathering, these works confine attachés to a narrowly conceptualized mission of 

intelligence gathering and overlook their diplomatic roles. Theodore Wilson’s chapter 

“‘Through the Looking Glass’: Bradford G. Chynoweth as United States Military Attache 

in Britain, 1939,” highlights the importance of attachés’ personalities in intelligence 

gathering and recounts the particular difficulties experienced by U.S. military attaché 

Bradford G. Chynoweth in London in 1939.28 These studies offer revealing glimpses of 

attachés’ work, but decline to show how the U.S. Army used attaché reports and what 

effect attachés’ had on military relations. British attachés during the period are virtually 

nonexistent in historical scholarship because of the absence of personal papers and 

memoirs, and the Luftwaffe’s wartime destruction of nearly all British attaché reports. 

The role of attachés from both nations deserves a critical reappraisal that examines the 

whole of their interwar activities, methods, and effects on military relations. Attachés 

performed a vital service as intelligence gatherers, and their impressive autonomy and 

																																																								
27 Thomas G. Mahnken, Uncovering Ways of War: U.S. Intelligence and Foreign 

Military Innovation, 1918-1941 (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2002). 
 
28 Wilson argues that intelligence gathering in England in 1939 was exceptionally 

difficult given the urgency of war preparations and shows the difficulty Bradford G. Chynoweth 
had as the U.S. military attaché. Theodore Wilson, “‘Through the Looking Glass’: Bradford G. 
Chynoweth as United States Military Attache in Britain, 1939,” in The U.S. Army and World War 
II: Selected Papers from the Army’s Commemorative Conferences, ed. Judith Bellafaire 
(Washington, D.C.: Center of Military History United States Army, 1998), 47-66. 
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initiative meant that some of these men undertook projects outside the scope of their 

mission.  

Although no book-length treatments of the interwar Anglo-American military 

relationship exist, a number of works investigate naval relations between Great Britain 

and the United States in this period. 29 Even general surveys of interwar Anglo-American 

relations devote significant attention to naval matters because Great Britain and the 

United States ranked as the world’s strongest naval powers before World War II. The 

navies of both nations enjoyed greater prestige than the armies in the interwar period 

because their capital ships made such potent symbols of national power. In addition, a 

number of important international conferences on naval arms limitations took place in the 

1920s and 30s, repeatedly placing navies at the center of international diplomacy. Finally, 

such issues as the British seizure of American ships early in World War I, naval building 

competition, and the freedom of the seas in future conflicts provided a persistent source 

																																																								
29 For more on British and American naval agreements, strategies, and cooperation see 

James R. Leutze, Bargaining for Supremacy: Anglo-American Naval Collaboration, 1937-1941 
(Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1977); Alan Harris Bath, Tracking the Axis 
Enemy: The Triumph of Anglo-American Naval Intelligence (Lawrence: University Press of 
Kansas, 1998); Gregory J. Florence, Courting a Reluctant Ally: An Evaluation of U.S./UK Naval 
Intelligence Cooperation, 1935-1941 (Washington, D.C.: Joint Military Intelligence Coll 
Washington DC Center for Strategic Intelligence Research, 2004); Corbin Williamson, 
“Industrial-Grade Generosity: British Warship repair and Lend-lease in 1941,” Diplomatic 
History 39 (September 2015): 745-72; Malcolm Murfett, Fool-Proof Relations: The Search for 
Anglo-American Naval Cooperation during the Chamberlain Years, 1937-1940 (Kent Ridge: 
Singapore University Press, 1984). Other scholars have looked at the respective navies’ 
disagreements or even planning for an Anglo-American naval conflict. For example see 
Christopher M. Bell, “Thinking the Unthinkable: British and American Naval Strategies for an 
Anglo-American War, 1918-1931,” The International History Review 19 (1997): 789-808. Ian 
Cowman, Dominion or Decline: Anglo-American Naval Relations in the Pacific, 1937-1941 
(Washington: Berg, 1996); and Donald J. Lisio, British Naval Supremacy and Anglo-American 
Antagonisms, 1914-1930 (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2014). 
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of friction between the two powers.30 For both nations, naval strategy often played a 

central role in their formulations of grand strategy. Into the late 1930s, naval leaders 

maintained their privileged position and it was their ilk who called for comprehensive 

staff talks between Great Britain and the United States in 1940.31  

 The tone of Anglo-American naval relations fluctuated widely during the interwar 

period. Many American naval officers resented the U.S. Navy’s integration as a junior 

partner with the Royal Navy in European waters during World War I, but in the late 

1920s, some British and American naval officers stationed in East Asia independently 

discussed the topic of cooperation in the event of hostilities with a third power.32 Despite 

these overtures, American naval planners consistently viewed the Royal Navy as a major 

naval competitor and possible threat throughout the 1920s and 1930s. Tensions eased 

somewhat after the London Naval Conference of 1930, but American naval officers 

continued to measure their own fleet against the Royal Navy and justified further 

expenditures based on the disparities. Historian Alan Harris Bath recounts that by 1937, 
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31 Mark Skinner Watson, Chief of Staff: Prewar Plans and Preparations (Washington: 
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British officers had received general orders to maintain friendly relations with their 

American counterparts.33 Bath further explains that in the immediate prewar period, 

“Anglo-American naval intelligence cooperation seemed to have a life of its own,” and 

did not replicate the negotiations between British and American leaders.34 This revelation 

exposed something important about relations between the two nations and their armed 

forces. The divergence among military, naval, and diplomatic relations meant that none 

of these areas represented the entirety of Anglo-American relations before World War II. 

As a result, in-depth studies of each of these areas can offer valuable insights into the 

Anglo-American relationship. 

The formation of the Anglo-American alliance would inspire its own rich 

historiography beginning with Winston S. Churchill’s histories of World War II. 

Churchill himself first popularized the term “special relationship.” Following Churchill’s 

lead, scholars like H. C. Allen portrayed the alliance as an unparalleled achievement of 

intimacy and friendship that grew naturally out of their increasingly positive relations 

since 1814.35 In the intervening decades, scholars have questioned this rosy 

characterization of the special relationship. Some have argued that the alliance was 

merely a temporary one based on common interests and replete with conflicts and 

difficulties. Others contend the relationship ended even before World War II, and in fact, 
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never truly existed given the powers’ constant vying for advantage.36 In the past two 

decades, however, a new wave of scholarship has blended aspects of these schools by 

examining the day-to-day functioning of the alliance. Mark A. Stoler’s Allies and 

Adversaries: The Joint Chiefs of Staff, The Grand Alliance, and U.S. Strategy in World 

War II (2000) examines Roosevelt’s creation of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS). Stoler 

contends that, during World War II, U.S. military chiefs’ expanded powers and access to 

Roosevelt the U.S. military the biggest influence in U.S. foreign policy with the 

exception of Roosevelt himself.37 Stoler identifies JCS wariness of British aims and their 

approval of Roosevelt’s noncommittal attitude toward postwar settlements that might 

undermine their own greatly expanded view of American strategic interests. More 

recently, historian William Johnsen offered a comprehensive analysis of the strategic 

negotiations and agreements prior to the outbreak of war. Johnsen skillfully weaves 

naval, air, military, and political relations together in his analysis of the period from 1937 

to 1941 to conclude that, “the Anglo-American coalition had forged by December 1941 

the foundations for eventual victory.”38 Johnsen does not fully endorse Churchill’s 

conception of the special relationship, and sees instances where both Churchill and 

Roosevelt used one another to achieve their desired ends. Still, Johnsen’s focus on 

																																																								
36 In 1996, historian Alex Danchev named these different historiographical schools as 
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strategy and military policy leads him to assert that both sides achieved a great deal 

through the relationship and its competitive aspects should not overshadow its great 

successes. Niall Barr’s balanced assessment of the Anglo-American alliance in his book, 

Yanks and Limeys: Alliance Warfare in the Second World War (2015), is one of the few 

monographs that focuses strictly on the British and American armies as allies. Although 

he starts his narrative during the French and Indian War, he concludes that the two 

decades between World War I and World War II meant that all but the most senior 

officers in both armies forgot most of the hard-learned lessons of 1914-18.39  

 Nearly every historian of Anglo-American relations concurs that the two armies 

maintained no significant contacts between the world wars. Most histories of the special 

relationship begin in 1937 or later and devote only passing attention to the influence of 

World War I.40 As Theodore Wilson opines, “Though there had been ongoing discussions 

between naval representatives and episodic communications about the desirability of 

more general sharing of technology, the origins of Anglo-American coordination are to 

be found in those hectic weeks following the fall of France.”41 Such conclusions derive 

from a focus on high-ranking officers, staff talks, and political agreements. Almost no 
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historians look to the interwar years for indications of information sharing by the two 

armies and what impressions they acquired from their interactions in the years preceding 

World War II.  

This dissertation departs from earlier scholarship by presenting a continuous 

account of Anglo-American military relations from America’s entry into World War I in 

1917 to the beginning of the formal British-American alliance in December 1941. The 

term “military” is used here exclusively to refer to the U.S. and British armies, just as it 

was used during the decades under examination. Taking a holistic view of army relations 

between the two powers offers the opportunity to observe sources of cooperation not 

evident in studies devoted exclusively to intelligence, war planning, or formal 

agreements. Focusing solely on the armies also enables this work to illuminate the multi-

faceted nature of their interactions. As their respective countries’ largest services during 

World War II, the armies’ prewar attitudes profoundly influenced their wartime 

cooperation.  

This dissertation joins a growing body of scholarship in asserting that the informal 

special relationship existed before the outbreak of World War II and uses the armies as 

the platform to demonstrate its existence in an even broader form than previous scholars 

ever imagined.42 The special relationship was an attitude of affinity and cooperation 

among service personnel, even in the absence of formal treaties. Focusing on the armies 

does not diminish the navies’ or air services’ roles in nurturing the Anglo-American 

partnership, but it shows its unique character in each branch. The near total absence of 
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coordination between the U.S. Army and U.S. Navy validates the perception of the 

decentralized nature of their cooperation and highlights the different issues involved for 

each service.43 Even as late as 1940, the Army high command received little guidance 

from political leaders about what to share with the British. This illustrates how much 

freedom the U.S. Army had in defining its relations with the British. 

 Prior to World War I, the armies had much less contact with one another, 

although officers occasionally encountered each other in the course of their duty and 

pleasure. It was unusual for officers of both nations to travel abroad on extended leaves. 

In September 1910, a young lieutenant George C. Marshall honeymooned with his wife 

for more than a month in England. During that stay, Marshall witnessed British Army 

maneuvers at Aldershot. As he recalled, “I just rented a bicycle up near Aldershot and 

went there and went through all the maneuvers and saw about three times as much as our 

attache saw because I wasn’t restricted. I just rode all over the place as I wanted to and 

had an interesting time of it.”44 The U.S. Army had professionalized its military attaché 

system in the late 19th century and generated regular reports on the British Army, 

although the French and German armies enjoyed higher prestige in American eyes.45 

Diplomatic relations between the United States and Great Britain improved after the 

American Civil War ended and Britain agreed to pay compensation for damage wrought 
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by the British-built Confederate raider Alabama. The successful resolution of the 

Venezuela Crisis and American support for Britain in the Boer War cemented this 

diplomatic rapprochement, although many politicians in the United States periodically 

appealed to anti-British feelings stemming from depredations committed during the 

American Revolution and the War of 1812.46 British and American troops fought beside 

one another in the Boxer Rebellion in China in 1900, but this was a comparatively small 

conflict with only approximately 2,500 American soldiers and marines taking part.  

Shortly after the outbreak of World War I, the British Army granted special 

privileges to U.S. Army attachés and observers. In November 1914, the British War 

Office granted the U.S. military attaché in London, Lt. Col. George O. Squier, permission 

to visit the British Expeditionary Force in France for more than a month. Even though 

other allied nations including Japan and Russia had requested similar access, the War 

Office granted the privilege to only the United States attaché.47 The following year, Field 

Marshal Earl Kitchener, Secretary of State for War, told Squier that if the United States 

entered the war, “it might be possible to ensure a lasting peace” in a postwar world in 

which the “two English-speaking peoples” worked together. Kitchener instructed Squier 

inform the War Department that the War Office would provide any assistance the 

Americans requested and was prepared to reserve an office at the War Office for the 
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American attaché.48 The U.S. Army subsequently dispatched a number of observers to 

Europe and the Middle East to report on British military organizations and operations. Lt. 

Col. Edward Davis was one such officer who observed British campaigns throughout the 

Middle East over the course of extended tours in 1916 and 1917.49 Though the reports 

Davis and other observers produced held great significance for the U.S. Army, the sheer 

number of long-serving American officers who interacted with their British counterparts 

after their country entered World War I significantly improved the two armies’ already 

friendly relations. World War I was the formative experience for both armies, even 

though many Americans did not serve in France before the war ended. 

This account of Anglo-American military relations begins with the entry of the 

United States into World War I and Gen. John J. Pershing’s journey to Europe to 

establish the American Expeditionary Forces (AEF). Chapter 1 provides an overview of 

the armies’ interactions during the war and traces how their attitudes changed toward one 

another. The more favorable impressions existing at the war’s end appeared even stronger 

in postwar memoirs, which frequently embellished officers’ fraternal feelings. Chapter 2 

explores the joint occupation of Germany, the campaign against the Bolsheviks in Russia, 

and the two armies’ retrenchment in the postwar era in which attachés again became the 

primary conduit for their communications. Chapter 3 examines the effects of military 

intelligence sharing on the two armies’ views of each other between 1923 and 1935. The 

following chapter analyzes the armies’ social contacts and cultural similarities in the 
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same period with an eye toward how their officers employed such contacts to send 

messages of goodwill. Officers and especially attachés often looked for ways outside of 

their prescribed duties to improve these contacts and highlight similarities. Chapter 5 

outlines the armies’ improving relations, especially in the realm of intelligence gathering, 

between 1935 and 1939. Though the two armies turned their concentration to their 

potential enemies, the British Army in particular adopted an attitude of openness toward 

the U.S. Army to encourage amicable ties. Chapter 6 analyzes the unique position of 

American military attachés in London after the outbreak of World War II and the 

personal methods they used to overcome wartime challenges. The final chapter of this 

work examines the staff talks and weapons sales that took place between the two armies 

after before American entry into the war. In doing so, it reveals the impact of officers’ 

views on the first steps toward a formal alliance. The work concludes with observations 

about the importance of the interwar period on the armies’ relations during World War II 

and the Anglo-American defense relationship’s continued significance. 

Throughout most of the period under examination, the two armies saw a number 

of major security issues where they could cooperate to their mutual benefit. Some 

problems, like protecting their vast empires, provided essential common ground, even as 

the same issues created substantial friction in diplomatic and naval relations. British and 

American officers assigned to each others’ capitals as attachés and observers between 

1919 and 1941 undertook the especially challenging assignments of gathering 

information and fostering positive relations while endeavoring not to stray beyond the 

bounds of either nation’s foreign policy. This blurred line of military and diplomatic 
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relations complicates the militaries’ roles and helps explain why they contemplated the 

possibility of fighting again as allies throughout the 1920s and 30s.
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CHAPTER 1: WORLD WAR I AND ALLIANCE WARFARE 

 
“The thing that is nearest my heart, as you can well imagine, is the 
rapprochement, the ever-closer alliance and union of British and  
American Armies and Nations. There is nothing else so important  
to win the war, and for all time to win peace for the world.”1 

- Col. Robert Bacon, U.S. Army, April 22, 1918 
 
 

On May 28, 1917, less than two months after the United States entered World 

War I on the side of the Allies, 191 U.S. Army officers and men led by Maj. Gen. John J. 

Pershing boarded the British ocean liner SS Baltic and sailed for Europe.2 President 

Woodrow Wilson had dispatched this group as the nucleus of the American 

Expeditionary Forces (AEF), an army that eventually comprised over one million 

American soldiers in Europe. Faced with the task of building and leading the largest field 

army in American history to that point, these handpicked officers did not pass their 

voyage in leisure. Also traveling on the Baltic were a number of high ranking British 

Army officers with extensive experience fighting in France. Taking advantage of this 

opportunity, Pershing and his staff spent countless hours with their British guests, 

absorbing as many of their lessons as possible. Pershing later wrote that these British 

colleagues “kindly consented to answer questions on the subjects of organization, 

training, and fighting. The conferences thus held and a study of confidential reports from 

the British and French helped to put us more closely in touch with many details which 
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could not have been learned otherwise except through experience.”3 Pershing understood 

he faced an enormous task for which the U.S. Army possessed little institutional 

experience. Naturally, he and his subordinates turned to the British for the lessons the 

latter had learned at an enormous cost in three years of fighting. More than just technical 

instruction, however, these discussions revealed the culture, customs, and attitudes of the 

British Army to the American officers. 

For many in Pershing’s entourage, this was their first introduction to the British 

Army, and it impressed them favorably. American Lt. Col. (later Maj. Gen.) James G. 

Harbord found lectures by British Lt. Col. Frederick Puckle particularly instructive. A 

former supply officer in France, Puckle spoke on logistics organizations and the British 

Army. Harbord also recorded Puckle’s characterization of the typical British officer. “He 

is never demonstrative,” Puckle cautioned, “He does not show his feelings. He does not 

wear his heart on his sleeve.” Puckle said the American officers “must not misunderstand 

his attitude for hostility, for it is not.”4 Puckle and many of the officers on both sides 

realized that with proliferating contact between the two armies, potential social and 

cultural differences had just as much potential to sour the partnership as disagreements 

over policies. Thus the voyage of the Baltic ushered the U.S. Army into a new era in 

which the British Army reigned as America’s most important foreign military partner.  

For nearly all active U.S. Army personnel, World War I marked the first time that 

they came into contact with their British counterparts. It was also the first time the U.S. 
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Army had ever deployed to Europe. Only once in the two armies’ histories, during the 

brief Boxer Rebellion of 1900-1, had they fought side by side. Yet by November 1918, 

hundreds of thousands of American officers and men had trained and fought with their 

British comrades. American and British officers’ encounters with each other during the 

twenty months their countries functioned as associate powers created predominantly 

positive impressions that shaped their personal views, professional judgments, and set the 

tone for the two armies’ interactions in the interwar period. Many officers in both armies 

published their experiences and opinions in postwar memoirs, which circulated among 

fellow officers for years after the authors’ retirement. In this way, these contacts became 

embedded in the armies’ institutional memories. Often, these memoirs downplayed 

wartime disagreements, thereby presenting an even stronger image of wartime 

comradery. In contrast to officers’ positive interactions, their soldiers’ attitudes toward 

one another showed that fighting as allies did not automatically produce goodwill 

between the two armies. Disagreements over tactics, strategy, and the command of 

American soldiers all threatened to sour inter-army relations. While training under British 

guidance embittered many American soldiers, the majority of American and British 

officers developed a lasting affinity and mutual respect that carried over into the postwar 

era. The armies’ cooperation during World War I therefore laid the foundations for the 

unique, informal Anglo-American military relationship in the interwar period.  

Although British and American officers’ contacts formed the basis of an enduring 

defense relationship, the interactions between Tommies and Doughboys during World 

War I show how individual soldiers’ opinions developed independently and often in 

contradiction to official policy. British and American officers’ experiences shaped how 
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they thought about their foreign counterparts and informed decisions they made during 

and after the war in official capacities. This chapter will examine the role culture played 

in contacts between the two groups of officers, as well as what other factors contributed 

to their overall positive experience. In doing so, it will show why the relationship was not 

duplicated with the French Army and the importance of individuals’ opinions in creating 

effective defense relationships. 

After eleven days at sea, the Baltic docked at the British port of Liverpool on June 

8, 1917. At nine-thirty that morning, General Pershing and the twelve other senior U.S. 

officers stepped off the Baltic to a massive welcome. On the dock, the Lord Mayor of 

Liverpool and the British Army regional commander, Lt. Gen. Sir William Pitcairn 

Campbell, K.C.B., greeted the AEF chief. The band of the Royal Welch Fusiliers 

welcomed the Americans with a rendition of the “Star Spangled Banner.” Lieutenant 

Colonel Harbord wrote, “I do not suppose that a more effusive greeting has ever been 

given a foreigner landing in England than that extended to General Pershing at Liverpool 

yesterday morning.”5 Though hundreds of Americans in uniform had preceded these 

officers to Great Britain since 1914 as observers, Pershing and his group were different. 

They offered a tangible sign that aid was on the way. The U.S. Army had joined the fight, 

and the feeling was that now the tide would turn in the Allies’ favor.  

Pershing did not disappoint the enthusiastic crowd of onlookers. Tall and 

dignified, the general cut an impressive figure for the dozens of reporters and cameramen 

present. As he walked past the British honor guard lined up before him, Pershing stopped 
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before one soldier who wore vertical stripes indicating he had been wounded in action. 

Without hesitating, Pershing asked the soldier, “Where were you wounded, my man?”6 

The earnestness of Pershing’s question impressed many present on that occasion. The 

next day, Pershing and his entourage boarded a royal train for the journey to London. 

When Pershing and his officers appeared before King George V, the monarch told them, 

“It has always been my dream that the two English-speaking nations should some day be 

united in a great cause, and to-day my dream is realized.”7 The four-day stop in London 

was a moving experience for many of the American officers. All around them they saw 

the hardships of war. Shops were bare, and bomb damage from zeppelin raids littered the 

city. “You could look up and see airplanes or captive balloons in readiness,” Major 

Harbord confided to his diary.8 The day after the group left London, a German air raid 

killed seventy Londoners and wounded four hundred more. 

Pershing’s stop in London was more than just a formality. It also acquainted him 

with the leaders of Britain’s army and the political struggles within Great Britain. 

Pershing met with Gen. Sir William Robertson, the British Chief of the Imperial General 

Staff (CIGS); Field Marshal Viscount French of Ypres (formerly known as Sir John 

French), the Commander-in-Chief, Home Forces; Maj. Gen. Sir Francis Lloyd, the 

General Officer Commanding the London District; and Gen. Sir John Cowans, the 

Quartermaster General of the British Army.9 These meetings allowed the leaders to get 
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the measure of one another and set the tone for their partnership. Perhaps the most 

important was with the CIGS, “Wully” Robertson, whom Pershing described as “a 

rugged, heavy-set, blunt soldier.”10 Robertson began his career as a private and became 

the first British soldier to ever rise from that rank to field marshal. In Pershing’s first 

meeting with Robertson, the latter explained to Pershing the advantages of having 

American soldiers serve with or near British units. Pershing politely replied that it made 

far more sense to have American units serve near French units since it was French ports, 

railways, and materiel on which the U.S. Army would rely most heavily. Pershing 

neglected to mention that President Wilson, Secretary of War Newton D. Baker and 

Pershing had already decided that the AEF should have a closer affiliation with French 

rather than British forces. This decision stemmed both from American public sentiment 

and from the necessity of relying on French assistance in establishing the AEF.11 

Pershing instead asked Robertson whether extra British shipping could be found to help 

get the American Army into the fight sooner. To this request, Robertson and other British 

leaders revealed the full extent of their enormous shipping losses to German U-boats in 

the past few years, which greatly surprised the AEF chief.12  
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In many ways, this exchange encapsulated the relationship between AEF and 

British Army leaders over the next year: professional and friendly, yet plagued by 

disagreements. Robertson headed an army that had expended over four hundred thousand 

lives before American entry into the war. The CIGS repeatedly had to defend the 

offensive plans of Field Marshal Douglas Haig, the commander of the British 

Expeditionary Force (BEF), against criticisms from the Prime Minister, David Lloyd 

George, who feared appalling casualty rates.13 Meanwhile Robertson asked for more men 

to be drafted from his already depleted nation. Pershing stepped into this struggle 

promising help but without a definite timeline for his forces to enter combat. Moreover, 

his request for shipping above and beyond Great Britain’s previous commitments asked 

his allies to risk shrinking their food stores in the face of the German submarine peril.  

Robertson and other British leaders’ appeals for American troops to serve with the 

British were perfectly reasonable from their standpoint. Such a proposal had the potential 

to relieve the British manpower crisis and get American soldiers into battle quickly. 

Pershing found the suggestion a nonstarter, however, in light of American national 

sentiment and the U.S. Army’s desire to build an independent field army in France. The 

problem was that building such an army required British help, and there was no guarantee 

the AEF would be ready in time to prevent the Allies’ defeat. Pershing’s initial meetings 

with British commanders resolved none of these issues. Fortunately, these disagreements 

did not sour the attitudes of all British and American officers even as they repeatedly 

strained relations between the armies’ commanders. 
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A few days after landing in France, Pershing visited his most important British 

colleague for the duration of the war, Field Marshal Sir Douglas Haig. Along with 

Lieutenant Colonel Harbord, Col. Benjamin Alvord, Jr., and his aide-de-camp Capt. 

George S. Patton, Jr., General Pershing arrived at Haig’s headquarters in an old chateau 

nestled among a grove of chestnut trees near the village of St. Omer.14 Haig and his staff 

gave the Americans a warm welcome. To Harbord, Haig appeared “a very good-looking 

man of fifty-six, not as tall as I had expected, but very dignified and soldierly as well as 

cordial in his greeting.”15 Haig also took the opportunity to size up Pershing. The BEF 

commander wrote, “I was much struck with [Pershing’s] quiet gentlemanly bearing – so 

unusual for an American. Most anxious to learn, and fully realises the greatness of the 

task before him.”16 This observation likely reflected Haig and other British officers’ 

assumptions about the arrogant and outspoken nature of Americans. Over lunch, Pershing 

enjoyed reminiscing with British Lt. Gen. Sir George Fowke, the adjutant general of the 

British armies, whom Pershing had known in 1905 when they were both observers in the 

Russo-Japanese War in Manchuria. Meanwhile, Patton chatted with Haig about their 

shared interests in hunting, polo, and sabers. The two cavalrymen might also have 

discussed Haig’s 1907 book on cavalry tactics, which Patton owned and carefully read.17  
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That afternoon, Haig and his staff treated Pershing and the other American 

officers to a tour of the British headquarters. It gave the Americans the opportunity to 

observe the functioning of Haig’s command structure and ask many questions about the 

BEF. Harbord thought “the afternoon with the General Staff was most interesting and 

instructive and left us with a great respect for the splendid organization of the great army 

our virile imperial cousins have put in the field.”18 Pershing also found the visit 

informative. He recalled in depth discussions about the organization, recruitment, and 

records of the British Army. Pershing wrote in his memoirs that “although our military 

system had been practically copied form the British a century and a half earlier, it was 

surprising to find so few points of difference after this lapse of time.”19 These similarities 

only increased as the war progressed and U.S. Army officers borrowed freely from the 

British. 

The three-day visit accomplished a great deal. It allowed American and British 

leaders to take stock of one another and express their opinions on the war and how best to 

prosecute it. Haig and his staff knew the scale of the task Pershing faced in assembling an 

army, supply organization, and headquarters from scratch. Haig worried it might take 

years before such a force could join the fight, and he wondered if the American officers 

had enough experience to handle such an undertaking. Pershing remained determined to 

construct the AEF as an independent force, and although he rejected Haig’s suggestion to 

incorporate American units into British divisions, Pershing saw the U.S. Army could 

learn much from the British. This meeting marked the start of a strong professional 
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relationship between the two commanders, even as it was strained occasionally by heated 

disagreements.20  

Though Pershing and Haig’s interactions guided relations between their armies, 

the two met only occasionally during the war. On a daily basis, their liaison officers 

served as the representatives of the armies to each other. At Haig’s headquarters, Lt. Col. 

Robert H. Bacon, the former U.S. Ambassador to France, represented Pershing. A 

wartime volunteer, Bacon’s diplomatic experience made him an asset to the American 

commander-in-chief, and he quickly gained the trust of British officers. Haig wrote that 

from the first time he met Bacon, “He struck me as a most honest, upright man, and 

absolutely to be trusted.”21 Haig treated Bacon as a member of his own staff and readily 

informed him about British plans. This personal trust was vital to cooperation between 

the two armies. For this reason, Pershing handpicked the men who served as his liaisons. 

Bacon and other liaisons needed to understand their hosts and maintain their trust while 

also remaining dedicated to their own commander and his interests. 

 At AEF headquarters, Col. [later Gen.] Cyril Wagstaff acted as Haig’s liaison. 

Wagstaff was commissioned into the Royal Engineers in 1897 and served with Australian 

troops on the staff of General William Birdwell during the Gallipoli campaign in 1915. 

Charles À Court Repington, a reporter for the Times and a former lieutenant colonel in 

the British Army, described Wagstaff as “a good practical man and a typical English 

soldier, who appears to me to carry out his delicate duties with great tact and good sense, 
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and to make himself helpful to all.”22 Upon visiting AEF headquarters at Chaumont in 

October 1917, Repington observed, “The American officers are constantly seeking 

[Wagstaff’s] advice. They come to his room one after another without ceasing.”23 After 

the American attack on the St. Mihiel Salient on September 12, 1918, Wagstaff submitted 

a detailed report on the operation that praised American planning and the troops’ quick 

movement. He noted that although American methods differed from those of the British 

Army, they successfully caught the Germans off guard and captured large numbers of 

prisoners.24 As Repington observed, liaison officers not only relayed messages between 

their commanders, but they coordinated activities and answered questions about their 

respective armies. They worked hard to smooth out disagreements, clarify 

miscommunications, and create favorable impressions in each other’s headquarters, and 

they largely succeeded. Still, the most persistent source of discord between the two 

armies’ leadership was the issue of amalgamation. 

When the United States entered World War I, it resolved to fight the war on an 

equal footing with the other Allied powers. American leaders resolved to field an 

independent army in Europe to guarantee their country’s influence in the peace process 

and increase European respect for American power. To underscore America’s freedom of 

action and commitment to its self-interest, President Woodrow Wilson declared the 
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United States an associate power, rather than a formal ally of Great Britain and France.25 

Pershing had his own motivations for creating an independent AEF. He and his fellow 

American officers wanted to prove the prowess of the U.S. Army and demonstrate the 

importance of a large regular army to American congressmen who believed a small cadre 

of officers and a large national guard was all that was required for national defense. With 

complete authority over U.S. forces in Europe, Pershing’s efforts to maintain an entirely 

independent American army in France, brought him into constant disagreement with his 

British and French counterparts. 

Even before Pershing sailed for England, British and French political 

representatives and military leaders approached Wilson with ideas about how to best use 

American resources to quickly end the war. British Lt. Gen. Sir Tom Bridges traveled to 

the United States in April 1917 with Sir Arthur Balfour to encourage rapid American 

mobilization. Bridges and his countrymen recommended American leaders send “half-

trained men to complete their training in England and France…to be brigaded as 

battalions with the allied troops.” British representatives even offered “immediate 

training facilities for 100,000 men in England, besides whatever might be desired in 

France.”26 The British and French wartime delegations in Washington looked with 

disdain upon the inexperienced American Army of 1917, which numbered only 5,791 

officers and 121,707 men. The U.S. Army did not possess a single combat-ready division, 
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nor had it faced a first-rate European army in a century. In contrast, the Western Allies 

had fielded more than eight million men since the summer of 1914. They had learned 

hard lessons about trench warfare, mass conscript armies, and modern weapons. In less 

than five months during the Battle of the Somme from July to November 1916, the 

British Army alone suffered an excess of 420,000 casualties, more than double the entire 

U.S. Army’s strength in 1917.27 Few U.S. officers had experience managing units larger 

than a regiment, and only Pershing had previously commanded an army in the field 

during the inconclusive excursion into Mexico in 1916 to capture the Mexican warlord 

Francisco “Pancho” Villa. Instead of waiting the proposed eighteen months for the arrival 

and organization of a fully formed U.S. Army in France, British and French military 

leaders proposed the United States should funnel its vast manpower reserves into their 

armies. By the end of the war, this plan was referred to as amalgamation. 

This proposal had a great deal of military merit. It would rapidly send fresh 

American recruits into already established Allied units under battle-tested officers. Both 

the British and French armies faced desperate manpower shortages and an independent 

AEF could take years to adequately prepare for combat. British and French commanders 

feared that by then it might be too late to prevent a German victory. This sense of 

urgency acquired much more credence after Russia effectively withdrew from the war in 

December 1917. By the end of that same month, the U.S. Army had only 174,884 men in 

Europe.28 To the Allies, Pershing and the U.S. Army moved hopelessly slow. Adding to 
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the Allies’ impatience, Germany’s effective submarine campaign threatened to sever their 

lifelines with their colonial possessions. These colonies not only played a vital role in the 

British and French economies, they also supplied manpower and foodstuffs. The U.S. 

Army leaders appeared to the Allies to be blithely unaware of these dangers. 

Pershing’s continued refusal to place U.S. troops within Allied units was a high 

stakes gamble. He did not want to surrender his command to the Allies and suffer a 

corresponding backlash from American public opinion. Yet if the widely expected 

German offensive in the spring of 1918 yielded a decisive German victory, Pershing 

would suffer the blame. British and French amalgamation proposals also eliminated the 

need to ship American support units, such as transportation and artillery, to France when 

shipping space was at a premium and infantrymen were most needed in the trenches. For 

British and French civilian leaders, this proposal would ensure that their armies received 

credit for defeating Germany. Finally, Britain and France initially had no choice but to 

make this proposal. In case the United States accepted the offer, neither Britain nor 

France could risk American troops being fed into the other’s army and not their own. 

Such an outcome would inevitably diminish the relative power of one of the two armies. 

Pershing saw this competition between the two powers and how their petty rivalries and 

jealousies hindered the united war effort.29 

While amalgamation was completely unpalatable to American political leaders, 

the American people, and American army officers, opposition was perhaps fiercest 

among American soldiers, who had no desire to fight under foreign command. Lt. 
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Shipley Thomas of the U.S. First Infantry division recalled decades after the war, “Why 

if they’d ever tried to put me in a division with those English from around London, there 

would have been hell to pay. If those cockneys could have won the war with their mouth, 

they would have done it years before.”30 Col. Thomas B. Mott, who served as Pershing’s 

personal liaison to Marshal Ferdinand Foch, gave a more restrained opinion when he 

wrote in his memoirs, “That the British and French in 1917 should have believed that 

America would be used as a recruiting ground for their depleted armies can be 

understood; that they should have striven to bring this about was natural; but when the 

reasons for refusing it were made plain to them, common sense should have caused them 

to give up the fight.”31 The French and British kept returning to this issue and pressing 

for American integration into their armies even when full American divisions and corps 

had proven themselves in combat.  

The reason for the British and French persistence was the immense leverage those 

nations had over the American Army. The United States lacked the shipping capacity to 

transport its Army to Europe and keep it supplied. To make up the shipping tonnage 

shortfall, the United States had to beg for help from its allies, most of all Great Britain. 

Once in France, the U.S. Army was at the mercy of the French for obtaining 

transportation, billets, training facilities, and weapons. Again in the spring of 1918, the 

Allies warned that without additional U.S. troops serving in France, they might not 

withstand the German offensive led by fresh troops from the Eastern front. President 
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Wilson worried about these dire warnings, but recognized that only the AEF commander 

should make such a drastic decision as amalgamation. He deferred to Pershing, and 

Pershing held steadfast to his commitment of an independent AEF. 

 French and British leaders seized on any perceived shortcomings in American 

officers and soldiers to renew their calls for the amalgamation of American units. This 

issue was a sore spot in Allied-American relations throughout the war. American officers 

challenged the British for repeating these calls despite British unwillingness to accept a 

unified Allied command under the French for the previous three years. Nor had the 

British Army ever broken up and dispersed dominion divisions as it was now proposing 

to do with American units.32 Despite this inconsistency, British generals in France 

realized sooner than politicians in London that such calls harmed Anglo-American 

relations, and American soldiers would have to be introduced to the trenches in a 

different manner. 

By December 1917, Pershing and Haig anxiously anticipated the coming German 

offensive in the West. They knew it would incorporate dozens of crack divisions relieved 

from the Eastern Front and its objective would be to force a decision on the Western 

Front before American troops could arrive in large numbers. Robertson and Haig 

desperately pressed Pershing to bring American units to France faster. To that end, Haig 

proposed a modified version of the previously rejected amalgamation plan that called for 
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American infantry battalions to be shipped to France on British ships and sent right into 

the line to replace depleted British units. As more battalions arrived, they would be 

grouped to form whole American divisions. Haig reasoned that using the British supply 

system and the fact that some American support units were already serving with the 

British made it an easy plan to execute.33 Furthermore, it relieved some of the burden 

from the French and British who still held nearly the entire line.  

Pershing objected to this plan which failed to train American staffs to eventually 

lead larger American units and left the British solely in charge of training. This 

concerned Pershing since British shortcomings in maneuver training alarmed him. It 

seemed apparent this was simply another British plan to gain control over American 

units, something the French were simultaneously attempting. Though Pershing 

recognized the threat of the coming German assault, he did not believe it was severe 

enough to relinquish American units to the Allies. Pershing rightly supposed that once the 

British or French had trained and equipped American troops, they would resist requests to 

return them to American control.  

The attitude of American soldiers also concerned Pershing. Several incidents had 

already demonstrated Americans’ distaste for serving under a foreign flag. Previously, 

the AEF had faced a shortage of clothing and turned to British supplies for tunics and 

pants. When the quartermaster issued these tunics with British buttons to an Irish-

American regiment “a wave of opposition swept through the outfit against wearing 

buttons with the British coat of arms.”34 AEF officers quickly dispatched a vehicle to 
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deliver American buttons for the uniforms, which satisfied the offended soldiers. The 

Irish were not the only group in American society that harbored anti-British sentiments, 

so it was natural for Pershing to resist sending units to the British. 

Though he steadfastly rejected demands to amalgamate American troops into 

British and French units, Pershing finally agreed to a temporary attachment of American 

units to the British and French armies in exchange for British aid in speeding up the 

shipment of American units. In December 1917, Robertson wrote to Pershing through 

official channels to suggest that more British shipping could be found if the risk of 

diverting the shipping of vital supplies was offset by the prioritization of infantry and 

machine-gun units being rapidly shipped to France. Robertson’s plan called for the 

shipment of 150 American battalions to be trained, equipped, and temporarily employed 

alongside British units.35 He calculated 150 battalions required the same amount of 

tonnage as three fully equipped divisions consisting of 108 infantry battalions. Upon 

hearing the plan, Pershing thought it was dishonest for the British to have previously 

withheld this shipping, but in truth it was tonnage that had been employed in building up 

British food stores. Pershing explained to Robertson why he believed this plan would 

ultimately make it harder to assemble an independent American army. Pershing proposed 

instead to use this extra tonnage to ship whole divisions that could train with the British 

until combat ready. The British reluctantly consented to Pershing’s demand for whole 

divisions since their manpower reserves failed to meet their army’s requirements. 
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Not until the crisis of the German offensive hit the Allies in March 1918 did 

Pershing agree to ship American infantrymen to Europe for service in the Allies’ armies 

without their support units.36 As Pershing predicted, the units shipped in this manner 

performed well but proved very difficult to recall from the British and French once the 

crisis had passed. Shipping large numbers of American infantrymen without their heavy 

equipment put American soldiers at the logistical mercy of French and British 

commanders, but American leaders had little choice. The United States depended on this 

new British offer of shipping to get its forces to Europe, and American industry struggled 

to retool to produce weapons of war. According to the U.S. Army Chief of Staff, Gen. 

Peyton C. March, British ships eventually carried forty-nine percent of all American 

troops that arrived in France.37 Partly as a result of American concessions to prioritize the 

shipment of infantry and machine-gun units, American doughboys received artillery, 

tanks, planes, rifles, and machine guns of British and French manufacture upon their 

arrival in France.38 American soldiers then trained with these foreign weapons with the 

help of British and French instructors.  

In addition to arriving without much of their divisional equipment, American 

soldiers arrived with little understanding of trench warfare. They owed this ignorance to 

the prewar choices of American Army leaders to emphasize offensive tactics and 
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maneuver, despite reports from U.S. Army observers in Europe on trench warfare. 

Pershing was convinced that trench warfare represented a fundamental failure in 

European armies to maintain an offensive mindset. Pershing and many other officers held 

that rifle marksmanship and bayonet training should be the primary focus of American 

soldiers’ instruction in order to indoctrinate them in maneuver warfare.39 Pershing never 

abandoned his belief in breaking the trench stalemate, but he conceded that sending 

American divisions into combat without familiarizing them with trench warfare at all was 

courting disaster. Lacking established training facilities in France, Pershing accepted 

British and French offers to train American troops for several weeks before they entered 

combat. The Allies also introduced the Americans to combat through brief stints in the 

trenches of quiet sectors. This compromise satisfied the British and French who feared 

the Germans would decimate the untried Doughboys and jeopardize the entire Allied line. 

Under this arrangement many American units’ first combat experiences came as part of 

larger British or French formations. American battalions, regiments, and divisions rotated 

into the front lines where the British and French armies supervised, supplied, and 

supported them. These short experiences formed most Doughboys’ impressions of their 

allies.		

An Allied delegation typically welcomed American soldiers as they disembarked 

after their Atlantic voyage and before they boarded railroad cars to take them to their 

training camps. France did not possess enough deep water ports to accommodate all 

arriving ships from the United States so half of Pershing’s troops landed in Britain before 
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transferring to smaller vessels for the last leg of their voyage.40 Disembarking in 

Liverpool, an American artillery captain recalled, “Each man was presented an engraved 

card upon which was a message from the King thanking us for coming over. The British 

Officers also gave us a little talk to this effect. It was all very solemn but made us feel 

that we were more than welcome.”41 Soldiers’ initial impressions of England varied 

because of their experiences and previously held beliefs. While U.S. enlisted men 

expressed mixed opinions, their officers expressed more uniformly positive opinions of 

their usually short time in England.42   

Upon arriving in France, American division commanders, their aides, and chiefs 

of staff embarked on a tour of British and French headquarters. These week-long stints 

observing British commands acquainted hundreds of American officers with British 

organizations and capabilities. Gen. Hubert Gough, commander of the British Fifth 

Army, welcomed the Americans to his headquarters and showed them every aspect of his 

preparations for his attack at Passchendaele. Gough recorded that Pershing and his staff 

took extensive notes on British methods during their visit. Gough received the impression 

that the Americans, “were evidently out to learn.” In Gough’s opinion it was easier to get 

along with Pershing and the American officers than with the French because the former 

possessed, “a similar outlook on life, and that made for a quicker sense of sympathy and a 
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more real understanding between us.”43 American Lt. Gen. Hunter Liggett had an equally 

favorable experience during his visit to Gough’s command in October 1917. Like other 

American division commanders, Liggett observed army, corps, and division headquarters 

during his time with the British. Afterwards, he marveled how “every facility was given 

us for observation, and we were treated with the greatest cordiality.” Liggett, the future 

commander of the American First Army, praised the optimism and high morale of British 

officers and soldiers as they attacked at Passchendaele.44  

The British commanders allowed American officers to study nearly all their 

operations without restrictions and also encouraged them to visit various division 

headquarters. Maj. Kenyon A. Joyce felt that the British officers “showed every 

indication of being gratified at our entrance into the war,” when he visited the British 39th 

Division in the Ypres Salient.45 Joyce, a staff officer with the 87th Division and future 

major general in World War II, accompanied British soldiers on a night raid during his 

time observing the front. Joyce complimented their precision and remarked that 

aggressive British patrolling and artillery interdiction “left no doubt in the minds of 

anyone that ‘No Man’s Land’ was British territory.”46 Joyce and other American officers 

welcomed this excellent opportunity to learn and borrow British methods and 

organization. The chief AEF intelligence officer, Maj. Gen. Dennis E. Nolan, observed 
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British intelligence operations preceding and during the Third Battle of Ypres. Greatly 

impressed by British methods, Nolan organized the AEF intelligence section so that it 

mirrored its British counterpart.47  

American officers visited French commands as well, but the organization of the 

British Army appealed more to them because British discipline, effectiveness, and 

aggressiveness seemed to surpass that of the French Army. Upon visiting the 25th French 

Division, Major Joyce noted that unlike the British, “the French were operating in a 

defensive way, rather than an aggressive one.” He continued by writing “In contrast to 

the British thesis, ‘No Man’s Land’ in front of that French Division belonged to the 

Germans beyond peradventure of a doubt.”48 The constant British emphasis on the 

offensive also appealed to American leaders. Both armies prioritized aggressive spirit, 

individual initiative, and rifle marksmanship. In contrast, in French training camps 

Liggett “saw no rifle practice nor bayonet drill, so prevalent in the British training.”49 

When American officers visited the British front in late 1917 they saw an Army 

constantly on the offensive or preparing for the next movement. Meanwhile, French 

forces remained on the defensive after the failed Nivelle Offensive that ended in May 

1917. Though the French Army accomplished incredible feats and shouldered more than 

its fair share of fighting during the first three years of the war, its immense losses in the 

spring 1917 offensive pushed it to the breaking point. Mutinies and collective acts of 
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disobedience wracked French forces in May and June of 1917. Involving somewhere 

between 25,000 and 88,000 men, these scattered incidents revealed the weak state of 

French morale, a situation only partially resolved by the time American officers visited 

French units.50 Liggett noticed “there was not as much optimism among the French as we 

observed in the British Army.”51 American Brig. Gen. Robert Lee Bullard complained to 

his diary on July 30, 1917, “[The French] consider their part of the offensive of this war 

as done. Without saying, they seem to feel that they have done their part, and expect 

others to carry on the war when any carrying is to be done.”52 Bullard, who rose to 

command the American Second Army, greatly respected the British discipline that held 

their army together and allowed it to continue attacking in order to draw off forces from 

in front of the weakened French Army.53 Like Bullard, many American officers gave 

more credit to the British Army and adopted British training methods as they saw fit. 

Following in the footsteps of the American division, corps and army commanders, 

tens of thousands of AEF troops who arrived in the fall of 1917 began their training with 

the British. One of the units sent to the British sector was the 26th “Yankee Division,” a 

national guard division from New England. Frank P. Sibley, an embedded reporter from 

the Boston Globe, wrote that the division’s officers visited “the French or British front to 

learn in actual fighting conditions what they must later teach their men. British instructors 
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set up a school of the bayonet at Bazoilles. General officers were taken to the various 

fronts to learn dispositions and conditions; the medical officers were detailed to hospitals 

actually in service on the various sectors.”54 Training specialized troops with the BEF 

yielded great benefits for American units and thousands more U.S. Army personnel of the 

Army Air Service trained at aerodromes scattered throughout England.55  

 The establishment of large schools and training areas where British officers and 

NCOs instructed American divisions brought thousands of British and American soldiers 

into close daily contact. Hundreds more British instructors sailed to the United States 

where they served as instructors in U.S. training camps.56 In the spring of 1918, the 28th 

“Keystone” Infantry Division of mainly Pennsylvania National Guardsmen began its 

training with the BEF. One of its officers, Lt. Bob Hoffman of the 111th Infantry 

Regiment, trained with his unit at the British infantry school at Merkegham.57 The British 

sergeants, he wrote, “told us constantly of experiences at the front and what to expect.”58 

Hoffman credited this practical instruction with providing many tips and giving his men 

realistic expectations for combat. An athlete and body builder, Hoffman threw himself 

into the intense training regimen. He recalled in his memoir how “The Britishers seemed 
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to have a rather poor opinion of our prowess so we worked especially hard to show that 

we were good soldiers and athletic, courageous men.”59 The earnestness of American 

Doughboys to master modern combat methods helped a great deal to smooth over 

relations. Efforts to impress the British instructors usually paid off, and most British 

officers who inspected the American units formed a high opinion of their morale and 

physical condition.60  

Some regular U.S. Army officers resented British instruction, despite the latter’s 

good intentions. Like Pershing, many older American officers had misgivings about the 

British reliance on trench warfare instead of open maneuver. One distinguished British 

battalion commander wrote about an encounter after addressing a group of American 

soldiers on lessons he had learned from combat. He lamented how “an old colonel, 

dressed more like a sheriff, said Gentleman I would like you all to give the Scottish major 

a healthy round of thanks for his very interesting lecture. Then he shook his finger and 

went, but I’ll have you know that the British have been trying these tactics for nearly four 

years and they ain’t done much damn good.”61 Such insults did not reflect the opinions of 

most professional American officers who were generally much more Anglophillic than 

their soldiers.62 This attitude was more prevalent, however, among national guard officers 

and soldiers who hailed from areas other than the Northeast and South. 
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These insults naturally caused resentment among British officers, and they grew 

frustrated at the poor quality of some American soldiers. Brig. Gen. Sir Charles Bonham-

Carter, visited training areas on regular basis. After one such visit he wrote, “Spent all 

day visiting Americans; officers good – NCOs bad; men first rate; and the men in the 

ranks did not appear to render their officers the respect given by ours to officers on 

account of holding a commission.”63 One of the harshest critics of American officers 

might have been Maj. Walter Guinness (later Lord Moyne). Guinness, an officer in the 

British 66th Division, had extensive interactions with the American 27th Division, which 

trained and fought in the British sector from May 28, 1918 until the end of the war.64 

Guinness bluntly noted in his diary that many old American regular Army officers were 

“physically and mentally unfit for responsible commands under the strenuous conditions 

of modern war.”65 

Another point of frustration for Guinness and other British officers tasked with 

training American soldiers was the rigid hourly schedules Pershing and his staff created 

to dictate their training program.66 This stemmed from Pershing’s desire to have a 

uniform training standard for all American troops, but British officers often found it 

impractical. Guinness called the schedule “perfectly absurd” and criticized how “it made 
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no provision whatever for route marching.”67 Guinness also thought it was unrealistic for 

such a rigid schedule to be applied to so many units without regard for local conditions 

and facilities. Thus even though Americans trained according to British methods and 

manuals, they had to adhere to AEF guidelines as well.68 

The restrictions and resistance British instructors labored against highlighted their 

difficult position. British officers tried to convey a professional and polite tone while 

instructing, but it was difficult not to appear condescending when contradicting U.S. 

