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82. Admiral Yamamoto Isoroku to Japanese Navy Minister Oikawa Koshiro, January 7, 1941

Introduction

From the beginning of 1941 Admiral Yamamoto Isoroku, commander of the Japanese Combined Pacific Fleet, formulated and began to advocate plans for an unannounced attack on American naval forces at Pearl Harbor. He drew on Japan’s past historical experience in successfully launching such an attack against the Russian Pacific Fleet in 1904, the opening of the Russo-Japanese War. The eventual attack on Pearl Harbor closely followed Yamamoto’s plans and was directed by him.
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(CORDIALLY REQUEST THAT YOUR MINISTER ALONE READ THIS.)

(IT IS ALSO REQUESTED THAT THIS LETTER BE BURNED AFTER READING.)

OPINIONS ON WAR PREPARATIONS

Although a precise outlook on the international situation is hard for anyone to make, it is needless to say that now the time has come for the Navy, especially the Combined Fleet, to devote itself seriously to war preparations, training and operational plans with a firm determination that a conflict with the U.S. and Great Britain is inevitable.

Therefore, I dare say here generally what I have in mind, to which your kind consideration is cordially invited. (This generally corresponds to what I verbally said to you roughly late in last November.)

1. War Preparations: Views on war preparations of the Combined Fleet have already been conveyed to the central authorities in Tokyo, and I believe the central authorities have been exerting the utmost efforts for their completion.

As the aforementioned request covers general major points alone, however, I think more detailed requests will be made when a real war is sure to come. Preparations are required to be made by all means [and] will be marked as such, to which your special consideration is cordially invited. Especially, in view of the fact that satisfaction can never be attained in air strength, whether aircraft or personnel, your special encouragement is kindly requested to promote their production whenever opportunities arise.

2. Training: Most of the training that has so far been planned and carried out deals with normal and fundamental circumstances, under which each unit is assigned a mission with the “yogei sakusen” [decisive engagement] as its main aim. Needless to say, the utmost efforts should be made to master it, as by so doing sufficient capabilities will be made so as to meet requirements needed in varied scenes of an engagement and a battle.

Considering a case in which this country goes to war with the U.S. and Great Britain as a practical problem, however, I think there may be no such case happening throughout the whole period of an expected war as all of the Combined Fleet closing in an enemy force, deploy, engage in a gunnery and torpedo duel, and finally charge into the enemy force in as gallant a way as possible. On the other hand, there may be cases in which various problems that have been somehow neglected in peace-time training in spite of their importance actually happen. In view of the current situation, therefore, I think earnest studies should be made of those problems.

Even when aforementioned normal and fundamental training is carried out, instead of being engrossed in overall tactical movements lacking precise consideration, unremitting studies should be made as to whether his fleet, squadron, division and ship display its fighting power to the utmost degree in every phase of maneuvers. (It will be an effective way for that end to let deviate shell firing and actual torpedo firing be included in every maneuver, and designate units at random during the maneuver to practice this training.)

If either of the British and Italian Fleets, which encountered in the Mediterranean sea last year, had been fully trained from peace time to rouse up in the fighting spirit of “attacking enemy whenever it is sighted” and accustomed to a sudden firing, there ought not to have been a case in which none was sunk on either side in spite of the fact that the duel took place for 25 minutes. It should be regarded as a blunder that could not be allowed in our Navy.

3. Operational Policy: Studies on operational policy, too, have so far been based on one big “yogei sakusen” to be fought in a formal way. Review of numerous maneuvers held in the past, however, shows that the Japanese Navy has never won an overwhelming victory even once; they used to be suspended under such a situation that, if by letting things take their own course, there was much fear that our Navy might be dragged into gradual defeat.

It might be of some use only when collecting reference materials for determining whether we should go to war or not, but it should not be repeated by all means if and when a decision is made to go to war.

The most important thing we have to do first of all in a war with the U.S., I firmly believe, is to fiercely attack and destroy the U.S. main fleet at the outset of the war, so that the morale of the U.S. Navy and her people goes down to such an extent that it cannot be recovered.

Only then shall we be able to secure an invincible stand in key positions in East Asia, thus being able to establish and keep the East Asia Co-Prosperity Sphere.

Well, then, what policy should we take to accomplish this?

4. Operational Plan That Should Be Adopted at the Outset of War:

We learned many lessons in the Russo-Japanese War. Among them, those concerning the outset of war are as follows:

a.Japan had a chance to launch a surprise attack upon the enemy main force at the outset of war.

b.The morale of our destroyer force at the outset of war was not necessarily high (there being exceptions) and their skill was insufficient. This was most regrettable, about which serious reflection should be made.

c.Both the planning and execution of the blockade operation were insufficient.

In view of these successes and failures in the Russo-Japanese War, we should do our very best at the outset of a war with the U.S., and we should have a firm determination of deciding the fate of the war on its first day.

The outline of the operational plan is as follows:

a.In case of the majority of the enemy main force being in Pearl Harbor, to attack it thoroughly with our air force and to blockade the harbor.

b.In case they are staying outside of the harbor, too, to apply the same attack method as the above.

The strength to be used in the aforementioned operation and their assignments:

a.1st and 2nd Carrier Divisions (2nd Carrier Division alone in an unavoidable case) to launch a forced or surprise attack with all of their air strength, risking themselves on a moonlit night or at dawn.

b.One destroyer squadron to rescue survivors of carriers sunken by an enemy counterattack.

c.One submarine squadron to attack the enemy fleeing in confusion after closing in on Pearl Harbor (or other anchorages), and, if possible, to attack them at the entrance of Pearl Harbor so that the entrance may be blocked by sunken ships.

d.Supply force to assign several tankers with the force for refueling at sea.

In case the enemy comes out from Hawaii before our attack and keeps on coming at us, to encounter it with all of our decisive force and destroy it in one stroke.

It is not easy to succeed in either case, but I believe we could be favored by God’s blessing when all officers and men who take part in this operation have a firm determination of devoting themselves to their task, even sacrificing themselves.

The above is an operation with the U.S. main force as a main target, and an operation of launching a forestalling and surprise attack on the enemy air forces in the Philippines and Singapore should definitely be made almost at the same time of launching attacks on Hawaii. However, if and when the U.S. main force is destroyed, I think, those untrained forces deploying in those southern districts will lose morale to such an extent that they could hardly be of much use in actual bitter fighting.

On the other hand, when we take a defensive stand toward the east and await the enemy coming on out of fear that such an operation against Hawaii is too risky, we cannot rule out the possibility that the enemy would dare to launch an attack upon our homeland to burn our capital city and other cities.

If such happens, our Navy will be subject to fierce attacks by the public, even when we succeed in the southern operation. It is evidently clear that such a development will result in lowering the morale of the nation to such an extent that it cannot be recovered. (It is not a laughing matter at all to recall how much confusion our nation was thrown into when the Russian fleet appeared in the Pacific in the Russo-Japanese War.)

I sincerely desire to be appointed C-in-C of an air fleet to attack Pearl Harbor so that I may personally command that attack force.

I firmly believe that there is a more suitable man to command the normal operations of the Grand Combined Fleet after that operation, as I previously stated my view verbally to your Minister.

Sincerely hoping that you will pass a clear judgment on my request to shift me to that post, so that I may be able to devote myself exclusively to my last duty to our country. …

Source: Donald M. Goldstein and Katherine V. Dillon, The Pearl Harbor Papers: Inside the Japanese Plans (Washington, DC: Brassey’s, 1993), 115–118. Reprinted with permission of the University of Nebraska Press. Copyright 1993 by Prange Enterprises, Inc.

83. Japanese Foreign Minister Matsuoka Yōsuke, Cable Number 44 to the Washington Embassy (Koshi), January 30, 1941

Introduction

In 1940, U.S. naval intelligence deciphered the Japanese secret Foreign Office codes. Although German intelligence informed the Japanese foreign minister in May 1941 that they believed such code-breaking was taking place, American officials retained the ability to decipher much of Japan’s official cable traffic. Among the messages decoded was one from the Foreign Ministry in Tokyo to the embassy in Washington instructing Japanese diplomats in the United States to determine American military capabilities and to launch a campaign of propaganda and subversion in collaboration with Italy and Germany.
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(Foreign Office secret)

(1) Establish an intelligence organ in the Embassy which will maintain liaison with private and semi-official intelligence organs. (See my messages to Washington #591 and #732 from New York to Tokyo, both of last year’s series.) With regard to this, we are holding discussions with the various circles involved at the present time.

(2) The focal point of our investigations shall be the determination of the total strength of the U.S. Our investigations shall be divided into three general classifications: political, economic, and military, and definite course of action shall be mapped out.

(3) Make a survey of all persons or organizations which either openly or secretly oppose participation in the war.

(4) Make investigations of all anti-Semitism, communism, movements of Negroes, and labor movements.

(5) Utilization of U.S. citizens of foreign extraction (other than Japanese), aliens (other than Japanese), communists, Negroes, labor union members, and anti-Semites, in carrying out the investigations described in the preceding paragraph would undoubtedly bear the best results.

These men, moreover, should have access to governmental establishments, (laboratories?), governmental organizations of various characters, factories, and transportation facilities.

(6) Utilization of our “Second Generations” and our resident nationals. (In view of the fact that if there is any slip in this phase, our people in the U.S. will be subjected to considerable persecution, the utmost caution must be exercised.)

(7) In the event of U.S. participation in the war, our intelligence set-up will be moved to Mexico, making that country the nerve center of our intelligence net. Therefore, will you bear this in mind and in anticipation of such an eventuality, set up facilities for a U.S.-Mexico international intelligence net. This net which will cover Brazil, Argentina, Chile, and Peru will also be centered in Mexico.

(8) We shall cooperate with the German and Italian intelligence organs in the U.S. This phase has been discussed with the Germans and the Italians in Tokyo, and it has been approved. …

Source: United States Department of Defense, The “Magic” Background of Pearl Harbor, Vol. 1 (Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1978), 30.

84. Reverend Arle Brooks, Statement upon His Conviction for Draft Evasion, January 1941

Introduction

The United States Selective Service Act of 1940 contained provisions for exemption for conscientious objection on religious grounds. Members of some American denominations, however, considered even registering for the draft unacceptable. One of these was the Reverend Arle Brooks of the Disciples of Christ Church, who was convicted of draft evasion in January 1941. Although Brooks could have used his status as a minister to avoid military service, he preferred to make a public issue of his pacifist beliefs. Before his sentencing, he made the following public statement justifying his stance.
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My conscience forbade me to register under the Selective Service Training Act of 1940.

The present wars are the natural product of our economic system and our way of living. Preparation for war is easier than going through the painful process of reconstructing our social and economic system and improving our own lives.

Wars destroy human lives. Individuals have the right to give their lives for a cause. They have no right to take the life of another. Wars are destructive, futile and immoral. Wars have failed to solve the basic problems of the world. Participation in war to settle international or national differences does not do justice to man’s intelligence.

The people of America are filled with fear of an invasion. Are we so morally weak that the power of one man could control 130,000,000 free people? Free people cannot be enslaved unless they allow it. Are we too lethargic to find a better method of settling international affairs? The people of India have almost won their freedom from Great Britain without firing a shot. They are willing to give their lives but refuse to take the lives of the British soldiers.

Democracy does not mean a blind following of the will of the majority. In a democracy the minority has a right and a duty to follow its ideals. Sometimes the ideals of the minority have eventually been adopted by the majority. Gandhi said, “We are sunk so low that we fancy that it is our duty and our religion to do what the law lays down. If man will only realize that it is unmanly to obey laws that are unjust no man’s tyranny will enslave him. … It is a superstition and an ungodly thing to believe that an act of a majority binds a minority.” I believe in and have worked for the brotherhood of man, which is the highest form of democracy and which recognizes no national boundaries. I have worked with children of the slums of Chicago, with transients, relief people, prisoners in Texas, and with sharecroppers in Mississippi.

Conscription is a denial of the democracy for which I have worked. Under conscription the individual is required blindly to obey his superior officer even when the superior officer is wrong. Hitler could not wage his war if the people of Germany had not granted him the power to conscript them. The United States is adopting a system of conscription which may produce tyranny instead of freedom.

I cannot agree with those who believe that registration is a mere census. Registration is the first and necessary step in conscription. My conscience will not permit me to take this first step.

As a minister I could have received complete exemption. I felt it my moral duty to do all within my power to protest against conscription which will eventually weaken and destroy democracy. I am not evading the draft. I am opposing it. I am defending democracy.

Source: Christian Century 58 (February 5, 1941): 181. Reprinted in John O’Sullivan and Alan M. Meckler, eds., The Draft and Its Enemies: A Documentary History (Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 1974), 174–176.

85. German Führer Adolf Hitler, Order on Collaboration with Japan, Issued by General Wilhelm Keitel, Chief of the Armed Forces High Command, March 5, 1941

Introduction

Germany sought to persuade Japan to move aggressively against British and American interests in East and Southeast Asia. From the German perspective, such policies would divert Anglo-American attention from the war with Germany. In anticipation of a forthcoming visit by Japanese foreign minister Matsuoka Yōsuke, Hitler ordered his military to collaborate closely with their Japanese counterparts in developing a joint strategy.
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The Führer has issued the following order regarding collaboration with Japan:

1. It must be the aim of the collaboration based on the Three-Power Pact to induce Japan as soon as possible to take active measures in the Far East. Strong British forces will thereby be tied down, and the center of gravity of the interests of the United States of America will be diverted to the Pacific.

The sooner it intervenes, the greater will be the prospects of success for Japan in view of the still undeveloped preparedness for war on the part of its adversaries. The “Barbarossa” operation will create particularly favorable political and military prerequisites for this.

2. To prepare the way for collaboration it is essential to strengthen the Japanese military potential with all means available.

For this purpose the High Commands of the branches of the Armed Forces will comply in a comprehensive and generous manner with Japanese desires for assistance in military economics and in technical matters. Reciprocity is desirable but this factor should not stand in the way of negotiations. Priority should naturally be given to those Japanese proposals which would have the most immediate application in waging war.

In special cases the Führer reserves the decision to himself.

3. The harmonizing of the operational plans of the two parties is the responsibility of the Navy High Command.

This will be subject to the following guiding principles:

a.The common aim of the conduct of war is to be stressed as forcing England to the ground quickly and thereby keeping the United States out of the war. Beyond this Germany has no political, military, or economic interests in the Far East which would give occasion for any reservations with regard to Japanese intentions.

b.The great successes achieved by Germany in mercantile warfare make it appear particularly suitable to employ strong Japanese forces for the same purpose. In this connection every opportunity to support German mercantile warfare must be exploited.

c.The raw material situation of the pact powers demands that Japan should acquire possession of those territories which it needs for the continuation of the war, especially if the United States intervenes. Rubber shipments must be carried out even after the entry of Japan into the war, since they are of vital importance to Germany.

d.The seizure of Singapore as the key British position in the Far East would mean a decisive success for the entire conduct of war of the Three Powers.

In addition, attacks on other systems of bases of British naval power—extending to those of American naval power only if the entry of the United States into the war cannot be prevented—will result in weakening the enemy’s system of power in that region and also, just like the attack on sea communications, in tying down substantial forces of all kinds (Australia).

A date for the beginning of operational discussions cannot yet be fixed.

4. In the military commissions to be formed in accordance with the Three-Power Pact, only such questions are to be dealt with as equally concern the three participating powers. These will include primarily the problems of economic warfare.

The working out of the details is the responsibility of the “Main Commission” with the cooperation of the Armed Forces High Command.

5. The Japanese must not be given any intimation of the Barbarossa operation.

Source: Office of the United States Chief Counsel for Prosecution of Axis Criminality, Nazi Conspiracy & Aggression, Vol. 1, Chapter 9, Preparation for Aggression, 1933–1936 (Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1946), 847–849.

86. The Lend-Lease Act, March 11, 1941

Introduction

In March 1941, the U.S. Congress passed the Lend-Lease Act. This act became the basis under which, throughout the war, the United States supplied its numerous allies with massive quantities of military supplies designed to assist them in their efforts to wage war against Germany, Italy, and Japan.
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AN ACT Further to promote the defense of the United States, and for other purposes.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of America in Congress assembled, That this Act may be cited as “An Act to Promote the Defense of the United States.”… SEC. 3. (a) Notwithstanding the provisions of any other law, the President may, from time to time, when he deems it in the interest of national defense, authorize the Secretary of War, the Secretary of the Navy, or the head of any other department or agency of the Government—

(1) To manufacture in arsenals, factories, and shipyards under their jurisdiction, or otherwise procure, to the extent to which funds are made available therefor, or contracts are authorized from time to time by the Congress, or both, any defense article for the government of any country whose defense the President deems vital to the defense of the United States.

(2) To sell, transfer title to, exchange, lease, lend, or otherwise dispose of, to any such government any defense article, but no defense article not manufactured or procured under paragraph (1) shall in any way be disposed of under this paragraph, except after consultation with the Chief of Staff of the Army or the Chief of Naval Operations of the Navy, or both. The value of defense articles disposed of in any way under authority of this paragraph, and procured from funds heretofore appropriated, shall not exceed $1,300,000,000. The value of such defense articles shall be determined by the head of the department or agency concerned or such other department, agency, or officer as shall be designated in the manner provided in the rules and regulations issued hereunder. Defense articles procured from funds hereafter appropriated to any department or agency of the Government, other than from funds authorized to be appropriated under this Act, shall not be disposed of in any way under authority of this paragraph except to the extent hereafter authorized by the Congress in the Acts appropriating such funds or otherwise.

(3) To test, inspect, prove, repair, outfit, recondition, or otherwise to place in good working order, to the extent to which funds are made available therefor, or contracts are authorized from time to time by the Congress, or both, any defense article for any such government, or to procure any or all such services by private contract.

(4) To communicate to any such government any defense information pertaining to any defense article furnished to such government under paragraph (2) of this subsection.

(5) To release for export any defense article disposed of in any way under this subsection to any such government.

(b) The terms and conditions upon which any such foreign government receives any aid authorized under subsection (a) shall be those which the President deems satisfactory, and the benefit to the United States may be payment or repayment in kind or property, or any other direct or indirect benefit which the President deems satisfactory.

(c) After June 30, 1943, or after the passage of a concurrent resolution by the two Houses before June 30, 1943, which declares that the powers conferred by or pursuant to subsection (a) are no longer necessary to promote the defense of the United States, neither the President nor the head of any department or agency shall exercise any of the powers conferred by or pursuant to subsection (a) except that until July 1, 1946, any of such powers may be exercised to the extent necessary to carry out a contract or agreement with such a foreign government made before July 1, 1943, or before the passage of such concurrent resolution, whichever is the earlier.

(d) Nothing in this Act shall be construed to authorize or to permit the authorization of convoying vessels by naval vessels of the United States.

(e) Nothing in this Act shall be construed to authorize or to permit the authorization of the entry of any American vessel into a combat area in violation of section 3 of the Neutrality Act of 1939. …

SEC. 8. The Secretaries of War and of the Navy are hereby authorized to purchase or otherwise acquire arms, ammunition, and implements of war produced within the jurisdiction of any country to which section 3 is applicable, whenever the President deems such purchase or acquisition to be necessary in the interests of the defense of the United States. …

Source: Public Laws, Part 1: United States Statutes at Large Containing the Laws and Concurrent Resolutions Enacted during the First Session of the Seventy-Seventh Congress of the United States of America, 1941–1942, and Treaties, International Agreements Other than Treaties, and Proclamations, Vol. 55 (Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1942), 31–33.

87. “Draft Understanding,” Paper Presented to the Department of State through the Medium of Private American and Japanese Individuals, April 9, 1941

Introduction

By 1941, the United States and Japan were seriously at odds over Japanese policy in Asia, especially toward China. Private Americans, notably two Catholic missionary fathers, working in collaboration with the Japanese ambassador to the United States and various Japanese military figures, developed a draft of what they hoped might become an understanding between Japan and the United States. Although many of its proposals were unacceptable to the United States, to start the ball rolling on talks, Secretary of State Cordell Hull agreed to discuss it. This proposal marked the beginning of eight months of intensive but ultimately fruitless negotiations over the possibility of reconciling the differences dividing Japan and the United States.
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The Governments of the United States and of Japan accept joint responsibility for the initiation and conclusion of a general agreement disposing the resumption of our traditional friendly relations.

Without reference to specific causes of recent estrangement, it is the sincere desire of both Governments that the incidents which led to the deterioration of amicable sentiment among our peoples should be prevented from recurrence and corrected in their unforeseen and unfortunate consequences.

It is our present hope that, by a joint effort, our nations may establish a just peace in the Pacific; and by the rapid consummation of an entente cordiale, arrest, if not dispel, the tragic confusion that now threatens to engulf civilization.

For such decisive action, protracted negotiations would seem ill-suited and weakening. We, therefore, suggest that adequate instrumentalities should be developed for the realization of a general agreement which would bind, meanwhile, both Governments in honor and in act.

It is our belief that such an understanding should comprise only the pivotal issues of urgency and not the accessory concerns which could be deliberated at a Conference and appropriately confirmed by our respective Governments.

We presume to anticipate that our Governments could achieve harmonious relations if certain situations and attitudes were clarified or improved; to wit:

1.The concepts of the United States and of Japan respecting international relations and the character of nations.

2.The attitudes of both governments toward the European War.

3.The relations of both nations toward the China Affair.

4.Naval, aerial, and mercantile marine relations in the Pacific.

5.Commerce between both nations and their financial cooperation.

6.Economic activity of both nations in the Southwestern Pacific area.

7.The policies of both nations affecting political stabilization in the Pacific.

Accordingly, we have come to the following mutual understanding, subject, of course, to modifications by the United States Government and subject to the official and final decision of the Government of Japan.

I.

The Concepts of the United States and of Japan Respecting International Relations and the Character of Nations

The Governments of the United States and of Japan might jointly acknowledge each other as equally sovereign states and contiguous Pacific powers.

Both Governments assert the unanimity of their national policies as directed toward the foundation of a lasting peace and the inauguration of a new era of respectful confidence and cooperation among our peoples.

Both Governments might declare that it is their traditional, and present, concept and conviction that nations and races compose, as members of a family, one household; each equally enjoying rights and admitting responsibilities with a mutuality of interests regulated by peaceful processes and directed to the pursuit of their moral and physical welfare, which they are bound to defend for themselves as they are bound not to destroy for others.

Both Governments are firmly determined that their respective traditional concepts on the character of nations and the underlying moral principles of social order and national life will continue to be preserved and never transformed by foreign ideas or ideologies contrary to those moral principles and concepts.

II.

The Attitudes of Both Governments Toward the European War

The Government of Japan maintains that the purpose of its Axis Alliance was, and is, defensive and designed to prevent the extension of military grouping among nations not directly affected by the European War.

The Government of Japan, with no intention of evading its existing treaty obligation, desires to declare that its military obligations under the Axis Alliance come into force only when one of the parties of the Alliance is aggressively attacked by a power not at present involved in the European War.

The Government of the United States maintains that its attitude toward the European War is, and will continue to be, determined by no aggressive alliance aimed to assist any one nation against another. The United States maintains that it is pledged to the hate of war, and accordingly its attitude toward the European War is, and will continue to be, determined solely and exclusively by considerations of the protective defense of its own national welfare and security.

III.

China Affairs

The President of the United States, if the following terms are approved by His Excellency and guaranteed by the Government of Japan, might request the Chiang Kai-shek regime to negotiate peace with Japan:

a.Independence of China.

b.Withdrawal of Japanese troops from Chinese territory, in accordance with an agreement to be reached between Japan and China.

c.No acquisition of Chinese territory.

d.No imposition of indemnities.

e.Resumption of the “Open Door”; the interpretation and application of which shall be agreed upon at some future, convenient time between the United States and Japan.

f.Coalescence of the Governments of Chiang Kai-shek and of Wang Ching-wei.

g.No large-scale or concentrated immigration of Japanese into Chinese territory.

h.Recognition of Manchukuo.

With the acceptance of the Chiang Kai-shek regime of the aforementioned Presidential request, the Japanese Government shall commence direct peace negotiations with the newly coalesced Chinese Government, or constituent elements thereof.

The Government of Japan shall submit to the Chinese concrete terms of peace, within the limits of aforesaid general terms and along the line of neighborly friendship, joint defense against communistic activities, and economic cooperation.

Should the Chiang Kai-shek regime reject the request of President Roosevelt, the United States Government shall discontinue assistance to the Chinese.

IV.

Naval, Aerial, and Mercantile Marine Relations in the Pacific

a.As both the Americans and the Japanese are desirous of maintaining the peace in the Pacific, they shall not resort to such disposition of their naval forces and aerial forces as to menace each other. Detailed, concrete agreement thereof shall be left for determination at the proposed joint Conference.

b.At the conclusion of the projected Conference, each nation might dispatch a courtesy naval squadron to visit the country of the other and signalize the new era of Peace in the Pacific.

c.With the first ray of hope for the settlement of China affairs, the Japanese Government will agree, if desired, to use its good offices to release for contract by Americans a certain percentage of their total tonnage of merchant vessels, chiefly for the Pacific service, so soon as they can be released from their present commitments. The amount of such tonnage shall be determined at the Conference.

V.

Commerce Between Both Nations, and Their Financial Cooperation

When official approbation to the present understanding has been given by both Governments, the United States and Japan shall assure each other to mutually supply such commodities as are respectively available or required by either of them. Both Governments further consent to take necessary steps to the resumption of normal trade relations as formerly established under the Treaty of Navigation and Commerce between the United States and Japan. If a new commercial treaty is desired by both Governments, it could be elaborated at the proposed Conference and concluded in accordance with usual procedures.

For the advancement of economic cooperation between both nations, it is suggested that the United States extend to Japan a gold credit in amounts sufficient to foster trade and industrial development directed to the betterment of Far Eastern economic conditions and to the sustained economic cooperation of the Governments of the United States and of Japan.

VI.

Economic Activity of Both Nations in the Southwestern Pacific Area

On the pledged basis of guarantee that Japanese activities in the Southwestern Pacific shall be carried on by peaceful means, without resorting to arms, American cooperation and support shall be given in the production and procurement of natural resources (such as oil, rubber, tin, nickel) which Japan needs.

VII.

The Policies of Both Nations Affecting Political Stabilization in the Pacific

a.The Government of the United States and of Japan will not acquiesce in the future transfer of territories or the relegation of existing States within the Far East and in the Southwestern Pacific to any European Power.

b.The Government of the United States and of Japan jointly guarantee the independence of the Philippine Islands and will consider means to come to their assistance in the event of unprovoked aggression by any third power.

c.The Government of Japan requests the friendly and diplomatic assistance of the Government of the United States for the removal of Hong Kong and Singapore as doorways to further political encroachment by the British in the Far East.

d.Japanese immigration to the United States and to the Southwestern Pacific shall receive amicable consideration—on a basis of equality with other nationals and freedom from discrimination.

CONFERENCE

a.It is suggested that a Conference between delegates of the United States and of Japan be held at Honolulu and that this Conference be opened for the United States by President Roosevelt and for Japan by Prince Konoye. The delegates could number less than five each, exclusive of experts, clerks, etc.

b.There shall be no foreign observers at the Conference.

c.This Conference could be held as soon as possible (May 1941) after the present understanding has been reached.

d.The present agenda of the Conference would not include a reconsideration of the present understanding but would direct its efforts to the specification of the prearranged agenda and drafting of instruments to effectuate the understanding. The precise agenda could be determined upon by mutual agreement between the two Governments.

AGENDA

The present understanding shall be kept as a confidential memorandum between the Governments of the United States and of Japan.

The scope, character, and timing of the announcement of this understanding will be agreed upon by both Governments.

Source: U.S. Department of State, Papers Relating to the Foreign Relations of the United States: Japan, 1931–1941, Vol. 2 (Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1943), 398–402.

