#3-377

Memorandum for General McNair

October 22, 1942   Washington, D.C
Confidential

I wish you would have the record examined regarding two men, with a view to their possible advancement.

Colonel Frederick S. Matthews, Infantry

He is in command of our Detachment in British Guiana.  I have not been associated with him since he was a Major but he displayed then strong characteristics of calm, forcible and sound leadership as well as administrative capacity.  Later I was told by General Moseley that Matthews as a Lieutenant Colonel had displayed high efficiency.1  I do not know what has occurred in British Guiana but apparently the command has been well handled, and also quite evidently he is isolated from consideration.  Noting some of the names put forth by you for promotion it occurred to me that they were not up to the standard of what I suppose Matthews to be.  Besides, I am always interested in these men who have been sent to distant points because of our dependence on their judgment.
Colonel John C. Newton, Infantry

He was with me in China and again at Benning.  The last time I heard of him he was commanding, with conspicuous success, a battalion of negroes in one of the first training centers.2  He is unprepossessing in appearance but a "doer" of the first class.  If he was highly successful with colored troops I think he should be considered for advancement.

Please understand that nothing has come from either of these men to me or by any other devious approach.

I do not know where Newton is and I can only place Matthews by reason of the fact of my recollection of his first assignment a year or more ago; so there is nothing personal in this matter, merely my desire to dig out the leaders.3
G. C. M.

Document Copy Text Source:  Records of the Headquarters, Army Ground Forces (RG 337), Adjutant General’s Section, General McNair’s Personal File, National Archives and Records Administration, College Park, Maryland.

Document Format:  Typed memorandum signed.

1. Matthews had been Marshall's assistant in establishing Civilian Conservation Corps camps in 1933 and a battalion commander at Fort Screven, Georgia.  He subsequently served in the Inspector General's Department in the Fourth Corps Area, which was commanded by Major General George Van Horn Moseley.  Matthews had been promoted to colonel on December 11, 1941.

2. Newton had been promoted to colonel on June 16, 1942, and was commanding a regiment at the Infantry Replacement Training Center at Camp Croft, South Carolina.

3. McNair replied that Matthews's "record to date does not show outstanding leadership, although he may have it," and that Newton's "record is below the standards of current promotions." (McNair Memorandum for the Chief of Staff, October 26, 1942, NA/RG 337 [Adjutant General's Section, General McNair's Personal File].)  Neither man was promoted to brigadier general.

Recommended Citation:  The Papers of George Catlett Marshall, ed. Larry I. Bland and Sharon Ritenour Stevens  (Lexington, Va.:  The George C. Marshall Foundation, 1981– ).  Electronic version based on The Papers of George Catlett Marshall, vol. 3, “The Right Man for the Job,” December 7, 1941-May 31, 1943  (Baltimore and London:  The Johns Hopkins University Press, 1991), pp. 406–407.

#3-378

Memorandum for Mr. Paul V. McNutt

October 23, 1942   [Washington, D.C.]

Subject:  Deferment of Agricultural Workers1
1. Present situation

a. Because of shortages of men we have already deferred the organization of units totaling 115,000 men into 1943 that were intended for the fall of 1942.  Nevertheless, we are still confronted with a shortage of 35,000 men.

b. If a further deferment of 50,000 men for agriculture is made this will necessitate the deferment into 1943 of 1 Armored Division, 2 Infantry Divisions, and 20 Military Police Battalions.

c. You are already familiar with the under strength of existing divisions.  There are listed below 9 with a total strength of 45,700, instead of a full strength of 135,000 men.  Even if the agriculture deferment is not made these divisions will still be short 35,000 men on December 31, and their training development correspondingly delayed.  So as a matter of fact we have to consider not only the 1 Armored and 2 Infantry Divisions referred to above, the organization of which will have to be delayed, but added to that 9 others whose effective development is more or less suspended, and whose readiness for shipment overseas will be further delayed by the period required to train the men after they report for duty.


30th Division
3,000
been in service 26 months


31st Division
9,400
   “      “        “       26      “


33rd Division
8,200
   “      “        “       20      “


78th Division
1,500
activated August 1942


83rd Division
1,600
   “                  “           “


88th Division
9,900
   “          July 1942


89th Division
8,700
   “             “        “


91st Division
1,400
   “          August 1942


84th Division
2,000
   “          October 1942

d. There is a further limiting factor in this matter, very important to consider.  Our reception centers have a certain capacity and when we get behind, as we are now, there is no way to catch up without building new reception centers and setting up new organizations to handle them and this would be a matter of a number of months as well as a very wasteful procedure.  The deferment in November could not be made good in January or later.

e. The seriousness of the present situation is indicated by the fact that the last two divisions to be sent overseas were so under strength that in one case, the division going as a reinforcement to the Solomon Islands campaign, we had to build it up as it embarked in San Francisco with men stripped from other divisions.  The other division had to sail for the British Isles short of approximately 3,000 men.

2. Situation in 1943

a. Our deepest concern relates to the effect of this shortage on our plans for operations in 1943.  The delays indicated in paragraph 1. c. cannot be overcome by a sudden increase at some later date.

For these reasons it is requested that the War Manpower Commission reconsider their action in deferring certain agricultural workers from military service.2
Document Copy Text Source:  Records of the Office of the Secretary of War (RG 107), Secretary of War Safe, Selective Service-Deferments, National Archives and Records Administration, College Park, Maryland.

Document Format:  Typed memorandum.

1. The United States had no unified manpower allocation organization during 1942; consequently there was no coordinated policy regarding draft deferments for workers with critical skills.  On April 18, 1942, the president had established the War Manpower Commission under Federal Security Administrator McNutt, but it was a policy forum, not an operating agency.  During the autumn, however, McNutt had begun to press Roosevelt to vest him with authority over civilian manpower, including control of the Selective Service System. (Bureau of the Budget, The United States at War:  Development and Administration of the War Program by the Federal Government [Washington:  GPO, 1946], pp. 184–89.)  During October the War Manpower Commission had sought authorization to defer men in the labor-short dairy, livestock, and poultry industries, so long as the deferred remained in their jobs.  Such "freezing" of employees in jobs had already been done in certain mining and lumber industries in western states.

2. McNutt announced the agricultural worker deferment on October 27. (New York Times, October 28, 1942, pp. 1, 12.)
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#3-379

Memorandum to the Secretary to the President

October 23, 1942   [Washington, D.C.]
Super-Secret

Request the following message be transmitted to The President this evening:

"General Marshall to The President:

"Admiral King gave Admiral Leahy and me your message regarding air reinforcements to the South Pacific.  Message has been sent to Hawaii to divert one squadron of B-24s, now leaving there for Australia, to New Caledonia.

"As to P-38s, we find none are today actually en route either to South Pacific or Southwest Pacific.  MacArthur has two squadrons, about fifty-odd, of these planes in Moresby and none in Australia.  They are a vital part of MacArthur's defense of his concentration of Fortresses at Moresby to operate against Rabaul and Bougainville Island region.  He had previously been unwilling to hazard Fortresses at Moresby.

"The U. S. Chiefs of Staff question advisability of this transfer of P-38s under existing conditions.  South Pacific now has 15 of these planes drawn from MacArthur and a total of 149 P-39s, with one squadron of 25 P-40s en route from Hawaii."1
Document Copy Text Source:  Records of the War Department General and Special Staffs (RG 165), Records of the Office of the Chief of Staff (OCS), Project Decimal File 1941–43, 452.1 South Pacific Area, National Archives and Records Administration, College Park, Maryland.

Document Format:  Typed memorandum.

1. Leahy and Arnold approved this message, but when King was later contacted, he desired a slightly different version which added the following final paragraph:  "In view of the capability of the enemy to switch his attack to New Guinea and the necessity to be able to continue operations for Fortresses from Moresby for effective attacks on Rabaul and Bougainville, it seems to us inadvisable for MacArthur to have to transfer more than 15 more P-38s to the South Pacific at this time." (Undated and unaddressed memorandum marked "Adm King's version" in NA/RG 165 [OCS, Project Decimal File 1941–43, 452.1 South Pacific Area].)  The next day the president replied:  "My anxiety about the Southwest Pacific is to make sure that every possible weapon gets into that area to hold Guadalcanal, and that having held it in this crisis that munitions and planes and crews are on the way to take advantage of our success.  We will soon find ourselves engaged on two active fronts and we must have adequate air support in both places even though it means delay in our other commitments, particularly to England.  Our long range plans could be set back for months if we fail to throw our full strength in our immediate and impending conflicts.  I wish therefore, you would canvass over the week-end every possible temporary diversion of munitions which you will require for our active fronts and let me know what they are.  Please also review the number and use of all combat planes now in the continental United States." ([Roosevelt Memorandum] for Leahy, King, Marshall and Arnold only, October 24, 1942, GCMRL/G. C. Marshall Papers [Pentagon Office, Selected].)  The air reinforcements for Guadalcanal during late October and November are discussed in Miller, Guadalcanal, pp. 173–74.
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#3-380

To General Douglas MacArthur

October 25, 1942   Radio No. 3039   Washington, D.C.

Secret

For your personal information, Admiral Halsey COMSOPAC1 reports 3 Japanese Naval Forces estimated to include 3 carriers 300 miles to east of Solomon Islands moving South on Espiritu Santo on October 24.  An additional Force including battleships and transports located North of Santa Isabel on October 25.  Heavy attack being pressed by Japanese along Matanikau River western limit of our Guadalcanal position.

Our Naval Forces preparing to intercept these Japanese Forces.2
In this situation heavy attrition due to losses and fatigues is to be expected in both our fighter and bomber aircraft working from fields in Guadalcanal Espiritu Santo and Efate.  It is desired that you make plans to meet possible necessity for quick reenforcement of Halsey with Bomber Squadrons and especially with attrition replacements for his 15 P-38 planes.

Document Copy Text Source:  Records of the War Department General and Special Staffs (RG 165), Records of the Operations Division (OPD), Top Secret Message File CM-OUT-08583, National Archives and Records Administration, College Park, Maryland.

Document Format:  Typed radio message.

1. Vice Admiral William F. Halsey, Jr., had replaced Robert L. Ghormley as commander, South Pacific Forces on October 18.  He was promoted to full admiral a month later.

2. The ground phase of the Japanese October counteroffensive in Guadalcanal ended in defeat by United States forces on the night of October 25–26.  The naval phase was concluded with the battle of the Santa Cruz Islands on October 26, a battle in which both sides were damaged, but United States forces gained time to reinforce Guadalcanal.  The naval forces engaged in the battle are listed in Morison, Struggle for Guadalcanal, pp. 204–7.
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#3-381

Memorandum for General Osborn

October 25, 1942   [Washington, D.C.]

I have just read your memorandum of October 24 outlining the development of special films.  I have no comments to make regarding the program except to say that it seems admirably adopted to the general purpose we have in mind.1
With reference to "Prelude to War," I wish you would express to Capra my admiration for the superb job he and his associates have done.  It seems to me that in the making of that film they have evolved a practical process for the education of the citizens of a democracy, certainly for the teaching of history in our schools, which may have the most far reaching effects.  I suppose in time of peace, particularly as relates to public schools, there would be oppositions of the same character as those which affected our attitude in the period depicted in "Prelude to War.”  However, that is a mere detail.

While I believe it is outside of your responsibility, I am deeply interested in the development of training films, because I do not think we have achieved anything like the progress we should be making in utilizing the screen for the expeditious instruction of soldiers—and on a much higher standard of efficiency than can possibly be attained by the use of thousands of officers of varying degrees of ability as instructors.  The trouble in this has been the insistence of the military mind on a precision, or rather military, method of presenting the technique of weapons, etc., without utilizing to a sufficient degree the skill of directors in holding the attention of an audience and presenting matters in the impressive manner which they have developed for the entertainment of the public.

Altogether, I believe the directing and technical talent of the moving picture industry can make a tremendously important contribution to our war effort, and certainly the leaders of the industry seem only too willing to do their part.

Document Copy Text Source:  George C. Marshall Papers, Pentagon Office Collection, Selected Materials, George C. Marshall Research Library, Lexington, Virginia.

Document Format:  Typed memorandum.

1. Marshall had viewed the film "Prelude to War" on October 22.  Osborn had sent the chief of staff a memorandum listing the films his Special Services Branch had in production in the "Why We Fight," "Strategic Battles," and "Know Your Enemy/Know Your Ally" series.  He observed that director Frank Capra "believes that some of these films will be the most moving he has ever made, and will be enormously effective as a force for unity with our Allies." (Osborn Memorandum for General Marshall, October 24, 1942, NA/RG 165 [OCS, 004.5 (10-25-42)].)  Capra's recollections of the beginning of his army documentary film career and his relations with Marshall are in The Name Above the Title:  An Autobiography (New York:  Macmillan Company, 1971), pp. 317–42.
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#3-382

Memorandum for Operations Division

October 25, 1942   Washington, D.C.

In looking over the Daily Summary of War Department Operations Decisions and Actions, Number 391, October 24–25, I notice that the second echelon of the 3d Armored Division from Camp Young, California, is being moved to Camp Pickett, Virginia, for shipment overseas.

I assume this transcontinental shift has been unavoidable, but at the same time I would like a careful survey made by Operations, with Army Ground Forces, to see if we can plan far enough in advance to avoid these tremendous rail movements.  I know that sudden demands, state of training, deficiencies in equipment, etc. have forced such moves on us a number of times in the past, but I believe we may be able to cut down on this transcontinental shifting.

Just recently the 43d Division moved from Florida to San Francisco; the 29th Division, formerly in the northeast, moved from the south to the northeast; and now an armored division on the west coast is moving to the east coast.  I think I recall the reason the 3d Division was sent to California, being cleared out of Knox to make way for a new division with a special mission.  However, if the prospects were that it would move to the east, apparently it should have replaced some other less developed unit, which in turn should have been sent to the west coast.

Please look into this because the railroads are taxed to the limit, and we have already been involved in a large number of transcontinental shifts.1
G. C. Marshall

Document Copy Text Source:  Records of the War Department General and Special Staffs (RG 165), Records of the Office of the Chief of Staff (OCS), 370.05, National Archives and Records Administration, College Park, Maryland.

Document Format:  Typed memorandum signed.

1. Operations Division chief Thomas Handy replied that the desert-trained Third Armored Division had been assigned to Patton's task force for the Moroccan landings, requiring that it be shipped from the Desert Training Center in California to the port of embarkation on the East Coast.  The necessity of picking the best units available for changing operational plans required much of the shifting of units.  McNair wrote to Handy two weeks later:  "In general, troop movements overseas are made as economically as circumstances permit.  It can be assumed that the rail transportation in connection with such movements is habitually reduced to the minimum.”  The chief reason for shifting units was to give them specialized training. (Handy Memorandum for the Chief of Staff, October 29, 1942, NA/RG 165 [OCS, 370.05]; McNair Memorandum for the Assistant Chief of Staff, Operations Division, November 13, 1942, NA/RG 165 [OPD, 370.5 Task Force, Sec. IV, Case 101].)
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#3-383

Memorandum for General Surles

October 28, 1942   Washington, D.C.
Super-Secret
I would like you to think over the following and give me your view as to issuing it:
"With relation to the criticisms appearing in the Press of the Naval decision to launch an operation in the Solomons last August, the Chief of Staff of the Army, General Marshall, when questioned in the matter stated that the decision to launch the Solomons operation was made by the Joint U.S. Chiefs of Staff in accordance with agreed upon plans and was not a purely Naval decision."1
G. C. M.