Army orthodoxy. For this reason, British officers endeavored not to appear overbearing. 

Prominent British journalist Charles Repington recorded how in many cases British 

officers “wait until they are consulted, and rightly, and so things are going very slowly. 

No one in this world learns from the experience of anybody else. It will not do to try and 

force things on the Americans.”69 To Repington’s trained eyes, American officers had all 

the qualities of excellent leaders and lacked only experience. Repington only feared that 

the British Army’s feelings of “deep and semi-paternal pride” and a desire to help might 

be misconstrued as condescension.70 These impressions gave some hint of the 

problematic dynamic in which British officers had to instruct without commanding their 

new friends. Officers on both sides labored to strike a congenial tone and benefit from the 
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experience, but it was perhaps inevitable that some Americans would see the British as 

pompous and some Britons would see the Americans as stubborn and ignorant.  

Despite varied and colorful complaints, most enlisted men bore no longstanding 

grudges against the British. Americans wanted to make good impressions and prove 

themselves. In general, they succeeded. Even Major Guinness conceded American 

officers “were extremely keen to learn and as a rule both they and their men showed 

remarkable aptitude especially in those branches of training which needed mechanical 

knowledge.”71 Charles Repington, a British Army staff college graduate, thought U.S. 

troops looked “really good, a nice lot of keen, upstanding young men, all very serious and 

determined to do a big thing.”72 American Sergeant Joseph Lawrence reciprocated by 

writing, “I always found the English big-hearted and generous with what little they had. 

While we were on the march I have had them give me sandwiches and hot tea. I found 

them likeable fellows and was sorry when I left their area.”73 More than anything, 

Doughboys were impatient to see combat and accepted most training as a necessary 

hurdle. Ultimately, the experience of American’s training with the British was positive. It 

gave Americans valuable instruction on combat, and it gave both armies a more nuanced 

picture of their counterparts’ soldiers and methods. 

The biggest drawback of the joint training arrangement came, as Pershing 

predicted, when it was time to recall American units to rejoin the AEF. The British 
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wanted a return on their investment and expected to use the American divisions they had 

spent considerable resources equipping and training. On August 1, 1918, Haig asked 

Pershing whether the former could use American troops in battle once the divisions had 

completed their training regimen.74 Pershing met with Haig on August 12 to tell Haig that 

he was now assembling an independent AEF in its own sector and needed three of the 

five U.S. divisions with the British returned to American control. Pershing’s demand 

disappointed and frustrated Haig, who pleaded with Pershing to reconsider.75 After a 

passionate protest, Haig conceded and returned the American units to Pershing. He wrote 

to his American counterpart, “Pershing of course you shall have [the divisions], there can 

never be any difference between us.”76 As a consolation, Pershing allowed two American 

divisions to remain with the BEF and fight under British command for the remainder of 

the war.77  

As part of the agreement that sent American units to the British for training, 

Pershing permitted Haig to briefly rotate the units into the front lines to accustom them to 

combat. During this time American troops could not take part in any offensive actions 

and served under their own company officers. While American troops entered the line 

under their own commanders, “the tactical command of troops while in the line [rested] 
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with the British commanders of higher units.”78 A total of ten U.S. divisions, over 

250,000 men, eventually served with the British.79 Their time in the British trenches gave 

more opportunities for the forces to fraternize and reinforce their mutually positive 

impressions. 

 Pershing and Haig agreed that American regiments would be attached to British 

skeleton divisions. The British staffs of these divisions assisted in the instruction of rifle, 

machine gun, and gas use. Then the regiments joined a British line division so that each 

of their three battalions served with a British brigade. Pershing insisted American 

battalions in this stage “were to be commanded by our own officers, and our regimental 

staffs were to be attached to those of British brigades.”80 Once the American battalions 

proved themselves in the trenches, they united under their regimental commander and 

acted as a brigade in a British division. Finally, four regiments reassembled into a 

division under its own officers but still utilized British artillery regiments until American 

artillery arrived. This staged approach eased the divisions into combat and satisfied 

Pershing’s desire to keep U.S. troops under the command of U.S. officers. 

 Pershing kept a close watch on his units training with the Allies and insisted that 

U.S. officers should bear the primary responsibility for training their men. He thought it 

was crucial for the men to become accustomed to taking orders from the officers who 

would command them in combat. This sometimes made the position of British instructors 
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difficult. Pershing thought “the tendency at first was for British officers actually to 

assume command of our units in training.”81 British officers did not intend to overstep 

their bounds in most cases, but merely thought it easier to instruct and demonstrate their 

orders by direct communication rather than through U.S. officers as intermediaries. In the 

trenches, British officers advised American officers, but did not issue direct commands to 

soldiers. This helped mitigate ill feelings at having foreign officers among U.S. troops 

and stood in contrast to the French practice of micromanagement. Both the British and 

French worried about the untested American soldiers when they first entered combat.  

Besides anticipating the inexperience of American soldiers, the Allies had good 

reason to fear the Germans would target U.S. troops. The German high command, 

knowing the morale boost the British and French armies obtained following the 

Americans’ arrival, concentrated heavy raids on American units. On the night of 

November 2, 1917, the Germans targeted troops of the U.S. First Division who had taken 

over a section of the front from French soldiers a few hours earlier. Under the cover of a 

massive artillery bombardment, over two hundred German soldiers fell upon an 

American platoon, killing three, wounding seven and capturing eleven.82 While the 

German Army used these captured soldiers as propaganda to try to show the British and 

French had misplaced faith in their new ally, British and French army leaders used the 

incident to again pressure Pershing to let them have more control over American units.  
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Despite isolated setbacks, American troops performed well in the trenches, and 

Haig soon sought to use them for more than just holding the line and patrolling. Before 

seeking Pershing’s consent, Haig allowed Australian Lieutenant Gen. Sir John Monash to 

plan a local offensive using American and Australian troops. Monash attached ten 

companies from the U.S. 33rd Division to the Australian 4th Division. When Haig received 

word from Pershing saying American troops could not be used in any offensive 

operations, Haig gave orders to withdraw the companies. Six companies withdrew, but 

four had already moved into the forward lines. Monash insisted the attack would have to 

be called off without them, so Haig allowed it to proceed with these companies still 

involved.83 On July 4, 1918, eager to finally go on the offensive, the four American 

companies attacked the Germans lines. In a little over a month, the U.S. troops of the 

131st Regiment advanced another three miles and captured the Morlancourt-Chipilly 

ridge north of the Somme.84 Pershing was furious. Even though the American troops 

fought well, he saw this as yet another example of the British trying to exploit American 

units.85 

	 Haig understood Pershing’s anger and agreed to relieve the companies. In an 

attempt to explain his decision to allow the attack, the British commander pointed out 

that Pershing’s previous instructions had indicated “that during the training period of 

American Divisions, no American unit is to be employed in active operations.”86 
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Therefore, Haig had overstepped his bounds, but not directly disobeyed Pershing’s 

orders, since the units had finished their training regime. Still, Pershing thought the 

incident “showed clearly the disposition of the British to assume control of our units, the 

very thing which I had made such strong efforts and had imposed so many conditions to 

prevent.”87 Although Pershing acknowledged the excellent performance of U.S. troops in 

the operation, he immediately gave orders that Doughboys could no longer be used in 

offensives under the British or French, and he hastened the recall of units from the Allies. 

 Though Pershing withdrew three American divisions training with the British, he 

allowed the U.S. II Corps to remain with the BEF. Commanded by Maj. Gen. George W. 

Read, the II Corps consisted of the U.S. 27th and 30th Divisions. After almost two months 

of training, the divisions entered the line on July 9, 1918, near Poperinghe, Belgium.88 

They held this line for several weeks before participating in the Selle River Campaign in 

which they successfully penetrated German defenses along the Hindenburg Line. In the 

process, the two divisions lost 3,470 men killed and 13,583 wounded or captured, while 

capturing 6,205 German soldiers.89 This high rate of casualties was normal for AEF 

divisions. At 28,000 men, an American division was the same size as a British corps and 

could therefore stay in the line for longer periods of time. After the armistice on 

November 11, 1918, Haig sent a message to Read praising the divisions’ “energy, 
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courage and determination in attack which proved irresistible.” Haig added that “in the 

heavy fighting of the past three weeks you have earned the lasting esteem and admiration 

of your British Comrades-in-Arms, whose success you so nobly shared.”90  

Though the men of these two divisions spent the longest time of any American 

infantry with the BEF, thousands of additional American support troops found 

themselves permanently attached to British commands. Immediately after the United 

States entered the war, Great Britain sent an urgent plea for military doctors to serve with 

its forces. In response, the U.S. Army mobilized nearly 1,500 American physicians, who 

served with the BEF from mid-1917 through the end of the war.91 Together they treated 

tens of thousands of British and Imperial soldiers, most in field hospitals close to the 

front and in the trenches. The British Army awarded the doctors over two hundred 

decorations for valor.  

While some U.S. Army doctors welcomed the chance to help where needed, 

others resented being assigned to British hospitals without their consent. They felt this 

assignment was more dangerous and hurt their chances of promotion. One of these 

doctors was Lt. G. H. Richards, who served with No. 60 Field Ambulance. In April 1918, 

Richards, a capable medical officer, wrote to his family that he and his fellow doctors 

enlisted 

without knowing we were to serve with the English Army. Now they  
are sending us all up to the front and making us take all the dangerous  
positions while the English doctors are allowed to stay at the base  
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hospital and such safe places. …I am willing to take my chance with  
the Am. Army, but I did not join the English and think it is a very  
unjust thing to push us to the front as they do.92 
 

Like most U.S. soldiers, Richards had no hatred for the British, but resented being made 

to serve in their army. Elsewhere along the front, American signal units and engineers 

assisted British units. When the German Army attacked the British front on March 21, 

1918, a company of U.S. engineers serving with the BEF was one of the earliest units 

engaged in slowing the advance. All the attached units served with distinction even 

though Pershing knew they would rather serve in the AEF.93  

This mixing of the armies was exactly what King George V had envisioned when 

he told Pershing it would mean a great deal “after the war to be able to say that the two 

English-speaking peoples had fought side by side in this great struggle.”94 American 

Brig. Gen. Charles Dawes, who served as Chief of Supply Procurement for the AEF, 

agreed with this sentiment. He believed “there is no tie like the tie of blood,” and 

although “the English and I have at times almost fought, it has ended in our loving each 

other as brothers because we were sincerely united in a common purpose.”95 But 

language and blood did not automatically bring the closer relations that many leaders 

hoped they would. 
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 The British and American soldiers had several misconceptions about each other 

that serving together quickly dispelled. American Lt. Col. Lloyd Griscom wrote the 

British “had expected our men and theirs to fall on each other’s necks, play games, and 

follow out the old idea that blood was thicker than water.” The problem with this 

assumption was that many American soldiers had no blood in common with their English 

counterparts. Griscom’s 77th Division was made up of draftees from New York City and 

contained a majority of “Polish, Austrian, German, Irish, and even Chinese” soldiers. 

This came as a rude shock to the British who expected a more racially homogenous U.S. 

Army. When a British intelligence officer told Griscom he should assign an intelligence 

officer to keep watch on any men with German names, Griscom replied that his unit 

contained roughly three thousand men who fit that criteria. The astounded British officer 

replied, “For God’s sake, you don’t mean that seriously?”96 His response reflected the 

practice in the British Army of suspecting ethnic Germans in frontline units.  

 Even the language of the two armies could be an obstacle as much as an asset. 

British slang was often unintelligible to American soldiers, who sometimes had their own 

thick American or European accents. One American officer thought, “A foreign language 

doesn’t cause as much irritation as your own language spoken differently.”97 The 

different words for common things frustrated attempts at communication because both 

sides assumed they would understand each other perfectly. In addition, Griscom noted 

other small areas where it was difficult to find common ground. “The British played 
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cricket, we played baseball; they drank tea, we drank coffee.”98 U.S. soldiers often mixed 

better with Canadian and Australian soldiers as a result. Fortunately, the fraternization 

between British and American officers went much easier. 

 Despite persistent policy disagreements between the armies, British and American 

officers got along remarkably well. A postwar survey of American officers noted that 

“the American officer found his British cousin, English and Imperial, cordial and 

friendly, easy to get along with, and always, except perhaps in the case of some of some 

of the lower grades, of good morale.” The survey’s author further concluded American 

officers maintained “cordial relations with officers from all elements of the British 

Empire, even when [their soldiers] got along badly with those of other commands.”99 As 

men who had entered the same profession and now fought a common enemy, the officers 

in both groups came to respect each other after witnessing their mutual battlefield 

successes. A shared professional outlook and organizational similarities of the British and 

American armies aided in forming this respect. Moreover, unlike the enlisted men in the 

U.S. Army, its officer corps was largely of Anglo-Saxon descent and much more likely to 

admire British culture. British and American officers possessed similar educations and an 

affinity for shooting and riding sports that gave them much to talk about outside military 

affairs. Language was also less of a barrier since higher ranking officers used far less 

slang in their speech. American and British officers frequently formed personal 
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friendships with one another that rested on their similar experiences in the war. Though 

formed in a brief period of time, these friendships often lasted for decades after the war.  

Even though many Americans had contact with the BEF during the war, they 

spent much less time with their British counterparts than with the French. With the 

exception of the 27th and 30th divisions, most Americans’ experiences with British 

soldiers during World War I lasted only a few weeks. This limited contact was an 

unexpected advantage for the British. Colonel Mott wrote that in comparison to extensive 

AEF relations with the French Army, in Anglo-American relations “the points of contact 

that might become irritation were fewer and the issues less important.”100 The prolonged 

frustrations of working with the French eroded the initial goodwill that existed between 

those two armies when the United States entered the war. 

In the American Army, many officers began the war with great respect for the 

French military and French culture. American General Robert Bullard thought 

“Americans carried with them to France a great affection for the French there can be no 

doubt of it.”101 These feelings stemmed from sympathy for a nation being bled white by 

the German Army and the close ties the nations enjoyed going back to France’s aid for 

the colonists in the American Revolution.102 A large number of American officers, 

including Pershing, had studied French, and they appreciated France’s martial 

accomplishments thus far in the war. 
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Since the U.S. Army was to fight on French soil, Pershing went out of his way to 

maintain the best possible relations with French leaders. Col. (later Maj. Gen.) Fox 

Conner related the precarious position of the AEF when he wrote a memorandum for the 

U.S. Army Chief of Staff in December 1917, “We are operating on French soil and due to 

our long overseas communications are far more dependent upon good understanding with 

the French than are the British.”103 Fighting thousands of miles away from its bases of 

supply, the AEF had to procure massive amounts of materiel in France itself. In addition, 

American forces had to arrange for lines of communication and the establishment of new 

training facilities on French soil.104 Though Pershing tried to emphasize Allied 

cooperation, the AEF’s closer ties with the French frustrated British officers. Conner 

observed that “the relations between the French and British have for a long time left 

much to be desired. Both are jealous of our immediate cooperation.”105 

Despite the strong strain of Francophilia permeating the AEF, cordial relations 

soon soured as the French bureaucracy delayed Pershing’s efforts to establish his army in 

France. The British journalist Charles Repington wrote that whatever the Americans do 

“they find before them a French wall of difficulties which they have to get over, under, or 

round.” He recalled that when the AEF wanted to build a hospital, “The indent for the 

ground has to go to Compiègne, and then the engineers have long discussions with the 

French Mission and French public departments how the building material is to be 

obtained, where the wood is to be cut, and how it is to be brought up. All this takes 
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time.”106 Colonel Conner called the French “masters in politely presenting” difficulties 

and obstacles.107 Maj. Gen. James Harbord, who was appointed the U.S. Army Deputy 

Chief of Staff in 1921, thought “It will be a wonder if we do not feel as much like 

fighting [the French] as we do the Germans before the war is over.”108 Adding insult to 

injury, French officers and leaders constantly complained to American officers that they 

were not building up their forces fast enough. 

The more intimately acquainted American officers became with the French Army 

of 1917, the less highly they thought of its combat prowess. When Lt. Col. Lloyd 

Griscom visited the French War Office and then the French general headquarters at 

Chantilly in early 1918, French officers gave Griscom a general impression “of the 

utmost despondency.” Astonished by one general’s candor, Griscom sat with him for 

nearly an hour as the latter lamented, “France is on the brink of catastrophe. She is 

exhausted. Every bayonet is in the front line, we’ve drained our factories of their best 

workmen, we’ve crippled our service of supply, our railroads can hardly operate.”109 

Even General Bullard, a professed Francophile, commented that French soldiers “were 

the most war-worn, war-exhausted poor fellows that the world has ever held.”110 The 

marked contrast with the higher morale and aggressive spirit seen among British Army 

officers greatly influenced American officers.  
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Far more American soldiers trained or fought with the French than with the 

British. This prolonged exposure to a greater number of American soldiers, the equivalent 

of twenty-five divisions in all, gradually exacerbated disagreements and mutual 

irritations.111 The French, like the British, looked down upon the inexperienced 

Americans and took no pains to conceal their attitude. Maj. Kenyon Joyce wrote how 

“From the Division Commander on down through the echelons of the staff, there seemed 

to be an assumption of superiority that was difficult for us to justify in the light of the 

performance in the war of French arms.”112 French officers’ condescending attitudes 

frequently reminded the Americans that the French considered even professional 

American officers to be novices. Pershing recorded in his diaries that he frequently 

encountered condescending French instructors and officials.113 The French attitude of 

superiority left some of the AEF rank and file “with a feeling of resentment,” wrote Col. 

Thomas Mott.114 Mott, who spoke fluent French and served as Pershing’s official liaison 

at Foch’s headquarters, regretted the ill-will that now formed between the soldiers of the 

two armies.  

 American enlisted men found countless lesser grievances in France as well. They 

especially resented the price gouging of French shopkeepers.115 Lt. Hervey Allen 
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complained that on the roads, “French drivers were absolutely regardless of infantry, and 

cut right across a column wherever they could.”116 In the summer of 1918, a rumor 

spread among AEF doughboys that the United States was paying rent to France for use of 

its trenches. This bitter rumor spread so widely that Pershing issued a cablegram 

clarifying the United States was only leasing training areas from individual French 

landowners.117 Just one of these incidents was enough to create bad impressions that 

persisted in the minds of soldiers for a lifetime.  

 When the crisis of the spring 1918 German offensive compelled the Allies to 

name French Marshal Ferdinand Foch as the supreme Allied commander, Franco-

American relations deteriorated even further. Foch pressed for the amalgamation of 

American units into the French Army, yet resisted Pershing’s demands to let American 

divisions take over their own share of the front. While the British largely abandoned any 

ideas of amalgamation by the summer of 1918, the French never ceased in their demands. 

“This ‘amalgamation’ idea,” wrote Fox Conner, “which was never quieted until the last 

American soldier left the Rhine[,] was only military in so far as the French, in the bottom 

of their hearts, consider no American quite sane enough for either command or staff 

duty.”118 Now that Foch had ostensible command of the Allied effort, the British dropped 

the idea of amalgamation. Yet Foch continued to press Pershing on the issue. In his new 

position as supreme commander, Foch frequently disregarded American interests when 
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making decisions. Colonel Mott reminded Foch that American officers “considered him 

officially as much an American as he was a Frenchman and we looked to him to take into 

consideration our sentiments or even our prejudices as though they were his own.” 

Tellingly, Mott received no acknowledgment and “received the impression that the 

Marshal thought I was talking nonsense.”119 These insults stung all the more because of 

Americans’ high initial expectation for good relations with the French.  

Relations between the British and French Armies, already strained in 1917, grew 

even more tenuous with the arrival of the AEF. The British felt the BEF was shouldering 

a disproportionate amount of the fighting and casualties, and the observations of 

American officers only supported this belief. With the French maintaining a defensive 

posture throughout the second half of 1917, it was up to Haig’s forces to maintain 

pressure on the German Army and retain the initiative. Adding to British feelings of 

unfairness, once the AEF took over its own section of the front in early 1918, the 

Americans relieved only French units.120 This meant that the British faced the same 

manpower demands, while the French rested and consolidated units withdrawn from the 

front. In spite of this apparent breathing room, the morale of the French Army recovered 

slowly. A British staff officer assigned to the French War Office told Lt. Col. Lloyd 

Griscom in spring 1918, “We spend most of our time trying to buck up the French. It’s 

our principal function.”121  
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Adding to the British frustration with their longtime ally, the British strongly 

suspected the French tried to frustrate Anglo-American military relations. In January 

1918, French Marshal Joseph Joffre, the former French Commander-in-Chief on the 

Western Front from 1914 to 1916, expressed his strong opposition to the British plan to 

ship over American battalions because the Americans would be commanded by British 

officers and staffs.122 While Pershing agreed, the French Army’s efforts to amalgamate 

Americans into French units under French officers revealed the hypocrisy of this 

objection. As the leader of a French mission in the United States, Joffre also tried to 

prevent any U.S. soldiers from setting foot on British soil by shipping them directly to 

French ports even though France plainly lacked sufficient deep water harbors to 

accommodate that traffic all at once.123 The British Prime Minister Lloyd George told 

U.S. Secretary of War Newton D. Baker in September 1918 that “he was earnestly 

desirous for opportunity of the American and British soldiers to fraternize,” but it seemed 

“there was some influence at work to monopolize American soldiers for the assistance of 

the French and to keep them from the association of the British.”124 An equally frustrated 

Field Marshal Haig complained to his diary on August 7, 1918, that “the French desire to 

keep the Americans as far away from the British as they can!”125 Historian Robert Bruce 

concluded that the British grievances had some merit. Bruce believed French leaders 
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secretly planned to place U.S. forces in the Lorraine sector so that American forces would 

act solely in support of future French offensives. French leaders then may have subtly 

persuaded Pershing to support placing his AEF in Lorraine while letting him believe he 

had selected it for strategic reasons.126 Even though British leaders offered the AEF use 

of their infrastructure and shipping, AEF commanders prioritized relations with the 

French because the ports, food stuffs, and weapons they needed had to come from 

France. While the British accepted this explanation, further French actions made it clear 

their officers harmed Anglo-American relations. 

In early 1918, Lt. Col. Griscom arrived in London to serve as Pershing’s personal 

representative to the British War Office. He quickly found that the British officers there, 

including CIGS Gen. Sir Henry Wilson, held a negative opinion of American soldiers and 

were grossly misinformed about American aid to the Allies. After seeking out the source 

of this misinformation, Griscom discovered “the English were receiving their impressions 

and basing their judgment of the American Army entirely from French accounts, a 

perfectly natural procedure, since our troops were fighting with French armies.” These 

reports, however, “were extraordinarily inaccurate, colored, and even biased. The result 

was that the whole War Office was remarkably misinformed of what our troops were 

doing or even what they had already done.”127 As the AEF successfully pressed its 

Meuse-Argonne offensive in October 1918, Griscom realized that French officers sent 

false reports to the British War Office saying the Germans had mauled American forces 
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and brought the advance to a halt.128 This blatantly false information astonished Griscom, 

who spent a large amount of time trying to correct false impressions held by British 

officers in London.129 British officers in France knew a great deal more about the success 

of American forces, but this misinformation colored French impressions of the AEF after 

the war.130 

 The disputes between British and French officers over joint operations were three 

years old by the time the AEF arrived in France. AEF Brigadier General Dawes noted, 

“In the breasts of our allies in Europe were the hereditary influences of centuries of 

military and commercial contest among themselves.”131 This competition spilled over 

into their exchanges with the U.S. Army, and the result was worse relations for the U.S. 

and French Armies and better relations for the U.S. and British Armies. In this way, 

Pershing’s commitment to closer relations with the French Army paradoxically 

strengthened Anglo-American ties. 

By the end of World War I, British and American Army relations had markedly 

improved. It had been an intense introduction for the two forces. British journalist 

Charles Repington wrote, “Before [the Americans] arrived they all thought that the 

French had been doing all the fighting, and our Army is a complete revelation to them.” 
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After over a year of training and fighting together, the two forces had learned a great deal 

about each other, and formed strong personal ties that carried into the postwar era. During 

his time spent with the AEF and its staff, Repington found “a steady increase of the pro-

English sentiment.”132 Still, he urged caution to his fellow Britons, lest they assume a 

greater affinity than actually existed. 

British officers had done a great service to the AEF by helping equip and train it 

for trench warfare. They watched the Americans fight well despite overconfidence and 

inexperience, and they had developed a healthy respect for their American counterparts. 

Many in the British Army thought that Doughboys came out of the conflict feeling a 

renewed sense of cultural kinship for the British and would gladly stand with them again 

when needed. While goodwill towards the British did exist among U.S. officers, they still 

harbored suspicions about British imperial motives. It was this respectful, yet nuanced 

attitude among American officers that led some of their British peers to reflect years after 

the war on what they could have done differently to improve relations with the U.S. 

Army. The famed British military writer Capt. Liddell Hart wrote an article to this effect 

in 1931 titled “If the Americans Had Not Been Discounted as Amateurs in 1918.”133 

Nevertheless, American officers held British organization, weapons, morale, and 

fighting ability in high regard. In a postwar survey, an American brigade commander 

wrote the British officers “are splendid and tireless, and uniformly courteous and helpful, 

and they seemed to have the greatest admiration for the Americans, and we saw no spirit 
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of jealousy or pettiness in our contact with them.”134 Though other officers expressed 

contradictory sentiments, the balance of postwar memoirs reaffirmed this favorable 

impression. Both British and American memoirs glossed over serious disagreements 

between the two forces by suggesting, for example, that General Pershing and Field 

Marshal Haig, “understood each other and their friendship had never faltered from the 

day they met.”135 Many of these same memoirs reiterated the belief that the French Army 

lacked an aggressive spirit and that most American soldiers came to resent the French 

people for their treatment of the AEF. Though these simplifications overlooked and 

mischaracterized key aspects of relations, they captured the way officers wished to 

portray their experience to their colleagues and successors. 

  A similar officer culture helped bring the British and Americans together, and 

career officers who staffed the interwar armies focused on this comradery and mutual 

admiration. Long-serving officers formed the soul of the two institutions, and it was their 

opinions and experiences that served as institutional memory. They frequently shared 

their experiences with their subordinates in both formal and informal interwar settings. In 

this way they set the tone for two armies to stay on a friendly footing over the next two 

decades.  
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CHAPTER 2: MAINTAINING TIES IN A POSTWAR WORLD, 1918-1923 

 
“We still have a tremendous job ahead of us. Our armies are to occupy  
lines next each other in Germany. We have a joint force in Murmansk.  
A lot of questions are bound to arise.”  

–British Secretary of State for War Winston S. Churchill  
speaking to USA Lt. Col. Lloyd Griscom, 19191 

 
 

Just a little over two weeks after Germany signed the Treaty of Versailles to 

formally end the war, London hosted an Allied victory parade on July 15, 1919. Despite a 

slight drizzle, throngs of civilians lined the seven-mile parade route and jockeyed to get a 

view of the victorious soldiers as they marched through central London. The mass of 

onlookers packed so tightly that police officers locked arms to keep the parade route 

clear. The honor of leading the triumphant four-hour long procession of Allied troops and 

commanders fell to Gen. John J. Pershing and his officers.2 Pershing and his staff cut 

impressive figures on horseback. Behind them, the American Provisional Regiment of 

handpicked men marched in such perfect step that observers compared their precision to 

West Point cadets.3 Carrying the colors of “every American unit in Europe that rated a 

flag,” the Provisional Regiment “made a blaze of color.”4 The parade left Hyde Park and 

marched south across the Thames River before winding its way back over Westminster 

Bridge. After passing Parliament, the victors filed up through Trafalgar Square, under the 
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Admiralty Arch, and finally ended the parade back in Hyde Park after making their way 

up the tree-lined Mall to Buckingham Palace. AEF Col. Lloyd Griscom wrote how 

“everywhere handkerchiefs and flags were fluttering, toy trumpets blowing, rattles 

revolving, cheer bursting on cheer.”5 As Pershing and his staff came to the reviewing 

stand set up for the King, Queen, and other dignitaries at the foot of the Victoria 

Memorial, a band struck up “Over There.” The American officers present remembered 

the celebration in London as even grander than the one in Paris just days earlier.6 The 

procession was a fitting celebration of Allied unity, and Pershing’s place of honor at its 

head was no coincidence. The parade’s British organizers hoped it would set the tone for 

postwar Anglo-American military relations.7 

 Though the two armies had fired their last rounds in anger against Germany on 

November 11, 1918, their soldiers continued to interact around the globe. Hundreds of 

thousands of their troops served together on occupation duty in Germany until 1923. 

They met each other in their travels around Europe and cooperated in matters of military 

government. American and British soldiers also fought on together against the Bolsheviks 

in Russia until 1919. The end of the conflict in France, however, returned the main focus 

of both armies to their traditional strategic interests in empire and trade. Their military 

attachés resumed the role of the primary liaisons between the armies in 1920 and 

endeavored to maintain close ties between the forces and mitigate tensions from political 
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disputes. As the armies retrenched, the attachés and the personal initiative of other 

officers’ kept the two forces in contact as their nations renegotiated the Anglo-American 

relationship and dismantled the formal organizations of the wartime alliance.  

 After World War I, Great Britain and the United States were the strongest global 

powers. Disagreements over the League of Nations, restitution for wartime seizures, and 

the repayment of wartime debts, however, created ill-will in both countries. The British 

Empire grew dramatically in the wake of World War I, which dismayed Americans who 

had believed they were fighting to make the world safe for democracy. Yet America too 

possessed an empire, and together the United States and Britain projected their military 

power to places as far-flung as Germany, Russia, China, Turkey, Iraq, India, the 

Philippines, and naval bases across the Pacific, Atlantic, and Indian Oceans. The United 

States also emerged from the war with the richest economy and a determination to 

complete its wartime plans of constructing a “navy second to none.”8 As Great Britain 

and the United States renegotiated their relationship in light of their new global positions 

of dominance, their army officers fell back on their personal friendships, common 

experiences, and mutual interests. Although it required persistent effort in the interwar 

period to build attitudes of trust and partnership, World War I provided the contacts and 

experiences necessary to facilitate a rapprochement between the two armies.  

The armistice that ended the fighting on November 11 stripped Germany of all 

territory west of the Rhine River and gave the Allied and American armies three semi-

circular bridgeheads on the east bank of the Rhine. It also required Germany to relinquish 
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thousands of machine guns, artillery pieces, U-boats, and rolling stock as insurance 

against the resumption of hostilities. The German Army had one week to evacuate France 

and Belgium and remove as much of its supplies and equipment as possible. Then the 

Allies would march into Germany and seize the remainder. On November 17, the veteran 

U.S. First Division led the newly organized U.S. Third Army on the march to the 

American occupation zone around the German city of Koblenz.9 Simultaneously, Field 

Marshal Sir Douglas Haig’s British Second Army marched forward to its occupation 

zone around Cologne, just north of the American zone. Together with the French and 

Belgians, the number of Allied troops in Germany reached almost three quarter of a 

million by the end of the year.10 

 Even with Allied troops on German soil, no one was certain that the armistice had 

ushered in a permanent peace. Negotiations regarding truce terms lasted such a short time 

that it was a shock when the fighting finally stopped. Moreover, the armistice stipulated a 

cease fire of only five weeks, during which time the Allies and Germans had to settle on 

the terms of peace. Though the armistice was later extended until a final peace was 

signed, U.S. Maj. Gen. Robert L. Bullard recalled, “The world had in the last four years 

heard so much of peace only to see its hopes blasted, that now that peace had really 

come, no one, especially no fighter of the Allies, felt at all sure of it.”11 Allied 

commanders labored to keep their troops ready in case the Germans decided not to abide 
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by the treaty terms or to renew hostilities after the cease fire. When British troops reached 

the outer perimeter of their bridgehead on December 14, they were ordered to dig 

trenches and string barbed wire along their front.12 The harsh terms of the armistice 

together with the ongoing effects of the British blockade, however, deprived German 

leaders of the resources to resume fighting and left them little choice but to accept the 

equally oppressive Allied peace terms. 

Though the armistice ended the fighting against Germany, American and British 

soldiers continued fighting side by side in Russia. At the urging of British and French 

commanders, in July 1918 American President Woodrow Wilson dispatched 

approximately 5,500 American troops to the north Russian port of Archangel and 8,500 

more to the port of Vladivostok on Russia’s eastern coast. The troops bound for 

Archangel joined more than 1,600 British soldiers and marines already defending the 

ports of Archangel and Murmansk. The British troops had begun arriving in April 1918 

and belonged to both combat and support units.13 Together with a small French 

contingent, Allied leaders charged the British and American troops with keeping open an 

evacuation route for tens of thousands of Czech soldiers formerly organized by the 

Russian empire. The American and Allied troops also deterred any German attempt to 

establish submarine bases that might turn the flank of the British naval blockade of 

Germany. At first, the Russian communist forces, known as Bolsheviks, welcomed the 

American and Allied troops, but it soon became clear that the American and Allied 
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officers also sought to overtly aid anti-Bolshevik forces in the Russian Civil War. The 

American contingent, composed of the 339th Infantry Regiment, a battalion of the 310th 

Engineers, the 337th Field Hospital, and the 337th Ambulance Company, brought no high-

level staff organization with them to Archangel so thousands of American troops found 

themselves under the command of British staffs during the campaign.14  

Although President Wilson refused to support Winston Churchill and Ferdinand 

Foch’s plan to invade Russia, overthrow the Soviet government, and supervise free 

elections, British military leaders pursued the Bolsheviks deeper and deeper into the 

interior.15 Their ideas of defeating the Bolsheviks and reopening the Eastern Front ran 

counter to American military leaders’ convictions that it was an unnecessary distraction 

from the decisive Western Front. Pershing wrote that he “was opposed to the idea, as it 

would simply mean scattering our resources, all of which were needed to build up the 

A.E.F.”16 Despite the ambiguity of their mission and being surrounded by a population 

that harbored Bolshevik guerilla fighters, the small American and British force fought on 

through the winter of 1918-1919. The isolated but fierce fighting took place in near arctic 

conditions. As a result, the American 339th Infantry Regiment suffered nearly three times 

as many casualties from disease and accidents as it did from enemy action.17  
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 In such harsh conditions, it was natural for enlisted men to vent their frustration at 

their predicament and even at their allies. Soldiers bemoaned the lack of a clear objective, 

the increasing strength of Bolshevik forces, and the tenuous supply lines that were 

severed when the ports froze in the winter. Adding to their misery, American soldiers 

fought with British supplied equipment that often proved inadequate under the extreme 

conditions.18 One American sergeant complained that the United States was wasting 

American lives fighting for British interests. He protested, “I was always of the opinion 

that in 1776 we freed ourselves from [the British] domain, apparently not, or else 

someone is speedily putting us back under their yoke.”19 The habit of soldiers to 

complain in letters home to their families and local newspapers forced the American 

commander, Col. George E. Steward, to forbid all criticism of the American 

government’s Russia policy and their British allies.   

 Fortunately, relations between the officers of both armies was much friendlier. 

British Brig. Gen. Edmund Ironside, who served as Chief of the General Staff to the 

Commander-in-Chief of the Allied Forces in North Russia, complimented the American 

soldiers’ fitness and noted that although they lacked experience, they learned quickly.20 

Ironside fondly remembered, “I had made many fast friends amongst the men of the 

U.S.A.” These friends included “Colonel John Cudahy, who afterwards served as United 

States Minister in Warsaw and Dublin” and “Major Brook Nichols, who flew up to see 

																																																								
18 Harold H. Weimeister, Letter to Dale E. Biever, August 22, 1975, WWI Vet Survey 

“Weimeister, Harold. Wagoner WWI 8228, Box World War I Veterans Survey Above Division 
A.E.F. North Russia, USAHEC. 
 

19 Keene, Doughboys, 145. 
 
20 Ironside, Archangel, 28. 



	

	 57 

me in Montreal as I passed through and even came and stayed with me in England.”21 

The officers’ close friendships formed while leading their troops in harsh conditions and, 

as Ironside noted, they persisted long after the force’s eventual recall.  

Both American and British political leaders faced domestic pressure to withdraw 

from Russia and bring their troops home. With World War I finally ended, only the most 

staunchly anti-Bolshevik leaders like Winston Churchill, pressed to continue the fight in 

Russia. British journalist Sir Philip Gibbs recorded that many veterans saw “Mr. Winston 

Churchill’s little war” in Russia as an “outrage against the ‘self-determination of peoples’ 

which had been the fundamental promise of the League of Nations.”22 In the face of this 

opposition, the American contingent departed Russia in June 1919, and the last British 

troops embarked in September 1919.  

While thousands of British and American troops battled through the Russian 

winter of 1918-1919, more than a million of their countrymen began demobilizing and 

sailing home soon after the armistice. Though the possibility of renewed hostilities 

remained until the final Treaty of Paris was signed on June 28, 1919, it quickly became 

evident that Germany’s emaciated forces were in no condition to resume fighting. Thus 

while the British, American, and French armies sent some divisions into Germany for 

occupation duty, they demobilized millions of men by the spring of 1919. At the time of 

the armistice, the United States had in excess of 3.7 million men in its army with more 

																																																								
21 Ibid, 150.	

22 Philip Gibbs, Now It Can Be Told (New York: Garden City Publishing, 1920), 546-7. 



	

	 58 

than half of that number serving in France.23 The British Expeditionary Force had peaked 

at just over two million men in August 1917, but had dropped below two million by the 

signing of the armistice. American General Robert Bullard observed “The desire of the 

other Allies, British, Italian, and Portuguese, to get away from France was equally or 

more manifest than among the Americans.... Poor France felt that she was almost being 

deserted before she was yet sure of peace. The Allied commander, the Frenchman, 

Marshal Foch, was holding the others as hard as he could.”24 By May 25, 1919, 

1,259,098 American soldiers had already sailed home. That same month, Marshal 

Ferdinand Foch agreed to release all but five regular U.S. Army divisions, which were to 

remain on the Rhine in the occupation force.25  

	 As Pershing oversaw the dismantling of his great army, he and his staff visited 

England on two occasions in the summer of 1919. Pershing made a short trip to England 

in late June during which he received an honorary degree from Oxford University 

alongside Marshal Foch and several British commanders.26 From July 15 to 28, he again 

visited England for the great parade and victory celebrations. Joined by five of his most 

trusted generals and his personal staff, Pershing boarded the British destroyer Orpheus in 

Boulogne on the morning of the fifteenth for the trip across the Channel. The Orpheus 

and another accompanying destroyer both flew American flags, and as they approached 
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the white cliffs of Dover, artillery pieces greeted them with a salute.27  In England, 

Pershing received a Sword of Honor as well as the Freedom of the City of London. The 

British Army band played the “Stars and Stripes” and the popular wartime marching 

ballad “Hands Across the Sea” at the ceremony.28   

Pershing’s staff attended numerous other formal dinners, a garden party at 

Buckingham Palace, and a celebration at the House of Commons during the visit. 

Cambridge University celebrated Pershing with another honorary degree. Afterwards, the 

cheering students raised the stoic American general atop their shoulders in celebration.29 

Pershing also decorated dozens of British Army officers and British civilians who 

contributed to the war effort.30 Members of Pershing’s staff, such as Brig. Gen. Charles 

Dawes, had their own itineraries and took the opportunity to visit with their wartime 

British associates. Dawes explained, “It is impossible for right-minded and earnest men 

to be associated for so long and in matters of such vital importance as those which have 

engrossed [Lt. Gen. Sir Travers] Clarke, [Maj. Gen. Sir Reginald] Ford, [Maj. Gen. Sir 

Evan] Carter, and myself, without having the warmest friendships develop.”31  

Col. George C. Marshall and Lt. Gen. James G. Harbord remembered one 

particularly special formal dinner for high-ranking British and American officers. 
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Harbord called the event “in some respects… more significant than any of the others.” 

The host, Field Marshal Haig, gave a short address, as did General Pershing. Years later, 

Harbord reminisced, “In a long life, too much of which has been spent in listening to 

speeches, I have heard none which has surpassed in strong feeling and friendly tribute the 

words of Douglas Haig and John J. Pershing on that occasion.”32 The distinguished 

guests included Gen. Sir Ernest Swinton, the inventor of the tank, and Gen. Sir Charles 

Harington, who later served as Deputy Chief of the Imperial General Staff. American 

officers like Harbord and Marshall knew these men well from years of association. 

Others knew of Swinton from his prewar publications on warfare. Harbord thought, “No 

one was present that evening who did not believe that blood is thicker than water, and 

that in a final test in a darkening world the two nations represented would respond to the 

call of the blood.”33 Together, the officers at the dinner wielded great influence in their 

nations’ postwar militaries for several decades, keeping this sentiment alive.  

 Upon returning to France, Pershing oversaw the demobilization of the AEF. With 

the ink dry on the Treaty of Versailles, the victory celebrations concluded, and the AEF 

dwindling, Pershing decided it was time to return home. He sailed from France on the 

Leviathan on September 1, 1919, along with the celebrated Provisional Regiment.34 He 

returned to a hero’s welcome and was appointed Chief of Staff of the Army on July 1, 

1921. Pershing journeyed once more to England in an official capacity in October 1921, 
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when he bestowed the Congressional Medal of Honor on the British Unknown Warrior in 

Westminster Abbey. The American Ambassador George Harvey told the assembled 

dignitaries that the medal “comprises, in addition to the highest military tribute, a 

message of fraternity direct from the American people, through their chosen 

Representatives in Congress, to the people of the British Empire.”35  

 Though their wartime commanders had returned home, thousands of British, 

American, and French soldiers settled into occupation duty on the Rhine River in 

Germany. The three forces occupied semi-circular zones with 18 mile radii on the east 

bank of the river. The British occupied a zone around the city of Cologne, the Americans 

occupied a zone directly to the south around the city of Koblenz, and the French occupied 

a zone around the city of Mayence. These bridgeheads on German soil gave the Allied 

forces an advantageous position in case hostilities resumed. After the German 

representatives signed the Treaty of Versailles, the occupation forces pressured the 

German government to adhere to its harsh terms. Since the use of armed force proved 

unnecessary, occupation duty turned out to be a choice posting for professional soldiers.  

American and British soldiers alike found Germany an ideal place to serve. 

Though they endured countless inspections from visiting dignitaries, they also had ample 

time for recreation and to enjoy the surrounding countryside.36 The British correspondent 

Charles Repington wrote that in the British zone of occupation “the rich aspect of the 

Rhineland plain is very striking. Towns, villages, factories, and countryside all speak of 
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wealth and ease.”37 Germany was one of the most electrified parts of Europe, and the 

population generally treated occupying British and American soldiers with kindness and 

courtesy.38 British and American soldiers accustomed to prewar military routine 

especially appreciated their good fortune. Their pay bought a great deal owing to the 

inflation of the German mark. American soldiers relished the added advantage of 

avoiding prohibition in the postwar United States.39 When one U.S. senator asked 

soldiers how much they missed home, the soldiers answered that they were in no hurry 

“to get back to eat sand down on the Mexican border, or be rained on or frozen to death 

in the temporary camps where the buildings were built four years ago with the 

expectation that they would last two years.”40 The armies billeted their soldiers in 

German homes and public buildings. After spending months fighting in devastated, mud-

ridden areas of France and Belgium, duty in Germany was comfortable for the Allied 

soldiers. The close proximity of British and American soldiers also helped sustain good 

relations between the armies.  

 Interactions between American and British officers built on favorable wartime 

experiences. The first commander of the American Forces in Germany (AFG), Maj. Gen. 

Hunter Liggett, saw the importance of maintaining strong relations with the Allies and a 

united front towards Germany. He reported with satisfaction that relations with British 
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forces “were always cordial.”41 Maj. Gen. Henry T. Allen, “a picturesque and dashing 

figure of the Old Army,” replaced Liggett in charge of the AFG on July 1, 1919.42 Soon 

after Allen assumed command, the British commander in Germany, Gen. Sir William 

Robertson, invited him to a formal lunch in Cologne. Robertson turned out a battalion in 

front of the grand cathedral for the American to review. Allen recalled “the consideration 

shown us throughout our visit to-day at Cologne proves to me, if proofs were still 

necessary, that the British are very desirous of maintaining and strengthening good 

relations between our countries.”43 On several occasions in his diary, Allen remarked that 

the horses, equipment, and appearance of the British Army on the Rhine surpassed that of 

all other troops in Europe, including his own.44 British and American commanders 

maintained close working relations throughout the occupation, and duty in Germany 

brought thousands of their troops into contact with one another as well. 

 By the end of 1919, the British Army maintained 45,000 troops on the Rhine, 

while the American Army strength stood at approximately 15,000 officers and men.45 

Early in 1920, the last American soldiers who had fought in France departed for home.46 

The British force was similarly composed of new recruits with little combat experience. 
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While this transition was disconcerting to army commanders who worried that Germany 

might refuse to sign the peace treaty in the summer of 1919, it meant that even more 

British and American professional soldiers had the chance to meet their counterparts.  

 Members of the AFG regularly traveled to England or the British zone of 

occupation to interact with their British counterparts. Major General Allen, Col. Jonathan 

Wainwright, and other senior officers visited prominent British commanders in England 

and attended horse shows and polo games.47 Beginning in January 1920, American 

enlisted soldiers could obtain extended passes to visit cities in Great Britain as well.48 

While on leave, U.S. soldiers went to shows, toured famous sites, and witnessed athletic 

spectacles. The interest and appreciation American soldiers expressed for sports in 

England led the AFG’s official newspaper to suggest in April 1922, “If Europe should 

arrange for a major league in baseball to give America some competition it would not be 

unlikely there would be more sentiment for American participation in Europe’s political 

affairs.”49 

The officers of both armies especially shared a widespread affinity for equestrian 

sports. Allen had a deep interest in developing horsemanship among his officers and 

accordingly established courses to train those with little experience.50 Allen himself went 

on private foxhunts with British officers while in London and arranged equine sporting 
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events in Germany for the officers of both armies to compete.51 During one steeplechase 

in September 1919, a young Maj. Terry Allen, who was not related to the AFG 

commander, took first place while a British colonel came in second place.52 Major Allen, 

later a division commander in World War II, played polo with other American officers 

against British officers on a weekly basis. The British went to similar lengths by inviting 

American teams to horse shows the British Army organized in Cologne and polo matches 

in London. These shooting, riding, and polo games provided ample opportunity for the 

officers to form new friendships over their common interests. The Allies also staged other 

types of sporting events for all ranks.  

 The largest inter-Allied sporting event was held in Paris from June 22 to July 6, 

1919. Almost 1,500 athletes from eighteen Allied armies converged at the newly 

constructed Pershing Stadium outside Paris. With the blessing of French authorities, the 

YMCA had constructed the massive purpose-built stadium on the Bois de Vincennes, a 

field where French knights once fought in tournaments.53 The armies took these games 

very seriously, and soldiers rigorously trained in aircraft hangars for months ahead of 

time to compete in sports that included fencing, boxing, and horsemanship as well as 

more military sports like grenade throwing, shooting, and parade drill. The American 

Army had a distinct advantage in many sports because many of their best athletes had not 

been killed during the AEF’s shorter combat experience. Pershing’s elite Provisional 
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Regiment, fresh from the victory parade in London, won the formation drill competition 

as well. The AFG performed particularly well at the games, but more importantly, the 

event succeeded in spreading feelings of goodwill and comradery. Thousands of 

spectators turned out to watch the games, and news of the outcomes was broadcast 

throughout Europe and North America. Even as the AFG continued shrinking after 1920, 

U.S. soldier-athletes held their own at smaller sporting venues. The Times of London 

commented in September 1922 that “it is surprising how so small a force contrives to 

spread itself so effectively.”54 

 Aside from sporting events, other venues brought British and American soldiers 

together. Soon after the occupation began, British soldiers established the British Rhine 

Army Dramatic Company to put on performances for their occupying force. In November 

1919, the company extended its efforts by performing shows for American soldiers in 

Koblenz. Though some American soldiers found parts of the show too high brow, 

hundreds more appreciated the efforts of their British comrades.55 Overall, the efforts of 

officers in both armies to encourage goodwill and friendship between Yanks and 

Tommies met with great success. The general agreement between the British and 

American forces on policy toward the Germans, moreover, aided in creating strong 

relations. This contrasted with the acrimonious relations that both armies had with the 

French.  