88. Text of the U.S.-Danish Agreement on Greenland, April 9, 1941

Introduction

In April 1941, the United States announced that it would construct air and naval bases on Greenland, a huge island far out in the Atlantic that was under Danish sovereignty. Germany had occupied Denmark in the spring of 1940, so the United States reached this agreement with the government-in-exile. The Franklin D. Roosevelt administration feared that unless it took this measure and effectively assumed responsibility for Greenland’s defense, the territory might easily fall under German control.
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Whereas:

ONE. After the invasion and occupation of Denmark on April 9, 1940 by foreign military forces, the United Greenland Councils at their meeting at Godhavn on May 3, 1940 adopted in the name of the people of Greenland a resolution reiterating their oath of allegiance to King Christian X of Denmark and expressing the hope that, for as long as Greenland remains cut off from the mother country, the Government of the United States of America will continue to hold in mind the exposed position of the Danish flag in Greenland, of the native Greenland and Danish population, and of established public order; and

TWO. The Governments of all of the American Republics have agreed that the status of regions in the Western Hemisphere belonging to European powers is a subject of deep concern to the American Nations, and that the course of military events in Europe and the changes resulting from them may create the grave danger that European territorial possessions in America may be converted into strategic centers of aggression against nations of the American Continent; and

THREE. Defense of Greenland against attack by a non-American power is essential to the preservation of the peace and security of the American Continent and is a subject of vital concern to the United States of America and also to the Kingdom of Denmark; and

FOUR. Although the sovereignty of Denmark over Greenland is fully recognized, the present circumstances for the time being prevent the Government in Denmark from exercising its powers in respect of Greenland.

Therefore,

The undersigned, to wit: CORDELL HULL, Secretary of State of the United States of America, acting on behalf of the Government of the United States of America, and HENRIK DE KAUFFMANN, Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary of His Majesty the King of Denmark at Washington, acting on behalf of His Majesty the King of Denmark in His capacity as sovereign of Greenland, whose authorities in Greenland have concurred herein, have agreed as follows:

ARTICLE I

The Government of the United States of America reiterates its recognition of and respect for the sovereignty of the Kingdom of Denmark over Greenland. Recognizing that as a result of the present European war there is danger that Greenland may be converted into a point of aggression against nations of the American Continent, the Government of the United States of America, having in mind its obligations under the Act of Habana signed on July 30, 1940, accepts the responsibility of assisting Greenland in the maintenance of its present status.

ARTICLE II

It is agreed that the Government of the United States of America shall have the right to construct, maintain and operate such landing fields, seaplane facilities and radio and meteorological installations as may be necessary for the accomplishment of the purposes set forth in Article I.

ARTICLE III

The grants of the rights specified in Article II shall also include the right to improve and deepen harbors and anchorages and the approaches thereto, to install aids to navigation by air and by water, and to construct roads, communication services, fortifications, repair and storage facilities, and housing for personnel, and generally, the right to do any and all things necessary to insure the efficient operation, maintenance and protection of such defense facilities as may be established.

ARTICLE IV

The landing fields, seaplane, harbor and other defense facilities that may be constructed and operated by the Government of the United States of America under Articles II and III will be made available to the airplanes and vessels of all the American Nations for purposes connected with the common defense of the Western Hemisphere.

ARTICLE V

It is agreed that the Government of the United States of America shall have the right to lease for such period of time as this Agreement may be in force such areas of land and water as may be necessary for the construction, operation and protection of the defense facilities specified in Articles II and III. In locating the aforesaid defense areas, the fullest consideration consistent with military necessity shall be given to the welfare, health and economic needs of the native population of Greenland. It is agreed, however, that since the paramount objective sought is the early attainment of an adequate defense establishment in Greenland, the utilization of any area deemed by the Government of the United States of America to be needed for this purpose shall not be delayed pending the reaching of an agreement upon the precise terms of a formal lease. A description of such areas, by metes and bounds, and a statement of the purpose for which they are needed shall in each case be communicated to the Danish authorities in Greenland as soon as practicable, and the negotiation of a formal lease shall be undertaken within a reasonable period of time thereafter.

ARTICLE VI

The Kingdom of Denmark retains sovereignty over the defense areas mentioned in the preceding articles. So long as this Agreement shall remain in force, the Government of the United States of America shall have exclusive jurisdiction over any such defense area in Greenland and over military and civilian personnel of the United States and their families, as well as over all other persons within such areas except Danish citizens and native Greenlanders, it being understood, however, that the Government of the United States may turn over to the Danish authorities in Greenland for trial and punishment any person committing an offense within a defense area, if the Government of the United States shall decide not to exercise jurisdiction in such case. The Danish authorities in Greenland will take adequate measures to insure the prosecution and punishment in case of conviction of all Danish citizens, native Greenlanders, and other persons who may be turned over to them by the authorities of the United States, for offenses committed within the said defense areas.

ARTICLE VII

It is agreed that the Government of the United States of America shall have the right to establish and maintain postal facilities and commissary stores to be used solely by military and civilian personnel of the United States, and their families, maintained in Greenland in connection with the Greenland defense establishment. If requested by the Danish authorities in Greenland, arrangements will be made to enable persons other than those mentioned to purchase necessary supplies at such commissary stores as may be established.

ARTICLE VIII

All materials, supplies and equipment for the construction, use and operation of the defense establishment and for the personal needs of military and civilian personnel of the United States, and their families, shall be permitted entry into Greenland free of customs duties, excise taxes, or other charges, and the said personnel and their families, shall also be exempt from all forms of taxation, assessments or other levies by the Danish authorities in Greenland.

ARTICLE IX

The Government of the United States of America will respect all legitimate interests in Greenland as well as all the laws, regulations and customs pertaining to the native population and the internal administration of Greenland. In exercising the rights derived from this Agreement the Government of the United States will give sympathetic consideration to all representations made by the Danish authorities in Greenland with respect to the welfare of the inhabitants of Greenland.

ARTICLE X

This Agreement shall remain in force until it is agreed that the present dangers to the peace and security of the American Continent have passed. At that time the modification or termination of the Agreement will be the subject of consultation between the Government of the United States of America and the Government of Denmark. After due consultation has taken place, each party shall have the right to give the other party notice of its intention to terminate the Agreement, and it is hereby agreed, that at the expiration of twelve months after such notice shall have been received by either party from the other this Agreement shall cease to be in force.

Source: U.S. Department of State, Publication 1983: Peace and War; United States Foreign Policy, 1931–1941 (Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1943), 641–647.

89. Pact of Neutrality between the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and Japan and Declaration Regarding Mongolia, April 13, 1941

Introduction

In April 1941 the Soviet Union and Japan, the past relations of which had often been difficult, signed a formal agreement that they would remain neutral toward each other. Russia also agreed to respect Japan’s interests in Manchuria in exchange for reciprocal pledges from Japan on Mongolia. Later that year Germany invaded the Soviet Union, and Japan declared war on both the United States and Britain. Even so, these agreements remained in effect until the summer of 1945, shortly before Japan’s surrender.
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The Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and His Majesty the Emperor of Japan, guided by a desire to strengthen peaceful and friendly relations between the two countries, have decided to conclude a pact on neutrality, for which purpose they have appointed as their Representatives: [names omitted]

Who, after an exchange of their credentials, which were found in due and proper form, have agreed on the following:

ARTICLE ONE

Both Contracting Parties undertake to maintain peaceful and friendly relations between them and mutually respect the territorial integrity and inviolability of the other Contracting Party.

ARTICLE TWO

Should one of the Contracting Parties become the object of hostilities on the part of one or several third powers, the other Contracting Party will observe neutrality throughout the duration of the conflict.

ARTICLE THREE

The present Pact comes into force from the day of its ratification by both Contracting Parties and remains valid for five years. In case neither of the Contracting Parties denounces the Pact one year before the expiration of the term, it will be considered automatically prolonged for the next five years.

ARTICLE FOUR

The present Pact is subject to ratification as soon as possible. The instruments of ratification shall be exchanged in Tokyo, also as soon as possible. …

Declaration Regarding Mongolia, April 13, 1941

In conformity with the spirit of the Pact on neutrality concluded on April 13, 1941, between the U.S.S.R. and Japan, the Government of the U.S.S.R. and the Government of Japan, in the interest of insuring peaceful and friendly relations between the two countries, solemnly declare that the U.S.S.R. pledges to respect the territorial integrity and inviolability of Manchukuo and Japan pledges to respect the territorial integrity and inviolability of the Mongolian People’s Republic.

Source: “Soviet-Japanese Neutrality Pact, April 13, 1941,” The Avalon Project at the Yale Law School, http://avalon.law.yale.edu/wwii/s1.asp.

90. Opposition to American Intervention in World War II: Charles A. Lindbergh, Radio Address, April 23, 1941

Introduction

While President Franklin D. Roosevelt and his chief advisers were strongly interventionist in World War II, taking measures that effectively made American entry into the conflict more likely, opposition to the war also existed. The private group America First was established in 1940 to organize those forces who believed that the best way the United States could meet the ever more serious international crisis was by building up American defenses while holding itself aloof from Europe. Its most celebrated member was the aviator Charles Lindbergh, the first person to make a solo flight across the Atlantic, whose personal inspections of German military forces during the later 1930s had convinced him that Germany had gained irreversible airpower superiority over Britain and France.
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There are many viewpoints from which the issues of this war can be argued. Some are primarily idealistic. Some are primarily practical. One should, I believe, strive for a balance of both. But, since the subjects that can be covered in a single address are limited, tonight I shall discuss the war from a viewpoint which is primarily practical. It is not that I believe ideals are unimportant, even among the realities of war; but if a nation is to survive in a hostile world, its ideals must be backed by the hard logic of military practicability. If the outcome of war depended upon ideals alone, this would be a different world than it is today.

I know I will be severely criticized by the interventionists in America when I say we should not enter a war unless we have a reasonable chance of winning. That, they will claim, is far too materialistic a viewpoint. They will advance again the same arguments that were used to persuade France to declare war against Germany in 1939. But I do not believe that our American ideals, and our way of life, will gain through an unsuccessful war. And I know that the United States is not prepared to wage war in Europe successfully at this time. We are no better prepared today than France was when the interventionists in Europe persuaded her to attack the Siegfried line.

I have said it before, and I will say it again, that I believe it will be a tragedy to the entire world if the British Empire collapses. That is one of the main reasons why I opposed this war before it was declared and why I have constantly advocated a negotiated peace. I did not feel that England and France had a reasonable chance of winning. France has now been defeated; and, despite the propaganda and confusion of recent months, it is now obvious that England is losing the war. I believe this is realized even by the British Government. But they have one last desperate plan remaining. They hope that they may be able to persuade us to send another American Expeditionary Force to Europe, and to share with England militarily, as well as financially, the fiasco of this war.

I do not blame England for this hope, or for asking for our assistance. But we now know that she declared a war under circumstances which led to the defeat of every nation that sided with her from Poland to Greece. We know that in the desperation of war England promised to all those nations armed assistance that she could not send. We know that she misinformed them, as she has misinformed us, concerning her state of preparation, her military strength, and the progress of the war.

In time of war, truth is always replaced by propaganda. I do not believe that we should be too quick to criticize the actions of a belligerent nation. There is always the question whether we, ourselves, would do better under similar circumstances. But we in this country have a right to think of the welfare of America first, just as the people in England thought first of their own country when they encouraged the smaller nations of Europe to fight against hopeless odds. When England asks us to enter this war, she is considering her own future and that of her Empire. In making our reply, I believe we should consider the future of the United States and that of the Western Hemisphere.

It is not only our right, but it is our obligation as American citizens, to look at this war objectively and to weigh our chances for success if we should enter it. I have attempted to do this, especially from the standpoint of aviation; and I have been forced to the conclusion that we cannot win this war for England, regardless of how much assistance we extend.

I ask you to look at the map of Europe today and see if you can suggest any way in which we could win this war if we entered it. Suppose we had a large army in America, trained and equipped. Where would we send it to fight? The campaigns of the war show only too clearly how difficult it is to force a landing, or to maintain an army, on a hostile coast.

Suppose we took our Navy from the Pacific and used it to convoy British shipping. That would not win the war for England. It would, at best, permit her to exist under the constant bombing of the German air fleet. Suppose we had an air force that we could send to Europe. Where could it operate? Some of our squadrons might be based in the British Isles, but it is physically impossible to base enough aircraft in the British Isles alone to equal in strength the aircraft that can be based on the continent of Europe.

I have asked these questions on the supposition that we had in existence an Army and an air force large enough and well enough equipped to send to Europe; and that we would dare to remove our Navy from the Pacific. Even on this basis, I do not see how we could invade the continent of Europe successfully as long as all of that continent and most of Asia is under Axis domination. But the fact is that none of these suppositions are correct. We have only a one-ocean Navy. Our Army is still untrained and inadequately equipped for foreign war. Our air force is deplorably lacking in modern fighting planes.

When these facts are cited, the interventionists shout that we are defeatists, that we are undermining the principles of democracy, and that we are giving comfort to Germany by talking about our military weakness. But everything I mention here has been published in our newspapers and in the reports of congressional hearings in Washington. Our military position is well known to the governments of Europe and Asia. Why, then, should it not be brought to the attention of our own people?

I say it is the interventionists in America as it was in England and in France, who give aid and comfort to the enemy. I say it is they who are undermining the principles of democracy when they demand that we take a course to which more than 80 percent of our citizens are opposed. I charge them with being the real defeatists, for their policy has led to the defeat of every country that followed their advice since this war began. There is no better way to give comfort to an enemy than to divide the people of a nation over the issue of foreign war. There is no shorter road to defeat than by entering a war with inadequate preparation. Every nation that has adopted the interventionist policy of depending upon someone else for its own defense has met with nothing but defeat and failure. …

There is a policy open to this Nation that will lead to success—a policy that leaves us free to follow our own way of life and to develop our own civilization. It is not a new and untried idea. It was advocated by Washington. It was incorporated in the Monroe Doctrine. Under its guidance the United States became the greatest Nation in the world.

It is based upon the belief that the security of a nation lies in the strength and character of its own people. It recommends the maintenance of armed forces sufficient to defend this hemisphere from attack by any combination of foreign powers. It demands faith in an independent American destiny. This is the policy of the America First Committee today. It is a policy not of isolation, but of independence; not of defeat, but of courage. It is a policy that led this Nation to success during the most trying years of our history, and it is a policy that will lead us to success again. …

The United States is better situated from a military standpoint than any other nation in the world. Even in our present condition of unpreparedness no foreign power is in a position to invade us today. If we concentrate on our own defenses and build the strength that this Nation should maintain, no foreign army will ever attempt to land on American shores.

War is not inevitable for this country. Such a claim is defeatism in the true sense. No one can make us fight abroad unless we ourselves are willing to do so. No one will attempt to fight us here if we arm ourselves as a great nation should be armed. Over a hundred million people in this Nation are opposed to entering the war. If the principles of democracy mean anything at all, that is reason enough for us to stay out. If we are forced into a war against the wishes of an overwhelming majority of our people, we will have proved democracy such a failure at home that there will be little use fighting for it abroad.

The time has come when those of us who believe in an independent American destiny must band together and organize for strength. We have been led toward war by a minority of our people. This minority has power. It has influence. It has a loud voice. But it does not represent the American people. During the last several years I have traveled over this country from one end to the other. I have talked to many hundreds of men and women, and have letters from tens of thousands more, who feel the same way as you and I.

Most of these people have no influence or power. Most of them have no means of expressing their convictions, except by their vote which has always been against this war. They are the citizens who have had to work too hard at their daily jobs to organize political meetings. Hitherto, they have relied upon their vote to express their feelings; but now they find that it is hardly remembered except in the oratory of a political campaign. These people, the majority of hard-working American citizens, are with us. They are the true strength of our country. And they are beginning to realize, as you and I, that there are times when we must sacrifice our normal interests in life in order to insure the safety and the welfare of our Nation.

Such a time has come. Such a crisis is here. That is why the America First Committee has been formed—to give voice to the people who have no newspaper, or newsreel, or radio station at their command; to the people who must do the paying, and the fighting, and the dying if this country enters the war.

Source: Charles A. Lindbergh, Radio Address, April 23, 1941, Reprinted in T. H. Breen, ed., The Power of Words: Documents in American History, Vol. 2, From 1865 (New York: HarperCollins, 1996), 172–174. Reprinted with permission of Manuscripts and Archives, Yale University Library.

91. President Franklin D. Roosevelt, Proclamation of Unlimited National Emergency, May 27, 1941

Introduction

In May 1941, President Franklin D. Roosevelt declared that due to the war in Europe and Asia, a state of national emergency was necessary in the United States. This measure, which authorized him to take such action as he felt desirable to safeguard American security, represented another important step in bringing the United States closer to outright war.
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BY THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

A Proclamation

(Proclaiming That an Unlimited National Emergency Confronts This Country, Which Requires That Its Military, Naval, Air and Civilian Defenses Be Put on the Basis of Readiness to Repel Any and All Acts or Threats of Aggression Directed Toward any Part of the Western Hemisphere.)

WHEREAS on September 8, 1939 because of the outbreak of war in Europe a proclamation was issued declaring a limited national emergency and directing measures “for the purpose of strengthening our national defense within the limits of peacetime authorizations,”

WHEREAS a succession of events makes plain that the objectives of the Axis belligerents in such war are not confined to those avowed at its commencement, but include overthrow throughout the world of existing democratic order, and a worldwide domination of peoples and economies through the destruction of all resistance on land and sea and in the air, AND

WHEREAS indifference on the part of the United States to the increasing menace would be perilous, and common prudence requires that for the security of this nation and of this hemisphere we should pass from peacetime authorizations of military strength to such a basis as will enable us to cope instantly and decisively with any attempt at hostile encirclement of this hemisphere, or the establishment of any base for aggression against it, as well as to repel the threat of predatory incursion by foreign agents into our territory and society,

NOW, THEREFORE, I, FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT, President of the United States of America, do proclaim that an unlimited national emergency confronts this country, which requires that its military, naval, air and civilian defences be put on the basis of readiness to repel any and all acts or threats of aggression directed toward any part of the Western Hemisphere.

I call upon all the loyal citizens engaged in production for defense to give precedence to the needs of the nation to the end that a system of government that makes private enterprise possible may survive.

I call upon all our loyal workmen as well as employers to merge their lesser differences in the larger effort to insure the survival of the only kind of government which recognizes the rights of labor or of capital.

I call upon loyal state and local leaders and officials to cooperate with the civilian defense agencies of the United States to assure our internal security against foreign directed subversion and to put every community in order for maximum productive effort and minimum of waste and unnecessary frictions.

I call upon all loyal citizens to place the nation’s needs first in mind and in action to the end that we may mobilize and have ready for instant defensive use all of the physical powers, all of the moral strength and all of the material resources of this nation. …

Source: Department of State Bulletin, Vol. 4, May 31, 1941 (Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1941), 654.

92. Ho Chi Minh, Letter from Abroad, May or June 1941

Introduction

The European war encouraged nationalist forces within Asian colonies. In mid-May 1941, the Eighth Plenum of the Communist Party of Indochina decided to launch an armed uprising against the Vichy-oriented French colonial administration of Indochina and the Japanese with whom the French were collaborating. The rebellion proved abortive, but before it took place, the party’s leader, Ho Chi Minh, still in exile, sent this letter of encouragement.
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Elders!

Prominent personalities!

Intellectuals, peasants, workers, traders, and soldiers!

Dear compatriots!

Since the French were defeated by the Germans, their forces have been completely disintegrated. However, with regard to our people, they continue to plunder us pitilessly, suck all our blood, and carry out a barbarous policy of all-out terrorism and massacre. Concerning their foreign policy, they bow their heads and kneel down, shamelessly cutting our land for Siam; without a single word of protest, they heartlessly offer our interests to Japan. As a result, our people suffer under a double yoke: they serve not only as buffaloes and horses to the French invaders but also as slaves to the Japanese plunderers. Alas! What sin have our people committed to be doomed to such a wretched plight!

Living in such painful and lamentable conditions, can our people bind their own hands to doom themselves to death? No! Certainly not! More than 20 million sons and daughters of Lac Hong are resolute to do away with slavery. For nearly eighty years under the French invaders’ iron heels we have unceasingly sacrificed ourselves and struggled for national independence and freedom. …

Now, the opportunity has come for liberation. France itself is unable to dominate our country. As to the Japanese, on the one hand they are bogged in China, on the other they are hamstrung by the British and American forces and certainly cannot use all their forces to contend with us. If our entire people are united and single-minded, we are certainly able to smash the picked French and Japanese armies.

Compatriots throughout the country! Rise up quickly! Let us follow the heroic example of the Chinese people! Rise up quickly to organize the Association for National Salvation to fight the French and the Japanese.

Elders!

Prominent personalities!

Some hundreds of years ago, when our country was endangered by the Mongolian dynasty, our elders under the Tran dynasty rose up indignantly and called on their sons and daughters throughout the country to rise as one in order to kill the enemy. Finally they saved their people from danger, and their good name will be carried into posterity for all time. The elders and prominent personalities of our country should follow the example set by our forefathers in the glorious task of national salvation.

Rich people, soldiers, workers, peasants, intellectuals, employees, traders, youth, and women who warmly love your country! At the present time national liberation is the most important problem. Let us unite together! As one in mind and strength we shall overthrow the Japanese and French and their jackals in order to save people from the situation between boiling water and burning heat.

Dear compatriots!

National salvation is the common cause to the whole of our people. Every Vietnamese must take part in it. He who has money will contribute his money, he who has strength will contribute his strength, he who has talent will contribute his talent. I pledge to use all my modest abilities to follow you and am ready for the last sacrifice.

Revolutionary fighters!

The hour has struck! Raise aloft the insurrectionary banner and guide the people throughout the country to overthrow the Japanese and French! The sacred call of the Fatherland is resounding in your ears; the blood of our heroic predecessors who sacrificed ther lives is stirring in your hearts! The fighting spirit of the people is displayed everywhere before you! Let us rise up quickly! Unite with each other, unify your action to overthrow the Japanese and the French.

Victory to Viet-Nam’s Revolution!

Victory to the World’s Revolution!

Source: Ho Chi Minh, Selected Works, Vol. 2 (Hanoi: Foreign Languages Publishing House, 1961), 151–154.

93. William J. Donovan to President Franklin D. Roosevelt, “Memorandum of Establishment of Service of Strategic Information,” June 10, 1941

Introduction

In the summer of 1941, William J. Donovan, a Buffalo lawyer and vehemently pro-Allied former U.S. attorney general who won the Medal of Honor in World War I, proposed to President Franklin D. Roosevelt the creation of a U.S. foreign intelligence service. Donovan prepared this memorandum after discussions with Secretary of the Navy Frank Knox, Secretary of War Henry L. Stimson, Assistant Secretary of War John J. McCloy, several British intelligence operatives, and various others close to Roosevelt.
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Strategy without information upon which it can rely is helpless. Likewise, information is useless unless it is intelligently directed to the strategic purpose. Modern warfare depends upon the economic base—upon the supply of raw materials, on the capacity and performance of the industrial plant, on the scope of agricultural production, and upon the character and efficiency of communications. Strategic reserves will determine the strength of the attack and the resistance of the defense. Steel and gasoline constitute these reserves as much as do men and powder. The width and depth of terrain occupied by the present-day Army exacts an equally wide and deep network of operational lines. The “depth of strategy” depends upon the “depth of armament.”

The commitment of all the resources of a nation, moral as well as material, constitutes what is called total war. To anticipate every intention as to the mobilization and employment of these forces is a difficult task. General von Bernhardi says, “We must try by correctly foreseeing what is coming, to anticipate developments and thereby to gain an advantage which our opponents cannot overcome on the field of battle. That is what the future expects us to do.”

Although we are facing imminent peril, we are lacking in effective services for analyzing, comprehending, and appraising such information as we might obtain (or in some cases have obtained) relative to the intention of potential enemies and the limit of the economic and military resources of these enemies. Our mechanism of collecting information is inadequate. It is true we have intelligence units in the Army and Navy. We can assume that through these units our fighting services can obtain technical information in time of peace, have available immediate operation information in time of war, and, on certain occasions, obtain “spot” news as to enemy movements. But these services cannot, out of the very nature of things, obtain that accurate, comprehensive, long-range information without which no strategic board can plan for the future. And we have arrived at the moment when there must be plans laid down for the spring of 1942.

We have, scattered throughout the various departments of our Government, documents and memoranda concerning military and naval and air and economic potentials of the Axis which, if gathered together and studied in detail by carefully selected trained minds, with a knowledge both of the related languages and techniques, would yield valuable and often decisive results.

Critical analysis of this information is as presently important for our supply program as if we were actually engaged in armed conflict. It is unimaginable that Germany would engage in a $7 billion supply program without first studying in detail the productive capacity of her actual and potential enemies. It is because she does exactly this that she displays such mastery in the secrecy, timing and effectiveness of her attacks.

Even if we participate to no greater extent than we do now, it is essential that we set up a central enemy intelligence organization which would itself collect, either directly or through existing departments of Government, at home and abroad, pertinent information concerning potential enemies, the character and strength of their armed forces, their internal economic organization, their principal channels of supply, the morale of their troops and their people and their relations with their neighbors or allies.

For example, in the economic field there are many weapons that can be used against the enemy. But in our Government, these weapons are distributed through several different departments. How and when to use them is of vital interest not only to the Commander-in-Chief but to each of the departments concerned. All departments should have the same information upon which economic warfare could be determined.

To analyze and interpret such information by applying to it not only the experience of Army and Naval officers, but also of specialized, trained research officials in the relative scientific fields (including technological, economic, financial and psychological scholars), is of determining influence in modern warfare.

Such analysis and interpretation must be done with immediacy and speedily transmitted to the intelligence services of those departments which, in some cases, would have been supplying the essential raw materials of information.

But there is another element in modern warfare, and that is the psychological attack against the moral and spiritual defenses of a nation. In this attack, the most powerful weapon is radio. The use of radio as a weapon, though effectively employed by Germany, is still to be perfected. But this perfection can be realized only by planning, and planning is dependent upon accurate information. From this information, action could be carried out by appropriate agencies.

The mechanism of this service to the various departments should be under the direction of a Coordinator of Strategic Information, who would be responsible directly to the President. This Coordinator could be assisted by an advisory panel consisting of the Director of the FBI, the Directors of the Army and Navy Intelligence Service, with corresponding officials from other Governmental departments principally concerned.

The attached chart shows the allocation of and the interrelation between the general duties to be discharged under the appropriate directors. Much of the personnel would be drawn from the Army and Navy and other departments of the Government, and it will be seen from the chart that the proposed centralized unit will neither displace nor encroach upon the FBI, Army and Navy Intelligence, or any other department of the Government.

The basic purpose of this Service of Strategic Information is to constitute a means by which the President, as Commander-in-Chief, and his Strategic Board would have available accurate and complete enemy intelligence reports upon which military operational decisions could be based.

Source: File Coordinator of Information 1941, Box 141, Subject Files, President’s Secretary’s File, Papers of Franklin D. Roosevelt, Franklin D. Roosevelt Presidential Library, Hyde Park, New York.

94. Hitler’s Decision to Invade the Soviet Union: Adolf Hitler to Benito Mussolini, June 21, 1941

Introduction

One of Hitler’s greatest mistakes was his decision to invade the Soviet Union in June 1941, a war that would bleed Germany white of men and resources. Writing to his fellow dictator, Benito Mussolini, on June 21, 1941, Hitler explained his decision to invade the Soviet Union in terms that made it clear that he ultimately expected victory there. It seems that he had in all probability always intended to break the Nazi-Soviet Non-Aggression Pact whenever this might seem most convenient to him.
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Duce!

I am writing this letter to you at a moment when months of anxious deliberation and continuous nerve-racking waiting are ending in the hardest decision of my life. I believe—after seeing the latest Russian situation map and after appraisal of numerous other reports—that I cannot take the responsibility for waiting longer, and above all, I believe that there is no other way of obviating this danger—unless it be further waiting, which, however, would necessarily lead to disaster in this or the next year at the latest.

The situation: England has lost this war. With the right of the drowning person, she grasps at every straw which, in her imagination, might serve as a sheet anchor. Nevertheless, some of her hopes are naturally not without a certain logic. England has thus far always conducted her wars with help from the Continent. The destruction of France—in fact, the elimination of all west-European positions—is directing the glances of the British warmongers continually to the place from which they tried to start the war: to Soviet Russia.