Document Copy Text Source:  Records of the War Department General and Special Staffs (RG 165), Records of the Office of the Chief of Staff (OCS), 381 Solomon Islands, National Archives and Records Administration, College Park, Maryland.

Document Format:  Typed memorandum signed.

1. On this subject, Secretary Stimson observed in his diary:  "Under the impact of the setbacks and defeats and losses in the southwestern Pacific of the Navy, criticism of the Navy is growing to an extent which is unfair and dangerous.  While they have brought it on themselves, it cannot be allowed to go on without damaging the united war effort.  Now it seems that the Patterson newspapers which are the Fifth Column of this war are stirring up a beautiful story of how MacArthur has been kept out of the supreme command of these operations down in the southwestern Pacific in order to squash his Presidential aspirations and that the President has joined in this by dividing the jurisdiction so that the Navy would have the command in regard to the Solomon action." (October 29, 1942, Yale/H. L. Stimson Papers [Diary, 40:  182].)
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#3-384

Memorandum for the Secretary of War

October 29, 1942   [Washington, D.C.]

Secret

With reference to your press conference this morning and the recent and present Press controversy as to MacArthur and his New Guinea operation, and Ghormley and the Solomons operation:

General Surles has a statement I would like you to make as to the decision for the Solomons operation.1
The messages of the past few weeks, and particularly those of the last two days, would indicate clearly that MacArthur has cooperated in every conceivable way with Ghormley and Halsey.  The messages of this morning are proof positive of this cooperation.  On his own initiative, MacArthur releases 155 guns to Harmon.  He has proceeded at top speed with plans to reinforce Halsey with P-38 planes under conditions that are highly dangerous to the pilots.  In turn Halsey proposes sending his B-24's on to MacArthur, and MacArthur instead of accepting gives Halsey a frank statement of how long it will be before they can be placed in operation from New Guinea.

Certainly in the air operations against Rabaul and the Shortlands—both difficult operations to carry out, involving long flights and no fighter coverage—MacArthur's command has "shot the works" so far as it is possible to manage.

While details as stated above could not be given to the Press, nevertheless I think MacArthur and Halsey should be given credit for genuine coordination as distinguished from mere cooperation.

One further fact is involved, but I am doubtful as to whether or not it would be wise for you to comment on it.  I refer to the boundary set between MacArthur's area and Ghormley's or Halsey's.  The initial decision last spring, which divorced New Caledonia and New Zealand from the Australian area, was made on the urgent recommendation of Admiral King and the delay in defining MacArthur's area came through the necessity of getting agreements from the Australian Government as to the character of MacArthur's command and also agreements from the New Zealand and Australian Governments as to the division line—they having previously acted together in proposing an American overall command.  As I recall, most of the delay came from negotiations to secure Australian agreement to the limiting terms of MacArthur's command.

The more recent Press and radio debate relates to the Solomons operation with regard to boundaries, the implication being that the President, fearing MacArthur's political future, decided to limit his sphere of activity.  Whether or not this should be commented on by you you can judge much better than I can, but I doubt if the President even knew of the subdivision as made, at the time it was made.2
The Navy wanted the three operations, of which the Tulagi landing was to be the first, all by Ghormley.  I declined to accept this proposal as the basis for the directive.  I was in agreement with the Navy that the Tulagi should be the first to be undertaken.  As a matter of fact we pressed the Navy to do this immediately after Midway and urged them to start it at an earlier date than they did.  There was no proposition by us to launch the New Guinea operation first.  We thought it much more important to prevent the Japanese from getting into air operations from the Guadalcanal field.  Once that field was captured and our position in that region consolidated, command passed to MacArthur and the New Guinea operation would have followed.

As we know, the consolidation did not follow, instead matters were allowed to drift until the Japanese had time to concentrate their forces, during which period we suffered serious attritions from submarine activities.3
Document Copy Text Source:  George C. Marshall Papers, Pentagon Office Collection, Selected Materials, George C. Marshall Research Library, Lexington, Virginia.

Document Format:  Typed memorandum.

1. "At the press conference this morning," Stimson recorded, "I was asked a question bringing this up and I made a firm denial of the story that the Navy was the sole originator of that operation and gave out the fact that it was one which was approved by the United Chiefs of Staff." (October 29, 1942, Yale/H. L. Stimson Papers [Diary, 40:  182].)

2. The secretary of war noted:  "MacArthur who is not an unselfish being and is a good deal of a prima donna, has himself lent a little aid to the story by sending people here who carry a message from him that he was not a Presidential candidate, thereby playing into the hands of the people who would really like to make him a candidate instead of treating the matter as soldier-like Marshall would treat it of never saying a word on the subject and assuming that all talk of one's candidacy is nonsense.  These statements of MacArthur's have served to keep the story going." (Ibid.)

3. One effect of the "attacks on the Navy by the press which had gathered together in full cry like hounds on a hot trail," was that Admiral King—whom Stimson thought was "in a very humble frame of mind on account of the pounding he is getting from the press in respect to Navy command matters"—had approached Marshall with the suggestion that the chief of naval operations move his offices next to Marshall's in the army's new building in Arlington, Virginia.  "Marshall has taken up this suggestion and gone it about ten times further.”  He proposed to King that the navy move many of its key offices into eight hundred thousand (later one million) square feet of the building.  Secretary of the Navy Knox announced the move on November 3, but various navy bureaus raised objections and the War Department finally withdrew the invitation. (October 31, 1942, Yale/ H. L. Stimson Papers [Diary, 40:  187] [quotes]; November 19, 20, and 24, ibid., 41:  53–54, 57–58, 60–61.)  Stimson's and Marshall's offices were moved into the building on November 15, 1942.  The five-sided structure was officially designated "The Pentagon" by General Orders, No. 8, February 19, 1943.
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#3-385

Memorandum for General Handy

October 29, 1942   [Washington, D.C.]
Secret

Operations reports, particularly those referring to air operations, frequently give the names and character of wounds of members of crews.  I assume that it would be a long time before such reports hit the usual channel of communications to the Adjutant General's Office.  If this last is the case might we not pass on this information to the Adjutant General's Office for a preliminary report?

I suppose this should only refer to cases of men wounded, but it gives an opportunity to give parents or wives quick information of the participation of the soldier in a particular area and operation.  I suppose the Adjutant General would present the probability of complications in this procedure, but I am inclined to think it would do good if, for example, the parents of a boy who was wounded in a raid on Rabaul yesterday were told that he was wounded, that he is alive, and that yesterday he was over Rabaul.  The same would apply to a report this morning of the wounding of a member of a plane crew operating in the battle of the Solomons.

I certainly don't want to build up any work for your Section but it seems to me there is a chance here to convert a distressing bit of news into something that would thrill the parent and be good propaganda.

Document Copy Text Source:  George C. Marshall Papers, Pentagon Office Collection, Selected Materials, George C. Marshall Research Library, Lexington, Virginia.

Document Format:  Typed memorandum.
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#3-386

To Colonel John A. Cutchins

October 29, 1942   [Washington, D.C.]

Dear Cutchins:

I have just this moment read your note of October twenty-eighth regarding loss of confidence in Army statements.1  I only have a sketchy recollection of the recent statements in the case, but I am inclined to think the trouble is that there has not been a definition between the loss of planes and the loss of crews.2
Confidentially, the fact is that all our planes except the one into the Russian zone reached China, but they arrived in the middle of the night during a heavy storm and were unable in most instances to locate the airfields, which had the most meager of facilities; therefore crews elected to parachute and those planes crashed.  Naturally we did not inform the Japanese that the planes had crashed.  One of these planes, from Chinese reports, landed a few miles outside Chinese-controlled territory, but we had no information as to whether or not the Japanese troops in that region had captured the crews.  Again, naturally we did not tell the Japanese to go look for them.

I thought in view of the fact that almost all the crew members were lined up at Bolling Field and given decorations, that the public would not be confused.

Sorry I did not see you in Richmond.3
Hastily yours,

Document Copy Text Source:  George C. Marshall Papers, Pentagon Office Collection, General Materials, George C. Marshall Research Library, Lexington, Virginia.

Document Format:  Typed letter.

1. Cutchins, a Virginia native and National Guard officer, was director of the Internal Security Division, Third Service Command; he had written that "a charming Richmond woman who has a son in the service said she was much perturbed, as were many of her friends, at the apparent lack of complete truth in the report on the Doolittle raid over Tokyo.  She said she 'didn't expect much from the politicians' but she, and those with whom she talked, felt that it would be 'a terrible thing to lose confidence in the reports made by the Army.'  The reaction of the public to the revelation, coming from an enemy source, that instead of all ships getting back except one, which was alleged to have landed in Russia, there were several which didn't get back, has been distinctly not good." (Cutchins to Marshall, October 28, 1942, GCMRL/G. C. Marshall Papers [Pentagon Office, General].)

2. In late October Japanese radio stations began claiming that their army had captured four United States airmen who had participated in the air raid of April 18, 1942.  In an October 22 press conference, Secretary Stimson admitted that this could be true, and two days later the army announced the names of three other men who were possible prisoners.  Following the air raid, War Department statements had given the impression that all participating aircraft had safely reached their destinations, except for one interned in the Soviet Union.  As the October revelation of prisoners of war in Japanese hands came in the midst of an Axis-Allied public controversy regarding the treatment of prisoners, Axis broadcasters naturally sought to exploit the episode.  Press and radio commentators in the United States criticized the War Department for withholding the truth. (New York Times, October 25, 1942, pp. 37, VI-3.)

3. Marshall had gone to Richmond, Virginia, on October 24 to see the football game between the Virginia Military Institute and Richmond College, of which Cutchins was an alumnus.
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#3-387

Memorandum for the Assistant Chiefs of Staff, G-1 [White],

G-3 [Edwards]

October 29, 1942   [Washington, D.C.]

Confidential

The Alcan Highway into Alaska opens today.  It is capable of carrying 1,000 tons of freight a day if the operating crews for the trucks can be provided.  The trucks are available, the drivers are not.

I understand from General Somervell that you don't hold out any hopes for a sufficient number of troops of this character in the near future.  He tells me that if he is allowed to do it, he can recruit the necessary force on a semi-military basis so far as organization is concerned.  I mean by this not necessarily the prescribed regiments but he would have the necessary number of drivers and the necessary eating and sleeping establishments over the route.  The men would be enlisted.

What about this?

Give me an early reply.  It is very important to reduce shipping to Alaska.1
Document Copy Text Source:  George C. Marshall Papers, Pentagon Office Collection, Selected Materials, George C. Marshall Research Library, Lexington, Virginia.

Document Format:  Typed memorandum.

1. G-3 replied that the Services of Supply had failed to demonstrate "that the large scale operation of this highway would effect any material saving in shipping.”  The chief of staff approved adding one truck regiment (3,585 men) to the three already authorized for Alcan Highway operations. (Edwards Memorandum for the Chief of Staff, October 29, 1942, NA/RG 165 [OCS, Project Decimal File 1941–43, 611 Alaska].)  The official army history observed that the "amount of freight delivered by road to the Alaska Defense Command" during World War II was "insignificant." (Conn and Fairchild, Framework of Hemisphere Defense, p. 398.)

Recommended Citation:  The Papers of George Catlett Marshall, ed. Larry I. Bland and Sharon Ritenour Stevens  (Lexington, Va.:  The George C. Marshall Foundation, 1981– ).  Electronic version based on The Papers of George Catlett Marshall, vol. 3, “The Right Man for the Job,” December 7, 1941-May 31, 1943  (Baltimore and London:  The Johns Hopkins University Press, 1991), p. 417.

#3-388

To Lieutenant General Dwight D. Eisenhower

October 30, 1942   Radio [No. R-2593]   Washington, D.C.

Secret
From General Marshall to General Eisenhower.


I hesitate to burden you with the following discussion but it may be the last time I can conveniently reach you for some weeks to come.

In the mounting of TORCH I have had the War Department do everything in its power to provide what you have asked for.  We have stripped units of men, reduced eight or nine divisions to such low levels in personnel that it will require from six to eight months to restore them to their former state of efficiency, and we have scalped the troops in this country for equipment to meet your requirements.  I intend to see that this attitude is maintained in the approved program for the buildup of your forces by succeeding convoys.  However there are certain measures I should like you to have under consideration to release the pressure on us.

I wish that as soon as you have gotten by the first phase of establishing your position in the African Theatre, that you would take some driving personality and see what can be done quickly to build up SOS forces composed mostly of the natives of that region, with American or possibly even French commanders or chiefs for subpositions.  I mean by this that rather than call on us for additional battalions or stevedores, troops or regiments of engineers, and so forth, that you either create there or call on us for the skeleton organization, the ranks to be filled by civilians, ordinary laborers, or what not.

Such a procedure if given wide application and handled by an alert man should not only save us burdensome calls involving tonnage and future maintenance and the heavy drain on personnel but it would give employment to large numbers of people, make them happy with American pay, save us the necessity of providing shelter and rations, and generally win the people who have been under heavy economic pressure for a long time.

I suppose you have had all of this in mind but it is impressed on me because of the drainage, almost the emasculation of our troop setup here in the States in order to provide the massive U.S. SOS for the United Kingdom and all of the SOS and kindred units that we have had to deliver to you.  Please have this in mind.1
Document Copy Text Source:  George C. Marshall Papers, Pentagon Office Collection, Selected Materials, George C. Marshall Research Library, Lexington, Virginia.

Document Format:  Typed radio message.

1. Eisenhower replied the following day that the chief of staff's messages would continue to reach him via Gibraltar.  He promised to build up the Services of Supply from local manpower. (Papers of DDE, 1:  648.)
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#3-389

Memorandum for the President

November 1, 1942   [Washington, D.C.]

Secret

Southwest Pacific.

In the memorandum on October 26 I informed you that the first combat team (5,000 infantry and artillery) of the 25th Division from Hawaii would sail from there on November 15 for the South or Southwest Pacific, according to circumstances.1  The sinking of the PRESIDENT COOLIDGE at Espiritu Santo has forced a change of schedule, delaying the initial movement until November 25.  The next combat team will sail from Hawaii about December 1.

The equipment lost on the COOLIDGE was partly made good from our reserve stocks in New Caledonia.  The remainder is being assembled on the West Coast for shipment about November 12.  Eight 155-mm guns lost on the COOLIDGE are being replaced by eight removed in the South Pacific from a shipment to Australia.  This was with MacArthur's consent.  These guns for Australia will, in turn, be sent from the West Coast on the first cargo vessel to leave for that area.

Russia.