 Even before the occupation began, American soldiers had reason to distrust their 

French comrades. At the last moment, before Allied troops began the march into 
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Germany, Marshal Foch reduced the designated American zone of occupation. Having a 

smaller zone than the other two armies was a great source of resentment to American 

commanders and soldiers.56 Even Hunter Liggett, the first commander of the AFG, noted 

“the feeling existing between our people and the French was not as cordial as it should 

have been.”57 Though Liggett worked to remove sources of contention, other issues 

continually cropped up between French and Americans. In one example, a few American 

soldiers cut down some dead trees on French public land to use as firewood. Word of 

their transgression went so far that the French president lodged a complaint with 

American commanders.58 French civilians regularly overcharged Doughboys for goods 

and services, and French soldiers showed little fondness for the Americans crowding 

their towns. French civilians’ equal treatment of African-American soldiers also 

provoked angry responses from southern white U.S. soldiers.59 The complaints the 

French constantly lodged against American soldiers contrasted with the gratitude 

Americans thought their due for coming to France’s aid. According to one American 

general, “From the troops and the people the irritation gradually seemed to spread up to 

the highest military and civil authorities, French and American.”60 Attitudes on foreign 

affairs prompted further disagreements.  
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 American soldiers quickly grew disinterested in European affairs and did not 

support the harsh policies France favored toward Germany. Americans thought this was 

sowing the seeds of the next European war. General Robert Bullard’s diary entries for 

December 1918 and January 1919 contained many references to conflicts between the 

French and American forces. Bullard conceded, “At first I thought the friction local and 

sporadic, but as time went on it developed in Luxembourg and came to light even in our 

Third Army in the occupied German territory. On their side the French seemed 

predisposed to irritation by the fear that the Americans, in the coming peace congress, 

were going to try to restrain the demands of the French on the beaten Germans.”61 French 

authorities especially worried about the close relations British and American soldiers 

developed with the German people.  

 Despite British and American officers’ efforts to stop occupation troops from 

fraternizing, their men quickly developed respect for the Germans and their culture. 

British reporter Charles Repington recorded his impressions when he visited the British 

zone of occupation in June 1919. He wrote, “Cologne [is] full of people, and our men go 

about quite unarmed. The Boches behave civilly and all is peace.” He next visited the 

billets of British troops, where he observed “They seem very happy and are living in the 

houses of the people and get on well with them.”62 Not only had the war left Germany 

physically unscarred, but the German people impressed the British as industrious and 

disciplined. Governing the Germans provided no trouble even though the British zone 
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alone contained in excess of 2 million German citizens. Many German business and 

civilian leaders welcomed British troops after the withdrawal of the German Army, since 

they would ensure order. It was no wonder that harmony reigned between occupied and 

occupiers in the British zone.  

The Americans faced even fewer hurdles than the British in warming up to the 

Germans. Unlike the British, the Americans had not fought the Germans for four years, 

and unlike the French, they had not witnessed the destruction of their own countryside. 

American Lt. Bob Hoffman thought, “Most of our men did not have the hatred for the 

Germans which had been born in them as it was in the men of the other allied armies.”63 

From the moment American soldiers entered Germany, they began to form favorable 

opinions of their former enemies. Major General Johnson Hagood marveled, “When we 

arrived in Coblenz, we were greeted with flags. [The Germans] seemed to have had 

American flags suppressed somewhere, ready to spring in case of an emergency. We 

were also greeted with souvenir post cards, giving us welcome, and suggesting that the 

German girls would make things nice for the American boys.”64 Most American soldiers 

had little previous knowledge of Germany or the Germans so they eagerly took the 

opportunity to get acquainted with an enemy they had been told was barbaric.  

The initial interactions between Americans and Germans went well. On 

December 7, 1918, the German newspaper, the Bittburger Zeitung, acknowledged “that 

the American military authorities are efficient without harshness, and the behavior of the 
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American troops is wonderfully good. Not only officers but soldiers are considerate and 

seem obliging. The Americans take pains not to make the occupation appear vexatious.”65 

The Doughboys looked fondly on the children that congregated around American messes, 

and the soldiers enjoyed clean billets in private homes with German families. Though 

some Germans resisted this imposition, most accepted the inconvenience, and the overall 

result was positive. Hagood mused how his soldiers “spent long evenings around kitchen 

fires, often in full view of a fresh looking, red faced, German girl with whom they could 

play pinochle.” It was not surprising then that “most soldiers were much more favorably 

impressed with Germany than they had been with France.”66 Their soldiers’ growing 

affinity for the Germans increasingly alarmed American officers. They feared the 

Germans were using children to manipulate American soldiers’ feelings. Officers also 

had to prevent priests from marrying soldiers and German women while the two 

countries were still legally at war.67 Pershing feared that if no action was taken, the 

Doughboys would prefer the Germans to the French before long.68 As a result, the AFG 

was the last of the Allied forces to drop restrictions against fraternizing with Germans. 

That did not occur until September 28, 1919.69 
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The other major reason U.S. troops got along so well with German soldiers was 

the latters’ respect for Americans’ fighting ability. When asked why Germany lost the 

war, German soldiers frequently cited the demoralizing effect of fresh American troops 

and their successful offensives. On January 30, 1919, a U.S. intelligence officer from the 

Third Division noted after an interview with a former German lieutenant: “Had America 

not come into the war he is sure that the Germans would have won, but after we began to 

take an important part in the fighting they no longer had a chance for anything but 

favorable peace terms.” Another German lieutenant thought that General Erich 

Ludendorff “could have played with [French Marshal Ferdinand] Foch as a cat with a 

mouse if America had not stepped in.”70 German soldiers and civilians often repeated the 

belief that America was responsible for Allied victory to normal soldiers they 

encountered. For many American soldiers, this narrative only strengthened their belief 

that they had rescued the Allies from the brink of defeat and dealt a crushing blow to the 

German Army.  

 Doughboys’ feelings of superiority and the Allies’ different attitudes toward the 

Germans was the greatest source of division among the victorious powers. Each nation 

wanted to claim the greatest role in their common victory, and the others took offense at 

these claims. On July 12, 1919, the American Army newspaper in Germany reported 

“Really, it makes a Yank feel just a little peculiar to read the recent speech of Field-

Marshal Sir Douglas Haig, wherein he said: ‘We talk a great deal about our allies and it is 
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necessary and right we should buck them up all we could while the fighting was going 

on. But do not forget that it is the British Empire which has won this war.’”71 Many 

officers tried to smooth over these differences and emphasize that each army deserved a 

share of the credit for the victory, but it was difficult for most soldiers not to claim an 

outsized portion of the victory. American troops especially felt that the French and 

British did not accord them enough respect as soldiers. American Lt. Bob Hoffman of the 

Twenty-Eighth Division expressed a typical sentiment when he wrote “The entry of 

America into the war was the deciding factor, yet our Allies, who welcomed us so gladly 

in 1918 when they had met with great reverses through the powerful drives of the 

German army, soon forgot.”72 Americans expected gratitude and respect from the French 

and British, but they received the most in Germany. These threats to Allied unity did not 

prove long-lasting among professional officers in both armies, but combined with policy 

disagreements, they did weaken the Allied-American bonds after the armistice. 

 Despite American soldiers’ fondness for occupation duty, their country’s political 

will to keep troops in Germany waned rapidly after the signing of the armistice. Congress 

was intent on cutting the military’s budget with the conflict ended, and the AFG suffered 

heavily from those reductions. By March 1922, the AFG numbered approximately 8,000 

men. At the same time, French forces in Germany numbered 85,000, Belgian troops 

numbered 15,000, and the British maintained 4,000 soldiers on German soil.73 Further 

American plans for force drawdown in 1922 greatly dismayed the British and French. In 
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response, the French government even offered to help defray the costs of supporting the 

AFG in Koblenz.74 Without the American presence, the occupation would look 

increasingly like the imposition of victors’ justice. Consequently, the Allies and the 

German government pressured President Warren G. Harding to keep a token U.S. Force 

on the Rhine. By May 1922, the American contingent numbered just 1,600 men. To the 

dismay of the remaining Doughboys, the French Army began assuming control over part 

of the American zone. The French and Belgian decision to occupy the Ruhr in January in 

response to German failures to pay reparations gave isolationists in the U.S. Congress the 

final excuse it needed to end the occupation. On January 5, 1923, Congress passed a 

resolution requesting the President to order the withdrawal of the AFG. President Warren 

G. Harding decided not to fight the resolution and acquiesced to Congress’ request.75 The 

American occupation officially ended later that month.  

With the AFG’s return home, the last vestiges of the wartime partnership between 

the British and American armies had been dismantled. Though many professional officers 

retained fond opinions of their counterparts and opposed a rapid withdrawal from Europe, 

the political mood in both countries turned against overseas military interventions. In 

November 1919, the United States Senate decisively rebuffed President Wilson’s attempt 

to join the League of Nations and sign the Treaty of Versailles. This decision reflected 

public sentiment and the desire to return America to her traditional policy of eschewing 

European alliances. Even General Pershing opposed Wilson’s efforts to join the League, 

																																																								
74 Ibid., 203. 
 
75 Ibid., 213.	



	

	 74 

though he supported its general principles.76 After the sacrifices of the war, Americans 

resisted the possibility of becoming entangled in future European conflicts and sacrificing 

freedom of action. Britain and France also both gained large territorial mandates in the 

peace settlement, contributing to Americans’ disillusionment with the war’s aims and 

their associate powers’ motivations. America’s power in relation to other nations had 

increased dramatically, but the majority of its citizens and leaders declined to make 

formal commitments to a new global organization.  

Similarly, Britain’s support for European commitments was waning even though 

it joined the League of Nations. Pressing domestic needs absorbed scarce financial and 

military resources at a time when Prime Minister Lloyd George’s coalition government 

was trying to rein in wartime spending. In early 1919, the Irish Republican Army, the 

military force of the Sinn Fein organization, began a campaign of violence against the 

British garrison and supporting police in Ireland. The British military response 

diminished Britain’s standing in American public opinion until the Irish Free State was 

finally created in December 1921. That same year, an economic slump hit the British 

Isles and Lloyd George grappled with ballooning unemployment benefits in the national 

budget. Looking for ways to economize, the government further pared the military 

budget. Facing force reductions and growing commitments, British Chief of the Imperial 

General Staff (CIGS) Field Marshal Sir Henry Wilson pushed to “pull our troops out of 

the scrum of Europe and concentrate them in areas which really belong to us.”77 
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Unfortunately, the end of extensive formal military ties after the American withdrawal 

from Germany came at a time when the two nations could have used more channels to 

defuse potential misunderstandings.  

Though American and British leaders demobilized the bulk of their forces and 

withdrew millions of soldiers from Europe immediately after World War I, their nations 

faced new international challenges. Ironically, American and British global 

predominance placed new strains on Anglo-American relations. Economic competition 

for overseas markets, a naval arms race, and repayment of wartime loans were the biggest 

sources of tension in the postwar Anglo-American relationship. The United States had 

rejected a formal role in global leadership, but its military and economic power meant it 

could not abstain from international decision making.  

Beginning during the post-armistice peace treaty talks, British and American 

representatives clashed over British opposition to freedom of the seas. Britain’s 

traditional wartime naval strategy required interdicting commerce and enforcing 

blockades, and these weapons had proven decisive in confronting a succession of 

European powers. Even more alarming for British strategists, Wilsonian Democrats and 

U.S. naval leaders pushed to complete the construction of a “Navy second to none” which 

had begun during the war. Though Japan also possessed a strong navy after World War I, 

American leaders saw Britain as the most imposing threat to American interests.78 

Accordingly, they wanted a fleet that could hold its own against the Royal Navy. 
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Not only was this a direct challenge to Britain’s security, but it meant Britain had 

to continue building a large number of warships just to maintain naval parity and replace 

its aging battleships. CIGS Field Marshal Wilson wrote to Gen. Sir Henry Rawlinson in 

January 1921, “So far as we can judge from the newspapers the United States seems to be 

determined to take command of the salt water.”79 Blanche Dugdale, a member of the 

British delegation to the League of Nations, noted, “The fear of a competition in naval 

strength against the United States had been among the chief anxieties which the 

withdrawal of America from European affairs had left to the British Empire.”80 Though 

the Royal Navy was the foundation of British imperial strength, British naval, military, 

and civilian leaders all agreed that any American proposal for limiting naval competition 

would receive the utmost priority.  

Complicating matters, Britain and Japan had entered into a defensive alliance in 

1902 that they renewed for ten years in 1911. Though the alliance was intended to secure 

British and Japanese possessions in Asia, it also aligned both nations against the United 

States in the event of war. The British tried to avoid this possibility by negotiating an 

arbitration treaty with the United States prior to World War I, but the U.S. Senate stymied 

the effort when it rejected the treaty. Still, the sentiment behind the British effort made it 

clear British leaders wanted to avoid conflict with the United States. British politicians 

also realized that the public would never support an Anglo-Japanese war against the 

United States.81 After World War I, British resentment at the United States naval 
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challenge led many in both nations to predict an American war against an Anglo-

Japanese coalition.82  

The increase in international tensions and the threat of a naval arms race 

prompted American President Warren G. Harding to invite representatives from nine 

nations to Washington for an unprecedented international arms control conference. The 

British delegation headed by former Prime Minister Earl Arthur Balfour arrived in 

Washington, D.C., on November 9, 1921. General Pershing and Secretary of State 

Charles Evans Hughes met the delegation at the station. The latter greeted Balfour as an 

old friend, and together they set off for the Capitol to pay their respects to the U.S. 

Unknown Soldier lying in state in the Capitol rotunda. “As Secretary Hughes and Mr. 

Balfour appeared in the doorway facing the Capitol,” reported the New York Times, “the 

band played ‘God Save the King,’ followed by ‘The Star Spangled Banner.’ This served 

to inform the crowds lining the concourse of the nature of the occasion, and there were 

many cheers for the British.”83 On November 11, Armistice Day, Balfour and other 

foreign representatives attended the burial of the Unknown Soldier at Arlington National 

Cemetery. It was a fitting reminder the sacrifices of World War I and appropriate since 

the conference was seen by many as a continuation of the work towards peace that began 

with the armistice. 
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The Washington Conference on Limitation of Naval Armaments officially 

convened on Saturday, November 12, 1921 in the Daughters of the American Revolution 

Hall on 17th Street. First, President Harding stood to briefly welcome the assembled 

dignitaries. He began on an eloquent note: “Gentlemen of the Conference, the United 

States welcomes you with unselfish hands. We harbor no fears; we have no sordid ends to 

serve; we suspect no enemy; we contemplate or apprehend no conquest. Content with 

what we have, we seek nothing which is another’s. We only wish to do with you that 

finer, nobler thing which no nation can do alone.”84 After assuring those present of the 

United States’ good intentions, Harding ceded the floor to his secretary of state. Before 

an audience of premiers, prime ministers, diplomats, admirals, the entire United States 

Congress, and more than 900 members of the international press, the highly respected 

Secretary of State Hughes stood to deliver his opening remarks.85 Instead of the expected 

vague formal address, however, Hughes declared in his speech, that the United States was 

prepared to scrap 15 battleships and cancel nine under construction. He volunteered to 

destroy a total of 30 U.S. capital ships, which rated almost 900,000 tons.86 The audience 

was stunned. Richard V. Oulahan of the New York Times reported that many who heard 

the speech “received a thrill akin to an electric shock.”87 But Hughes was not finished. He 
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then asked Great Britain and Japan to scrap a combined thirty-six ships and listed the 

ships by name. It was an unprecedented speech. Only four people in the U.S. government 

had known about the proposals beforehand, and no one had given any inkling what was 

coming. The room erupted in exuberant cheers. Later that day Balfour called Hughes’ 

speech “a bold and statesmanlike utterance, pregnant with infinite possibilities” and 

added, “I am most hopeful of results.”88 

During the the next four months, the delegations and their subcommittees labored 

over the proposals. Together they wrote several treaties that defused tensions between the 

United States, Great Britain and Japan. The Four-Power Treaty, signed by the United 

States, Great Britain, Japan, and France, guaranteed those nations’ Pacific possessions 

and the Open Door Policy in China. Britain was the biggest winner from the treaty, which 

replaced its alliance with Japan with a collective security agreement that reassured both 

the Dominions and the United States. The Washington Conference also produced an 

agreement between Britain, the United States, and Japan to limit their capital ship 

construction to a ratio of 5:5:3. Other stipulations prohibited the United States from 

building new fortified naval bases west of Oahu and reaffirmed the signatories’ 

recognition of Chinese territorial integrity. 

Together the treaties signed at the Washington Conference and the expiration of 

the Anglo-Japanese treaty set Anglo-American relations on a completely different 

trajectory. Even though proposals for limiting air and land armaments failed, the 
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improved attitude of cooperation removed all but the most remote possibility of war 

between the two nations and established a general attitude of cooperation in military 

matters. Other issues such as war loans repayment, wartime damage reparations, and 

tariffs temporarily divided the two nations over the next decade, but none of these 

derailed the overall spirit of cooperation in the military and political realm. Moreover, 

both powers saw the other as their most important foreign partner. British and French 

relations were especially strained after Britain declined to make a formal postwar military 

alliance with France.89 As a result, the British Army looked for ways to strengthen 

relations with the U.S. Army. American Army officers welcomed warmer relations, but 

were also cautious because of Britain’s postwar imperial expansion. At the same time, 

both armies underwent severe budget cuts that underscored the importance of 

communication regardless of their nations’ political disputes. 

 On June 4, 1920, the U.S. Congress passed the National Defense Act of 1920, 

which reorganized the peacetime U.S. Army and set its peacetime strength. The Act 

established a standing Regular Army of 280,000 men and 17,726 officers as well as a 

large national guard and organized reserves. The regular army size was well below what 

high ranking officers had requested from congress. The army’s leaders had hoped for a 

regular army with a higher proportion of officers so its units could be rapidly expanded in 

a national emergency. Still, a peacetime strength of nearly 300,000 officers and men was 

far larger than the pre-World War I army’s strength, and most officers saw it as a victory. 

Lt. Gen. Hunter Liggett called the bill “one of the finest and best thought out pieces of 
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legislation ever enacted. It provides for our national defense adequately and economically 

and if made operative through proper appropriations would insure us against attack in the 

future.”90 The act buoyed the spirits of officers who feared the army would wither in the 

postwar environment of economy. British officers, who paid close attention to 

developments in the U.S. military, also viewed the bill as an example of superb 

peacetime military planning.91 

	 The hope that the National Defense Act of 1920 offered, however, was short 

lived. Despite the bill’s passage, Congress declined to give the army the appropriations it 

needed to pay for its full complement of men and machines. In January 1921, the U.S. 

Army numbered 230,332 officers and men, but that number dropped to a paltry 112,108 

by December 1923.92 Active and retired officers lamented the state of the army. Retired 

Gen. William Harding Carter wrote that despite the passage of the bill and other 

legislation since World War I, there was “no assurance of entering the next conflict under 

conditions materially different from past experiences.”93 Maxwell D. Taylor graduated 

from West Point and joined the Army in 1922, a time when he believed “Most of our 
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citizens assumed that World War I had ended all wars and hence regarded a standing 

army as useful as ‘a chimney in summer,’ to use an old English phrase.”94 

 A similar fate befell the British Army. Budgetary cuts and difficulty obtaining 

quality recruits after World War I meant that many British Army units fell well below 

their authorized strength even as they faced difficult police duties in Ireland, Turkey, Iraq 

and Egypt. Some units in Ireland soldiered on with only one-third of their authorized 

strength.95 Field Marshal Wilson lamented, “It is enough to make an angel cry when we 

have not got anything like enough troops to go round our own possessions.”96 Despite 

these difficulties the government demanded further economies from the War Office.97 In 

August 1921, Prime Minister Lloyd George appointed Sir Eric Geddes to head a 

committee charged with finding places to cut spending in government departments. 

Wilson testified before the committee that with all available units committed around the 

globe there was no strategic reserve available.98 His testimony did little to aver the 

committee’s cuts. The Geddes Committee saw no need to retain the pre-war standard of a 

six-division expeditionary force. With no large-scale war on the horizon, the committee 

reduced the army’s role to garrisoning the empire. Its final report recommended the army 
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disband twenty-eight infantry battalions and eight cavalry regiments. The actual cuts 

were only slightly less severe, with twenty-two infantry battalions and eight cavalry 

regiments either disbanded or amalgamated with other units.99 The Territorial Army, the 

British Army’s equivalent of the American National Guard, also cut 31,000 men between 

1922 and 1926. Sir Henry Wilson’s successor as CIGS, Field Marshal Frederick Lambart, 

Earl of Cavan, admitted that “the whole of my four years as C.I.G.S. was a period of 

retrenchment … a struggle for existence.”100 

 With greatly diminished resources and no guidance from the Foreign Office about 

future threats, the army was forced to rank the areas of the British Empire in order of 

importance and make its own imperial strategy.101 Wilson bluntly told the Imperial 

Cabinet in July 1921:  

Neither the Imperial Cabinet nor the Cabinet of St. James’s have  
ever indicated to the War Office who our possible enemies of the  
future may be, it has therefore been impossible for the War Office  
to make plans which will stand the test of war, because it is  
impossible to consider war in the abstract. We are therefore reduced  
in the War Office to having to select our own enemies without even  
the approval of the Foreign Office, otherwise we shall be making an  
army fit to fight France and suddenly finding that we were fighting  
the Afghans, or we shall be making a naval programme fit to fight  
the Japanese and suddenly finding that we were at war with America.102  
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Furthermore the British Army was given no standard, unlike the Royal Navy, which was 

told to maintain a one or two-power standard for example. Wilson told his civilian 

superiors that a voluntary army “is governed by two things, first the amount of money 

available to pay troops, and this obviously has nothing to do with war, and secondly the 

number of men who are willing to engage, and this also obviously has nothing to do with 

war. Therefore the unfortunate War Office is given an instrument which has no relation 

to any known or unknown war, is not informed of its possible enemies, has no standard 

up to which to work, and then is asked to make plans.”103 

 Given little guidance on future threats or national strategy in case of possible 

conflicts, British and American military leaders devised their own priorities and strategy. 

Far from turning inward, they looked to each other for inspiration. It helped that in the 

decade after World War I neither army contemplated fighting another major land war in 

Europe. The cuts to both armies’ budgets also meant they needed to allocate resources as 

judiciously as possible. This gave both armies added incentive to learn from each other as 

they faced similar challenges. The officers who served as the main conduits in 

transmitting information between the two forces were their military attachés. 

Military attachés were mid-level officers, usually lieutenant colonels or colonels, 

assigned to embassies in foreign nations. The practice of permanently assigning liaison 

officers dated from the mid-nineteenth century, and their basic mission was to observe 

foreign military units, personnel, installations, equipment, and general developments. 
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Attachés then sent regular reports to their own military intelligence branches.104 Attachés 

were also responsible for maintaining general reports about their host nation’s economic, 

political, and cultural developments where they related to the ability and desire to wage 

war.105 Serving far from their direct superiors, British and American attachés operated 

with a great degree of independence in the interwar period. They wrote reports and 

gathered materials on topics requested by the intelligence branches of their respective 

armies, and transmitted these reports via secure diplomatic pouches. They also answered 

special requests from other branches, such as the U.S. Army War College or the War 

Plans Division. 

Attachés served at the pleasure of the nations where they were posted, so it was 

imperative that they did not offend their hosts. Consequently, attachés rarely engaged in 

precarious covert intelligence gathering. Instead, they obtained most of their information 

from publications, public lectures, political proceedings, and conversations with foreign 

military personnel and civilians. Attachés travelled widely and visited as many 

manufacturing facilities, military installations, and military exercises as possible. 

Towards the end of his four year tour in the United States in 1927, British military 

attaché Col. Claud E. C. G. Charlton reported he had “visited forty-seven out of the forty-
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eight States in the Union, and had an opportunity of meeting … officers of all ranks in the 

army.”106  

Attachés usually served for three to four years in a given country in order to 

cultivate contacts and become familiar with various sources of information. Attachés 

could request information from official sources, but the host nation had a great deal of 

power in determining what was released to foreign officers and what they saw on visits to 

various installations. One American attaché told his superiors in June 1925 that attachés 

in Great Britain only see “what the British Army intends them to see.”107 Oftentimes 

nations worked out reciprocity agreements whereby access was granted to a piece of 

information in exchange for the same privilege by the nation’s own attaché. Skillful 

attachés formed friendships with officers in the army they were observing and used these 

contacts to obtain useful information. Attachés needed to be resourceful in gathering the 

diverse types of information desired by their superiors. In one case in April 1924, 

American attaché Maj. Oscar N. Solbert asked an American lieutenant colonel who was 

visiting some British officers stationed on the Rhine to collect information on British 

dispositions in Germany. The American officer duly obtained the desired information 

with his friends’ assistance and submitted it to the attaché.108 Though there was always 
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information the attachés had trouble securing, it was usually limited to the most sensitive 

political and technological subjects.109 

 The information attachés gathered on foreign armies was extensive. It 

encompassed not only organization, facilities and equipment that affected combat 

capabilities, but also more commonplace details. The American attaché in Britain sent 

back reports on topics as varied as the organization of British military bands, officer pay 

scales, and military discipline procedures.110 Reports on these commonplace topics aided 

the armies in organizing or reforming their own organizations.111 Among the British and 

American militaries these topics were especially important because their forces 

maintained noticeable similarities dating back to latter’s founding in the eighteenth 

century.112  

Though attaché assignments in London and Washington were both desirable and 

of great importance, these officers did not always possess previous intelligence gathering 

experience. In choosing attachés the Liaison Officer of the U.S. Army’s Military 

Intelligence Division (MID) usually looked “over the Army list and the officers’ records 
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to find one of proper rank, with good judgment, tact, social ability, and sufficient funds of 

his own outside his pay to properly handle the particular assignment.”113 A lack of 

adequate funds meant that after World War I MID often had to pick officers who had 

outside sources of income to pay for some of their own expenses abroad.114 Attachés 

worked on a shoestring budget with just a few secretaries and one or two assistants.115 

These limitations grew more acute after 1920. This reflected the plight of MID as a 

whole, which operated with a staff of just 69 by 1937.116  

Before taking up their assignments, American attachés received little guidance on 

how to obtain information. A brief introductory class of just a few weeks was all they 

received before shipping out. Their predecessors were also not always helpful or did not 

have sufficient time to introduce them to their work properly.117 Despite these limitations, 
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the majority of American and British attachés assigned respectively to London and 

Washington through 1940 performed their duties effectively. After 1919, attachés faced 

the unique challenge of maintaining strong intelligence relations while their armies 

dismantled the wartime channels of cooperation.  

 Attachés took a broad view of their mission because of their advantageous 

positions. They not only sought to acquire useful military intelligence but to maintain and 

strengthen the good relations between the two armies. More than just passive conduits of 

exchange, they played an active role in determining what to share and how to interpret it. 

Attachés helped shape their armies’ attitudes about each other through the vast amount of 

information they supplied. They provided the official communications link between two 

armies scattered across the globe who attached a great deal of importance to keeping 

apprised of each other’s actions.  

 In absence of daily interactions between large numbers of officers from both 

armies after 1923, the efforts of the armies’ military attachés’ sustained the strong affinity 

between them. No longer bound together by their wartime ties, the British and American 

officers nevertheless maintained positive attitudes toward each other thanks in part to the 

regular flow of warfighting ideas and intelligence across the Atlantic. The skill of their 

attachés and the positive impressions from World War I ensured they received large 

amounts of useful information. In an era of peace, the career officers of both armies made 

extensive use of this information and used it to perpetuate their mutually beneficial 

relationship.
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CHAPTER 3: IDEAS AND INTELLIGENCE SHARING IN THE BRITISH AND 

AMERICAN ARMIES, 1923-1935 
 

“Wherever I have gone I have not only been treated most cordially  
officially, but I have been made to feel that I was heartily welcome,  
and it is gratifying to carry away the consciousness of the friendliest  
feelings of the United States army towards the troops of the British  
Isles and Dominions at the present time.”1 

- Colonel Claud E. C. G. Charlton, British Military Attaché in 
Washington, September 1, 1927 

	
	

On October 11, 1924, Lt. Col. Charles M. Wesson submitted a paper for the G-2 

Course at the U.S. Army War College that examined the military education system of 

Great Britain. Based on reports, regulations, and memoranda supplied by American 

attachés in London, Wesson’s paper summarized the methods of instruction at British 

cadet institutions, as well as service schools for officers and specialized branch schools. 

After analyzing more than thirty different schools, Wesson declared the British system 

provided “a steady flow of well trained officers for the Regular Establishment on a basis 

designed to secure intellectual material of the highest order at a minimum cost.”2 

Impressed by British methods, Lieutenant Colonel Wesson suggested American cadet 

institutions like West Point should model their entrance examinations on British 

examples. One of many studies on the interwar British Army written by U.S. Army 

officers after World War I, Wesson’s paper represented a larger trend in which the U.S. 
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and British armies looked to each other for inspiration and purpose following World War 

I.3  

While naval and diplomatic relations seemed to dominate the public Anglo-

American relationship in the interwar period, the armies of both nations conducted their 

own independent inter-army exchanges at the same time. The attachés and intellectuals of 

both armies shared intelligence and ideas in a variety of forums; the result was that both 

armies obtained a great deal of institutional knowledge about their counterparts. Far from 

being esoteric documents that languished in dusty files, attachés’ reports circulated 

among relevant departments and posts throughout the two armies. American officers 

valued these detailed documents highly, and they formed the basis for nearly all the U.S. 

Army's knowledge about Great Britain. Used for war planning, education, weapons 

development, and models of organization, American attaché reports from London 

familiarized U.S. officers with the activities of the British Army. In the British Army, 

reports emanating from Washington reached units stationed throughout the Empire. 

Along with these official reports, officers of both nations read articles in professional 

publications that informed them about the methods and equipment of their counterparts. 

British and American attaché reports and military journals increased understanding 

between the two armies before the fostering of closer relations in the late 1930s. 

Consequently, the two armies evinced mutual friendship and cooperation wherever 
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possible, despite recurring political tensions between Washington and London during the 

interwar period. 

After the signing of the Treaty of Versailles in June 1919 and the separate U.S.-

German Peace Treaty in August 1921, the British and American armies wanted to 

relinquish their continental commitments as fast as possible.4 At the same time, British 

and American politicians denounced the bloodshed from trench warfare and refused to 

countenance involvement in another major European land war. American and British 

military leaders saw this pivot away from European strategic commitments in America’s 

rejection of the League of Nations and the British electorate’s unwillingness to bear the 

cost of an army capable of both continental intervention and imperial policing. Despite 

Britain’s ratification of the Treaty of Locarno, which pledged it to defend the status quo 

of the French, German, and Belgian borders, Britain’s Chiefs of Staff made it clear to the 

Foreign Office that they would focus the limited resources at their disposal on imperial 

needs instead.5 Meanwhile, the Admiralty concentrated on building a strong navy to 

defend British shipping, and the Royal Air Force expanded its number of peacetime 

squadrons to protect the home islands against the unlikely threat of French aerial 

bombardment. In July 1928, Chancellor of the Exchequer Winston Churchill went so far 

as to persuade the Committee of Imperial Defence to promulgate the Ten Year Rule, 

which stated that “there will be no major war for ten years.”6 The Foreign Office renewed 

this de facto policy statement every year until 1932.  
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To officers in both armies, this strategic backpedaling meant they could best 

protect their respective nations’ global interests by fostering cooperation and goodwill 

between their forces. Though the United States was the only nation capable of 

challenging Great Britain’s naval power after World War I, the British War Office 

proposed eliminating the United States as a potential threat entirely in 1919.7 The two 

nations had the most compelling reasons to maintain the postwar world order, and Great 

Britain especially could not risk another major conflict. Its massive war debt and 

expanded empire placed an enormous burden on the army. Even as Britain slashed its 

military budget in the 1920s, the army was tasked with protecting and policing more 

territories than ever before. As a result, the British Army turned to the U.S. Army during 

the first years of peace as a key partner and a source of ideas. Only the French Army held 

a similar significance for British officers prior to Germany’s rearmament, but Britain’s 

turn away from the continent meant the U.S. Army received more attention from British 

officers prior to 1933.  

To American officers, the British Army ranked as the most important foreign 

military between 1923 and 1933. During this period, the British Army was 

simultaneously the most likely ally, greatest potential threat, and best possible model for 

its American counterpart. The British Army occupied this paradoxical position because 

the vast British Empire operated as the most formidable competitor to expanding 

American economic interests abroad. The United States had overtaken the British Empire 

as the world’s largest manufacturing nation and international creditor in 1916.8 Although 
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the United States made an effort to politically disentangle itself from European affairs 

after the Senate’s rejection of the Treaty of Versailles, American diplomats and naval 

strategists believed that continued American growth in foreign markets would come at 

British expense. Since Great Britain had fought numerous wars over the preceding 

centuries to protect its global position, American naval leaders warned that war with 

Great Britain might prove inevitable.9  

Army officers’ cautious attitude toward Great Britain in part reflected the spread 

of Anglophobia among some Americans who blamed Britain for allegedly luring the 

United States into World War I to preserve the British Empire.10 The British ambassador 

to Washington, Sir Auckland C. Geddes, reported to the Foreign Office in 1923 that 

“there has been a distinct growth of feeling, among the common, unthinking mass of 

Americans, less friendly to Great Britain.”11 He attributed these sentiments to pro-French 

Americans who spread lies about the British and manipulated American public opinion 

through such outlets as Randolph Hearst’s newspapers. U.S. Army officers were reluctant 

to consider their former allies as enemies, but they conceded that Britain’s large navy and 

imperial resources made her the greatest threat, if not the most likely threat.12 Despite the 
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isolationist attitude of many Americans, Army leaders did not turn inward. These officers 

too had an empire to protect, and they had to sell their budget requests to a public and 

Congress that saw no need for a large military when aggressive war had been outlawed 

by the Kellogg Briand Pact of 1928. While most U.S. military planners thought that 

conflict with the Japanese Empire was more probable than conflict with Great Britain, the 

emerging Anglo-American trade rivalry made Great Britain a formidable and useful 

threat. 

The tentative attitude with which the United States Army viewed Great Britain as 

a threat was apparent from the interwar curriculum at the U.S. Army War College 

(AWC). Founded in 1901, the AWC trained captains, majors, lieutenant colonels, and 

colonels in the interwar period as future staff officers for the Army General Staff. 

Located at Fort Humphreys on the Potomac River, the AWC felt more like a “graduate 

seminar or a contemporary think tank” to Omar N. Bradley when he studied there in 1933 

as a major.13 Another future general, Maxwell Taylor, remembered his time at the AWC 

as one for “mature reflection on the broadest problems of the military profession in 

company with congenial fellow professionals.”14 

Army War College student and instructor Joseph Lawton Collins wrote that the 

nine-month curriculum covered “wartime mobilization of manpower and industry; the 
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correlation and evaluation of political and military intelligence; the command relations 

between Army and Navy forces; possible interallied command relationships; as well as 

strategic war plans for national emergencies.”15 In addition to formal lectures, the faculty 

posed problems for the students to study in committees or individually. The officers 

usually had two weeks to prepare their reports with the help of a faculty advisor before 

giving an oral presentation to the assembled college. Students’ presentations covered 

topics ranging from doctrine, organization, strategy, and national policy and precipitated 

discussions among the students and faculty.16 Attendance at the AWC in the two decades 

following World War I was a virtual prerequisite for high command in the U.S. Army in 

World War II. A young Maj. Dwight D. Eisenhower attended the War College in 1927-

1928. Future generals Maxwell D. Taylor, Matthew B. Ridgway, Jacob L. Devers, Walter 

Bedell Smith, and Lesley J. McNair also passed through the War College prior to 1940.  

War College students regularly heard lectures on the British Empire, from 

civilian, Army, and Navy experts. In a 1928 lecture to the G-2 course at the AWC on 

world affairs, prolific author and journalist Herbert Adams Gibbons noted, “We have a 

very grave problem in our relations with the British Empire, that has come to a head in 

the course of the last few years and that is the unwillingness of the British to recognize 

that their day has really passed.”17 After the lecture, his audience then asked questions 

																																																								
15 Joseph Lawton Collins, Lightning Joe: An Autobiography (Baton Rouge: Louisiana 

State University Press, 1979), 90. 
 
16 Ibid., 91. 
 
17 Herbert Adams Gibbons, “General Aspect of the World Situation,” November 30, 

1928, Entry 351-A-14, p. 25, Box 1928-1929 G-2 Course File No. 351-1 to 351 A18, AWC 
Curricular Archives, USAHEC.		



	

	 97 

about what might happen in the event of war with Great Britain. Gibbons elaborated that 

Canada would never join in such a war and the United States would certainly be able to 

find allies among other European powers.18 Though Gibbons contended the British had 

not yet accepted the idea of parity with the United States, his assessment of any possible 

conflict made it clear Britain would get the worst of an Anglo-American war. 

 War College instructors also frequently requested reports and printed materials 

on Great Britain from the U.S. Army’s Military Intelligence Division (MID). These 

requests were sent directly to American military attachés in London who obtained the 

desired documents.19 These requests included British manuals, intelligence reports, and 

histories of the Great War. While Army War College instructors made similar requests to 

U.S. attachés in other foreign nations, the AWC curriculum index indicates that lectures 

and other materials on file for Great Britain in this period outnumbered those on any 

other nation by a ratio of over two to one.20 

In 1922, instructors in the AWC G-2 course for war planning assigned a group of 

students to evaluate Great Britain’s politics, resources, military, and the potential threat it 

posed. Composed of nine field officers, this group produced a thorough estimate of Great 

Britain’s strength and present situation. Using the intelligence materials available at the 
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AWC, these officers concluded that Great Britain would insist on naval supremacy in 

order to protect its empire. If the United States could grant Britain this single concession, 

however, the officers believed the United States could “arrive at an accord with her upon 

all other important questions in which the United States is concerned.”21 They went 

further by saying that following World War I, Great Britain required “many years of 

undisturbed peace, in which friendship with the United States must be the first 

essential.”22 One hundred and fifty copies of this report were distributed to students and 

faculty at the AWC. The committee’s optimistic impression of Anglo-American relations 

was an indication of how officers at the AWC accepted the importance of stable relations 

with Great Britain to the U.S. Army. 

These war planning exercises were a staple of the Army War College curriculum 

and regularly featured Great Britain as an adversary. The prompt for one such exercise in 

1921 explained that Britain had been assumed as an enemy for academic purposes, 

“notwithstanding the relative improbability of the contingency, because it would 

apparently impose upon the United States the maximum military effort that the latter may 

conceivably be called upon to bear in a defensive war.”23 Historian Henry Gole has noted 

AWC instructors enjoyed great latitude in devising useful exercises that tested officers’ 
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creativity and problem solving skills.24 AWC student and later instructor Joseph Collins 

believed these problems had great value, though he agreed a war with Canada and Great 

Britain was a “highly unlikely possibility.”25 On the other hand, Great Britain’s powerful 

navy and mighty empire made her army a natural subject of study even as the exercise 

revealed most American officers’ belief that they would never need to adapt these plans 

for actual use. Their attitude toward Great Britain in these studies was appropriate given 

the extensive intelligence accessible American planners resulted directly from the British 

Army’s efforts to build closer ties with the U.S. Army. 

 Still, British officers realized the American public’s attitude toward their 

country’s policies and the expanding British Empire ranged from ambivalence to 

vehement opposition. British officers did their best to overcome this antagonism and 

foster good relations through showings of amity, appeals to mutual interest, and 

intelligence sharing. Throughout the 1920s, British officers serving outside of the tightly 

controlled War Office gave as much information to the American attaché in London as 

they could. The U.S. Army’s special status was also evident during large scale British 

Army maneuvers in September 1926, where the United States was the only country 

allowed to have an attaché embedded with the units involved in the exercises.26  
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Through numerous unofficial conversations, British officers of all ranks displayed 

their willingness to share information on tank and armored technology. In early 1924, 

American attaché Col. Kenyon A. Joyce learned the British Army was developing a new 

light tank called the Mark I Vickers Tank. When Joyce inquired at the War Office about 

the new tank, he was told, “They could give us no information as to the probable design 

of the tank, as it was being kept absolutely confidential by the British authorities.” Yet 

Joyce was soon able to send a report to the U.S. MID detailing the main design elements 

and rough specifications of the new vehicle. He reportedly obtained this valuable 

information “during different conversations with Tank Corps officers,” while visiting the 

Royal Tank Corps Centre.27  Even though no pictures of the tank had been released, the 

British officers who spoke with Joyce divulged this classified information because of 

their confidence in his discretion and to foster goodwill. American officers in the 

Ordnance Department expressed great interest in these reports and constantly encouraged 

Joyce to get more details.28 

The British Chemical Warfare Branch also regularly circumvented formal 

restrictions to share freely with American intelligence officers. American attaché Col. 

John R. Thomas reported in July 1930 that British Chemical Warfare officers “are always 

ready to see and talk with our representative, a privilege which, so far as we know, no 

other foreign attache here enjoys.”29 When a British intelligence officer in the War Office 
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had to deny an American request for British mobilization plans, he wrote, “I am afraid 

that we are not allowed to reveal information connected with mobilization plans. If they 

could be told to any country it would be yours.”30 This helpful British attitude did not 

mean the American Army got all the information it wanted, but American attachés 

regularly received more than other nations. British attempts to encourage goodwill 

became somewhat easier after the settlement of claims related to the British wartime 

seizure of American shipping, but Britain’s inability to keep up with her war debt 

payments caused persistent conflicts between the two governments. 

 While the U.S. Army War College devoted considerable time to the possibility of 

conflict with Great Britain, officers at the British Staff College at Camberley and the 

Imperial Defense College never contemplated war with the United States.31 Attendance at 

the Staff College was seen as essential if one aspired to higher command in the British 

Army, but its curriculum seldom looked at grand strategy.32 In an invited lecture to a 

Camberley correspondence course in 1933, Col. Pierse J. Mackesy told fellow British 

officers that the nation’s defense policy depended on the assumption that “war with the 

United States of America is unthinkable.”33 British officers attending Camberley in the 
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interwar years heard only occasional lectures from civilian experts on topics like 

American industrial capacity. In contrast to the U.S. Army War College, courses at 

Camberley did not include any realistic war planning for likely future conflicts. Rather, 

one exercise had students prepare plans for a scenario in which Britain was a backward 

nation over which a Mediterranean state had declared a protectorate because of its rich oil 

fields.34 These assignments showed British instructors thought far more about principles 

of warfare, than about planning for potential conflicts. Courses at Camberley also focused 

heavily on refighting historical battles and exercises at the division level.35 These 

historical examples included many from the American Civil War.36 Camberley’s 

curriculum reflected the British Army’s own lack of war planning in the interwar period 

and its focus on the Empire and its defense.37  

In part to remedy this lack of strategic thinking about the problems of empire, 

Secretary of State for the Colonies Winston Churchill championed the establishment of 

the Imperial Defence College. Future Camberley commandant and CIGS, Gen. Sir John 

Dill, told officers and civil servants attending the newly created Imperial Defence 
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College in January 1927 that “an attack by the [United] States on Canada would bring 

war to the North American continent which is the last thing the States want.”38 Even 

though America undertook large shipbuilding programs between 1919 and 1928 aimed at 

parity with the British Royal Navy, British Army officers rarely worried about the 

possibility of an Anglo-American war. The British Army’s unwillingness to view the 

United States as a threat encouraged positive attitudes toward the American Army, just as 

American war planning exercises convinced U.S. officers that Great Britain was a far 

likelier potential ally.	 

The U.S. Army’s interest in Great Britain did not stem solely from the fact that 

the British Empire was the only power capable of threatening the security of the United 

States. The U.S. Army also regarded the British Army as its foremost model for 

innovation. Both forces faced shrinking budgets and similar strategic defense 

requirements in the interwar period. Unlike the American Army, however, the British 

Army led the world in armored development and theory throughout the 1920s. Not only 

did the British possess advanced tanks and other armored vehicles, but they created 

experimental formations and conducted large scale maneuvers impossible for the U.S. 

Army.39  

Although the U.S. Army was wary of Great Britain as a potential adversary, and 

keen to pay attention to any innovations that held the key to future warfare, there was 
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also a possibility that the two armies could find themselves fighting side by side once 

again. In 1931, the U.S. Army attaché in London, Col. John R. Thomas assured the 

British Chief of the Imperial General Staff, Gen. Sir George Milne, that “there was no 

likelihood of war between the two countries.” He then added, “that if war did come the 

United States and Great Britain would most certainly have to cooperate.”40 To U.S. Army 

officers in the 1920s, who worried about a number of state and non-state threats to 

American interests, Great Britain ranked a natural ally in fights against political 

dissidents and aggressive foreign states.41  

Though some American officers suspected the British of having an expansionist 

agenda, many others remembered the British Army officers they befriended during the 

Great War. Lt. Col. R. H. Williams wrote to the U.S. military attaché in London in 

February 17, 1928, “General [Cyril] Wagstaff, who is now with the British Intelligence 

Department, was a close friend of mine in France and I became very fond of him. When 

you next see the General, please give him my most cordial regards.”42 Though military 

isolationism dominated American policy toward Europe after the United States declined 
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to join the League of Nations, it was not a stretch for many U.S. Army officers to see that 

Great Britain could again become an ally against any number of state or non-state threats. 

The British War Office maintained a correspondingly favorable opinion of the 

U.S. Army throughout the interwar period. Between 1919 and 1933, the United States 

and France were the only two nations where the British Army also posted assistants to aid 

their attachés. The British Army recalled its assistant attaché in Washington in 1923 as a 

cost saving measure, but sent a replacement in 1925 after strong requests from the British 

attaché.43 During the leanest years of the British Army’s budget from 1931 to 1933, the 

United States was the only nation where the British Army stationed an assistant attaché as 

well.44 The hundreds of reports these attachés sent back to the War Office in London 

found a global audience among officers of the British Army and within the armies of 

Britain’s dominions. Noteworthy intelligence from the reports was also published in 

confidential weekly summaries issued by the War Office for mass distribution throughout 

the army.45  

British attachés painted a mixed picture of the U.S. Army in their reports. After a 

four-year tour as military attaché, Col. Claud Charlton wrote in 1926 that the U.S. Army 

had too many officers, “a great deal of paper work and theory and little opportunity for 

practical soldiering or training in the field in staff work and leadership.” Still, he called 

the United States “a formidable military power” that had learned a great deal from World 
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War I and had the trained cadre to mobilize a mass army.46 Col. Ladislas H. R. Pope-

Hennessy, Charlton’s successor as attaché, expressed his impression in 1927 that the 

“officers and n.c.o.’s and enlisted men of the United States regular army are of a fine type 

of which a first-rate fighting army of small size and with obsolescent equipment could be 

made rapidly.”47 Pope-Hennessy captured the paradox of the American Army he 

observed. American officers focused heavily on theoretical education and enlisted 

soldiers attained mastery of their weapons, but the lack of large-scale maneuvers and new 

weapons in an army spread across a vast country hindered its overall quality. The British 

thought the Americans were naïve to believe they would have years to raise and train a 

mass army as they had during the last war. By comparison, the British Army believed 

future wars would be short, decisive, and fought by highly trained and mechanized 

armies. The British attachés formed these opinions of the U.S. Army after visits to dozens 

of American military schools and installations.  

The U.S. Army operated as a generous source of information for the British 

Army, though this openness was not wholly intentional on the part of the U.S. MID.48 

The U.S. Chief of Staff’s lenient restrictions on the publication of sensitive information 

meant that most American innovations, tactics, and even war plans promptly appeared in 

																																																								
46 Esme Howard and Claud E. C. G. Charlton, “United States: Annual Report, 1926,” 

September 1, 1927, A 5382/5382/45 p. 131, FO 371/12060, NA. 
 
47 Ladislas H. R. Pope-Hennessy, “Annual report on United States,” July 24, 1928, A 

5727/5727/45 p. 119, FO 371/12060, NA.	
 
48 When the U.S. military attaché to Japan complained the MID was supplying the 

Japanese with far more information than they were giving to him, the MID replied that they 
prided themselves on their efficient and quick fulfillment of foreign attaché requests. McIlroy, 
Attaché in Japan, 74. 