Both countries, Soviet Russia and England, are equally interested in a Europe fallen into ruin, rendered prostrate by a long war. Behind these two countries stands the North American Union goading them on and watchfully waiting. Since the liquidation of Poland, there is evident in Soviet Russia a consistent trend, which, even if cleverly and cautiously, is nevertheless reverting firmly to the old Bolshevist tendency to expansion of the Soviet State. The prolongation of the war necessary for this purpose is to be achieved by tying up German forces in the East, so that—particularly in the air—the German Command can no longer vouch for a large-scale attack in the West. I declared to you only recently, Duce, that it was precisely the success of the experiment in Crete that demonstrated how necessary it is to make use of every single airplane in the much greater project against England. It may well happen that in this decisive battle we would win with a superiority of only a few squadrons. I shall not hesitate a moment to undertake such a responsibility if, aside from all other conditions, I at least possess the one certainty that I will not then suddenly be attacked or even threatened from the East. The concentration of Russian forces—I had General Jodl submit the most recent map to your Attaché here, General Maras—is tremendous. Really, all available Russian forces are at our border. Moreover, since the approach of warm weather, work has been proceeding on numerous defenses. If circumstances should give me cause to employ the German air force against England, there is danger that Russia will then begin its strategy of extortion in the South and North, to which I would have to yield in silence, simply from a feeling of air inferiority. It would, above all, not then be possible for me without adequate support from an air force, to attack the Russian fortifications with the divisions stationed in the East. If I do not wish to expose myself to this danger, then perhaps the whole year of 1941 will go by without any change in the general situation. On the contrary, England will be all the less ready for peace, for it will be able to pin its hopes on the Russian partner. Indeed, this hope must naturally even grow with the progress in preparedness of the Russian armed forces. And behind this is the mass delivery of war material from America which they hope to get in 1942.

Aside from this, Duce, it is not even certain whether I shall have this time, for with so gigantic a concentration of forces on both sides—for I also was compelled to place more and more armored units on the eastern border, also to call Finland’s and Rumania’s attention to the danger—there is the possibility that the shooting will start spontaneously at any moment. A withdrawal on my part would, however, entail a serious loss of prestige for us. This would be particularly unpleasant in its possible effect on Japan. I have, therefore, after constantly racking my brains, finally reached the decision to cut the noose before it can be drawn tight. I believe, Duce, that I am hereby rendering probably the best possible service to our joint conduct of the war this year. For my overall view is now as follows:

1.France is, as ever, not to be trusted. Absolute surety that North Africa will not suddenly desert does not exist.

2.North Africa itself, insofar as your colonies, Duce, are concerned, is probably out of danger until fall. I assume that the British, in their last attack, wanted to relieve Tobruk. I do not believe they will soon be in a position to repeat this.

3.Spain is irresolute and—I am afraid—will take sides only when the outcome of the war is decided.

4.In Syria, French resistance can hardly be maintained permanently either with or without our help.

5.An attack on Egypt before autumn is out of the question altogether. I consider it necessary, however, taking into account the whole situation, to give thought to the development of an operational unit in Tripoli itself which can, if necessary, also be launched against the West. Of course, Duce, the strictest silence must be maintained with regard to these ideas, for otherwise we cannot expect France to continue to grant permission to use its ports for the transportation of arms and munitions.

6.Whether or not America enters the war is a matter of indifference, inasmuch as she supports our opponent with all the power she is able to mobilize.

7.The situation in England itself is bad; the provision of food and raw materials is growing steadily more difficult. The martial spirit to make war, after all, lives only on hopes. These hopes are based solely on two assumptions: Russia and America. We have no chance of eliminating America. But it does lie in our power to exclude Russia. The elimination of Russia means, at the same time, a tremendous relief for Japan in East Asia, and thereby the possibility of a much stronger threat to American activities through Japanese intervention.

I have decided under these circumstances as I already mentioned, to put an end to the hypocritical performance in the Kremlin. I assume, that is to say, I am convinced, that Finland, and likewise Rumania, will forthwith take part in this conflict, which will ultimately free Europe, for the future also, of a great danger. General Maras informed us that you, Duce, wish also to make available at least one corps. If you have that intention, Duce—which I naturally accept with a heart filled with gratitude—the time for carrying it out will still be sufficiently long, for in this immense theater of war the troops cannot be assembled at all points at the same time anyway. You, Duce, can give the decisive aid, however, by strengthening your forces in North Africa, also, if possible, looking from Tripoli toward the West, by proceeding further to build up a group which, though it be small at first, can march into France in case of a French violation of the treaty; and finally, by carrying the air war and, so far as it is possible, the submarine war, in intensified degree, into the Mediterranean.

So far as the security of the territories in the West is concerned, from Norway to and including France, we are strong enough there—so far as army troops are concerned—to meet any eventuality with lightning speed. So far as air war on England is concerned, we shall for a time remain on the defensive—but this does not mean that we might be incapable of countering British attacks on Germany; on the contrary, we shall, if necessary, be in a position to start ruthless bombing attacks on British home territory. Our fighter defense, too, will be adequate. It consists of the best squadrons that we have.

As far as the war in the East is concerned, Duce, it will surely be difficult, but I do not entertain a second’s doubt as to its great success. I hope, above all, that it will then be possible for us to secure a common food-supply base in the Ukraine for some time to come, which will furnish us such additional supplies as we may need in the future. I may state at this point, however, that, as far as we can tell now, this year’s German harvest promises to be a very good one. It is conceivable that Russia will try to destroy the Rumanian oil region. We have built up a defense that will—or so I think—prevent the worst. Moreover, it is the duty of our armies to eliminate this threat as rapidly as possible.

I waited until this moment, Duce, to send you this information, because the final decision itself will not be made until 7 o’clock tonight. I earnestly beg you, therefore, to refrain, above all, from making any explanation to your Ambassador at Moscow, for there is no absolute guarantee that our coded reports cannot be decoded. I, too, shall wait until the last moment to have my own Ambassador informed of the decisions reached.

The material that I now contemplate publishing gradually, is so exhaustive that the world will have more occasion to wonder at our forbearance than at our decision, except for that part of the world which opposes us on principle and for which, therefore, arguments are of no use.

Whatever may now come, Duce, our situation can become no worse as a result of this step; it can only improve. Even if I should be obliged at the end of this year to leave 60 or 70 divisions in Russia, that is only a fraction of the forces that I am now continually using on the eastern front. Should England nevertheless not draw any conclusions from the hard facts that present themselves, then we can, with our rear secured, apply ourselves with increased strength to the dispatching of our opponent. I can promise you, Duce, that what lies in our German power, will be done.

Any desires, suggestions, and assistance of which you, Duce, wish to inform me in the contingency before us, I would request that you either communicate to me personally or have them agreed upon directly by our military authorities.

In conclusion, let me say one more thing, Duce. Since struggling through to this decision, I again feel spiritually free. The partnership with the Soviet Union, in spite of the complete sincerity of the efforts to bring about a final conciliation, was nevertheless often very irksome to me, for in some way or other it seemed to me to be a break with my whole origin, my concepts, and my former obligations. I am happy now to be relieved of these mental agonies.

Source: U.S. Department of State, Nazi-Soviet Relations 1939–1941: Documents from the Archives of the German Foreign Office (Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office), 349–353.
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U.S. Army brigadier general Frank D. Merrill, at his headquarters behind Japanese lines in Burma. (Bettmann/Corbis)

Although consistently outnumbered, they participated in 5 major battles and 30 minor engagements against the veteran Japanese 18th Division. The 5307th sustained significant losses due both to the fighting and to disease. By August, the unit was at one-third strength, and Stilwell decided to disband it.

Merrill suffered a heart attack in the middle of Galahad’s actions and was replaced. Promoted to major general in September 1944, Merrill became chief of staff of the Tenth Army and fought in the conquest of Okinawa in 1945. In March 1947, Merrill was part of the U.S. military advisory group sent to the Philippines as it gained full independence. He retired from the army in 1948 and then became highway commissioner for the State of New Hampshire. Merrill died on December 12, 1955, at Fernandina Beach, Florida.
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Mersa Matrûh, First Battle of (June 28, 1942)

Ground battle in which an Egyptian fortress was seized by Field Marshal Erwin Rommel’s Afrika Korps. Mersa Matrûh is located approximately 60 miles from Egypt’s border with Libya. With Tobruk captured on June 21, 1942, Rommel decided on an immediate advance into Egypt. This approach abandoned the original Axis plan calling for a halt at the border to await the reduction of Malta, which would have ensured Axis supply lines on the drive toward the Suez Canal.

In spite of severe fuel shortages and mechanical breakdowns, Rommel’s forces pushed eastward in hopes of enveloping and destroying the British Eighth Army. The Afrika Korps spearhead entered Egypt with fewer than 50 operational tanks, and its speedy advance outstripped fighter coverage, which brought vicious attacks by the Allied Desert Air Force. Nonetheless, on June 25, advanced elements of the Afrika Korps reached the outskirts of Mersa Matrûh.

The Eighth Army’s commander, Lieutenant General Neil N. Ritchie, hoped to make a stand at Mersa Matrûh rather than withdraw to Alamein. On June 25, General Sir Claude Auchinleck relieved Ritchie and assumed command of the Eighth Army. He decided to fight using Ritchie’s plan, with two strong wing elements of X and XIII Corps and a weakened center. He also instructed his corps commanders to withdraw rather than risk envelopment.

Rommel resumed his advance on June 26 by ordering his Italian infantry to fix X Corps inside Mersa Matrûh’s defenses while his armor swung east on the escarpments south of the city, hoping to envelop all British forces to his front. The Afrika Korps now found itself heavily engaged with the New Zealand 2nd and 1st Armoured Divisions of XIII Corps and unable to advance. Rommel’s 90th Light Division overran Auchinleck’s weakened center and, by the afternoon of June 27, was in striking distance of the coast behind Mersa Matrûh.

Following Auchinleck’s orders not to become decisively engaged, XIII Corps commander Lieutenant General William H. Gott broke off the battle and withdrew toward Alamein, not realizing that he had the Afrika Korps in a precarious situation. The withdrawal enabled the 90th Light Division to reach the coast at 7:00 p.m. on June 27. This move cut off X Corps, which was unaware that XIII Corps had retired.

Rommel besieged Mersa Matrûh on June 28. X Corps commander Lieutenant General William George Holmes ordered his units to break out of the city that night and escape to Alamein. In spite of bitter fighting, much of the corps reached friendly lines because of the weakened condition of Rommel’s forces. Axis troops entered Mersa Matrûh on June 29, capturing 8,000 British personnel and quantities of weapons and supplies. The Afrika Korps then continued its pursuit, reaching Alamein on June 30.

Mersa Matrûh was Rommel’s last victory in the Libyan-Egyptian theater. The battle exhausted much of what little strength was left in Rommel’s dash into Egypt after the seizure of Tobruk. On the British side, the defeat at Mersa Matrûh sent the Eighth Army to its final defensive barrier at El Alamein, but Auchinleck had preserved most of his command.
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Mersa Matrûh, Second Battle of (November 7, 1942)

Battle in Egypt in which Field Marshal Erwin Rommel’s Panzerarmee Afrika eluded capture by Lieutenant General Bernard Montgomery’s pursuing Eighth Army. The battle followed shortly the October 23–November 4, 1942, Battle of El Alamein. Mersa Matrûh is located about 60 miles from the border with Libya. Montgomery planned to pursue the beaten Rommel and envelop Axis forces before they could escape westward, but he had not allocated any particular forces for this effort prior to the Battle of El Alamein. Rommel’s temporary halt at Mersa Matrûh offered the Eighth Army a chance to surround and destroy Panzerarmee Afrika.

Rommel, who hoped to delay his retreat long enough to allow his infantry an opportunity to avoid capture, ordered his armored forces to fall back to Matrûh on November 5. Montgomery sent the 1st Armoured Division on a wide sweep to the southwest to try to reach Matrûh from the rear. Heavy rains affected the movement of both armies. Despite poor road conditions and resupply problems, much of Rommel’s remaining mechanized forces made it to Matrûh. Both the 15th Panzer Division and the 90th Light Division reached Matrûh safely, but the 21st Panzer Division, short on fuel, was surrounded by the 22nd Armoured Brigade. The 21st Panzer Division then took up a hedgehog (circular) defense, eventually abandoning most of its remaining tanks.

Heavy rains, minefields, and undelivered fuel supplies prevented Montgomery’s armor from advancing farther, saving Panzerarmee Afrika from encirclement. Certainly the poor weather hampered air strikes by the Desert Air Force, which had been virtually unchallenged by the Luftwaffe. On November 7, with three pursuing divisions halted, the 1st Armoured Division slowly moved forward along the coast road. But not until the evening of November 8 did the division’s patrols enter Matrûh, well after Rommel’s departure.

Rommel believed that Montgomery’s caution allowed him to escape at Mersa Matrûh, whereas Montgomery blamed it on the heavy rains. Because the weather affected both sides equally, it was not the sole determinant. Montgomery had not prepared for a pursuit, and he failed to press his advantage by striking deeper into the desert behind Rommel. Further, the El Alamein victory may have so exhausted the Eighth Army that an effective pursuit was impossible.
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Mers-el-Kébir, Attack on (July 3, 1940)

Naval engagement between British and Vichy French warships. This battle, which took place on July 3, 1940, at the naval harbor outside Oran in French Algeria, was the most dramatic part of Operation CATAPULT, the British effort to secure the French Navy or at least keep it from falling into German hands during July 1940. British prime minister Winston L. S. Churchill ordered Vice Admiral James Somerville’s newly formed Force H to steam to Oran and deliver an ultimatum to Vice Admiral Marcel-Bruno Gensoul. The French commander was offered the choice of joining his ships with the British and continuing the fight against the Germans and Italians; sailing them with reduced crews to a British port, with the crews to be promptly repatriated; sailing them with reduced crews to a French port in the West Indies; or scuttling them. If Gensoul refused all these options, Somerville would open fire and sink the French ships.

Somerville had the battle cruiser Hood and the battleships Resolution and Valiant (all 3 with a main armament of eight 15-inch guns), the aircraft carrier Ark Royal, 2 light cruisers, and 11 destroyers. Gensoul commanded the modern fast battle cruisers Strasbourg and Dunkerque, 2 older modernized battleships, 6 superdestroyers, and a seaplane tender, along with some small craft. Additional French warships were at nearby Oran.

Somerville arrived at Mers-el-Kébir early on July 3. Gensoul tried to stall negotiations as he signaled for help from nearby French naval forces, while the Ark Royal’s aircraft dropped five magnetic mines in the harbor entrance. The mining occurred at about 1:30 p.m. After the French signal was intercepted by the British and decoded, London insisted that Somerville act quickly. At 5:54 p.m., the Hood led the Resolution and then the Valiant in a battle line and opened fire, utilizing spotting aircraft. The French ships were covered in smoke as they attempted to raise steam and leave the harbor. The range fell to about 15,300 yards.

As both sides had been observing each other for hours and taking the range, and with the French ships initially stationary, British fire was quite accurate. The confined waters, the process of getting under way, and the location of the Mers-el-Kébir fort on a ridge overlooking the harbor between the opposing ships all conspired to make it difficult for the French ships to return fire accurately. The French managed to straddle the Hood with shells once or twice, and some shell fragments hit it and wounded two men, but no other damage was inflicted on the British ships.

The British fired 36 salvos of 15-inch shells. The Dunkerque, hit four times and forced to beach, nonetheless managed to fire 40 13-inch rounds. These rounds and the increasing accuracy of the 9.4-inch and 7.6-inch guns of the French coastal batteries forced the British battle line to the west, away from the harbor entrance. On July 6, British torpedo planes attacked the Dunkerque, further damaging it and taking it out of the war for two years.
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The French battleship Bretagne on fire and sinking following the British shelling of French Navy ships at Mers-el-Kébir, Algeria, July 3, 1940. (Bettmann/Corbis)

The Bretagne sustained the worst damage. The second British salvo of several shells hit and penetrated its thin deck armor, causing a massive magazine explosion and capsizing it, resulting in the death of its captain and 976 men out of a crew of 1,012. The battleship Provence was hit several times and damaged. The vessel later steamed to Toulon for extensive repairs. The French destroyers, meanwhile, proceeded independently to sea; all escaped except the Mogador. That ship was hit on the stern and disabled. The others joined the Strasbourg, which fled the harbor and, although chased by the Hood, made it to Toulon.

The Ark Royal lost three planes during the battle, and 2 of its men were dead. The French had 1,297 men killed and another 351 wounded. Cheering French sailors met the Strasbourg at Toulon, although it had lost 5 men because of an engineering accident during its voyage. Two light destroyers from Oran also steamed to Toulon, and the seaplane tender Commandant Teste (undamaged in the action) and six Gloire-class light cruisers from Algiers made Toulon on July 5. The light destroyers and small craft from Mers-el-Kébir had withdrawn to Algiers, and one sloop, the Rigault de Genouilly, was sunk by a British submarine. The battle was so one-sided because the French were surprised and their ships were at anchor without having steamed up.

The fight at Mers-el-Kébir ruptured Anglo–Vichy French relations and almost brought a Vichy declaration of war against Britain. Despite this episode, which still rankles the French, the French Navy honored its pledge not to surrender its ships to the Germans. In November 1942, it scuttled its ships at Toulon rather than see them fall into German hands.
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Messe, Giovanni (1883–1968)

Italian Army general. Born at Mesagne (Apulia), Italy, on December 10, 1883, Giovanni Messe volunteered for the Italian Army in 1902 as a private. In 1910, he entered the Modena Military School and was commissioned on graduation, thereafter taking part as a lieutenant in the 1911–1912 Italo-Turkish War. During that conflict, he was promoted to captain.

In World War I, Messe was a battalion and Arditi (shock troops) unit commander. In 1920 he fought in Albania as an assault unit commander. Promoted to colonel, he was assigned to the War Ministry, and from 1935, he commanded the Celere Brigade. He took part in the 1935–1936 Ethiopian War as a brigadier general and deputy commander of the Cosseria Division, and on his return to Italy he was named deputy commander of mobile troops. In April 1938, Messe took command of the 3rd Celere Division. He was then sent to Albania as deputy commander of occupation troops. On December 21, 1940, following Italy’s invasion of Greece, Messe was assigned command of the Special Army Corps.

In July 1941, Messe was promoted to temporary lieutenant general and assigned as commander of the Corpo di Spedizione in Russia (CSIR, Expeditionary Corps in Russia). In July 1942, Messe’s unit was renamed XXXV Corps, and he continued as its commander. Promoted to full general on January 31, 1943, he was assigned to Tunisia as commander of the First Italian Army, which included the Italian units formerly under Field Marshal Erwin Rommel’s command. On May 8, 1943, following a number of defensive battles, the First Army surrendered to the Allies. Messe had been promoted to marshal a few days earlier.

Repatriated on his demand in November 1943 following Italy’s armistice, he was appointed chief of staff of the new Italian Army on the Allied side. He held this post until 1945. Probably the best Italian Army senior commander of the war, Messe was widely respected by his own troops and his German allies.

In 1953, Messe entered the Italian parliament as a senator in the Christian Democratic Party. Two years later, he founded and became the head of the Unione Combattenti d’Italia (UCI, Italian Veterans Association), which had a strong monarchist bent. In 1957, he was elected to parliament as a member of the Monarchical Party, and in 1963, he was elected to the same body as a representative of the Liberal Party. Messe died in Rome on December 18, 1968.
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Messerschmitt, Wilhelm Emil (1898–1978)

German aircraft designer and developer of the most widely produced World War II aircraft. Born in Frankfurt-am-Main, Germany, on June 26, 1898, Wilhelm (Willy) Messerschmitt developed a relationship with early German glider pioneer Friedrich Harth. Together, they designed and built numerous gliders before Harth was mobilized for World War I. In 1916, Messerschmitt was drafted for military service but was discharged for medical reasons a year later. Following the war, he continued his engineering studies and graduated from the Technische Hochschule in Munich.
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German aviation designer and production chief Wilhelm Messerschmitt, ca. 1940. (Keystone/Hulton Archive/Getty Images)

Endeavoring to capitalize on the growing glider craze in Germany, Messerschmitt founded his own company, Flugzeugbau (aircraft construction) Messerschmitt. After some success with powered designs, he entered into a partnership with Bayerische Flugzeugwerke (BFW) in 1927. BFW’s big opportunity came in 1934 after Nazi leader Adolf Hitler rose to power and began to rearm Germany. Messerschmitt’s low-wing monoplane, the Bf-109, won a competition that also involved German aviation giants Heinkel, Arado, and Focke-Wulf. The Bf-109 became the most widely produced fighter of World War II. Between 1939 and 1945, more than 33,000 were built.

Messerschmitt’s company also pioneered developments in jet- and rocket-propelled aircraft. The Me-163 Komet rocket-powered fighter was the first of its type in the war. On July 28, 1944, it attacked U.S. Army Air Forces Boeing B-17 Flying Fortresses over Merseburg, beginning a new phase of air warfare. Much more successful was the Me-262. Entering service in the autumn of 1944, it was the world’s first operational jet fighter. However, this plane appeared too late in the war and in insufficient quantity to have had a major impact.

After the war, Messerschmitt was arrested and imprisoned for employing slave labor. Released after two years in prison, he began to rebuild his business, beginning with sewing machines, housing, and a compact car. In 1968, he resumed work in aviation, combining with two other manufacturers to form Messerschmitt-Bölkow-Blohm. Messerschmitt was honorary chairman of this company until his death in Munich, Germany, on September 15, 1978.
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Metaxas, Ioannis (1871–1941)

Greek Army general and dictator of Greece (1936–1941). Born on the island of Ithaca on April 12, 1871, Ioannis Metaxas was commissioned in the army on graduation from the Greek Military Academy in 1890. Following service in the 1897 Greco-Turkish War, he studied in Berlin. Metaxas served on the Greek General Staff during the 1912–1913 Balkan Wars. He became army chief of staff in 1913.
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Ioannis Metaxas was a Greek general and also premier of his country from 1936 until his death in 1941. (Hulton Archive/Getty Images)

At the beginning of World War I, Metaxas favored an alliance with the Central Powers. A staunch monarchist, he left Greece following the forced abdication of King Constantine in 1917 and returned with the king three years later. Metaxas entered the Greek parliament in 1926, and in 1936 he seized power and became dictator, with the justification of preventing a communist takeover. During his rule, the Greeks successfully repelled the Italian invasion that began in October 1940 and indeed went on the offensive the next month, occupying much of Albania. Metaxas died on January 29, 1941, before the German military intervened in Greece.
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Metz, Battle of (September 19–November 22, 1944)

One of the few siege-warfare battles of the Western Front in Europe during World War II and the most costly single battle of the war for the U.S. Third Army. Lying in the Moselle River Valley in Lorraine, Metz was in the path of Lieutenant General George S. Patton’s U.S. Third Army in its quest to reach the Rhine. Bypassing Metz would lengthen the Third Army supply lines by some 100 miles. Furthermore, Metz lay astride one of the principal invasion routes between Germany and France and would be an important staging point for an Allied drive into Germany through Trier, the Kaiserslautern corridor, and the Saverne Gap.

Metz had long been a key fortress, and its defenses faced in both directions. The strongest defenses actually faced west, because that had been built prior to World War I, when Metz was German territory. As part of the prewar French Maginot Line fortress system, Metz had an inner circle of 15 forts and a perimeter defense of 28 steel and cement bastions. The Germans had added a number of 210mm and 105mm guns in revolving steel turrets, which could withstand direct fire. Defense of Metz was entrusted to Major General Heinrich Kittel’s 14,000-man 462nd Volksgrenadier Division.

On September 10, 12th Army Group’s commander, Lieutenant General Omar N. Bradley, ordered Patton’s Third Army to advance toward Mainz and Mannheim, Germany. With little knowledge of the fortifications in his path, Patton assigned the capture of Metz to Major General Walton Walker’s XX Corps. Walker ordered the 5th and 90th Infantry Divisions, supported by the 81st Chemical Mortar Battalion, to take the fortress. The American attack on the outer ring of the German defenses began on September 27, with 5th Infantry Division carrying the brunt of the attack.

Without major preparations, the Americans mounted a frontal assault into the area of greatest German strength and were repulsed. Even the addition of a combat command of the 7th Armored Division failed to dislodge the defenders. The battle then disintegrated into a protracted siege, similar to the static warfare of World War I. Fall rains worsened conditions, turning the ground to mud. Although air support was called in, 500-pound bombs had little effect on the German fortifications. The Americans utilized smoke screens as they moved to take the villages around the forts, but all attempts in September and early October to take the fortress failed, and the rains continued amid mounting American casualties. Patton’s efforts were also handicapped by the shift in logistics support to the north for Operation MARKET-GARDEN, the September 17–26 failed effort to secure a crossing over the Rhine at Arnhem.

Between October 3 and 15, the 5th Infantry Division again tried to take the forts through direct assault but failed. The centerpiece of that effort was Fort Driant, the newest and most powerful of the Metz forts. In addition to infantry and tank destroyers, Walker committed 23 battalions of artillery. The assaulting infantry battalion took 50 percent casualties before the attack was canceled.

The Third Army was reequipped and resupplied for the November general offensive, and XX Corps was reinforced by the addition of the 95th Infantry and 10th Armored Divisions. The offensive opened on November 9 with a diversionary attack by the 95th Infantry Division on Maizières-lès-Metz, distracting the German defenders. Walker then slipped his 90th Infantry and 10th Armored Divisions farther north and crossed the Moselle River, taking Fort Königsmacker. The forces then captured forts at Volstroff and Distroff. The 90th Infantry Division now closed on Metz from the north, the 95th Infantry Division from the west and northwest, and the 5th Infantry Division from the south and southwest. This time, the Americans abandoned costly frontal assaults in favor of bypassing strongpoints and then reducing them with demolition charges.

The first American troops entered Metz on November 17. Defying Adolf Hitler’s orders that the city be held to the last, the Germans managed to withdraw some of their defenders until the escape hatch was closed by the linkup of the 5th and 90th Infantry Divisions east of Metz on November 19. Although Metz surrendered two days later, some Germans chose to obey Hitler and fight on. The last Metz fort, Jeanne d’Arc, did not surrender until December 13.
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Mexico

Latin American nation covering 769,000 square miles. Mexico, which had a 1914 population of 19.3 million people, is bordered by the United States to the north and Guatemala and Belize to the south. Its east coast is on the Gulf of Mexico; its west coast is on the Pacific Ocean.

When World War II began in Europe, the controversial administration of Mexican president Lázaro Cárdenas (1934–1940) was coming to an end, and there was considerable uneasiness over the approaching presidential elections. Mexico’s new president following the 1940 elections was moderate General Manuel Avila Camacho, who had served as Cárdenas’s minister of war. Avila Camacho’s presidency (1940–1946) encompassed the entire wartime period.

Although the Mexican people were initially divided over which side to support, Avila Camacho followed a strongly pro-Allied course from the beginning of his administration. After the U.S. entry into the war in December 1941, Mexico quickly broke diplomatic relations with Germany, Japan, and Italy. The Mexican government also froze Japanese assets and ordered all Axis nationals out of coastal and defense areas. There was, however, little domestic support for a declaration of war. It was not until German submarines sank two Mexican oil tankers that Mexico declared war in May 1942.

Mexico’s involvement in the war meant closer relations with the United States. Washington wanted bases for U.S. troops in Mexico, whereas Mexico sought economic and military aid. The United States never attained the type of base agreement it sought, but there was close cooperation between the two countries in military matters. Mexico received military aid under the U.S. Lend-Lease program, and the two nations established a joint defense committee to coordinate military activities. Mexico also established an obligatory military service law, affecting men between the ages of 18 and 45.

Mexico was one of only two Latin American countries (Brazil being the other) to furnish combat forces during the war; Mexico provided the 201st Fighter Squadron, which was equipped with U.S. aircraft and trained in Texas. The 201st served in the Philippines and had 2 men killed in training and 5 killed in combat. A more important form of military cooperation was the U.S.-Mexico agreement permitting the United States to draft Mexican citizens residing in the United States and even to recruit in Mexico. As a result, some 250,000 Mexicans served in the U.S. armed forces during the war, with 14,000 seeing combat. Mexican combat veterans received some 1,000 Purple Hearts and 1 Medal of Honor.