Following your query as to what difficulties we were having regarding the Anglo-American Air Force to Caucasia, I had an inquiry made of London by Sir John Dill to find out what difficulties they had learned of, as we had no information on the subject.  The reply to his inquiry has just come, and I quote it below:

Russians have not yet accepted our offer.  Consider precipitant action on our part might have detrimental effect on negotiations with Russia concerning defense of North Persia.  We have decided, therefore, to postpone dispatch of telegram concerning air mission for the present.

Dill comments that this reply "doesn't take us very much further, I am afraid.  Russians don't help us much to help them.”  I am checking on the matter further through our people in the Middle East.2
Document Copy Text Source:  George C. Marshall Papers, Pentagon Office Collection, Selected Materials, George C. Marshall Research Library, Lexington, Virginia.

Document Format:  Typed memorandum.

1. On October 26 Marshall sent the president a lengthy memorandum drafted in the Operations Division that described the military situation in the South Pacific and the War Department's efforts to reinforce the region. (GCMRL/G. C. Marshall Papers [Pentagon Office, Selected].)

2. When the Soviets did not disclose their intentions regarding the Caucasus plan, the British sent a special mission to Moscow in late November to discuss the subject.  The Soviets made it clear, however, that they desired increased aircraft deliveries, not a U.S.-U.K. air establishment on their territory.  A political impasse developed; following an exchange of messages between Roosevelt and Stalin, the subject was dropped in mid-December. (Matloff, Strategic Planning for Coalition Warfare, 1941–1942, pp. 334–36.)
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#3-390

Memorandum for General E. M. Watson

November 3, 1942   [Washington, D.C.]

Attached is a memorandum I submitted to the President on September 28th regarding campaign ribbons,1 together with a copy of the proposed Executive Order and his note returning it to the Secretary of War.

I wish you would read over my memorandum and take up the matter with the President again.

I regard this as very important and I feel that the President does not understand what we are talking about.  He is thinking of decorations for fighting; I am talking about a campaign ribbon.  The issuing of these little penny strips of ribbon will have a tremendously beneficial effect on men in isolated garrisons throughout the Pacific, in Iceland, Greenland, etc., where the morale problem is extremely difficult.  We cannot shift men here and there because we have not the shipping.

In the past, as you know, the War Department has fooled around with these matters and settled some of them twenty years after the event.  I am not at all interested in that, I want to get the benefit of it today in the reaction of an individual to a ribbon on his blouse.  The War Department has always been very stodgy in these matters to the great disadvantage of the commanders in the field.  Even when they have authorized a ribbon they have imposed complications of requisitions, etc.  In the present case I want the ribbon sent from here by plane to the garrisons—Canton Island, Palmyra, Adak, etc., and handed out to the men, then and there, while they are on the ground.  If we did not consider the reaction of pride in being qualified to wear a ribbon on the blouse, the individual at least will feel that he is not forgotten by some desk soldier here in Washington.

I should appreciate it if you would see what you can do about this.2
Document Copy Text Source:  George C. Marshall Papers, Pentagon Office Collection, Selected Materials, George C. Marshall Research Library, Lexington, Virginia.

Document Format:  Typed memorandum.

1. See Marshall Memorandum for the President, September 28, 1942, Papers of George Catlett Marshall, #3-340 [3:  369].

2. On November 6, 1942, the president issued Executive Order 9265 authorizing campaign medals and ribbons for service in the armed forces in the American, Asiatic-Pacific, and European-African-Middle Eastern theaters.  Army awards were authorized by War Department Circular No. 1, January 1, 1943.

Recommended Citation:  The Papers of George Catlett Marshall, ed. Larry I. Bland and Sharon Ritenour Stevens  (Lexington, Va.:  The George C. Marshall Foundation, 1981– ).  Electronic version based on The Papers of George Catlett Marshall, vol. 3, “The Right Man for the Job,” December 7, 1941-May 31, 1943  (Baltimore and London:  The Johns Hopkins University Press, 1991), pp. 419–420.

#3-391

Memorandum for General White

November 3, 1942   [Washington, D.C.]
Confidential

I go to a meeting this morning at 12:00 o'clock with the U.S. Chiefs of Staff, Mr. McNutt, General Hershey, and several others.  I understand Mr. McNutt is going to bring up the question of stopping all voluntary enlistments.  I wish you would give me a brief memorandum of the points regarding which I should be on guard.

I especially should like to be informed as to what the attitude should be towards voluntary enlistment in the Navy and Marine Corps if such enlistments are stopped for the Army.  General Hershey talked to me yesterday at considerable length as to what was happening in the classification of men, the fact that 3,000 jobs had been in effect put on the deferred list and that the result would be, if not is being, that the Army would only get the least competent men available.

I shall probably want to talk to you about this some time this morning.1
Document Copy Text Source:  George C. Marshall Papers, Pentagon Office Collection, Selected Materials, George C. Marshall Research Library, Lexington, Virginia.

Document Format:  Typed memorandum.

1. An undated memorandum—with no author indicated, but probably written in the Personnel Division—summarized the army's position regarding voluntary enlistments.  The key point was that uniform standards should be applied to all the armed services and their reserve components, otherwise "the Army would still receive, in large part, Navy and Marine Corps rejects.”  In addition, the army wished assurance that U.S. Navy and Marine Corps manpower allocations under Selective Service would not cause a reduction in army allocations.  Finally, the army was concerned that if the tendency toward deferments of able-bodied men in certain broad job categories continued, "the armed forces would receive only the unskilled, the untrained, the clerical workers, and the unemployed.  We cannot make our Army from these classes alone." (Document filed with a copy of Marshall's memorandum in NA/RG 165 [OCS, 343].)  Voluntary enlistments were eliminated by Executive Order 9279 effective on December 5, 1942.
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#3-392

Memorandum for the Under Secretary of War [Patterson]

November 3, 1942   [Washington, D.C.]

Confidential

Dear Judge:

On Sunday I had luncheon with General Pershing and explained to him in detail the grave complications involved in the Senate amendment to the 18–19 year old legislation.1  I had with me the attached draft I had made of a proposed note from the General to the President.2
While the General was in a much more alert mental state than on my previous visit nevertheless I found, as I had anticipated and told you, that he was unwilling to commit himself in writing in a matter with which he was not entirely familiar, and he was not in condition to examine into the details.  He told me that he did not think he should make any statement except in a matter of "critical importance.”  I endeavored to explain that this was an extremely critical matter but I did not make the point and he expressed himself as unwilling to make the statement.

Since your telephone conversation of the other day regarding the Baruch bust I have gone into the matter with General McNair at the War College.3  He talked over the telephone to General De Witt who was Commandant at the War College at the time of the original proposal.  It was De Witt who suggested the Army Industrial College—which as you state has no firm place of residence.  De Witt's view evidently was, and McNair's is, that it would seem a bit odd to place a bust of Mr. Baruch along with busts of Mr. Root, General Pershing, Napoleon, and Frederick the Great.  I admit this grouping gave me pause.  General McNair is ready to accept the bust, but I should like to talk it over or have you talk it over with Mr. Stimson.4
Document Copy Text Source:  George C. Marshall Papers, Pentagon Office Collection, Selected Materials, George C. Marshall Research Library, Lexington, Virginia.

Document Format:  Typed memorandum.

1. There was considerable sentiment in Congress for requiring that the eighteen- and nineteen-year-olds inducted under the new draft bill be given one year's training in the continental United States prior to being sent to combat theaters.  Marshall had sent letters explaining the army's opposition to such restrictions to Congressman James W. Wadsworth and Senator Robert R. Reynolds, and these letters had been read during the congressional debates. (Marshall's letters to Wadsworth [October 17] and Reynolds [October 23] were written in the Personnel Division; they are printed in Congressional Record, 77th Cong., 2d sess., 88:  8270–71, 8582.)  The House of Representatives defeated restrictive amendments, but despite Marshall's letter, Senator W. Lee O'Daniel, Democrat from Texas, introduced such an amendment to the Senate bill on October 23 and the Senate passed the bill the following day.  The differing House and Senate versions necessitated a conference committee, but its meeting had been postponed until after the November 3 elections.

2. Marshall's draft letter for Pershing's signature concluded:  "In our last great war, I was forced by the requirements of the situation in the final struggle prior to the Armistice to commit partially-trained young men to the battle.  I can, therefore, judge out of that experience what it means to send young men to war who have not received adequate training.  But, I am also familiar with the intricacies of organizing a great Army and it is my opinion that this restriction imposes a fatal limitation on the War Department.  It seems to me that it implies a lack of confidence in our leaders, an unwillingness to trust their judgment as to the necessities of the situation.  I sincerely trust that such hampering legislation will not be enacted into law." (Marshall draft, November 1, 1942, GCMRL/G. C. Marshall Papers [Pentagon Office, Selected].)

3. Patterson had told Marshall on October 30 that in the late 1930s a group of men who had served under Bernard Baruch when he was chairman of the War Industries Board in World War I had had a bust made of Baruch.  They had offered it to the Army War College, but the gift had been refused.  "The bust is in Baruch's home," Marshall told McNair, "and he is rather sensitive about it, according to Judge Patterson.  Confidentially, Mr. Baruch is extremely sensitive in all of his reactions these days, much more so than heretofore, and he always has been sensitive.  The Judge thought that Mr. Baruch would be greatly pleased if we now asked him to let us have the bust to be placed in the War College." (Marshall Memorandum for General McNair, October 30, 1942, ibid.)

4. In 1947 Marshall told Dean Acheson that he had continually postponed the decision regarding Baruch's bust.  It was formally presented to the National War College on June 13, 1947. (Dean Acheson, Present at the Creation:  My Years in the State Department [New York:  W. W. Norton and Company, 1969], p. 216; New York Times, June 14, 1947, p. 5.)
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#3-393

Memorandum for General Arnold

November 3, 1942   [Washington, D.C.]
Confidential

With regard to our difficulties in China, the Secretary was wondering yesterday if we were entirely sound on continuing Bissell in command of the 10th Air Force in view of the antagonism towards him which has developed because of the handling of the Chennault affair.1
The Secretary was much impressed with Bissell when he discussed matters with him here regarding Greenland, etc., but he felt that he was not of a very tactful type.

I suppose Stilwell would be bitterly opposed to such a transfer; however I wanted you to think about it.  I suppose the difficulty would not be finding a place for Bissell, but rather finding an equally competent successor.2
Document Copy Text Source:  George C. Marshall Papers, Pentagon Office Collection, Selected Materials, George C. Marshall Research Library, Lexington, Virginia.

Document Format:  Typed memorandum.

1. Brigadier General Claire L. Chennault's American Volunteer Group had officially become the China Task Force on July 6, 1942.  Chennault had long desired independence from the India-based Tenth Air Force commanded by Brigadier General Clayton L. Bissell.  The U.S. Army history describes relations between the two commanders as "embittered" and dominated by "animosity." (Romanus and Sunderland, Stilwell's Mission to China. pp. 188, 252.)

2. Bissell continued to command the Tenth Air Force until the summer of 1943.
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#3-394

Memorandum for Mr. Hopkins

November 4, 1942   [Washington, D.C.]

Most Confidential
Dear Harry:


Things have gone along all right recently in connection with our various important planning, decisions, and operations, but it has required a tremendous amount of impromptu coordination, and frequently by me personally.  I am afraid a continuation of this procedure will sooner or later get us into serious trouble but I am embarrassed as to how to go about its correction.

You are familiar with the British coordinating system which works from the top with Brigadier Hollis in the Cabinet meeting; he telegraphs almost immediately to Dykes here in Washington of anything in that meeting that should be brought to the attention of the British group in Washington.1
We, on the contrary, may or may not get the essential parts of such meetings.  Mr. Stimson, as a rule, dictates a memorandum when he returns from a meeting.  But he is not a recording secretary with no other thought on his mind but the recording of the important decisions or similar matters.  I pick these up out of his memorandum and endeavor to give them force and effect so far as they pertain to the Army, and also when they merge into affairs of the Joint U.S. Chiefs of Staff.

Further, the President at times sees Admiral Leahy, Admiral King, Arnold, or me and then the problem is, who summarizes what has occurred and provides a check to see that the necessary instructions are sent around.  I have often done this on my own initiative and later would find that someone else had been similarly active.

I think it would be importantly helpful if you could have the President, as a first and very simple adjustment, ask for General Deane to accompany the U.S. Chiefs of Staff when we go as a group to talk to him, or to accompany Admiral Leahy, Admiral King, General Arnold, or me, in the case of important conversations when a decision is to be made.  Then the record will be kept straight and everybody will know what he should know and can proceed to business.  Otherwise the procedure merely makes a routine secretary out of a high official who may or may not attend to the necessary dissemination of information.

As an example of what I am getting at, yesterday we had a very important and urgent issue up regarding TORCH as to the French and Murphy.2  I kept the record more or less straight by putting McCarthy at Hyde Park.  I distributed the information among all concerned here and kept things coordinated until the final action was taken and messages gotten off to Eisenhower and Murphy.  The point is, I was doing this more or less on my own initiative.

You are familiar with the troubles we get into when we are not aware of what has happened between the President and the Prime Minister, except as we learn of it though the British here who are immediately informed of every detail.  Furthermore, we may get into very serious difficulties in not knowing the nature of the President's revisions of the drafts of messages we submit to him.  All of these things may easily lead to tragic consequences.

Might not the President during this emergency have some official, civil or otherwise, act as a secretary of Cabinet meetings so far as concerns anything related to the war effort, to make certain that details supposedly decided on are not left in the air or subject to a varying interpretation.

I am getting into very delicate ground here but this is an important business and something should be done to organize it on a sound basis.  I should take this up directly with Admiral Leahy and I will talk to him about it, but frankly, I know you are more familiar with these matters than he has yet had time to become, and I think you have a better opportunity to exert the necessary influence towards their correction, which I realize is going to be a difficult business.  I must tell you that Admiral Leahy's contact with the President and chairmanship of the Chiefs of Staff have steadily and already greatly improved matters, and have relieved me of many burdens and difficulties.

Document Copy Text Source:  George C. Marshall Papers, Pentagon Office Collection, Selected Materials, George C. Marshall Research Library, Lexington, Virginia.
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1. Since 1939 Brigadier Leslie C. Hollis had been the senior assistant secretary in the office of the War Cabinet.  Brigadier Vivian Dykes was British secretary of the Combined Chiefs of Staff.  For Dykes's diaries of his relations with the U.S. military, December 1940 to November 1942, see Establishing the Anglo-American Alliance:  The Second World War Diaries of Brigadier Vivian Dykes, ed. Alex Danchev [London:  Brassey's (UK), 1990].)

2. As Marshall had dictated this memorandum on November 3, "yesterday" was November 2, the day Eisenhower notified the chief of staff that he had received an urgent message from Robert D. Murphy in North Africa recommending—at the insistence of French generals Henri Giraud and Charles E. Mast—that the TORCH landings be delayed for two weeks so that the pro-Allied French could prepare.  Eisenhower stated that Murphy's recommendation was "inconceivable," and asked Marshall to have the president tell Murphy this immediately.  Marshall concurred and sent Major Frank McCarthy to the president's home in Hyde Park, New York, with copies of the messages and the War Department's recommendations.  Roosevelt agreed with Eisenhower, and Murphy was so informed. (This correspondence is in NA/RG 165 [OCS, 381 TORCH (11-2-42)); see also Papers of DDE, 1:  651.)
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#3-395

To William Harm

November 4, 1942   [Washington, D.C.]