	

	 107 

public journals. American attaché Lt. Col. Cortlandt Parker complained to MID in 1932 

that a British officer told him how “everything of military importance was openly 

published in American journals and periodicals.”49 The U.S. military attaché’s Army Air 

Corps assistant was particularly frustrated when in 1935 information on the Air Corps’ 

impressive new bomber appeared in aeronautical magazines. The attaché noted in a letter 

to MID that such a leak would be unheard of in Great Britain.50 

American officers in various departments also shared information independently 

because of their friendliness toward British officers. This led to some friction when the 

British Army could not share a correspondingly large amount of intelligence and 

American attachés had little information to use for brokering an exchange. British 

attachés, however, fully respected instances when the United States Army withheld 

information of the sort that the British Army could not supply in return. British officers 

explained that legal restrictions and a lack of development in certain areas prohibited 

them from sharing when they would otherwise. British officers told the American attaché 

in April 1930 they could not reveal more about their recent mechanization trials because 

they did not want to “display our ignorance.”51 Although these British denials sometimes 

frustrated the U.S. Army’s MID, a large number of British officers provided as much 

information as possible to American officers. 
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While guarding select advantages or weaknesses was one cause of British 

secretiveness, the army’s reticence also reflected an unwillingness to display a preference 

for the United States Army and thereby create the need to explain to German and 

Japanese attachés why they did not receive similar access. When American attaché Col. 

Oscar Solbert requested permission to send an American officer to observe British forces 

in the Dominions, the British War Office denied the request. British officers reasoned 

that if they granted American officers access to these forces, “other nations, and 

particularly Japan, would ask for a similar concession.”52 Despite the American attaché’s 

expressed desire to “improve the Anglo-American Entente, and to aid in a better 

understanding on the part of the two nations,” the British government did not want to take 

the risk of antagonizing Japan.53 The British Army welcomed closer relations with the 

American Army, but feared that in the event of war, these closer contacts might not 

translate to a concrete alliance. British leaders had not forgotten how long it had taken 

America to enter World War I on the side of the Allies.   

The British also had a few key military advantages in the 1920s, such as tank 

technology, which they jealously guarded. In the 1930s, some of these leads diminished, 

causing the War Office to conceal some embarrassing truths. The War Office’s aversion 

to sharing certain information in the early 1930s stemmed from British shortcomings, 

when the army reached its interwar nadir. The War Office had deployed most British 

units abroad to defend a massive empire. Preoccupied with imperial crises and the 
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possibility of another European conflict, British officers did not think about the U.S. 

Army as often as American officers thought about the British Army. When British 

officers did consider the American Army, they hoped an attitude of friendship existed. 

Fortunately, American officers agreed this was a mutually beneficial state of affairs.  

American military attachés in London also composed extensive reports on their 

hosts. Every week the attaché and his staff sent dozens of reports back to MID in secure 

diplomatic pouches. Using information taken from publications, conversations with 

British officers, and visits to British facilities, U.S. Army attachés produced remarkably 

accurate descriptions of Great Britain’s military strength and policies. These reports 

encompassed everything from maneuvers, to weapons technology, to common 

administrative procedures.54  

Rather than languishing in the Military Intelligence Division’s files, these reports 

saw extensive circulation throughout the U.S. Army. In January 1929, Colonel John 

Thomas, the U.S. attaché in London, sent MID an article from a British service journal 

titled “British Army Training. Early Days with the Experimental Armoured Force.” The 

fourteen-page article reported the genesis, organization, and lessons of the Experimental 

Mechanized Force of 1927. Thomas’ superiors in Washington thought the article 

important enough to produce some sixty copies of it. They then distributed these to every 
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branch school in the army as well as the Chief of the Air Corps, Chief of Ordnance, the 

commanding generals of every corps area, and every overseas department.55  

More often, officers requested specific attaché reports from MID on topics that 

pertained to their assignments. In 1929 MID, circulated a memorandum that listed recent 

reports of possible interest to the various branches. In response, the commandant of the 

Quartermaster Corps School requested an attaché report titled “Organization and 

Functions of an Armored Force; a Discussion by Colonel C. F. H. Broad.”56 The MID 

executive officer, Major William H. Simpson readily forwarded the report but asked it be 

returned as soon as it had served its purpose at the Quartermaster School.57 Because the 

understaffed MID did not have the resources to make multiple copies of the thousands of 

attaché reports it received, it regularly urged their quick return so they could be lent out 

again to others. In 1935, MID lent one report on British mechanization to the chief of 

chemical warfare services, the chief of cavalry, and the chief of infantry in quick 

succession.58 The fact that so many officers requested these reports suggests a widespread 

interest in British experiences, as well as possible concerns over American shortcomings. 
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 Though the attaché reports circulated widely, most officers left no record of their 

thoughts on them. The best indication of how the interwar army interpreted the reports 

emanating from London also came from the AWC. One of several schools that utilized 

the reports, the AWC brought together officers from all branches and encouraged them to 

think about challenges facing the U.S. Army.  

On March 31, 1928, U.S. Cavalry Maj. Roy Henry submitted his final project for 

the AWC’s General Staff course. Henry’s report, “The Reorganization, Armament, and 

Equipment of the British Cavalry, and Lessons therefrom for the United States,” drew on 

American attaché reports to detail the recent changes in twelve British horse cavalry 

regiments.59 Henry wrote how the British issued each trooper in their saber squadrons 

with a new automatic rifle and created a separate machine gun squadron armed with eight 

tank-mounted Vickers machine guns. After explaining the new unit organization, 

weapons, and doctrine of the British cavalry, Henry concluded the regiments now 

possessed substantially increased effectiveness. Henry further argued that the U.S. 

Cavalry could benefit from a similar course of reorganization.60 His assessment of the 

British cavalry indicated a willingness to look at British methods as a source of 

inspiration. Henry implicitly drew on the strong reputation of the British Army in making 

the case that its methods should be copied. He was not rejecting mechanization outright, 

but rather using the most relevant model to demonstrate the role cavalry might play in a 
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modern mobile force. Into the mid 1930s, American and British officers maintained horse 

cavalry should still have a place in modern armies. 

 In 1935, AWC student, Capt. John K. Christmas, wrote that Great Britain “had an 

enormously greater experience than [the United States] in the World War so that her high 

command, civil and military, has learned dearly much fundamental strategy.”61 He also 

noted “the British Regular Army and Territorial Army are first class troops; well trained, 

well armed, well equipped, of high morale and high combat efficiency.”62 American 

officers such as Captain Christmas, who sometimes criticized the methods Great Britain 

used to win its empire, nevertheless admired the British Army and what it had 

accomplished in World War I. Christmas based his report on MID estimates, which came 

entirely from information gathered by attachés.  

 The AWC faculty agreed with this positive assessment of the British Army in the 

Great War. The British Army ended the conflict with the best reputation of all the Allies, 

and American officers committed to studying the lessons of that war naturally looked to 

the experiences of their most successful battlefield ally. War College professors regularly 

pursued the topic in requests to the American attaché in London. The attaché posed these 

questions directly to British Gen. Sir James E. Edmonds who was compiling the official 

28 volume History of the Great War for the Committee of Imperial Defence. Edmonds 

answered many questions in a series of interviews with one of the American attaché’s 
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assistants and allowed the U.S. attaché open access to all his official files.63 Eager to take 

advantage of this opportunity to gather material on Great Britain in World War I, the 

AWC allocated funds from its own budget to pay for an additional clerk to join the 

attaché in London to aid in sorting through this information.64  

 Instructors at the AWC also regularly drew on their own experiences with the 

British to transmit lessons to students who had not served overseas during World War I. 

Maj. Gen. Fox Conner, the G3 operations officer in Pershing’s AEF, gave an annual 

lecture to the AWC between 1934 and 1940 about the principles and pitfalls of alliance 

warfare based on lessons from World War I. Titled, “The Allied High Command and 

Allied Unity of Direction,” Conner’s lecture warned against the ulterior motives that 

drove the Allies in the Great War, who had looked ahead to concessions at the peace 

table. He asserted that if America was ever fortunate enough to enter into another 

coalition, it must insist upon a “Unity of Command” in the realm of strategy.65 Fox 

Conner had learned a great deal about coalition warfare during World War I and he 

passed on these lessons to younger officers whom he mentored. Dwight D. Eisenhower, 

who later commanded Allied forces in Europe during World War II, recalled what he 

learned from Conner in the 1920s. Conner told Eisenhower, “We cannot escape another 

great war. When we go into that war it will be in company with allies. Systems of single 
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command will have to be worked out.… We must insist on individual and single 

responsibility – leaders will have to learn how to overcome nationalistic considerations in 

the conduct of campaigns.”66 Through interwar conversations like this, the future leaders 

of America’s Army in World War II drew upon the experiences of their predecessors who 

had worked closely with the British during World War I. Generals Marshall and 

Eisenhower in particular attained an excellent understanding of national aims that helped 

them work with their British counterparts in creating an effective coalition force.  

 Although British officers did not devote much time in their military education 

curriculums to studying the U.S. Army, interwar British military journals frequently 

published articles and announcements about the American military. Apart from World 

War I and occasional interwar contacts, most British officers’ knowledge of the interwar 

U.S. Army came from these official and unofficial publications. Articles in British 

service journals kept their readers informed of important developments in world 

militaries and heavily shaped their views. Journals such as the Army Quarterly, the 

Cavalry Journal, the Journal of the Royal United Service Institution (RUSI), and the 

Army, Navy, and Air Force Gazette reached thousands of British officers around the 

globe. Though each journal had a different purpose and different editorial boards, they all 

regularly printed news and full-length articles on the American military for the benefit of 

British officers. 

 The Army, Navy, and Air Force Gazette, was one of the largest independent 

journals for the British armed forces during the interwar period and it carried frequent 
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news pieces on the American Army.67 The influential and controversial military theorist, 

Capt. Basil Liddell Hart, called the weekly Gazette “an echo of conventional and official 

views.”68 The Gazette solicited articles on military organization, tactics, strategy, 

training, sports, and history.69 It also included a section on foreign military developments. 

In the 1920s, news on the American and French Army dominated this section with the 

former regularly occupying half the column.  

Keeping informed of American military developments yielded many benefits for 

British officers. Examining topics like the American Reserve Officer Training Corps 

(ROTC), mobilization plans, and unit training informed British debates about their own 

organizations and spending priorities. In a May 1932 article, the U.S. ROTC program 

was portrayed favorably as a program that thoroughly trained a large number of men in 

military science who would be available in a national emergency.70 Discussions of ways 

to increase the number of trained reserve officers took on immense importance for both 

armies during the lean budgetary years of the 1930s. In a similar vein, the Gazette 

summarized Lt. Col. George C. Marshall’s lecture to the 1925 U.S. Army War College 
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class in which he described the War Department’s revised policy for training regular and 

reserve army units.71 American training and mobilization plans were of particular interest 

because mobilization had been so challenging in World War I with the increase in 

armies’ sizes. A British major noted in 1928 how the American people learned from the 

Great War “that expenditure on the maintenance of military preparedness is an insurance 

against much vaster expenditure when the day of emergency comes.”72 

Not all of the interwar articles on the U.S. Army offered such a favorable view. In 

December 1923, the Gazette reported that the U.S. Army was having trouble attracting 

and retaining high quality recruits, and the U.S. Air Service had been reduced to a 

shadow of its wartime size.73 Although British observers carefully followed American 

tank and mechanization developments, articles on American mechanization usually 

reassured British readers of their decided technological lead. A piece on the U.S. 

Experimental Mechanized Force in 1928 stated that despite its success, the American 

force was hindered by obsolescent equipment and lacked the efficiency of its British 

counterpart in maneuvers.74 British officers took pride in noting their own Experimental 

Armoured Force was the model for the American Mechanized Force.75 Even as threats in 
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Asia and Europe took precedence in the 1930s, the Gazette continued to publish updates 

on American technology, annual reports from the U.S. Army chief of staff, and American 

military appropriation bills.76  

Alongside articles contributed by British authors, the Gazette and the other British 

military journals frequently republished important articles they saw in American service 

journals. News pieces from the Field Artillery Journal, Infantry Journal, and Ordnance 

Journal often appeared in British publications.77 This pushed the number of articles on 

the U.S. Army still higher. As a result, articles on the U.S. Army often outnumbered 

those on the French Army. In just one example from April 1934, the British Cavalry 

Journal republished an article on “Mechanized Forces” by Maj. George S. Patton Jr. from 

the American journal of the same name. Patton’s article enjoyed a wide distribution 

because he discussed the benefits of mechanization while retaining some horse troops for 

impassable terrain and deep raids.78	American officers and the journals for which they 

wrote readily consented to this international information exchange. In a few instances, 

American officers even wrote articles expressly for British military publications.  

This was the case with Lt. Col. Joseph Marius Scammell, who wrote a nine-page 

piece on the U.S. National Guard for the private British military magazine, Army 
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Quarterly, in 1935.79 He was one of many academic-minded officers and served as the 

secretary-treasurer for the American Military History Foundation, an international group 

of officers, academics, and citizens founded in 1933 to encourage the serious study of 

military history.80 Beginning in 1921, the prolific Scammell also corresponded with 

Captain Liddell Hart, the famed British military intellectual, about new military ideas. 

Scammell taught at the the U.S. Naval Academy and later studied at Oxford.81 The 

international fraternity among students of military science was not restricted to American 

and British officers, but those soldier-scholars established close ties, which influenced 

their respective armies.82 It was part of the reason why in 1927 an American colonel 

wrote that the United States had a “practical alliance” with Great Britain.83 This 

statement, published in the Journal of the RUSI, reached more than six thousand British 

officers in all branches of the military. This tacit belief in Anglo-American friendship 

undergirded the writings of both British and American officers throughout the interwar 

period. Although the number of full-length articles on the U.S. Army in British 

publications declined following the resurgence of the German military and Italian and 
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Japanese aggressions, the prior focus on the United States had informed thousands of 

British officers of the abilities of their American counterparts.  

American service journals reciprocated British interest in the U.S. Army by 

frequently publishing articles on the British Army and articles written by British officers. 

Liddell Hart became a regular contributor, as did the decorated World War I tank 

commander, Col. John F. C. Fuller.84 In May 1927, the American Infantry Journal 

published an article by Fuller on armored warfare, “Tactics and Mechanization.” In it, he 

advocated abandoning the shackles of existing categories like infantry, cavalry, and 

artillery and their traditionally defined roles.85 Instead, all these forces should be thought 

of in terms of their capabilities on the new battlefield. Fuller wrote that petrol vehicles 

would transform warfare as much as the introduction of firearms had centuries earlier. He 

even asserted that battlefields in the future would be divided “into two main tactical 

areas: areas suited to the movement of mechanized arms and areas not so suited.”86 This 

was a bold claim about the dominance of armor from one of its strongest proponents.  

The Infantry Journal published Fuller’s piece along with seven responses from 

American officers. This group included Brig. Gen. Samuel D. Rockenbach, the former 

commander of the American Expeditionary Forces’ Tank Corps; Colonel C. H. Miller, 

the commandant of the Tank School; and faculty members from the Infantry School and 

the Army War College. Some of the respondents pushed back against Fuller’s claims 

about the diminished future role of infantry and cavalry on open ground, but none of 
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them disputed the importance of mechanized forces in modern militaries. While the more 

senior American officers argued Fuller overstated the role of tanks, Maj. Merrill E. 

Spaulding of the Infantry School embraced Fuller’s ideas and pointed out the United 

States was the nation “best situated to profit from the developments forecast by Colonel 

Fuller.”87 The officers’ responses showed the in-depth intellectual engagement between 

British and American officers and the value American officers placed on ideas from other 

armies. Instances like this also indicated how frequently the two forces found common 

ground on issues like armored warfare. They shared a belief in rapid moving armored 

forces as a decisive and casualty reducing technology. As a result, they paid close 

attention to the technological and theoretical developments of their counterparts. 

Some have taken the U.S. Army’s early setbacks in World War II as an indication 

the interwar army was close-minded and resistant to learning from the experiences of 

other nations.88 The U.S. Army’s tanks, anti-tank weapons, ground-air coordination, and 

live-fire infantry training all exhibited deficiencies in the North African campaign. Yet 

interwar attaché reports, military journals, and the officers who read them suggest U.S. 

Army officers embraced lessons from foreign armies they respected. The collective effect 

of these information exchanges was to acquaint officers throughout the U.S. Army with 

the practices of their British counterparts. While personal experiences during World War 

I colored the opinions of those who had seen combat, many, like future Gen. Dwight D. 

Eisenhower, remained stateside during the conflict. At service schools and commands 

throughout the U.S. Army, officers read reports on Great Britain, heard presentations 
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from experts, and studied articles in service journals. This sharing shaped a distinct 

attitude of respect for the British military and mitigated feelings of resentment that 

originated during World War I when British Army leaders advocated placing U.S. troops 

under British commanders.  

In the British Army, a fraternal attitude towards the United States and the 

prevalence of information on the U.S. Army in British service journals improved officers’ 

knowledge of American units, strategy, and leaders. They looked to the American Army 

for vindication of their own ideas about future warfighting and also for new ideas on unit 

organization and weapons.  

 The U.S. and British Army’s mutual admiration found no other counterpart 

among the world’s other armies for several reasons. First, the U.S. Army did not devote 

as much attention to analyzing intelligence on any other army. Reports on the French and 

German armies did not circulate as widely or receive as much attention at American 

service schools during the interwar period. Francophiles within the U.S. Army such as 

Gen. John J. Pershing pushed for the U.S. Army to model itself after the French Army, 

but the early British lead in armored warfare drew substantial attention from younger 

American officers.89 Several Americans attended French service schools in the interwar 

period, but France seemed much more foreign to Americans than England. The lack of 

officers who spoke fluent French also gave Britain an advantage in exchanges with U.S. 

officers.90  

																																																								
89 Beck, Hitler’s Ambivalent Attaché, 59. 
 
90 Ten American officers studied in French military schools in 1928. “United States: 

Officers Abroad,” Army, Navy and Air Force Gazette (June 21, 1928): 519.  



	

	 122 

Though the German Army enjoyed a high reputation for military effectiveness 

among American officers dating back to the Napoleonic wars, the Treaty of Versailles 

prohibited the German Army from assigning military attachés abroad until 1932. After 

the German Army stationed a military attaché in the United States in April 1933, he 

began an aggressive public relations campaign in the United States and the U.S. Army to 

promote goodwill towards Germany.91 The attaché, Lt. Gen. Friedrich von Boetticher, 

achieved mixed results. The U.S. Army admired German methods and organization, but 

the German Army made it clear it had nothing to learn from the Americans and sent only 

a few officers to study at U.S. military schools.92 Those Germans made some lasting 

friendships with American officers, but did little to improve the image of the U.S. Army 

among German officers and political leaders. In return, the U.S. Army dispatched a single 

officer, Capt. Albert C. Wedemeyer, to attend the two-year course at the German 

Kriegsakademie in 1936. Upon Wedemeyer’s return to the United States however, 

Hitler’s aggressive demands had already caused American officers to shy away from 

close contacts with the von Boetticher.93 The six years of formal relations before the 

outbreak of World War II, therefore, was not enough to duplicate the breadth of ties that 

existed with the British Army.94  
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 In the British Army, an inward focus on policing the empire and opposition to 

fighting another continental war restricted military exchanges with its closest ally, 

France. Many British officers spoke French and admired French culture, but the British 

Army on the whole wanted to avoid displays any overt favoritism toward the French 

Army to avoid antagonizing Germany. The British and French armies did not conduct 

formal staff talks again after World War I until 1936, and they were extremely limited in 

scope.95 British leaders also sympathized with Germany’s initial attempts to seek redress 

for the harsh terms of the Versailles treaty. Similar to the American Army, British 

military relations with the German Army were friendly, but after 1934, more and more 

British officers thought they would have to fight the German Army again.96 Nor did the 

British Army conduct meaningful exchanges with Japan’s military after the alliance 

between the two nations ended in 1923. Japan succeeded in hiding most of its military 

innovations from Great Britain and resented its treatment as a second rate power. 

A shared language permitted easier communication between the British and 

American armies, but it is easy to attribute too much to this sole factor. The global power 

of both Britain and the United States led their armies to draw closer together 

intellectually even before the nations’ aims aligned more completely during World War 

II. Their officers thought about many of the same problems since both armies faced the 

																																																								
95 Martin S. Alexander and William J. Philpott, “The Entente Cordiale and the Next War: 

Anglo-French Views on Future Military Cooperation, 1928-1939,” in Knowing Your Friends: 
Intelligence Inside Alliances and Coalitions from 1914 to the Cold War, ed. Martin S. Alexander 
(London: Frank Cass, 1998), 60. 

 
96 Williamson Murray, “Armored Warfare: The British, French, and German 

experiences,” in Military Innovation in the Interwar Period, ed. Williamson Murray and Allan R. 
Millett (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1996), 12. 



	

	 124 

challenge of projecting land power over vast distances. Consequently, British and 

American officers shared large amounts of military intelligence, encountered one another 

in the course of their duties around the world, and looked to each other’s forces as a 

model before 1935.  

In the 1920s and 30s, this military rapprochement had great significance because 

the United States and Great Britain controlled more wealth than any other empires and 

more than a quarter of the world’s population. True, the two English-speaking nations 

were major naval rivals and competitors in international trade. Yet within the constraints 

of national policies, both armies made exceptions to ensure neither army saw the other as 

a rival. The widespread interwar dissemination of information within both armies never 

obviated feelings of caution or the impulse to assert national interests, but it meant the 

two armies saw each other as prospective allies rather than enemies. The resulting 

familiarity helped set the stage for smoother cooperation between them during World 

War II.
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CHAPTER 4: BUILDING BRIDGES: MILITARY DIPLOMACY AND CULTURAL 

EXCHANGES, 1923-1935 
	

“War between the English-speaking people is unthinkable.”  
  - Lord Thomson, former Secretary of State for Air, 1926 
 

“If a man cannot find satisfaction in living a purely military life, he  
should get out of the army…. The soldier and the civilian belong to  
separate classes of society.”  

- Infantry Journal (1936)1 
	
	

In September 1923, the British Army sent a polo team made up of active duty 

officers to play a series of matches against a team of U.S. Army officers at the 

Meadowbrook Polo Club in Old Westbury, New York. Both armies eagerly anticipated 

the matches, which were the result of friendly correspondence between the British Chief 

of the Imperial General Staff, Gen. Frederick Lambart, the Earl of Cavan, and the U.S. 

Army Chief of Staff, Gen. John J. Pershing.2 The British Army, Navy and Air Force 

Gazette reported that the matches were beneficial “from the viewpoint of international 

games and cosmopolitan outlook” but also “a step in the direction of closer unity with a 

people of our own descent, who speak our own language and are in the body strongly 

Anglo-Saxon.”3 The spirited set of three matches resulted in the underdog American team 

defeating the British team by two games to one. The Army and Navy Journal reported 
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that the deciding match “was probably the hardest riding game that had been played on 

the Meadow Brook Field.”4 The matches’ organizers saw immense value in fostering 

camaraderie and highlighting the similarities between the cultures of the two militaries.	

Just as recreational activities had brought the occupying armies together in Germany after 

World War I, the polo matches between the British and American Armies demonstrated 

their shared commitment to maintaining close military relations. The matches at 

Meadowbrook demonstrated the cultural similarities between the two forces in the 

emphasis they both placed on sportsmanship and athletics, but polo fields were far from 

the only common ground where the armies interacted in the 1920s and 30s.  

In addition to exchanges of military ideas and intelligence, the American and 

British armies also fostered mutual goodwill after World War I by building upon 

common traits in their professional cultures. As they came into contact through their 

travels and duties, the officers in both armies discovered many similarities in their 

outlook. They shared similar fears about political radicals, similar professional challenges 

in policing their respective empires, and many of the same cultural values. These 

commonalities convinced many officers that stronger relations between their armies was 

the surest guarantee of sustaining their nations’ prosperity and security. Many officers in 

both armies used these areas to demonstrate how the two forces could become global 

partners and to promote friendly Anglo-American diplomatic exchanges. Military 

attachés and many other British and American officers cultivated strong ties between 

their forces by seeking out and strengthening these existing bonds. The resulting contacts 
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between the two forces contributed to their effective intelligence sharing and to the 

positive attitudes officers displayed toward one another. 

Both the British and U.S. Army officer corps consisted of predominantly white, 

college educated, middle and upper class men in the 1920s. Although the casualties of 

World War I had given many British working class men the opportunity to receive 

commissions, few stayed in the army after the war. These officers often reverted to a 

much lower permanent rank at the end of the war and their pay was so low that they 

could scarcely afford regimental social life.5 Most of the British officers who remained, 

especially in the fashionable regiments, graduated from the better public schools.6 The 

U.S. Army was only slightly less resistant to working class men aspiring to be officers. 

For those who came from more modest means, they and their families had to live frugally 

on their peacetime salaries. More often, those who received commissions were the sons 

of financially secure professionals and enjoyed additional sources of income. Many 

officers in both countries came from families with a strong military tradition. Thousands 

obtained commissions after attending selective military academies like the U.S. Military 

Academy at West Point or the Royal Military Academy Sandhurst. Others entered the 

military after obtaining a bachelor’s degree at a civilian university. Reserve Officer 

Training Corps (ROTC) programs at American universities provided a valuable source of 

educated officers to the U.S. Army. British and American officers’ subsequent experience 
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at staff schools further helped to create uniform officer classes in terms of education and 

outlook.  

The officers of both armies also shared similar religious beliefs. Seventy-eight 

percent of the entire British Army were affiliated with the Church of England or the 

Church of Scotland in 1932. Less than thirteen percent identified as Roman Catholic, 

with the remainder identifying as Jewish or claiming no religious affiliation.7 The U.S. 

Army officer corps was also predominantly Protestant. In 1931, 75 percent of the 

chaplains in the regular U.S. Army hailed from Protestant denominations while the 

remaining quarter were Catholic.8 At West Point, attendance at Chapel was mandatory 

even for the handful of Jewish cadets.9 In the Philippines, one colonel ordered all of his 

native scouts to be married by a “Christian” minister before their families could receive 

military benefits.10 Even more important than shared religious values, officers in the two 

armies harbored the same prejudices.  

The officer corps of the regiments the British Army recruited in the United 

Kingdom operated as Caucasian preserves, and the same was almost true of the U.S. 

Army’s command echelons. Many of these men held strong racial prejudices typical of 

the era. Field Marshal Sir Henry Wilson expressed a sentiment common among British 
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officers when he declared the English to be “by far the finest race in the world.”11 Anti-

Semitism and a fervent belief in the inferiority of non-white races was ubiquitous in the 

British officer corps. Meanwhile between 1929 and 1936, the U.S. Army had just one 

African-American line officer, Benjamin O. Davis. Nearly a third of the U.S. Army’s 

officers came from the southern states, and these white officers usually harbored 

entrenched beliefs about white racial superiority. The West Point commandant of cadets, 

Lt. Col. Simon Bolivar Buckner, Jr., refused to make Davis’ son, Benjamin O. Davis, Jr., 

a cadet officer because of his race.12 Buckner was the son of a Confederate general and 

far from alone in his views. Benjamin O. Davis, Jr., faced outright hostility or social 

ostracism from all of his classmates at West Point, the institution that produced more than 

a third of the officer corps and nearly three-quarters of its general officers.13 Despite the 

stellar record of the African-American 93rd Infantry Division in World War I, Maj. Gen. 

Robert L. Bullard declared in his 1925 memoir that African-American troops were not fit 

combat soldiers.14 American officers like Bullard, and their British counterparts, 

overwhelmingly believed in the superiority of the Anglo-Saxon race and preserving its 

dominant world position.  

																																																								
11 Wilson, Military Correspondence, 135. It is probable that Wilson, who was born in 

Ireland, was collectively referring to the Irish, Welsh, Scottish, and English peoples when making 
this statement. Wilson came from a family of Anglo-Irish landowners. 

 
12 Coffman, Regulars, 236. 
 
13 Benjamin O. Davis, Jr.: An Autobiography (Washington: Smithsonian Institution Press, 

1991), 27; Coffman, Regulars, 235. 
 
14 Bullard, Personalities and Reminiscences, 292. 



	

	 130 

The strong resemblances between British and American officer culture was 

important since the U.S. military could not completely quarantine itself from the surge of 

xenophobia that swept over the United States after World War I. Some American officers 

even derided colleagues who expressed an admiration of foreign notions and practices as 

unpatriotic. These sentiments prompted the former U.S. military attaché to France, Col. 

Thomas B. Mott, to write in 1937 that American officers “may again be called upon to 

work in unison with foreign allies, and the knowledge that they were not expected to 

prove their Americanism by damning every other country would aid them in this task.”15 

Despite Mott’s advice, national chauvinism persisted. The consequent intolerance and the 

poor state of language instruction in the U.S. Army led to a dearth of officers who could 

speak even French or German. The backlash against foreign cultures, however, did not 

affect Anglophiles as greatly since Britons and Americans shared more cultural 

similarities than they did with other European nations.  

 After World War I, American and British societies experienced deep intellectual 

divisions and seemed to drift. Americans and Britons openly questioned whether the 

war’s devastating cost had been justified by its outcome. Prosperity slowly returned, but 

the two nations struggled to find meaning in the catastrophe. The moniker “the war to end 

all wars” reflected the hope that the four-year global conflict marked the end of such 

slaughter. Many other public figures on both sides of the Atlantic feared the spread of 
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disillusionment heralded the imminent decline of Western Civilization, which the next 

war would certainly ensure.16  

 British and American Army officers, however, saw the war much differently. 

Though its size, casualties, and duration had surprised them, the conflict never seemed an 

existential threat to their way of life. Their shared military outlook meant they viewed 

war as a natural occurrence for which they needed to train and anticipate. Retired U.S. 

Maj. Gen. William Harding Carter wrote, “The lessons of the past are the only safeguards 

for the future so long as humanity remains the same. It is childish not to recognize that 

the most pacific policy on the part of the nation will not preserve it from being engaged 

in war.”17 This opinion set Carter and other military men apart from mainstream politics 

in both nations, which embraced pacifism and disarmament.  

The spread of individualism and iconoclasm that followed World War I produced 

a new wave of art and literature in Britain and the United States that expressed the loss of 

faith in institutions like the military and organized religion. The Lost Generation, a group 

of writers that included Ernest Hemingway, Gertrude Stein, T. S. Eliot, and F. Scott 

Fitzgerald, captured their generation’s postwar cynicism in their fiction. Meanwhile a 

steady stream of former soldiers’ memoirs criticizing the war also appeared in Britain. In 

Combed Out, published in 1920, former British soldier Fritz August Voigt quoted a 

former comrade who declared “I don’t call myself a soldier – it’s a bloody insult to be 

																																																								
16 Richard Overy, The Twilight Years: The Paradox of Britain between the Wars (New 

York: Viking, 2009), 3. 
 
17 William Harding Carter, “Our Military Policy in Eclipse,” North American Review 215 

(March 1922): 333. 



	

	 132 

called a soldier. I’m not a bloody patriot either – I reckon patriotism’s a bloody curse.”18 

Memoirs like Voigt’s fed the public backlash against the military and its allegedly 

incompetent wartime commanders.19 Prominent British poets such as Siegfried Sassoon 

and Robert Graves also exposed wartime horrors in their postwar publications.20 These 

depictions contradicted many career officers’ memoirs, which painted a more sanitized 

picture of the conflict, portraying soldiers sacrifices as noble and even glorious. These 

two sides fought over the meaning and memory of the conflict, and in Britain, where the 

war had exacted an enormous human cost, the image of the war as a senseless catastrophe 

eventually gained the upper hand in public memory.21 

The shorter American combat experience contributed to the smaller number of 

memoirs in the United States criticizing the war’s purpose. American servicemen’s 

memoirs more often recounted their exciting and successful crusade.22 Still, the public 

became embittered following the Armistice as a more accurate picture of the war 

emerged once the government lifted wartime censorship restrictions. The influential 
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book, Falsehood in War-Time, which British politician and activist Arthur Ponsonby 

published in 1928, documented and debunked hundreds of examples of unsubstantiated 

stories, rumors, and propaganda pieces that circulated in wartime Britain, the United 

States, and the European continent. Ponsonby declared that “Atrocities, Germany’s sole 

responsibility, the criminal Kaiser, and all the other fabrications started in Great Britain, 

were worked up by American liars with great effect.”23 Ponsonby also blamed the 

successful propaganda of the large British War Mission in the United States headed by 

publishing magnate Lord Northcliffe. As historian Gary Messinger explained, “The 

tendency on all sides to portray the war as a great crusade of right against wrong resulted 

in deep cynicism afterwards, as people learned about secret treaties, war profiteering, 

errors made by political and military leaders, the true extent of casualties, and the 

barbaric methods of killing practiced by all the belligerents.”24 This led to the widespread 

belief in the United States that overseas military intervention had been a colossal mistake 

that only benefited a handful of wealthy bankers and the British and French empires.  

In many ways, World War I upended Western civilization. It diminished the 

authority of traditional societal leaders such as the clergy and political elite even in the 

victorious nations. The war nearly wiped out an entire generation of European aristocrats 
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and overthrew all of the remaining great monarchies on the continent. The war 

accelerated the growth of big business, mass consumerism, feminism, and urbanization. 

These trends met with a strong backlash from conservative elements in British and 

American society. Xenophobia, racism, and anti-Semitism all spread in response to the 

culture and politics of the 1920s. British and American Army officers sympathized with 

many who rejected the excesses of the age. For professional soldiers, the war only 

reinforced their worldview of national competition. The war had not shattered their faith 

in the purpose of their profession. Victory, moreover, permitted British and American 

military leaders to retain their prewar confidence in their abilities and organizations. 

While doubt flourished in the civilian world, British and American officers took refuge in 

their professional spheres, where they selectively absorbed the lessons of the Great War 

and resumed their peacetime routines.25  

 British and American officers tended to be both conservative and romantic in their 

outlook. They reminisced about the excitement of the war, and they held fast to the 

traditions and customs that anchored their services. They returned to their prewar lifestyle 

of cocktail parties, polo games, and the stable, hierarchical society of army bases and 

imperial postings. “There was no end to the social parties at such fine houses as 

Blenheim, Belvoir, Londonberry House and many others,” wrote Maj. Gen. Sir Allan 

Adair. “Coupled with Ascot, Wimbledon, shooting weekends and tremendous dances, it 
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was a gay and wonderful life for us.”26 Neither British nor American officers were 

wholly isolated from the mainstream culture of the nation they served, but they shared a 

different set of values. Officers in both countries missed out on the postwar economic 

boom and the opportunity of more lucrative employment in the private sector. Out of a 

sense of duty, they remained in uniform. They saw this commitment as something that 

fundamentally set them apart from civilians. One group of American officers at the Army 

War College in 1935 complained: “The American public is essentially selfish. 

Unaccustomed to making sacrifices or enduing hardships except for immediate personal 

gain.”27 Albert C. Wedemeyer, who graduated from the Command and General Staff 

College as a captain in 1936, remembered that American officers were also “expected 

rigorously to refrain from ‘politics’ – a restraint that often was interpreted as 

discouraging even the exercise of the ballot.”28  

Though American and British officers were ostensibly apolitical, one of their 

chief fears in the interwar years was political dissidents, especially communists.29 After 

the Bolshevik victory in the Russian Civil War in 1920, the fear of communism spread in 

the western democracies. Benito Mussolini established his fascist dictatorship in Italy in 

1922, but army officers saw communism as a far greater threat than fascism. The 

Bolsheviks’ wholesale execution of Russian elites, the proclaimed international 
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expansionist agenda of communism, and the involvement of some Jewish men in the 

Russian revolution convinced both American and British army leaders that a Jewish 

communist conspiracy was the greatest international threat.30 British Lt. Gen. Sir Walter 

Congreve assured Field Marshal Wilson in 1920 that “the complicity of the Jews in 

Bolshevism” only increased the centuries old antipathy to Jewish people.31 For his part, 

Wilson expressed his concern to Gen. Henry Rawlinson in 1921 that too many English 

Jews were being placed in positions of power in the Empire.32  

British and American officers thought they saw the hands of Jews and 

communists making mischief around the globe and at home. U.S. Army Chief of Staff 

Gen. Douglas MacArthur blamed communists and pacifists for the U.S. Army’s inability 

to obtain the requested appropriations for national defense in the 1920s and 30s.33 Nor 

was he alone in blaming Bolsheviks for anti-military sentiment in both nations after 

World War I. In 1926, the British military attaché in the United States reported that 

“those with Communist tendencies” took advantage of the American people’s gullibility 

to spread propaganda against military training on college campuses in the United States.34 

British Col. Richard Meinertzhagen wrote that in Germany “without doubt much of the 
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communist influence is Jewish.”35 Although Meinertzhagen had many Jewish 

acquaintances in Europe and was an advocate for a new Jewish state, he still wrote in 

July 1935 that “the German has a perfect right to treat the Jew as an alien and deny him 

German citizenship. He even has a right to expel him from Germany.”36 British and 

American officers shared anti-Semitic and anti-communist feelings that brought them 

together against what they saw as a common enemy. 

The British especially feared that Bolshevik ideology would spread east and south 

out of Russia toward parts of the British Empire and even possibly to the home islands. 

Beginning immediately after the armistice with Germany, the threat of a communist 

revolution occupied many army leaders’ minds.37 In 1920, the Imperial General Staff 

called the threat of covert Bolshevik subversion throughout the empire “subtle and 

imminent.”38 British generals thought that their own soldiers occupying Germany could 

be exposed to the “virus of bolshevism.”39 Communism had rapidly replaced militarism 

as the greatest perceived threat to British security. It was all the more alarming because it 

supposedly spread irrespective of national borders. Revolutions had already toppled 

monarchies in Russia and Germany. In 1919, the rapid demobilization of the military and 

the difficulties of transitioning to a peacetime economy made British leaders fear the rise 
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of the same sort of unrest at home.40 Every organized strike or protest demonstration 

alarmed authorities. Isolated mutinies in the Royal Navy over pay and a strike by London 

police in August 1918 seemed an ominous portent of the struggle to come. Government 

leaders braced themselves and prepared to respond with force.  

A number of strikes between 1919 and 1921 seemed to confirm British leaders’ 

worst fears and even led Gen. Sir Henry Rawlinson and CIGS Sir Henry Wilson to plan 

for the contingency of a Soviet government taking power in an English city.41 In January 

1919, trade unions called a strike in Glasgow to obtain shorter working hours. When 

street violence occurred between police and workers, the army rushed infantry and armor 

units to the scene to restore order.42 In September 1919, a railway strike took place 

throughout the country, and again civilian leaders rapidly deployed the army to protect 

key points and infrastructure. When the government ended its wartime control over coal 

mines in the spring of 1921, mine owners promptly lowered wages. The miners’ union 

refused to agree to the decrease in pay, which led the owners to begin a lockout on April 

1, 1921. This time, the army went so far as to recall troops from Germany, Malta, and 

Egypt to meet the possible threat.43 These labor disputes not only unnerved military 
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leaders, but they showed the willingness of the government to use troops to suppress the 

union movement.  

British officers worried that the army’s reduced size meant there would be 

insufficient troops in the home islands should serious violence break out.44 In the spring 

of 1920, Field Marshal Wilson questioned whether troops could be adequately fed in the 

event of a widespread emergency since they depended on civilian drivers to supply them. 

Equally as worrisome, training standards among the troops had dramatically declined. 

“The personnel of units is largely composed of either untrained recruits or men on short 

periods of service,” Wilson observed. “A considerable percentage of the men have not 

yet fired their annual musketry course, and therefore their skill in shooting and in fire 

discipline is of a low standard.”45 Though none of these strikes resulted in the need for 

soldiers to use force, the constant threat of civil disruption only reinforced army officers’ 

opinion that communism was their greatest existential adversary. 

 Officers in the United States felt their government was similarly besieged by 

communists, especially after the onset of the Great Depression in 1929. In December 

1931, a communist inspired march on Washington, D.C., attracted 4,000 participants. 

Three months later, the Communist Party USA sponsored a march of workers in Detroit 

that ended when police and security forces hired by Henry Ford shot four marchers dead 

and wounded 29 more.46 Then in the summer of 1932, a group of veterans from Oregon 
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traveled to the capital to ask Congress for relief from the Great Depression. Their 

movement soon came to be known as the Bonus March since they were asking Congress 

to pay World War I veterans their promised bonuses before they fully matured in 1945. 

The news coverage this dramatic movement attracted caused other veterans to join the 

march. When the so-called Bonus Army reached Washington, it numbered in the 

thousands. Other veterans continued to arrive in the city after the initial group until the 

movement swelled to an estimated 20,000 veterans at its peak.47  

The veterans camped on the Anacostia Flats, two miles from the capitol. When 

their movement outgrew this location, President Hoover and Washington D.C. police 

chief Pelham D. Glassford, himself an AEF veteran, arranged for some of the protesters 

to relocate to several vacant federal buildings downtown. Upon their arrival, the veterans 

elected leaders, established community rules, and assigned duties to facilitate their 

extended lobbying mission. They sent delegates to neighboring states to solicit 

contributions paid daily calls on congressmen to make their case.  

Despite the movement’s peaceful picketing and disciplined manner, many 

military leaders were convinced communists secretly led the Bonus Marchers. For 

months, the veterans protested in shifts. Although Hoover refused to meet with the 

protestors and avoided public appearances, he secretly aided them by ordering the 

government to loan them bedding and sell them low cost meals.48 A handful of 

communist activists tried to influence the march, but the veterans refused to admit them 
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to the camp and paid little heed to the communists’ propaganda efforts.49 Still, Army 

Chief of Staff Gen. Douglas MacArthur fervently believed “the movement was actually 

far deeper and more dangerous than an effort to secure funds from a nearly depleted 

federal treasury.” When he wrote his memoirs decades later, he remained adamant that 

“the Communists hoped to incite revolutionary action. Red organizers infiltrated the 

veteran groups and presently took command from their unwitting leaders.”50  

 After the Senate and President Hoover decided against giving the veterans their 

bonuses on June 17, they expected the marchers to give up. Congress adjourned in July, 

but thousands of marchers still showed no signs of leaving. Hoover’s goodwill had run 

out. He ordered the army to force the marchers out of downtown Washington. The 

aggressive MacArthur went beyond these orders and directed his troops to drive the 

veterans all the way to the Anacostia Flats. The 3rd Cavalry and 16th Infantry regiments 

forced the marchers back at saber and bayonet point. Among the cavalrymen carrying out 

the Chief of Staff’s orders was the executive officer of the 3rd Cavalry, Maj. George S. 

Patton, Jr., who also believed the marchers were all Bolsheviks.51 The army’s role in 

expelling the Bonus Marchers further damaged its public image, but the episode 

reinforced officers’ widespread fear of communism. 

British and American officers’ shared hatred of communism encouraged them to 

look for ways to work together against this perceived threat. The American military 
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attaché in London from April 1924 to August 1927, Col. Kenyon A. Joyce, was a strong 

proponent of this cooperation. An experienced troop leader, Joyce was a veteran of the 

Spanish-American War, graduate of the Command and General Staff College, and former 

division-grade staff officer who had trained with the British in France during World War 

I.52 Joyce believed one of his most important contributions to Anglo-American relations 

as an attaché was cooperating closely with British authorities in tracking international 

dissidents. Joyce related how he “established an intimate exchange basis with Col. Sir 

Vernon Kell, who was Chief of the Army’s Secret Intelligence.”53  

Together Kell and Joyce collaborated to monitor men that the latter called “cranks 

and crackpots.” These subversives allegedly used a network of extensive resources to 

further the causes of communism and socialism in the United States and Britain, which 

“made a fine target for every fanatic.” To thwart their designs, Joyce and Kell exchanged 

dossiers on suspects believed to be traveling to each other’s country. Joyce thought the 

arrangement showed “how two governments can cooperate when their representatives are 

in complete sympathy and accord.”54 The frequent exchanges between Kell and Joyce not 

only demonstrated the importance of personal relationships in intelligence work, but also 

highlighted the common institutional culture that framed their efforts. MID took the 

threat of communism so seriously that it considered diverting resources away from its 

attachés in Britain and France in order to bolster its presence in Eastern Europe.55 
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British and American intelligence sharing on dissidents was not restricted solely 

to communists. Even before the United States entered World War I, American and British 

military intelligence exchanged information about Irish and Irish-American activists who 

opposed English rule in Ireland. In November 1918, British and American intelligence 

officers corresponded regarding two Irish-Americans named Walter Kiernan and Martin 

O’Brien, who British officers suspected of being “emissaries of the Clan Na Gael leaders 

in New York.” Kiernan and O’Brien travelled to Ireland on board the S.S. Canada to 

allegedly “take part in organisation for the coming rebellion,” according to British 

intelligence.56 English policemen intercepted and interrogated the two men, though were 

unable to recover any incriminating material or elicit a confession. The British Army 

forwarded copies of the police reports to the U.S. military attachés’ office in London with 

the recommendation that these men be watched upon their return to the United States. 

American officers kept detailed records on men traveling between Ireland and the United 

States who were suspected of subversive activities. One American report dated 

November 18, 1918, noted how an abnormally large number of Irish priests seemed to be 

travelling to the United States and that “in the majority of cases these priests are Sinn 

Feiners and members of other political organisations of reactionary tendencies.”57  

American intelligence officers shared a wartime interest in anti-British 

organizations such as the Irish Revolutionary Party in America, Clan Na Gael, the Anti 

British Economic League, and the Sinn Fein Party because German sympathizers in the 
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United States argued that “Ireland’s cause is intimately bound up with Germany in this 

war.”58 British and American authorities continued to track the activities of these political 

activists until Ireland obtained independence in 1922. Joyce and other attachés’ 

collaboration with British intelligence officers in tracking political revolutionaries 

reaffirmed the value of Anglo-American cooperation to officers of both armies.59 The 

American and British armies not only gained intelligence from the exchange, but also 

looked at the issue as one where the two nations’ security interests aligned.  

The two armies similarly found a common cause in their efforts to secure their 

overseas empires. In China, Great Britain and the United States maintained military 

garrisons in close proximity to protect their economic interests. From 1912 to 1938, the 

U.S. 15th Infantry Regiment was stationed alongside troops from Great Britain, France, 

Italy, and Japan in Tianjin (Tientsin), China. The number of both armies’ soldiers in 

China fluctuated with the United States maintaining between 600 to 1,400 and the British 

between 1,000 and 2,600.60 American and British troops worked together to ensure the 

security of Western investments. In 1931, the United States bolstered its presence in 

China by also dispatching the U.S. 31st Infantry Regiment to Shanghai from the 

Philippines. When the British Army sent the 2nd Battalion of the Argyle and Sutherland 
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Highlanders to China in late 1929, the American government permitted the Scots to rest 

in Honolulu and use U.S. Army facilities “for exercise and recreation” before continuing 

their long voyage. The British government offered its warmest thanks to the U.S. Army 

and the commander of the Hawaiian Department, Maj. Gen. Fox Conner, for this 

consideration.61  

While stationed in China, many American and British soldiers came into contact 

with their foreign counterparts. American Lt. James McIlroy wrote that during his time in 

Peking, officers from the British Legation Guard constantly asked him to drink with 

them.62 Both armies shared a romanticized image of China and a similar imperial mindset 

that looked down upon the supposedly backward Chinese. The American compound 

stood astride the large British concession so the soldiers and families from both nations 

spent much time together. The son of one British official in Tianjin remembered how he 

and his fellows spent considerable time with the American soldiers and their families. 

“We taught them English cricket and Russian lopta; they taught us American baseball. 

We went to their homes at Thanksgiving and Halloween when they dressed up in the 

weirdest costumes and got up to the strangest antics.”63 Similar duties and a shared status 

also brought together British and American soldiers on a routine basis. 

A posting to China was very desirable for career soldiers because of the high 

standard of living. Soldiers enjoyed excellent food, a vibrant social life, and a favorable 
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exchange rate that allowed them to hire servants to do most basic chores.64 These 

amenities more than compensated for the harsh seasonal temperatures of north China, and 

it was often difficult for American soldiers to wrangle an assignment to the 15th 

Regiment. Because of the station’s desirability, British and American soldiers in China 

were exceptionally sharp and highly trained.65 In 1911, Joseph W. Stilwell interrupted a 

tour of duty in the Philippines while a first lieutenant to visit China. Although he detested 

British officers’ habit of carrying swagger sticks, Stilwell complimented British sergeants 

who, “for giving commands, appearance [and] results, beat our average officer 500%.”66 

Stilwell later served as the U.S. military attaché in China, and during World War II he 

jointly commanded an Anglo-American force in the campaign to liberate Burma.  

Service in China not only provided British and American soldiers with many 

opportunities to socialize, it also gave them an additional venue for professional 

cooperation. In January 1927, Chinese nationalists rioted near the British Concession in 

Hankow. In response, the British government dispatched twelve infantry battalions to 

Shanghai to protect British lives and property.67 Hastily organizing the mission to ensure 

the troops arrived in time, British Army officers realized they had only published maps of 

the terrain outside the city. American attaché Col. Kenyon Joyce approached a British 
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general he knew to inquire about the expedition. The general offered to supply Joyce with 

classified information. After this show of good faith, Joyce offered to repay the favor by 

supplying the British with the extensive topographical maps he had personally produced 

for the U.S. War Department before World War I. The British officer gratefully 

accepted.68 Joyce then cabled the War Department, which rapidly forwarded the 

requested maps, along with other potentially relevant information it had prepared on 

China. In this way, the common mission pursued by American and British units in China 

created an opportunity to establish positive working partnerships. Imperial policing was a 

significant part of both armies’ interwar missions, and one that facilitated better relations 

between them. 