Mexico’s wartime response also involved internal security measures. Mexico adopted a program of surveillance, relocation, and deportation aimed at Axis nationals. The Mexican government forcibly relocated Japanese and Japanese Mexicans living in coastal areas and along the U.S. border. Several German agents were detained, and Axis nationals who could not prove Mexican citizenship were deported.

Mexico’s greatest contribution to the war came in the economic sphere. The country provided a variety of strategic materials needed for the war effort: copper, oil, lead, mercury, and zinc. Agricultural products also figured prominently in exports, even though Mexico experienced problems feeding its own people during the war. Mexico helped to relieve labor shortages in the United States by agreeing to the bracero (day laborer) program, a government-regulated system of contract labor under which Mexican workers found employment in the United States.

Originally intended to meet the need for agricultural laborers in the U.S. Southwest, the program was expanded in 1943 to include nonagricultural workers as well. Some 300,000 Mexicans worked under the program during the war years. The war had negative economic consequences for Mexico as well; austerity measures, inflation, and rationing affected the daily lives of its citizens. In June 1944, the Avila Camacho administration even suspended the traditional siesta, the afternoon closing of offices and businesses.

World War II had a profound and long-term impact on Mexico’s domestic and foreign policies. The war was particularly important in promoting the government’s new development approach, with its emphasis on rapid industrialization based on import substitution. The close military ties between Mexico and the United States did not continue after the war, but the already intimate economic connection became even more pronounced. The bracero program—conceived to meet a wartime need—continued until 1964. World War II confirmed and increased the dominant role played by the United States in the Mexican economy.
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Mexican laborers harvesting carrots in the state of Arizona in 1942 as part of the Bracero guest worker program. (National Archives/Corbis)
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Meyer, Kurt (1910–1961)

German Waffen-SS general. Born in Jarxhelm, Brunswick, Germany, on December 23, 1910, Kurt Meyer became a policeman. He joined the Schutzstaffel (SS) in 1932 and the Leibstandarte Adolf Hitler (LAH) in 1934. During World War II, Meyer fought with distinction in the September 1939 invasion of Poland and received command of the LAH Motorcycle Reconnaissance Battalion. Known for his aggressive and resolute command style, he participated in the invasions of France and the Low Countries (May 1940) and Greece (April 1941). He then fought in the Soviet Union for three years as a regimental commander.

Meyer commanded the 25th Panzergrenadier Regiment of the 12th SS Panzer Division (Hitlerjugend) when the Allies invaded Normandy on June 6, 1944. He took over the division on June 17 following the death of its commander. During the campaign, the 12th SS Panzer Division fought hard along the British-Canadian front, particularly frustrating the Canadians.

An effective commander, Meyer excelled in relentless, close-quarters combat, and his division was known for its refusal to surrender. It played a key role in holding the northern shoulder of the Falaise Pocket (August) long enough to allow much of the German Seventh Army to escape to the east. By the time the division broke free of the pocket, it had been reduced from 20,000 men with 150 tanks on D-day to fewer than 300 men and 10 tanks. Belgian partisans captured Meyer and turned him over to American forces in September.

In December 1945, Meyer was tried and convicted for the mid-June 1944 execution of 40 Canadian prisoners of war at Château Audrieu in Normandy. Although no direct evidence linked him to the crime, there was strong circumstantial evidence. A sentence of death was commuted to life in prison in New Brunswick, Canada. In October 1951, Meyer was transferred to a prison in Werl, Germany, from which he was released because of poor health in September 1954. He died at Hagen, Germany, on December 23, 1961.
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Middleton, Troy Houston (1889–1976)

U.S. Army lieutenant general. Born near Georgetown, Mississippi, on October 12, 1889, Troy Middleton graduated from Mississippi A&M College (now Mississippi State University) in 1909 and enlisted in the U.S. Army in 1910. He received a commission in 1912. Middleton served on the Mexican border in 1916, and during World War I, he became the youngest colonel in the American Expeditionary Forces (AEF).

Following the war, Middleton served in the U.S. occupation forces in Germany. Reverting to his permanent rank of captain on his return to the United States, he taught at the Infantry School at Fort Benning. He graduated from the Infantry Advanced Course in 1922, the Command and General Staff School in 1924, and the Army War College in 1929. Forced to retire from the army in 1937 because of an irregular heartbeat, Middleton became the dean of administration at Louisiana State University (LSU).

Because of physical problems, including an arthritic knee, Middleton was not recalled to active duty with the army as a lieutenant colonel until January 1942. In June, he was promoted to brigadier general and became assistant commander of the 45th Infantry Division. In October 1942, he took command of the division, leading it in the invasions of Sicily (July 9–August 22, 1943) and Salerno (September 9).

Middleton was then appointed to command VIII Corps of General Omar N. Bradley’s First Army in March 1944 and led it until the end of the war. His corps played a significant role in the Ardennes Offensive (Battle of the Bulge, December 16, 1944–January 25, 1945). Later, suspecting that the Germans had few men in Koblenz, he mounted a successful surprise attack on the city. His corps crossed the Rhine near the massive Lorelei rock structure—something no other invader had ever attempted because of the unfavorable terrain.

Despite being one of the best U.S. corps commanders in the European theater, Middleton was not promoted to lieutenant general until June 1945. Retiring from the army that August, he returned to LSU as comptroller, then served as the university’s president from 1951 to 1962. Middleton died in Baton Rouge, Louisiana, on October 9, 1976.
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Midway, Battle of (June 3–6, 1942)

The Battle of Midway was the decisive naval engagement during the war between the United States and Japan. With their amazing run of successes in the first months of the Pacific war, the Japanese were understandably reluctant to go on the defensive. Admiral Yamamoto Isoroku, commanding the Combined Fleet, and his staff wanted to secure Midway Island, 1,100 miles west of Pearl Harbor.
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The half dozen U.S. carrier raids from February to May 1942—especially the April 18 raid on Tokyo—helped silence Yamamoto’s critics and produce approval for his Midway plan. Under the revised plan, the Japanese first move would be to advance deeper into the Solomons and take Port Moresby, on the south coast of New Guinea. Yamamoto’s Combined Fleet would then occupy Midway Island, which Yamamoto saw as a stepping-stone toward a possible Japanese invasion of Hawaii. In any case, Midway could be used for surveillance purposes. After the Midway operation and the anticipated destruction of the U.S. fleet, the Japanese would resume their southeastern advance to cut off Australia.

In the May 8, 1942, Battle of the Coral Sea, however, U.S. carriers caused the Japanese to call off the invasion of Port Moresby. In that battle, the Japanese lost the light carrier Shōhō, and the fleet carriers Shōkaku and Zuikaku were damaged. The Americans lost the fleet carrier Lexington, and the Yorktown was damaged. It was a plus for the United States strategically, however. Both Japanese carriers in the battle failed to participate in the subsequent fight at Midway (one from damage and the other for lack of aircraft), while superior repair facilities and superhuman efforts made it possible for the heavily damaged Yorktown to join that fight.

Meanwhile, planning for the Midway attack went forward. Yamamoto’s plan was both comprehensive and complex. For the Midway invasion, Yamamoto deployed an advanced submarine force to savage U.S. ships on their way to Midway; an invasion force under Vice Admiral Kondo Nobutake of 12 transports with 5,000 troops supported by 4 heavy cruisers and a more distant covering force of 2 battleships, 1 light carrier, and 4 heavy cruisers; Vice Admiral Nagumo Chūichi’s First Carrier Force of the fleet carriers Hiryū, Sōryū, Kaga, and Akagi, with 2 battleships, 2 heavy cruisers, and a destroyer screen; and the main battle fleet under Yamamoto of 3 battleships (including the giant Yamato, his flagship), a destroyer screen, and a light carrier. The total was 8 carriers, 11 battleships, 22 cruisers, 65 destroyers, 21 submarines, and more than 600 aircraft—some 200 ships, constituting almost the entire Japanese Navy.

For the Aleutians, Yamamoto allotted an invasion force of three escorted transports carrying 2,400 troops, with a support group of two heavy cruisers, two light carriers, and a covering force of four older battleships. Apart from its tie-in with Midway, this force was to enable the Japanese to occupy Attu and Kiska, thus blocking a supposed U.S. invasion route to Japan.

The battle was to begin in the Aleutians, with air strikes on June 3, followed by landings on June 6. On June 4, Nagumo’s carrier planes would attack the airfield at Midway. On June 6, the cruisers would bombard Midway and troops would be landed, covered by the battleships. The Japanese expected there would be no U.S. ships in the Midway area until after the landings, and their hope was that the U.S. Pacific Fleet would hurry north to the Aleutians, enabling the Japanese to trap it between their two carrier forces.

Commander of U.S. forces in the Pacific Admiral Chester W. Nimitz could only deploy 76 ships; he had no battleships and only 2 carriers, the Enterprise and Hornet, fit for action. By an astonishing effort, the Yorktown, heavily damaged in the Battle of the Coral Sea, was readied in 2 days instead of the estimated 90 and was sent to join the other 2 carriers. Nimitz did have the advantage of an accurate picture of the Japanese order of battle, and thanks to code-breaking, he was reasonably certain that Midway was the Japanese objective. By contrast, the Japanese had virtually no information on the Americans, but at this point in the war the Japanese tended to dismiss the Americans and exaggerate their own abilities.

Nimitz packed Midway with B-26 and B-17 bombers. He positioned the three U.S. carriers, with 233 planes, some 300 miles to the northeast. He hoped that the carriers would remain hidden from Japanese reconnaissance planes while counting on information on Japanese movements from Consolidated PBY Catalina aircraft based on Midway. He hoped to catch the Japanese by surprise, their carriers with planes on their decks.

Rear Admiral Raymond Spruance had tactical command of U.S. naval forces in the battle. The Japanese deployed 86 ships against 27 U.S. ships and had 325 planes against 348 (including 115 land-based aircraft) for the United States. Carrier strength was 5 for Japan and 3 for the United States.

On June 3, the day after the U.S. carriers were in position, U.S. air reconnaissance detected the Japanese transports some 600 miles west of Midway. A gap in the search pattern flown by Japanese aircraft allowed the U.S. carriers to remain undetected. In any case, the Japanese did not expect the U.S. Pacific Fleet to be at sea yet.

Early on June 4, Nagumo launched 108 aircraft against Midway, while a second wave of similar size was prepared to attack any warships sighted. The first wave did severe damage to Midway at little cost to itself, but the pilots reported the need for a second attack. Because his own carriers were being bombed by planes from Midway, Nagumo ordered the second wave of planes to change from torpedoes to bombs and to focus on the airfields.

Shortly thereafter, a group of U.S. ships was spotted about 200 miles away, but the Japanese at first thought it was only cruisers and destroyers. Then at 8:20 a.m. came a report identifying a carrier. Most of the Japanese torpedo bombers were now equipped with bombs, and most fighters were on patrol. Nagumo also had to recover the first wave of aircraft from the strike at Midway.

Nagumo accordingly ordered a change of course to the northeast. This helped him avoid the first wave of U.S. dive-bombers. When three waves of U.S. torpedo bombers attacked the Japanese carriers between 9:00 and 10:24 a.m., 47 of 51 were shot down by Japanese fighters or antiaircraft guns. The Japanese now believed they had won the battle.

Two minutes later, however, 37 U.S. dive-bombers from the Enterprise swept down to attack the Japanese carriers, while the Japanese fighters that had been dealing with the torpedo bombers were close to sea level. Soon the Akagi and Kaga were flaming wrecks, with the torpedoes and fuel on their decks feeding the fires. The Sōryū took three hits from the Yorktown’s dive-bombers that had arrived on the scene, and soon it too was abandoned.

The Hiryū, the only Japanese fleet carrier still intact, then sent its planes against the limping Yorktown, forcing the Americans to abandon it. Then 24 U.S. dive-bombers, including 10 from the Yorktown, caught the Hiryū. It went down the next day. Yamamoto now suspended the attack on Midway, hoping to trap the Americans by drawing them westward. Spruance, however, refused to take the bait.

The Battle of Midway was a crushing defeat for Japan. The Americans lost the carrier Yorktown and about 150 aircraft, while the Japanese Navy lost four fleet carriers and some 330 aircraft, most of which went down with the carriers, and a heavy cruiser. The loss of the carriers and their well-trained aircrews and support personnel was particularly devastating. The subsequent Japanese defeat in the important land battle of Guadalcanal was principally due to a lack of naval airpower.

The Battle of Midway also provided the Americans a respite until, at the end of 1942, the new Essex-class fleet carriers began to come on line. In Nimitz’s words, “Midway was the most crucial battle of the Pacific War, the engagement that made everything else possible.”
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U.S. Navy Douglas SBD Dauntless dive bombers shown during the attack on the Japanese fleet off Midway, June 4–6, 1942. Visible in the center of the photograph is a burning Japanese ship. (National Archives)
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Mihailović, Dragoljub “Draža” (1893–1946)

Yugoslavian Army general and guerrilla leader. Born at Ivanjica, Serbia, on April 27, 1893, Dragoljub Mihailović, nicknamed “Draža,” entered the military academy in Belgrade in 1908 but interrupted his studies to serve with distinction in the 1912–1913 Balkan Wars and World War I. Mihailović rose to the rank of colonel and was, for a time, inspector general of fortifications. When the Germans invaded Yugoslavia in April 1941, he organized resistance to the Axis occupation forces in the mountains of western Serbia.

Mihailović’s Četniks (Chetniks), named after the Serbian guerrillas who had fought the Turks, were mostly promonarchist Serbs. Mihailović was promoted to general in December 1941, and in June 1942, he became minister of war in King Peter II’s Yugoslav government-in-exile.

Already reluctant to pursue a vigorous campaign against the Axis occupation forces lest he provoke reprisals against Yugoslav civilians, Mihailović believed that a rival resistance group, the procommunist Partisans led by Josip Broz (Tito), posed a greater threat to the restoration of a Serb-dominated monarchy than did the Axis powers, especially as Tito and most of his followers were Croats, the Serbs’ traditional rivals for power. Accordingly, Mihailović and Tito focused on fighting each other rather than the Germans and Italians, with whom they both also collaborated when it suited their purposes.

At first, the četniks enjoyed Allied support, but Mihailović was systematically discredited by communist sympathizers among the British. Pressured by Soviet leader Joseph Stalin at Tehran, the Allies agreed to shift their support to Tito. In December 1943, the British halted all aid to the Četniks, and in May 1944, King Peter formed a new government and named Tito as minister of war.

Abandoned by the Allies, the Četniks were soon overpowered, and Mihailović went into hiding. He was captured by the communists on March 13, 1946; tried for collaboration with the Axis powers; and, despite protests by Western governments, executed in Belgrade on July 17, 1946. In March 1948, U.S. president Harry S. Truman secretly awarded Mihailović the Legion of Merit for rescuing some 500 Allied airmen and for his role in helping to defeat the Axis powers.

CHARLES R. SHRADER

See also

Balkans Theater; Partisans/Guerrillas; Tito; Yugoslavia; Yugoslavia, Axis Conquest of; Yugoslavia Campaign

References

Karchmar, Lucien. Draža Mihailović and the Rise of the Četnik Movement, 1941–1942. New York: Garland, 1988.

Martin, David. Patriot or Traitor: The Case of General Mihailo-vich. Palo Alto, CA: Hoover Institution Press, 1978.

Trew, Simon C. Britain, Mihailović, and the Chetniks, 1941–42. London: Palgrave Macmillan, 1997.

____________________

Mikawa Gunichi (1888–1981)

Japanese Navy vice admiral. Born in Hiroshima Prefecture, Japan, on August 29, 1888, Mikawa Gunichi graduated from the Japanese Naval Academy in 1910 and the Naval War College in 1924. A specialist in navigation, he served on several ships as a navigation officer. Promoted to commander, Mikawa also served as a member of diplomatic missions to Paris and Geneva between 1928 and 1930. Promoted to captain in 1930, he was then naval attaché in France (1930–1931).

Returning to Japan in 1931, Mikawa taught briefly at the Naval Academy before he took command from 1931 to 1936 of the cruiser Aoba, then the cruiser Chōka, and finally the battleship Kirishima. Promoted to rear admiral in 1936, Mikawa was appointed chief of staff of the Second Fleet. In 1937, he became chief of the Intelligence Department of the Naval General Staff, and in 1940, he took command of the 5th Cruiser Squadron. Promoted to vice admiral in November 1940, Mikawa assumed command of Battleship Division 3 in September 1941 and had charge of the Support Force of Battleship Division 3 and Cruiser Division 8 for the Japanese attack against Pearl Harbor on December 7, 1941.

In July 1942, Mikawa received command of the newly formed Eighth Fleet and Outer South Seas Force at Rabaul. He thus was in charge of Japanese naval forces during the prolonged naval struggle off Guadalcanal, and in the course of this campaign, he administered the worst defeat ever suffered by the U.S. Navy in a stand-up fight in the August 9, 1942, Battle of Savo Island. Mikawa sank four Allied heavy cruisers and one destroyer, with no ships of his own lost in the battle (a U.S. submarine torpedoed and sank the heavy cruiser Kako on the return to Rabaul), but he also withdrew without attacking the vulnerable Allied transports in the sound, for which he was later criticized by naval historians.

Mikawa commanded the covering force for Japanese carriers in the Battle of the Eastern Solomons on August 22–25, 1942. In June 1944, he took command of the Southwest Area Fleet and the Thirteenth Air Fleet at Manila. Concurrently commander of the Southern Expeditionary Fleet (from August to November 1944), he was attached to the Naval General Staff before he was transferred to the reserves in May 1945. Mikawa died in Kamagawa Prefecture, Japan, on February 25, 1981.
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Mikołajczyk, Stanisław (1901–1966)

Polish politician and premier of the Polish government-in-exile in London. Born on July 18, 1901, at Holsterhausen in Westphalia, Germany, Stanisław Mikołajczyk was an active member of the insurrectionist Sokoly movement during the 1918–1919 uprising against the Germans in Wielkopolska (Greater Poland). In 1920, he graduated from agricultural secondary school and became a private in the Polish Army, participating in the Russo-Polish War (1919–1921). In 1922, he joined the large moderate-rightist Polish Peasants’ Party (PSL), and in 1927 he helped found the Wielkopolska Union of Rural Youth in Poznan.

Mikołajczyk emerged as a major figure in Polish politics as he rose through the ranks of the PSL, serving as a parliament member from 1930 to 1937 and leading peasant strikes in 1937. He fought as a private in the Poland Campaign of September 1939, after which he was interned in Hungary before escaping to France. From December 1939, he was vice president of the Polish National Council in Paris (the parliament-in-exile) until his evacuation to London on Germany’s occupation of France.

In 1941, Mikołajczyk was appointed deputy premier and minister of the interior in General Władysław Sikorski’s Polish government-in-exile in London (the London Poles). One of Mikołajczyk’s principal tasks was to maintain ties with the resistance in Poland. On Sikorski’s death in July 1943, Mikołajczyk replaced him as premier. Mikołajczyk lacked the national prestige of his predecessor but also inherited an impossible political situation, with the Soviet Union demanding that the Curzon Line set by the Allied powers after World War I be made the new eastern border of Poland.

In October 1944, British prime minister Winston L. S. Churchill traveled to Moscow and met with Soviet leader Joseph Stalin. They invited a delegation from the London Poles, including Mikołajczyk, to join them for discussions with Soviet leaders and members of the rival Soviet-sponsored Lublin Polish Committee (the Lublin Poles) in what was to be a final opportunity for reconciliation. Mikołajczyk was open to some compromise, but his colleagues among the London Poles were not. Frustrated by his own increasingly fractious government and the lack of Allied support for the Warsaw Rising, Mikołajczyk resigned on November 24, 1944. Moscow then broke off relations with the London-based government-in-exile.

[image: Tucker]

Stanisław Mikołajczyk, leader of the Polish government-in-exile in London, shown here in 1948. (Time Life Pictures/Getty Images)

Probably no genuinely representative Polish government would have been prepared to yield the concessions or exhibit the spirit requisite for Soviet security. Strong British and U.S. pressure, especially at the February 1945 Yalta Conference, induced the communists to admit Mikołajczyk (as deputy premier) and three other representatives to the government, and the West then reluctantly recognized the Lublin Poles as the legal government.

Not until January 1947 was the Polish regime confident enough to call elections. The old Polish Peasants’ Party had been so completely infiltrated that on his return to Poland, Mikołajczyk established a new peasant organization, known as the Polish People’s Party. The government directed its full attention against it and Mikołajczyk, branding him a British agent. Given the circumstances, no one was surprised when the government bloc, which included the nominal participation of several captive parties, won 394 out of 444 seats in the parliament.

In October 1947 Mikołajczyk fled Poland, which was by then completely dominated by the communists. Mikołajczyk settled in the United States in late 1947, continuing to champion the Polish cause in exile. He died in Chevy Chase, Maryland, on December 13, 1966.
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Milch, Erhard (1892–1972)

German Air Force field marshal. Born on March 30, 1892, in Wilhelmshaven, Germany, Erhard Milch enlisted in the German Army in 1910, rising to the rank of lieutenant in the artillery. He became an aerial observer in 1915, and although not a pilot, he assumed command of a fighter squadron as a captain in October 1918.

Milch resigned from the army in 1921 to pursue a career in civil aviation and rose to be the chief executive of Lufthansa, the German national airline. He became close friends with Hermann Göring in the process, and when the latter was appointed Reich commissar for air, Milch followed as his secretary of state. Milch is widely credited for laying the organizational groundwork for the Luftwaffe during this period. In many ways, he was the man who built the Luftwaffe into the world’s most powerful air force by 1939, but he also shared responsibilities for its shortcomings during the war. Although not technically a member of the armed forces from 1921, Milch was made a major general in 1934, a lieutenant general in 1935, and a colonel general in 1938.

Milch became inspector general of the Luftwaffe in 1939. His lone field command of the war was in 1940 when he commanded the Fifth Air Fleet in Norway. For this service, he earned the Knight’s Cross of the Iron Cross and was promoted to field marshal in July 1940. Milch recommended an immediate descent on Britain following the evacuation of the British Expeditionary Force at Dunkerque (May 26–June 4, 1940), but the idea was rejected by Adolf Hitler. Milch also expressed grave reservations about attacking the Soviet Union but was again ignored.

Following the suicide of Ernst Udet in 1941, Milch took over his position as director of air armament. He then tripled aircraft production and improved aircraft maintenance procedures. Milch found himself increasingly estranged from both Göring and Hitler, who disliked his realistic assessments. They also rejected his belief that Germany’s survival lay in having large numbers of fighters to protect industrial production.

Milch pushed development of new aircraft, but Göring removed him from his posts in July 1944. Taken prisoner by the British in May 1945, Milch was sentenced to life imprisonment for war crimes, chiefly the use of forced labor in production. He was released from prison in 1954 and died on January 25, 1972, in Wuppertal-Barmen, Germany.
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Miles, Milton Edward (1900–1961)

U.S. Navy vice admiral. Born in Jerome, Oklahoma, on April 6, 1900, Milton Edward Miles joined the U.S. Navy as an apprentice seaman in 1917. Commissioned an ensign on his graduation from the U.S. Naval Academy at Annapolis in 1922, Miles was promoted to lieutenant (junior grade) in 1927. Assigned to the U.S. Naval Academy, in 1928 he was promoted to lieutenant. In 1929 he earned a master of science degree at Columbia University.

During 1929–1932, Miles was assigned to the carrier Saratoga and in 1932–1934 was a member of the Navy Department’s Bureau of Engineering. From 1934 to 1939, he served on destroyers with the U.S. Pacific and Asiatic fleets, and in 1937, he was promoted to lieutenant commander. From 1939 to 1942, Miles was a member of the Interior Control Board of the Navy Department. In 1942, he received promotion to commander and to captain.

In 1942, Miles was assigned as a U.S. naval observer at Chungking (now Chongqing), China, and as chief of the Office of Strategic Services for the Far East. Promoted to commodore in 1943, he was deputy director, Sino-American Cooperative Organization (SACO) from 1943 to 1945, and in 1944–1945, he commanded the U.S. Navy Group, China. He was promoted to brevet rear admiral in 1945. SACO consisted of 3,000 U.S. Navy personnel and some 100,000 Chinese guerrillas operating behind Japanese lands from the Gobi Desert to Indochina to relay vital weather data and other intelligence to U.S. Navy and Chinese forces. They also conducted sabotage operations against Japanese forces in the coastal areas and along the rivers of China.

In 1946, Miles took command of the heavy cruiser Columbus, and the next year he was a staff officer with the Atlantic Fleet. Promoted to permanent rear admiral in 1948, he commanded in succession Cruiser Division 1, Cruiser Division 6, and Cruiser Division 4. During 1950–1954, Miles was director for American affairs and U.S. naval missions in the Office of the Chief of Naval Operation and the senior naval delegate to the Inter-American Defense Board. During 1954–1955, he commanded the Fifteenth Naval District in the Panama Canal Zone and in the latter year commanded Operation FRIENDSHIP, a flood relief effort in Tampico, Mexico. During 1956–1958, he commanded the Third Naval District in New York, and in 1956 he was the senior officer of the board that investigated the grounding of the battleship Missouri in Chesapeake Bay.

Miles was promoted to vice admiral on his retirement from the navy in 1958. He died in Bethesda, Maryland, on March 25, 1961.
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Milne Bay, Battle of (August 25–September 6, 1942)

Important Pacific theater battle on New Guinea involving Australian, U.S., and Japanese troops. In late August 1942, the Japanese continued their advance southeastward down New Guinea’s northern coast. Their destination was Port Moresby, initially denied to them by the Battle of the Coral Sea (May 7–8, 1942). Milne Bay, on New Guinea’s southeast tip, offered a harbor and good sites for airfields. The Australians and Americans had already built there one airfield, and two more were under construction, all part of the Allied defense of Port Moresby.

On August 24, 1942, the Japanese light cruisers Tenryu and Tatsuta, three destroyers, two submarine chasers, and two transports departed Rabaul transporting 612 naval troops of the Kure 5th Special Naval Landing Force and 197 men of the Sasebo 5th Special Naval Landing Force. Another 362 navy cadre and civilians of the 16th Naval Construction Unit were also aboard. These troops were to take the Allied airfields.

The Japanese landed at Milne Bay on the night of August 25 and ran into trouble in the form of torrential rains, swamps, mud, and flooded streams. They also encountered many more Allied troops than anticipated. The Japanese Navy had estimated Australian forces at Milne Bay at about a battalion, but the Australians had recently reinforced their garrison and had six battalions present from the 7th and 18th Australian Infantry Brigades under Major General Cyril A. Clowes. In and around the airfields were 9,458 Australians and Americans. The Australians also had 34 Curtiss P-40 Warhawk fighter aircraft.

The Japanese landed five miles from the beaches where they had planned to land and eight miles from their objective. They had no useful maps, nor did they have mechanized equipment to haul supplies inland. The Australian P-40s bombed and strafed beached supplies, oil drums, and barges and thereby destroyed most of the Japanese food stocks. Bombs from a Boeing B-17 Flying Fortress bomber also damaged a Japanese transport unloading supplies.

Another Japanese landing unit, actually part of the initial effort, never made it to shore. Some 350 Kure 5th Special Naval Landing Force troops aboard seven powered barges stopped at Goodenough Island for a break. Nine P-40s attacked and sank all seven barges, stranding the men. Japanese reinforcements (568 men of the Kure 3rd and 200 men of the Yokosuka 5th Special Naval Landing Forces) arrived on August 29 aboard three destroyers and three patrol boats.

Despite an early setback, the Australians fought the Japanese to a standstill at the edge of the easternmost airfield. By August 30, the Japanese at Milne Bay were short of supplies. Rain, mud, malaria, air attacks, and infantry combat wore them down. A final Japanese assault on the airfields during the night of August 30 failed. The Australians then counterattacked and drove the Japanese back toward their landing sites.

The Japanese then decided to cut their losses and evacuate the survivors. As a consequence of the Allied air threat and because the Japanese needed only to evacuate men and not equipment or supplies, they employed two light cruisers and destroyers in the evacuation effort. They removed their wounded on the night of September 4–5; the main body of the force departed the next night. One Japanese destroyer was lost during the withdrawal, sunk by U.S. aircraft.