Dear Mr. Harm:

I have read your letter concerning the criticism you have heard of the strategy of the Tokyo raid.1  I cannot agree with the view that the raid was a strategic mistake or that it was ineffective.  As a matter of fact the information received by the War Department indicates that the raid was successful far beyond our most optimistic hopes.  It did damage out of all proportion to the number of planes employed, created a diversion at an important moment, and gave us most valuable technical information and experience.

The public confusion comes out of the fact that no one talking about the matter knows the details.  In order to protect our own people and to keep the Japanese in a disturbed state requiring activity and protection on their part, it was important that we did not make public the actual details of how the raid was mounted and the fact that the planes could not immediately be operated again from China against Japan.  Further, we were not going to tell the Japanese to go and look in one of their controlled areas in China to find a crew of our men who, if not already apprehended, were undoubtedly trying to work their way into Chinese-controlled territory.

Confidentially, the fact of the matter was that the planes arrived in China in the middle of the night in a very heavy storm, instead of in the morning and we hoped in fair weather.  This was due to the fact that they had to take off much farther at sea than was intended and this in turn was due to the fact that the Naval escort had been sighted by the Japanese.  With the primitive set-up of the Chinese fields, the darkness, and the storm, it was not possible to land the planes.  Now if we never attempted anything because we might have bad weather, we might have enemy interference, we might have any of the this or thats that are the difficulties of any military operations, we would do nothing anywhere and would quickly be destroyed.

Again the trouble is that we have only reached a position in this war, on the part of most of the people, of abstract debate where they are insisting on information for their satisfaction which imperils the lives of young American soldiers and sailors and would inevitably lead to the failure of our operations.  In time, as the fighting becomes heavier, people will realize that we cannot have general publicity on our side and complete secrecy on the enemy's side and hope to succeed or to protect the lives of our young men.

I note your offer of service and I am sure your application will receive very careful consideration.

Faithfully yours,

Document Copy Text Source:  George C. Marshall Papers, Pentagon Office Collection, General Materials, George C. Marshall Research Library, Lexington, Virginia.
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1. A Philadelphia manufacturer, Harm had written to describe the "shock" a group of his peers had had upon hearing a respected speaker at a luncheon vigorously criticize the government for lying about the results of Doolittle's raid, which the speaker asserted was one of the war's greatest strategic mistakes and an ineffective, politically motivated gesture.  Harm thought that the listeners' reactions to future government information would be "thorough disbelief and ... mistrust of our responsible leaders.”  He suggested that the War Department create a team of well-informed, noncareer officers to get the department's viewpoint to the "men who are looked up to in their community.”  As he had already applied for an army commission, he wrote that he wished to volunteer his services for this type of work. (Harm to Marshall, October 23, 1942, GCMRL/G. C. Marshall Papers [Pentagon Office, General].)
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#3-396

Memorandum for the President

November 5, 1942   [Washington, D.C.]
Secret

The following message to me from General Stilwell is encouraging.  Previously, through Sir John Dill and Admiral Cunningham, I had the British Chiefs of Staff in London practically force the British Foreign Office to instruct the Viceroy in England [India] to permit Wavell to agree to a corps of 30,000 Chinese troops at Ramgarh, and also I forcibly impressed T. V. Soong with the fact that the great issue was Burma (not merely a harmonious group at Chungking); which meant a properly trained Chinese force at Ramgarh, an improved or selected Chinese force in Yunnan and a practical basis of cooperation with the British in such an operation—in other words Stilwell.1
General Stilwell apparently has gained ground that I did not anticipate.  We have been working in the Combined Chiefs of Staff on an operation into Burma, and of course the great problem pertains to the logistics and the naval support required.  Until the situation is clarified in the Middle East and in the Caucasus, the calculations could only be on such a vague basis as to have little reality.  I hope soon that we can get into the matter more definitely here in relation to what Stilwell and Wavell and the Generalissimo may do out there.

"Chungking, November 4, 1942.2
"For the eyes of General Marshall alone.  Conference with Chiang Kai-shek November 3.  T. V. and Madame present.  In general Chiang Kai-shek accepts Wavell's plan, but insists he must be reasonably assured of air superiority and Naval control of Bay of Bengal.  Otherwise he won't move.  If assured on these points he will have fifteen divisions ready for the operation by February 15.  Asked me if fifteen were enough.  I said yes, if good troops and properly led.  Madame at once suggested that I look over units and commanders and make recommendations to Chiang Kai-shek.  He did not veto this amazing suggestion and it is possible he may order it. . . . Whole meeting very smooth.  Feel we are definitely making progress.  Had conference with T. V. today, November 4, in which he promised full cooperation and help.  He can be of great assistance.  I think I recognize your fine Italian hand.  Best wishes."

"Stilwell"

Document Copy Text Source:  George C. Marshall Papers, Pentagon Office Collection, Selected Materials, George C. Marshall Research Library, Lexington, Virginia.

Document Format:  Typed memorandum.

1. During October, Stilwell and Wavell had held a series of conferences in India concerning plans for the recapture of Burma and the preparation of Chinese troops for that task.  Stilwell desired that the Japanese be expelled from all of Burma in order that Rangoon could be reopened as an entrepôt for materiel to China.  The British preferred a limited operation to take northern Burma, but Wavell agreed that Stilwell's ideas could serve as a basis for planning.  When Stilwell returned to Nanking, he had a series of friendly meetings with Foreign Minister T. V. Soong, who had recently returned from Washington. (Romanus and Sunderland, Stilwell's Mission to China, pp. 225–32.)

2. The complete handwritten draft is reproduced in Sunderland and Romanus, Stilwell's Personal File, 1:  365–67.
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#3-397

To Colonel Edgar S. Gorrell1
November 6, 1942   [Washington, D.C.]

My dear Colonel Gorrell:

I have learnt through General Arnold that you are having difficulty in retaining a number of your skilled pilots because of a very natural desire on their part to be identified with active operations.

My business of the past six months has involved me in flights into active theaters.  On each occasion I was in the hands of commercial pilots, so from my point of view it seems to me they are participating in active operations.

However, my principal concern would be that they do not forget that in their personal desire to get into the active fighting they must not let us down in the tremendously important service of the transportation operations in which they are now engaged.  Although in a civilian status, your personnel engaged in these operations have been performing not only a very great service for the Army and Navy and therefore for the nation but to my mind an equally patriotic service with that of Army and Navy pilots.

I very much hope that your personnel will keep on with this job which is essential to our business of getting on with the war.

Faithfully yours,

Document Copy Text Source:  George C. Marshall Papers, Pentagon Office Collection, Selected Materials, George C. Marshall Research Library, Lexington, Virginia.

Document Format:  Typed letter.

1. An air service colonel in World War I, Gorrell was president of the Air Transport Association of America and a member of the army's Transportation Advisory Group.
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#3-398

To Commanding General, United States Forces, London1
November 6, 1942   Washington, D.C.

Please send the following personal message from me to a certain naval party:  "Having been privileged to witness your courage and resolution on the day of the fall of Tobruk I am unable to express to the full my delight over the news from the Middle East and my admiration for the British Army. "2
Document Copy Text Source:  George C. Marshall Papers, Pentagon Office Collection, Selected Materials, George C. Marshall Research Library, Lexington, Virginia.

Document Format:  Typed memorandum.

1. Major General Russell P. Hartle, deputy theater commander.

2. The British Eighth Army had opened an offensive at Alamein on the night of October 23–24 and had achieved a decisive breakthrough on November 4.  Churchill later called the battle "the turning of 'the Hinge of Fate.’" (Winston S. Churchill, The Hinge of Fate, a volume in The Second World War [Boston:  Houghton Mifflin Company, 1950], p. 603.)  The prime minister replied to Marshall:  "I am indeed grateful to you for your message.  At the time of Tobruk I was deeply touched by the delicacy and kindness which all of you showed." (Churchill to Marshall, Radio No. 6286, November 9, 1942, NA/RG 165 [OPD, Exec. 5, Item 5].  Concerning the fall of Tobruk, see editorial note #3-228, Papers of George Catlett Marshall [3:  242–46].)
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#3-399

Memorandum for the President

November 9, 1942   [Washington, D.C.]
Secret

The Secretary of War has informed me of the directions he has received from the Bureau of the Budget dated November 4, 1942, regarding the military estimates for the fiscal year 1944.1  These instructions appear to fix the strength of the Army, so far as the calendar year of 1943 is concerned, at 6,500,000, which is not in accord with your approval of the recommendations of the Joint Chiefs of Staff on September 30, 1942, establishing 7,500,000 as the planned strength for the Army by the end of December, 1943.  I have in mind your instructions regarding the presentation of estimates for pay and rations for the increased strength, but the communication from the Bureau of the Budget definitely limits the development of the Army.

Simply stated, the reduction of the Army to 6,500,000 at the end of 1943 means that there will be available in the Spring of 1944, when we should be reaching our peak strength, just 14 fewer transportable divisions for combat duty.  Unless the anti-submarine and the Mediterranean campaigns are to be marked down as failures, we will have the shipping to throw these 14 divisions into combat in the Spring of 1944.  Moreover, late in 1944 we would have no strategic reserve if this reduction is effected, without the possession of which in war it is impossible to meet emergencies or exploit successes as they develop.

It would also introduce in 1943 a break in our training that interrupts the development of the Army.  If the training facilities which we now have are not used over a substantial period they are bound to disintegrate and cannot again be brought to efficiency overnight.

I want very much to keep the Air Force program intact and feel strongly that it is wise to do so but, with this reduction, the only alternatives I have are to break up divisions already in advanced state of training or reduce the air program in order to maintain the divisions that are now engaged in overseas combat operations.

If it is intended that at some later date new decisions may be made, I respectfully submit that the complications involved in creating a balanced military force, together with those of production, are too great and require too many months of preliminary preparations to permit of effective alterations in strength by a process of delayed decisions.2
The morale of the hostile world must be broken, not only by aggressive fighting but as in 1918 by the vision of an overwhelming force of fresh young Americans being rapidly developed in this country.

The instructions from the Bureau of the Budget vitally affect our strategical plans for the conduct of the war.  In your Executive Order of February 28, 1942, I was made responsible to you in matters pertaining to strategy, tactics, and operations.  This was amplified by your letter on this subject of February 26, 1942, addressed to the Secretary of War.  It is my considered opinion that the instructions of the Bureau of the Budget referred to jeopardize our success in this war and should be revoked immediately.

[P.S.]  Attached hereto is a memorandum showing in greater detail the effect of the reduction.3
Document Copy Text Source:  George C. Marshall Papers, Pentagon Office Collection, Selected Materials, George C. Marshall Research Library, Lexington, Virginia.

Document Format:  Typed memorandum.

1. In revising his initial November 7 draft, Marshall added three paragraphs of explanation preceding this one and deleted the paragraph following this one which read:  "Furthermore, I am greatly disturbed by the obvious campaign in a large number of newspapers directed against the increase of the Army and in some instances contending for the principle of our providing the munitions while other troops do the fighting.  The success in the Middle East has given impetus to this fallacious and humiliating proposition.  A successful TORCH operation will further strengthen this fatal psychology."

2. The bureau's letter to the secretary was quoted, in part, in another War Department document:  "As a basis for use in preparing the total estimate by December 1, 1942, and the detailed estimates to be submitted March 15, 1943, the President has directed that an average enlisted strength of 6,500,000 for the Army for the fiscal year 1944 be used.  In estimating for material and equipment to be procured during the fiscal year 1944 this figure should be increased by 10 percent.  Furthermore, in the case of the items of material and equipment which have to be ordered well in advance, requirements should be figured not on the above-mentioned average for the fiscal year 1944 but for the highest point, which will be at the end of that fiscal year.  In other words, procurement of long-range equipment should be based on reaching a maximum enlisted strength of 7,533,000 on June 30, 1944." (W.D.S. [Major General Wilhelm D. Styer] Memorandum for Secretary, General Staff, November 12, 1942, NA/RG 165 [OCS, 320.2].)

3. See Edwards Memorandum for the Chief of Staff, November 8, 1942, GCMRL/G. C. Marshall Papers (Pentagon Office, Selected); Marshall edited this memorandum into its final form.

President Roosevelt replied the next day:  "I wish the Government as a whole would talk in terms either of calendar year or fiscal year but not both!  My directions to the Budget are not in contradiction with what I had approved to the Joint Chiefs of Staff on September 30th.  Let me put it so clearly that there can be no misunderstanding.  For Budget purposes the strength of the Army is fixed for an AVERAGE of 6,500,000 for the calendar year 1943.  In other words, in January the strength of the Army will, in all probability, not exceed 5,000,000 and you will be lucky if it gets over 7,000,000 by December 31, 1943.  That means that the AVERAGE of the Army for 1943 cannot possibly exceed 6,500,000.  In regard to the equipment for the Army, the Director of the Budget understands that by the end of the calendar year, i.e., December 31, 1943, he must allow for enough equipment for 7,500,000 men.  There is no need of saying anything about the rest of yours of November ninth, for there is no conflict of figures on my part.  If the Army and Budget people will only do what I have written they will see that there is no argument between them." (Roosevelt Memorandum for General Marshall, November 10, 1942, ibid.)
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#3-400

To John W. McCormack

November 9, 1942   [Washington, D.C.]

Dear Mr. McCormack:

This is in response to your request for a letter indicating the effect which restrictions on the use of soldiers will have on the war effort.1
My views on this matter were stated in a letter to Mr. Wadsworth and in testimony before the Military Affairs Committee.  In addition I might state that after detailed study the War Department finds that these restrictions will make it necessary to secure authority to induct an additional 500,000 men above our previously calculated requirements.  The War Department is faced with a realistic situation and must proceed with the organization of units and replacements in accord with the necessities of the war.

In addition to complicating the critical manpower problem, these restrictions will force the induction of large numbers of men with dependents and others engaged in vital war industries.  They will also force us to assign men to combat units who are not physically equipped to meet the rigors of active warfare.

For months the War Department has worked on strategic plans, which are based upon a definite troop and replacement basis.  The restrictions referred to will seriously affect these plans, to a degree which I do not believe is generally understood.  I most earnestly hope that the Congress will not hamper us at this critical period.  I am more interested in giving adequate training to our young men than almost any other individual in this country, because I am fully aware of the peril of employing partially trained troops, and I am in a position of the greatest responsibility in this matter.2
Faithfully yours,

Document Copy Text Source:  George C. Marshall Papers, Pentagon Office Collection, Selected Materials, George C. Marshall Research Library, Lexington, Virginia.

Document Format:  Typed letter.