 Despite the advantages derived from leading imperial armies, British and 

American career officers also grappled with common professional frustrations during 

their peacetime service. After World War I, the promotion rate in both armies grew 

agonizingly slow and reverted to a strict seniority system. The large number of wartime 

officers who initially chose to stay in uniform, moreover, created a massive logjam for 

those who entered the service after the war.69 Albert Wedemeyer, who graduated from 

West Point in 1919, recalled: “Practically all of my pre-1941 service in the Army was in 

the lower ranks. My West Point class had been submerged in the post-World War I 

promotion list so that we remained in the lowly rank of lieutenant for seventeen years and 

then in that of captain for several years more.”70 
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Officers in the British Army fared just as poorly. The drastic postwar drawdown 

had created a surplus in senior officers, forcing many to go on half pay and wait in semi-

retirement for several years before a billet came open and they received a permanent 

appointment. Sir Edmund Ironside, the youngest major general in the army, spent two 

years on half pay until receiving command of the Staff College in 1922.71 He was placed 

on half pay again upon his promotion to lieutenant general. Adding to their difficulties, 

officers on half pay were not permitted to accept other employment. In addition, junior 

officers faced the prospect of staying in the same grade for decades. As Maj. Gen. James 

Marshall-Cornwall recounted, “Twenty years after commanding a company in 1918, I 

was still commanding one! It was not unusual for subalterns in some regiments to find 

themselves, after twelve years’ service, twelfth from senior subaltern.”72  

Most British and American officers considered leaving the army in the decade 

after World War I, and a large number from both nations resigned their commissions. 

Those who remained did not regret their decision, however, once the worldwide 

depression began in 1929. As Maj. Gen. Sir Allan Adair of the Grenadier Guards 

explained, “Officers were comforted with the knowledge that they would be a good deal 

worse off in civilian life with prospects of the vast unemployment and the lingering belief 

that a profession in trade was still a social stigma.”73 Even though officers enjoyed job 

security, those in both armies faced challenges resulting from budget cuts even before 
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1929. There were few large-scale maneuvers in the British Army and none in the 

American Army before 1940. Soldiers lacked their full complement of equipment and 

often their duties even in understrength units were boring and routine.74 Despite these 

drawbacks, Adair soldiered on because “army life provided many opportunities to serve 

far afield. Indigent officers could be seconded to various units in Africa where there was 

excellent cheap polo or big game shooting. Normal postings included such a variety as 

the West Indies, Egypt, India, Burma, Malaya and China.”75  

Officers with private means could also travel independently on extended leaves. 

British Maj. Gen. William Holmes spent three months touring the United States with his 

wife in 1937. The American attaché in London, Col. Raymond E. Lee, arranged to have 

an American officer meet Holmes on his arrival in New York and assist him in getting 

settled in the city.76 Similarly, Maj. Gen. James Marshall-Cornwall sailed to the United 

States in November 1936, where he visited the U.S. Military Academy at West Point, 

numerous Civil War battlefields, and even the White House, where he dined with the 

newly re-elected President Franklin D. Roosevelt.77 Like many British officers, Marshall-

Cornwall had a deep interest in the U.S. Civil War. British officers’ knowledge of the 

Civil War surprised their American counterparts during World War I and World War II, 

leading to many friendly conversations about that earlier struggle. Though many British 
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and American officers travelled for leisure, others did so to gather official intelligence or 

further their own education. During these trips they regularly crossed paths and that 

contributed to friendly inter-army relations. 

British and American officers frequently visited each others’ military schools and 

bases following World War I. In July 1919, the British Army encouraged American 

officers to visit India to observe the British colonial administration and imperial forces.78 

In a letter to the American Expeditionary Forces Headquarters in France, a British liaison 

officer stated that “all possible assistance will be given to American officers who may 

visit India.”79 The U.S. Army took advantage of this offer, and in 1922 it dispatched Maj. 

James Lawton Collins, Sr., to study the British Army in India and the British colonial 

system. Collins visited seven different British and Indian battalions as well as a British 

cavalry school in India.80 Through 1923, the U.S. Army also sent several cavalry officers 

to Great Britain every year to study British mounted organization and applications.81 

Once this practice ended in 1923, the two armies did not exchange officers to attend each 

others’ military schools again before World War II. The British Army’s unwillingness to 

admit foreign officers to its professional military institutions did not, however, prevent 

American and British officers from visiting these schools.  
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In the summer of 1922, the British assistant military attaché in Washington, Lt. 

Col. Andrew Thorne, visited the Virginia Military Institute (VMI) in Lexington, Virginia, 

for three days as a special guest of the superintendent. The high level of discipline at 

VMI deeply impressed Thorne. He noted “the physical appearance of the cadets is 

strikingly good. Indeed it would doubtless be impossible for any young man who is not of 

fairly good physique to stand the strain to which the boys are put.”82 Though Thorne 

found the school’s facilities too Spartan, his overall impression of its results were 

positive. His conclusions mirrored those of a British colonel, who visited the U.S. 

Military Academy at West Point in 1921 and reported on the superb discipline of its cadet 

corps.83  

American officers regularly visited British military institutions as well. In April 

1925, Brig. Gen. Colden L. Ruggles travelled to England on his way to the Conference 

for Supervision of International Trade in Arms and Ammunition in Geneva, Switzerland. 

While in England, Ruggles gave talks to the military cadets and staffs at Woolwich and 

Sandhurst. American military attaché Kenyon Joyce attended the lectures and reported 

that the assembled cadets and officers “enthusiastically received” Ruggles’ remarks. 

Joyce also wrote to his superiors in MID that “it is needless for me to say that the mere 

fact of the giving of this lecture will have a very good effect in the promotion of cordial 

relations which we so greatly desire.”84 In 1940, American assistant attaché to Britain, 
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Maj. George Conrad, gave a talk about the similarities and differences between British 

and American artillery to students at the Royal School of Artillery at Larkhill. During 

Conrad’s remarks, he related that a British general had visited West Point in the 1930s. 

During the general’s visit, he told Conrad “it is not the difference that strikes me – it is 

the similarity” between West Point and Sandhurst.85 These  routine exchanges left 

positive impressions on countless serving and future officers in both armies.  

Though the British did not accept foreign students in their military schools after 

World War I, no less than thirteen West Point graduates studied at Oxford University in 

the 1920s and 1930s as Rhodes Scholars.86 These American officers attended Oxford for 

two to three years apiece. Most concentrated on politics, economics, and English history. 

During summer academic breaks, several officers received permission to join British 

Army units for training. Second Lieutenants George A. Lincoln and William Whipple, 

Jr., both trained with British Army engineer units at Aldershot in 1932 and 1933 

respectively.87 After these training stints, the lieutenants wrote reports on topics of 

interest to their own branches. In 1933, Lieutenant Whipple also submitted a report on the 

value of his studies at Oxford to the adjutant general. Whipple explained, “The 

knowledge of foreign languages and customs [acquired at Oxford], would undoubtedly 
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help in maintaining cordial relationships with foreigners, both officer and civilian, in 

stations abroad, in Washington, or as [a liaison] Officer with allies in time of war.”88  

The Rhodes scholars also supplemented their educations by travelling widely in 

Great Britain and throughout Europe. These travels inevitably introduced them to British 

culture, social life, and, on several occasions, British soldiers. On March 25, 1935, the 

London Scottish Territorial Regiment invited 2nd Lt. James McCormack as their guest to 

a formal dinner in London. Some American soldiers had previously entertained members 

of the London Scottish in New York, and they wanted to repay the favor to an American 

officer in England. Contacts like these were permitted and encouraged for American 

officers in England as they fostered friendships and goodwill between the two groups. At 

the dinner, Lieutenant McCormack and the British officers drank heartily, and afterwards, 

they went to a pub until the small hours of the morning. After consuming many drinks, 

McCormack later had a difficult time remembering what transpired after they left the 

pub.89 Following this eventful night, McCormack refrained from drinking for the rest of 

his time in England and, after completing his degree at Oxford, enjoyed a distinguished 

military career, retiring as a major general in 1955. 

Whether stationed at home or abroad, love of sports brought British and American 

officers together and created opportunities for building relationships. Major General 

Adair noted that in the interwar British Army training demanded less and less time, so  
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“life centered more and more on sport and leave.”90 Whether it was racing, polo, hunting, 

shooting, or fencing, American and British officers devoted a large portion of their time 

to recreational sports. These activities particularly appealed to military officers because 

they valued teamwork, athletic ability, and rapid decision making as the markers of 

successful combat leaders. In the British Army, officers played polo throughout the 

empire. In India, officers sometimes held matches three days a week in the summer 

months.91 

 American attachés assigned to London appreciated the significance of these sports 

to socializing and establishing contacts among high-ranking British officers. Col. Kenyon 

Joyce, the American attaché from April 1924 to August 1927, had a decided advantage in 

this respect. Recounting his time among British officers, Joyce wrote, “Fox hunting, of 

course, was their top sport and because I was a Cavalryman and a lover of horses, I 

naturally joined in this activity as soon as the hunting season opened.”92 Joyce’s 

equestrian background enabled him to easily meet British officers in informal settings 

and converse on topics of mutual interest. Through these activities, Joyce earned his 

British counterparts’ trust and respect because they valued riding and shooting as marks 

of a gentleman and an officer. Joyce also joined British officers in pheasant shooting and 

occasionally found himself a guest at lavish country estates. Joyce’s avid participation in 

leisure activities helped serve as his entrée into elite British circles, and he used his 

position to achieve the same for other officers of the U.S. Army.  
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As a devotee of horsemanship, Joyce had lobbied in 1919 for the creation of 

officially sponsored U.S. Army polo teams composed of cavalrymen.93 Polo was perhaps 

the most prestigious sport among British and American officers because it depended on 

horsemanship, endurance, agility, teamwork, and a sense of mounted tactics. Polo players 

also required a certain level of income to maintain their own horses, which restricted the 

sport to officers with disposable income. Joyce purchased two horses while an attaché in 

England, as had his predecessor, Maj. Oscar N. Solbert.94 These attachés boarded their 

mounts using stipends from the U.S. Army Quartermaster.95 The army’s official support 

for attachés’ horses was remarkable at a time when its annual budgets shrank 

precipitously. This support reflected the importance of leisure activities in building 

professional contacts and obtaining intelligence.  

Joyce went further by encouraging the two armies to host inter-army polo 

matches, the first of which took place in the United States in 1923 at Meadowbrook. The 

teams consisted solely of active duty regular army officers and their personal mounts to 

prevent any players or horses from being procured solely for the event.96 The British 

team was the favorite because the best polo players in the United States were widely 
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considered to be civilians whereas Britain’s best came from its officer corps. In the three-

match series, however, the American team won an unexpected victory. In the third and 

deciding match, the American team scored ten goals and the British three. Two years 

later in June 1925, the British Army polo team faced its U.S. counterpart again, this time 

at the Hurlington Club in England. King George V and Queen Mary attended the first 

match of the series, embellishing the event’s prestige.97 American military leaders, like 

their British counterparts, believed the matches had a positive effect on morale and inter-

army relations. When the United States team won again in 1925, British observers 

admitted that American military polo was equally as advanced as the British Army’s 

version.98 

 Following the polo matches in 1925, the New York National Guard’s 107th 

Infantry rifle team traveled to England the following year to compete in a two-day 

shooting match against the Queen’s Westminsters and the Civil Service Rifles. The three 

teams competed for the Sir Howard Vincent’s Marksmanship Trophy in Bisley, England. 

The monthly New York National Guardsman reported that after the Americans’ narrow 

victory, the English team “acknowledged that the American service weapon, the 

Springfield rifle, is a better target rifle than the British and that their service ammunition 

is undoubtedly better than any service cartridge issued in England.” The English team 

was not, however, “prepared to admit that the Americans are better shots.” During the 

competition, one American soldier scored seventeen consecutive bull’s-eyes at ranges up 
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to nine-hundred yards.99 In closing, the article reporting the team’s success noted “no one 

has radioed what the team did after the match, but we surmise ‘a good time was had by 

all.’”100 British and American military attachés played a key role in organizing and 

obtaining permission for events like the shooting match. The attachés saw their role in 

fostering these sporting events as contributing to stronger informal ties between the two 

armies. The year after the 107th travelled to England, American attaché Col. Kenyon 

Joyce was given a remarkable opportunity to improve Anglo-American relations.  

On May 21, 1927, Charles Lindbergh made history as the first man to fly solo 

across the Atlantic. His accomplishment, broadcast over the radio and trumpeted on the 

front pages of newspapers around the globe, turned him into an international celebrity 

overnight. One early biographer wrote, “Even the heroes of the World War, the great 

statesmen of the recent decades, or the most brilliant artists of the past century… never 

aroused such universal admiration, applause and acclamation.”101 Lindbergh’s enormous 

popularity owed not only to his accomplishment but also to how his drama unfolded in 

live time over the radio. Adding to the suspense, several prominent aviators had tried and 

failed in their attempts to cross the Atlantic before Lindbergh’s attempt. In addition, 

Lindbergh was a man perfectly made for the moment. He was young, modest, and a 

gifted pilot. To people everywhere, he embodied the mood of 1927. People wanted to 

celebrate and escape the tragic memories of the Great War. The glamorous field of 
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aviation had captured people’s imagination during the war in dogfights above the 

trenches and after the war in barnstorming shows across the United States.102  

At the time of Lindbergh’s flight, British public opinion had soured on the United 

States because of American insistence on full war debt repayment and the institution of 

high tariffs on imported goods.103 Recognizing the opportunity to promote Anglo-

American amity, Colonel Joyce and the American ambassador to England, Alanson B. 

Houghton, invited Lindbergh to London as their guest. Lindbergh accepted, and ten days 

after his historic flight, he landed his plane, The Spirit of St. Louis, at an airfield in 

Croydon. Cheering masses, a standing ovation in Parliament, and an audience with 

George V and Queen Mary marked his week-long stay in London.104 In “the intense 

emotional appeal engendered by the daring flight, national differences seemed to be 

forgotten,” wrote Joyce. “The psychological result of the affair was truly amazing.”105  

British statesmen and dignitaries showered Lindbergh with honors and tributes 

during his visit. On May 31, the British King personally presented Lindbergh, a captain 

in the Missouri National Guard, with the Air Force Cross.106 At a luncheon hosted in 

Lindbergh’s honor by the Aeronautical Society of Great Britain, Winston S. Churchill 
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paid praise the flier by saying he “exemplifies all that every one of us would like to be. 

He has boldness, he has resourcefulness, he has imagination, he has courage.”107 Sir 

Samuel Hoare, the Secretary of State for Air, similarly toasted Lindbergh as “a worthy 

representative of our close friends and war allies.”108 Hoare noted that in the wake of 

Lindbergh’s historic flight, “the sooner air communications are established between the 

two English speaking nations, the better our relations will be. …I am not sure that the 

latter part of your trip has not been as important as your first.”109  

Lindbergh’s successful London visit was almost entirely the work of Colonel 

Joyce’s efforts.110 Joyce arranged the details of Lindbergh’s itinerary, escorted the famed 

aviator during his time in London, and requested a U.S. Navy ship to transport Lindbergh 

and The Spirit of St. Louis back to the United States. Since Lindbergh was to sail from the 

English port of Southampton, Joyce also approached the Royal Air Force (RAF) to obtain 

a plane for Lindbergh to fly from Croydon to Southampton.111 The RAF graciously 

offered one of its newest fighter planes to Lindbergh and dispatched two other aircraft to 

escort him. Lindbergh, the former barnstormer, could not resist putting the British fighter 

plane through its paces after he took off and climbed until the plane was on the verge of 

stalling.112 Lindbergh’s flight in the RAF fighter foreshadowed his visits to Nazi 
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Germany between 1936 and 1939 when the American military attaché in Berlin used the 

aviator’s celebrity to gather intelligence on German air capabilities.113 

 Lindbergh’s London visit demonstrated not only the generous assistance the 

British military offered Joyce as the latter planned the famous flyer’s visit, but also the 

political astuteness of the attaché and his British colleagues. Although Joyce had 

established a firm relationship with certain British officers by 1927, he and his friends 

recognized that political antagonisms existed between their countries. American military 

attachés looked for ways to mitigate these tensions throughout the 1920s, and they 

labored to express Anglo-American goodwill in terms other than military cooperation. 

Bringing Lindbergh to England thrilled Britons and the warm reception that America’s 

top celebrity received there delighted his countrymen. 

Lindbergh’s visit highlighted the increasingly diplomatic aspect of attachés’ work. 

In the absence of strict oversight, they used their freedom of action to expand their role. 

They saw themselves as military officers and intelligence gatherers, but also as 

diplomats. Though their activities primarily revolved around the British military, they 

sometimes assumed roles of broader significance by proposing and implementing 

initiatives with the goal of improving overall Anglo-American relations. Their motivation 

in doing this was to bring the two nations closer to facilitate friendlier exchanges and 

greater cooperation on military matters.  
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 On several occasions in the 1920s, large groups of ex-U.S. servicemen visited 

Great Britain. Both British and American military attachés played a key role in 

organizing these trips, advising on itineraries, and transmitting correspondence in 

preparation for the visits. Two hundred and fifty veterans from the American Legion 

visited Great Britain as part of a trip to Europe in 1926. In May 1930, several hundred 

veterans of the 27th Division, which had fought under Gen. Sir Douglas Haig’s command 

during World War I, held their annual reunion in London. While in the British capital, the 

veterans and a group of American mothers who had lost sons in the war attended an 

official reception held in their honor and organized by the British government.114 The 

British Legion, an organization of British veterans similar to the American Legion, also 

assisted in welcoming American veterans’ groups and contingents of Gold Star Mothers 

whenever they visited England. Lt. Col. George R. Crosfield, the chairman of the British 

Legion’s Foreign Relations Committee, published a newspaper announcement inviting 

members of the American Legion to “avail themselves of the hospitality of the British 

Legion while they are in Europe.” The British Legion’s members “will rejoice at an 

opportunity of greeting those whom they look upon as their kith and kin,” announced 

Crosfield.115 The attachés’ facilitation of these exchanges showed the value they attached 

to them and the importance of military relations in the Anglo-American relationship even 

in peacetime.  
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Attachés were key actors in facilitating not only these cultural contacts, but 

countless other exchanges between the armies. To be successful, they had to play the role 

of diplomat and soldier while cultivating countless professional friendships with their 

hosts. The success of American attachés Kenyon Joyce and Oscar Solbert was evident at 

the end of their respective assignments. When Colonel Joyce first arrived in London, he 

attended a farewell luncheon for his predecessor, Maj. Oscar Solbert. Joyce recalled how 

the British Chief of the Imperial General Staff showered Solbert with “high praise in a 

warm manner that denoted friendship and confidence.” This send off was appropriate for 

Solbert, who Joyce credited with having “thoroughly established the entente cordiale 

between our military representation at the Embassy and the British War Office.”116 When 

Joyce’s own successful tenure as army attaché ended, a British officer wrote him, “I 

simply could not let you leave England without saying how much I appreciate your 

friendship and how much we all admire how you have served as your country’s military 

representative.”117 These expressions of respect and admiration reaffirmed the strong 

relationship attachés created and sustained with a multitude of British officers. These 

compliments Kenyon received also indicated that although the attachés worked to create 

an army-wide relationship, their personal networks were essential in its maintenance.   

The cultural similarities, individual contacts, and intelligence sharing that 

dominated Anglo-American military ties in the two decades after World War I brought 

the two armies closer in a number of ways. They reinforced common objectives for 

global stability, established common political enemies, and revealed institutional 
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similarities to all the officers involved. Attachés certainly helped forge a positive 

relationship between the armies, but they did not do so alone. Many other British and 

American army officers forged lasting ties with one another that benefited their forces, 

even though other facets of Anglo-American relations were not as amicable. Economic 

and naval competition strained relations, as did America’s reluctance to assume a 

leadership position in international diplomacy.  

 The absence of formal staff talks between the two armies before 1940 meant that 

personal and informal exchanges composed the majority of their interactions. Officers of 

all ranks worked to ensure sure these contacts left favorable impressions in the minds of 

their counterparts. Cumulatively, the contacts described in this chapter shaped how 

officers viewed one another and how they viewed the potential for military cooperation 

between their forces. They left hundreds of officers in both armies with useful knowledge 

about each others’ military and culture. Through the international crises of the 1930s, 

many British and American officers maintained the belief that strong relations between 

their militaries were essential to ensuring global security
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CHAPTER 5: FINDING COMMON ENEMIES, 1935-1939 

	
“One should know one’s friends or possible friends in this day and  
time as well as one’s enemies or probable enemies.”1  

-British Maj. Gen. Desmond F. Anderson to U.S. Lt. Col.  
Hayes A. Kroner, February 7, 1938 

	
	
In 1935 and 1936, the U.S. Army War College faculty tasked students with 

planning for a war that pitted a German-led coalition of Central European states against 

France and Italy. In this scenario, Japan entered the war on Germany’s side, and Great 

Britain and the United States later joined France and Italy. The hypothetical exercise not 

only anticipated many aspects of World War II, but it also forced U.S. officers to 

formulate a global strategy against two major world powers in concert with Great Britain 

and France.2 The students created a plan that focused the primary allied effort against 

Germany first, foreshadowing a crucial element of Anglo-American strategy six years 

later.3 Even when the Army War College (AWC) faculty changed the assignment in 1938 

so that students contemplated a war against Great Britain, the officers devoted 

considerable energy to evaluating British capabilities, national character, and strategy. 

The course summary clarified, moreover, “It is difficult to imagine any set of 

circumstances developing in the relations of these two great democracies and World War 

allies that might lead to the final point of war. There is every possible reason to the 
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contrary.”4 When Maj. (later Gen.) Charles L. Bolte asked in 1937 whether the United 

States would maintain one fleet on each ocean in the event of a two-ocean war, Rear 

Adm. Robert L. Ghormley replied that the United States did not have enough ships, but, 

“In the Atlantic, we have England and France that are a kind of bulwark at the present 

time.” That would allow the U.S. Navy to focus on the Pacific.5 These exercises at the 

Army War College provided valuable training for the officers who later led the U.S. 

Army in World War II, and the considerable attention that the faculty devoted to Great 

Britain throughout the 1930s demonstrated the probability with which they viewed an 

Anglo-American coalition.  

The decade from 1919 to 1929 was replete with challenges for American and 

British soldiers, but the most pressing threats they faced in this decade came from within 

the territories they controlled, their own populations, and each other. The struggles to 

safeguard their nations’ empires did not abate in the 1930s, but new threats from 

revisionist powers that rejected the postwar status quo compounded American and British 

strategic difficulties. Beginning in 1931, the aggressive actions of Japan, Italy, and 

Germany concerned British and American officers, who anticipated war in the near 

future. Thus even as successive crises occupied the two armies’ attention, their leadership 

grew more convinced that Anglo-American cooperation was necessary to combat this 

newer state threat. Both armies’ officers obtained few additional resources, however, with 

which to prepare for a potential conflict. The budgetary restraints placed on both armies 

																																																								
4 Ibid., 82. 
 
5 Ibid., 100.	



	

	 166 

reflected their nations’ persistent hope that arms limitations, political solutions, or air and 

naval deterrents could prevent another conflict.  

In the face of these obstacles, American and British officers granted each other 

privileged access to military information throughout the 1930s and looked for ways to 

strengthen ties after rearmament began in 1935. The two armies maintained friendly 

relations based on similar goals and close professional associations dating back to World 

War I. The new challenges from Japan, Italy, and Germany, moreover, obviated the 

already remote possibility of an Anglo-American war and fostered a shared sympathy for 

the victims of international aggression. Though the British controlled a far larger empire, 

both the United States and Great Britain had extensive interests in the Far East, the focal 

point for their strategic cooperation after 1933. To avoid provoking a war with Japan, 

both nations concealed their increasingly productive exchanges. Congress passed a series 

of neutrality acts after 1934, which ensured that any future Anglo-American alliance 

would only occur in the most extreme circumstances, but the United States and British 

armies continued to accord each other privileged status compared to their interactions 

with other armies. Even when the British Army began tentatively strengthening formal 

ties with France and contemplating the possibility of another continental war, this did not 

lessen the U.S. Army’s status as a partner and key source of intelligence for British 

officers. American intelligence attained greater significance as the armies struggled to 

keep abreast of new technologies while still coping with limited budgets caused by the 

Great Depression. 
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On October 24, 1929, panic seized the New York Stock Exchange over economic 

contraction in the United States during the preceding months.6 Equities markets 

continued to fall with only brief intermittent rallies until they bottomed on July 8, 1932. 

The ripple effects of the resulting bankruptcies and bank failures wiped out millions of 

Americans’ savings, and by 1932, the unemployment rate stood at a daunting 24 percent.7 

The interconnectedness of the world economy ensured that the crisis spread everywhere, 

though not all countries suffered to the same degree. Among the European powers, 

Britain fared slightly better because of her empire, but 22.1 percent of the British 

workforce was unemployed in 1932.8 British trade fell 40 percent in three years, and 

Britain was forced to abandon the gold standard in 1931, a move that hurt confidence in 

the Sterling.9 Historian Alan Dobson writes that the severe economic crisis cast doubt 

upon capitalism, liberalism, and “the humanitarian tradition of representative 

democracy.”10 

 One consequence of the global depression and lower government revenues was 

draconian cuts to British and American defense expenditures. In response to declining tax 

revenues, Great Britain and the United States dramatically reduced their armies’ budgets. 
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The U.S. Army’s budget fell 20 percent between 1931 and 1934, while the British 

Army’s appropriations fell 10 percent in just two years from 1929 to 1931.11 The cuts 

seemed justified not only because of the macroeconomic environment, but also because 

interwar disarmament advocates achieved a major victory in 1930 with the London Naval 

Arms Conference. The United States and Great Britain convened the conference 

primarily to address the continued naval tensions between them and also Japan. The 

resultant treaty established an approximate cruiser tonnage ratio of 5:5:3.5 among Great 

Britain, the United States, and Japan, respectively. It set tonnage limits on destroyers and 

submarines, and prohibited the construction of battleships for five years.12 This apparent 

success encouraged further reductions in military armaments, which dovetailed with the 

pacifistic attitudes of the American and British publics. Unfortunately, the London Naval 

Conference represented the high-water mark of interwar disarmament. Just one year later, 

in March 1931, the British Secretary of State for War, Tom Shaw, declared to the House 

of Commons that unilateral disarmament had failed, and Britain should disarm no further 

until other nations followed suit.13 

Though the outcome of the London Naval Conference represented a substantial 

victory for proponents of arms limitation and stronger Anglo-American relations, the 

resulting treaty did not satisfy all parties. Japanese militarists took issue with the inferior 

status that the treaty imposed on their navy. This weakened the power of Japanese liberal 
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internationalists vis a vis their jingoistic political opponents. On September 18, 1931, a 

group of Japanese Army officers from the Kwantung Army orchestrated Japan’s invasion 

of Manchuria after staging the bombing of the South Manchurian Railway and blaming 

local Chinese troops.14 The Japanese Navy eyed the army’s actions with envy and landed 

a brigade of marines in Shanghai in January 1932 in response to another manufactured 

incident. Unable to overpower the highly motivated Chinese troops, the Japanese 

accepted a truce brokered in May by Britain and America to end the fighting in 

Shanghai.15  

Japanese violations of Chinese sovereignty created a crisis in Japan’s relations 

with the United States and Britain. Japan’s conquests issued a serious challenge to the 

Anglo-American-enforced global order. In response, U.S. Army Chief of Staff Gen. 

Douglas MacArthur dispatched the 31st Infantry Regiment from the Philippines to 

Shanghai in September 1931 to protect American interests.16 In 1933, the League of 

Nations passed a resolution condemning Japan’s invasion of Manchuria and demanding 

its withdrawal. Though the United States did not belong to the League, it too condemned 

Japanese aggression and supported the Wilsonian ideals of self-determination and anti-

imperialism. The question became whether the United States would adopt an active 

policy in East Asia. Japan’s actions caused great consternation in Great Britain as well. 

Britain controlled substantial holdings in the Far East and possessed larger trading 
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interests in the region than the United States. Yet the global depression and the 

maintenance of a vast empire had strained British resources. Instead of confronting Japan 

alone, the United States and Great Britain cooperated militarily and diplomatically after 

1933 to protect their interests against Japanese threats.17  

 Anglo-American collaboration, however, faced a number of hurdles. British 

leaders desired coordination with the United States on Far Eastern issues, but had to 

consider the reliability of American promises. The United States had failed to sign the 

Treaty of Versailles or join the League of Nations, and in 1923, it had withdrawn from 

the occupation of Germany against the wishes of France and Great Britain. British Army 

Maj. Henry Pownall recognized Britain’s difficulty in openly partnering with the United 

States against Japan on the issue of naval strength. As he lamented in his diary on 

November 1, 1934, “Although our sympathy should theoretically rest with our own white 

cousins they have let us down so often in the past.” Pownall also believed, “We have so 

much more to lose at the hands of Japan.”18 The British government feared that any overt 

cooperation with the United States might provoke Japan into making attacks on other 

territories.19 British leaders also still hoped to keep Japan adherent to previous naval 

agreements. As a result, the British Foreign Office continued making overtures to Japan, 

while allowing Tokyo to believe Anglo-American cooperation was closer than it actually 
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was whenever British leaders thought it advantageous.20 This delicate diplomacy required 

a great deal of calculation to achieve British goals of a strategic balance in the region.   

 After President Franklin D. Roosevelt was inaugurated in 1933, he permitted U.S. 

diplomats to cooperate with the British in Far Eastern security matters. He also had to be 

careful, however, not to antagonize Japan or American isolationists who opposed 

confrontational actions that might lead to war. Roosevelt privately suggested to the 

British ambassador, Philip Kerr, Lord Lothian, that “current Japanese actions were based 

on the desire to expel the two English-speaking nations permanently from the region.” 

Furthermore, he predicted “Britain and her Dominions would have to build more naval 

power than they then possessed, because it would not be possible for Great Britain to 

come to terms with Japan in its present temper.”21 Lothian agreed and told the skeptical 

Foreign Office in early 1935 that Britain should coordinate its Far East policy with the 

United States and even adopt an anti-Japanese stance if necessary.22  

 Britain’s search for strategic equilibrium reflected its precarious position in the 

Far East. Singapore’s defenses lay unfinished, and although the British Royal Navy far 

surpassed Japan’s, Britain had substantial naval commitments where Japan did not. The 

United States had slightly less to fear from a renewed arms race in the Pacific, and 

Roosevelt even told Lord Lothian that he was prepared to ask Congress to approve a 
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massive new naval building program if Japan withdrew from the 1930 London Naval 

Treaty.23 Roosevelt’s concern was justified because Japan increased its capital ship 

tonnage by 45 percent between 1922 and 1936. During the same period, U.S. and British 

tonnage declined as new construction failed to keep pace with fleet retirements.24 

Additionally, the United States could not dismiss the possibility of Britain entering into 

another treaty with Japan similar to the Anglo-Japanese Alliance which expired in 1921. 

This became far less likely after 1933, when Britain confronted the prospect of another 

European war, which it had little hope of winning without U.S. aid. Therefore Britain 

could not risk alienating the United States by reaching an exclusive accord with Japan.25 

With a relatively small investment in China, the largest strategic vulnerability for 

the United States in the Pacific was the Philippines. The expansive archipelago consisted 

of more than seven thousand islands and contained a population in excess of sixteen 

million people by 1939. The United States had annexed the Philippines from Spain after 

the Spanish-American War ended in 1899. In March 1934, President Franklin D. 

Roosevelt signed the Tydings-McDuffie Act, creating a Filipino government and granting 

the islands full independence in ten years. This development greatly alarmed British and 

U.S. strategic planners, who feared a power vacuum in the region that might encourage 

Japan to exert its influence over the islands. While British and U.S. diplomats grappled 

with the implications of Philippine independence, their militaries struggled to devise 
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plans to defend the vast island chain. Naval planners believed defending the Philippines 

was crucial to U.S. power projection in the Far East, and planned to conduct a major 

naval sortie to protect the possession in the event of war. Simultaneously the U.S. Army 

believed that the archipelago could not be defended without substantial new 

appropriations.26 Having decided to grant the islands independence, the U.S. government 

was naturally unwilling to spend heavily on the islands’ defense, leaving them vulnerable 

to Japanese predations.   

	 Still, the British looked for guarantees of a continued American presence in the 

archipelago.27 British concern over the Philippines provided another area of cooperation 

with the U.S. military and, in the process, revealed American attitudes toward Anglo-

American cooperation. Historian Greg Kennedy observes that because of its remoteness, 

Manila “provided a Far Eastern equivalent to Lisbon, as a place where free, if discreet, 

conversations could take place.”28 American and British officers and diplomats took 

advantage of this freedom to express their solidarity and reaffirm their common regional 

security goals. In 1935, the senior U.S. Army officer in the Philippines, Maj. Gen. Frank 

Parker, told the acting British consul that he believed U.S. troops would remain in the 

Philippines for quite a while and that the Anglo-Saxon races should cooperate in the East 

Asia. Parker and the Chief of the Intelligence Section of the U.S. Army Headquarters in 

Manila, Col. J. B. Richardson, offered frank assessments to the British of U.S. strength 
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and goals, as well as access to any “‘intelligence’ at their disposal.”29 This generosity 

stemmed from both their racial attitudes and from a realistic appraisal of their nation’s 

regional interests. 

 In the mid 1930s, Anglo-American strategic cooperation in the Pacific, while 

limited to confidential exchanges, was an important element in both diplomatic and 

military relations. Cooperation increased as Japan grew more aggressive and other threats 

to Britain materialized closer to the home islands. The Royal Navy could have faced the 

Imperial Japanese Navy on more than equal terms throughout most of the 1930s, but the 

greater German threat demanded the bulk of Britain’s existing military and naval strength 

remain in Europe. The inability to dispatch more troops to Asia alarmed British planners, 

who recognized that Japan was more likely to risk a confrontation if their military was 

occupied elsewhere. After Germany announced its rearmament, British leaders relied on 

the United States to take a progressively larger role in East Asian security. President 

Herbert Hoover began transferring ships from the Atlantic and Caribbean to the Pacific 

shortly after the Manchurian Crisis, and Roosevelt maintained these dispositions 

throughout the 1930s. After Roosevelt’s reelection in 1936, he extended more assurances 

to Britain of U.S. willingness to position the bulk of its fleet at forward bases in the 

Pacific. Though Britain could not count on American help in crises elsewhere in the 

world, its leaders hoped that their shared investments in East Asia and the threat of Japan 

would continue to encourage Anglo-American collaboration in containing Japan.   
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Meanwhile, Britain faced an existential threat in a resurgent Germany after 1933. 

Even before Adolf Hitler was sworn in as chancellor on January 30, 1933, the global 

disarmament conference that convened in Geneva in February 1932 had stalled.30 

Germany dramatically withdrew from the conference in October 1933, publicly 

confirming its intention to rearm.31 On October 16, 1933, Maj. Henry Pownall confided 

to his diary that “everyone knows Germany is rearming – has already done so to a 

considerable extent.”32 Germany’s rearmament did not initially inspire universal alarm 

since its power was still limited compared to Britain and France. There was also no way 

to accurately project when German power would become a serious threat or discern 

Hitler’s true intentions, given that his public pronouncements and writings seemed highly 

exaggerated.33 Additionally, British leaders disagreed over how to react to German 

actions since many viewed the Versailles Treaty as unfair toward their former enemy. 

Under such circumstances, Pownall asked his diary in November 1934 what could be 

done about Germany rearmament: “Even if Germany were reported to the League of 

Nations and arraigned by them for breaking Article 8 of Versailles, what then?”34 Britain 

lacked the political will to become embroiled in a continental conflict. In 1934, Foreign 
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Secretary Sir John Simon declared “we must keep out of troubles in Central Europe at all 

costs. July twenty years ago stands out as a dreadful warning.”35  

The reluctance to fight again in Europe did not stop some British military leaders 

and strategic thinkers from warning about the potential German threat. In February 1934, 

the British Defence Requirements Committee (DRC) labeled Germany the “ultimate 

potential enemy against whom our ‘long view’ defence policy would have to be 

directed.”36 The War Office followed up on this warning with its own prescient 

admonition, which estimated Germany could fully rearm by 1939.37 These predictions, 

however, met with skepticism from other officials.38 As a result, Britain’s leaders 

maintained a noncommittal attitude towards rearmament and signaled their willingness to 

accommodate Germany by signing the Anglo-German Naval Treaty in June 1935. The 

Treaty guaranteed British naval mastery in Europe, but angered the French, who felt 

betrayed.39 Though the treaty limited the size of Germany’s fleet, it implicitly voided the 

arms limitation provisions of the Treaty of Versailles, setting a dangerous precedent.  

Italy presented the final strategic problem Britain faced in the 1930s. Initially, 

Britain, France, and Italy maintained amicable relations after Benito Mussolini’s seizure 

of power in 1922. Britain and France hoped Italy would continue to stand with them as a 
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counterweight to Germany, but the coalition foundered after Mussolini ordered his troops 

to invade Ethiopia on October 3, 1935. The move drew immediate condemnation from 

the international community. Still, British leaders imposed only mild sanctions on Italy 

and opened secret negotiations in the hope of reconciling with Italy. This gambit failed 

after the effort became public, although Great Britain declined to censure Italy or impose 

additional sanctions without support from France or the United States. 40 Meanwhile, 

Italy began to draw closer into the orbit of Nazi Germany.  

Japan’s assault on China, the failure of European disarmament, and the Italian 

invasion of Ethiopia exposed the failure of collective security and the weakness of the 

League of Nations. That left Britain with three potential enemies in 1935, which its 

leaders realized it could not possibly hope to confront at once. It also meant that a 

conflict with any one of these nations might be used by another as an opportunity to 

strike at Britain’s vulnerable empire.41 Though Britain and the United States assisted one 

another in small ways around the globe, any formal alliance seemed impossible given the 

American public’s attitude and the two powers’ strained financial ties. Compounding the 

British Army’s difficulties, it possessed markedly less power in 1935 than it had in 1914 

with which to confront these threats and police the empire. 

 In the early 1930s, the British Army suffered a number of setbacks to its 

effectiveness. Foremost among these obstacles was a shrinking budget that reached its 

nadir of less than £36 million in 1932.42 This contrasted with military appropriations of 
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£62.3 million in 1922 and £40.5 million in 1929.43 Both Labor and Conservative 

governments cut defense expenditures in the preceding decade, and the British arms 

industry suffered a corresponding deterioration.44 The Statute of Westminster, enacted on 

December 11, 1931, dealt another blow to the British Army when it gave the Dominions 

full independence. That meant the Dominions no longer had an obligation to declare war 

and contribute troops to any conflict in which Great Britain might become involved. This 

substantially weakened British military power, although in some ways it only codified 

rights that the Dominions had been asserting since the end of World War I.45 On October 

23, 1929, Maj. Walter Elliott, M.P. lectured at the Royal United Service Institution in 

London that the British Empire was not a true empire, but “merely an alliance or an 

entente of a group of largely autonomous states.” He implied that Britain could not count 

on the Dominions’ assistance if it found itself involved in a war in which they did not feel 

vitally concerned.46 Paradoxically, the loss of the Dominions’ guaranteed support did not 

spur further British investment in its military. 

Even after the Cabinet cancelled the Ten Year Rule in March 1932, the Army’s 

budget for 1933 merely returned to its 1931 level of £38 million.47 In discarding the Rule, 
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the Cabinet warned on March 23, 1932, “This must not be taken to justify an expanding 

expenditure by the Defence Services without regard to the very serious financial and 

economic situation which still obtains.”48 Consequently, the abolition of the Ten Year 

Rule had little immediate effect on British defense policy. The Army’s limited budgets 

exacerbated its difficulties from declining enlistments, reenlistments, and aging 

equipment. Famed British military writer and theorist Basil Liddell Hart called the years 

spanning 1933 to 1936 “the worst period of stagnation in the Army’s progress between 

the wars.”49 The government’s neglect of the Army owed as much to Britain’s aversion to 

another war as it did to the Treasury’s power to limit defense expenditures during the 

global depression. Most British leaders had not yet abandoned the hope that the 

international challenges facing them could be resolved through diplomacy alone.  

Budgetary restraints, understrength units, and imperial policing all hindered the 

British Army’s training regimen in the 1930s. Imperial policing limited officers’ 

opportunities to master staff duties by confining officers to small, widely dispersed 

garrisons for months at a time.50 Even as the army struggled with a limited budget and 

little strategic guidance, the government continued to call upon it to quell imperial 

uprisings throughout the 1920s and 30s.51 British Brig. Gen. John V. Faviell blamed the 

Army’s training difficulties in the 1930s in part on its limited funds for new transport and 
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weapons. Even “‘Home’ units were kept at a ridiculously low strength,” he lamented, “so 

low that realistic training was extremely difficult – often impossible outside stations such 

as Aldershot.”52 Between 1920 and 1939, the British Army conducted only two large 

scale exercises where two full corps faced each other. Though divisional exercises could 

not be discounted, these too failed at creating an atmosphere of realism. It was not 

unusual for soldiers to carry wooden machine guns and for trucks to stand in for tanks.53 

It did not help that the British government refused to commit to using the British Army in 

continental Europe, giving British officers little encouragement in preparing to fight 

Germany.  

 In addition to the financial exigencies of the global depression, the British 

government faced considerable public pressure to avoid increasing defense expenditures. 

In the fall of 1934, the British public expressed its overwhelming desire for collective 

security and an international reduction of armaments in the so-called Peace Ballot 

organized by the League of Nations Union with Labor and Liberal assistance.54 This vote 

came just one year after Hitler withdrew Germany from the Geneva Disarmament 

Conference. Britain’s leaders heeded the vote and prepared to pay almost any price to 

avoid another major war. Though succeeding Cabinets realistically assessed foreign 

threats, they wanted to delay rearming until absolutely necessary so they could focus on 

reviving the economy in order to finance the necessary defense expenditures. Even the 
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public announcement of German rearmament and the reintroduction of conscription in 

Germany did not unanimously convince Britons of the need to rearm, and some 

continued to advocate reconciling with Germany.55 

 The U.S. Army fared even worse than the British Army in the early 1930s. The 

severity of the Great Depression in the United States and the poor public image of the 

army after the Bonus March left Congress reluctant to appropriate additional funds for 

defense. The United States’ physical isolation from Europe and Asia meant that, as in 

Great Britain, political leaders favored naval and air power over ground forces. In 1932, 

the U.S. Army ranked seventeenth in size among the world’s armies. Both its budget and 

manpower continued to shrink until 1935, when the total number of officers and men fell 

below 135,000.56 Compounding the Army’s difficulties, Chief of Staff Gen. Malin Craig 

was obligated to freeze nearly all weapons research in order to pay for the immediate 

equipping of the Army’s Initial Protective Force as called for in its Protective 

Mobilization Plan of 1920.57 Though logical, the decision came during a time of rapid 

evolution in military armaments. Consequently, newly adopted weapons became obsolete 

almost as soon as they entered service.  

 Like the British Army, the U.S. Army additionally suffered from a lack of 

realistic training. The U.S. Army conducted even fewer large scale training maneuvers 

than the British Army in this period. MacArthur bemoaned how maneuvers staged before 
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1936 rarely involved more than a single division.58 The U.S. Army had far fewer armored 

vehicles available for training than the British, but this mattered little when it was a 

hardship to even bring enough troops together for large maneuvers. Part of the difficulty 

stemmed from the fact that more than a quarter of the troops were stationed outside the 

United States, and the largest stateside garrison numbered only 5,434 officers and men.59 

Fortunately, the Army’s professional schools, such as the Army War College, provided 

consistently rigorous training in tactical problems, staff work, and strategy. As seen at the 

beginning of this chapter, the AWC also accustomed officers to the idea of an Anglo-

American military alliance.  

British military and civilian leaders held varying opinions on the future possibility 

of closer Anglo-American military relations. On the one hand, Britain would need loans, 

raw materials, and food imports in any future war, and the United States was one of the 

easiest sources to procure this aid.60 Many British leaders thought their nation’s strategic 

calculations should count on such assistance. In 1934, British Chief of the Imperial 

General Staff Gen. Archibald Montgomery-Massingberd thought British air leaders 

exaggerated Germany’s superiority because Britain could always count on the United 

States for supplies and the Dominions for manpower.61 Winston Churchill consistently 
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advocated closer Anglo-American strategic relations. In 1935, he published an article that 

argued:  

The first and surest of all methods for maintaining the peace of the world  
would be an understanding between Great Britain and the United States  
whereby they would together maintain very powerful air forces, and  
navies decisively strong than those of other countries put together; and  
secondly that they would use these forces, as well as the whole of their  
influence and money power, in support of any state which was the victim  
of unprovoked aggression.62 
 

The future prime minister maintained this would bring about a new era in global security 

that would spell the end of war for the foreseeable future, but a number of obstacles 

obstructed the realization of such a vision in both nations.  

In the United States, the issue of unpaid war loans provoked strong anti-British 

sentiment that did not register with Westminster. Americans viewed Britain’s 1934 

default on its loans from World War I as an act of bad faith. The United States responded 

with the Johnson Act, which forbade nations that had defaulted on war loans from 

receiving any additional credit. The addition of the Neutrality Acts of 1935 and 1936 

substantially diminished the possibility of aid from the United States.63 This did not 

dissuade some Britons from hoping for American intervention in a potential war because 

they viewed the United States as merely a wayward Dominion. British impressions of the 

United States derived mostly from newspapers, interactions with East Coast elites, and 

Hollywood films, which fostered a rather monolithic view of the former colonies. As 

Prime Minister Lloyd George explained in 1921: “The people who govern America are 
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our people. They are our kith and kin. The other breeds are not on top.”64 In 1937, the 

German military attaché in London reckoned that “the U.S.A. already stood inevitably 

and de facto behind Britain.”65 He was not alone in this assessment. That same year, the 

German ambassador to the United States rated Anglo-American cultural and blood ties as 

one of the biggest obstacles to improving German-American relations.66 A glimmer of 

hope for Britain appeared in the 1937 Neutrality Act, which stipulated that the United 

States could sell any non-lethal materials to a belligerent as long as the foreign nation 

paid cash and carried the materials on its own vessels. This provision clearly benefitted 

Great Britain since it controlled the largest foreign merchant fleet. Of course, not all 

British officers and politicians accepted that Britain needed U.S. aid.  

Some British leaders preferred the United States stay out of European affairs 

because of the capricious way the Senate had abandoned collective security after World 

War I. Many prominent British politicians refused to rest their hopes on U.S. intervention 

again. As Prime Minister Neville Chamberlain told the Cabinet in December 1937, “The 

Power that had the greatest strength was the United States of America, but he would be a 

rash man who based his calculations on help from that quarter.”67 Instead, British 

strategists counted on buying materials from the United States and on France as their 

greatest ally.68  

																																																								
64 Reynolds, Creation of the Anglo-American Alliance, 12. 
 
65 Geyr von Schweppenburg, The Critical Years (London: Allan Wingate, 1952), 89. 
 
66 Alfred M. Beck, Hitler’s Ambivalent Attaché: Lt. Gen. Friedrich von Boetticher in 

America, 1933-1941 (Washington, D.C.: Potomac Books, 2006), 101. 
 
67 Reynolds, Creation of the Anglo-American Alliance, 10. 
 



	

	 185 

 As a growing number of British leaders gradually accepted the immediate threat 

posed by Germany, they consented to the military’s calls for rearmament. Though the 

Royal Navy and Royal Air Force would dominate potential conflicts with Italy and Japan, 

the Chiefs of Staff asserted as early as 1933 that ensuring the independence of the Low 

Countries was vital to Britain’s security. As in 1914, the only way to guarantee Germany 

did not overrun Belgium and the Netherlands was by building an expeditionary force for 

deployment to the continent.69 The British Army’s rearmament began in earnest in late 

1935 in response to Germany’s rearmament and the Ethiopian crisis. In November, the 

British Defence Requirements Sub-Committee recommended the Army create a 155,000 

man expeditionary force.70 It was becoming more apparent to military men that a new 

conflict was imminent. In 1936, future Gen. Hastings Ismay turned down command of a 

brigade in India because “war in Europe within the next three or four years seemed 

inevitable, and I did not want to find myself again on the wrong side of the Suez 

Canal.”71 On March 7, 1936, Germany stunned Britain and France by remilitarizing the 

Rhineland and renouncing the arms limitation provisions of the Treaty of Versailles.72 In 

response, the Army’s appropriations for the 1936 fiscal year contained a nearly 
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£11,000,000 increase over the previous year.73 This 24 percent increase represented a 

substantial commitment from the reluctant Treasury. 