The Battle of Milne Bay was a tremendous psychological boost for the Allies. Until then, the Japanese had repeatedly defeated Allied ground forces. Japanese aggressiveness and spirit had previously triumphed over Allied soldiers and matériel—but not at Milne Bay. The Allied repulse administered to crack special naval landing forces helped convinced Allied soldiers that they could defeat the Japanese.
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Minakami Genzō (1888–1944)

Japanese Army lieutenant general. Born in Yamanashi, Japan, on September 26, 1888, Minakami Genzō joined the army and was trained as an infantry officer. As a young lieutenant between 1919 and 1920, he took part in the Japanese intervention in Siberia during the Russian Civil War.

After combat and garrison duties in China in the 1930s, Minakami was promoted to major general in October 1941. He then served on the staff of the 54th Division headquarters. In June 1943, he was assigned to command the 56th Infantry Brigade Group, the core of the 56th Division that fought in northern Burma near China’s Yunnan Province.

In the summer of 1944, Minakami was sent to Myitkyina in northern Burma to inspect the garrison there. At that time, overwhelmingly superior U.S. and U.S.-trained Chinese forces were driving south from Yunnan in an attempt to reopen the Burma Road. After a fierce resistance in the encircled Myitkyina, Minakami allowed the remaining garrison troops to break out of the siege. He then committed suicide on August 4, 1944.

Twenty-Eighth Army headquarters had ordered Minakami to defend Myitkyina to the last man, but the order was given to him personally and not in formal fashion to his unit. This loophole allowed the remaining garrison forces to attempt an escape from Myitkyina when, in such circumstances, the battle code of the Imperial Army was to fight to the last. In that sense, Minakami sacrificed his life to save his men.
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MINCEMEAT, Operation (1943)

Major British deception preceding Operation HUSKY, the Allied assault on Sicily during July 9–22, 1943. Even as Allied forces cleared Tunisia of Axis troops, their leaders were debating their next target in the Mediterranean. Although British prime minister Winston L. S. Churchill wanted a thrust into the Balkans, the Allies settled on Sicily, to be followed by an assault on southern Italy. Operation MINCEMEAT was a British deception to convince the Germans and Italians that the invasion would instead occur in the Greek Isles and Sardinia.

Intelligence officer Lieutenant Commander Ewen Montagu of the Royal Navy conceived the idea of using the corpse of a man who had died of pneumonia, a disease that has all the physical characteristics of a drowning. He would be given a false military identity to convey papers that would reach the Germans. On April 18, 1943, at Greenock, Scotland, the British submarine Seraph took on board a specially constructed steel container weighing about 400 pounds and marked “Handle with Care—Optical Instruments.”

Eleven days later, early on April 30, the Seraph surfaced off the southern coast of Andalucia, Spain. Officers sworn to secrecy then opened the container and removed a soggy corpse dressed in the uniform of an officer of the Royal Marines. The body, which had been preserved in ice, had a briefcase affixed with the royal seal chained to one wrist. The officers then inflated the “Mae West” life jacket worn by the corpse, offered a few prayers, and pushed “Major Martin” overboard to drift inland with the tide. Later, a half mile to the south, the same officers turned an inflated rubber life raft upside down and pushed it and a paddle off the submarine.

A Spanish fisherman recovered the body off Huelva and turned it over to the authorities. The British had chosen this location because a German intelligence officer was known to be in the area. The Spanish identified the corpse from its papers as that of Major William Martin of the Royal Marines. It appeared from the condition of the body that it had been in the water for several days, and the Spanish concluded that the death resulted from an airplane crash at sea. They then allowed German intelligence to examine the body and the attaché case. To keep up the ruse, the British demanded that the case be returned without delay. The Spanish finally turned it over on May 13, and subsequent tests in London revealed that it had indeed been tampered with, its contents in all probability passed on to the Germans.

The briefcase contained presumably sensitive papers and private letters from British leaders in London to theater commanders in North Africa. The Germans could only conclude from the contents that operations against Sicily were only a feint and that the Allies would next invade the Greek islands (Operation BARCLAY) with 11 British divisions. A few days later, a large U.S. force was to invade Sardinia, Corsica, and southern France.

The deception confirmed what the Germans already believed, but there is no evidence that the Italians were deceived. Adolf Hitler, however, sent reinforcements, including the 1st Panzer Division from southern France, to Greece. This unit might have been decisive had it been dispatched to Sicily. Clearly, the invading forces of Operation HUSKY benefited immensely from the MINCEMEAT deception.
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Mindanao, Campaign for (April 17–June 30, 1945)

Major campaign in the recapture of the Philippines in the closing months of World War II. The battle was code-named Operation VICTOR V. The island of Mindanao in the southern Philippines is the second-largest and most easterly Philippine island. It is also the only island in the Philippines with a significant Muslim presence. Since early March 1945, some 24,000 Moro guerrillas under Colonel Wendell W. Fertig, an American mining engineer before the war, had been actively engaging Japanese forces on the island and receiving some support from U.S. Army Air Forces Thirteen Air Force aircraft.

The 43,000 Japanese troops in Mindanao were concentrated in the eastern part of the island. There were also some 13,000 noncombatant Japanese civilians. Lieutenant General Morozumi Gyosaku, commander of the 30th Division, had nominal command, but with communications a problem, he elected to remain with his own division and let Lieutenant General Harada Jiro, commander of the 100th Division, and Rear Admiral Doi Naoji, commander of the 32nd Naval Special Base Force, exercise independent command. The strongest Japanese defenses were around the Davao Gulf area in eastern Mindanao, which was heavily mined to counter an anticipated American amphibious landing, and in Davao, the island’s largest city.

Believing that the Americans would attack from Davao Gulf and eventually drive them from Davao City, the Japanese prepared defensive bunkers inland, where they planned to regroup. They had no offensive plans but simply operated in accordance with Japanese commander in the Philippines General Yamashita Tomoyuki’s directive that they delay and tie down as many U.S. troops as possible. Morozumi hoped to take advantage of the island’s inhospitable terrain to hold their organized defensive positions for two months. Once these were overrun, he planned to withdraw and fight to the end in the rugged interior mountain region.

Japanese forces were, however, isolated from resupply and short of almost everything, including ammunition. Also, a significant number of them were Koreans, with little desire to fight to the death for the Japanese cause. The Filipino guerrillas further inhibited the defenders, destroying supply dumps and attacking the few Japanese truck convoys.

On February 28, 1945, elements of Major General Jens A. Doe’s 41st Infantry Division landed on Palawan Island to the west of Mindanao and immediately commenced construction there of airfields to support the planned landing on Mindanao. At the same time, Filipino guerrillas seized a makeshift airfield at Dipolog, on the long, narrow Zamboanga Peninsula of Mindanao that reaches to the southwest. On March 8 the Americans airlifted to Dipolog two reinforced companies of the 21st Infantry Regiment and the 24th Infantry Division, and shortly thereafter U.S. Marine Corps aircraft were flying sorties from that place to cover naval bombardment and landing preparations off Zamboanga City, situated at the end of the peninsula.

Following a naval bombardment, on March 10 Rear Admiral Forest B. Royal’s Task Group 78.1 landed elements of the 41st Infantry Division at Zamboanga City, which was quickly taken. During the next two weeks the 41st Infantry Division, supported by marine aviation and naval gunfire, experienced heavy fighting in difficult terrain inland against some 8,900 men of the Japanese 54th Independent Mixed Brigade. On March 23, however, the Japanese defenders here began to withdraw up the peninsula. Operations here claimed 220 Americans killed compared with 6,400 Japanese dead.

Meanwhile, Filipino guerrillas enjoyed success in Malabang Province in western Mindanao. By late March the guerrillas had taken the Malabang airstrip, and by April 5 U.S. Marine Corps aircraft were operating from there. This being the case, American planners now decided not to assault the Japanese strength in eastern Mindanao over the beaches but instead to land at Illana Bay in Malabang, then push eastward more than 100 miles across difficult terrain to take the principal Japanese defenses from the rear. American planners assumed that the campaign would take four months.

The task of securing Mindanao was assigned to the 35,000 men of Major General Franklin C. Sibert’s X Corps of two reinforced infantry divisions—the 24th under Major General Roscoe B. Woodruff and the 31st under Major General Clarence A. Martin. Rear Admiral Albert G. Noble, commander of Amphibious Task Group 78.2, had charge of transporting the initial landing force of the 24th Division and X Corps headquarters to Malabang. The first troops in Operation VICTOR V came ashore on schedule on the morning of April 17 in Illana Bay and quickly proceeded inland. Their assignment was to advance up Highway 1 (little more than a trail) to Digos and then seize Davao.

Meanwhile, a small flotilla of gunboats proceeded up the Mindanao River. Roughly paralleling Route 1, it was navigable for some 35 miles and became the main supply line for the advancing U.S. forces. On April 22 Noble’s ships returned with the 31st Division, which came ashore at Parang, also in Illana Bay. It was to proceed to Kabacan and then attack north toward Macajalar Bay.

The Americans moved so rapidly that they were almost on top of the Japanese around Davao before General Morozumi realized that the western landing was not a diversion. The Americans secured Digos on April 27, overwhelming the Japanese there who were defending against an attack from the other direction. The 24th Infantry Division then turned north toward Davao. The last major Philippine city under Japanese control, it was taken on May 3 after the Japanese withdrew, having destroyed much of it.

The fighting now entered its most difficult phase as the Japanese mounted a tenacious defense in fields of thick-stemmed abaca plants. Mandong fell to the 24th Infantry Division on May 29. The 31st Infantry Division proceeded to Kibawe. On May 6, the most difficult combat of the campaign began when General Morozumi ordered a Japanese battalion to delay the Americans at Maramag so that he might reorganize the shattered 30th Division. A six-day fight here ended in a Japanese banzai charge on May 14 that killed 73 Japanese.

Morozumi and the remnants of his 30th Division continued their retreat up the Agusan Valley, and after a vicious encounter with the pursuing 31st Division on June 5, they dispersed into the jungles. To the south, meanwhile, smaller X Corps units seized Sarangani and Balut islands off the southern tip of Mindanao, and on July 12 U.S. troops came ashore in Sarangani Bay.

Although Eighth Army commander Lieutenant General Robert L. Eichelberger declared on June 30 that organized resistance on Mindanao was at an end, mopping-up operations continued in its jungles until the end of the war, when some 22,000 Japanese surrendered. The fight for Mindanao cost some 10,000 Japanese killed in combat; another 7,000 were lost to starvation and disease, and 7,000 were wounded. American losses were 820 men killed and 2,880 wounded. The American success in Mindanao and relatively light casualties for the U.S. forces involved owed much to the support of Filipino guerrillas, who had supplied critical intelligence and fought alongside American forces.
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Mindoro, Invasion and Battle of (December 13–16, 1944)

The first step toward the U.S. invasion of the big Philippine island of Luzon was securing the island of Mindoro. Some 58 by 110 miles in area, Mindoro is located in the northern Visayas immediately to the south of Luzon. American planners wanted to secure the island as an advanced air base for the upcoming invasion of Luzon. The Japanese garrison here numbered about 1,000 men, including some 200 survivors of Japanese ships sunk off the island.

Rear Admiral Arthur D. Struble commanded the Mindoro Attack Group consisting of the light cruiser Nashville (flagship), 8 destroyer transports, 30 LSTs (landing ship, tank), 12 LSMs (landing ship, medium), 31 LCI (landing craft, infantry), 20 large and 7 small minesweepers, and 14 other small craft, all escorted by 14 destroyers. Rear Admiral Russell S. Berkey commanded the Close Covering Group of 1 heavy cruiser, 2 light cruisers, and 7 destroyers. There was also a motor torpedo boat group of 23 PT boats under Lieutenant Commander N. Burt Davis.

Brigadier General William C. Dunckel commanded the Western Visayan Task Force. Its principal components were the 503rd Parachute Regimental Combat Team (RCT) and the 19th RCT of the 24th Infantry Division. The 503rd was to have made an airborne assault, but this was called off because of insufficient space on the airfields at Leyte for the troop-carrying aircraft required. Instead, the 503rd RCT joined the 19th RCT in the amphibious landing. Air support both for the invasion and to neutralize Japanese aircraft on Luzon was provided by the Fifth and Seventh Air Forces and Third Fleet carrier aircraft.

The invasion force staged off Leyte on December 12 and then proceeded to Mindoro. On the afternoon of December 13, a single kamikaze aircraft, flying low across the Mindanao Sea, crashed into the superstructure of the cruiser Nashville. Losses were heavy, with 131 killed and 158 wounded. Dunckel was slightly wounded. The Nashville was forced to return to Leyte, and Dunckel and members of his staff transferred to the destroyer Dashiell. Later that afternoon another kamikaze crashed into the destroyer Harden, killing 15 and wounding 25. The Harden too was forced to return to Leyte.

The invasion occurred on schedule on the morning of December 15 in Mangarin Bay. Destroyers provided fire support for the troop landings and antiaircraft protection for the landing ships. The chief threat remained kamikaze aircraft. Although Lockheed P-38 Lightnings and carrier aircraft shot down 8 of 15 kamikazes, two LSTs were struck by the Japanese suicide aircraft and badly damaged. Later they had to be scuttled. The destroyer Moale was damaged by exploding ammunition in an attempt to rescue crew members of one of the LSTs. One LSM, the destroyer Howerth, and the escort carrier Marcus Island all received light damage from kamikazes but were able to continue operations. Casualties totaled 7 killed and 20 wounded.

There was little initial resistance by the vastly outnumbered and outgunned Japanese defenders on Mindoro. No Americans were killed in the initial landing, and the town of San Jose and its airfield, about five miles inland, were secured that afternoon. Some 300 Japanese at an air raid warning station at the northern tip of the island put up a stiff fight against a company of the 503rd, but except for mopping up, the island was secured within 48 hours.

In the fighting for Mindoro the Japanese suffered some 200 killed and 375 wounded. American losses were 18 killed and 81 wounded. By the end of the first day, army engineers were at work preparing airfields for the invasion of Luzon, two of which were completed in 13 days.
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Mines, Land

Two basic forms of land mines existed in World War II: antipersonnel and antitank mines. Antipersonnel mines are primarily based on static omnidirectional (360-degree), static directional (180-degree), and bounding omnidirectional (360-degree) models. Often injury rather than death was viewed as a more desirable outcome from the use of land mines because of the logistical strain it could impose on an opposing force. For this reason, many mines were developed and placed to maim rather than kill.

Antitank mines were used either in an antimobility or a catastrophic-kill function. Beyond their destructive effects, land mines were also useful to channel enemy forces into kill zones, create barriers to maneuver, engage in the area denial of key points, deny matériel resources via booby-trapping, and psychologically affect opposing troops. Almost all land mines of World War II had igniters based on one of four principles: pressure, pressure-release, pull, and pull-release.
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A Canadian Army soldier clearing a mine in 1943. Such work was extraordinarily dangerous. (Hulton-Deutsch Collection/Corbis)

U.S. land mines were based on both antipersonnel and antitank requirements. The two standard U.S. antipersonnel mines were the M-2 and the M-3. The M-2 was a 6.5-pound bounding mine based on a modified 60mm mortar shell. When the mine was triggered, a small secondary charge propelled the main charge into the air, where it then exploded. The resulting fragmentation pattern caused more casualties than a ground burst. It had a 30-foot casualty radius. The M-3 was a larger 10-pound mine made out of cast iron and filled with TNT. It could be buried or used in an aboveground booby-trap mode. It also had a 30-foot casualty radius.

At the start of World War II, the standard U.S. antitank mine was the M-1. This simple mine used a cross-shaped metal pressure detonator, known as a “spider,” that fit over the mine. The M-1 was later replaced by the heavier M-5, which weighed 14.5 pounds. The additional weight allowed for a greater explosive charge to be packed in the mine, which then could better disable a tank tread or destroy a lighter vehicle. The even more effective M-6 was developed next. It weighed 20 pounds. A lighter M-7, weighing 4.5 pounds, was also fielded against lighter vehicular threats.

British forces used both antipersonnel and antitank mines. The British No. 75 “Hawkins,” an antipersonnel mine shaped like a rectangular food tin, was carried by paratroopers and U.S. forces. British forces also utilized U.S. land mines as part of the American aid effort. British minefields were used extensively in North Africa.

French mines were based on World War I and interwar designs. One example was the 14.5-pound light antitank mine. This pressure-sensitive mine had a rectangular steel body and was filled with 5.12 pounds of high explosives. It was employed in defensive mine belts to help protect the Maginot Line.

Soviet and German military forces were the principal innovators in land mines during the war. Soviet mine advances were primarily antitank in nature because of the continued operational encirclement threat posed by German panzer divisions. The 1941 AKS was likely the first full-width–attack, tilt-rod–actuated mine. The Red Army employed fuzing based on both seismic (VZ-1) and magnetic devices and deployed the first radio-controlled mines in 1942. At Kursk (July 5–19, 1943), the first use of a flame mine took place. Calling on their harsh experiences in the Russo-Finnish War of 1939, Soviet forces also utilized stake mines (based on improvised grenade booby traps), mine daisy chaining, low metal mines, and well-defined countermine assault techniques. The Soviets also employed antitank dog mines during the war. Specially trained dogs carrying explosive mine packs were taught to run under German tanks. The mines were then detonated on the command of the dog handler or set off by a timing mechanism. The technique was not very effective.

German innovations in land mines included the bounding antipersonnel mine of the 1930s. This was known as the “S” mine or the “Bouncing Betty” mine. Scatterable antipersonnel mines, such as the SD-2B Schmetterling (butterfly), were first used in Poland in 1939 and dropped by fixed-wing aircraft. Side-attack mines based on the Panzerfaust (armored fist) antitank rocket grenade were employed on the Eastern Front in 1943. Booby-trapped antihandling devices, attached to land mines, were also developed by German forces in the war. A chemical mine, known as the “Bounding Gas Mine 37” and based on the mustard gas agent, was developed, but it was never fielded.

About 40 types of German antitank mines existed, with the Tellermine 42, Tellermine 43, and Tellermine 35 (two variants) being the most common. The name derived from the fact that the circular mine was about the same diameter as a dinner plate (Teller).

The Japanese were not known as innovators in land mines, but they fielded both land mine types and were adept at booby traps. The Model 93 (1933) “tape-measure mine” was an antipersonnel device that weighed 3 pounds. The mine had four metal rings on the side for carrying it and for emplacement and a brass dome fuze. The Model 99 (1939) armor-piercing mine was developed for use against tanks and the iron doors of pillboxes. This 2.11-pound mine was carried in a stiff canvas pouch and had four permanent magnets attached via khaki webbing to the outer edge of the mine body. It was carried by individual soldiers and was usually coupled with another for greater armor penetration by placing the opposite magnetic poles of the four outer-edge magnets together.

The fielding of a Japanese antitank “satchel charge–like” mine, rather than a traditional antitank mine, represents a tactical limitation. This limitation was somewhat made up for by the existence of the Model 96 (1936) dual-use land and water mine and the Bangalore torpedo. The Model 96 carried a 46-pound explosive charge, and the Bangalore torpedo had sections weighing 10 pounds each (most of that a TNT-cyclonite explosive mixture).
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Mines, Sea

As a result of the experiences of World War I, combatants were much better prepared for mine warfare in 1939 than they had been in 1914. All belligerents expected to be committed to a mining campaign. Major advances in mine warfare before and during World War II included the widespread use of influence (i.e., acoustic, magnetic, and pressure-actuated) mines and large-scale aerial mining and the broad application of antisweeping devices. In moored mines, the trend, except in Germany, was to replace the acid-filled Hertz horns with electric switch horns.

Despite prewar financial limitations and errors in judgment, Great Britain entered the war with an adequate stock of mines—both technically and quantitatively. These included some 1917 H.II Hertz horn-type moored contact mines, but the standard moored contact mine was the switch-horn-type Mark XVII. It could be configured to take a charge of 320 or 500 pounds and could be laid with a depth setting of up to 303 feet. In 1939, Great Britain had both moored (M Mark I) and air-laid ground magnetic mines (A Mark I) available for deployment. Both were based on the magnetic induction principle (the horizontal magnetic field of a ship induced an electric current in a coiled rod) and proved so satisfactory that they remained in service throughout the war. The airborne ground mine was subsequently modified to conserve scarce materials (A Mark II, III, and IV), to improve compatibility with bomb gears (A Mark V, 1940), and to include acoustic actuation (A Mark VI, 1944).
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Arming German UMB-mines. Snaglines with cork floats are attached to the mines’ Herz horns (1941). (Naval Historical Center)

The majority of the mines laid by Great Britain were dropped by aircraft; hence, the British effort for a ship-laid ground mine was confined to the magnetic M Mark III, a cylindrical device that was introduced in April 1941. The charge weight was increased from 1,500 pounds to 1,600 pounds of amatol (or 1,750 pounds of minol) in 1942, and in 1943 acoustic mechanisms were added. An upgraded model with improved sensitivity and a pressure firing unit was canceled in 1944. Owing to the wartime shortages of TNT and RD (cyclonite), most British mines had 50/50 ammonium nitrate/TNT (amatol) explosive charges. This low-quality explosive was later improved by the addition of around 20 percent aluminum powder (minol).

Germany displayed the greatest creativity and activity in the field of mine technology. It developed a large number of sophisticated mines before and during World War II, with a focus on influence mines. The intense rivalry between Germany’s navy and air force severely hampered the development of airborne mines, although ultimately the project was successful. For moored contact mines, the German Navy relied on the successful EM designs of World War I, the most common being the EMA (331-pound charge), the EMB (497-pound charge), and the EMC (661-pound charge). The Germans also perfected the art of sweep obstruction. Many of the EM-type mines were fitted with chains (to resist wire cutters) and Kontaktauslösung (KA, contact deflection) gear, comprising a 98-foot Tombac tube over the upper part of the mooring wire that, when subjected to the upward drag in sweeping, closed a switch and fired the mine.

The best-known German influence mine was probably the LMA airborne parachute magnetic ground mine; when one was retrieved on November 22, 1939, the British were alerted to the fact that the Germans too had a capability in noncontact mines. Unlike the British magnetic mines, the German mines were actuated by a change in the vertical component of the magnetic field (the dip-needle principle). The LMA had a 661-pound charge and a practical depth limit of 130 feet. It was superseded by the larger (1,554-pound charge) LMB with magnetic (1939), acoustic (1940), and combined magnetic/acoustic and magnetic/pressure (1944) firing.

The development of the BM 1000 (1,500-pound charge) greatly improved the efficacy of German aerial mining. That mine was dropped without parachute from altitudes of up to 19,700 feet in water depths up to 115 feet, and it was regularly equipped with a variety of antisweeping and antilifting devices. For mine laying from torpedo tubes of submarines and E-boats, the Germans produced the TMA (moored magnetic) and TMB (ground magnetic and acoustic) mines. Both weapons suffered from serious construction defects that limited their endurance on the seabed to 6 to 12 months.

The construction of the Atlantic Wall, Germany’s seaward defense against the Allied invasion, inspired the KMA anti-invasion mine. This was a shallow-water ground mine with a 165-pound charge set in a rectangular concrete block anchor and surmounted by a steel tripod frame with a single Hertz horn on top. The total height of the mine was 8 feet 10 inches, and it could be fitted with a snag line for depths of 16 to 33 feet. German charge weights in general were conspicuously heavy by international standards to compensate for the generally poor quality of the explosive fillings, usually made up of a mixture of ammonium nitrate, sodium nitrate, potassium nitrate, cyclonite, ethylinediamine dinitrate, and aluminum—TNT being an exception.

Many of the mines employed by Italy during the war were left over from World War I, some of them from the Austro-Hungarian Empire service. Some Italian mines were specifically built for deployment in warm-water conditions, such as off Libya. The P200 appeared in 1936. It weighed about 2,244 pounds and had an explosive charge of 441 pounds.

The Soviet Navy relied mainly on material developed before 1917, such as the M06, M08, and M12. Conditions in the Soviet Union between 1917 and 1941 had stifled mine development, yet the Soviet Navy put to use a handful of mines developed in the interwar period.

Notably, Italy and the United States distinguished themselves as substantial mine producers, the latter with an emphasis on submarine and air-laid mines such as the Mk 12/3 and the Mk 12/4 (1,200-pound Torpex charges). Japan, as during World War I, neglected mine development and relied solely on a handful of obsolescent moored contact mines.
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Minesweeping and Mine Laying, Sea

The mine war at sea between 1939 and 1945 was a vast enterprise in terms of men and matériel that dwarfed the already quite considerable efforts made during World War I. The aim of mining was either tactical, by sinking specific enemy ships, or strategic, by assisting in dislocating enemy war efforts in general and contributing to the security of friendly sea lines of communications through the destruction or threat of destruction of enemy forces. The aim of mine countermeasures, in turn, was to permit warships and merchant vessels to use the seas and enter and leave ports as necessary for the furtherance of the war effort and the support of the population, without unacceptable damage or losses from mines.

A grand total of 636,000 mines and sweep obstructers were laid in European waters between 1939 and 1945. Some 95,400 more were laid in the Western Pacific between 1941 and 1945. On balance, both sides laid roughly the same number of mines. The Allies lost a total of 1,406,037 tons of merchant shipping to mines—almost exclusively in European waters—representing 6.5 percent of their entire merchant ship losses. The Axis powers lost 660,533 tons of merchant shipping in the European theater and 397,412 tons in the Pacific.

Strategically, the Allies were more effective than the Axis powers in disrupting and obstructing the enemy’s seaborne traffic. This was particularly true in the Pacific theater of operations, where Japanese mine-laying operations had virtually no impact on Allied naval operations. By contrast, a well-conceived U.S. aerial mining operation, in which 15,800 mines were laid in Japanese and Korean waters between December 1944 and July 1945, all but paralyzed Japanese coastal traffic and hastened the collapse of the Japanese Empire’s tottering economy.

Several factors affected mine laying and minesweeping in World War II. First, mines were increasingly of the influence type; second, aircraft emerged as an effective means of delivery; and, third, the use of sweep obstructers and evaders and antilifting devices became commonplace, to the point where mine forces deliberately targeted enemy countermeasure forces and aimed to tie down valuable resources. Again, the Allies had comparatively better success in this respect: throughout the war, the German Navy employed about twice as many minesweepers and about 1.5 times as many personnel in the war against sea mines in European waters as its adversaries.

Mine laying distinguished between the two fundamental principles of offensive and defensive mining. Both sides expended a considerable part of their stock for the latter purpose. Great Britain alone laid 185,000 mines in defensive minefields in all theaters of war. Defensive minefields were usually laid by surface craft. Their purpose was to augment coastal defenses by providing operational depth seaward against maritime incursions and invasions. Frequently, a channel between the coast and the minefields was kept open for coastal traffic, thus offering a certain degree of protection to shipping while freeing flotilla craft from tedious coastal escort and patrol duties.

Offensive minefields were ideally laid covertly, inviting the use of aircraft and submarines. The former offered an additional advantage because they could penetrate deep into enemy-controlled sea spaces in great numbers and even attack inland waterways. Famous aerial mining operations included those by the Royal Air Force (RAF) against the Kiel Canal on May 12–13, 1944 (11 mines), and against the German oil shipments on the Danube between May and October 1944 (1,200 mines). Both operations caused significant economic disruptions of the German war machine. Of the 76,000 mines laid offensively by Great Britain in European waters, 55,000 were laid by aircraft, mostly by the RAF’s Bomber Command.

A variant of both the defensive and the offensive minefield was the tactical minefield. This minefield was usually laid on the basis of tactical intelligence reports or educated guessing in what was assumed would be the probable path of a specific target. During their advance through the Baltic states in August 1941, for instance, the Germans laid a tactical minefield off Juminda, Estonia, knowing that a heavily escorted Soviet troop convoy from Tallinn had to take that route. On August 28–29, 25 Soviet troop transports out of 29 within the targeted convoy foundered on the minefield. Additionally, because the Germans had deliberately also targeted escorts and minesweepers with shallow-depth mines, the Soviets lost two destroyers, nine minesweepers, and several small patrol craft. This was the largest single tactical success in the history of mine warfare.