1. In the House of Representatives, those who favored a prohibition against sending eighteen- and nineteen-year-old draftees to combat zones until they had completed at least twelve months of training in the United States (see note 1, Marshall Memorandum for the Under Secretary of War, November 3, 1942, Papers of George Catlett Marshall, #3-392 [3:  421–22]) had introduced a resolution instructing the House members of the conference committee to accept the Senate's version of the draft bill, which included the restriction. (New York Times, November 10, 1942, pp. 1, 17.)

2. House Majority Leader McCormack read extracts from Marshall's letter during the closing moments of the November 9 debate on the resolution of instruction.  The resolution was defeated 178–40.  The conference committee removed the Senate's restrictions, and the bill passed the House on November 10, the Senate on November 12, and was signed by the president on November 13.
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#3-401

To Lieutenant General Dwight D. Eisenhower

November 9, 1942   Radio [No. R-2969]   Washington, D.C.

Secret
For Eisenhower personally from General Marshall.

Reference my number 2939 November 8th and your number 187 November 9th, the proposal was from me personally and not from Surles.1  I am concerned to have a wonderful press kept to its same tone by filling in gaps in communique business with details regarding personal items.  For that reason I thought the Clark story would fill the papers and satisfy them over a dry spot such as we have at this writing.  The name of the officer commanding the battalion that took to small boats and covered 120 miles is another example.  The name of the leader of Combat Command B that made the Oran assault is still another.

I know the reaction will be that until we have all the information we do not know exactly who should be favored but I also know from experience that if we wait for perfection somebody else will nominate the individual for press heroics.  Therefore have your public relations people endeavor to give us some playup on individuals, enough so that one man is not starred at a ridiculous elevation.2
Incidentally, we are engaged in a terrific struggle with governmental agencies and with the Congress on manpower and you are familiar with the struggle in the South and Southwest Pacific.  All these have a bearing on the foregoing.

Document Copy Text Source:  George C. Marshall Papers, Pentagon Office Collection, Selected Materials, George C. Marshall Research Library, Lexington, Virginia.

Document Format:  Typed radio message.

1. Marshall's November 8 message said:  "From time to time we will give to the American press newsworthy items which do not pertain to future operations.  On what date can we release story of Clark's submarine rendezvous with Flagpole and what part of story, if any, should be withheld." (Marshall to Eisenhower, Radio No. R-2939, November 8, 1942, NA/RG 165 [OPD, TS Message File (CM-OUT-2658)].)  "Flagpole" was the code name for French Major General Charles E. Mast, commander of the Algiers Division.  Major General Mark W. Clark's secret mission to meet with Mast in Algeria is described in Clark, Calculated Risk, pp. 68–87.  Eisenhower replied that while he did not wish to hamper the public relations sections, "until further notice" it was "not advisable, in view of many delicate aspects of this operation," to report incidents connected with the TORCH operation. (Eisenhower to Combined Chiefs of Staff, Radio No. 187, November 9,1942, NA/RG 165 [OPD, Exec. 5, Item 5 (CM-IN-3792)].)

2. Eisenhower's reply of November 10 is printed in Papers of DDE, 2:  686–88.  Marshall's response to this was:  "regarding press releases on personal feature stories, you should make such releases as you see fit rather than pass them on to me.  I am sorry to have troubled you to such length regarding this matter.  As it is plainly evident that you are fully aware of the importance of these distinctly minor matters I leave it all in your hands." (Marshall to Eisenhower, Radio No. R-3014, November 11, 1942, GCMRL/G. C. Marshall Papers [Pentagon Office, Selected].)
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#3-402

Speech to the Academy of Political Science1
November 10, 1942   New York, New York

While it has been advisable for me to refrain from public discussions or speeches, I was glad to accept the invitation of Mr. Douglas to talk to you gentlemen because of a certain similarity in our problems, particularly during times of peace.2
We both are concerned with a large number of imponderables.  On your side you have to deal with the uncertainties of public reactions and the complications of international relationships.  On the military side we have even more of imponderables which often decide the fate of an operation, or of a war, or even of a nation.  And always the enemy endeavors to upset our plans.  In the field of political science the public reactions or the international complications may upset your best-laid plans but not with the ruthless methods of a desperate enemy.

In contrast to this the engineer, for example, who designs a bridge can calculate to the fourth decimal point the stress and strain to be imposed on each member.  He can be certain that it will carry the load for which it is designed unless an act of God beyond the anticipation of mere man should intervene.  We, however, encounter unpredictable difficulties.  For example:  during the recent Dieppe raid, despite all the secrecy precautions, the success of the raid was seriously affected by the chance encounter with a German guardship convoying some barges along the French Coast.  The African operation now in progress involved innumerable imponderables and hazards.3  Certainly ours are not exact sciences and for that reason are all the more difficult of application.

I believe the subject for tonight's discussion is the United Nations.  The question of unity of command among allied nations is therefore pertinent to the occasion.  It is a dominating factor in the problem of the United Nations at the present time.  Of all the military lessons which could have been learned from the last war, the question of unity of command is probably the most outstanding; personally I learned my lesson in observing the problems of General Pershing in France and the reluctance of our Allies to meet the issue until almost overwhelmed by the great German offensive of March, 1918.

For that reason the first step taken by the Chiefs of Staff of Great Britain and the United States at the initial meeting in Washington in December, 1941, was to establish a basis of procedure to secure coordinated action.  The first move, which had to be made immediately, was to establish a basis for unity of command in the Southwest Pacific—to gather together in the quickest possible time our scanty forces to meet the carefully prepared Japanese onslaught.  The framework and the details of procedure established at that time have furnished a foundation for all combined action between Great Britain and the United States since that date.  In other words, within three weeks of our entry into this war we had organized a system which would provide a working basis for the strategical direction of our war efforts, the allocation of forces and of material, and the coordination of production of munitions.  It has of necessity been a vastly complicated problem.  The interests of many nations are involved.  Take, for example, the initial problem of establishing unity of command in the Southwest Pacific under General Wavell.  The interests, the aspirations, the military forces and the people of the United States, of Great Britain, of the Dutch, the Chinese, the Burmese, the Australians, and the New Zealanders, all had to be considered, and it must be remembered that you cannot reach decisions through a Congress of Nations that will furnish unlimited debates but rarely timely decisions to meet a pressing situation.

In the Southwest Pacific were factors involving the isolation of an American command in the Philippines, the approaching isolation of a British Empire command in Malaysia, the threat to the Burma Road, China's sole line of communications to the outside friendly world, the destruction of the Government of the Netherlands East Indies, the threatened invasion of Australia, Portuguese interests in Timor, and our communications with the Far East through the islands of the South Pacific.  The distances were tremendous, the racial groups numerous, and the political interests often diverse.  In addition, the matter was complicated by problems of shipping, the vital factor of time, and the vast logistical requirements.  So, while it is an easy matter to talk of unity of command, it is an extremely difficult matter to arrange on an effective basis.

Despite all of these difficulties the most heartening factor of the War to date, in my opinion, is the remarkable success which has thus far been achieved in coordinating and directing the military and allied interests of the United Nations.

In the past two days we have had a most impressive example of the practicable application of unity of command, an American Expeditionary Force, soldiers, sailors, and aviators, supported by the British Fleet, by British flyers and by a British Army, all controlled by an American Commander-in-Chief, General Eisenhower, with a Deputy Commander also an American Army officer, General Clark.  They are served by a combined staff of British and American officers, of soldiers and sailors and aviators.  Officers of the British Army and Navy senior to General Eisenhower, men of great distinction and long experience, have, with complete loyalty, subordinated themselves to his leadership.  The instructions of the British Cabinet to guide their Army commander serving under General Eisenhower furnish a model of readiness of a great nation to cooperate in every practicable manner.  I go into detail because this should not be a secret.  It will be most depressing news to our enemies.  It is the declaration of their doom.

My particular interest at this time in your affairs rests on the fact that after a war a democracy like ours usually throws to the winds whatever scientific approach has been developed in the conduct of the war.  This is an historical fact.  It is the result of the immediate post-war aversion of the people to everything military, and of the imperative demand of the taxpayer for relief from the burden imposed by the huge war debt.  Incidentally, I do not think it is an overstatement to assert that if our government had followed through with the system of national defense laid down in specific terms by the Act of June 4, 1920, Germany would not have dared to involve herself in a war that would draw the United States into the conflict.  In other words the present dreadful situation with the colossal debts to follow might quite possibly have been avoided by a scientific approach on our part to the matter of national defense in accordance with the terms laid down in the carefully drafted military policy of the Act of 22 years ago.

We are in a terrible war and our every interest should be devoted to winning the war in the shortest possible time.  However, in view of your interest in the science of government and the intimate relationship that it bears to military requirements, I would ask your very careful consideration of these related military factors in whatever studies you make regarding the readjustments which must follow this war.  The theories on the subject will have to be compressed into the realities.  The attitude of the taxpayer is human and inevitable.  The differing reactions of the people in the center of the country, of those along the coasts, of the people who face the Pacific and the people who face the Atlantic, must be considered.  The extreme distaste for things military to which I have already referred and which always follows an exhausting war will have to be taken into account.  Then with all of these reactions, how can we so establish ourselves that we will not be doomed to a repetition of the succession of tragedies of the past thirty years?  We must take the nations of the world as they are, the human passions and prejudices of peoples as they exist, and find some way to secure for us a free America in a peaceful world.

Document Copy Text Source:  George C. Marshall Papers, Pentagon Office Collection, Speeches, George C. Marshall Research Library, Lexington, Virginia.

Document Format:  Typed draft.

1. Marshall spoke at the academy's Sixty-second Annual Dinner at the Hotel Astor.  The general theme for the evening was "the United Nations."

2. Lewis W. Douglas was president of the academy and deputy administrator in charge of operations of the War Shipping Administration.

3. Allied forces had landed on the Moroccan and Algerian coasts on November 8.  French resistance continued at some points until the morning of November 11.
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#3-403

Memorandum for General McNair

November 12, 1942   [Washington, D.C.]
Secret

I have not heard anything from you since the talk I had with you and General Hershey regarding the possibility of using troops to help out in the civilian manpower crop situation.  We have had a desperate fight to maintain our Army strength, as a matter of fact (and this is most confidential) I have had to go to the President with a flat written statement, under my direct responsibility to him in matters strategical, tactical, and operational, stating in effect that if the letter directive we now have from the Budget, which cuts us a million men, is not revoked it will jeopardize our success in the war.1  So the business is extremely difficult.  I would have been helped immeasurably if I could have held out any hope of using troops or men under certain conditions to get in the major crops in certain regions.  Therefore I would like either to hear from you on this subject formally or have you come up to talk to me about it, but I cannot let it drift.

Another phase of the same matter—I want a very careful survey made to see where we might economize in Continental use of troops, where women can be used, where our military police and other similar details can be curtailed, and where small installations possibly can be vacated, In all places that this pertains to your affairs I wish you would have a thorough examination made.

Document Copy Text Source:  George C. Marshall Papers, Pentagon Office Collection, Selected Materials, George C. Marshall Research Library, Lexington, Virginia.

Document Format:  Typed memorandum.

1. See Marshall Memorandum for the President, November 9, 1942, Papers of George Catlett Marshall, #3-399 [3:  428–30].
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#3-404

Memorandum for the Assistant Chief of Staff, G-2 [Strong]

November 13, 1942   [Washington, D.C.]

Secret

Last night at a small dinner given me by the National Commander of the American Legion at the Mayflower there were present the Military Attaches or representatives from Latin America, including the officers from Argentina and Chile.

I wished to talk very frankly to the leading men of the Legion and finally decided that it could do no harm in friendly Latin America and that I would take the risk on the Argentine fellow—whom I do not trust at all.  I don't know that there was any particular detail that would be really harmful to us if it leaked out, provided it did not reach the Italians and Germans today or tomorrow.1
With whatever means we are authorized to use, I wish you would watch for communications to the Argentine during the next few days, commencing this morning, to see if any report is attempted.

Document Copy Text Source:  George C. Marshall Papers, Pentagon Office Collection, Selected Materials, George C. Marshall Research Library, Lexington, Virginia.

Document Format:  Typed memorandum.

1. The editors have not discovered the subject of Marshall's remarks.
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#3-405

Memorandum for the Assistant Chief of Staff, G-2 [Strong]
November 13, 1942   [Washington, D.C.]

The Secretary of War and I had an interview with President Quezon this morning.  He first brought up the matter of the query we made of him the other day as to the authenticity of a message from a Filipino, whose name I have forgotten, in the Visayas Islands.1  His desire is that we keep him informed of the information we get out of the Philippines and give him the opportunity to assist us in evaluating it, also to guide him in broadcasts made twice a month to the Philippines.  President Quezon referred to Colonel Evans here as being most acceptable to him as a means of contact.2
I should like you to give President Quezon a summary of the information we have received out of the Philippines and then have Colonel Evans call on him and arrange a basis for future contacts and other details.

I am having the two officers, Captain Gause and the Infantry captain, ordered to Washington to call on President Quezon.  He did not see Captain Gause when the latter was here.3  This is most unfortunate.  I am bringing to the attention of General MacArthur and our War Department Bureau of Public Relations President Quezon's views regarding the stories which have been released relating to the men who escaped from the Philippines.  He feels that this publicity is greatly endangering his people who assisted our officers, and that to me is a very natural conclusion.

Document Copy Text Source:  George C. Marshall Papers, Pentagon Office Collection, Selected Materials, George C. Marshall Research Library, Lexington, Virginia.

Document Format:  Typed memorandum.

1. Marshall had informed Quezon on October 2 that the War Department had "received indirectly a message sent by radio purporting to be from a station in the Philippines established by Philippine-American forces which have not surrendered.  The message, addressed to you, informs you of the continued resistance in the Visayas of troops on Panay, Negros, and Cebu and their organization into the 4th Philippine Corps. . . The message is signed by Lieutenant Colonel Macario Peralta, Jr., Infantry, Commanding." (Marshall to Quezon, October 2, 1942, NA/ RG 165 [OCS, Project Decimal File 1941–43, Philippines (10-31-42)].)

2. Colonel Joseph K. Evans was a member of the Military Intelligence Service.

3. Captain William L. Osborne, an infantryman, escaped to the mountains when the defenders of Bataan capitulated.  He later joined forces with Captain Damon J. Gause, a pilot who had escaped from Corregidor when it surrendered, and they set out on August 15 in a small boat for Australia; they arrived on October 11. (New York Times, October 20, 1942, p. 6.)  They met with the chief of staff on November 30.
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#3-406

Memorandum for General Handy

November 16, 1942   [Washington, D.C.]
Secret

Sir John Dill is very anxious that the Combined Planners commence consideration of what might be our next move.  He feels that we may find ourselves in a situation of a dissolving Italy, then what do we do?

Whether or not this should go to the Combined Planners before the U.S. Planners have arrived at tentative conclusions I do not know, and want your views; however, I do think it is essential that consideration be given immediately to the several possible eventualities on the basis of our conquest of Tunisia, also on the basis of our conquest of Tunisia and the elimination of Rommel's forces from Tripoli.1
How about your talking immediately to General Embick in regard to these matters as well as to Wedemeyer?2
Document Copy Text Source:  George C. Marshall Papers, Pentagon Office Collection, Selected Materials, George C. Marshall Research Library, Lexington, Virginia.