 Despite accusations from the Opposition that the government was igniting an 

arms race, a growing percentage of the British public accepted the need to rearm by late 

1936.74 The U.S. military attaché, Lt. Col. Raymond E. Lee, reported, “Public opinion 

and all sections of the Press have given the Government ‘good marks’” over increased 

military spending. In December, a British political journal similarly remarked on “the 

growing popular acceptance of the need for rapid rearmament.”75 Nevertheless, Winston 

Churchill publicly decried the belated start and slow pace of British rearmament. “If war 

is imminent and Britain is certain to be in it,” observed Lee, “then Mr. Churchill’s 

phillipic [sic] against Mr. Baldwin was sheer wisdom.”76 Those conditions, however, 

seemed uncertain even in 1936. In March, the government appointed a Minister for the 

Co-ordination of Defence, but because of Churchill’s criticisms, he was not considered. 

Instead, the post went to Sir Thomas Inskip, a former lawyer with no military 

experience.77 Still, the King went before Parliament and declared rearmament was 

making rapid progress on November 3, 1936.78 German and Italian intervention in the 
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Spanish Civil War, which broke out in July 1936, added extra urgency for British 

rearmament by providing further proof of Hitler and Mussolini’s interventionist foreign 

policies. 

Former Minister of Transport Leslie Hore-Belisha took charge of the British 

Army’s revitalization when he became Secretary of State for War in May 1937. An 

outsider who questioned army orthodoxy, Hore-Belisha created many enemies in the 

army because of his drastic methods and misleadingly optimistic public pronouncements. 

Hore-Belisha’s decision to force the retirement of a number of senior officers to make 

way for younger, reform-minded types was probably his most polarizing action. Hore-

Belisha explained that every promotion and appointment “must be guided by the urgent 

sense that we are preparing for a war, not only by having the material, but the men 

ready.”79 While forced retirements divided the officer corps, other reforms that 

guaranteed promotion to major and pay increases won more widespread approval.80 

Hore-Belisha also undertook a wholesale reappraisal of resource allocation and unit 

deployments. He won many adherents among soldiers for his advocacy of better food, 

better lodging, and higher pay. Lt. Gen. Sir Gordon Macready remembered later how “the 

rank and file appreciated a War Minister who did something towards making their living 

conditions approach those of their civilian comrades.”81 Yet even these changes drew 

criticism from a handful of older officers. 
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British Army leaders struggled to modernize equipment, too. Though the British 

had pioneered the use of tanks during World War I, their groundbreaking Experimental 

Armoured Force was disbanded after the 1928 maneuvers.82 The British Army had 

committed to mechanization, but had not yet come to a consensus on how to employ 

tanks above the tactical level. Instead of enlarging the army’s tank corps, CIGS 

Montgomery-Massingberd had ordered the mechanization of cavalry and infantry 

divisions. Consequently, the British Army was the most mechanized in the world in the 

late 1930s, but failed to organize a single armored division until 1937.83 Despite the 

incredible advances in technology and weapons during the past two decades, many 

officers in the late 1930s remained convinced that the next war would be fought along the 

same lines as the last.84 Because armored divisions did not fit into the leadership’s ideas 

of recreating the 1914-1918 army, senior officers resisted expanding armored forces at 

the expense of funding existing units’ needs.85 It did not help that technology evolved so 

rapidly that the British Army was reluctant to purchase large numbers of new tanks out of 

fear that superior types would soon be available.86  

 Proponents of a large army faced opposition to their program from outside the 

military as well. The Treasury, political leaders, and Hore-Belisha all questioned the 
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wisdom of increased army spending. Instead, they contended the Royal Navy and Royal 

Air Force would be more effective in deciding a future conflict. In November 1936, the 

influential Times’ military correspondent, B. H. Liddell Hart, argued that a strong air 

force should be Britain’s sole contribution to a future conflict in continental Europe. 

Although a retired army captain, Liddell Hart was one of the greatest proponents of the 

idea that Britain had erred in abandoning its traditional naval role and deploying a large 

army to Europe during World War I.87 Many, including Hore-Belisha, accepted this view 

and turned to air and naval forces to decide future conflicts. Air power advocates 

promised that strategic bombing would prove decisive against supposedly vulnerable 

industrial societies in any future conflict.88 British apprehension at German airpower and 

sea power resulted in more substantial appropriations increases for the Royal Air Force 

and Royal Navy than the Army in the late 1930s.89 General Ismay complained that even 

after 1935 the Treasury required the Army to justify every request for weapons and 

men.90 Meanwhile the Chancellor of the Exchequer endeavored to efficiently allocate all 

the funds to rearmament that he believed the economy could bear. In July 1937, Hore-

Belisha asked the government to authorize the equipping of four Territorial divisions, but 

																																																								
87 Hayes A. Kroner, “The Army Under Change,” November 5, 1936, 2017-1025/31, p. 2, 

Box 643, MIDC, 1917-41, RWDGSS, 1860-1952, RG 165, NARA. John J. Mearsheimer, Liddell 
Hart and the Weight of History (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1988), 3-4. 

 
88 Tami Davis Biddle, Rhetoric and Reality in Air Warfare: The Evolution of British and 

American Ideas about Strategic Bombing, 1914-1945 (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 
2002), 5; Archibald Armar Montgomery-Massingberd, “The Autobiography of a Gunner,” 10/11-
13, p. 66, FM Sir Archibald Armar Montgomery-Massingberd Papers, LHCMA; Bond, Military 
Policy, 322; Kennedy, Business of War, 7. 

 
89 Minney, Private Papers, 34; Delaney, Imperial Army Project, 207; Ismay, Memoirs, 

79.  
 
90 Ismay, Memoirs, 80. 



	

	 190 

his request was declined.91 These limitations meant the British Army could not create an 

effective expeditionary force while still fulfilling its imperial mandates.92 

The U.S. Army paid close attention to the British Army’s revitalization. As it 

looked increasingly likely there would be another major war in the Pacific or in Europe, it 

was imperative that American officers keep abreast of technological advances. British 

officers, while focused on their potential enemies and allies in Europe and Asia, still 

made overtures to the U.S. military in an effort to lay the groundwork for future 

cooperation. Military sharing was a useful field of exchange in this respect because it was 

discreet and generally outside the strict oversight of both nations’ legislative bodies. In 

the later part of the 1930s, the American and British armies continued to look to each 

other for ideas about new weapons and technology. They approached those interactions 

with a clear idea of the common enemies they might be fighting in the near future.  

The U.S. attaché in London from 1931 to 1935, Col. Cortlandt Parker, had 

suffered a number of setbacks in his attempts to acquire secret information from the 

British. Parker complained about these difficulties to MID, which took note of his 

protests that too much U.S. military information was available in the American press. 

Beginning in the mid-1930s, the U.S. Army took steps to limit what it released to public 

outlets. These restrictions gave Parker more leverage and encouraged the British to share 

information in reciprocal exchanges. As a result, Parker’s superiors advised him to reset 

his relationship with the British in early 1935 in the hopes of getting off to a fresh start. 

Col. Charles Burnett, who led the military attaché section of MID, suggested that Parker 
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now assume “that the British War Office is disposed to open up much more freely in the 

future than has been the case in the past, provided that the information you obtain is not 

given to any other country.”93 Burnett was optimistic that the British would respond 

favorably to Parker’s renewed efforts. It helped that this request coincided with growing 

tensions in Europe and personnel turnover in the War Office that offered the prospect of 

better relations.  

Parker followed Burnett’s advice and approached the War Office to express his 

hope for a more open information exchange in the future since the British attaché in 

Washington received so much intelligence from his American contacts. The War Office’s 

response did not meet Parker’s expectations. On January 18, 1935, he informed Burnett: 

“I think that probably we shall be accorded somewhat more liberal treatment, but only 

fractionally so. I believe that the War Office is entrenched in their attitude of secrecy.”94 

Though the War Office hesitated to change its procedures, Parker’s intelligence gathering 

made progress on other fronts. His conversations with British officers outside the War 

Office and throughout Great Britain regularly provided convenient paths to skirt sharing 

restrictions. Parker informed Colonel Burnett that he was on excellent terms with the 

officers in the War Office, and they regularly invited Parker to dine with them.95 These 

officers proved much more amenable to Parker’s requests for information in such social 
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settings. In this way, Parker built a rapport with British officers and facilitated productive 

exchanges during his tenure in London. Parker’s diminishing difficulties presaged the 

improvement in Anglo-American military intelligence relations that began in 1935.  

In addition to changing attitudes in the War Office, the U.S. embassy experienced 

a crucial personnel turnover when Lt. Col. Raymond E. Lee replaced Colonel Parker as 

the U.S. Army attaché in June 1935. Lee’s appointment helped achieve the relationship 

reset the War Department desired as he built his own network of contacts. Lee had 

received a degree in civil engineering from the University of Missouri, commanded an 

artillery regiment in World War I, and attended both the General Staff College and the 

National War College, but he had no previous experience as an intelligence officer.96 

Nevertheless, he was a talented professional soldier who excelled as an attaché due to his 

vast knowledge of both military and cultural matters. Lee proved adept at making sound 

strategic judgments, and he and his cosmopolitan wife, Jeanette, moved comfortably 

through the complex social networks of London. As a result, Lee conversed with British 

officers and obtained access to sensitive information. The only caveat to this access was 

that the British required the information they shared to be closely guarded so the Japanese 

and German attachés did not demand identical treatment. British leaders especially feared 

that any indication of formal Anglo-American cooperation leaked to Japan would spoil 

any remaining goodwill Britain possessed in that country.97  
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Almost as soon as Lee arrived in London, his superiors decided to conduct an 

experiment to see if the British attitude had changed. In the spring of 1935, the British 

attaché in Washington, Col. William Wyndham Torre Torr, submitted a questionnaire to 

MID, but before MID supplied the answers, it ordered Lee to submit the same questions 

to the War Office and see if British openness matched its own.98 As Lee quickly 

discovered, the British kept their word and provided nearly all the information requested. 

Parker and Lee submitted detailed lists to the War Department of all their requests to the 

War Office beginning in January 1934.99 Over the next two years, the War Office granted 

52 out of 58 total requests, which included applications for technical information, 

publications, statistics, and access to specific facilities.100 The War Office demurred on 

the question of providing secret manuals to the United States, but generally granted 

permission to visit installations and even provided technical information about equipment 

and access to manufacturers. This expanded openness reflected the British Army’s 

readiness to assist U.S. attachés amid the mounting likelihood of another war.	

 British leaders especially feared that a European war would consume the bulk of 

their resources and leave their Pacific possessions vulnerable. They also hoped that better 

relations with Lee and the U.S. Army would allow them to acquire weapons and 

materials from the United States in case of a future war. In October 1936, the British 
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Director-General of Munitions Production began investigating the possibility of 

procuring munitions and planes from the United States after the anticipated expiration of 

the Neutrality Act in 1937.101 American reporters uncovered British efforts to purchase 

American planes, and the news appeared in a number of papers including the New York 

Times, the Washington Post and the Baltimore Sun. British diplomats in the United States 

feared the damaging effect of the news, but the subsequent absence of American outrage 

pleasantly surprised them. British Ambassador Sir Ronald Lindsay informed the Foreign 

Office that, “On the whole [American] reactions have been more favourable than might 

have been expected. So far we have seen no indication in the press of any effort to 

compel the administration to veto prospective orders.”102 British defense requirements 

and a widespread desire for better relations led to an overall improvement in military 

relations and assisted Lee in his work.  

 In October 1936, Lee gave MID his assessment of British openness toward the 

various military attachés in London. Lee thought the British had maintained a secretive 

attitude in the past in order to conceal some weaknesses in their military. Several British 

officers in the War Office told Lee to expect looser restrictions in the future now that 

Britain was rearming. Lee noted that the War Office maintained an official policy of 

giving no attaché preferential treatment, although Lee thought the French might be 

receiving slightly more information than any other attaché. Finally, Lee predicted greater 

British openness would benefit all attachés, but “we will be in as favorable position as 
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any country which maintains an ordnance attache here.”103 Based on his observations, 

Lee believed the United States still maintained a slight lead in military equipment design 

and industry, but the lavish British defense expenditures would soon close the gap and 

provide crucial intelligence. Just a month later, in November 1936, British comments to 

Lee indicated the situation had changed, and Lee might receive special treatment as the 

U.S. representative. The War Office summoned Lee to a meeting with two intelligence 

officers, who told Lee that although widespread relaxation of secrecy was still being held 

up, British intelligence “hoped that special exceptions would be made in favor of the 

American Attache, which would allow of our seeing all that we wished.” The British 

officers went so far as to ask Lee what information he specifically desired.104 

The U.S. Army also wanted to profit from the lessons the British learned from 

rearmament as Washington started leaning in that direction. Lee and his assistant, Lt. Col. 

Hayes A. Kroner, had already visited the British Tank Corps Centre at Bovington and 

Lulworth on May 21, 1936, and delivered a glowing report. They observed the British 

Tank Corps was “well and uniformly indoctrinated and trained in battle.” They especially 

singled out British weapons, training methods, and facilities for high praise. Lee and 

Kroner believed the only shortcomings British armored forces would display in combat 

might come as “the result of a faulty repair and replacement system, or, what is more 
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likely, a misuse of tanks by the high command.”105 Lee further reported that British 

tankers wanted a concentration of armored forces in any future war for a rapid decision. 

The British tankers opposed dispersing armor to be used in infantry support roles in 

contrast to many American infantry leaders. Following this laudatory report, U.S. 

intelligence and armor officers sought additional information about British tank 

technology. 

 In June 1936, the U.S. Army began proposing more extensive military exchanges 

with the British Army. That same month, the U.S. Chief of Ordnance consented to the 

full British inspection of American tank designs, tank units, and installations on the 

condition that the U.S. attaché was similarly allowed to examine the newest British 

designs.106 Officers in the War Department approached the British attaché in Washington, 

Col. William Torr, to suggest greater reciprocity in intelligence exchanges. The U.S. 

officers informed Torr that the United States had recently achieved a number of advances 

in mechanized technology and other technical areas that would be of great interest to the 

British. The U.S. officers proposed allowing the British greater access to U.S. tank 

technology on a reciprocal exchange basis.107 The Americans also assured Torr that “in 

the event of enlargement of reciprocity between us maturing they would respect all 
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information obtained from us regarding our equipment, etc., with complete secrecy.”108 

This guarantee reassured the attaché, who forwarded it to the War Office for 

consideration. 

 Initially, the British Army hesitated to accept the American officer. The British 

had never let a foreign attaché examine the interior of one of their tanks, and the War 

Office was aware that Lieutenant Colonel Lee’s assistant attaché, Capt. René R. Studler, 

could take full advantage of any access to British technologies. The British Army, 

meanwhile, had been unable to procure the funds to send an assistant attaché to Colonel 

Torr to aid in technical observations.109 After much deliberation, the War Office decided 

to tentatively accept the American offer to share tank information in December 1936. Lee 

conveyed the news to MID and added, the British “have now decided to go as far as 

possible in throwing things open to our inspection. So far as can be ascertained no foreign 

officer (with the possible exception of the French) has ever been allowed in the 

Experimental Establishment at Farmborough.”110 The dramatic burst of British 

transparency surprised the U.S. Ordnance Department, which was not prepared to go 

quite as far as the War Office in sharing.111 Encouraged by the American efforts in 

England, however, Torr recommended further technical exchanges. The U.S. War 
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Department reported that while it “greatly appreciates the willingness of the British 

Government to exchange information on other technical equipment,” it was unfortunately 

not prepared for additional technical exchanges. The War Department conveyed its 

encouragement, however, for the posting of an assistant British military attaché for 

technical matters who could take advantage of any agreement the two nations reached on 

tank information exchanges.112 The discussions hammering out the details of the 

exchange continued for several more months until April 1937, when the two armies 

agreed on the final stipulations.113 Shortly thereafter, on May 4, 1937, Captain Studler 

and other foreign attachés visited the Royal Tank Corps Centre and toured the same 

facilities that Lee and Kroner had seen the previous year. Studler took advantage of this 

and other occasions to piece together a clear picture of the state of British tank 

technology, training, and strength.114 The tenor of the discussions on tank technology 

indicated the friendliness of the two armies toward one another and the importance they 

attached to staying on good terms. Tank design ranked among the top intelligence 

gathering priorities for both armies in the interwar period since it was the most prominent 

technological disruption in land warfare during the period. Yet it was not the only area 

that highlighted the armies’ preferential treatment of one another. 
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Shortly after U.S. Army leaders’ initial suggestion of exchanges on tank 

information, the War Department proposed a much more expansive transaction. On 

October 26, U.S. Col. Francis H. Lincoln wrote to Colonel Torr on behalf of Secretary of 

War Harry H. Woodring to suggest a free “exchange of information pertaining to 

industrial mobilization and current activities in connection therewith.” To facilitate the 

exchange, the U.S. Army proposed sending two officers to Britain for a period of three 

months to confer with British officers and examine factories and plans. Lincoln again 

emphasized the exclusive nature of the proposal by reassuring the British that “the 

arrangement proposed herein is limited to the two countries mentioned, and no similar 

request is contemplated to be made to any country other than Great Britain.” As Lincoln 

explained, “The similarity of the methods of utilization of private industry in the two 

countries makes such an exchange of information particularly beneficial.”115 The request 

was unprecedented in its scope and implications. It went beyond soliciting specific 

military technology and instead requested access to all of Britain’s military industrial 

facilities. Lincoln’s letter to Torr clarified that the United States did not seek this type of 

information from any other nation, but rather hoped to benefit from Britain’s recent 

rearmament experience to plan for its own future expansion. Lincoln additionally assured 

the British that the U.S. Army would treat any information it obtained with the utmost 

care.  

Colonel Torr forwarded the invitation to his superiors with his assessment of its 

merits and risks. Torr noted that the U.S. industrial mobilization plan had been made 
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public as recently as 1933, making it unlikely Great Britain would learn much from the 

exchange. He went on to acknowledge that the United States had since revised the plan, 

and it was possible Great Britain could learn substantial new details.116 Since Torr did not 

have time to evaluate the American proposal in detail before forwarding it, he refrained 

from giving a definitive endorsement or recommendation for rejection. Initially, the 

British Director of Military Operations and Intelligence, Major General Robert Haining, 

expressed skepticism about the mobilization information exchange. He particularly 

worried that secrecy could never be guaranteed, and “we much obviously run greater 

risks if information is divulged than would the U.S.A. in a similar situation in view of our 

geographical situation.”117 Haining’s assessment of Britain’s greater vulnerability proved 

crucial in British calculations on military information sharing. It soon became apparent to 

those outside the War Office, however, that the American proposal had implications 

beyond military intelligence. 

Ambassador Lindsay immediately recognized the significance of the proposal and 

interceded on behalf of its acceptance. He penned a lengthy letter to Permanent Under-

Secretary at the Foreign Office Sir Robert Vansittart and forwarded a copy to the War 

Office to explain that “if war comes, we shall certainly want the Americans to cheat in 

our favour, or at least to turn a blind eye to what we may want to do.” He reasoned that 

Britain would need to make purchases of military materials and could benefit from future 
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technical exchanges with the U.S. Army, none of which could be expected without 

obtaining the War Department’s acquiescence. Lindsay observed that U.S. government 

departments resembled kingdoms and had great discretion in managing issues that fell 

under their purview.118 Others in the Foreign Office agreed with Lindsay that the 

exchange had far more potential significance than merely what could be learned about 

U.S. mobilization plans. 

Though Foreign Office officials did not wish to usurp the authority of the War 

Office, they could not ignore the political potential of the exchange and urged that it be 

accepted. Sir John M. Troutbeck of the Foreign office added a handwritten note to one 

report contemplating whether to approve the request. “It seems to me,” Troutbeck 

reasoned, “that the over-riding political consideration is that we are in grave danger of 

being involved once again in a world war and that the outcome of such a war may well 

depend once again largely on the attitude of the U.S. Anything we can do therefore to 

gain their sympathy is to be welcomed.”119 Vansittart agreed, claiming, “this is indeed an 

unexpected opportunity, and if we use it properly it may be of the greatest value to us in 

future contingencies.”120 He personally petitioned the Chief of the Imperial General Staff, 

Field Marshal Sir Cyril J. Deverell, in favor of the proposal.121 Ambassador Lindsay’s 
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letter also reached the desks of the Chancellor of the Exchequer, the Minister for the 

Coordination of Defence, and the Prime Minister.122 These leaders agreed that accepting 

the proposition could lead to better political relations, especially since they viewed the 

War Department’s offer as a departure from the attitudes of other U.S. departments.123 

British Army officers acknowledged the political significance of the exchange and 

supported warmer relations between the United States and Great Britain, while also 

endeavoring to protect vital military secrets when necessary. In this instance, British 

Army leaders agreed with the Foreign Office. The War Office determined that since 

mobilization issues covered so many different government departments, it was beyond 

the War Office’s authority to grant a foreign government access to the information. Major 

General Haining forwarded all the relevant correspondence and documentation to 

Assistant Under Secretary of State Sir Robert L. Craigie to consult with the necessary 

officials on making the final decision.124 British leaders quickly consented to the 

exchange, despite the risk of British mobilization information leaking in the United 

States. The War Office accepted the decision, and Ambassador Lindsay communicated 

his government’s approval to the U.S. War Department.125  

Great Britain’s representatives received a disappointing response after informing 

the U.S. Army of their government’s acquiescence to the proposed exchange of 

mobilization information. On December 16, 1936, U.S. Army Chief of Staff Gen. Malin 
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Craig directed the War Department General Staff to immediately commence work on a 

new mobilization plan to replace the War Department Mobilization Plan, 1933.126 As a 

result, the U.S. Secretary of War told Britain’s military attaché that “since negotiations 

were opened for exchange of information on industrial mobilization, War Department has 

found it necessary to revise materially its general mobilization plan. This will render 

existing U.S. plan out of date and consequently unsuitable as a basis for exchange of 

information.” Woodring conveyed the U.S. Army’s “appreciation of [British] willingness 

to have received officers for the purpose mentioned.” Colonel Torr told Ambassador 

Lindsay he believed the American explanation was genuine, and Torr’s sources informed 

him that the decision to revise the plan was taken only in the last few days. According to 

Torr, this rewriting of the mobilization plan rendered the existing information of no value 

to the British.127  

Still, British leaders expressed their disappointment at the inability to conduct the 

exchange, especially since they had attached such high hopes to its political significance. 

Lindsay was skeptical of the reasons behind the American withdrawal of the offer. He 

thought the inability to conduct the exchange was deeply unfortunate and feared that 

maybe Britain’s “over-readiness to accept the United States’ offer has made the United 

States War Department rather suspicious and has accordingly led them to withdraw their 

proposal for exchange of information.”128 Even though this exchange of extremely 
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sensitive information hit a roadblock, it illustrated the willingness in both armies and 

governments for closer military relations. Both armies saw a great deal of similarities 

between their organizations. The British and U.S. armies’ longstanding ties, moreover, 

meant the Americans were willing to surrender more information to the British than any 

other army, and the British were similarly prepared to grant the United States more 

access than any other nation. 

 The failure to arrange a formal quid pro quo exchange in industrial mobilization 

information disappointed the officers involved, but did little to hinder the militaries’ 

relationship as a whole. On May 4, 1937, Lee dispatched a five-page letter to Colonel 

Lincoln in MID in response to the latter’s concerns about the British attitude toward the 

United States. Lee informed Lincoln that not only had no permanent damage been done 

to the Anglo-American relationship, but the attaché’s office in London had almost 

universally better relations with British officers than at any time in recent memory. A 

British colonel in the War Office encouraged Lee to feel free to ask for anything he 

desired. The unnamed colonel felt it was absurd “to look at the United States in the same 

light as any other nation for everyone knew that there could be only the friendliest of 

relations between the United States and Great Britain.” The British colonel further 

assured Lee that he would be given “any information that is not strictly secret and, of 

course, much more than any other attaches here would be allowed to have.”129 After 

describing the favorable attitude the British still maintained toward the United States, Lee 

explained that the United States’ rebuff of British overtures had momentarily 
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disappointed many officers in the War Office. He tactfully suggested that MID might 

have been better off not to have proposed such exchanges since Lee and his staff had 

deliberately formed close relationships with a number of officers such as Colonel Ismay, 

then serving as Sir Maurice Hankey’s deputy in the Committee of Imperial Defense. In 

Lee’s opinion, informal conversations with these men provided just as much information 

as any formal exchange, but in the wake of these embarrassing failures to arrange a trade, 

it was more awkward to broach the topics of tanks and mobilization. Lee did not suppose 

this would last long since the British Army currently had “a considered policy of 

cultivating the best of relations with the United States.”130 More than this current attitude, 

Lee was convinced that the British would offer increased amounts of information to the 

U.S. Army in an effort to curry favor and goodwill.131  

 Lee’s letter recounted in detail his conversations with British officers, who 

demonstrated their desire for closer relations with the U.S. Army by openly discussing 

classified topics. Lee’s assessment of his office’s results underlined the effectiveness of 

these efforts. Lee believed the United States had little to gain from a formal exchange 

with the British in the areas of tank technology and industrial mobilization since U.S. 

attachés had accumulated such comprehensive information through informal channels.132 

Remarkably, the British attaché held the exact same opinion regarding formal 

information exchanges. When the mobilization exchange was first proposed, Colonel 

Torr offered his assessment of its merits and risks to the War Office. Torr asserted to his 

																																																								
130 Ibid., 4. 
 
131 Ibid., 5. 
 
132 Ibid., 4.	



	

	 206 

superiors that he had already acquired nearly all the significant details about the U.S. 

mobilization plan. The fact that both the British and American attaché believed they had 

obtained greater stores of information than could be obtained through formal 

arrangements demonstrated that the armies had close relations through their attachés. 

This comparison reveals the attachés’ confidence in their own abilities, the depth of their 

relationships with their military hosts, and their familiarity with the armies they observed. 

The attachés’ recommendations did not stop their respective intelligence branches from 

proposing formal information exchanges, but displayed these officers’ belief that these 

exchanges were irrelevant to maintaining close relations between the armies. 

Like Lee, British Col. William Torr was a gifted attaché who helped draw the two 

armies closer together after his appointment in 1934. Torr fought through World War I 

with the West Yorkshire Regiment, receiving the Military Cross, Distinguished Service 

Order, and France’s Croix de Guerre.133 After the war, he served as a military attaché in 

Lisbon and Madrid before being posted to Washington. Torr travelled extensively 

throughout the United States during his tour of duty, and U.S. officers described him as a 

more energetic attaché than his predecessor, Col. Maurice Fitzmaurice Day.134 Torr 

produced voluminous reports offering frank assessments of the U.S. Army by exploiting 

the many open sources of information available in the United States. Like Lee, Torr 

formed close professional friendships with countless U.S. officers, and made extensive 

use of the available government and industry publications.  
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Torr’s annual summaries detailed the U.S. Army’s progress in weapons, training, 

strength, morale, and future plans. He observed with keen interest the U.S. Army’s 

reformation that Chief of Staff Gen. Douglas MacArthur instigated in 1935. Torr praised 

MacArthur’s comprehensive five-year plan to prepare the Army for modern war and the 

Chief of Staff’s public lobbying efforts on behalf of military preparedness.135 As the U.S. 

Army began rearming with modern weapons and training in large scale formations, Torr 

lauded its progress after a long period of stagnation. Prior to 1935, Torr noted that “the 

curve representing the Army’s ability to perform its missions had for thirteen years been 

trending continuously downward.”136 Just two years later he declared “the U.S. Military 

establishment has now reached a state of efficiency which at least may be said to be 

greater than at any period in its peacetime history.”137  

Torr and other visiting British officers had privileged access to the Army’s 

efforts. In 1938, a general staff officer from the War Office attended the U.S. Army 

maneuvers at Fort Knox.138 The following year, Torr’s successor, Lt. Col. Richard V. 

Read, spent nearly two weeks living in the field with soldiers of the U.S. First Army 

during a 75,000-man exercise.139 Torr’s naval counterpart encountered more difficulty 
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obtaining special access and reported in 1936 that “the already rigid secrecy has been 

even more tightened up regarding naval matters” in the United States.140 In contrast, 

Torr’s reports contained detailed accounts of the characteristics and quantities of new 

weapons delivered to the U.S. Army and the units who received them. Like the U.S. 

attaché in London, Torr devoted considerable attention to the U.S. Army’s mechanization 

as a measure of its strength.  

Although Torr admired the morale and caliber of American officers and men, he 

did not hesitate to detail the U.S. Army’s shortcomings as well. Torr singled out its 

overreliance on unimaginative classroom instruction and the lack of a cohesive tactical 

doctrine for armored units and the new weapons being issued to soldiers.141 Throughout 

Torr’s tenure, he gave the War Office an accurate and realistic appraisal of the U.S. 

Army’s abilities and shortcomings. Torr was able to offer this information because of his 

observational skills, but also because of the U.S. Army’s openness with him and his 

countrymen. Torr perceived that a growing number of American civilians and U.S. Army 

officers doubted whether their country could remain neutral in a protracted conflict.142 

The War Office appreciated this goodwill, and as Lee predicted, it continued to 

strengthen relations with the U.S. military attaché’s office in London.  

 Between the spring of 1937 and 1938, Lieutenant Colonel Lee continually 

reported on the helpful British attitude from the War Office. In April 1937, Lee wrote 
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that when he dealt with officers in the War Office, they habitually accommodated his 

special requests even when they required prompt attention.143 Early the following year, 

Lee and Lt. Col. Hayes Kroner authored a series of reports summarizing their relations 

with British officers and British attitudes. Unsurprisingly, Lee and Kroner highlighted the 

friendly reception they enjoyed among their British peers. In February 1938, the former 

Deputy Director of Military Intelligence in the War Office, Maj. Gen. Desmond F. 

Anderson, told Kroner that “there is nothing that the British Army is doing or has in its 

organization or equipment in garrison or in the field that they are not willing to show the 

U.S.A. representatives.”144 Anderson went on to say that most officers in the War Office 

favored a free and open exchange with the United States and it was only financial 

exigencies that prevented the British from sending an assistant attaché to assist Torr in 

Washington. In concluding their conversation, Anderson assured Kroner that “the War 

Office and the British Army had the most wholesome respect for things American and 

would, wherever possible, desire [a] closer relationship between the British and 

American Armies.”145  

In February 1938, Lee reinforced Kroner’s impressions in a lengthy report on the 

amenable British attitude toward the U.S. Army attaché office. Lee asserted that in the 

past six to eight months, “War Office authorities have given this office very fair and 

generous treatment over the whole field of military information.” Lee boasted of being 

																																																								
143 Raymond E. Lee, “War Office Instructions regarding Arrangements for Official Visits 

to British Army Establishments,” April 28, 1937, 9771-249/155, p. 2, Box 2193, MIDC, 1917-41, 
RWDGSS, 1860-1952, RG 165, NARA. 

 
144 Kroner “Memorandum,” 2. 
 
145 Ibid., 3. 



	

	 210 

able “to discuss developments with the officers in direct charge of interesting 

developments, and at these times the conversations have been free, open and without 

reservation, beyond the proviso that their substance was to be held as confidential.” Lee 

believed that the War Office had not extended these courtesies to other attachés, and he 

reported with satisfaction that the British fulfilled nearly all of his requests. The result of 

these formal and informal contacts, according to Lee, was that the “War Department has 

been given a more accurate idea of the military situation in this country and of the status 

of the various items of new equipment than the War Office of any other country 

maintaining an attache here, with the possible exception of the French.”146 British officers 

expressed to Lee in no uncertain terms that their almost complete openness toward the 

United States was now the official policy of the British Army.147 In fact, the only 

intelligence Lee could not obtain pertained to secret codes, espionage, and experimental 

weapons.148 The British had actually proposed sharing more experimental designs with 

Lee, but the U.S. Department did not yet want to share this information.149 Lee 

appreciated universal access to Britain’s military and urged the War Department to 

reciprocate by treating Colonel Torr “as generously as possible.”150 MID replied to Lee 
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that “we do the best we can for [Torr] at all times.”151 The growing amount of 

intelligence the British and American armies provided to one another coincided with an 

increase in tensions in Europe and Asia. Though Lee saw no reason to expect the basic 

British attitude toward the U.S. Army to change anytime soon, he was not sure the British 

Army’s lax security procedures could continue indefinitely.   

 While the British and American armies liberally shared information with each 

other, Japan expanded its conquests in Asia. In early 1936, Japan officially renounced all 

arms limitation agreements. The following year, Japan resumed its war against China 

after a clash with Chinese soldiers at the Marco Polo Bridge in July. The Japanese 

quickly conquered the Peking-Tientsin area and fighting also broke out in Shanghai, 

China’s largest port. That same month, British and U.S. gunboats came to each other’s 

aid after Japanese planes attacked both nations’ vessels on the Yangtze River.152 These 

actions persuaded President Roosevelt to increase naval cooperation with the British, 

despite the fears of some advisers that closer relations might embroil the United States in 

an unnecessary war to protect British interests.153 The State Department communicated 

the American desire for coordinated Anglo-American actions in the Pacific to British 

Ambassador Sir Ronald Lindsay, but Roosevelt’s hopes for stronger action against Japan 

received a severe blow in October with public backlash against his proposal to 
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“quarantine” aggressor states.154 Consequently, the President was forced to abandon ideas 

of an embargo against Japan and public solidarity with Britain.155 

 Because of the United States’ capricious attitude toward cooperation, Neville 

Chamberlain, Britain’s prime minister since 1937, initially avoided supporting American 

efforts to check Japan for fear of provoking conflict or restricting British freedom of 

action.156 On November 6, 1937, however, Japan, Italy, and Germany announced the 

formation of the Anti-Comintern Pact, which signaled their support for one another. 

Though not directed against Britain, the Pact alarmed British military leaders who now 

had to consider the possibility of a war against all three powers. This prospect 

underscored British naval shortcomings and inadequate Pacific defenses. The British 

Chiefs of Staff warned in December 1937 that even with French assistance, “we cannot 

foresee the time when our defence forces will be strong enough to safeguard our trade, 

territory and vital interests against Germany, Italy and Japan at the same time.” The 

Chiefs advised the British government to take “any political or international action which 

could be taken to reduce the number of our potential enemies and to gain the support of 

potential allies.”157 This realization encouraged Chamberlain to make stronger overtures 

to the United States, but the threat of public outcry forced Roosevelt to decline most 

forms of substantial cooperation.158  
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 With both governments unwilling to commit to any kind of alliance in 1937 and 

1938, military cooperation was largely limited to initiatives taken by the services 

themselves.159 Even when Capt. Royal E. Ingersoll visited London for secret talks in 

January 1938, he received little concrete guidance from Roosevelt and the Secretary of 

the Navy. Ingersoll, the U.S. Navy’s director of plans, also had no authority to make 

commitments in his talks with the Admiralty, which greatly limited their impact. In the 

aftermath of his visit, the U.S. and British navies agreed to share code books, convoy 

procedures, and orders of battle in the event of war. Many historians date the beginning 

of Anglo-American naval and military cooperation to this meeting, although little 

changed in its aftermath.160 Instead, the kinds of informal intelligence exchanges fostered 

by Lee and Torr proliferated.161  

On March 12, Hitler annexed Austria. Italy acquiesced to the coup, while Britain 

and France offered public statements condemning it. British hopes of avoiding war with 

both Germany and Italy faded, weakening the British position in the Pacific. Any war in 

Europe would demand the bulk of the British fleet to protect the British home islands and 

defend British shipping. This dramatically reduced the number of ships Britain could 

send to the Pacific to reinforce Singapore.162 One week after the annexation of Austria, 
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Britain suggested to Roosevelt that the United States should dispatch its fleet to Hawaii 

as a deterrent against Japan in the event Britain was involved in a European war.163 

Roosevelt later acceded to the request and retained the bulk of the U.S. Fleet at Pearl 

Harbor after its spring maneuvers in May 1939.164 

As a result of the increased tensions in Europe, the British began severely 

restricting the amount of publicly available information about their military. Lee 

anticipated this outcome when he predicted on February 17, “There is every indication 

that there will be a tendency to tighten up on military information here.” Several British 

news articles even pointed out that the British press was considerably more open than the 

German press on military information.165 In response to newly instituted British 

censorship regulations, Lee adjusted his office’s operations accordingly. Thanks in part to 

Lee’s efforts to assimilate into fashionable London society over the past two years, he 

had established strong ties with numerous high-ranking officers in the British military. In 

the critical months preceding the Munich Crisis in September, Lee’s contacts helped him 

retain access to information that the United States deemed of increasing importance even 

as the British War Office became more hesitant to supply him with it. 

 Anticipating the difficulty of maintaining open channels with the British in an 

environment of heightened security, Lee informed his superiors in Washington on April 

28 of the new procedures he had instituted. While Germany’s annexation of Austria 

offered further evidence of Hitler’s warlike policies in Europe, Lee reported to MID that 
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he had initiated the practice of acquiring sensitive information through regular personal 

interviews with representatives of the British War Office. Lee correctly predicted he 

could maintain a steady exchange through this method of gathering information, even if 

the War Office tightened security and limited the release of information. He explained 

how information currently available in military publications and reports shared with his 

office would inevitably be discontinued in the event of armed conflict. This new policy 

also suited the War Office because it limited British liability for giving unapproved 

documents to Lee and eliminated the onerous task of vetting information before releasing 

it. “It is planned ultimately to transmit this information only by means of official personal 

interviews,” Lee explained, “either volunteered by the War Office or in response to 

U.S.A. requests. The War Office is therefore glad that the custom of these interviews has 

become so well established.”166 Not only did Lee pursue this policy in his own dealings 

with the British, but he encouraged it among his subordinates as well. The previous 

month, he commended one of his assistant air attachés for obtaining information that 

“would be unavailable except for [his] close relations with the Air Ministry.”167 These 

policies bypassed traditional channels and increased the number of potential sources, 

thereby expediting the flow of information between the British and the military attaché. 

Throughout the crises of 1938, the policy effectively supplied Lee’s office with valuable 

intelligence. MID especially appreciated this success since intelligence from Europe 

became even more important to the U.S. Army as American interests aligned with British 
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interests. As Hitler next threatened Czechoslovakia, U.S. military leaders ordered Lee to 

collect increasingly sensitive details about British war production and unit deployments 

to accurately plan for military and diplomatic contingencies.168 War Department planners 

also relied heavily on attachés’ assessments when formulating strategy because the State 

Department did not inform the military of foreign policy decisions. Lee’s triumphs in this 

effort reinforced the intensely personal nature of intelligence gathering and the role of 

personalities in guiding exchanges between the two armies in the absence of formalized 

agreements.169 The interactions between British and U.S. officers also reflected the 

growing belief in both officer corps that they might soon be fighting together again.  

In the wake of Germany’s invasion of Austria, Hitler issued new demands 

regarding the majority German-speaking Sudetenland of Czechoslovakia. During a series 

of European summits over the summer of 1938, Hitler insisted these territories be turned 

over to Germany using disingenuous appeals to former American President Woodrow 

Wilson’s post-World War I rhetoric of self-determination.170 Britain and France 

acquiesced to Hitler’s demands on September 29, because the former was not ready to 

fight and still faced the prospect of an aggressive Japan in the Pacific. Roosevelt 

encouraged Chamberlain’s efforts to appease Hitler and avoid war, but the president also 

advocated a massive U.S. military expansion for national defense.171 Shortly after the 
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Munich Pact was signed, Hitler declared Germany could not trust Britain to keep its 

promises and announced new German armaments. There was near unanimous agreement 

in Britain that the nation needed to be ready for war, and Chamberlain’s Cabinet 

approved the formation of five regular divisions and four territorial divisions. On March 

15, 1939, Hitler occupied the rest of Czechoslovakia, prompting the British government 

to double the Territorial Army in size and reintroduce conscription.172 Germany now 

possessed a population almost double that of France and controlled Czechoslovakia’s 

substantial armaments industry. 

 The possibility of war now seemed even greater than before the Munich 

Agreement, and Britain strengthened its ties to potential allies. As Hitler next set his 

sights on the Free City of Danzig and the Polish corridor, Britain told the United States 

than in the event of war in Europe, Britain would not be able to significantly increase its 

Far East dispositions.173 British leaders hoped the United States might respond by taking 

a more proactive role in countering Japan, and they eagerly accepted the opportunity to 

engage in talks with U.S. naval leaders. In June 1939, secret talks took place between 

U.S. Admiral William D. Leahy and Rear Admiral Robert L. Ghormley, and British 

Commander Thomas C. Hampton and naval attaché Captain Leicester C. A. Curzon-

Howe. To mitigate the risk of public discovery, the discussions took place in Admiral 

Leahy’s home. The secrecy surrounding the meetings was so great that no one in the U.S. 

Navy’s Department of Naval Intelligence knew about them as they took place. The brief 

conversations allowed the two navies to exchange signal books, but gave the British no 
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further guarantees about American actions in the Pacific.174 American inaction against 

global aggressors frustrated British military leaders, who felt the United States was doing 

little to deter the actions of aggressive states.175 The British realized that even after three 

years of rearmament, their Army was scarcely ready to fight a continental war now that 

political solutions seemed unlikely to prevent a conflict. 

Not until the spring of 1939 did the British government accept the necessity of 

preparing another expeditionary force to fight in France.176 In March, Hore-Belisha 

lobbied skeptics in Parliament, arguing that it was essential to make appropriations for 

preparing a continental force.177 Just one year earlier, the government told military 

leaders that a continental force should be their lowest priority behind home defense and 

defense of British colonies.178 As a result, nine months after the outbreak of war, the 

British Army fielded only ten infantry divisions in France. The Army that had pioneered 

the use of tanks in World War I did not have a single complete armored division ready to 

face the German invasion of France in 1940. Though led by competent officers in most 

cases, British infantry divisions suffered from a shortage of vehicles, anti-tank guns, and 
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anti-aircraft weapons. These shortcomings owed to the long-held belief among British 

politicians and policy makers that small, professional armies would fight the next war and 

that the powerful French Army would bear the brunt of any future fighting in Western 

Europe.179  

The French Army was the most important foreign partner for the British military 

after 1935. Yet the Anglo-French staff talks conducted between 1935 and 1939 failed to 

forge an effective alliance with a coherent strategy and command structure. British 

officers held a wide range of opinions about their French counterparts after World War I. 

While some British officers expressed great admiration for the French, others resented 

the condescending attitude of some French officers. Capt. A. Codrington, a British liaison 

officer with French forces in the Levant in the 1920s, observed anti-French sentiment 

among all ranks of British officers he served with, especially outside of Europe. As 

Codrington affirmed, “From the High Commissioner, [Field Marshal] Lord Plumer, 

downwards … there was antipathy to the French … the French were considered cads.”180 

Prior to the first Anglo-French staff talks in December 1935, the British CIGS, Field 

Marshal Sir Archibald Montgomery-Massingberd visited France in 1933 and 1935 in an 

effort to improve personal relations between the two armies. Although these visits 

acquainted the two armies’ leaders and endorsed their privileged intelligence sharing, 

other obstacles prevented completely open staff talks.181  
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British politicians and army officers held mixed opinions regarding France and its 

army. On the one hand, France was Britain’s former ally and any future British 

deployment on the continent depended on French help. Until the late 1930s, however, 

France had the strongest military in Europe, which made it a potentially destabilizing 

force through the Third Republic’s overzealous enforcement of the Versailles Treaty.182 

France had much more to fear from a resurgent Germany than did Britain, and British 

leaders worried that France might leak news of any Anglo-French staff talks to make a 

statement about British and French solidarity. British leaders feared this might 

inadvertently provoke Germany into more aggressive actions and undermine efforts at 

appeasement. Finally, the British chiefs of staff wanted to avoid staff talks that might 

reveal the British Army’s weakness or limit its operational freedom of action in the event 

of war.183 France resented this British unwillingness to offer a firm security commitment, 

and as a result, far reaching staff talks did not occur until 1939. 

 The first staff talks in December 1935 took place in response to Italy’s invasion of 

Ethiopia and comprised mainly of technical exchanges. Following Germany’s 

remilitarization of the Rhineland in 1936, further staff talks occurred to deal with 

European issues. These talks had little practical value since they dealt strictly with 

informational exchanges and logistical arrangements for a potential British expeditionary 

force in Europe.184 Not only did the talks fail to produce any kind of joint plans, they also 
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left the French concerned about the slow pace of British rearmament. The British, in turn, 

observed deteriorating French morale and effectiveness.185 Still, the British continued to 

rely on French numerical strength and fortifications while accepting French officers’ 

treatment of the British as subordinates.186 Britain had little choice but to assume the 

much larger French Army would perform well, since Britain’s basic war strategy and 

France’s survival depended on it.187 Additionally, British officers regularly attended 

large-scale French maneuvers in which they witnessed the best French units in action. 

British Col. Gordon Macready witnessed the 1937 French Army maneuvers in Brittany, 

where he was struck by the “high quality of the French Generals, … the excellence of the 

French Artillery … [and] the spirit of the men.”188 For most British officers, these 

observations dispelled concerns about the French morale and the Maginot Line. No staff 

talks took place in 1937, although both armies continued to share large amounts of 

intelligence, especially on the Germany Army.189  

 Finally in March 1939, the two armies began holding extensive staff talks in 

which they formulated wartime policies and began delineating command arrangements 

and areas of responsibility. This series of talks continued throughout the spring and 

summer of 1939 as British leaders finally accepted the serious probability of war. Even 

still, the British took every precaution to keep the talks secret and avoided written 
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documents that could be leaked to the French press.190 As in 1914, the British played the 

role of the junior partner and accepted primary responsibility for France’s border with 

Belgium.191 Although both sides foresaw certain difficulties in resisting any German 

attack, neither predicted defeat. After all, Britain commanded the largest navy, and 

France possessed what was believed to be the strongest European army. General Ismay 

recollected, however, during his initial months in France after war broke out how “he 

could not escape the feeling of impending calamity. It never entered my mind that we 

could be conquered; but grievous humiliation and suffering seemed almost inevitable.”192 

 The U.S. Army also paid close attention to the French and German armies in the 

1930s and understood that they possessed much more powerful militaries than Britain 

and especially the United States. U.S. Army Chief of Staff Gen. Douglas MacArthur even 

visited France in 1931 and 1932 to observe military maneuvers and improve personal ties 

with French leaders.193 In 1937, U.S. Army officers at the Army War College concluded 

that France had “a strong, efficient and well organized military machine, prepared to 

meet possible eventualities.”194 Another student committee simultaneously submitted that 

Germany possessed an able leader and an effective totalitarian regime that was 

opportunistic in its foreign policy. These same officers noted that the German Army was 
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“thoroughly armed and equipped” and could field a 2.8 million-man army just 120 days 

after the outbreak of hostilities.195 The immense power of France and Germany’s 

militaries dwarfed the British Army, but the latter warranted special attention from U.S. 

military leaders. Not only did Great Britain possess the largest global empire, making it a 

factor in almost any regional conflict, but greater similarities existed between the British 

and U.S. political and military systems than between other European nations. This 

explains why the U.S. Army approached Britain to suggest exclusive intelligence 

exchanges in the mid-1930s. 

 Even after 1935, the British and American militaries possessed closer ties than 

any other forces with the sole exception of the British and French armies. The reason for 

the closeness of Anglo-American relations stemmed from the two nations’ strategic 

vulnerabilities and national interests. Their army officers recognized the challenges 

confronting their nations and contemplated ways to ameliorate these threats through 

coordinated planning.196 As the European armies prepared for war, the American and 

British armies enjoyed a robust relationship and deep mutual sympathies. They were 

more familiar with each other’s leaders, weapons, and organization than at any time since 

1919, and officers in both armies believed that U.S. and British soldiers might be fighting 

as allies in the near future. Both armies perceived the other’s shortcomings, but devoted 

special attention to their mutual relations because of their nations’ security needs and 

military similarities. Leaders in both armies saw in the other a potential model and source 
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of inspiration because of their comparable culture and friendly attitudes. British and U.S. 

liaisons worked hard to bolster these links and succeeded in forming a strong intelligence 

relationship based on shared objectives and personal ties despite difficulties in 

establishing a more formalized intelligence relationship. 
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CHAPTER 6: ATTACHÉS IN ALBION, 1939-1941 

	
 “Let the British move up; God bless your arms.”1 

-American Brig. Gen. Raymond E. Lee to British  
Maj. Gen. Hastings “Pug” Ismay, September 3, 1939. 
 
 

On Sunday September 15, 1940, the New York news tabloid, PM, ran a story 

under the headline, “Censors Hide Heavy Damage to Vital London Areas.” The article, 

accompanied by a dramatic photograph of a bomb-damaged room in Buckingham Palace, 

described in great detail the damage to London’s air bases, railroads, docks, and several 

munitions factories.2 News of the article reached beleaguered London one week later via 

telegram. Subsequently, the British government initiated an investigation aimed at 

revealing how such highly classified information leaked to the American press. The 

investigation predictably focused on the American Embassy and the office of the U.S. 

Army attaché. Although investigators later traced the information leak to the U.S. War 

Department in Washington, the British government registered its displeasure with Brig. 