The minesweeping effort on all sides necessarily rose to the enormous challenge posed by the extensive mine-laying campaigns—both quantitatively and qualitatively. Great Britain had built only 21 fleet minesweepers between 1933 and 1939. During the war years, these were augmented by a further 283 minesweepers. To this substantial minesweeping fleet came hundreds of motor minesweepers and auxiliary minesweepers. By May 1944, the Royal Navy had more than 650 trawlers on sweeping duties alone. The Germans entered the war with a number of World War I–vintage sweepers as well as a dozen sophisticated 784-ton M-35–type minesweepers under construction and dozens of cheap but capable Räumboote (motor minesweepers), the numbers of which would total 300 at the end of the war. Despite the eventual mass production of over 400 simplified M-type sweepers, the German Navy too had to expand its capabilities further, and it requisitioned hundreds of civilian ships for minesweeping duties. As with Great Britain, Germany also built commercial trawlers for minesweeping duties.

In 1939, most minesweeping forces were geared for operations against moored contact mines. To that end, the minesweepers carried an Oropesa gear, or A-sweep, consisting of a steel wire (up to .5 inches in diameter and 1,500 feet long), which was streamed behind the minesweeper. The end of the sweep wire was fitted with wire cutters and supported by a float known as an Otter. The sweep was held at a predetermined depth by a horizontal kite near the stern of the towing vessels, and the angle to the ship’s course was maintained by a vertical kite beneath the Otter. The A-sweep could be streamed on one or both sides of the ship. Minesweepers so equipped steamed in a diagonal formation on overlapping tracks. Small A-sweeps streamed from the stem post provided bow protection. Mine cases that rose to the surface after the mooring wires had been cut were usually destroyed by gunfire.

To protect fields of moored mines from sweepers, minefield planners frequently resorted to sweep obstructers such as chains on mooring wires, fuze settings that exploded the mines when swept, and other gear that would destroy or foul the sweeps or endanger the minesweepers. The Germans earned a particular reputation for indulging in this type of warfare, and they deployed minefields that contained up to 30 percent sweep obstructers. Sweep evaders, such as sprocket wheels that would let the sweep wire pass through the mine’s mooring wire, and delayed-rise or multiple-rise mines additionally thwarted sweeping efforts.

The advent of ground-influence mines required different sweeping techniques. For sweeping magnetic mines, navies developed a towed current-bearing cable, called the L-sweep. This equipment consisted of two cables streamed behind the minesweeper that generated a pulsating electric current, which, when passed through the cables and the seawater, produced a magnetic tow. To overcome dependence on the seawater’s conductivity and improve the individual ship’s sweep efficiency, the Royal Navy and later the German Navy introduced the closed-loop system. The loop shape of the current-bearing cable was maintained by attaching it to A-sweep wires. Acoustic influence mines required the use of noisemakers. The Allied Pipe Noise Maker (“Foxer”), originally developed as a decoy for the German T-5 homing torpedo, was well suited to that task. Noisemakers were usually streamed in conjunction with the magnetic sweep.

The improvement in sweeping techniques quite naturally called for responses by minefield planners and mine designers. An easy way to delay any sweeping attempt was to increase the sweep effort necessary to clear a given sea space by laying combined fields of moored contact and ground-influence mines. Ship counters that ignored a certain amount of passes were an even better way to achieve the same effect. This concept was perfected by the British MX organization, which specialized in the modification of standard mines. The MX-modified mine was only actuated when first influenced by a strong magnetic field (i.e., a sweeper) and then by a weaker one within a certain time span. The Germans countered by preceding their U-boats with two minesweepers or Sperrbrechers (barrage breakers), to which the MX organization in turn responded by setting the counters to allow the passage of two strong minefields before it detonated the mine under a third, weaker, magnetic field. The Germans then adopted the rather wasteful measure of employing three mine-countermeasures vessels.

The ultimate hurdle for mine countermeasures during the war, the pressure mine, was never mastered satisfactorily. For this reason, both sides hesitated to employ it for fear that it would be captured and used by the enemy. The Germans waited until June 1944 before desperation drove them to lay that type of mine. When the Allies responded with like devices, the Germans used their Sperrbrechers as expendable decoy ships against the pressure mines. Short of crawling through a minefield at speeds of less than four knots, this was the only viable method of countering pressure mines.
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Mine Warfare Vessels

At the start of World War II in 1939, mine warfare vessels were not substantially different in design from those of 1918. Indeed, many countries, such as Germany and the United States, still operated large numbers of World War I minesweepers. New commissions of minesweepers were few and unspectacular. The most significant prewar designs were the German Minensuchboote (minesweepers) laid down in 1936 and 1937 and the French Elan class. The German ships displaced about 600 tons, were armed with two 10.5cm (4.1-inch) and two 37mm guns, and could be driven by their powerful turbines at 17 knots. The Elan-class ships were similar in performance, if slightly larger. They were armed with two 3.5-inch, one 40mm, and six 20mm antiaircraft guns. As with other Allied designs, they doubled as escorts. The Soviets, well versed in mine warfare, opted for a somewhat smaller design with a shallow draft. The 490-ton Tral class was optimized for the confined waters of the eastern Baltic. Italian minesweepers were built before the war and displaced between 240 and 255 tons. They were armed with two 20mm antiaircraft guns.

Before the war, neither Great Britain nor the United States had devoted significant resources to mine warfare. The Royal Navy had adhered to the fleet sweeper design and hastily commissioned the somewhat inadequate Bangor-class minesweepers in 1940 to replace the unsuitable Halcyon-class fleet sweepers. The new challenges posed by mine warfare soon required design changes. The German prewar designs proved inadequate and too complicated for mass production. Like the Bangor-class ships, they soon turned out to be too cramped to accommodate the extra sweep gear for use against influence mines. New minesweeper designs also required more powerful auxiliary engines that could produce the necessary current for the magnetic-influence sweeping gear.

The Germans responded by building the 1940- and 1943-type minesweepers. Although similar in appearance to the 1935-type, those vessels were simplified to the point where their sections could be largely prefabricated by specialized yards and assembled by others. The turbines were substituted by coal-fired, triple-expansion engines for cost reasons and to conserve the navy’s oil fuel stocks. Otherwise, except for the improved sweeping facilities, added antiaircraft armament, and minor details, the layout of the German minesweepers remained unchanged.

The British substituted for their Bangor-class ships the larger 1,200-ton Algerine-class vessels, of which nearly 100 were built. The concept was a return to the fleet sweeper, and with their armament of one 4-inch gun, four 40mm guns, and 92 depth charges, the Algerines easily outclassed the smaller Flower-class corvettes in their escort role.

The United States responded late to the Japanese mine threat, which turned out to be a minor irritant at most. Many U.S. minesweepers subsequently saw heavy action in the Normandy landings and in the preparation for them. Apart from the 1918-vintage Bird-class minesweeper, the U.S. Navy commissioned nearly 200 minesweepers. Most were of three main types: the big Raven and Auk classes; two-funneled diesel vessels of 810 and 890 tons, respectively, with a speed of 18 knots and one or two 3-inch guns; and the diesel-powered Admirable-class of 650 tons and 15 knots.

For economic reasons and for inshore sweeping, all navies took to building motor minesweepers as a cheap alternative to the fully fledged minesweepers. These boats, produced by the hundreds, ranged from the British 80-foot motor launches and the German 120-foot Räumboote (motor minesweepers) to the somewhat understated U.S. yard minesweepers that, at 136 feet in length, displaced 215 tons. Nearly all of the motor minesweepers, except the smallest, eventually assumed duties beyond inshore or harbor sweeping.

The explosive growth of the minesweeping forces in World War II contrasted with that of the dedicated mine-laying forces. As in the years from 1914 to 1918, most navies were content to rely on converted civilian vessels or regular combatants, such as destroyers, submarines, and patrol boats, for the bulk of their mine-laying activities. Few purpose-designed minelayers, such as the British Abdiel class, were built before and during the war. At 37 knots, these 4,000-ton vessels were exceptionally fast. The advent of large-scale aerial offensive mining, however, rendered them largely obsolete. The Abdiels eventually ended up as fast blockade-runners to Malta and elsewhere.
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Minsk, Battle for (June 27–July 9, 1941)

Large German encirclement operation on the Eastern Front. Under Adolf Hitler’s Führer Directive 21 for the June 22, 1941, invasion of the Soviet Union (Operation BARBAROSSA), Army Group Center had responsibility for the destruction of Soviet forces in Belorussia. The Germans considered this an essential prerequisite to subsequent drives on Leningrad and Moscow. Toward that end, when the Germans invaded the Soviet Union, Field Marshal Fedor von Bock’s Army Group Center was the most powerful of the three German army groups.

Bock commanded three field armies, along with two of the four available panzer groups. His southern wing, charged with advancing just north of the Pripet Marshes, consisted of Field Marshal Günther von Kluge’s Fourth Army of 21 infantry divisions and Colonel General Heinz Guderian’s Second Panzer Group of 1 cavalry, 5 panzer, and 3 Panzergrenadier divisions. In the north, attacking from East Prussia, Colonel General Adolf Strauss’s Ninth Army had 12 infantry divisions and Colonel General Hermann Hoth’s Third Panzer Group had 4 panzer and 4 Panzergrenadier divisions. In reserve, Bock had Colonel General Maximilian von Weichs’s Second Army. To support his ground effort, Bock could rely on the largest German air fleet on the Eastern Front at the time, Field Marshal Albert Kesselring’s 1,000-aircraft Second Luftflotte.

Bock’s invading German forces were actually matched in terms of numbers and matériel by the Soviet Western Front, consisting of four armies commanded by Colonel General Dmitry G. Pavlov. Unfortunately for the Soviets, three of these armies—the Third, Fourth, and Tenth—were positioned in the westward-protruding Bialystok salient, which turned into a trap. The Soviet Thirteenth Army was more to the east, near Minsk.

Pavlov, however, was handicapped not only by manpower dispositions that had been forced on him but also by defense commissar Marshal Semen Timoshenko’s Directive No. 3 that required all fronts, regardless of circumstance, to take the offensive. In the event of a German invasion, the Northwestern and Western Fronts were to launch coordinated attacks from Kaunas and Grodno, respectively. But the front commanders, despite having two mechanized corps each, were unable to mount a coordinated offensive. Still, Pavlov appointed Lieutenant General Ivan Boldin to form a “shock group” and attack south of Grodno, near Brest. But Boldin soon found promised support unavailable and a German encirclement of his forces a distinct possibility.

Disgusted with Pavlov, Timoshenko sent Lieutenant General Andrei I. Yeremenko to replace him. In the meantime, Timoshenko ordered Pavlov to hold Minsk and the Slutsk Fortified District with the Thirteenth Army and his second-echelon mechanized corps.

Pavlov was then ordered to withdraw his armies from the Bialystok salient, where they were now threatened by Hoth’s Third Panzer Group sweeping around Minsk from the north through Vilnius-Molodechno, while Guderian’s Second 2nd Panzer Group drove around the city from the southwest through Baranovichi. On the night of June 25–26, Pavlov ordered his four armies to withdraw east, but this plan succeeded no better than his earlier offensive. Hoth had torn a 60-mile gap between the retreating Eleventh Army of the Soviet Northwest Front moving to the northeast and the Third Army of the Western Front retreating southeast by attacking along the frontal boundary.

Boldin’s force, aiding Major General Konstantin Dmi-trievich Golubev’s Tenth Army, pleaded for an airdrop of fuel and ammunition. By June 26, it had withdrawn into thick forest south of Minsk. Pavlov had assigned the Fourth Army the task of holding at the Shchara River and defending the Slutsk Fortified District in the southwest, only to discover that Slutsk had sent all its weapons to Brest.

The Battle for Minsk was joined by June 26 as Pavlov withdrew with his staff to Mogilev, leaving the weak Thirteenth Army to defend Minsk, even as the inner encirclement progressed as part of the “double battle of Bialystok-Minsk.” Slutsk fell to the Germans the next day as the German spearheads raced toward the Berezina River. Pavlov’s Third and Tenth Armies were withdrawing toward Minsk, hoping to break the inner encirclement despite having little ammunition, but both were cut off by June 28, along with Thirteenth Army. Pavlov’s pride, the VI Mechanized Corps—a unit that began the campaign with more than 1,000 tanks—was shattered and its commander killed.

On June 29, Yeremenko took command from Pavlov, who was sent to Moscow. Meanwhile, Yeremenko lost the race to the Berezina to the German panzers. The savaged Soviet Western Front was scattered over a 200-mile area, as Minsk had fallen on June 29. By July 9, German mopping-up operations ended. In the operation, the Germans claimed to have destroyed five Soviet armies and taken nearly 324,000 prisoners, 1,809 guns, and 3,332 tanks.

The Soviets, led by surviving commanders such as Boldin, took advantage of the spring rains and managed to break out about 300,000 men. Although Joseph Stalin’s inept decisions had contributed greatly to the Soviet military failures to that point, Pavlov was made the scapegoat for the Minsk disaster and shot, along with Fourth Army commander General Aleksandr Korobkov and XLI Rifle Corps commander General I. S. Kosobutsky, both of whom had managed to escape the German trap. Smolensk was the next German objective.

CLAUDE R. SASSO AND SPENCER C. TUCKER
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Miquelon, Free French Seizure of
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Mitscher, Marc Andrew (1887–1947)

U.S. Navy admiral. Born on January 26, 1887, in Hillsboro, Wisconsin, Marc Andrew Mitscher grew up in Washington, D.C., and graduated from the U.S. Naval Academy at Annapolis in 1910. He then served with the fleet until 1915, when he seized an opportunity to enter naval aviation, becoming naval aviator number 33.
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U.S. Navy vice admiral Marc A. Mitscher, a leading advocate and practitioner of naval aviation during World War II. (PhotoQuest/Getty Images)

In 1919, he participated in the U.S. Navy’s first attempted transatlantic flight, although his own aircraft only reached the Azores. Between the wars, Mitscher remained in aviation through a variety of administrative and operational postings, including assignments aboard the carriers Langley (1929–1930) and Saratoga (1934–1935) as well as with the Bureau of Aeronautics (1930–1933 and 1935–1937).

In 1938, Mitscher was promoted to captain. Three years later, he was the first commanding officer of the carrier Hornet. His ship launched Lieutenant Colonel James H. Doolittle’s raid on Tokyo on April 18, 1942. Promoted to rear admiral, Mitscher commanded all air operations in the Solomon Islands in 1943. In 1944, he assumed command of Fast Carrier Task Force 58/38 (38 if William Halsey commanded the Third Fleet, 58 for Raymond Spruance when it was designated the Fifth Fleet). In March 1944, Mitscher was promoted to vice admiral. Excluding a brief period from October 1944 to January 1945, he remained with Task Force 58/38 for many of the great Pacific battles.

In July 1945, Mitscher became deputy chief of naval operations for air. In March 1946, he commanded the Eighth Fleet, then assumed the post of commander in chief, Atlantic Fleet, in September. Mitscher died in Norfolk, Virginia, on February 3, 1947.

RODNEY MADISON
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Miyazaki Shigesaburō (1892–1965)

Japanese Army lieutenant general. Born in Gifu Prefecture, Japan, on January 4, 1892, Miyazaki Shigesaburō graduated from the Japanese Military Academy in 1914 and the Army War College in 1929. He was a member of the army General Staff from 1925 to 1929. In 1938, he was promoted to colonel and became a staff officer in the Taiwan Army.

In August 1939, Colonel Miyazaki commanded the 16th Infantry Regiment in the May–September Battle of Khalkhin Gol (Nomonhan Incident) against Soviet forces in Mongolia, executing the final successful night attack against Hill 997 on September 8. Promoted to major general in 1943, Miyazaki assumed command of the 26th Brigade fighting in China. In early 1944, he had charge of the 31st Division in the struggle for Imphal in Burma (Myanmar), the climax of his military career. Miyazaki’s forces occupied Kohima, north of Imphal, on April 6, 1944. He then defended it against British attack for two months without resupply. Finally, his division was surrounded by British troops, but Miyazaki was able to extract his men, including the wounded.

Promoted to lieutenant general in June 1944, Miyazaki took command of the 54th Division of the Twenty-Eighth Army in Burma, where he enjoyed several tactical successes. He was able to escape entrapment by British forces, but by early August, only about 4,000 of his 9,000-man division remained. Nonetheless, many regarded the five-foot-tall Miyazaki as one of the most skillful and tenacious Japanese generals of the war. He died in Tokyo on August 30, 1965.

KOTANI KEN
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Model, Walther (1891–1945)

German field marshal. Born in Genthin, Germany, on January 24, 1891, Walther Model joined the army in 1909 and served during World War I, rising to captain. He remained in the Reichswehr after the war, and in 1935 he was appointed head of its Technical Warfare Section.

Promoted to major general in March 1938, Model served as chief of staff of the IV Army Corps in the September 1939 invasion of Poland. He was promoted to lieutenant general in April 1940 and led the 3rd Panzer Division in the invasion of France and the Low Countries in May 1940. He next participated in the June 22, 1941, invasion of the Soviet Union (Operation BARBAROSSA) and was promoted to general of panzer troops in October 1941 and given command of the XLI Panzer Corps. In January 1942, Model took over the Ninth Army; the next month, he was promoted to colonel general. An aggressive, capable commander, Model helped convince Hitler to delay plans for Operation CITADEL, leading to the German defeat in the July 5–13, 1943, Battle of Kursk.

Model became commander of Army Group North in January 1944 and was promoted to field marshal that March. The same month, he took over an army group in the southern Soviet Union. Again and again, he proved his talent in defensive warfare, hampering the Soviet advance. Hitler sent his expert in defensive warfare to various places where an Allied breakthrough was imminent. Model became known as “Hitler’s Fireman.”

Transferred to the Western Front in August 1944 as supreme commander (Oberbefehlshaber West) and simultaneously commander of Army Group B, Model initially believed that he could replicate his successful defensive tactics developed in the east. Enormous Allied superiority, however, disabused him of this notion. After only 18 days, he reverted to command of Army Group B only. During September 17–26, Model blunted the Allied drive in Operation MARKET-GARDEN. In December 1944, he was increasingly drawn into planning the December 16, 1944–January 25, 1945, Ardennes Offensive.
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A page from the notebook of United Press correspondent Robert C. Miller, which has parts blacked out by naval censorship, 1942. (Library of Congress)

Outraged at the harm this could have done to the war in the Pacific, the Department of Justice prepared a case against the newspaper for violating the Espionage Act. In the end, however, the government dropped the matter, partly because the story had not contravened the existing censorship code but largely because a public trial would only further jeopardize the code-breaking secret. Fortunately for the Allies, the Japanese apparently were not aware of the story.

The censorship code was then revised and reissued with greater restrictions. The main impact of the incident seems to have made most editors even more cooperative in censoring their own stories. By 1944, a few reporters had picked up gleanings about the purpose of the top-secret Manhattan Project, yet all of them kept quiet about the knowledge that America was building an atomic bomb. The fact that one of these reporters was the notorious whistle-blower Drew Pearson only underscores how readily the media accepted the need for wartime censorship.

Throughout the war, most of the Office of Censorship’s 15,000 employees were not battling with the press but instead were monitoring the vast amount of mail, cables, and telephone calls that went overseas, seeking to keep information from falling into the wrong hands.

American citizens accepted this censorship without great protest. Few Americans complained about censorship at all, which was very different from the way they groused about rationing, taxes, shortages, or many of the other restrictions that the war had placed on their freedoms.

Even after 1945 there was remarkably little criticism of wartime censorship, in marked contrast to the complaints that followed the war in Britain and elsewhere. These attitudes shed light on popular American views of the emergency in the early months after Pearl Harbor. They also suggest that Byron Price had been right when he told President Roosevelt that he would get more cooperation from Americans by asking them to help him rather than telling them what to do.

TERRY SHOPTAUGH
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Central Pacific Campaign

The U.S. Navy’s overarching strategy for defeating the Japanese by pushing through the Central Pacific had its roots in a long-standing concept for a maritime war with Japan. The U.S. plan for war with Japan, War Plan Orange, dated to 1898, and although modified many times, its basic scheme remained consistent. It called for marshaling the main battle fleet in the Eastern Pacific, then steaming to the Philippines, where a decisive battle fleet engagement in the style predicted by 19th-century geostrategist and rear admiral Alfred Thayer Mahan would occur. Simultaneously, the navy would relieve the beleaguered Philippine Army garrison. Faced with catastrophic defeat and total American command of the sea, Japan would surrender.

The successful Japanese strike on Pearl Harbor on December 7, 1941, completely disrupted Plan Orange and the Central Pacific thrust. With all Pacific Fleet battleships sunk or damaged and only five aircraft carriers available in the Pacific, the navy was in no condition to execute Plan Orange, defeat the Imperial Japanese Navy in a decisive battle for command of the sea, or even reinforce or evacuate the Philippine defenders. Consequently, for almost two years, the navy engaged in peripheral operations against the Japanese defensive perimeter, supporting the marines and the army in the Solomon Islands and New Guinea and repelling Japanese main strike forces in the Battle of the Coral Sea (May 7–8, 1942) and the Battle of Midway (June 3–6, 1942).

By mid-1943, with Essex-class fleet carriers coming on line from the “two ocean” Naval Expansion Act of 1940 and fast battleships of the North Carolina and South Dakota classes for antiaircraft support and shore bombardment, commander in chief of the Pacific Fleet Admiral Chester Nimitz was ready to launch the Central Pacific assault against the Japanese Empire.

The dual-pronged Pacific strategy that emerged in 1943 represented a compromise between the services. The ABC Conference of Britain, Canada, and the United States in March 1941 established Pacific operational areas, which the Joint Chiefs of Staff confirmed in March 1942. The agreement gave the U.S. Navy operational control over the Central and South Pacific areas; the U.S. Army had responsibility for the Southwest Pacific. The army area commander, General Douglas MacArthur, advocated an advance up the New Guinea coast along the New Guinea–Mindanao axis to isolate the Japanese base at Rabaul and drive to the Philippines. The navy, meanwhile, pressed for a Central Pacific thrust. In March 1943, the Joint Chiefs agreed on a compromise whereby both services would advance along their preferred routes while simultaneously supporting each other. The results of this dual-pronged strategy formed from compromise were devastating for Imperial Japan.

To face two simultaneous threats, the Japanese, unable to concentrate against a single-threat axis, had to stretch their air, naval, and ground forces perilously thin. Adopting a leapfrogging operational mode in both the Central and Southwest Pacific, U.S. forces attacked strategic points, such as islands with airfields, while simply bypassing and isolating large Japanese garrisons, such as Truk and Rabaul. These latter points then withered on the vine.

Another component of the Central Pacific strategy was the submarine offensive against Japanese shipping. This further reduced Japan’s capability to reinforce and sustain isolated garrisons, as U.S. forces advanced key island by key island, beginning with Operation GALVANIC against the Gilbert Islands in November 1943. In the interwar years, the U.S. Marine Corps had made great strides in amphibious operations, and Guadalcanal had been a useful test of amphibious doctrine. Nimitz and his chief of staff, Vice Admiral Raymond Spruance, had originally conceived of the first thrust going against the Marshall Islands; however, the Gilberts were closer to Hawaii and within range of land-based air cover.

The Central Pacific thrust offered a number of advantages. Its many islands and atolls provided a target-rich environment that prevented the Japanese from determining the precise route of advance and forced them to defend all points. The size of the islands and atolls discouraged the establishment of large garrisons. The long distances between islands mitigated mutual support, and American carrier airpower inhibited Japanese supply and reinforcement. Further, the lines of communications from Pearl Harbor and the mainland United States would be shorter than those to the Southwest Pacific. The Central Pacific also offered a more healthful climate than the jungles of New Guinea. And an advance through the Central Pacific would cut off and isolate Japanese forces in the South Pacific.

There were, of course, some disadvantages to a Central Pacific thrust. These included the requirement for overwhelming naval and air superiority, which could not be achieved until late 1943 and necessitated the defeat of the main Japanese battle fleet (which occurred in the Battle of Midway). The U.S. plan also relied on successful amphibious operations, which had not been totally proven.

Operation GALVANIC commenced in late autumn 1943 with landings on Tarawa Atoll (the primary objective being Betio, with its airfield) and Makin Atoll. The joint army, navy, and marine force employed overpowering numbers, with more than 200 ships and 35,000 troops under Rear Admiral Richmond Kelly Turner, commander of V Amphibious Force. Task Forces 52 and 53 assaulted the atolls on November 20, 1943. Six fleet carriers and five light carriers, escorted by six battleships, provided overwhelming firepower, naval gunfire support, and air cover. Additionally, several hundred army, navy, and marine aircraft participated from the base at Ellice Island. Despite Japanese air attacks from the Marshalls, the air threat proved negligible.

On Tarawa, strong fortifications, bunkers, hidden obstacles, and barbed wire slowed the advance—a prelude to future Japanese defensive schemes—and with orders to fight to the last man, the garrison staunchly resisted. Very few Japanese survived, another indicator of the bitter struggle unfolding in the Central Pacific Campaign. U.S. forces suffered a 17 percent casualty rate and encountered other problems as well, including faulty beach and surf intelligence, the inability of landing craft to negotiate shallow atoll waters, inadequate landing craft, too little advance shore bombardment, and poor communications. The Gilberts experience of November 1943 provided many valuable lessons for the U.S. Navy and the U.S. Marine Corps on how to conduct future operations.
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U.S. marines storm Tarawa in the Gilbert Islands, November 1943. (National Archives)

The Marshall Islands were next. Despite a dearth of transports, Operation FLINTLOCK finally commenced on January 31, 1944. Kwajalein (January 19–February 6, 1944) and Eniwetok (February 17–22, 1944) succumbed to overwhelming force and the pounding from Vice Admiral Marc Mitscher’s Fast Carrier Task Force 58. The Americans had learned from the Gilberts experience, and casualties among the assaulting forces were much lighter. With the capture of the Marshalls by March, 10 weeks ahead of the established timetable, the navy bypassed several heavily fortified Japanese-held islands and turned its attention to the Mariana Archipelago.

The June–August 1944 assault on the Marianas, Operation FORAGER, aimed at taking Guam, Saipan, and Tinian islands. From these bases, the Japanese home islands would be within striking distance of the B-29 Superfortress heavy bombers. The assault on Saipan commenced on June 13, 1944, with landings on June 16. Determined to halt the advance by interdicting the supporting naval forces, Vice Admiral Ozawa Jisaburo mounted an assault on the Americans in the Battle of the Philippine Sea. The assault, which commenced on June 19, turned into disaster as the better-trained and better-equipped U.S. Navy pilots decimated the inexperienced Japanese airmen in what came to be called the “Great Marianas Turkey Shoot.” Ozawa lost 325 of 375 attacking aircraft; Japanese naval airpower disappeared in a day, never to play any significant role in the war thereafter except in desperate suicide attacks in the last months.

Saipan was taken by July 13. The marines landed on Tinian on July 24 and secured it on August 2. Guam, the last of the major islands, was struck on July 21 and declared secured on August 10.

With the loss of the Marianas, the Japanese defensive perimeter had been decisively breached. U.S. strategic bombing of the Japanese home islands now began in earnest and ended in the atomic bomb attacks launched from Tinian a year later. From the Marianas, the two prongs of the Pacific strategy came together again with the invasion of the Philippines in October 1944.

Tenacious Japanese defenders and their fortifications did cause heavy American casualties, and the difficulties inherent in staging such massive invasion efforts presented formidable challenges to U.S. operations. Nonetheless, the Central Pacific Campaign succeeded decisively. The Imperial Japanese Navy’s hitherto deadly air arm had been utterly destroyed, and the stage was set for the final Allied thrust through the Philippines, Iwo Jima, and Okinawa and on toward the Japanese home islands.

STANLEY D. M. CARPENTER
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Cephalonia Island Massacre (September 1943)

Scene of a German atrocity in 1943. Cephalonia Island (variously spelled as Cephallonia, Cefallonia, Kefalonia, Kefallonia, and Kefallinia) lies about 200 miles from Italy and is the largest of the Ionian Islands west of Greece. Located at the mouth of the Gulf of Corinth, it is across a strait from the island of Ithaca. Beginning in April 1941, the Italians occupied the island and informed the Greek inhabitants that they were now Italian citizens.