Document Format:  Typed memorandum.

1. At this time Allied leaders were optimistic regarding completion of the conquest of North Africa.  At a meeting of the Joint Chiefs of Staff with President Roosevelt on November 25, Marshall said that the occupation of Tunisia could be completed in two or three weeks, assuming that the Axis forces did not develop unforeseen strength. (Notes Taken at the Meeting Held in the Executive Offices of the President on Wednesday, November 25, 1942, at 1430, NA/RG 165 [OCS, CCS 334, JCS Minutes].)

2. On November 7, 1942, the Joint Chiefs of Staff established the Joint Strategic Survey Committee, an independent group of military elder statesmen who were to make recommendations concerning strategy and campaign plans.  Lieutenant General Stanley D. Embick was the army's representative, Major General Muir S. Fairchild the air force's, and Vice Admiral Russell Willson the navy's.  Brigadier General Albert C. Wedemeyer, who had become chief of the Operations Division's Strategy and Policy Group on June 27, 1942, was the army's chief planner. (Ray S. Cline, Washington Command Post:  The Operations Division, a volume in the United States Army in World War II [Washington:  GPO, 1951], pp. 103, 173.)
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#3-407

To Major General Frank Parker

November 16, 1942   [Washington, D.C.]

Dear Parker:

I have received your note volunteering for service in North Africa.  Your enthusiasm and keenness for action were to be expected and your understanding of the French people, the language and characteristics of their colonial troops, and your knowledge of the topography of North Africa are appreciated.1
I am passing on your request to Eisenhower.  In all these matters I have made it a rule to give the commander whom and what he asks for, so far as this has been practicable.  In calling retired officers to active duty it has been invariably upon the request of the man who desired their services and I have been unwilling to force my views in such personnel matters, as I have been holding the head men to strict accountability for the efficiency of their operations.

I might tell you, most confidentially, that on six occasions I have endeavored to bring you into the picture but without success so far.2
Faithfully yours,

Document Copy Text Source:  George C. Marshall Papers, Pentagon Office Collection, Selected Materials, George C. Marshall Research Library, Lexington, Virginia.

Document Format:  Typed letter.

1. Parker had written:  "I volunteer for the liaison service with the North Africa French Army.  My physical condition is fit for active service and I greatly desire to serve actively in this war for the current and subsequent service of which I am and shall be capable.  I know the French high command so well.  Even if you have to make an exception in my case I shall prove your wisdom in so doing." (Parker to Marshall, November 8, 1942, GCMRL/G. C. Marshall Papers [Pentagon Office, Selected].)  Parker, who had commanded the First Division during the final weeks of World War I, had been a student and teacher at the École de Guerre, a student at the French War College and the French Artillery Center, and interpreter and aide to Marshal Foch during his 1921 tour of the United States.

2. Eisenhower replied that his liaison needs had been fully supplied; consequently Parker's services were not needed. (Marshall to Parker, November 20, 1942, ibid.)
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#3-408

To General Douglas MacArthur

November 17, 1942   Radio   Washington, D.C.
Secret

From Marshall for MacArthur's Eye Only.

It would be very helpful to the Army's position in relation to Naval and Marine Corps publicity and consequent reactions if you could make it known that Michigan and Wisconsin units (that is the 32d Division) are operating between Kokoda and Buna.1
Document Copy Text Source:  George C. Marshall Papers, Pentagon Office Collection, Selected Materials, George C. Marshall Research Library, Lexington, Virginia.

Document Format:  Typed radio message.

1. On November 16 the Thirty-second Division and the Seventh Australian Division had begun their attack on Japanese positions at the Buna-Gona beachhead on the north shore of New Guinea. (Milner, Victory in Papua, pp. 132–47.)
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#3-409

To Major General Millard F. Harmon

November 17, 1942   Radio   [Washington, D.C.]

Secret
1. For Admiral Halsey from General Marshall.

You and your naval people are doing a magnificent job and we are profoundly grateful.1
2. From General Marshall for General Harmon's Eye Only.

Reference third paragraph your letter November first, which I appreciate, we should like to disclose home locale of National Guard units in Guadalcanal, doing it in such a way as not to disclose strength.2  See if you can clear this with Admiral Halsey.

Document Copy Text Source:  George C. Marshall Papers, Pentagon Office Collection, Selected Materials, George C. Marshall Research Library, Lexington, Virginia.

Document Format:  Typed radio message.

1. Halsey's South Pacific Force had won a decisive victory in the November 13–15 naval battle of Guadalcanal.  Thereafter the Japanese could no longer reinforce their position on Guadalcanal. (Morison, Struggle for Guadalcanal, pp. 239–87.)

2. These units, their dates of arrival on Guadalcanal, and their original states were:  164th Infantry Regiment (October 13, North Dakota); 147th Infantry Regiment (November 4, Ohio); and 182d Regimental Combat Team (November 12, Massachusetts). (Shelby L. Stanton, Order of Battle:  U.S. Army, World War 17 [Novato, Calif.:  Presidio Press, 1984], pp. 225, 230, 233.)
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#3-410

Editorial Note on the Darlan Agreement

November 10-17, 1942

SEARCHING for a French military leader who possessed the prestige and authority to order local defense forces in North Africa to disregard orders from the Vichy government and not to resist the TORCH landings, Anglo-American leaders finally settled upon General Henri Giraud, former commander of the French Seventh Army.  Several important North African commanders were known to be his adherents.  What role would be played by Admiral Jean Darlan, commander in chief of the Vichy armed forces, had not been clearly ascertained, however.  Shortly before the landings were to commence, Giraud was smuggled out of France to Gibraltar, where he raised numerous questions regarding Allied policy and his own role in North Africa; thus he delayed reaching North Africa during the crucial early hours of the invasion.  Eisenhower's headquarters became convinced that military developments required them to deal with Admiral Darlan, who happened to be in Algiers when Allied troops stormed the beaches.  Darlan's November 10 cease-fire order was not accepted by all local French commanders and was repudiated by the Vichy government; heavy fighting continued in certain areas, especially around Casablanca.  By November 13 Mark Clark and Robert Murphy had worked out a draft agreement with Darlan regarding French organization and collaboration with the Allies; this was soon approved by Roosevelt, Churchill, and the Combined Chiefs of Staff, (Howe, Northwest Africa, pp. 77–80, 249–52, 262–67; Clark, Calculated Risk, pp. 95–132; Murphy, Diplomat Among Warriors, pp. 115–43; Papers of DDE, 2:  665–710.)

On Sunday, November 15, Marshall held an off-the-record press conference at which he defended the arrangements that had been made in North Africa, The following day Secretary Stimson spent considerable time reassuring various Roosevelt administration members, and that evening Assistant Secretary McCloy informed him that Wendell Willkie planned to attack the Darlan agreement in a radio address later that night.  Stimson telephoned the Republican party leader and insisted that if he "criticized the Darlan agreement at this juncture, he would run the risk of jeopardizing the success of the United States Army in North Africa and would be rendering its task very much more difficult," (November 16, 1942, Yale/H. L. Stimson Papers [Diary, 41:  45–47].)  Willkie struck out the phrase that Stimson found most objectionable, but did warn against selling out United States principles. (New York Times, November 17, 1942, p. 20.)  This was only the beginning of the criticism that was to be aimed at the agreement that outraged not only Charles de Gaulle and his supporters but also a broad spectrum of opinion in the United States and Great Britain.
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#3-411

Memorandum for the Secretary of War

November 17, 1942   Washington, D.C.

Mr. McCloy just told me of the magnificent job you did last night in connection with Darlan, Willkie and the Free French complications.  He spoke particularly of the President's reaction to what you had done.

I am attaching a summary of the radio broadcast bearing on the subject together with a memorandum from Public Relations relative to the matter and in relation to the Press interview I had Sunday noon.1  They, Press Relations, knew nothing of what you had done to temper the storm of the Willkie attack.

G. C. Marshall

Document Copy Text Source:  Records of the War Department General and Special Staffs (RG 165), Records of the Office of the Chief of Staff (OCS), 381 Africa, National Archives and Records Administration, College Park, Maryland.

Document Format:  Typed memorandum signed.

1. The memorandum described the support various newspaper and radio reporters had given to the War Department's position. (Colonel Stanley J. Grogan Memorandum for General Marshall, November 17, 1942, NA/RG 165 [OCS, 381 Africa].)  Grogan, who was acting director of the Bureau of Public Relations, also wrote a number of letters for the chief of staff's signature praising certain reporters and commentators for their attitudes and assistance. (Ibid.)
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#3-412

Memorandum for General Strong

November 17, 1942   [Washington, D.C.]
Secret

We are, as you know, in the midst of a most complicated and difficult situation regarding Vichy French, Free French, Darlan, et al.  I am inclined to the view that we should change our policy immediately in our dealing with the Free French representatives here in Washington.

In the past we have always been fearful of their looseness in talk, giving away secrets and matters of that kind, in addition to the diplomatic involvements.  It seems to me that we should now change our tune, our courtesies, and so forth.

I should like to have a memorandum from you on this as quickly as you can get it to me because I wish to discuss it with the Secretary of State.1
Document Copy Text Source:  George C. Marshall Papers, Pentagon Office Collection, Selected Materials, George C. Marshall Research Library, Lexington, Virginia.

Document Format:  Typed memorandum.

1. Strong replied that he would "welcome a definite policy" regarding the various French factions and that heretofore G-2 had followed the State Department's policy of affording no official recognition for the Free French.  "I think the best policy to be followed is to deal with French authorities in any particular area on a de facto basis, irrespective of whether they are Vichy French, Free French, De Gaullists, Darlanists, or any other stripe." (Strong Memorandum for the Chief of Staff, November 17, 1942, NA/RG 165 [OPD, 336 France, Sec. 1, Case 58].)
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#3-413

Memorandum for General Strong

November 18, 1942   [Washington, D.C.]
Secret

With reference to your memorandum attached and mine to you on this subject of November 17th, your last paragraph indicates about what we are already doing in the field.  What I am talking about is what we do here in Washington.

I understand that you have had virtually no contacts with the Free French, the De Gaullists.  They have been barred from everything.  At the same time in the field we are doing business with them and must continue to do so in Central Africa, in New Caledonia and the Friendly Islands, etc.

What I want to know is what should be the relationship here between G-2 and the Free French.1
Document Copy Text Source:  George C. Marshall Papers, Pentagon Office Collection, Selected Materials, George C. Marshall Research Library, Lexington, Virginia.

Document Format:  Typed memorandum.

1. "Since the Free French consists of two well defined groups, the De Gaullists and the Anti-De Gaullists," Strong stated, "there should be no official relationship here in Washington between G-2 and either faction of the Free French.”  The theater commander should continue to be in charge of the execution of any policy arising from relations with either faction.  Since the issues that arose in Washington were primarily political in character, the State Department should handle them. (Strong Memorandum for the Chief of Staff, November 18, 1942, NA/RG 165 [OPD, 336 France, Sec. 1, Case 58].)  Marshall sent his own and Strong's memorandums to Assistant Secretary of War McCloy for his "reaction.”  McCloy replied that Strong's view was "much too restricted and has too much 'protocol' in it.”  The Free French had been fighting with the Allies for some time, "and we should not be standoffish" toward their military missions in the U.S. "as long as they keep on military matters.”  In McCloy's opinion, present policy toward the Free French was excessively complicated and overly antagonistic to de Gaulle's group.  He suggested:  "Our policy should be clarified and, in my judgment, it can and should be placed on a simple basis, namely, that we are prepared to communicate freely with them and treat them as a recognized mission, discussing with them any military questions of legitimate interest to them which they seek to raise." (McCloy Memorandum for the Chief of Staff, November 25, 1942, ibid.)
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#3-414

Draft of Statement1
[November 18? 1942]   [Washington, D.C.]

Political factors may exercise a determining influence on military operations, therefore they must be given careful consideration.  The African operation involved a variety of political factors of far reaching consequence.  Yet soldiers must not assume to lead or to dictate in such matters.2
Using the common interpretation of the word, politics in this country I think have been kept clear of military matters.  We have just had convincing proof of this fact in the selection of the date for the African offensive.  It was determined several months ago that November 8th was the earliest date we could complete our arrangements.  The effect on the recent election of an earlier [date] requires no comment by me, except to say that the American people have sound reason to feel that party politics or selfish motives play not part in the decisions regarding military operations.

Document Copy Text Source:  George C. Marshall Papers, Pentagon Office Collection, Selected Materials, George C. Marshall Research Library, Lexington, Virginia.

Document Format:  Handwritten draft.

1. Marshall probably prepared this undated and untitled holograph note as an introduction to his remarks at an informal meeting he had arranged on the morning of November 18 with members of the House and Senate military committees.  In 1957 Marshall recalled:  "In the Darlan episode I brought down a group of members of Congress—particularly of the Senate, very carefully selected men—and explained to them what the situation was and read them a message, a long message I just got from General Eisenhower that day, which explained his point of view at that moment.  That helped a great deal, because it gave us defenders on the floor of the Senate and the floor of the House.  And they were very loyal in the fact that they didn't spread this all over the place.  And there were some very strong men in it who were very settled in their own opinions." (Marshall Interviews, p. 487.)  The message from Eisenhower concerning the North African political situation is in Papers of DDE, 2:  732–35.

2. At this point Marshall deleted the following two sentences which he had already amended:  "They must should never become involved in American politics, using the common interpretation of the term.  And in this connection apropos of this thought I would want to draw your attention to party politics should leave the soldier [.]"
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#3-415

Memorandum for Operations Division

November 18, 1942   [Washington, D.C.]

Secret

Yesterday evening I took in a display by the Signal Corps, in the Munitions Building, of their set-up and equipment.  I think it would be an excellent thing if you were to have a group from your Section, representing each theater group, see this display.  It requires a formal presentation and therefore should not be undertaken on a piecemeal basis.

I think this would give your people a better understanding of the communications problem, the code problem, and very specially, the air interception and submarine and surface craft interception devices which certainly will play a large part in Eisenhower's affairs in the Mediterranean.

I am concerned to know to what extent he is prepared to set up around Gibraltar, Algiers, and in Tunisia, adequate detection service against planes, surface ships and submarines.  The equipment and the complications regarding its installation can be quickly demonstrated by the Signal Corps.

Document Copy Text Source:  George C. Marshall Papers, Pentagon Office Collection, Selected Materials, George C. Marshall Research Library, Lexington, Virginia.

Document Format:  Typed memorandum.
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#3-416

Memorandum for the Assistant Chiefs of Staff, G-3 [Edwards],

G-1 [White]
November 18, 1942   [Washington, D.C.]

Secret

Subject:  Reduction of troop establishments in Continental United States.

I am having General Lewis, most confidentially, prepare a plan for an experiment to be carried out with his command towards the reduction of the garrison for the District of Columbia.1  I do not want any publicity whatever in this matter until his proposals have been approved and the style of publicity has been determined.