Gen. Raymond E. Lee, the U.S. Army’s official representative in London. On October 

19, the British Air Ministry revoked Lee’s access to confidential memoranda that 

contained, what one intelligence officer in the War Department referred to as “valuable 

detailed information not elsewhere available.”3 Anticipating the loss of this vital 
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intelligence source, Lee turned to other close contacts in the British military who supplied 

him with “almost the same information.”4  

Between 1939 and 1941, U.S. Army attachés in London repeatedly faced 

situations like the one that confronted Lee in October 1940. As mid-level intermediaries, 

the American and British attachés made up a crucial cadre who laid the groundwork for 

their nations’ future alliance. The American attachés’ position grew in importance after 

war broke out, and their reports became indispensable instruments in shaping American 

military and foreign policy. Aside from British efforts to purchase aircraft from U.S. 

factories, attachés comprised virtually the sole military link between the two powers until 

mid-1940. With great influence, however, came increased difficulties. The attachés 

contended with uncooperative British civilian leaders, Americans skeptical of aiding 

Great Britain, and an increasing number of American observers who threatened to 

unravel the attachés’ hard-earned goodwill. Attachés’ most effective tools in countering 

these challenges proved to be their carefully cultivated contacts with British military 

officers who shared their desire for closer collaboration between the forces. 

When Britain declared war, its army numbered some 1,065,000 officers and men. 

It had benefitted from a modernization program that began in 1935, though the rapid 

induction of nearly four hundred thousand men in the six months before Britain’s 

declaration of war meant its combat ready force was still limited.5 By comparison, the 

U.S. Army was still in the early stages of its transformation into a modern fighting force. 

Its total strength had increased by fifty-thousand since 1935, but still only stood at 
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188,565 officers and men in 1939.6 The British attaché in Washington, Col. Richard V. 

Read, reported, “The year 1939 has been one of unparalleled activity and advance in the 

peace-time history of the U.S. Army, but it still has a long way to go to reach modern 

European standards.” Read believed that the dispersion of American troops across the 

country impeded modernization and readiness, though he noted that the Army’s “human 

material is first class, and officered by a most loyal and conscientious body of men.”7 The 

Americans were also re-arming with modern weapons thanks to an almost 10 percent 

increase in appropriations for the 1938-1939 fiscal year. While the U.S. Army was not 

yet ready to “play its part in a major war of rapid decision,” Read thought it was making 

significant progress.8  

The U.S. Army’s unpreparedness did not concern British officers in 1939 since 

neither they nor their American counterparts believed the United States would enter a 

European war. The prospect of fighting together as allies seemed far-fetched because of 

the American public’s intense anti-war feelings. According to a Gallup Poll, nearly half 

of Americans favored neutrality in September 1939, the month the war broke out. That 

number grew over the next two years until it reached nearly 80 percent in the summer of 

1941.9 
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British leaders were aware of this sentiment and attempted to cultivate America’s 

favor while also preparing British forces for a long war of attrition similar to World War 

I.10 Surprisingly, British military and civilian leaders did not anticipate needing American 

forces to achieve victory. As late as January 1940, the British prime minister, Neville 

Chamberlain, even expressed his preference that the United States remain neutral so it did 

not undermine Britain’s influence at the peace table.11 The British government instead 

hoped the United States would sell Britain any supplies her own factories could not 

produce. This seemed a reasonable expectation given the successful charm offensive 

British leaders were waging in the United States. In June 1939, King George VI and 

Queen Elizabeth visited the United States amid considerable fanfare. When His Majesty 

spoke with President Franklin D. Roosevelt, the latter pledged full American support and 

all possible aid to Britain in the event of an Anglo-German war.12 American public 

opinion supported this welcome promise of support even as it opposed American 

participation in the war. In July 1939, a Gallup Poll reported that Great Britain was the 

United States’ favorite foreign country, and in the same year the British public 

reciprocated the sentiment by choosing the United States as its favorite foreign country.13  
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Amid these friendly attitudes, the British Royal Air Force (RAF) placed its first 

modest orders for aircraft with American firms in 1938. On a trip to the United States, 

Air Commodore Arthur T. Harris, future commander of the RAF’s Bomber Command, 

and Sir Henry Self, later head of the British Air Commission, placed orders for a total of 

six hundred training aircraft and reconnaissance bombers with the North American 

Aviation Company and Lockheed Martin, respectively.14 These initial purchases did not 

directly involve the U.S. Army Air Corps (USAAC), but later purchases did. The Air 

Corps was reluctant to sell its newest designs despite the much needed business it gave to 

the struggling American aircraft industry. In 1938, the Army Chief of Staff, Gen. Malin 

Craig, overruled his deputies’ objections and approved the foreign sale of the advanced 

B-17 heavy bomber with the stipulation that only the RAF could purchase the plane.15  

With only vague guidance from President Roosevelt on the issue, Craig’s 

successor, Gen. George C. Marshall and the Secretary of War, Harry Hines Woodring, 

produced a memorandum in March 1940 that ensured any foreign orders for aircraft did 

not interfere with American military demands. It also stipulated, however, that the most 

modern designs would be released for sale in order to “further stimulate production 

capacity and to insure improved types of planes for the Air forces.”16 This new policy 

reflected Army leaders’ realization that large foreign orders would encourage the 

expansion of the U.S. aircraft industry’s production capacity as well as provide valuable 
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intelligence on these planes’ performance under combat conditions.17 Aircraft orders 

comprised nearly all of Britain’s military purchases in the United States in the initial 

months of the war because American industry had not yet retooled to produce the desired 

weapons and equipment. As British Gen. William Edmund Ironside disclosed on 

November 13, 1939, “The U.S.A. cannot produce what we require as their war industry 

does not exist.”18 Despite limited American military manufacturing capacity in 1939, the 

initial British aircraft purchases established an important precedent. The small British 

aircraft purchasing missions led to brief contacts between the two nations’ militaries and 

focused their leaders’ attention on the problem of industrial output in the context of both 

nations’ strategic needs. Moreover, Craig’s decision to sell bombers exclusively to the 

RAF demonstrated the privileged status of the British military. 

Beyond these transactions, nearly all exchanges between the British and 

American armies through June 1940 still flowed through their military attachés. Those 

officers served as the most important link between the two armies and also endeavored to 

influence opinions in their respective services and among the foreign officers they 

observed. American attachés had an especially challenging task convincing their 

skeptical countrymen of the alarming state of affairs in Europe. Lt. Col. Bradford G. 

Chynoweth’s predictions about a looming war prior to September 1939, for example, 

struck many as unnecessarily alarmist.19 Once hostilities erupted, large numbers of U.S. 
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Army officers and government officials regarded his successors’ seemingly pro-British 

reports with skepticism. Officers in the United States often supposed the attachés had 

become too enamored with their hosts and lost their objectivity. The attachés’ 

prognostications nonetheless proved remarkably accurate and helped persuade some of 

their countrymen to support sending aid to Britain. Germany’s aggressive actions 

contributed to this shifting attitude as well. Though the attachés enjoyed different degrees 

of success, and none obtained all of the information they sought, their efforts contributed 

to the formation of an effective wartime intelligence relationship.20  

 U.S. Army attachés in London reported on all developments in the British Army 

and Royal Air Force and provided evaluations of Great Britain’s capabilities. The 

exchanges between attachés and their contacts, however, often did not correspond to 

national leaders’ publicly expressed attitudes of cooperation. Moreover, developments 

beyond attachés’ control often hindered this sharing. Instead, attachés’ access to 

intelligence was contingent on their ability to cultivate strong relationships with their 

British colleagues. From April 1939 to December 1941, this task fell to three successive 

U.S. Army attachés, Lt. Col. Bradford G. Chynoweth, Brig. Gen. Sherman Miles, and 

Col. (later Brig. Gen.) Raymond E. Lee.  

 Lt. Col. Bradford Chynoweth assumed the post of London military attaché in 

April 1939. He replaced Col. Raymond E. Lee, whose tour of duty had run for nearly four 

years. While Lee was a tactful and suave operator who built an extensive network of 
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contacts among British officers, Chynoweth often took a blunt approach in interactions 

with his counterparts. Lee impressed his successor as an ideal attaché because he 

possessed a “diplomatic veneer and good diplomatic discretion.”21 Unfortunately 

Chynoweth had a short temper and lacked the discretion necessary for diplomatic 

dealings. Chynoweth also experienced difficulty mixing with London’s upper class. 

Despite Lee’s best efforts to acquaint his successor with his British contacts and the 

proper methods of obtaining information, Chynoweth failed to grasp the importance of an 

officer’s people skills in intelligence gathering. Moreover, the diplomatic atmosphere in 

Europe deteriorated further as Chynoweth began reporting regularly from London, 

limiting the availability of intelligence from formal channels. While Lee had relied on 

personal interviews with War Office personnel to make up this intelligence shortfall, 

Chynoweth lacked Lee’s connections and ability to rapidly earn his counterparts’ trust.  

In May 1939, one of Chynoweth’s first reports revealed the difficulties he had 

obtaining information after German forces invaded Czechoslovakia on March 15. He 

flatly declared, “I have little or nothing to report that cannot be seen in the newspapers.” 

He went on to describe the ways in which “secrecy is being clamped down” by the 

British government and military leadership.22 The situation continued unchanged for 

several weeks. On May 17 he wrote, “Once more, I have practically nothing to offer…. 

They’re making a great secret of everything now, and I am not in the secret.”23 

																																																								
21 Bradford G. Chynoweth, Bellamy Park (Hicksville: Exposition Press, 1975), 155. 
 
22 Bradford G. Chynoweth, “The General Situation,” May 5, 1939, 2060-1130/71, p. 1, 

Box 794, MIDC, 1917-41, RWDGSS, 1860-1952, RG 165, NARA. 
 
23 Bradford G. Chynoweth, “The General Situation,” May 17, 1939, 2060-1130/73, p. 1, 

Box 794, MIDC, 1917-41, RWDGSS, 1860-1952, RG 165, NARA. 



	

	 233 

Chynoweth recounted how censorship was being imposed on the press, and the War 

Office also seemed to be operating under new guidelines for information sharing. Since 

the newly arrived Chynoweth was still limited to operating through his official liaison 

within the War Office, these rules severely restricted his access.24 While the new 

regulations would have made an attaché’s job difficult under any circumstances, 

Chynoweth in particular lacked the skills to circumvent these obstacles.  

The British stymied Chynoweth’s requests to observe their equipment and forces 

until the attaché happened upon a picture published in a British newspaper. The photo 

showed the German military attaché examining a British anti-aircraft battery in the 

company of Viscount Gort (formerly known as Gen. John Vereker).25 In a report to MID 

dated June 20, Chynoweth described his response; “I wrote the British G-2 [chief of 

intelligence] a letter, whereupon he invited me to a conference where I spread my views 

on the table. We had a satisfactory conference.”26 One week later, Chynoweth reported 

that his schedule was booked with visits to British commanders, military exercises, and 

an anti-aircraft battery on the Norfolk coast.27 Although Chynoweth suspected this turn of 

events might be the result of a general loosening in British policy toward American 

attachés, the immediate cause was his exposure of a stark contradiction in British conduct 
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towards attachés. Chynoweth was exasperated that a German attaché should be granted 

access to British facilities in the first half of 1939, while the War Office denied him the 

same privilege. Even though Chynoweth had requested such visits for weeks, he was 

virtually ignored because British officers were not willing to go out of their way to assist 

him. Consequently, it was painfully evident to Chynoweth that the British were not 

governed by official policy in their dealings with him or the other attachés. He was forced 

to bring these contradictions to light before the British granted him any concessions.  

While Chynoweth enjoyed brief periods of success as the British relaxed their 

policies and he improved his relations with British officers, his sources were still at the 

mercy of the broader political climate. In August, he informed the MID that the brewing 

crisis with Germany caused his British contacts to deny him new information. He could 

not even verify or refute rumors that the British Army had dispatched personnel to 

France.28 Chynoweth complained to the War Office about its method of releasing 

information to attachés, but the War Office only promised to review its procedures. 

Chynoweth’s description of his daily routine demonstrated the necessity of bypassing 

official channels in favor of personal connections. In one of his last communiques to 

Washington, he wrote on August 29, “I report every evening to the War Office. The 

liaison officer solemnly and gravely fingers over his papers, and makes an impromptu 

release of smattering bits of sheer nonsense. Unless there is a change, you need not count 

on much information from this office.”29 In the high-stakes European situation, MID 
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needed far more intelligence to plan for possible contingencies. Adding to Chynoweth’s 

troubles, he infuriated U.S. Ambassador Joseph P. Kennedy by suggesting Kennedy 

should share any military information he acquired with the attaché. The arrogant 

Kennedy replied he would not accord Chynoweth that courtesy.30 In the wake of these 

struggles, the War Department recalled Chynoweth after only five months of sporadic 

success in the position of attaché. 

 Chynoweth’s shortcomings as a military attaché sprang from several causes. He 

arrived in the midst of a period of successive European political crises, which meant 

British officers were less willing to share any military information. More importantly, 

Chynoweth’s blunt personality made it difficult for him to assimilate into the social 

circles of British officers and build a network of strong personal contacts, nor could he 

count on the parochial Ambassador Kennedy for support. As Chynoweth’s predecessors 

and successors demonstrated, developing professional relationships with British officers 

was the most effective tool for overcoming difficulties in acquiring information and the 

primary determinant of success in the position of attaché. Just days after Britain declared 

war on Germany on September 3, 1939, the War Department relieved Chynoweth and 

appointed the more experienced Brigadier General Sherman Miles to take his place. 

Miles was the scion of a prominent military family and previously served as a 

military attaché in Russia and Turkey.31 Soon after he arrived in London, he rearranged 

the attaché office to his specifications. Several of these measures, which he detailed in his 
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first report to MID on September 11, 1939, indicated the importance he attached to 

cultivating personal connections between his staff and the British War Office. Miles 

wrote that his air attaché’s long tenure in London “and the contacts he has made, make 

him most valuable.”32 Miles also recommended another assistant attaché not be sent to 

any of the neutral countries in Europe “because of the secrecy which the war involves 

and the necessity of maintaining the utmost confidence in him on the part of his British 

contacts.”33 This repeated mention of contacts and the implication that these men were 

not replaceable because of their success at connecting with their British counterparts 

showed Miles’ focus on creating a wide network of relationships which he could draw 

upon for his duties.   

 Miles wasted no time introducing himself to the most important officers in the 

British Army. These first interviews were crucial to the British assessment of Miles and 

determining what degree of cooperation he could expect from his hosts. Miles did his 

best to appear professional, courteous, and respectful of British positions. After a meeting 

with Gen. Edmund Ironside, who had replaced Viscount Gort as the Chief of the Imperial 

General Staff [CIGS] on September 3, Miles described the current British view of the 

Americans: he told his superiors, “General [William Edmund Ironside], the Chief of the 

Imperial General Staff, told me yesterday that we would be regarded as ‘benevolent 

neutrals’ and that more information would be given to us than to other neutrals.”34 This 
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disclosure encouraged Miles because it seemed like a reversal of the British policies 

towards the attaché office under Gort. Despite the increased wartime security and the 

prevailing British opinion that American entry into the war was unnecessary, Ironside 

assured Miles that the American attaché could count on as much British cooperation as 

was practical.35 The CIGS could extend these guarantees because both the British Army 

and the Royal Navy enjoyed a large amount of autonomy in determining what to share 

with their American counterparts. 

 Miles’ initial exchanges with Ironside boded well for his mission. Still, he took 

extra precautions to maintain favorable relations, which included limiting the types of 

information he sought. He believed “the continuation and strengthening of this [British] 

attitude depends very largely on the confidence we can inspire and on the reduction of 

our ‘nuisance value’ to a minimum.”36 As a result, he recommended that MID should not 

solicit sensitive intelligence that might endanger this goodwill, but rather wait for the 

British to offer it. These categories included British war plans, unit strengths, order of 

battle, and the locations of certain units.37 Miles anticipated the British might regard 

inquires for this information with hostility and that some of it could be acquired through 

observation and conversations. In the meantime, Miles proposed to focus on lessons the 

British learned from combat pertaining to training, deployment, and tactics. Miles’ 

approach indicated his preference for restraint. Although MID increasingly desired the 
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kinds of information Miles was reluctant to request, at this point in the war it was more 

important to Miles to establish a precedent in good relations. 

 Miles’ improved rapport with British officers was also important because of the 

limitations American policies placed on him. In the months preceding the conflict, the 

War Office maintained a general attitude of openness toward the United States. In late 

August, the two militaries even agreed to exchange their latest fighter planes for scientific 

testing. Once hostilities commenced, however, the U.S. State Department prohibited this 

exchange because it might compromise American neutrality.38 President Roosevelt felt he 

had to limit even secret cooperation between the two powers out of fear that his country’s 

dominant isolationist faction would learn of these efforts. For Miles, this meant he could 

offer the British little in return for the valuable information they provided him.  

 Despite these constraints, General Ironside aided Miles in skirting British wartime 

security measures. On October 22, 1939, Miles sent a report to MID describing the 

outcome of a meeting two days earlier with Ironside. The CIGS had arranged for Miles to 

tour one of the largest British regional command headquarters and also permitted Miles’ 

assistant attaché to “resume his visits to arsenals and munitions factories, which have 

been interrupted since the war started.” Perhaps most importantly, Ironside allowed Miles 

to visit the British Expeditionary Force (BEF) in France, providing him with a personal 

letter of introduction to the BEF commander, Viscount Gort. Miles concluded that 

Ironside “was prepared to let us Americans see what we wanted, even possibly one of 
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their ports of embarkation.”39 Unlike Chynoweth, Miles’ schedule had been full of visits 

to British headquarters and military bases even prior to Ironside’s intervention, but this 

meeting illustrated that the CIGS was prepared to flaunt some of the British military’s 

newly instituted wartime policies to aid Miles. The fact that Ironside devoted some of his 

precious time to the American attaché while the British were hurriedly mobilizing and 

shipping men and equipment to France speaks volumes about the attaché’s standing in his 

eyes. The tone of Miles’ report revealed some of the attaché’s surprise at Ironside’s 

generous offers. Not every aspect of the Anglo-American military relationship progressed 

as smoothly, which meant this exchange between the two men stood out as exceptional.  

Miles’ success at gaining opportunities to observe British forces and facilities 

compensated for the difficulties he faced in arranging the exchanges sought by the U.S. 

War Department and the British War Office. Before the outbreak of World War II, the 

War Department requested that its attaché attempt to set up a regularly scheduled 

exchange of information pertaining to the aircraft assigned to frontline units and the 

structure of the British command.40 Miles raised the topic with the Air Ministry in 

October, but the reply he received stated “that unfortunately at the present moment it is 

not possible to employ the exchange of information which you suggest.”41 Given Miles’ 

earlier reports, he likely foresaw this response and likely tendered his request only as a 
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formality to please his superiors. Nevertheless, this rejection demonstrated the difficulty 

of establishing regularly scheduled, systematic transfers of information with the British.42 

Due to changing censorship guidelines, the Air Ministry could not always release the 

information MID requested, nor did it always have the manpower to allocate to such a 

task. Even when exchanges could be arranged, they often left both parties disappointed.  

By February 1940, the War Department and Air Ministry agreed to a system of 

bartering information regarding airplane production and aircraft specifications. Just as 

Miles feared, however, the arrangement left both sides unhappy. In an inter-agency 

telegram, the War Department relayed Miles’ comments on the agreement. He pointed 

out that the Air Ministry frequently neglected to answer his letters and, in the exchange of 

material, the British knowingly withheld information already “known to the Germans or 

available thru [sic] commercial firms.”43 In response, Miles advocated sharing 

intelligence on the “basis of mutual confidence.”44 Individuals or offices would give 

information to the attaché when it became available, and the attaché returned the favor. 

This more personal method promised a greater success rate for Miles. It avoided 

potentially awkward situations in which he requested information the British could not 

supply, or where he was forced to deny their requests. At this point in the war, both the 

British and the Americans possessed intelligence and technologies they refused to share. 

While the British restricted information pertaining to their unit deployments and 
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weapons, the American military unequivocally declined to give details on its advanced 

Norden bombsight and other experimental technologies.45 These limitations on Miles 

made his job more difficult, but also encouraged him to seek information through 

informal channels. 

 Sherman Miles owed his success as an attaché to a variety of factors, but his 

emphasis on building professional relationships with key British commanders was 

perhaps his most vital intelligence-gathering tool. In an atmosphere of heightened British 

censorship and little official American aid, which made it difficult for Miles to acquire 

useful military intelligence, he still secured significant material on aircraft production, 

training facilities, and the BEF’s deployment to France. Miles also understood the chaotic 

atmosphere in the War Office and did not press British officers for information he knew 

they would not release. In just nine months as the military attaché in London, Miles 

established numerous contacts that gave him the flexibility and resources he needed to 

acquire vital information in spite of the unhelpful policies of both the British and 

American leadership. In early June 1940, the War Department ordered Miles back to 

Washington where he assumed command of the Army’s intelligence division as the 

assistant chief of staff or G-2. At the same time, the War Department took the unusual 

step of sending Brig. Gen. Raymond Lee back to London. Four days after Lee landed to 

reassume the post of military attaché, France signed an armistice with Germany on June 

22. The British military had just completed a miraculous evacuation of its forces from 

Dunkirk and Brest, but in the process lost thousands of men killed or captured and nearly 
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all of the BEF’s heavy equipment. The atmosphere in England was somber and anxious. 

Lee summed up British foreboding when he wrote to his wife “it will not be long before 

Hitler has a go at this country.”46 

The London that greeted American Lee on his return to the city in June 1940 was 

far removed from the one he had left just over a year ago. He confided in his journal that 

the “streets, shops, [and] houses are very largely deserted. London seemed dark as a 

pocket, with various familiar streets barricaded and barbwired.”47 While the city and the 

prevailing mood had undergone a great change, Lee found many old friends managing 

the war effort. The War Department chose to send Lee back to London because the 

Anglo-American relationship was becoming increasingly important, and the Army 

needed an officer who was already acquainted with Britain’s military bureaucracy and 

personally known to its officers. The British preoccupation with secrecy meant that 

information was difficult to obtain, and the U.S. military desperately needed reliable 

reports. Nor could MID ignore the political implications of its attaché’s assessments. 

Since U.S. Ambassador Joseph Kennedy had acquired a growing reputation as a defeatist, 

American military and civilian leaders needed unbiased reports on Britain’s strength. 

Kennedy incensed many British leaders after allegedly telling a reporter that “democracy 

is finished in Britain.” He subsequently resigned as ambassador in October 1940.48 MID 
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also needed an officer with extensive knowledge of the British military who could 

discern fact from rumor. Lee fit all these criteria, and he was familiar to the British. Many 

of the contacts Lee made during his first tour in London now held key posts in the British 

military, and they remembered him as a competent intelligence officer. Lee’s ability to 

renew these friendships and his reputation as an affable man proved indispensable over 

the next year.  

The increased importance of Lee’s work after the fall of France meant that he 

contended with a host of new difficulties. Civilian officials in Washington and London 

constantly meddled in the business of military intelligence, and Lee attempted to 

minimize the adverse impact of their behavior on the exchange of information. He 

depended on his good relations with key British officers and knowledge of the British 

military establishment. The growing number of Americans in London, including special 

military and political observers, also meant more opportunities for missteps that 

constantly threatened to derail Lee’s work. Lee simultaneously encountered increased 

censorship in Britain and a persistent under-appreciation for keeping information 

classified among his American colleagues in the War Department.  

British military and civilian leaders rightfully doubted the efficacy of U.S. 

security procedures for classified information prior to America’s entry into the war. In 

March 1940, British Under-Secretary for Foreign Affairs Sir Alexander Cadogan 

informed colleagues in the Treasury, the Ministry of Economic Warfare, and the Board of 

Trade that the Foreign Office regularly intercepted communications sent from the 

American embassy in London to Washington. Cadogan told his fellow cabinet members 

to warn members of their departments that “what they say in confidence to members of 
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the United States Embassy may easily get around rather quickly, even if through no 

indiscretion on the part of their American interlocutors, to our enemies.”49 Lee and other 

Americans in London observed this attitude and thought British fears were at least 

somewhat justified. Lee told Rear Admiral Robert Ghormley it seemed “as if the British 

were afraid that anything that fell into our hands would go astray.” Ghormley replied that 

he understood the British attitude because his time in the Plans Department of the Navy 

had shown him “it was practically impossible to keep anything secret there.”50 The 

British could also cite several instances of information leaks to substantiate their fears, 

including the dramatic leak in PM at the beginning of this chapter.  

The British had been reducing Lee’s access to written reports even before the PM 

story broke, leaving interviews as the primary method of exchange.51 Although Lee 

readily assisted American observers that visited London, their direct access to the 

President and branch chiefs threatened to make him irrelevant for weeks at a time. The 

special observers obtained audiences with the most important individuals in the British 

military and government because they provided a personal link to Roosevelt. 

Consequently, observers often received more current assessments than Lee, and 

therefore, the attaché had to gain their confidence as well. Otherwise, he faced a situation 

similar to one in February 1941 when MID asked him for intelligence the British had 

supplied to Roosevelt’s special envoys but not their office.52 Just as Lee valued his 
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personal relationships for obtaining accurate information, Roosevelt habitually bypassed 

formal channels in favor of personal connections at the highest level of government. His 

personal emissaries, however, were unaccustomed to the censorship restrictions in 

Britain. British officials did not hesitate to point out American observers’ security 

indiscretions.53 While highlighting the parallel importance of personal relationships at the 

highest levels of government, these observers also created serious obstacles for Lee.54   

In January 1941, Churchill limited the information that his military freely traded 

with American attachés. General Ismay told Lee that the prime minister “is completely 

rampant on the question of secrecy, and is cutting down the number of people in the 

British government who know anything about what is going on.”55 Churchill adopted this 

approach because American observers now gave him a secure means of communication 

with Roosevelt, and the prime minister wanted to eliminate intelligence leaks on both 

sides of the Atlantic. Thus even as Churchill publicly and privately courted Roosevelt, he 

hindered Lee’s efforts to promote greater openness.56 Lee had little hope of changing the 

Prime Minister’s mind, so he depended on two of his most important contacts in the 

British military to retain access to strategically important intelligence. The American 
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military attaché often approached the new director of British military intelligence, Gen. 

Francis Davidson. Over dinner one night, Davidson agreed to review Lee’s reports and 

correct any inaccuracies, but in a way so that any edits could not be traced back to 

Davidson.57 Lee also relied on his old friend, General Ismay, who did his best to give the 

American updates on the “general survey of the situation” without betraying the 

confidence of his superior.58 The British were still reluctant to give their full order of 

battle and unit strengths in active theaters such as the Middle East to MID. Lee was not 

surprised and assumed they would show the figures to a select few American officers 

through their mission to Washington. 

Lee spent countless hours getting to know these high-ranking officers and 

officials as he dined in their apartments and shared cigars into the small hours.59 Brig. 

Gen. Sir John Kennedy, the Director of Military Operations thought Lee was “a very 

charming and intelligent man and a good friend of ours, and he was inclined to take an 

optimistic and philosophical view of [British] prospects.”60 Lee’s friendships with British 

leaders encouraged them to assist Lee in obtaining information crucial to American 

policymaking. Through these officers, Lee obtained the information he needed, including 

British losses and production figures, in spite of the heavy-handed political restrictions on 

this exchange.  
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Well into 1941 the attachés occupied a key position as the formal conduits for 

exchange between their two armies. They performed valuable service as intelligence 

gatherers and intermediaries for negotiations, once again highlighting their dual military 

and diplomatic roles. They worked hard to foster closer relations and largely succeeded at 

acquiring intelligence and facilitating feelings of affinity. American attachés and 

observers unanimously concluded that aiding Britain and learning from the British Army 

was in the U.S. Army’s interest. They spread these opinions among their colleagues, and 

the course of events proved the emissaries’ assessments correct. Beginning in mid 1940, 

military observers and missions gradually superseded the attachés’ as the most important 

links between the two forces. This transition indicated the changing nature of the Anglo-

American military relationship to a more formal and far-reaching alliance.  
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CHAPTER 7: CEMENTING THE ALLIANCE, 1940-1941 

“Such coordinated help as may be regarded as proper by our leaders  
should be synchronized with the British effort so that the English- 
speaking peoples of the world will not be broken in detail. The  
vulnerability of singleness will disappear before unity of effort.”1 

-Retired U.S. Gen. Douglas MacArthur, September 16, 1940 
 
 

In September 1940, the British Empire stood alone against the combined forces of 

Germany and Italy. In the preceding year, the Germans had conquered Poland, Denmark, 

Norway, Belgium, the Netherlands, Luxembourg, and France in quick succession. The 

Allied armies had been defeated in France, and the majority of the British Expeditionary 

Force evacuated to England. In America, a contentious public debate raged over what aid, 

if any, to extend to Great Britain. The Committee to Defend America by Aiding the 

Allies, a private lobbying organization formed in May 1940, sought to marshal public 

support for sending all possible assistance to Great Britain.2 The committee’s chairman 

and founder, newspaper owner William Allen White, looked for respected public figures 

to endorse his cause. When he solicited retired U.S. Army Gen. Douglas MacArthur, a 

decorated World War I veteran and former Chief of Staff of the Army, the general 

released a public statement declaring his unequivocal support for sending aid to Britain. 

“The greatest strategical mistake in all history will be made if America fails to recognize 

the vital moment,” he warned. “Such coordinated help as may be regarded as proper by 

our leaders should be synchronized with the British effort so that the English-speaking 
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peoples of the world will not be broken in detail. The vulnerability of singleness will 

disappear before unity of effort. Not too late, not tomorrow, but today.”3 Though 

MacArthur had been a vocal critic of the British Empire before World War II, his strong 

declaration of support for Britain in its time of need was an important endorsement at a 

time when the American public was deeply divided over what role to play in the 

European conflict.4 MacArthur’s pivot towards support for Britain also reflected the 

attitudes of many active duty American Army officers who favored aiding Britain or even 

entering the war. 

 The two years following Great Britain’s declaration of war against Germany on 

September 3, 1939, witnessed a dramatic transformation in Anglo-American military 

relations. Before the fall of France, attachés served as the exclusive formal links between 

the two armies, but by September 1941 the two forces had held secret military staff talks, 

established military missions in London and Washington, and agreed upon the formal 

structures that would govern their joint war effort should the United States enter the war. 

In the process of developing these formal connections, hundreds of observers and liaisons 

from both armies spent time with foreign officers. The more American officers interacted 

with the British brass, the more they appreciated the latter’s resolve and yearned to enter 

the fight. For their part, British military leaders approached American officers with 

respect and a willingness to compromise born out of necessity and lessons learned in 

World War I. Though the two armies’ leaders disagreed on many issues, including what 
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strategy to adopt, their professionalism and mutual empathy led to an exceptionally 

amicable partnership.  

Though the interwar years saw a large number of personal and intellectual 

exchanges between the two armies, tentative steps toward formal military cooperation did 

not begin until August 1940. By late 1941, military leaders had established strong defined 

ties between the two armies with the support of their civilian superiors. Even then, this 

partnership depended heavily on personal trust to facilitate sensitive exchanges. This 

delicate situation stemmed in part from the British government’s wartime security 

concerns. Fortunately, the majority of British and American officers encouraged the 

relationship because they believed it was in their nations’ mutual strategic interest to 

unite against Nazi Germany. American officers favored aiding Britain to any extent 

possible, and a growing number welcomed an American declaration of war provided it 

advanced American goals.5 Especially after France’s surrender, officers in both nations 

expected the United States to eventually enter the conflict.  

 France’s capitulation in June 1940 dramatically changed the strategic calculus of 

the war and the Anglo-American relationship. While the American public still supported 

Britain, the issue of sending aid to Britain now became much more difficult. With 

German forces in complete control of Western Europe, it appeared as though Britain had 

little hope of withstanding the seemingly inevitable German onslaught. Although 

approximately 220,000 British and 120,000 French troops had successfully regained 

																																																								
5 Kennedy, Business of War, 149. 



	

	 251 

British soil, they were demoralized, disorganized, and in desperate need of weapons.6 

British leaders at once turned to the United States to make up their losses. 

British leaders immediately requested the United States sell them small arms, 

anti-tank weapons, ammunition, and aircraft with which to repel the expected German 

invasion. General Ironside lamented to his diary on June 22, “What we lack now chiefly 

are anti-tank guns. I am wondering whether we shall get the 75s [from the U.S.A.] over in 

time to get them into position at all the nodal points in the country.”7 Several weeks later 

he admitted, “We have made a strong appeal to the U.S.A. to allow us to buy war 

material out of their stocks. The short-term policy is the only one to think of now, as it 

seems evident that Hitler is trying to win the war this year.”8 He was not optimistic that 

the United States would send everything that the British Army requested, or even if it did 

that the aid would arrive in time.  

To coordinate British purchases, the newly formed Ministry of Supply and the 

War Office dispatched a group of officers to Washington in July 1940. British 

businessman Michael Dewar headed the new group that initially established itself in New 

York before moving to Washington, D.C. British Brig. Douglas Pratt soon joined Dewar, 

though Pratt also wore civilian attire to avoid attracting the attention of American 

isolationists.9 The Dewar Mission faced an especially difficult task in building new 

																																																								
6 Gerhard L. Weinberg, A World at Arms: A Global History of World War II (Cambridge: 

Cambridge University Press, 1994), 130. 
 
7 Ironside, Time Unguarded, 369 
 
8 Ibid., 307.	
 
9 Barr, Yanks and Limeys, 96. 



	

	 252 

relations with American businesses. Many firms had accepted French orders for trucks 

and aircraft that appeared unlikely to be honored after France’s surrender.10 Though the 

British later assumed all of these contracts, American firms now expected substantial 

down payments on any new orders. The British mission hoped to convince American 

factories to produce British tank designs, but the U.S. Army was unwilling to have 

factories retool to produce British equipment. American businesses similarly did not want 

to take the risk of retooling in case Great Britain surrendered and the United States 

refused to purchase British weaponry. Instead, the U.S. Army rapidly developed a new 

tank design of its own. In the process, Brigadier General Pratt was able to impress upon 

Marshall the necessity of upgrading the tank’s armor and armament. A veteran of the 

North African campaign against German Gen. Erwin Rommel, Pratt was well respected 

and made several suggestions that found their way into the final design. The British were 

also able to purchase a turret modified to their own specifications for their version of the 

tank. The final product, the M3 medium tank, eventually saw combat with both American 

and British forces in North Africa. Between September and November of 1940, Dewar 

placed orders for over 2,000 tanks with American companies.11 Though the British had 

little choice in purchasing the final design due to their desperate need of tanks, the 

American Army’s willingness to accept some British input in the first American tank 

ever produced was a significant achievement in cooperation.  
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Although American military leaders preferred a British victory in the conflict, 

they realized the odds had turned sharply against her after the fall of France. 

Consequently, a number of high-ranking American officers expressed strong objections 

to selling large quantities of American surplus arms to Great Britain because of the risks 

involved. The most obvious risk was a successful German invasion of Britain. If Britain 

surrendered, American officers feared that all the arms America sent there would be lost. 

Even worse, the German military could then potentially use these weapons against the 

United States. This fear was amplified by the uncertain status of the French fleet after 

France surrendered.12 On July 3, however, Great Britain demonstrated its resolve when it 

attacked French warships anchored at Mers-el-Kebir outside Oran in French North 

Africa, killing 1,297 French sailors, sinking one battleship, and damaging five other 

vessels. The British action assuaged some American apprehensions about the French and 

British navies falling into German hands. Still, as Brig. Gen. Harry “Hap” Arnold later 

wrote, “In the summer of 1940 our plans had to envisage what the situation would be if 

Britain went down. …[But] if Britain did survive, we were certain to be fighting beside 

her soon.”13     

American officers’ reservations also stemmed from a concern for their own 

military’s rearmament prospects. Until the summer of 1940, British and French aircraft 

and weapons orders did not cause pronounced conflicts with American needs because of 

the U.S. Army’s limited size.14 Despite being eager to rearm even before the war started, 
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U.S. Army and Army Air Corps leaders continually had to justify requests for new 

equipment to congressmen who asked who they expected to fight.15 That too changed 

after the fall of France. While Great Britain placed massive new orders for arms and 

requested shipments of American surplus stocks, the American military simultaneously 

began its own large-scale rearmament program. To American officers, the decision to 

rearm was long overdue. Brigadier General Arnold, who became Chief of the Army Air 

Corps in September 1938, marveled that in the first ten months of 1940 the Air Corps 

received “enough funds for a total of 19,960 airplanes. New factories, schools, and 

barracks began to spring up all over the United States. However, money couldn’t make 

up for the time already lost.” In September 1940, President Roosevelt signed the 

Selective Training and Selective Service Act into law, enacting the first peacetime draft 

in the nation’s history. The new army appropriations came from an American Congress 

stunned at France’s defeat and alarmed at America’s suddenly apparent vulnerability. 

Arnold remembered Congressional Appropriations Committees went from asking “Who 

are we going to fight?” to asking “How much do you need?” and “How much can you 

use?”16 In addition to German domination of Europe, it seemed probable that Italy and 

Germany could conquer all of North Africa and thereby threaten South America with 

subversion or even invasion.  

Roosevelt also directed the U.S. Army to increase its effective combat strength, 

assist friendly governments in Latin America against possible Axis subversion, and send 
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all possible aid to Britain in the summer of 1940. Balancing these demands fell to the 

Chief of Staff, Gen. George C. Marshall. Marshall dutifully executed the President’s 

directives and declared staggering numbers of surplus weapons, ammunition and 

equipment obsolete so that they could be immediately transferred to private corporations 

and sold to Britain.17 The army released 500,000 rifles, 900 artillery pieces, 80,000 

machine guns, 130,000,000 rounds of rifle ammunition, and 1,000,000 artillery rounds in 

June 1940. Marshall added an additional 250,000 rifles to that total a few months later. 

Marshall made many of these decisions on an individual basis by calculating what 

weapons the American Army needed based on its mobilization schedule. Accordingly, he 

retained enough arms for the projected 1,800,000-man force in the Army’s war plans.18 

He believed that “the greatest difficulty in event of conflict in which the army was forced 

to participate is the procurement of equipment rather than the training of men.”19 

Marshall reasoned that if Britain fell, the United States could at least seize many valuable 

assets and probably even gain control of the British fleet. Yet the United States could not 

seize trained British pilots or personnel, so Marshall withheld equipment necessary for 

immediate American training needs.20 Secretary of the Treasury Henry Morgenthau, Jr., 

controlled American aircraft allotment, and on several occasions Marshall and his staff 

strongly disagreed with Morgenthau about how much material should be sent to Britain. 

Whenever necessary, President Roosevelt intervened to resolve any impasses. In August 
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1940, he dictated that half of U.S. bomber production would be sent to Great Britain.21 In 

this and other similar instances, Roosevelt based his decisions in part on Marshall’s 

estimates of how much equipment American forces would need depending on different 

mobilization contingencies.  

American leaders sympathized with British needs and, like Marshall, hoped to 

strike a balance with their own requirements. Often the United States could not fulfill 

British orders because of dire shortages and manufacturing delays. By August 1940, 

Great Britain had ordered 42,000 aircraft engines from American firms. The United 

States had to turn down British requests for the immediate delivery of planes, however, 

because the United States itself had just 212 military aircraft available for service in May 

1940.22 Marshall explained to his staff, “we could not jeopardize the completion of our 

augmentation of operating units by releasing planes under process of manufacture for 

delivery to the Army.” Marshall added, however, “that in the smaller matters of 

accommodating them regarding engines and things of that sort we would do practically 

all of this as desired by the Allies.”23 Brigadier General Arnold thought British leaders 

had no choice to make what seemed like exorbitant demands since “they needed 

equipment badly; they were fighting and we were not.” Arnold expressed the American 

Army’s objective succinctly by saying, “I wanted to give the British all the equipment 

they could use, but not enough for a surplus.”24 
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Though U.S. officers generally supported sending some aid to Britain, the United 

States dispatched more material than most of them thought wise. Col. Orlando Ward, 

assistant secretary of the War Department General Staff, vented his frustrations in his 

diary on December 5, 1940: “The 50-50 deal is working with 33 planes for the U.S. and 

409 for the foreigners…. We are like a pointer pup. If someone with a red moustache, a 

swagger stick, and a British accent speaks to us, we lie down on the ground and 

wiggle.”25 Maj. Walter Bedell Smith similarly voiced his objections to the sale of surplus 

artillery pieces to Britain. He declared that if the United States released the guns, but was 

then forced to mobilize and faced a shortage of artillery, “everyone who was a party to 

the deal might hope to be found hanging from a lamp-post.”26 Despite the objections to 

these transfers, these weapons sales ultimately benefitted the United States. Not only did 

they ensure Britain’s survival, but they brought massive influxes of cash to American 

businesses starting in 1938. Gen. Malin Craig, Marshall’s predecessor as Army Chief of 

Staff, told Congress as early as 1939 that selling airplanes abroad solved the problem of 

“maintaining work on a permanent basis in our factories.” It also settled the question of 

what to do with obsolete planes.27 It fell to the Chief of Ordnance, Gen. Charles M. 

Wesson, and General Marshall to determine whether sales would help expand factory 

growth. As long as the purchases also did not interfere with U.S. requirements, Wesson 
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and Marshall approved the orders.28 The sale of equipment, especially planes, paid 

dividends to the U.S. military in the intelligence that produced. Reports from British 

officers and U.S. observers who saw American-built planes used against the Axis alerted 

the U.S. Army to their deficiencies before American units adopted the aircraft.29  

 To assuage fears that American equipment might fall into the hands of the 

Germans if British resistance collapsed, President Roosevelt and the U.S. Army 

dispatched a number of special observers to Britain to report on the state of British forces. 

These observers began arriving in July 1940, just as the Battle of Britain opened. Like 

U.S. Army officers at the time, Roosevelt was unsure whether Britain would survive in 

the weeks following France’s collapse. The reports that flowed back to the United States 

from these observers, however, convinced the president and many in the U.S. Army that 

Britain could withstand a German invasion and would continue to fight. 

 The most prominent of these observers was retired U.S. Army Col. William J. 

Donovan. Donovan was a New York lawyer and highly decorated World War I veteran 

who had developed a personal friendship with President Roosevelt over their mutual 

opposition to European dictatorships. As the German bombing campaign against Britain 

escalated, FDR sent Donovan to London as a special observer to confer with British 

leaders and deliver personal reports to Roosevelt on the situation in Britain. During two 

visits to England in July and December 1940, Donovan toured bombed-out sections of 

London and met with British military and government leaders.  
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British officers knew Donovan and succeeding envoys had the ear of the President 

and consequently went out of their way to supply the Americans with information.30 Brig. 

Gen. Vivian Dykes, the director of Plans in the War Office, pointed out that as “a 

Republican, a Catholic, and of Irish descent, [Donovan has the support] of the strongest 

opposition to the Administration” and as a result “there is no doubt that we can achieve 

infinitely more through Donovan than through any other individual.”31 British leaders 

also appreciated the opportunity to securely transmit information to Roosevelt without 

going through the American military bureaucracy or Ambassador Kennedy. The director 

of British Security Coordination, William Stephenson, sent a message to Winston 

Churchill that Donovan could play an important role in influencing American leaders, 

though “It may not be consistent with orthodox diplomacy nor confined to its 

channels.”32 The British Army shared its most closely guarded secrets with Donovan. He 

visited British installations and factories, talked with intelligence officers about Britain’s 

counter-intelligence operations, and saw Britain’s newest military technologies. He then 

visited British forces in the Mediterranean. British theater commanders received a note 

from the CIGS instructing them to assist Donovan since he was “one of our best friends 

in the U.S.A.” and had “been taken fully into our confidence.”33 This openness reaped 
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rich rewards when Donovan reported to Roosevelt that he believed Britain would survive 

and that the United States should extend all possible aid. Donovan’s cables also reassured 

Roosevelt that the United States should undertake massive military cooperation with 

Great Britain. 

In June 1940, Roosevelt agreed to preliminary secret talks between American and 

British naval representatives. Roosevelt initially proposed sending an American admiral 

to Great Britain to discuss the possibility of future naval cooperation and the forms it 

might take. The British Chiefs of Staff readily consented, but further requested the United 

States send army and air representatives to discuss other matters that might arise in the 

talks. The president approved and, on August 10, Raymond Lee informed the British that 

an American delegation was on its way. The delegation wore civilian clothes and posed 

as special observers under the secret title, Anglo-American Standardisation of Arms 

Committee, to obscure the nature of their mission. Secrecy was especially crucial with 

Roosevelt campaigning for an unprecedented third term as president. In planning for the 

talks, the British prepared to treat the United States as though it was already an ally and 

avoid only disclosures about Britain’s weaknesses in certain areas. The British chiefs 

were conscious of the fragile state of American opinion and wanted to give “the 

immediate impression that there is no possible doubt that we shall win the war.”34 The 

British decision to treat American representatives as practical allies in hopes of obtaining 

a concrete commitment of support was logical but overly optimistic.  
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The three-man American delegation consisted of Rear Admiral Robert L. 

Ghormley, formerly the assistant Chief of Naval Operations; Maj. Gen. Delos C. 

Emmons, commanding general of the General Headquarters Air Force; and Brig. Gen. 

George V. Strong, chief of the War Plans Division. The British delegates included Vice 

Admiral Thomas V. Phillips, vice chief of the Naval Staff; Air Marshal Sir Richard 

Peirse, vice chief of the Air Staff; Lt. Gen. Sir Robert H. Haining, vice chief of the 

Imperial General Staff; and Maj. Gen. Hastings Ismay, secretary of the War Cabinet and 

Churchill’s personal military advisor. The higher rank of the British participants reflected 

the importance their political superiors attached to the talks and their expectation they 

would evolve into full staff discussions. The American delegation disabused their British 

counterparts of this notion at their first meeting on August 20. Most frustratingly for the 

British, Ghormley announced that the Americans had no authority to make commitments 

on behalf of their government and could not even speak as a unified body since they each 

represented only his own service.35  

 Despite these blows, the British pushed ahead with their plans to give the 

Americans a thorough estimate of their beleaguered country’s position and strategy. In a 

series of three meetings, the British provided the Americans with detailed summaries of 

the current situation and assumptions about future American assistance. Brigadier 

General Lee, in his capacity as military attaché, attended the second of these meetings at 

which the British discussed strategy. While Ghormley, Strong, and Emmons could not 

make any commitments, they asked detailed questions about British plans. In between 
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these meetings, the Americans visited a number of British installations and headquarters. 

Despite Churchill’s requests for assistance, especially weapons and planes, the American 

delegation could offer no guarantees. At the conclusion of the talks, Ghormley stayed in 

England for several more months to discuss naval affairs and operations with the 

Admiralty. Emmons stayed to do the same with air officials, but Strong left in September 

to report on the talks’ results to Marshall and Roosevelt. Though the talks accomplished 

nothing in the way of joint planning, Strong and his colleagues returned home with 

valuable reports and assessments for their Chiefs of Staff. They opined that Britain would 

be able to hold off any German attacks. Just as significantly, both Strong and Emmons 

concluded that “sooner or later the United States will be drawn into this war.”36 The 

talks’ greatest value therefore, came in revealing British willingness to share so much 

information with the American representatives and demonstrate an inflexible resolve to 

continue fighting. Strong and Emmons expressed their admiration for British methods 

and experience and the great value that should be attached to the information thus shared. 

Roosevelt and Marshall took notice of this report from men they had hand picked to 

conduct an objective fact-finding mission. By shining a light on British thinking and 

strategy, moreover, the conferences laid the foundation for future agreements by 

preventing any surprises. 

 In the aftermath of these talks, dozens more military observers travelled to Britain 

to gather intelligence on the British war effort. Already in the fall of 1939, Brigadier 

General Arnold had sent Lt. Col. Carl “Tooey” Spaatz and Maj. George Kenney to 
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Europe as combat observers. Arnold recalled how his British hosts’ “flow of accurate 

reports presently affected our preparations and plans through the fall of France and the 

Battle of Britain.”37 The air force sent ever larger numbers of observers to England after 

the Battle of Britain to learn as much as they could about British airpower.38 Arnold 

himself travelled to Britain to observe British methods in April 1941. British officers 

showed Arnold far more than he expected about their weapons and defense systems. 

Furthermore, Arnold “found working with Britain’s top-flight leaders a pleasure. Their 

method of doing business was different from ours but, because of my experiences in 

World War I, I was not entirely unprepared for that.”39  

Other U.S. Army branches followed the lead of the USAAC in sending observers 

to Britain. Capt. Charles Bonesteel arrived in England in December 1940 as an observer 

for the Army’s Engineer Board, while the Quartermaster Corps sent Lt. Col. Russell A. 