In May 1943, the Italian Acqui 33rd Infantry Division arrived on Cephalonia. Its commander, Division General Antonio Gandin, was fluent in German, a veteran of the Soviet Front (1941–1942), known to a number of German generals, and a recipient of the Iron Cross. The 33rd Division was composed of about 11,500 enlisted men and officers and was centered on two infantry regiments (the 17th and 317th), an artillery regiment (the 33rd), the 27th Blackshirt Legion, the 19th Blackshirt Battalion, and various support units. In addition, the Italians had some naval coastal batteries, a few torpedo boats, and two aircraft.

Allied gains in 1943 led the Germans to consider the possibility that the Italians would opt out of the war, whereon the Germans decided to reinforce their token garrison on Cephalonia. Between July 5 and 6, Lieutenant Colonel Hans Barge’s 966th Grenadier Regiment arrived, along with a battery of self-propelled guns and nine tanks. This addition brought the German strength to a total of 1,800 men. Shortly thereafter, on July 25, Mussolini’s government collapsed. The Italians on Cephalonia, however, were ignorant of the plans of the Italian War Office and of the possibility of conflict with the Germans.

On the evening of September 8, 1943, Marshal Pietro Badoglio, with the agreement of Italian king Victor Emmanuel, ordered Italian troops to cease all hostilities against Anglo-American forces. Badoglio also ordered that Italian forces should respond with “maximum decision” to any offensive action from “[any] direction whatsoever.” The Germans, meanwhile, chose to treat Italians who resisted their authority as mutineers.

On September 11, the Germans on Cephalonia gave Gandin an ultimatum to surrender his weapons. While he was attempting to delay a decision, word came that Italian forces on Corfu were fighting the Germans and that elsewhere the Germans were sending the Italians who surrendered to internment camps, despite promises they would be repatriated. On September 13, the Germans attempted to reinforce their garrison on Cephalonia, but the Italians opened fire on the two barges carrying troops and supplies and sank both. The next day, Gandin was hand-delivered an order demanding that the Italians turn over their weapons, issued by Lieutenant General of Mountain Troops Hubert Lanz, commanding the German XXII Mountain Corps. That same day, elements of the 1st Alpine Division under the command of Colonel Harald von Hirschfeld landed on the island.

Meanwhile, the Italian War Office, now located at Brindisi, ordered the 33rd Division to fight the Germans. Gandin then issued orders to attack the German positions on the island on September 15 if they did not surrender. On that day, German aircraft attacked the Italian positions, and the Italians in turn captured 400 German troops. Intense fighting continued until September 22. During that time, the British and Americans, whether from ignorance or from distrust of the Italians, had forbidden Italy’s navy or air force to aid Italian troops fighting in Greece. With their ammunition exhausted and having sustained some 1,300 casualties, the Italians surrendered. Almost simultaneously, the Italian War Office announced that help was on the way.

Men of the German XXII Mountain Corps had received a special Führer Order to execute all the Italian soldiers who had fought on Cephalonia. Many Italians who surrendered were shot in their positions, and a group of Bavarian soldiers who protested this action were threatened with summary execution. Large numbers of Italian troops were slain where they were taken; the remainder were transported to the town of San Teodoro and held in the town hall. Gandin was shot first, but before the bullets hit his body, he threw his Iron Cross into the dirt. His staff and then all the officers were executed, followed by the noncommissioned officers, the enlisted men, and even the medical personnel. The officers’ bodies were then weighted and dumped into the sea by Italian Navy personnel who were, in turn, shot. In all, about 4,750 Italians were summarily executed. The only ones spared were the military chaplains, who would later provide many of the details of the massacre. About 1,200 Italians, led by Captain Renzo Appollonio, joined with some Greek partisans and escaped to the mainland.

A group of about 4,000 who had surrendered their arms without fighting were imprisoned in barracks on the island. In October, they were put onto three ships sailing for Greece, but these hit mines shortly out of port. Those who did not drown were machine-gunned by the Germans. In all, 390 Italian officers and 9,640 enlisted men perished at the hands of the Germans. In 1948, the Military Tribunal at Nuremberg sentenced Lanz to 12 years’ imprisonment. He was released in 1954.

In 2000, Universal Studios released Captain Corelli’s Mandolin, a romantic story of the Italian occupation and the 33rd Division’s destruction that was based on Louis de Bernières’s novel of the same name.

ANDREW JACKSON WASKEY
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CERBERUS, Operation (February 11–13, 1942)

Passage of the German battleships Scharnhorst and Gneisenau and the heavy cruiser Prinz Eugen through the English Channel from Brest, France, to Wilhelmshaven, Germany, in February 1942. In March 1941, the Scharnhorst and Gneisenau had arrived at Brest on the French Atlantic coast after a commerce-raiding voyage; they were joined there by the Prinz Eugen in June 1941. Although vulnerable to British bombing, the ships constituted a standing threat to Allied convoys in the Atlantic. By late 1941, however, Adolf Hitler was convinced that the British were planning to invade Norway, and, against the advice of his naval commanders, he demanded that the three ships return to Germany for deployment in Norwegian waters.

In early 1942, when British intelligence strongly suggested a possible German breakout and passage through the Straits of Dover, preparations for aerial and naval attacks, already under way for nearly a year, were accelerated. The British assumed that any transit by the German ships through the narrowest part of the channel would be at night, but the Germans planned Operation CERBERUS (also known as the Channel Dash) to conceal the ships’ departure from Brest and to run the straits in daylight, counting on surprise to prevent a timely British concentration of adequate resistance.

Exceptional cooperation between German naval and air commands combined with failures in British technology and communications brought the Germans almost complete success. At 10:45 p.m. on February 11, the three big ships and an escort of six destroyers, with Vice Admiral Otto Ciliax commanding, cleared Brest Harbor. Not until 11:09 a.m. on February 12, when the Germans were less than an hour from the straits and had been reinforced by torpedo boat squadrons from French ports, did the British identify the ships. By noon, the German ships were in the Dover narrows, and although attacked by British coastal artillery, torpedo boats, and the Fleet Air Arm, they passed through unscathed. Later attacks along the Belgian and Dutch coasts by destroyers and by Royal Air Force fighters and bombers were no more successful. Although the Gneisenau struck one mine and the Scharnhorst hit two (the second one seriously slowing it and separating it from the rest of the flotilla), all the German ships were safely in the Elbe estuary by 10:30 a.m. on February 13.

Amid German euphoria and British humiliation, thoughtful minds on both sides realized that this German tactical success in the Channel represented a self-inflicted strategic defeat in the Atlantic. Even the sense of victory was short-lived, for the mine damage to the Scharnhorst took six months to repair, the Prinz Eugen was torpedoed on February 23 by a British submarine in the North Sea, and the Gneisenau was irreparably damaged during air raids on Kiel on February 26–27.

JOHN A. HUTCHESON JR.
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Chaffee, Adna Romanza, Jr. (1884–1941)

U.S. Army major general. Born in Junction City, Kansas, on September 23, 1884, the son of the second chief of staff of the U.S. Army, Adna Romanza Chaffee Jr. graduated from the U.S. Military Academy at West Point in 1906. He was commissioned in the cavalry and served with the 15th Cavalry Regiment in Cuba until 1907. Between 1907 and 1911, he was assigned to the Mounted Services School at Fort Riley, Kansas, commanding the mounted detachment supporting students and staff at the school. After attending the French Cavalry School at Saumur (1911–1912), Chaffee returned to teaching at Fort Riley. In 1914 and 1915, he served with the 7th Cavalry Regiment in the Philippines. Chaffee was then assigned to West Point, where he was senior cavalry instructor for the Tactical Department until 1917.

Following the U.S. entry into World War I, Chaffee attended the staff school at Langres, France, then was an instructor there. Thereafter, he was assigned as a staff officer with the 81st Division and fought with it in the Saint-Mihiel and Meuse-Argonne offensives. He ended the war as a temporary colonel.

Following occupation duty in Germany as a staff officer of III Corps, Chaffee reverted to his permanent rank of captain in 1919. He was then an instructor at the Command and General Staff School at Fort Leavenworth, Kansas. Promoted to major in 1920, after various assignments he served as the G-3 of the 1st Cavalry Division at Fort Bliss, Texas, between 1921 and 1924. Chaffee graduated from the Army War College in 1925, and from then until 1927, he commanded a squadron of the 3rd Cavalry Regiment. He next served on the War Department General Staff. Promoted to lieutenant colonel in 1929, he was charged with developing mechanized and armored forces for the army.

A staunch supporter of mechanized warfare, Chaffee was a leading proponent of a separate armored force. In 1931, he joined the new 1st Cavalry Regiment (Mechanized) at Fort Knox, Kentucky, as its executive officer. Between 1934 and 1938, Chaffee was chief of the Budget and Legislative Planning Branch of the War Department. He then returned to Fort Knox to command the 1st Cavalry Regiment. In November 1938, he was promoted to brigadier general and assumed command of the 7th Mechanized Brigade, which he led during the maneuvers at Plattsburgh, New York, in 1939 and in Louisiana in 1940, both of which had significant impact on U.S. Army mechanized doctrine.

Chaffee assumed command of the new Armored Force in June 1940 and thus was responsible for the development of the 1st and 2nd Armored Divisions. In October 1940, he took command of the I Armored Corps as a major general, but by that point, he was already ill from cancer. The disease took his life in Boston, Massachusetts, on August 22, 1941. In 1945, the army named its new light tank, the M-24, in his honor. Chaffee is regarded as the father of the U.S. Army’s armored branch.

MARK A. BUHL
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Chamberlain, Arthur Neville (1869–1940)

British Conservative politician and prime minister (1937 to 1940). The son of a distinguished political family, Arthur Neville Chamberlain was born on March 18, 1869, in Birmingham, England. He graduated from Mason College, Birmingham; administered a family plantation in the Bahamas; and later ran a metals business, becoming lord mayor of Birmingham in 1915. Chamberlain was elected to Parliament in December 1918 and achieved cabinet rank quickly, serving as minister of health (1923, 1924–1929, and 1931) and becoming an important reformer in that post. After serving as chancellor of the exchequer (1923–1924, 1931–1937), he was clearly in line to be prime minister and assumed that post on the retirement of Stanley Baldwin on May 28, 1937.

Intellectually arrogant and convinced that his opinions were correct in all things, Chamberlain rarely sought advice from a generally weak cabinet, listening only to his confidant, Sir Horace Wilson. Chamberlain was woefully ignorant of foreign affairs, and his policy through most of the 1930s was to cut defense spending while appeasing those who appeared to pose threats. In April 1938, he abandoned Royal Navy bases in Ireland. Until his final weeks in office, however, he enjoyed strong support in Parliament and from the establishment British press.

Chamberlain is remembered most for his dogged efforts to appease Adolf Hitler in order to avoid war, culminating in the shameful Munich Agreement of September 30, 1938, which gave the Sudeten portion of Czechoslovakia to Germany (without any Czech participation in the decision) to avert a threatened German invasion. At home, Chamberlain was widely praised for bringing, in his words, “peace in our time.” He ignored the tiny parliamentary minority led by Winston L. S. Churchill, who argued that Britain had to rearm, and virtually forced Anthony Eden to resign as foreign secretary on February 19, 1938, when the two men disagreed about discussions with the Italian government. Chamberlain only reluctantly repudiated appeasement when Germany occupied the remainder of Czechoslovakia on March 10, 1939.

Finally pushed hard by members of his own cabinet, Chamberlain issued an ultimatum to Hitler after Germany’s invasion of Poland on September 1, 1939. Receiving no answer, Chamberlain took his nation to war two days later and directed Britain’s effort for the first eight months of the conflict. His war cabinet now included Churchill, back as first lord of the admiralty. Although much of the period passed as the so-called Phony War, the spring of 1940 saw Germany’s invasion and occupation of Norway and Denmark and its invasion of the Low Countries and France.
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Neville Chamberlain served as prime minister of Great Britain during 1937–1940. He believed that he could avoid a new world war by making concessions to German leader Adolf Hitler (what became known as appeasement). (Library of Congress)

By then, Chamberlain had lost his support in the House of Commons, and after several days of emotional debate, he was replaced by Churchill on May 10, 1940, with a multiparty national government. Chamberlain became lord president of the council (he remained head of the party) and a member of the War Cabinet until September 30, 1940, when he resigned due to ill health. He died of cancer on November 9, 1940, in Heckfield, England.

CHRISTOPHER H. STERLING
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Channel Islands Campaign (June 1944–May 1945)

The Channel Islands, situated in the south-central portion of the English Channel and closer to France than mainland Britain, were the only British territory occupied by Germany in World War II. Germany fortified and equipped them with powerful coastal artillery emplacements as part of the Atlantic Wall. After the Allies invaded Normandy on June 6, 1944, the 26,100-man German garrison—which included the 319th Infantry Division and assorted coastal artillery, air force, navy, construction and supply personnel—remained in place. The decision to hold the islands rather than evacuate them led to a miniature naval war far behind the front lines that lasted nearly a year until the defeat of the Nazi regime in May 1945.

In the Gulf of Saint-Malo, the German Navy deployed the 24th Minesweeper Flotilla, with seven 775-ton M-class minesweepers; the 46th Minesweeper Flotilla of converted trawlers, numbered sequentially M4600 through M4628; and the 2nd Patrol Boat Flotilla of converted trawlers, numbered V201 through V216. Following the Normandy landings, German convoys sailed nearly every night throughout June, rushing supplies into the islands and evacuating construction workers and concentration camp inmates.

Allied forces patrolled across the English Channel to suppress this German traffic. On the night of June 13, the Polish destroyer Piorun and the British destroyer Ashanti attacked six German minesweepers of the 24th Flotilla along with assorted V-boats escorting a convoy from Saint-Malo. They sank the M343 and damaged the M412, M422, M432, M442, and M452. On June 15, the Canadian 65th Motor Torpedo Boat (MTB) Flotilla intercepted a convoy of two M-class minesweepers, three trawlers, and two merchantmen and torpedoed the M133.

On June 22, four boats of the Canadian 65th Flotilla, along with four MTBs of the Royal Navy’s 52nd Flotilla, conducted a sweep off Jersey. The 65th’s boats came upon a German convoy consisting of a minesweeper, a pair of armed trawlers, and the merchant ship Hydra. They sank the Hydra, but the MTB-745 was severely damaged in the exchange. On the night of June 26, the 52nd Flotilla had better luck off Jersey, sinking the M4620. The Germans won a rare victory the next night when the large Tribal-class destroyers Eskimo and Huron intercepted the M4611 and two patrol boats. The destroyers set the M4611 ablaze, but the V213, a 282-ton ex-fishing boat, put an 88mm shell into the Eskimo’s number one boiler room, and a 37mm round pierced the main steam line. The Eskimo was reduced to steaming in circles at six knots before eventually making it back to Plymouth.

On the night of July 3, the 65th Flotilla ambushed a convoy sailing from Jersey to Saint-Malo and torpedoed the V210 and V208 and the tug Minotaure. The MTB748 was damaged. On the night of July 7, the destroyers Huron and Tartar sank the M4605 and M4601.

On July 25, the Americans broke the German lines in Normandy around Saint-Lô and raced into Brittany. On the night of August 6, the surviving units of the 24th Minesweeper Flotilla, the M-412, M-432, M-442, and M-452, evacuated Saint-Malo. An Allied force of two destroyers and MTBs intercepted the Germans off Jersey but could not prevent the 24th from fighting its way through to Saint-Hélier, Jersey.

The Allies proceeded to quarantine the Channel Islands, and after August 2, this became the responsibility of the U.S. Navy. The Americans teamed destroyer escorts with PT squadrons 30 and 34 operating out of Cherbourg and began to patrol around the islands every night.

On August 9, the U.S. destroyer escort Maloy, with five PT boats, encountered six trawlers of the 46th Flotilla. The Germans emerged from this scrap intact, while PT-509 was sunk. On August 11, the destroyer escort Borum supporting two PT boats attacked two ships of the 24th Minesweeper Flotilla off Jersey without result. On the night of August 13, the British destroyers Onslaught and Saumarez, with the Borum and two U.S. and two British MTBs, engaged four ships of the 24th Flotilla and a merchant vessel off St. Peter Port, Guernsey. The minesweepers inflicted slight damage and some casualties on the destroyers and suffered light damage in return. On August 19, Allied forces intercepted an interisland convoy escorted by the 24th Flotilla and heavily damaged a minesweeper.

After this action, as the U.S. Army liberated Brittany, the 24th and 46th Flotillas kept largely to port, while the U.S. Navy discontinued offensive patrols. As autumn passed into winter, supplies began to run low in the Channel Islands, and the civilian population faced starvation. The German naval commander decided to raid the mainland to obtain food and coal. By coincidence, the Allies were shipping coal to the nearby port of Granville on the Cotentin Peninsula, which had good rail connections to Paris.

On the night of March 8, 1945, the M-412, M-432, M-442, and M-452 as well as a tug, three artillery lighters, three fast launches, and two armed trawlers sailed from Saint-Hélier. They encountered and badly damaged the U.S. submarine chaser PC-564 outside of Granville. The Germans then stormed ashore. Everything went as planned except that the M-412 grounded on a mud bank in the outer harbor. At 3:00 a.m., the Germans retired with one collier loaded with coal. There was no time to salvage the M-412, however, and the crew blew it up. The Germans then returned to Saint-Hélier.

On May 8, 1945, following the collapse of the Nazi regime, the British destroyer Bulldog approached Guernsey to demand the island’s immediate surrender. An emissary sailed out on a rusty and battered minesweeper and instructed the destroyer to depart. Facing 12-inch coastal guns, the British destroyer commander complied and did not receive the surrender until the next day. It was clear that the German defenders of the Channel Islands believed they had never been defeated.

VINCENT P. O’HARA
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Chaplains

Throughout the long history of warfare, nations have relied on the spiritual and emotional support of military chaplains of various denominations and spiritual traditions to attend to the needs of their fighting men and women. In some cases, military chaplains are commissioned officers in a branch of the military; in others, they are appointed by the leaders of their respective religious denominations and serve in a civilian capacity.

All of the major nations relied on chaplains. Great Britain and the Commonwealth nations commissioned chaplains from all denominations and gave them wide latitude in their responsibilities to meet the spiritual and emotional needs of their soldiers. The Church of England and Roman Catholic dioceses provided the largest number of chaplains to the British military. During the “Great Patriotic War,” the Soviet government put aside its opposition to the Russian Orthodox Church, reopening churches and releasing priests and bishops from prison to bolster the morale of the Soviet people. Russian Orthodox priests also accompanied the Red Army in the field. Military chaplains in Germany and Italy were unique because of their close connection with the state. For example, German chaplains were required to pray for the Fatherland and the führer at their religious services. The Italian Army enjoyed the spiritual support of a wide range of Catholic chaplains as well as local Catholic clergy.

In the United States, chaplains of all of the major religious groups served the 12 million men and women of the armed services without regard to the religious affiliation of the supplicant. A total of 8,100 U.S. chaplains served during the war overseas as well as on the home front. The requirements for the chaplaincy were straightforward. Individuals needed a certificate of ordination, two years of successful ministerial experience, and endorsement from the individual’s denomination.

U.S. military chaplain candidates temporarily vacated their obedience to their religious bodies and were subject to the discipline and orders of their military superiors. In place of boot camp, the candidates were enrolled in Chaplain School (two weeks for the navy and four weeks for the army), where they were indoctrinated in armed forces law, drills, customs, and interdenominational cooperation. Those chaplains assigned to specialized units (such as paratroopers) were required to undergo the same training as the men they were serving, and many volunteered for these rigorous assignments. The Geneva Convention defined chaplains as noncombatants, and close attention was paid to ensuring that their roles were not compromised in combat situations.

Although the official functions of U.S. military chaplains included conducting religious services, preaching, encouraging those who were experiencing difficulties, and writing families of those lost in battle, many received medals and distinctions for valor. Two chaplains (a Protestant and a Catholic) on the battleship Oklahoma at Pearl Harbor were among the first to die in battle, on December 7, 1941. A total of 77 U.S. chaplains died during World War II, and chaplains received 2,453 medals for valor. One of the most highly decorated military chaplains was Catholic chaplain Albert Hoffman, who received the Distinguished Service Cross and the Silver Star and lost a leg while serving with the 133rd Infantry Regiment in Italy. Perhaps the most famous act of courage occurred on the deck of the U.S. Army transport Dorchester on February 3, 1943, when four chaplains (Methodist reverend George L. Fox, Rabbi Alexander D. Goode, Roman Catholic reverend John P. Washington, and Reformed Church in America reverend Clark V. Poling) gave their life vests to others and went down with the ship.

In carrying out their duties, military chaplains of the belligerent nations demonstrated both compassion and personal bravery. Their services were much appreciated by the men and woman to whom they ministered, frequently in difficult circumstances. The chaplains often referred to their years in the military during World War II as the most rewarding of their ministries.

JAMES T. CARROLL
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Charities

Private or quasi-private organizations created to provide aid to both civilians and military personnel during the war. At the beginning of World War II, the British and French instituted a naval blockade of Germany, halting the shipment of food, among other items. This policy often hurt innocents, as it contributed to hunger and even starvation in some places. A number of people in Britain opposed this policy and formed the national Famine Relief Committee at Oxford, which eventually became Oxfam.

At the beginning of World War II, Canadian charities mobilized to lobby the government regarding the Canadian Patriotic Fund Bill and the War Charities Bill, which were essentially improved versions of World War I legislation. To coordinate voluntary assistance, the Canadians created the Department of National War Services.

As American charities mobilized, President Franklin D. Roosevelt, aware that multiple war-relief appeals might discourage donations, issued an order in mid-September 1939 that required all war-relief organizations to secure certificates of registration from the Department of State. Among American charities, the Community Chests (successors of the Community War Chests of World War I and predecessors of today’s United Way) joined with many relief agencies—including the United States Committee for the Care of European Children, the Volunteer Bureaus, and the Junior League—to meet wartime needs. U.S. charities often helped European refugees survive while they waited for visas and steamship tickets to the United States or elsewhere.

On September 16, 1940, the United States instituted its first peacetime conscription. To aid military personnel, the Navy Relief Society and the Army Relief Society were formed by the military itself. On March 11, 1941, Congress passed Lend-Lease legislation: as well as weapons, this aid included billions of dollars in food and nonmilitary assistance to nations fighting the Axis powers. That same year, the Young Men’s Christian Association (YMCA), Young Women’s Christian Association (YWCA), National Catholic Community Service, Salvation Army, Jewish Welfare Board, and National Traveler’s Aid Association formed the United Service Organizations (USO). At President Roosevelt’s request, the USO operated the military services’ huts and canteens.

In 1942 there was widespread starvation in Greece caused in large part by the German seizure of Greek food supplies. An estimated 500,000 Greeks starved to death in the war years. The Oxford Famine Relief Committee, well connected to the exiled Greek government, promoted international aid. Wheat from Canada, purchased by relief agencies, was allowed through the British blockade to Turkey in Swedish ships flying the Red Cross flag. The Germans allowed the wheat into Greece in ships flying Turkey’s Red Crescent insignia. Spain also received food shipments from charities.

In 1943, Russian War Relief was organized as an agency of the National War Fund, with much of the aid coming from the United States. Also in 1943, many American agencies formed the United Relief organization, with the Red Feather as its symbol.

In Germany, the Nazis ran their own annual charity once a year. Known as Winterhilfe (Winter Help), it was the official private charitable organization of the Nazis, which nonetheless accomplished much. In China, many organizations were involved in relief work, including members of the Friends Society (Quakers), Mennonites, and the Brethren. The Red Cross was also active in relief work in Portugal, aiding refugees and handling tons of packages for prisoners of war; however, the relief work was hampered by the lack of provisions in the Geneva Convention to cover civilian relief.

In February 1944, Washington took the lead in moving from a policy of blockade to controlled relief. Dislocations at the end of the war increased the need for relief. By November 27, 1945, a consortium of 22 American charities came together to establish the Cooperative for American Remittances to Europe (CARE) to handle postwar charity. The new United Nations organization was also actively involved in this effort through the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO), created in late 1945.

ANDREW JACKSON WASKEY

See also

Bernadotte, Folke; China; Greece; Portugal; Religion and the War; Roosevelt, Franklin D.

References

Black, Maggie. Cause of Our Time: Oxfam, the First Fifty Years. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1993.

Curti, Merle. American Philanthropy Abroad: A History. New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press, 1963.

Mazower, Mark. Inside Hitler’s Greece: The Experience of Occupation, 1941–1944. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1997.

United Way of America. People and Events: A History of the United Way. Alexandria, VA: United Way of America, 1977.

____________________

Chemical Weapons and Warfare

Poison gas had been utilized with considerable effect by the major belligerents in World War I. In the course of the conflict, the combatants had deployed about 113,000 tons of chemicals, and some estimates have more than 1 million soldiers injured by poison gas during the war, 10 percent of them fatally.

In the interwar period, the major powers discussed outlawing the use of poison gas, but they also continued to produce it. Prior to World War II, more than 40 nations signed the Geneva Protocol of 1925 banning the offensive use of chemical weapons in warfare. All of the main combatants in World War II except the United States and Japan ratified the protocol, which went into force in August 1928. Although the United States had first proposed the treaty, isolationist sentiment blocked its ratification in the Senate. Japan feared giving away any advantage in case of a conflict with the far more populous China. The signatory powers, however, reserved the right to utilize chemical weapons in a retaliatory attack and to employ them against a country that had not signed the protocol.

Chemical weapons are categorized by their effects on human beings, animals, and plants. Lung irritants, such as phosgene, make victims choke or suffocate, with symptoms usually delayed for several hours after contact. Vesicants, such as mustard gas, cause the skin to blister and the eyes to swell, sometimes with loss of sight. The symptoms of vesicants can be delayed up to 48 hours. Lacrimators are tear gases, such as chloracetophenone and brombenzylcyanide, that irritate the eyes and cause difficulty with breathing.

The warring powers also produced irritant smoke (such as sneezing gases or adamsite), screening smokes, and incendiaries. A new and deadly chemical agent, nerve gas, was developed during the war. Nerve gases take effect quickly, producing symptoms in 10 to 30 minutes depending on whether they are inhaled or absorbed through the skin.

Chemical weapons can be launched in a variety of forms: through shells and bombs that explode and disperse the chemicals into the air in drops or small particles, from containers with vaporized solids that infiltrate the air as a smoke, and through liquids released from airplanes as drops or mist. Chemical weapons can be more useful than conventional weapons because their effects are longer lasting, sometimes persisting for days or weeks. The most desirable chemical agents have many of the same characteristics in common. They are effective in small concentrations, difficult to protect against, quickly and cheaply manufactured, made from easily obtainable raw materials, heavier than air, easily and safely transportable, effective against multiple parts of the body, and not easily detectable.

Three of the most common means used to deploy chemical agents by the end of World War I were the portable gas cylinder, the Livens Projector, and the chemical mortar. But these delivery systems were obsolete by the time of World War II, given the greater mobility of infantry troops. Accordingly, the size of chemical mortars was increased, as was their range (to 1,400 yards), and the Livens Projector was replaced by 100mm-caliber mobile rocket launchers. During the interwar years, governments also experimented with using airplanes to deliver chemical weapons, through cluster bombs and spraying. By the time World War II began, aerial bombardment with chemical weapons was the most common deployment mechanism. It is also possible to deploy chemical weapons, particularly mustard gas, in land mines and grenades. German leaders debated the feasibility of combining missiles and chemical weapons, but production of such mechanisms did not occur.
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A supervisor inspects mustard gas warheads at an unidentified U.S. arsenal. President Franklin Roosevelt made it clear that the United States would only employ the gas if the Axis powers did so first. (Bettmann/Corbis)

In stark contrast to the situation in World War I, chemical weapons were used only sparingly in World War II. The major powers were reluctant to employ them. This was in part because they were convinced that their opponents had extensive stockpiles of poison gases and because their own populations were not prepared to withstand a retaliatory attack. They also did not wish to be the first to violate the Geneva Protocol.