Very roughly, what I have in mind is:

a. Reducing the permanent personnel in antiaircraft units by the following means:

Adding a very small nucleus of WAAC's who in turn would control a volunteer group of women living in this vicinity, employed only for a certain number of hours on a certain number of days a week, to handle the various instruments other than the gun and ammunition.

Next, a group of men, probably organized by the local American Legion posts, to understudy the heavier jobs, those pertaining to the gun, etc., on a strictly part-time basis of one or two days a week each and for a limited number of hours a day.

b. On somewhat the same basis to see what other troop units in the District could be cut down by a volunteer establishment, military police, stable men, and what-not.

General Lewis is to develop a means of defraying the expenses possibly on a basis of a dollar a day for meals and transportation, to be paid once or twice a month, and for the experiment I can provide the money out of my special fund.

We can try this out here, see how practicable it is to operate, what the public reactions may be, and I hope we shall find a tremendous basis for a cut in personnel all over the United States.  I want to reduce greatly the troop units at Sault Ste. Marie and in all similar places.  In vitally important centers such as New York City, the Pratt Whitney Plant outside of Hartford, the Torpedo Plant near Newport, and the Navy yards, we would have to deal on a more assured basis of operation; but elsewhere our present procedure is very extravagant in manpower and we are under tremendous pressure to make economies.

With reference to my last statement, I sympathize with the public pressure at the present time directed against huge Government establishments as being wasteful of manpower.  I wish we could find some way in the War Department to cut, by reduction of paper work, by reduction of what-not, and if you have any ideas on this subject give them to me.

Document Copy Text Source:  George C. Marshall Papers, Pentagon Office Collection, Selected Materials, George C. Marshall Research Library, Lexington, Virginia.

Document Format:  Typed memorandum.

1. Brigadier General John T. Lewis had been commanding general of the Military District of Washington, D.C., since May 1942.
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#3-417

To Lieutenant General Dwight D. Eisenhower

November 20, 1942   Radio No, R-3345   Washington, D.C.

Secret

Urgent from General Marshall to General Eisenhower for his eye only.

I am endeavoring to rush Protocol through to approval this morning by the President, Combined Chiefs of Staff and with the accord of the Secretary of State.1
I have just read your number 940 of November 19th and I am in thorough agreement with your point of view and I am doing my utmost to support you by meetings with the press, with members of Congress, with State Department and with the President.2  The Secretary of War is equally aggressive in his support of your position and the importance of leaving you undisturbed to pursue your campaign.

Your number 940 is going to the President immediately and your frank message of yesterday number 837 was sent to him to read.3  Do not worry about this, leave the worries to us and go ahead with your campaign.

Another subject:  I was disappointed in the release on General Clark's perilous mission because of the cheap details included and the failure to make clear the hazardous effort to board the submarine.  There was more about the loss of his pants and of his money than there was of the serious phase of the matter.  I quote 2 paragraphs of a letter just received by the Secretary of War from Walter Lippmann who has endeavored to help us in the Darlan affairs.  "The other matter falls within the province of the War Department directly.  I am referring to the dispatches from North Africa which told about General Clark's secret mission and disclosed the fact that he had a very large sum of money with him.  Only one interpretation will be put upon this news by our enemies, which is that we are bribing French officers and officials.  I do not object to bribery if that is what it was but I feel sure that our enemies can use this disclosure to cast suspicion on any Frenchman who joins us, by the simple device of claiming that he was bribed with General Clark's money.

This disclosure alarms me, not only in itself but as evidence of a dangerous naivete.  I wonder if it does not indicate that some very shrewd person should be sent to General Eisenhower's headquarters to advise on censorship.  I cannot believe that the censor should have passed a story of that kind."

The Secretary of War was previously much disturbed over the type of publicity released on Clark which he thought was unfortunate considering that we were putting Clark forward as a Lieutenant General.

In other matters the handling of publicity by your people has been excellent but don't let them cheapen you or your leaders.  They have quoted you several times to bad effect considering your high position.  Have your Chief of Staff check up on them.  Have them play up your leading subordinates on sound lines and I think it best to avoid quotations from them.  Make it rather descriptions regarding them.4
Document Copy Text Source:  Records of the War Department General and Special Staffs (RG 165), Records of the Operations Division (OPD), Top Secret Message File CM-OUT-6368, National Archives and Records Administration, College Park, Maryland.

Document Format:  Typed radio message.

1. The draft agreement between Major General Mark W. Clark and Admiral Jean Darlan was tentatively titled "Protocol Number One.”  The president and the Combined Chiefs of Staff approved the draft on November 20, but the president told Eisenhower that he wanted to avoid using the word "protocol" if possible.  The version that was signed in Algiers on November 22 is printed in Foreign Relations, 1942, 2:  453–57.

2. Eisenhower had written that he appreciated "the prompt and effective steps you took to save us embarrassment" regarding the Darlan affair.  "We entered this theater with a knowledge that we would have to deal with North African civil affairs through the existing civil organization.  Prior to our entry there was no centralized governmental organization covering all North Africa.  We did not repeat not set up any official.  We merely required the existing officials to agree upon a form of central commission through which we could deal.  I attempted to force Giraud upon them as head but he collapsed under me. . . As a result of the agreements we have made we have secured an opportunity to press our concentration toward the east for battle in Tunisia without worrying about the rear. . . . I have conferred incessantly with many individuals at various points in the theater, and every British and American officer that I have seen is convinced that any early attempt to upset the present arrangement will result disastrously for us." (Papers of DDE, 2:  737–38.)

3. Eisenhower's Radio No. 837 to Marshall stated:  "Many messages from London indicate great concern and anxiety of our governments because we have had to deal here with a skunk.  There seems to be a fear that we will make indiscreet comments or are attempting to deal with questions that have nothing to do with this operation.  I should like for you, personally, to be assured that we are not committing ourselves and certainly are not repeat not attempting to commit our governments as to future political action, nor are we touching upon any questions that extend beyond the scope of our own tasks.  We have worked desperately to establish an internal situation that would permit us to go after the great objective of Tunis.  It has been a time consuming burden to keep Smith in London fully informed on these matters so that he could allay anxieties, at the same time that we are trying to win a battle.  I want to thank you personally and the American high command for the confidence implied in me and my principal subordinates by your patience in giving us time and opportunity to work out these most difficult matters.  I know you understand that the necessity for dealing with turncoats and crooks is as distasteful to me as to anyone else, and I am grateful indeed that you have taken such an understanding attitude on the situation." (Eisenhower to Marshall, Radio No. 837, November 18, 1942, DDEL/D. D. Eisenhower Papers [Pre-Presidential].)

4. Eisenhower replied the next day describing the errors in the press reports of Clark's Algerian mission and requesting that the War Department send to his headquarters a thoroughly briefed and experienced public relations officer. (Papers of DDE, 2:  747–49.)  He told Clark that he had "just caught the devil from G.C.M." and that he was "going to give stricter orders to the censors here, and if anything goes out direct from Advanced Headquarters in Algiers to London or elsewhere, make sure that the censor passes nothing that can be twisted into harmful propaganda. . . I've been pounded all week from the rear.  Sometimes it seems that none of us in the field can do anything to the satisfaction of Washington and London." (Ibid., pp. 749–50.)
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#3-418

To Field Marshal William R. Birdwood

November 22, 1942   Washington, D.C.

My dear Lord Birdwood:

During a meeting of the Combined Chiefs of Staff, Sir John Dill handed me your note of October 21st.  I appreciate very much your taking the trouble to write to me, and am even more appreciative of your generous reference to me personally.1
I not only enjoyed reading your autobiography but obtained some wise counsel from your discussions, particularly with relation to the Australians, with whom I must deal.  I had added interest from the fact that I saw you receive your degree at Cambridge in 1919, and later had a brief conversation with you at a dinner in the House of Commons.  I do not expect you to recall this because I was a mere Colonel on General Pershing's staff at the time.

We are involved in a vast pattern of warfare, of which the logistic phases alone at times appear overwhelming.  I might say that in meeting these problems I find a great source of comfort and reassurance in the presence here in Washington of Sir John Dill, and in my personal relations with the present British Chiefs of Staff.

With high regard,

Faithfully yours

Document Copy Text Source:  George C. Marshall Papers, Pentagon Office Collection, Selected Materials, George C. Marshall Research Library, Lexington, Virginia.

Document Format:  Typed letter.

1. The seventy-seven-year-old Birdwood—first Baron Birdwood of Anzac and of Totnes, World War I commander of the Australian and New Zealand Army Corps—had recently published Khaki and Gown:  An Autobiography (London:  Ward, Lock and Company, 1941), to which Churchill had contributed a foreword.  He wrote to Marshall that his "old and good friend John Dill" had told him that the chief of staff had read his book.  Birdwood expressed his appreciation for Marshall's interest and told of the "great and real confidence all we of the British Army have in you." (Birdwood to Marshall, October 21, 1942, GCMRL/G. C. Marshall Papers [Pentagon Office, Selected].)
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#3-419

To Lieutenant General Dwight D. Eisenhower

November 22, 1942   Radio No, R-3440   Washington, D.C.

Secret
Personal from Marshall for Commandeth Gibraltar.

I feel it would be tremendously helpful to the press and political pressures regarding Darlan, DeGaulle, Free French, et cetera if you would agree to my releasing the casualties.  I believe the critics of your action regarding Darlan et cetera have no conception of the serious nature of the fighting and therefore feel free to embarrass the President the War Department and you by superficial assaults on what we are doing.  The notice of these casualties would prove the seriousness of the situation and the tremendous advantage we gained toward Tunisia and North Africa in general by Darlan's orders which stopped the fighting.  Please rush reply but be perfectly frank as we can sustain ourselves here much more easily than you can your difficulties there.

Document Copy Text Source:  Records of the War Department General and Special Staffs (RG 165), Top Secret Message File CM-OUT-7137, National Archives and Records Administration, College Park, Maryland.

Document Format:  Typed radio message.
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{17 pages sample document and pictures p. 448}
#3-420

Memorandum for General Surles

November 23, 1942   [Washington, D.C.]

The following is a tentative draft of a proposed release to be made this morning, the Navy casualties to be OK'd by the Navy.  Should they wish to delay, tell them you will omit their casualties and merely state that we have not that data.

"The War Department today released the following report of United States Army and Navy casualties resulting from the initial landings in the North African operation.  General Eisenhower reports that it has not been possible as yet to secure a careful confirmation of this list.

                    United States Army—
Killed
350


Wounded
900


Missing 
350
(it is probable that 





      most of the latter





      were drowned)

                     United States Navy—
Killed
10


Wounded 
150


Missing 
150

"The major Army losses were suffered in the capture of Oran and Casablanca and the fewest losses were suffered in the operations around Algiers.

"General Eisenhower in his last report states that the French in their cooperation with our movement into Tunisia suffered heavy casualties on November 19th."1
Document Copy Text Source:  George C. Marshall Papers, Pentagon Office Collection, Selected Materials, George C. Marshall Research Library, Lexington, Virginia.

Document Format:  Typed memorandum.

1. The New York Times cited these data the following day, along with a brief note that Radio Morocco had announced that the French had suffered 490 killed and 969 wounded between November 8 and 10. (New York Times, November 24, 1942, pp. 1, 5.)
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#3-421

Memorandum for the President

November 23, 1942   [Washington, D.C.]

To replace the series of lectures given newly inducted soldiers as to why we are in the war, etc., a series of seven films is in course of preparation.  The first one covers the period from the Limitation of Armaments Conference in 1921 up to the eve of the occupation of Czechoslovakia.  The other films cover the Czechoslovakian-Polish campaign, the Fall of France, the Battle of Britain, the Russian War, the Chinese War, and the events since Pearl Harbor.

The first in the series, "Why We are in the War" ["Prelude to War"], is already in use in the various Army reception and training centers, and avoids the mediocre and tiresome talks by officers.  As an introduction to the series, Frank Capra, the director, used an extract from a talk I gave to the West Point cadets, as follows:

"We are determined that before the sun sets on this terrible struggle our flag will be recognized throughout the world as a symbol of freedom on the one hand—of overwhelming power on the other.

"No compromise is possible and the victory of the democracies can only be complete with the utter defeat of the war machines of Germany and Japan."1
Those who have seen the picture think that it should be given a general release but in that case I feel that it should have an introduction by you rather than by me.  May we have some such message?

The film requires about 53 minutes and is a remarkable picture of events and Axis "build-ups" leading up to our entry into the war, in which you and Mr. Stimson appear, and in which Hitler, Mussolini, Hirohito, and various subordinate Japanese, German and Italian leaders are shown making their appeals to mob psychology.2
Document Copy Text Source:  George C. Marshall Papers, Pentagon Office Collection, Selected Materials, George C. Marshall Research Library, Lexington, Virginia.

Document Format:  Typed memorandum.

1. See Marshall Speech to the Graduating Class, May 29, 1942, Papers of George Catlett Marshall, #3-205 [3:  212–4].

2. The first of the "Why We Fight" film series, "Prelude to War," was released to the general public in 1943.  The film won the Oscar from the Academy of Motion Picture Arts and Sciences for the best documentary film of 1942. (Capra, Name Above the Title, pp. 346, 349–50.)  See Marshall to Holman, February 9, 1943, Papers of George Catlett Marshall, #3-506 [3:  538–39].
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#3-422

Memorandum for General McNair

November 24, 1942   [Washington, D.C.]

Confidential

North African operation

I listened yesterday to Major Starbird's (OPD) description of what occurred at Oran.1  He made a beach landing and stayed around that city for seven days.  I believe you had several representatives with the various task forces.  Now that I am taking a back-sight it seems to me we should have had at least a half a dozen officers & double the number of noncom. officers from eight or ten divisions next to go overseas.  There might have been some trouble in getting these men home promptly but certainly it would be of incalculable benefit to the troops if each division had with it a nucleus of officers and men who had actually made such a landing and had seen the confusion and fighting as did Major Starbird.  Of course we can draw officers and men away from those units but it will be some time before we feel free to do this.

I mentioned the foregoing to be considered with relation to future operations.  To send men over now requires very special transportation arrangements unless they go in on some of the convoys, but even so, unless they go to Tunisia they probably would not see much of action.

Promotions

Do you think it advisable to promote 2nd lieutenants to 1st lieutenants in two or three months after they have received their first commissions?  It seems to me that whether or not a man is a 1st lieutenant or a 2nd lieutenant is of little importance in connection with his company duties.  An excess of one or the other does not make any particular difference.  An excess of captains would be an embarrassment, because there would be an adverse morale effect to put captains in command of platoons.  I mention this because I have found my stepson promoted within three months after he had joined the headquarters, on a limited duty status, at Richmond, Virginia.  I admit his morale was improved but I do not see any selection in the process because as I understand it this was a block promotion.

There is another phase of this promotion matter that troubles me.  We establish a troop basis, as it were, for officer requirements, but I find them jumping kids to high rank without any particular demonstration of efficiency, but merely because the position permits of that rank.  This is particularly true in staff jobs.  What is your view of the matter?2
Document Copy Text Source:  George C. Marshall Papers, Pentagon Office Collection, Selected Materials, George C. Marshall Research Library, Lexington, Virginia.
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1. Alfred D. Starbird (U.S.M.A., 1933) had been assigned to First Division headquarters between November 1 and 22.