Osmun to report on British Army weapons and requisition procedures.40 Bonesteel found 

British methods that the U.S. Army could emulate. He particularly admired British live 

fire training and modular bridge construction. Though some of his recommendations 

faced resistance, the U.S. Army later adopted the British Bailey bridge.41 Bonesteel and 

the other observers attended British military schools, toured military bases, observed unit 
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training, and visited active commands. The number of observers grew so quickly it 

prompted the Military Intelligence Division to create a simpler form specifically for 

observers to write reports on the British Army.42 

 The British welcomed these new observers, even as they had difficulty 

coordinating with all of them. In September 1940, Victor Perowne of the British Foreign 

Office reported that there were at least thirty American officers in Britain of which even 

British Military Intelligence officers were unaware. British officers looked upon these 

observers as an opportunity to forge links with the U.S. Army and drum up enthusiasm 

for the British war effort. After a conversation with two senior American AAF officers, 

one of Perowne’s friends recounted their admiration for the RAF’s achievements and 

organization. The American officers “also expressed themselves as most anxious to be ‘in 

it’ with us, and said that the U.S. Army and Navy was in the same frame of mind.” This 

attitude buoyed the spirits of British officers, who drew comfort from the fact that the 

U.S. Army seemed “as a whole very much on our side.” British officers and diplomats 

also thought, as Perowne put it, “It is all to the good that this comparatively large number 

of comparatively junior U.S. officers should have been over here for so long a time and 

have been able to see so much at first hand in a way.”43 Though the report may have 

overstated the Americans’ Anglophilia, it accurately captured the U.S. Army’s overall 

support for Britain. Many of these American officers admired British fortitude and 

military organizations and relayed these assessments in their reports. Moreover, when 
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American officers returned to the United States, they shared their impressions with their 

colleagues. In December 1940, after Brig. Gen. Sherman Miles had returned from his 

stint as the military attaché in London, he gave a lecture on the global situation to faculty 

and First Classmen of the U.S. Military Academy. He told his audience that the “strength 

and spirit” of British forces meant that any German “invasion almost certainly can be 

repelled.”44 Miles’ praise for the British Army and nation was typical of returning 

American officers and indicated how widely these views circulated.   

The British officers who shared information with American observers saw a sign 

of the growing American commitment toward Great Britain in September with the 

announcement of the Bases for Destroyers deal. On September 2, 1940, the United States 

and Britain completed negotiations for the exchange of fifty overage American destroyers 

for 99-year leases on military bases in Newfoundland, Bermuda, the Bahamas, Jamaica, 

St. Lucia, Trinidad, Antigua and British Guiana. The deal provided a crucial lifeline to 

Britain. The Royal Navy had lost ten destroyers in the evacuation from Dunkirk and 

several dozen more damaged in the preceding months. Though the deal faced resistance 

in the United States as a step towards war, it was hugely advantageous to American 

interests. In return for the destroyers, most of which needed updating to be serviceable, 

the United States gained bases on crucial outposts throughout the Caribbean and North 

Atlantic. Churchill also reiterated his pledge that the British Navy would fight on even if 

Britain was conquered to reassure Roosevelt. Many in the British Colonial Office 
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opposed the deal because they thought Churchill was ceding too much.45 Churchill 

realized the announcement of the deal would look disadvantageous to Britain, so 

officially the bases in Newfoundland and Bermuda were given of Britain’s “free will.”46 

Churchill recognized the dire need of the Royal Navy, but he also hoped the lopsided deal 

would provide greater goodwill within the United States. 

That same month, a group of scientists and senior officers from all British service 

branches led by Sir Henry Tizard arrived in Washington to exchange top-secret British 

technical information with American military representatives and scientists. The mission 

had originally been conceived as a way to utilize American production and scientific 

resources for the benefit of the British war effort and American rearmament. Churchill 

approved the mission on June 30, but his subsequent frustrations with Roosevelt 

threatened to delay or cancel the mission. The slow response from Roosevelt regarding 

British requests for material assistance after the fall of France and the refusal of America 

to manufacture British equipment and arms angered the Prime Minister.47 Once 

Roosevelt had agreed to the mission, however, it became politically nearly impossible to 

cancel it. By making no demands for American reciprocity in the proposed exchange, the 

British virtually ensured Roosevelt would accept their proposal. 

The mission represented a significant departure from Churchill’s previous quid 

pro quo policy of technical exchange with the United States. Though the prime minister 
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hoped to receive sensitive American technologies, Tizard received full authority to 

provide any information to the United States. Roosevelt and the majority of American 

officers recognized they stood to gain the most from any exchange, but primarily 

expected to benefit from British knowledge of how different technologies had performed 

in combat. Tizard insisted on expanding the scope of the mission to include senior 

officers from each British service. He also ensured the exchange would go well beyond 

the focus on British radar technology that had originally been envisioned. 

Accordingly, both nations agreed to “a general, though secret, agreement… for a 

full exchange of military information” ahead of the conference.48 The U.S. government 

expressed its willingness to give the British anything that “is the property of the 

Government, as distinct from trade secrets and patent rights of American citizens.”49 In 

an internal War Department memorandum on September 9, General Marshall relayed it 

was the Secretary of War’s policy “to furnish full and complete information to the British 

on all subjects, withholding only information whose exclusion is specifically 

recommended by Chiefs of Branch or by the Navy Department.”50 All officers interacting 

with the Tizard Mission had authority to directly transmit any information and documents 

within the bounds of what was authorized, which meant significantly fewer obstacles to 

																																																								
48 Robert P. Patterson, “Information to be Obtained from Abroad,” August 29, 1940, 

9771-249/185A, p. 1, Box 2193, MIDC, 1917-41, RWDGSS, 1860-1952, RG 165, NARA. 
 
49 J. A. Crane, “Exchange of Information with Representatives of the British 

Government,” August 21, 1940, 9771-249/188, p. 1, Box 2193, MIDC, 1917-41, RWDGSS, 
1860-1952, RG 165, NARA. 

 
50 Sherman Miles, “Directive to G-2 Covering Interchange of Secret Technical 

Information with Representatives of British Government,” September 9, 1940, 9771-249/191, p. 
1, Box 2193, MIDC, 1917-41, RWDGSS, 1860-1952, RG 165, NARA. 	



	

	 268 

exchanges.51 In practice, the United States decided to share a wide range of information 

about American munitions, aeronautical instruments, manufacturing processes owned by 

the government, and intelligence about foreign armies. The Army decided to withhold 

primarily its secret codes, cyphers, and the politically sensitive Norden bombsight.52 The 

Tizard Mission expressed particular interest in American chemical weapons and special 

ordnance like tracer rounds.53 In return, the United States asked the British Technical 

Mission for illumination on subjects ranging from aircraft cannons and incendiary 

ammunition, to the use of armor plate on tanks and aircraft.54  

The results of the exchange had lasting effects on British and American technical 

collaboration. In many technologies, the subsequent collaboration produced improved 

weapons systems both armies adopted. This became especially important after the 

passage of the Lend Lease Bill and large scale British purchases from American 

manufacturers. Most importantly, as historian David Zimmerman wrote, “the mission 
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created both the atmosphere and the organization to allow for the most extensive 

collaboration of military research resources in history.”55  

Formal military cooperation accelerated after Roosevelt’s reelection in November 

1940. Later that month, the President agreed to a secret military staff conference to 

commence in January in Washington, D.C. He also authorized the sale of additional aid 

and arms to Britain. Unfortunately, Britain’s gold and dollar reserves were nearly 

exhausted. Churchill informed Roosevelt in December 1940 that Britain would soon no 

longer be able to pay for supplies with cash. In response, FDR beseeched the United 

States public to become an “arsenal of democracy” in a stirring radio address on 

December 29. Less than two weeks later on January 6, 1941, Representative John 

McCormack of Massachusetts introduced H. R. 1776 in Congress. The Lend Lease Bill, 

as it came to be known, authorized the President to aid “any country whose defense the 

President deems vital to the defense of the United States.” It permitted the President to 

“sell, transfer title to, exchange, lease, lend, or otherwise dispose of… any defense 

article” to any nation and accept any payment the President deemed appropriate in 

return.56 By allowing the President to accept whatever payment he wished from any 

country, the bill overrode nearly all of the Neutrality Acts of the 1930s. It also neatly 

avoided the controversy of war debt that had plagued Anglo-American relations after 

World War I. Predictably, the introduction of the bill exacerbated the public debate on 

American neutrality that had raged since the outbreak of the war.  
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The debate over America’s relationship to the belligerents became especially 

heated after Germany’s conquest of France. Isolationists like Charles Lindbergh and the 

America First Committee hosted rallies to persuade the public that the United States 

should take no part in supporting the nations at war. Roosevelt’s allies responded by 

launching their own public campaign to generate support for the President’s proposals to 

aid Britain. The Committee to Defend America by Aiding the Allies enlisted several 

celebrities in support of its cause. Recognizing the prestige of the nation’s senior military 

leaders, the committee approached retired generals Douglas MacArthur and John J. 

Pershing. At the urging of historian Herbert Agar, Pershing made a nationwide radio 

address on August 4, 1940, entreating Americans to support the Bases for Destroyers 

deal.57 These highly-respected voices on military policy contributed to lining up 

American public opinion behind Roosevelt’s efforts to aid Britain. The culmination of 

these efforts came on March 8, 1941, when Congress passed Lend Lease by a margin of 

260 to 165 in the House of Representatives and 60 to 31 in the Senate. With reelection 

won and a blank check to aid Britain in hand, FDR stepped up American military 

cooperation with Britain. 

On January 29, the American, British, and Canadian militaries convened their first 

joint staff talks, the “U.S.-British Staff Conversations” or “ABC” for short, in 

Washington D.C. The conferences were a major turning point that greatly expanded 

American and British military cooperation. The conferences represented the first formal 

coordination between the two armies’ leadership. Both armies shared their most sensitive 
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information about their strategic plans and together crafted a document that outlined their 

respective actions should the United States enter the war.58 The resulting ABC-1 

agreement thereby laid the framework for the wartime Anglo-American strategy and the 

two nations’ future military alliance.  

 For the British, the conference was an opportunity to show their plans to 

American leaders, demonstrate their earnestness, and hopefully obtain some sort of 

commitment for future cooperation. Ahead of the conference, the British Chief of the 

Imperial General Staff, Gen. Sir John G. Dill, stressed, “A successful outcome of the 

talks is of paramount importance, and in my opinion, is unlikely unless the Americans 

feel that we are being completely frank with them. An atmosphere of mistrust and 

suspicion would be fatal.”59 Accordingly, the British revealed nearly all of their most 

secret war plans in a great show of faith in their still neutral American counterparts.  

Both nations sent some of their leading strategists and planning officers to 

represent them at the conference. Read Admiral Roger M. Bellairs headed the British 

delegation, which also included Rear Admiral Victor H. Danckwerts, Maj. Gen. Edwin L. 

Morris and Air Commodore John C. Slessor. Maj. Gen. Stanley Embick led the U.S. Staff 

Committee comprised of Brigadier Generals Leonard T. Gerow, Sherman Miles and 

Raymond E. Lee, and Col. Joseph T. McNarney. Their naval colleagues were Rear 

Admirals Robert Ghormley and Richmond Kelly Turner, Captains Alan G. Kirk, Charles 

M. “Savvy” Cooke, Jr., and DeWitt D. Ramsey, and Lt. Col. Omar T. Pfeiffer of the U.S. 
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Marine Corps. Significantly, the British delegation was far more unified in its objectives 

and strategic outlook than the U.S. delegation, which was plagued by interservice 

rivalry.60 The absence of any civilian leaders reflected Churchill and Roosevelt’s concern 

for avoiding the appearance of political commitments and also the ultra-secret nature of 

the talks. For similar reasons, the American delegation could offer little in the way of 

concrete commitments, so most of the decisions reached were contingent on American 

entry into the war.		 	

Both sides drew upon their experiences in World War I during the course of the 

talks. Their mistakes in the earlier conflict provided lessons in prudence, and their 

contacts during the interwar period established a measure of familiarity between the two 

groups. The British delegation especially sought to avoid a repetition of the 

disagreements that soured Anglo-American relations during World War I. British officers 

carefully avoided condescending to American officers or any suggestion of subordinating 

American units under British commanders. American officers in turn maintained a 

suspicion of British motives and declined to commit to the formation of a combined 

chiefs of staff.61 The Americans’ insistence on preserving their autonomy and protecting 

national interests prevented the British from dictating a joint strategy. 

 The British delegates also had the benefit of having recently tried and failed to 

forge an effective Anglo-French alliance at the beginning of World War II. Before the 

outbreak of war, French leaders kept British officers in the dark about French plans. With 

the fortifications of the Maginot Line shielding the Franco-German border, French 
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officers expected the British Expeditionary Force to primarily act independently in 

Belgium.62 When the small BEF deployed in 1939, French officers patronized the British 

and treated them as military novices.63 Their alliance was organized much as it had been 

during World War I, with a Supreme War Council, meetings between national 

commanders, and an Allied Military Committee for joint planning. Once again, the lack 

of an effective Allied command arrangement dramatically hindered operations. After 

France’s capitulation, General Ismay wrote a detailed report about the failings of the 

Anglo-French alliance. Ismay concluded “The one lesson that stands out sharply from the 

history of Anglo-French war collaboration in 1939-1940 is that since the Allied 

headquarters must necessarily be in one or other of the two capitals, there must 

unavoidably be a home team and a visiting team. Hence the partners, however closely 

they work together, cannot be quite on the same footing.”64 Ismay further warned: “If 

once again we conduct our war effort in collaboration with an ally of fully equal standing, 

that same difficulty will clearly recur.”65 Ismay believed one nation’s military necessarily 

had to take the lead and there had to be a dominant political-military headquarters in the 

theater of operations.  

	 British and American officers’ past experiences reaffirmed their commitment to 

cooperation and openness in the ABC-1 talks. In addition to Ismay, several other officers 
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in Britain’s ABC-1 delegation had exceptional knowledge of allied liaison machinery as a 

result of their experiences with the French.66 Though both British and American officers 

readily agreed on the necessity of defeating Germany before dealing with Japan and the 

employment of a strategic bombing campaign, their conversations also exposed a number 

of disagreements.67 In the European theater, the British advocated a peripheral policy of 

attacking Axis forces throughout the Mediterranean while bombing Germany and 

building strength for future operations on the continent.68 American officers opposed 

funneling units into ancillary expeditions and wished to employ maximum force in the 

decisive theater.69 Though American officers preferred to husband allied strength for a 

direct knockout blow against Germany, they consented to initial American operations 

aimed at securing North Africa. The British reluctance to engage large German forces 

reflected their previous experiences in France and Norway. These divergent American 

and British attitudes were not serious, however, since the final Anglo-American strategy 

in Europe would necessarily be amended based on the available forces when the United 

States entered the war.  

 The other major disagreement occurred over the Pacific theater. Though neither 

power was at war with Japan, British naval leaders wanted the United States to commit to 

defending Singapore against Japanese aggression and possibly even station U.S. naval 
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units at the British base. This was a nonstarter for American officers, whose prewar 

planners regularly predicted the initial loss of East Asia, including their country’s largest 

colonial holding, the Philippines.70 The Americans preferred to husband their main fleet 

in California or Hawaii as a deterrent to Japanese aggression. Given the urgency of 

Britain’s situation, some American officers proposed transferring units from the Pacific 

to the North Atlantic to protect the sea lanes.71 Winston Churchill took umbrage over his 

admirals’ decision to press the issue of Singapore with the United States for fear that 

would upset his delicate effort to draw the Americans into a strategic partnership.72 

Though no agreement could be reached on the issue of Singapore, the conference yielded 

positive results in other areas.  

 In addition to a deeper level of trust, the ABC-1 Staff Talks yielded a joint war 

plan by March 27, the day the conference adjourned. The plan specified how many 

divisions and air squadrons the U.S. Army would dispatch to Great Britain and the 

timeline for their arrival in the event the United States entered the war. It also specified 

how many American ships would be ready for immediate use in Europe and the Atlantic, 

and it delineated which bases the United States would defend in the Atlantic and 

Caribbean.73 Most importantly, both sides agreed to the principles governing coalition 

warfare and many aspects of their grand strategy. In the section titled “Principles of 

Command,” the two forces agreed on the division of strategic areas of responsibility and 
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delineated which nation would take the lead in each one. They also stated each nation’s 

forces would generally operate under their own commanders, but crucially, “when co-

operating tactically, the Senior Officer of both Powers will have local command.”74 This 

set the tentative basis for united commands in the crucial European theater.  

The delegates returned the document to their respective chiefs, who reviewed and 

approved it. Although the British delegation did not obtain every commitment it wanted 

from the United States, the agreement still represented a major achievement for the 

British high command. It became the formal foundation for Anglo-American strategy and 

the alliance itself. One British staff officer highlighted its importance when he reported in 

August 1941 that “Americans [are] inclined to regard A.B.C.-1 as their bible.”75  	

 Another major agreement reached as part of ABC-1 was the immediate 

establishment of British and American military staff missions in Washington and 

London, respectively. As a British Chiefs of Staff Committee noted on June 5, “The 

object of establishing these missions now is to ensure that the machinery of collaboration 

is ready should the United States come into the war, and to ensure that all details are 

completed in respect of broad plans already agreed in Washington.” The same committee 

explained that “neither the British Mission in Washington nor the United States Mission 

in London can openly be recognised as Staff Missions until the United States come into 

the war.” In the meantime, the British Mission operated under the title “Military Advisers 
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to the British Supply Council in America.” Its American counterpart in London was 

designated the “United States Special Observer Group.”76 

In January 1941, the British reorganized their multiple liaison groups in the 

United States into the 200 Military Mission. In June, Admiral Sir Charles J. Little, Lt. 

Gen. Sir Colville B. Wemyss and Air Marshal Sir Arthur T. Harris took up their 

appointments as the heads of the mission and direct representatives of the British Army’s 

Chiefs of Staff. The following month, two more groups composed of military intelligence 

and quartermaster experts joined the mission, bringing the total to over forty officers and 

men.77 The draft directive for the British Combined Staff Mission in Washington 

instructed its commanders to “maintain the contact initiated during the Staff 

Conversations and keep joint United States-British plans up-to-date.”78 They were also 

charged with interpreting the British chiefs’ views to American leaders, advising the 

president on Lend Lease matters, and staying in regular touch with the various branches 

within the American services to keep their own service up to date on American forces 

development. For the British chiefs of staff, maintaining American goodwill and open 

lines of communication was paramount. In keeping with British concern about good 

relations with American soldiers, British officers on their way to the United States were 

advised to make no public statements without the approval of the head of the British 

Mission, and “to exercise utmost care to avoid giving any offence to American 
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susceptibilities and … to avoid at all times criticism of American methods, institutions or 

affairs.”79  

In London, the United States Special Observer Group formed the nucleus staff of 

what would become the American European theater headquarters. Maj. Gen. James E. 

Chaney headed the initial group of twelve officers, which arrived in England in May 

1941. The group’s most pressing mission was to prepare for the initial arrival of U.S. 

troops in the event the United States entered the war. As part of the ABC-1 agreement, 

the United States Army agreed to send a reinforced brigade of approximately 7,200 men 

as a token force of support to Great Britain if the United States declared war on Germany. 

An armored division was to immediately follow this initial brigade as early as September 

1941.80 The United States also agreed to send air and air defense units to Northern Ireland 

and to relieve the British garrison in Iceland. To prepare for these troops and establish the 

structures of an American military headquarters in Europe, Chaney and his group had 

direct access to their contacts in the War Office.81 

 Ahead of the Special Observer Group’s arrival, the British debated exactly how 

much information to share with the American officers. One memorandum for the head of 

British military intelligence in May 1941 opined that even though the Americans were 

not in the war, the British should “take them into our confidence in all operational 

matters” once the group had established itself. The major who authored the paper 
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reasoned that “by so doing we have much more to gain than lose. It seems that we have 

the goodwill and confidence of the American General Staff, and the administration at 

present and I suggest that it is essential, if the full weight of American assistance is to be 

obtained, that we must do nothing to jeopardise this confidence.” This was not a decision 

taken lightly and the officer qualified it by insisting the British must “impress on the 

Americans at the outset the absolute necessity of their making adequate Security 

arrangements.”82 Other British officers supported treating the Americans with upmost 

openness so that their friends could make appropriate decisions. It helped that the British 

Mission in Washington enjoyed a high level of confidence from the United States Chiefs 

of Staff. In conclusion, the memorandum maintained, “The Americans are a level-headed 

and practical nation and should be able to take the rough with the smooth. No one can be 

expected to put forth his best, if he has only half of the story.”83 When British military 

leaders decided the issue, this attitude prevailed, and the American Observer Group 

received detailed information on the British conduct of the war and developments in the 

different theaters. The British withheld only their most secret plans for future 

operations.84 

 The British War Office was especially eager to assist in preparing for the 

anticipated arrival of American troops and air units. In May 1941, the British began 

planning for the possible arrival of U.S. military units in England, Northern Ireland, and 
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Iceland.85 The initial meetings between British leaders and the U.S. Special Observer 

group dealt with a wide variety of questions related to these troops including housing, 

hospital facilities, transportation, rations, armaments, and command structures.86 Chaney 

also discussed plans for building up forces in the Middle East and Africa once the United 

States entered the war. These discussions were more difficult because of the limitations 

on British production and shipping, which would not be resolved until months after the 

United States declared war on Germany.87 Chaney’s strategic discussions with British 

officers revealed the Americans’ general approval of British efforts to hold all the 

territory they controlled in the Middle East in spite of severe shortages of men and 

material. 

 Although Roosevelt extended additional military assistance in the months 

following the ABC-1 Staff talks and the arrival of the American Special Observer Group, 

Britain’s military situation continued to deteriorate. On April 18, Roosevelt declared the 

existence of a neutral zone in the Western Hemisphere to protect British convoys, a move 

designed to relieve strain on the Royal Navy and bolster British morale. Nine days later, 

however, German forces captured Athens, Greece, after a failed British campaign to 

assist Greek forces defending their country. More than 50,000 Allied soldiers evacuated 

to Crete, which subsequently fell to German airborne assault on June 1. Fortunately for 
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Britain, the strategic calculus of the war dramatically changed again on June 22, 1941, 

when Hitler launched Operation Barbarossa, the German invasion of the Soviet Union. 

Though the invasion did not bring immediate relief to Britain’s position, London gained a 

new ally that forced Germany to keep the bulk of its air and land forces engaged on the 

Eastern Front.  

The increasingly difficult British position led Roosevelt to take further action. On 

July 7, the President notified Congress that “the occupation of Iceland by Germany would 

constitute a serious threat” to the North American continent and American interests.88 

That same day, the First Provisional Marine Corps Brigade set sail for Reykjavik to 

relieve British forces garrisoning the island. British and American officers watched to see 

how the American people would receive this news. Major General Sir John Kennedy 

admitted, “We were all surprised … that this move had been so calmly accepted by the 

American public.”89 Roosevelt’s action eventually freed several thousand British soldiers 

for action in other theaters, but it was even more important for showing that Americans 

now supported projecting their country’s military power abroad. On July 20, American 

naval patrolling began in the western Atlantic. American vessels not only escorted “all 

convoys in both directions West of longitude twenty-six degrees West,” they also 

reported and shadowed German U-boats to direct British units to engage them. Roosevelt 

again notified Congress of his decision by explaining, “Entrance into the Western 

Hemisphere by naval vessels and aircraft of belligerent powers, other than those of 

powers which have sovereignty over Western Hemisphere Territory, will be viewed as 
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actuated by a possibly unfriendly intent toward territory or shipping within the Western 

Hemisphere”90 

Meanwhile, in the Pacific, British weakness forced Churchill to follow the 

American lead in negotiating with the Japanese government. After the German invasion 

of the Soviet Union, British officials recognized the Japanese were now far more likely to 

increase their aggressive actions in China with any threat from Moscow largely 

neutralized. The War Office told its commander in the Far East that Japan had the ability 

to initiate war at any moment, but in the meantime, Britain had to do everything in its 

power to avoid any incidents that might provide the pretense for war. With British forces 

spread thin and a desperate battle raging in the Atlantic, London wanted to avoid war 

with Japan at all costs.91 Because of this absolute desire, Britain had resisted overtly 

aiding China’s struggle against Japan by training Chinese officers or supplying heavy 

munitions. The War Office noted, however, that “A resolute attitude on the part of the 

U.S.A. would be the strongest deterrent to warlike moves by Japan. It is most desirable 

that the U.S.A. should be associated more closely with our activities. We should, 

therefore, welcome full U.S. collaboration on these lines.”92 By August, Japanese 

responses to American and British overtures had already become more belligerent. The 

Japanese demanded the cessation of American defense preparations, a free hand in China, 

and the lifting of economic sanctions. The British saw no way forward but to accede to 
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Roosevelt’s strategy of continuing negotiations to buy time. Roosevelt warned Japan that 

a failure to resolve these issues, especially the guaranteeing the sovereignty of Siam and 

Indochina, would lead the United States to take strong countermeasures regardless of the 

risk of provoking war.93 Still, British and American disagreement over Pacific defense 

strategy meant that no further decisions about cooperation in the Pacific resulted from the 

small American British Dutch Conference convened on April 27, 1941, in Singapore. 

 With America taking more overt steps toward war, British and American political 

and military leaders held a much larger conference from August 9-12. These meetings, 

known as the Atlantic Conference, took place on board the American cruiser Augusta and 

the British battleship Prince of Wales in the port of Argentia, Newfoundland. The 

American military was represented at the conference by Gen. George C. Marshall, U.S. 

Army Chief of Staff; Maj. Gen. Hap Arnold, new chief of the Army Air Forces; Admiral 

Harold R. Stark, Chief of Naval Operations; and Admiral Ernest J. King, Commander in 

Chief, U.S. Atlantic Fleet. On the British side, Gen. Sir John Dill, Chief of the Imperial 

General Staff; Admiral Sir Dudley Pound, first sea lord; and Air Vice Marshal Wilfrid 

Freedman, vice chief of the Air Staff; comprised the military delegation. Though the 

political conferences resulted in the joint promulgation of the Atlantic Charter, which 

spelled out Roosevelt and Churchill’s vision for the postwar world, no additional military 

agreements were concluded. 

The British Chiefs of Staff arrived at the conference with a prepared report on the 

current military situation and their strategy for the future. Although realistic about their 
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dire military position, the document was optimistic about Britain’s future chances. The 

British chiefs included an assessment of how American entry into the war would 

decisively shift the military balance and result in a swift Allied victory. The British did 

not envision employing mass armies on the scale of 1914-1918, but rather decisive air 

and armored forces to deliver knockout blows in conjunction with resistance movements 

in occupied territories. After additional review, a few U.S. Army officers in the War 

Plans Division thought the document was too optimistic and vague about future British 

plans for defeating Germany. Lt. Col. Albert C. Wedemeyer believed the British were not 

using all of their resources in the prosecution of the war, while Brig. Gen. Leonard T. 

Gerow held that the United States could help the British more by remaining a 

nonbelligerent. There seemed to be no successful middle ground for the British to take 

with these critics. When the British asserted their difficult strategic position and strained 

resources, Wedeyemer accused them of being defeatist. When the British laid out their 

plans for defeating Germany, Gerow accused them of being overly confident. 

Fortunately, U.S. officers like Gerow and Wedemeyer, who found fault with British 

efforts, were in the minority. The final joint American response to the British paper called 

for specific plans for a land offensive against Germany, something the British could 

scarcely have presented to their American friends given the large number of unknown 

factors and the Roosevelt administration’s political inability to make formal 

commitments.94 
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Despite these concerns, both armies’ leaders reaffirmed the principles delineated 

in ABC-1 and viewed the Atlantic Conference as a “a wonderful opportunity to meet and 

make a personal estimate of one another.” Maj. Gen. Hap Arnold also noted the meetings 

“gave us a better understanding of the British problems and their urgent desire to do 

everything they could to save themselves from destruction.” Arnold lamented that the 

British Chiefs of Staff once again came with a well prepared agenda whereas the U.S. 

chiefs had not met beforehand to prepare for the conference.95 The British officers 

present described the atmosphere at the talks as “frank and friendly” with the Americans 

“ready to listen to our point of view.”96 American participants came away from the talks 

committed to assisting the British as far as possible within current neutral policies.97 Yet 

the Americans took the opportunity to note the great strain resulting from their efforts to 

equip their own forces while aiding Britain, China and now Russia as well. The British 

kept pushing the Americans to think beyond just hemispheric defense and begin focusing 

on a strategy for defeating Germany if the United States entered the war.98 Like previous 

Anglo-American military interactions, the officers’ discussions at the Atlantic 

Conference were completely independent of civilian interference. President Roosevelt 

gave the American Chiefs of Staff no guidance on how to proceed, which makes the 

interactions an even better window into military relations. Although the military and 
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diplomatic discussions proceeded independently, some key military developments came 

out of the civilian discussions. 

 In the wake of the Atlantic Conference, Roosevelt issued orders to the U.S. Navy 

on September 11 allowing it to engage hostile vessels on sight.99 Two months later, 

Congress granted Roosevelt’s request to modify the Neutrality Acts and allowed the 

arming of American merchant vessels. With the U.S. Navy now virtually at war in the 

Atlantic and a series of major Army maneuvers between August and November 1941, it 

seemed only a matter of time before the United States entered the war. 

 As the two nations and their armies drew closer together, not all officers held their 

counterparts in unreserved esteem. Certain officers continued to look askance at their 

near allies. Wedemeyer was one of several Americans who felt the British attempted to 

manipulate his country’s military into strategically unsound operations for the benefit of 

the British Empire. Other Americans simply retained a realistic view of what to expect 

from their partners across the Atlantic. Thanks to the nearly unlimited access granted by 

the British, American observers in North Africa produced voluminous accounts of the 

battles fought in that theater in 1940 and 1941. These observers offered both flattering 

and critical analyses of British performance in the desert war. The American attaché in 

Cairo, Maj. Bonner L. Fellers, filed several reports praising the British for their “fortitude 

and fearless determination” and their ability to improvise in the face of dire equipment 

shortages.100 Fellers, who observed nearly the entire North African campaign, thought 
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that the British, despite their successes, would be unable to win the war on their own. 

Right after the United States entered the conflict, he declared the U.S. Army needed “its 

own separate theatre of operation, separate line of communication, [and] separate base.” 

Fellers thought British methods were just too lax to keep pace with modern warfare.101 

These recommendations foretold the difficulties that lay ahead in forging a united 

fighting force, despite of the two armies’ significant similarities and existing agreements. 

Nor was Fellers the only observer to urge his countrymen to enter the alliance 

with realistic expectations about their future ally. Lt. Col. John C. Kennedy made similar 

comments during his time as an observer. Kennedy was an accomplished military pilot 

and an expert on aviation observation who spent several months monitoring British 

reconnaissance aviation in Africa. In one of his reports, he remarked how so many of his 

fellow officers “seem to skip over the fact that Britain is not a military power; that she 

probably never will be, that 65,000,000 scattered people … cannot have the greatest 

Navy, the most potent aggregation of fighter pilots the world has ever seen, and also a 

great army.” He opined that the best Britain could hope for was a “good little army,” but 

distance, diversionary expeditions, and defensive dispositions had severely hindered its 

training and equipping.102 Kennedy’s blunt assessments stood as a telling reminder that 

despite the friendly interactions between British and American officers, they did not let 

their mutual admiration to cloud their professional judgments. 
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 The British military was well aware of these reservations on the part of some 

American officers. At the end of October 1941, Lt. Col. Frank Vogel, director of plans 

for the British Joint Staff Mission, wrote a two-page letter to Brig. Gen. Vivian Dykes, 

then Director of Plans for the War Office, about the U.S. military. Vogel told Dykes that 

among American officers:  

There are really two schools of opinion which might be termed ‘Realist’  
and ‘Orthodox’. The former looks on U.S. War preparations in terms of  
beating Hitler and is prepared to consult widely with us and to share out 
production on an operational basis; to this school belong most of those  
who have recently visited [the] U.K. or Middle East…. The ‘Orthodox’  
school regards rearmament primarily from the U.S. point of view, e.g.  
(hemispherical defence and defence of U.S. interests in Far East) and  
considers the allocation of production largely from a political point of  
view; to this school belongs Marshall and also some of the senior people  
in the Navy Dept.103 

	
Those American officers who Vogel saw as reluctant to make common cause with Britain 

were not all Anglophobes, but harbored reservations about British strategy and the 

possible subordination of American security. This letter also demonstrated that although 

the two armies had not yet fully committed to their partnership, large numbers of 

American officers now thought positively of Britain’s army and welcomed a commitment 

to join the fight against Hitler based on their extended time with British forces. 

 By the end of 1941, the British and American armies had forged a strong 

partnership and exhibited a friendlier mutual outlook than at any time since World War I. 

A growing number of American officers travelled to Great Britain to prepare for 

American entry into the war and administer the large amount of military aid flowing 

across the Atlantic. President Roosevelt had pushed the limits of American neutrality to 
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the point of Anglo-American staff talks and stationing U.S. troops in British territories. 

All the while, British officers delicately persuaded American officers of Britain’s 

sincerity and their similar goals. Their efforts largely succeeded as American officers 

often showed more willingness to assist Great Britain than the American public. While 

British officers tried to conceal their disappointment at the dearth of formal American 

commitments, the British Army shared its secrets and plans with the U.S. Army and 

received substantial material aid in return. There was still significant work ahead for the 

creation of the alliance, but the two years before American entry into World War II 

brought the two armies closer together on a personal level in addition to establishing the 

official guidelines for future allied operations. 
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CONCLUSION: LESSONS LEARNED 

 
 
 One month after the United States entered World War II, 14,000 U.S. troops had 

already departed for the United Kingdom as part of Operation Magnet. They composed 

the initial wave of more than a million U.S. soldiers eventually stationed on the islands.1 

The speed of this advance contingent’s dispatch owed to the contingency plans agreed 

upon by the two nations before Pearl Harbor. By January 1941, the two armies had also 

decided to establish the Joint Chiefs of Staff in Washington, D.C., and agreed upon the 

location and objectives of their first offensive against Germany and Italy. The following 

November, British and American troops landed in North Africa under a single 

commander aided by an Anglo-American staff. This unified command and supporting 

allied machinery was an impressive feat that required considerable compromise from 

both armies, and it owed its existence in large part to the prewar efforts of British and 

American officers. 

In the two decades following World War I, officers in the British and American 

armies looked to each other for ideas about military innovation and as future partners. 

The mutually beneficial partnership that developed encompassed intelligence sharing, 

social connections, strategic planning, and intellectual exchanges. Facing similar 

challenges, both globally and at home, helped solidify what was both armies’ most 

prominent relationship. When British and American officers again began building the 

structures of a military alliance in early 1941, they possessed a broad knowledge of each 
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other’s organization and motives. This was a crucial factor in the exceptional 

effectiveness of their World War II alliance.   

The exceptional ties that bound the two armies’ officers together in common 

cause during World War II drew upon the friendly sentiments that had developed in both 

armies since 1917. The Anglo-American alliance benefitted from political leaders who 

embraced a cooperative outlook as well as from military officers who did the same. 

These officers did not simply execute the orders of their civilian superiors, but rather took 

the initiative in creating an alliance capable of launching coordinated offensives in two 

theaters of war and withstanding the disagreements that naturally arose between the 

representatives of two sovereign nations. Field Marshal Sir John Dill, Brig. Gen. Vivian 

Dykes, Gen. George Marshall, and Gen. Dwight Eisenhower represented the most 

prominent examples of officers who facilitated the alliance’s operation.2 Both armies 

compromised on central issues like strategy and command organization because they 

shared the same objectives and institutionalized the lessons of each others’ experiences. 

Of course, personal rivalries, biases, and jockeying for position also occurred within the 

alliance, but they did not derail the alliance or obstruct the war’s prosecution. Nor was 

the willingness to negotiate and cooperate limited to a handful of senior generals. 

A large number of American officers and former attachés with first-hand 

knowledge of the British Army went on to occupy notable positions in the wartime 

alliance. Brigadier Generals Sherman Miles and Raymond E. Lee both returned from 

stints as U.S. military attaché in London to command the Military Intelligence Division. 
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One of their predecessors in London, Col. Kenyon Joyce, rose to the rank of major 

general. Joyce mentored Col. Dwight Eisenhower and the latter repaid the favor by 

appointing Joyce to the Allied Control Council for Italy after he retired from the Army in 

1943.3 Former Rhodes Scholars Charles H. Bonesteel III, William Whipple, Jr., and 

George A. Lincoln also played important roles in the wartime alliance. Maj. Bonesteel 

served for a time as the chief U.S. Army engineer in England and subsequently worked 

with British officers in planning the invasions of Sicily and Normandy.4 Brig. Gen. 

George Lincoln served as one of General Marshall’s chief advisors and strategic planners 

during the war. After World War II ended, Lincoln advised on the creation of the North 

Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) as well.5 Finally, Brig. Gen. William Whipple, Jr., 

served as a planner in General Dwight Eisenhower’s Allied Headquarters in Europe 

during the campaigns of 1944 and 1945 in France, Belgium, Holland, and Germany. 

These officers’ experiences before the United States entered the war aided them in 

understanding their new allies and collaborating together.  

Both sides made substantial concessions in the ongoing process of negotiating the 

alliance. Field Marshal Sir John Dill expended considerable effort in convincing British 

CIGS Field Marshal Lord Alanbrooke to allow the Joint Chiefs to meet in Washington.6 
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Similarly, Generals Marshall and Eisenhower ceded operational command to subordinate 

British commanders in Africa, Italy, and northern France. Both armies realized that the 

U.S. Army would quickly surpass the British Army in size and power, but General 

Marshall never abused this power by making unreasonable demands on British forces. He 

respected his counterparts and granted their requests for equipment even when it delayed 

the deployment of U.S. forces.  

Much of these successful compromises stemmed from officers’ memories of 

World War I. Generals Marshal and Eisenhower insisted on unity of command because of 

their familiarity with allied difficulties during the Great War. The Allies achieved varying 

degrees of unified command in different theaters, but the campaigns in the European 

Theater constituted some of the best examples of successful joint and combined warfare 

in the modern era. Eisenhower achieved success as a commander because he recognized 

the difficulty of integrating commands and the great sacrifices the British made in 

abandoning their practice of having three joint commanders (one from each service 

branch) in each theater of war.7 Similarly, the British drew their own lessons from World 

War I and their experience fighting alongside the French in 1940. British leaders treated 

their American counterparts with greater respect and openness in 1941 than in 1917. 

Field Marshal Dill epitomized this change when he explained that having “different 

views even on major questions of policy need not embitter relations. The great thing on 

both side[s] is to be completely frank and when we or Americans have political as 

opposed to purely military factors influencing action to explain what they are.”8  
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In contrast to World War I, both forces benefitted from similar tactical doctrines. 

Both armies shared a belief in offensive thrusts led by armored units and supported by 

heavy artillery and close air support.9 Furthermore, the two armies held each other in 

greater mutual respect than in 1917. These factors made joint planning and institutional 

learning easier in many instances. In 1941, the War Department requested that the British 

Army provide a demonstration anti-aircraft battery to instruct American units. In 

response, the British War Office dispatched the 54th Anti-Aircraft Artillery Brigade on a 

tour of the United States to demonstrate their methods to American soldiers. British Gen. 

Sir Frederick Pile recalled:  

Right from the start, it was obvious that our men and the Americans  
were going to get on well together.… Everywhere the most extensive  
public entertainment had been thought out, and, in addition, practically  
every British soldier spent a week-end in some American home. The tour,  
in fact, served the double purpose of increasing Anglo-American goodwill  
and of revealing to American military establishments the tactical handling  
of guns and technical devices to improve their fire.10  
 

This outpouring of goodwill was at least partly the result of intense propaganda efforts 

that created a sincere sympathy for Great Britain in the United States. Pile recalled that 

American soldiers eagerly questioned the British on their methods. While Pile thought 

the U.S. Army had better practices in things like battery entrenchments, the British 

excelled in other aspects. This recognition of each other’s strengths prevented a repetition 

of some of the major disputes that occurred during World War I. 
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The armies’ leaders went to great lengths to prevent even minor 

misunderstandings that they predicted might arise between the two nations’ soldiers. The 

U.S. Army issued booklets on British language and culture to its soldiers bound for 

Britain. The two armies also created joint committees to prevent discord between their 

soldiers. Maj. Gen. Ray Barker was one of the officers of Eisenhower’s staff charged 

with maintaining allied harmony. Barker told a British subordinate prior to the invasion 

of Normandy:  

When we land on the Continent, there will be American, British and  
Canadians to start with. Later there will be Poles and French. I am  
charged by General Eisenhower with seeing that this time, there are  
no weak links in the chain. Misunderstandings and rumours are  
bound to arise but they will have to be dealt with promptly at all  
levels from friction between army commanders, right down to  
arguments about what programmes should be beamed to the troops  
by the B.B.C. and the American Forces Network.11 
 

Barker and others dreaded a repeat of the personal rivalries and animosities that plagued 

the Allied effort in World War I. While their efforts largely succeeded, there were some 

notable exceptions to the widespread attitude of mutual respect that resulted from 

familiarity. 

A minority of officers in both armies still allowed prejudice and jealousy to cloud 

their judgments. British Gen. Bernard L. Montgomery regularly demonstrated his 

parochialism during the campaigns in Europe. In 1943, Montgomery warned British 

General Harold Alexander not to let the American divisions under Alexander’s command 

advance too quickly and deprive British units of the glory.12 In the American Army, Gen. 
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George S. Patton, Jr., Lt. Gen. Standley D. Embick, and Lt. Col. (later Gen.) Albert C. 

Wedemeyer expressed their suspicion of British motives and criticized British strategy. 

General Patton believed British officers made all the major decisions in the North Africa 

campaign and Eisenhower was little more than a figurehead. As Patton scribbled in his 

diary in August 1942, “It is very noticeable that most of the American officers here are 

Pro-British.… I am not, repeat not, Pro-British.”13 A less prominent U.S. officer who 

held anti-British opinions was Col. John P. Ratay. Beginning in July 1939, Ratay served 

as the U.S. military attaché in Bucharest, where he maintained a lavish lifestyle. Ratay 

frequently expressed pro-German sentiments to such an extent that the British even 

suspected he received money from German authorities to spread propaganda. Long after 

the German invasion of Russia, Ratay continued submitting reports that grossly 

overestimated German strength and predicted German victory.14 The War Department 

generally took precautions to keep Ratay and other anti-British officers in posts that 

required less inter-allied collaboration. As Patton noted, these anti-British exceptions 

seem to prove the rule that civility and cooperation was the order of the day. 

 Among the officers who recorded negative impressions of their counterparts’ 

personalities, strategy, or combat effectiveness, even these views did not always indicate 

animosity. An American attaché in Egypt observing the British Army’s campaign against 
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13 George S. Patton, Diary, August 11, 1942, p. 3, George S. Patton papers, U.S. Military 

Academy, West Point, New York. 
 
14 Letter to Major A. O. Miller, February 27, 1940, WO 208/2855, NA; “Colonel Ratay, 

Formerly U.S. M.A. Bucharest,” May 2, 1942, p. 2, WO 208/2855, NA; Eisenhower, Crusade in 
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Rommel recorded how the British fought effectively, but in a manner that would never 

suit American troops. He believed it would therefore be best if the two armies fought in 

different theaters.15 Such a proposal complicates the idea that officers were either 

Anglophile or Anglophobe, or that perceptions did not change during the war. The 

reputation of British forces suffered from the defeats of 1940 and 1941, but even at this 

low ebb, many American officers still looked to the British Army’s experiences for 

lessons about how to defeat the German Army. Though the British and American armies’ 

interwar contacts did not create universal feelings of admiration and camaraderie between 

all British and American officers, it did lead to better understanding and familiarity 

between their armies. In this way, contacts in the 1920s and 1930s contributed to the 

successful daily operation of the Anglo-American alliance during and after World War II. 

After the war ended, a wave of new memoirs appeared that praised the Anglo-

American military alliance. Just as officers’ post-World War I memoirs had idealized the 

two armies’ relations, so too this new generation of reminiscences depicted an even more 

cordial relationship between British and American officers than existed. Yet there is an 

element of truth in their romanticized accounts that cannot be fully dismissed. British Lt. 

Gen. Sir Gordon Macready penned one of the most glowing tributes in his memoir when 

he stated that “U.S. co-operation must be regarded as magnanimous to a degree rarely, if 

ever, found in the history of Alliances.”16 Even Gen. Albert C. Wedemeyer, who warned 

against perceiving common interests among nations where none existed, explained that:  

I seldom observed among my American colleagues, military or civilian,  
any attitudes that could fairly be described as “anti-British.” Most of us  

																																																								
15 Barr, Yanks and Limeys, 152. 
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were unreserved in our admiration, even affection, for our British  
allies, and wholeheartedly dedicated to the Alliance. We felt it  
important to the integrity of that Alliance, however, and to the self- 
respect and mutual respect of the partners, to preserve, even in the  
midst of war, a healthy sense of our distinctive national goals and  
interests. Some American “Anglophiles” lost their balance in this  
respect and characterized those who did not as “anti-British.”  
(Eisenhower, I hasten to add, was not such an Anglophile.)  
Fortunately, most of my British comrades-in-arms and friends  
understand where I stood on these matters, and I believe they respect  
me for taking the stands I did.17 
 

Wedemeyer’s explanation encapsulates the difficulty of accurately characterizing the 

entire Anglo-American alliance, a partnership that spanned the globe and included two of 

the largest armies, navies, and air forces of the twentieth century. For all its attendant 

difficulties and disagreements, the alliance was a monumental achievement that required 

considerable initiative and effort from thousands of officers in both nations. 

These postwar memoirs additionally reflected the endurance of the British and 

American defense relationship after World War II. For over forty years after the end of 

the war, international communism again became the primary enemy of both powers and 

prompted the creation of NATO and the Five Eyes intelligence sharing agreement. 

Anglo-American military cooperation continues to anchor both nations’ defense policy to 

the present day. Despite occasionally severe diplomatic disagreements between the two 

countries, their intelligence and defense cooperation has remained constant since 1945.18 

During World War II, the British Army stationed more than 900 officers and men in the 

United States spread across 45 locations.19 Today, approximately 9,000 U.S. soldiers and 
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airmen are stationed in Great Britain while more than 700 British service members are 

stationed across the United States.20 This enduring partnership is the direct outgrowth of 

the successful wartime alliance between the two powers, which grew out of the 

familiarity and friendship they enjoyed since 1917.
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APPENDIX A: LIST OF ATTACHÉS 
 
 
US Army Attachés in London 
 
Lt. Col. S. L. Slocum    October 1917-May 1919 
Col. Oscar N. Solbert    May 1919-April 1924 
Col. Kenyon A. Joyce    April 1924-August 1927 
Col. John R. Thomas    August 1927-August 1931 
Col. Cordtlandt Parker   August 1931-May 1935 
Col. Raymond E. Lee    June 1935-April 1939 
Lt. Col. Bradford G. Chynoweth  April 1939-September 1939 
Brig. Gen. Sherman Miles   September 1939-June 1940 
Brig. Gen Raymond E. Lee           June 1940-December 19411 
 
 
 
British Army Attachés in Washington 
 
Lt. Col. Murrough O’Brien                      October 1914-July 19172 
Lt. Col. James D. McLachlan    July 1917-June 1919 
Maj. Gen. Hugh Keppel Bethell    June 1919-June 1923 
Col. Claud Edward Charles Graham Charleton June 1923-June 1927 
Col. Ladislas Herbert Richard Pope-Hennessy   June 1927-November 1930 
Col. Maurice Fitzmaurice Day   November 1930-October 1934 
Col. William Wyndham Torre Torr   October 1934-September 1938 
Lt. Col. Richard Valentine Read   September 1938- post 1941 
 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

																																																								
1 Source: Registers of Communications Received from Military Attaches and Other 

Intelligence Officers, 1889-1941, Roll 3, RG 165, NA. 
 

2 Source: Godfrew E. P. Hertslet, ed., The Foreign Office List and Diplomatic and 
Consular Year Book for 1917 (London: Harrison and Sons, 1917).  
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APPENDIX B: LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS 
 
 
ABC  American-British Conversations 
 
AEF  American Expeditionary Force 
 
AFG  American Forces in Germany 
 
AMAROC American Army of Occupation 
 
AWC  Army War College (U.S.) 
 
BEF  British Expeditionary Force 
 
CIGS  Chief of the Imperial General Staff (U.K.) 
 
CNO  Chief of Naval Operations (U.S.) 
 
COS  Chief of Staff 
 
DRC  Defence Requirements Committee 
 
FO  Foreign Office (U.K.) 
 
IDC  Imperial Defence College 
 
MID  U.S. Military Intelligence Division 
 
MIDC  Military Intelligence Division Correspondence 
 
NATO  North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
 
RAF  Royal Air Force 
 
ROTC  Reserve Officer Training Corps 
 
USAAC United States Army Air Corps 
 
VMI  Virginia Military Institute 
 
WO  War Office (U.K.) 
 
WPD  War Plans Division 
	