Several key leaders were hesitant to authorize the use of chemical weapons. German leader Adolf Hitler, who had been gassed at Ypres in 1918, had a strong aversion to the use of gas as an offensive weapon, and President Franklin D. Roosevelt also opposed the use of chemical weapons. For the European powers in particular, the threat of retribution against cities and large-scale civilian suffering was a major deterrent. Fighting in World War II, marked as it was by rapid movement, also was dramatically different from the stalemated trench warfare of the previous conflict. Early in the war, the Axis powers scored a succession of quick victories and did not need to resort to poison gas. Finally, the shipping of chemical weapons and equipping friendly troops for chemical attacks also presented logistical difficulties.

The fate of SS John Harvey illustrated the difficulty of shipping poison gas. The ship sailed from the United States to Italy in 1943, carrying 2,000 bombs loaded with mustard gas. Each bomb held 60 to 70 pounds of the gas. The ship docked at Bari on November 28, 1943. Four days later, German aircraft attacked the port. Their 20-minute assault sank 17 ships and badly damaged 8 others. Racked by explosions, the John Harvey sank, and some of the mustard gas in the bombs in the hold was released. It mixed with the oil and smoke and rolled across the water. More than 1,000 Allied soldiers and Italian civilians died as a result, and hundreds were blinded, some permanently. The death rate was particularly high because no one knew of the cargo until several weeks had passed.

Yet such difficulties did not preclude the use of poison gas in the war. The Italians, for example, utilized mustard gas and tear gas grenades in their 1935–1936 conquest of Ethiopia. They employed it to protect their flanks by saturating the ground on either side of the advancing columns. They also targeted Ethiopian communications centers and employed mustard gas against Ethiopian military personnel. In fact, the Italians deployed more than 700 tons of gas against the local population, either as bombs (each container contained about 44 pounds) or sprayed from aircraft. Their use of chemical weapons was indiscriminate, targeting both military and civilian areas. One-third of all Ethiopian military casualties in this conflict resulted from exposure to chemical agents.

The Italian decision to employ chemical weapons on a large scale in Ethiopia prompted other nations to renew their production of such weapons and to plan for protecting their armed forces and civilian populations. France began production at a phosgene facility at Clamency in 1936. The U.S. government reopened mustard gas and phosgene plants in New Jersey the following year. The Soviet Union opened three new chemical weapons production plants. And in November 1938, after the Munich Conference, the British government issued tens of thousands of gas masks to civilians and mandated a minimum level of production of 300 tons of mustard gas per week, with 2,000 tons held in reserve.

At the beginning of World War II, Germany held a commanding lead in the stockpiling of chemical weapons, but its government officials did not know this. German stockpiles in 1939 are estimated at 10,000 tons, as compared with 500 tons in Great Britain, 1,000 tons in the United States, and 2,000 tons in Japan.

During World War II in the European theater, chemical weapons were never deliberately employed on a large scale. In June 1940, British prime minister Winston L. S. Churchill discussed with his cabinet the idea of using poison gas to repel a German invasion of either Great Britain or Ireland. Although many of the senior military staff opposed this notion, the cabinet approved it. The British government also considered the use of poison gas to combat the German V-1 and V-2 rockets later in the war. By 1944, Germany’s production capacity was 10,000 tons of poison gas per month; in addition, myriad delivery systems were available, including grenades filled with hydrogen cyanide. The Luftwaffe had more than 480,000 gas bombs, ranging in size from 33 to 1,650 pounds.

In the Pacific theater, the Japanese had been involved in massive production of poison gas since the later portion of World War I. By 1937, Japan was daily producing up to 2 tons of Lewisite, a virulent form of mustard gas. In their invasion and occupation of China from 1937 to 1945, the Japanese employed a wide variety of poison gases, including phosgene, hydrogen cyanide, mustard gas, and Lewisite. Since the Chinese population, both military and civilian, was completely unprotected against chemical warfare, the effects were devastating.

The Japanese deployed the chemical weapons by aerial bombardment and artillery shells. They also designed rockets capable of holding 10.5 quarts of a chemical agent and traveling up to two miles, flamethrowers that propelled hydrogen cyanide, and a handheld antitank weapon that employed hydrogen cyanide. The Japanese also utilized gas grenades during the Imphal and Kohima sieges (March–July 1944). The United States considered using poison gas during the invasion of Iwo Jima and the proposed invasion of the Japanese home islands, but the former was never ordered, and the latter proved unnecessary.

The deadliest form of chemical warfare at that time, nerve gas, was never used in battle. A German scientist, Gerhard Schrader, employed by I. G. Farben in 1936, discovered tabun while he was trying to create a more powerful insecticide. Tabun can be absorbed directly into the body and is colorless and odorless. It stops the nervous system from producing a key enzyme, acetylcholinesterase, which allows contracting muscles to relax. If this enzyme is not active, important muscles, such as the heart, contract and begin to spasm. As all the body’s muscles contract, the person suffocates.

Tabun is 100 to 1,000 times more deadly than chlorine gas and 10 to 100 times more deadly than mustard or phosgene gas. Later, Schrader discovered a second and even more toxic nerve gas, which he named sarin. It is almost 10 times more lethal than tabun. In 1944, a still more deadly nerve gas, soman, was discovered, but it was never mass-produced during the war. Great Britain also manufactured sarin and soman.

Germany’s leaders chose not to deploy tabun, because they lacked the ability to protect their own population against this nerve gas and no known antidote existed. The Germans did test their nerve gases on unwilling inmates of concentration and prisoner-of-war camps. At the Natzweiler concentration camp, tests with both mustard and phosgene gases were also conducted on unwilling prisoners. Germany moved its storage of nerve gas in 1944 in anticipation of Allied advances in the west, but their production facility in Silesia fell into Soviet hands.

The German government used a poison gas, namely Zyklon B, against prisoners in concentration camps, notably the Jews, and in its killing centers in Poland. Zyklon B was developed in the 1930s by Deesch, a subsidiary of I. G. Farben that was experimenting with more powerful insecticides. Zyklon B, also known as Prussic acid, is hydrogen cyanide—a powerful toxic, volatile, and colorless liquid. In order to transport the gas, it was absorbed by wood circles or small cubes because of its great volatility.

Zyklon B was dropped into gas chambers and caused suffocation as well as vomiting and feelings of fear and dizziness. The Germans constructed gas chambers to use Zykl-on B in their camps at Auschwitz, Buchenwald, Sachsenhausen, Neuengamme, Majdanek, Mauthausen, Stutthof, Lüblin, Gross-Rosen, Ravensbrück, and Treblinka. In Auschwitz alone, more than 2.5 million people were murdered through the use of Zyklon B between May 1940 and December 1943. At other concentration camps and killing centers, prisoners were usually killed by carbon monoxide poisoning.

By 1945, the major combatants as a group had stockpiled more than 500,000 tons of chemical weapons, led by the United States with 110,000 tons. This amount was five times the total amount of gas employed in World War I. Although poison gases were never used in large-scale attacks during World War II, the threat was present throughout the conflict. Given their deadly nature, the updated deployment systems, and the large stockpiles, chemical weapons could have played an enormous role in World War II.
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Chen Cheng (1898–1965)

Chinese Nationalist general who commanded the Chinese Expeditionary Army and served as war minister. Born in Qingtian (Ch’ingt’ien), Zhejiang (Chekiang) Province, on January 4, 1898, Chen Cheng (Ch’en Ch’eng) enrolled at the Baoding (Paoting) Military Academy in 1919 and graduated in 1922. He then served both in his native province and in Guangdong (Kwangtung) Province.

In 1924, Chen became an artillery instructor in the Huangpu (Whampoa) Military Academy, where he joined the Guomindang (GMD, Nationalists) and developed a close relationship with Jiang Jieshi (Chiang Kai-shek). Chen held a number of command posts in the Eastern and Northern Expeditions between 1925 and 1928 as well as in the antiwarlord and anti–Chinese Communist “extermination campaigns” of the early 1930s. Chen became commander in chief of the Fourth Group Army, a position second only to that of Jiang, in early 1937.

After the start of the Sino-Japanese War in July 1937, Chen took command of the Fifteenth Group Army and became deputy commander of the Fourth Reserve Army; that November, he was also made commander in chief of the Third War Area of Zhejiang and southern Jiangsu (Kiangsu), defending both Shanghai and Nanjing (Nanking). When both cities fell at year’s end, Chen went to Wuhan, Hubei (Hupeh), assuming the post of defense commander in chief in January 1938. He was concurrently commander of the newly created Ninth War Area of southern Hubei, northern Jiangsu, and Hunan in June and governor of Hunan in July. After Wuhan’s fall in late October 1938 in the First Battle of Changsha in Hunan, Chen moved to Chongqing (Chung-king) in Sichuan (Szechwan), where he was responsible for guerrilla and corps training. In October 1939, he became commander of the Sixth War Area, comprising the areas west of Hunan including eastern and southern Hubei and eastern Sichuan. From May 1940, he held back the Japanese advance to Chongqing at Yichang (Ichang), Hubei.

In February 1943, Chen was also commander of the Chinese Expeditionary Army, responsible for preparing the joint Anglo-American–Chinese Burma Campaign launched the next year (he was succeeded in this post by Wei Lihuang [Wei Li-huang] in October). After the Japanese launched Operation ICHI-GO (April–December 1944) against Henan (Honan), Chen became commander of the enlarged First War Area of Hebei, northern Shandong (Shantung), Henan, Anhui (Anhwei), and Shaanxi (Shensi). When the Japanese advanced into Guangxi (Kwangsi), Guizhou (Kewichow), and Yunnan at the end of the year, Chen left the battlefield and, as war minister, concentrated on modernizing GMD forces, employing U.S. technical and material assistance.

After the beginning of the Chinese Civil War, Chen became director of the Northeastern Headquarters in August 1947. He resigned in January 1948 because of illness, and his position was taken by Wei. In October, Chen fled to Taiwan, where he assumed the governorship, preparing the GMD retreat from the mainland. In 1954, he was elected vice president of the Republic of China. Chen died in Taipei on March 5, 1965.
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Chennault, Claire Lee (1893–1958)

U.S. Army Air Forces lieutenant general. Born in Commerce, Texas, on September 6, 1893, Claire Lee Chennault was raised in rural Louisiana. He taught English and business at a number of southern colleges until August 1917, when he became a second lieutenant in the army reserve. He remained in the United States during World War I, transferring to the Signal Corps and completing pilot training in 1920.

An accomplished flier, Chennault then held a number of assignments, among them command of the 19th Pursuit Squadron in Hawaii between 1923 and 1926. He became an outspoken advocate of fighter aircraft in a period when prevailing military thought subscribed to the doctrines espoused by Italian airpower theorist Giulio Douhet and the underlying assumption that “the bomber will always get through.” While serving as an instructor at the Air Corps Tactical School in 1935, Chennault wrote The Role of Defensive Pursuit, an important but controversial book at the time because it stressed the need for fighter aircraft. Removed from flying status in 1937 because of a serious hearing loss, Chennault was forced into medical retirement as a captain.

In May 1937, Chennault went to China as aviation adviser to the Nationalist government of Jiang Jieshi (Chiang Kai-shek). When the Japanese attacked China that September, he became a colonel in the Chinese air force and began testing his tactical theories. In late 1940, Chennault was allowed to recruit American military pilots for service in China, despite the strong opposition of the State, War, and Navy Departments. His American Volunteer Group (AVG), popularly known as the Flying Tigers, consisted of some 200 ground crew and 100 pilots flying semiobsolete Curtiss P-40B fighters. The AVG entered combat for the first time on December 20, 1941. By the time the unit disbanded in July 1942, it claimed 296 Japanese aircraft shot down, with only 12 planes and 4 pilots lost.

In April 1942, Chennault was recalled to active duty with the U.S. Army as a colonel. A few months later, he was promoted to brigadier general and put in command of the newly formed China Air Task Force (CATF), a subordinate command of the U.S. Tenth Air Force in India. In March 1943, the CATF became the Fourteenth Air Force, with Chennault promoted to major general.
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U.S. Army Air Forces major general Claire Chennault established and commanded the American Volunteer Group (AVG), known as the Flying Tigers, in China early in World War II. He then commanded the Fourteenth Air Force. After the war Chennault founded Civil Air Transport (CAT), which later became Air America. (National Archives)

The CATF and the Fourteenth Air Force were economy-of-force organizations in a tertiary theater and therefore always operated on a shoestring. Operating under Chennault’s theories, however, both organizations achieved combat effectiveness out of proportion to their size and resources. By 1945, the Fourteenth Air Force had destroyed some 2,600 Japanese aircraft and thousands of tons of supplies.

During his time in China, Chennault conducted a long-running and public feud with U.S. Army lieutenant general Joseph Stilwell, the equally stubborn and irascible U.S. commander of the China-Burma-India theater. Chennault engineered Jiang’s demand for Stilwell’s recall, but Chennault was removed from command and forced into retirement for a second time on August 1, 1945.

After the war, Chennault remained in China. He established and operated the Civil Air Transport (CAT) airline, which supported Jiang’s Nationalist government in its civil war with Mao Zedong (Mao Tse-tung) and his Communist forces. In 1950, Chennault sold his interest in CAT to the Central Intelligence Agency, but he remained the chairman of the airline’s board until 1955. He died at Walter Reed Army Hospital in Washington, D.C., on July 27, 1958. Only days before his death, Chennault was promoted to lieutenant general.

DAVID T. ZABECKI

See also

China-Burma-India Theater; Douhet, Giulio; Jiang Jieshi; Mao Zedong; Stilwell, Joseph Warren

References

Byrd, Martha. Chennault: Giving Wings to the Tiger. Tuscaloosa: University of Alabama Press, 1987.

Chennault, Claire Lee. Way of a Fighter. New York: Putnam, 1949.

Ford, Daniel. Flying Tigers: Claire Chennault and the American Volunteer Group. Washington, DC: Smithsonian Institution Press, 1991.

Samson, Jack. Chennault. New York: Doubleday, 1987.

____________________

Chen Yi (1901–1972)

Chinese military leader and marshal of the People’s Republic of China. Born in Lezhi (Lochih), Sichuan (Szechuan) Province, to a well-to-do family on August 16, 1901, Chen Yi (Ch’en Yi/Ch’en I) studied at both Shanghai University and the Beijing (Peking) College of Law and Commerce before traveling to France in 1919 on a work-study program. During his stay in France, he met Zhou Enlai (Chou En-lai) and became politically active. In 1921, Chen was deported from France for involvement in protests by Chinese exchange students.

On his return to China, Chen joined the Guomindang (GMD, Nationalist Party) in 1921 and the Communist Party in 1923; they were then loosely allied in the struggle to reunify China. Following study at the Sino-French University of Beijing between 1923 and 1925, Chen became a political instructor at the Huangpu (Whampoa) Military Academy in 1925. He then served on the staff of General Ye Ting’s (Yeh T’ing) 24th Division at the beginning of the Northern Expedition, the Nationalist-led reunification campaign launched in the summer of 1926.

In 1927 the alliance between the Communists and Nationalists collapsed, and civil war ensued. Chen participated in the abortive Communist Nanchang Uprising of Jiangxi (Kiangsi) Province in August 1927. In January 1929, he joined Zhu De (Chu Teh) in the Communist enclave of Jiangxi and commanded the 12th Division of the Red IV Corps fighting Nationalist forces under Jiang Jieshi (Chiang Kai-shek). Chen did not join Mao Zedong (Mao Tse-tung) in the epic Long March of 1934–1935. Instead, Chen stayed behind to organize guerrilla forces in south-central China, which eventually became part of the New Fourth Army. Following the beginning of war with Japan in 1937, he fought with the New Fourth Army against the Japanese along the Changjiang (Yangtze) River.

After the Japanese inflicted a sharp defeat on the New Fourth Army in January 1941, Chen, who had been a sector commander, took command of the entire army. From that point until 1945, his New Fourth Army greatly expanded the area of Communist control in central China by conducting a highly effective guerrilla campaign characterized by rapid maneuver.

Following Japan’s surrender, Chen was formally assigned command of the New Fourth Army. In the 1946–1949 Chinese Civil War, he encircled the Nationalist 2nd and 7th army groups, destroying them in the Huai-Hai Campaign between November 1948 and January 1949. After that, he advanced to take Nanjing (Nanking) in Jiangsu (Kiangsu) Province in April and both Wuhan in Hubei (Hupeh) Province and Shanghai in Jiangsu Province in May. Chen served as mayor of Shanghai and commander of the East China Military Region (1949–1956) and vice premier (1956). He was promoted to marshal of the People’s Liberation Army in 1955 and served as China’s foreign minister from 1956 to 1968. Attacked by Red Guards during the Cultural Revolution, Chen died in Beijing on January 6, 1972.
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Cherbourg, Capture of (June 1944)

The capture of the French port city of Cherbourg, on the northern shore of Cotentin Peninsula, was vital to the Allied buildup for the Normandy breakout. On June 7, 1944, the day after the Allied landings at Normandy, Major General J. Lawton Collins’s VII Corps attacked westward from the Utah Beach lodgment across the Cotentin Peninsula to isolate the port of Cherbourg. On June 18, VII Corps succeeded in cutting completely across the peninsula and isolating parts of four German divisions in the Cherbourg Pocket commanded by Lieutenant General Karl Wilhelm von Schlieben.

With VIII Corps holding the southern shoulder of the Allied success, VII Corps advanced northward on Cherbourg starting on June 19. That same day, a strong storm hit Normandy. Three days later when the storm lifted, the artificial harbor (Mulberry A) at Omaha Beach had been destroyed, rendering the capture of Cherbourg even more urgent. When Collins launched VII Corps with three divisions abreast, the German defenses along the eastern shore of the peninsula were outflanked, and Schlieben had no choice but to fall back into the defenses that circled Cherbourg along high ground. By June 21, VII Corps invested the defenses, and the fall of the city was imminent.

On June 22, the Allies launched heavy air attacks to open the final phase of the battle. Collins ordered the main attacks in the center and left, conducted by the 79th and 9th Infantry Divisions, while the 4th Infantry Division supported in the east. On June 22, German leader Adolf Hitler ordered Schlieben to fight to the last and leave nothing but ruins for the Allies. VII Corps advanced steadily on June 22–23 and reached Cherbourg’s outer suburbs of Octeville and Tourlaville, which were taken on June 24. The air attacks dampened German morale, and on June 25 a naval task force headed by three battleships supported the final attack on Cherbourg proper with naval gunfire.

The 4th and 9th Infantry Divisions seized their objectives inside the city by nightfall on June 25. The 79th Infantry Division had a more difficult fight around Fort du Roule, which finally fell on June 26. Schlieben made his final radio message that afternoon and was captured shortly thereafter; he refused to order a general surrender of forces.

Organized German resistance ended on June 27, but fighting continued as VII Corps reduced several strongpoints that had been previously bypassed, including Cap de la Hague at the northwest corner of the peninsula, the port facilities, and other resistance pockets on the Cotentin Peninsula. The harbor strongpoints, under heavy dive-bomber attack, held out until June 29, and when the 9th Division seized Cap de la Hague on June 30, the campaign was concluded.
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Bomb damage in the French port city of Cherbourg, on its liberation in late June 1944. (National Archives)

The heavy fighting to take Cherbourg severely damaged the port facilities. VII Corps found landing berths blocked by sunken ships, the harbor mined, the breakwater ripped open, and dock facilities demolished. Three weeks passed before the docks were able to receive cargo, and it was several months before shipments could be received in quantity—a serious blow to Allied logistical planning.
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Chernyakhovsky, Ivan Danilovich (1906–1945)

Soviet Army general. Born in Uman in Ukraine on June 29, 1906, Ivan Chernyakhovsky joined the Red Army in 1924 and the Communist Party in 1928, when he was commissioned. He then held a variety of assignments. He graduated from the Kiev Artillery School in 1928 and the Mechanization and Motorization Academy in the late 1930s. By 1940, he was a colonel commanding the 28th Tank Division in the Baltic Special Military District.

Following the June 1941 German invasion of the Soviet Union, Chernyakhovsky fought with his division as a part of the XVIII Tank Corps on the Leningrad front until July 1942. He then commanded the Sixtieth Army and took part in the Kursk Offensive of July 5–13, 1943. The youngest Soviet front commander of World War II, he was promoted to colonel general in March 1944. Marshal Georgii Zhukov recommended him to command the Western Front, which he took over in April 1944 just before it was renamed the 3rd Belorussian Front.

In the Belorussian Offensive, Chernyakhovsky’s command participated in the taking of Minsk and then moved through Latvia and took Vilna (Vilnius). It then drove into East Prussia, eventually taking Königsberg (Kaliningrad). Promoted to army general in June 1944 just days before his 38th birthday, Chernyakhovsky was one of the finest Soviet front commanders. Unusual for senior Soviet commanders of the war, he was a Jew, had joined the army after the civil war, and never attended the Frunze Military Academy. Chernyakhovsky did not live to see the capture of Königsberg. He was mortally wounded by artillery fire at Melzak, Poland, and died on February 18, 1945.
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Cherwell, Lord

See Lindemann, Frederick Alexander
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Cheshire, Geoffrey Leonard (1917–1992)

Royal Air Force (RAF) group captain. Born at Chester, England, on September 7, 1917, Geoffrey Leonard Cheshire was educated at Oxford University and joined the Air Squadron there in 1936. He was commissioned in the RAF Volunteer Reserve in 1937, and when war became imminent he accepted a regular commission and was assigned to bombers.

Cheshire began his first combat tour in June 1940, with Number 102 Squadron. Completing his first tour, he immediately accepted a second, with Number 35 Squadron. After a short stint as an instructor pilot, during which he wrote Bomber Pilot, Cheshire returned for a third operational tour, as wing commander of Number 76 Squadron. His bombing missions took him over the heavily defended Ruhr region, Berlin, and Bremen. Finishing his third tour, Group Captain Cheshire became a deputy base commander in March 1943.

Cheshire was unhappy when not flying and relinquished his rank to return to flying duties for a fourth time, in October 1943, as a wing commander in Guy Gibson’s Number 617 Squadron, the “Dam Busters.” There, Cheshire pioneered the master bomber technique, in which a low-flying Mosquito bomber flew ahead of and below the main attack force to mark targets with incendiaries. This placed the marking aircraft, which Cheshire regularly flew, in the teeth of the fiercest enemy fire, at altitudes as low as 200 feet. While commanding the 617 Squadron, he led every raid using the master bomber procedure, including the April 24–25, 1944, raid against Munich. In this action, his Mosquito was pushed perilously close to its maximum fuel range at an altitude of 700 feet over the city’s heavy air defenses, and it was exposed to 12 straight minutes of enemy fire during the withdrawal. Cheshire also flew important missions in support of the Normandy bombing campaign and against the Le Havre E-boat (German fast attack craft) pens.

Cheshire won a Victoria Cross, awarded September 8, 1944, for flying an incredible 100 missions over German-held territory between 1940 and 1944. His citation prominently mentions the Munich raid. Retiring from the RAF in December 1945, he founded Cheshire Foundation Homes in 1948, a worldwide organization that provides housing and services to disabled persons. Created Baron Cheshire of Woodall in 1991, he died in Cavendish, Suffolk, England, on July 31, 1992.
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Chevallerie, Kurt von der (1891–1945)

German Army general. Born on December 23, 1891, in Berlin to a family of Huguenot origin, Kurt von der Chevallerie was commissioned in the army as a lieutenant in August 1911. His first assignment was with the 5th Guards Grenadier Regiment in Berlin-Spandau. Decorated for valor in World War I, he remained on duty with the 4th Infantry Regiment after the war.

During the interwar period, Chevallerie held a variety of infantry commands and staff posts. He commanded the 83rd Infantry Division as a major general at the outbreak of World War II in 1939. Promoted to lieutenant general, he commanded the 99th Light Division in Operation BARBAROSSA, the invasion of the Soviet Union that began June 22, 1941. He took command of the LIX Army Corps in December 1941 and was promoted to general of infantry. In January 1942, Chevallerie’s forces sealed a dangerous gap between Velikiye Luki and Rzhev, preventing a Soviet breakthrough. He was also involved in the effort to rescue the surrounded garrison at Velikiye Luki in January 1943.

At the time of the June 1944 Normandy Invasion, Chevallerie commanded the First Army, part of Army Task Group G under Colonel General Johannes von Blaskowitz. Chevallerie’s duties were to defend southwest France and the Bay of Biscay area. He had about 100,000 men but few first-rate combat soldiers. Most of his men were garrison or coastal defense troops fit mainly for occupation duties or limited defensive missions. Eventually Chevallerie defended the Paris-Orléans gap area south of Paris. He was unable to halt the Allied advance, however, so Adolf Hitler removed him from command and placed him on the command reserve list, where he remained for the rest of the war.

Chevallerie disappeared during the Soviet assault on and capture of Kolberg on March 18, 1945. He may have died in the city or in Soviet captivity shortly thereafter. His younger brother was Lieutenant General Helmut von der Chevallerie, who commanded the 11th Panzer Division and then the 273rd Reserve Panzer Division.

JON D. BERLIN

See also

BARBAROSSA, Operation; Blaskowitz, Johannes Albrecht von; France Campaign; Rundstedt, Karl Rudolf Gerd von

References

Carell, Paul. Hitler Moves East, 1941–1943. Boston: Little, Brown, 1965.

Carell, Paul. Scorched Earth: The Russian-German War, 1943–1944. Boston: Little, Brown, 1972.

Ludewig, Joachim. Rückzug: The German Retreat from France, 1944. Lexington: University Press of Kentucky, 2012.

Mitcham, Samuel W., Jr. Retreat to the Reich: The German Defeat in France 1944. Westport, CT: Praeger, 2000.

Ziemke, Earl F. Stalingrad to Berlin: The German Defeat in the East. Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1968.

____________________

Chiang Kai-shek
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Children and the War

During World War II, millions of men and women around the world served in the armed forces of their respective nations. Millions of others contributed to the war effort by maintaining vital services and laboring in war-related industries. Children went to war as well. Even those far removed from the fighting were affected by the war. They collected scrap metal and other materials that would be vital to the war effort, participated in austerity programs, left school to work on farms, grew vegetables in urban plots, and suffered from the same shortages and wartime prohibitions as their parents.

In many lands, children experienced the horrors of war firsthand, both as combatants and victims. Children were the most vulnerable part of the population, and many perished from starvation, malnutrition, or disease. Others fell victim to Nazi Germany’s euthanasia programs. Some 1.2 million Jewish children throughout Europe died in the Holocaust.

Many children perished as a direct result of Soviet policies as well. Polish authorities estimated that about 140,000 Polish children were uprooted from their homes in the Soviet-occupied portion of Poland. Of these, perhaps 40,000 simply disappeared. In the Far East, Chinese children suffered in the Japanese reprisal campaigns. Children were also innocent victims of the indiscriminate bombing of cities conducted by both sides, beginning with German air attacks on Warsaw and ending with the atomic bombs dropped by the United States on Hiroshima and Nagasaki.

Many children in nations under air attack were sent into the countryside to live with relatives or even with strangers. A number were also sent abroad, separated from their parents for years and, in many cases, forever; examples include British children sent to North America and Finnish children sent to Sweden.

In the Soviet Union, children helped patrol their neighborhoods at night to make certain that blackouts were being enforced. They filled sandbags and water buckets to prepare against incendiary bomb attacks and were enlisted to help in constructing antitank defenses before Moscow in the summer of 1941. Children were also actual combatants. They fought with partisan units in the Soviet Union and in Yugoslavia, among other nations. They also helped collect intelligence on Axis occupying forces. And in the last desperate fighting of World War II in Europe, Adolf Hitler pressed many German boys into the army.

After the war, conditions were desperate in many parts of the world. In Indochina, perhaps 1 million people, including children, perished due to famine. Conditions were equally desperate in other nations. Large numbers of people were displaced by the war, left homeless and hungry. There were perhaps 13 million abandoned European children at the end of World War II. Poland claimed 1 million orphans, and France claimed 250,000. This became a problem of major proportion in many nations, especially in the Soviet Union with an entire generation of orphans.
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