2. McNair replied that the Operations Division controlled the number of observers that Army Ground Forces could send to a theater and that transportation shortages were the chief cause of the strict limitation.  He admitted that some officers in the lower grades were being promoted too rapidly, but he noted that the cause was commanders filling the vacancies that had been created by the recent shortage of officers.  "I favor setting up a requirement of three months [the file copy indicates that at this point Marshall wrote in the margin 'actually on duty with a unit'] in the grade of 2d lieutenant before promotion," even for U.S. Military Academy graduates. (McNair Memorandum for the Chief of Staff, November 30, 1942, NA/RG 165 [OCS, 210.2].)
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#3-423

Memorandum for General Surles

November 25, 1942   Washington, D.C.
Confidential

With reference to this morning's attacks on the War Department as to release of news from North Africa, I quote for your information a paragraph from a letter just received from Eisenhower:

"My own worry is communications.  For some strange reason radio seems to work at its lowest level of efficiency in this area and I am constantly battling with airplane messengers and aerial reconnaissance to keep contact with our scattered forces."1
We cannot advertise to the world that he is having communications difficulties but you can tell these press men that when the commander is in trouble over communications they certainly cannot expect voluminous press releases.  As a matter of fact they know practically as much as we know and we regret that it is not organized as a New York newspaper office.

G. C. M.

Document Copy Text Source:  Records of the War Department General and Special Staffs (RG 165), Records of the Office of the Chief of Staff (OCS), 0.007 Africa, National Archives and Records Service, Washington, D.C.

Document Format:  Typed memorandum signed.

1. See Eisenhower's letter to Marshall, November 17, 1942, Papers of DDE, 2:  730.
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#3-424

Memorandum for the President

[November 26, 1942]   Washington, D.C.

Secret

The attached message from General Eisenhower gives the text of a letter received by General Clark from Admiral Darlan.1  As the reply to this letter must necessarily include some reference to our policy with respect to Darlan, General Eisenhower should be instructed as to the line he should follow in making his reply.  (See note from Secretary of War at end of this memorandum).2
Admiral Darlan, quite naturally, is seeking acknowledgement and support as a fighting ally of the United States Government.  At a time as critical as this when so many hostile elements are seeking to drive cleavages between the anti-Axis peoples of North Africa, such acknowledgement and support should be promptly and unhesitatingly given.  Not only is it in our own military interest to do so, but Darlan's immense service already rendered makes it appropriate and easy to give it.  General Eisenhower appears to be in the best position to do this.

So far, definite and far-reaching results have been obtained through General Eisenhower's use of Darlan.  However, the military problem in North Africa and in Central Africa, including Dakar, has not yet been solved.  Darlan has tremendously influenced this situation to our advantage.  He may be able to bring over the French Naval Forces in Alexandria and may at least prevent the Toulon Fleet from being used by the Germans.  For purely military reasons I feel that it is urgent that we continue to use Darlan.  From the tone of his letter it is evident that his efforts, and his influence, will probably diminish, even terminate, unless he is given some reassurance.

This matter has been discussed with the Secretary of State and he has expressed his general agreement with the viewpoint of the War Department.  Mr. Hull suggested that the following idea might be passed to Admiral Darlan—if he should adopt the role of a fighting man rather than a political one, his position could be made more secure.  This thought is included in the attached draft of a message to General Eisenhower.3
The proposed reply to Admiral Darlan is written as an expression of General Eisenhower's views, and not as a statement of the policy and attitude of the Government of the United States.  The statement would have far greater effect on Darlan and the existing critical situation if General Eisenhower were authorized to express these views as those of the Government of the United States.  Incidentally, Eisenhower and Darlan have their headquarters at Algiers.  Today's message from Eisenhower indicated the serious results which would flow from a heavy German night bombardment of that port.  The effect on the French of such a reaction must be considered.

G. C. Marshall

Document Copy Text Source:  Records of the War Department General and Special Staffs (RG 165), Records of the Office of the Chief of Staff (OCS), 381 TORCH, National Archives and Records Administration, College Park, Maryland.

Document Format:  Typed memorandum signed.

1. On November 17, in response to criticisms of the Darlan agreement, President Roosevelt sought to justify the action in a 450-word statement in which he used the word "temporary" or its equivalent six times.  Secretary Stimson recorded that the next day "Marshall expressed himself quite vigorously against the President's statement. . . saying that the President had gone much too far in his assertions that the arrangement was only 'temporary' and it was giving Eisenhower a good deal of trouble." (Public Papers and Addresses of Franklin D. Roosevelt, 1942 volume, pp. 479–80; November 18, 1942, Yale/H. L. Stimson Papers [Diary, 41:  50–51].)  In reply to Roosevelt, Admiral Darlan sent Major General Clark a letter, dated November 21, which said, in part:  "Information from various sources tends to substantiate the view that 'I am only a lemon which the Americans will drop after they have squeezed it dry.’” He warned that "the task of rallying all Frenchmen which I am undertaking in a purpose which is to us both, would be made very difficult for me if the Allies of France were themselves to sow doubt in the minds of Frenchmen regarding the importance and the scope of this task." (Eisenhower to Marshall, November 24, 1942, NA/RG 165 [OCS, 381 TORCH]; Clark dates the Darlan letter as November 23 in Calculated Risk, p. 126.)

2. Stimson's description of the events surrounding the writing of the Marshall memorandum printed here and its attachments is in Yale/H. L. Stimson Papers (Diary, 41:  66).  Typed at the end of Marshall's memorandum was the following note to the president signed by Stimson:  "I have carefully examined this memorandum of the Chief of Staff and the proposed reply to Darlan, and am strongly of the opinion that some such reply should at once be sent to him.  I have also shown the memorandum of the Chief of Staff and the proposed reply to Darlan to Secretary Hull.  After making certain suggestions which have been adopted, Mr. Hull approves the draft of the reply and thinks it should be sent."

3. The president wrote "OK FDR" on the draft of the telegram which praised French assistance and expressed the "hope that this splendid cooperation will continue" and that "the different French factions ... will completely cooperate with one another and with the United States, under leaders of their own choice whose purpose is to serve France to their best ability in positions for which they are most suitable." (Marshall to Eisenhower, November 27, 1942, NA/RG 165 [OPD, TS Message File (CM-OUT-8688)].)
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#3-425

Memorandum for General Stratemeyer1
November 27, 1942   [Washington, D.C.]

General Smith, Colonel Moore and Colonel Davison discussed with Mrs. Hobby this morning the problem of allotting to the Air Corps 540,000-odd WAACS in 1943.2  I understand that Mrs. Hobby wanted to know, first, how many replacements that represented; second, how many of these could be trained in the Air Corps Specialist School; third, how many could be trained on the job after the WAAC Corps had given the basic training; and fourth, the priority list.

I understand that the answer to the first question was 318,000 represented in replacements; that the answers to questions two and three were that nothing could be done because the WAAC organiztion was not in the Army.  Further, I believe Colonel Moore took up with Mrs. Hobby the question of her attitude toward a separate women's organization for the Air Corps.  I don't like the tone of this at all.  I want to be told why they cannot train these women, why the present legal status prevents such training.  I don't wish anyone in the Air Corps office to take up without my personal knowledge any question of organizing a separate unit, nor any discussion of it except with me first.

Document Copy Text Source:  George C. Marshall Papers, Pentagon Office Collection, Selected Materials, George C. Marshall Research Library, Lexington, Virginia.

Document Format:  Typed memorandum.

1. Major General George E. Stratemeyer (U.S.M.A., 1915) had been chief of air staff, Headquarters, Army Air Forces since June 1942.

2. Brigadier General Luther S. Smith (U.S. M. A., 1924), Colonel Aubrey L. Moore, and Brigadier General Donald A. Davison (U.S.M.A., 1915) were all assigned to Headquarters Army Air Forces.  By Executive Order 9274 (November 19, 1942), the Women's Army Auxiliary Corps had been authorized to expand from 25,000 to 150,000 members, and certain War Department studies had indicated that expansion to more than 1,000,000 might be justified.  The Army Air Forces was more favorably inclined to extend full army status to women rather than auxiliary status; it particularly wished to replace its civilian volunteers in the Aircraft Warning Service with full-time military personnel subject to military discipline.  The idea of establishing a separate women's branch of the Army Air Forces had been raised as early as December 1941. (Kathleen Williams Boom, "Women in the AAF," in Wesley Frank Craven and James Lea Cate, eds., Services Around the World, a volume in The Army Air Forces in World War II [Chicago:  University of Chicago Press, 1958], pp. 508–10; Treadwell, Women's Army Corps, pp. 92–97.)
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#3-426

Memorandum for General McNair

November 28, 1942   [Washington, D.C.]
Secret

I have just been listening to an account by Major James Y. Adams on the operation at Safi.1  One or two of the points he made concern me greatly.

I was shocked to learn that replacements joined the regiment for Safi without ever having fired a rifle; they had been trained on the fantail of the boat.  I suppose this is a matter entirely beyond your control.  Nevertheless I want to get your reactions to the administrative set-up that produces such a result.

I was concerned over the reactions of troops first under fire considering that this was a division that was assumed to be more dependable and better trained than others that we had in mind for possible assignment to the operation.  I am aware that troop commanders have felt that the quality of their men has deteriorated in recent months due to the over-age and poor physical specimen inductions, also due to the frequent emasculation of units in order to furnish cadres.  But I did not realize a division such as the Third would have so much uncertainty in its ranks, even considering the difficulties of the debarkation, when stout resistance was not being made.2
Another point fixed my attention, and that was the issue of rocket guns to the troops without anybody knowing how to use them or even what they were for.  This seems unbelievable.

I have not had an opportunity to talk to Somervell or to G-1 or G-3 about any of these matters, the assignment of replacements, the issue of rocket guns, etc., but I should like to have you present when I do talk to them, with one or two of your staff.  I am dictating this memorandum so that you can check up with Major Adams and be prepared for such a discussion.

Document Copy Text Source:  George C. Marshall Papers, Pentagon Office Collection, Selected Materials, George C. Marshall Research Library, Lexington, Virginia.

Document Format:  Typed memorandum.

1. Adams (U.S.M.A., 1935) was one of a group of observers from Army Ground Forces headquarters to participate in the various TORCH landing operations.  The small Moroccan port of Safi was 140 miles south of Casablanca.  It was chosen as the best spot to land Patton's Western Task Force tanks, as a frontal attack on well-defended Casablanca was considered to be too costly.  A sub-task force of 6,428 men and 779 vehicles—the Second Armored and First Infantry divisions—encountered only light opposition in taking Safi on November 8. (Howe, Northwest Africa, pp. 40–41, 97–109.)

2. The Third Division landed at Fedala, a few miles up the coast from Casablanca.  The problems encountered in this operation are described ibid., pp. 123–27.
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#3-427

Memorandum for Admiral King

November 30, 1942   [Washington, D.C.]

Confidential

I have given some thought to your memorandum of November 17th proposing the matter of "full" Admirals and Generals, with particular reference to the cases of Halsey and Eisenhower; also to your suggestion for higher rank.1
Since receipt of your note Halsey has been promoted so the only immediate question is General Eisenhower's case.2  I do not wish to take action regarding him until the Tunisian situation has been cleared up.  He has had an unusually severe test, without precedent I believe, in organizing and planning a large and extremely complicated operation, and also in demonstrating his ability to handle combined forces, international as well as inter-service.  But his battle test of leadership is just developing.

As to the higher rank, for which you suggest some such titles as Arch-Admiral and Arch-General, I do not think it would be wise for us to submit such a proposal.  In the first place, it would involve the immediate implication that we were proposing something for our own personal advancement.  Also, I believe that neither our legislators nor the American people would react at all favorably to the creation of what to them would be exalted military rank.  After a long battle, which required numerous prolonged hearings by me and months of time, I succeeded in getting the grade of Lieutenant General for the four field Armies and Panama and Hawaii.  Later I obtained the authority for temporary promotions without reference to grades, but this last developed an antagonism on the part of the Military Committee that lasted for almost six months.

In view of the foregoing I should be opposed to an effort by the War Department to obtain authorization for a higher rank than General.

Document Copy Text Source:  George C. Marshall Papers, Pentagon Office Collection, Selected Materials, George C. Marshall Research Library, Lexington, Virginia.

Document Format:  Typed memorandum.

1. King had written:  "the time has come to take up the matter of more 'full' Admirals and more 'full' Generals, e.g.—the cases of Halsey and Eisenhower—with more to follow, in due course.  I therefore suggest that we consider the matter and make appropriate recommendations to the President.  We should also recognize the fact that there is need to prepare for ranks higher than that of Admiral and General.  As to such ranks, I suggest Arch-Admiral and Arch-General, rather than Admiral of the Fleet and Field Marshal." (King Memorandum to General Marshall, November 17, 1942, NA/RG 165 [OCS, 210.2].)

2. Halsey was promoted to four-star rank on November 18, 1942.  Eisenhower was promoted to general in February 1943; see Marshall Memorandum for the President, February 9, 1943, Papers of George Catlett Marshall, #3-507 [3:  539–40].
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#3-428

To Captain Frank B. Thrailkill1
November 30, 1942   [Washington, D.C.]

My dear Captain Thrailkill:

The generous expressions regarding me in your letter of November twenty-fourth are deeply appreciated.  It is comforting to receive such evidences of approval and loyal support.

Since taking over the job of Chief of Staff I have heard from time to time from most of the officers in the Vancouver District of the CCC, and from a large number of the men, and their assurances and comments have been a great pleasure to me.  I thoroughly enjoyed my experience in the Vancouver District and acquired a great respect for the potential military ability of Reserve officers, given a fair chance to get under way.  I wish some time it might be possible, which it very probably never will be, for a sizeable group of us to get together to talk over those days of good work and excellent results in a fine cause.  I am very proud of what we did.

With my warm regards and thanks for your letter,

Faithfully yours,

Document Copy Text Source:  George C. Marshall Papers, Pentagon Office Collection, General Materials, George C. Marshall Research Library, Lexington, Virginia.

Document Format:  Typed letter.

1. A Reserve officer, and formerly on Marshall's staff of the Vancouver Barracks Civilian Conservation Corps District in southern Washington and Oregon, Thrailkill was an instructor in training management at the Infantry School.  He wrote:  "It might interest you to know that my varied contacts in the Army during the past active year and a half have brought to my attention not one instance of question as to the unmatched quality of your leadership.  The feeling goes far beyond the loyalty which results from a sense of duty but springs rather from a deep seated realization that this is a rare instance in our history when we have, initially, the ‘right man' in control of our destinies.  I feel this to be a high compliment to you, in view of the fact that from time immemorial every soldier has had his ‘favorite General.’” (Thrailkill to Marshall, November 24, 1942, GCMRL/G. C. Marshall Papers [Pentagon Office, General].)
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