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Abstract 

Amalgamation: A Critical Issue in British-American 
Command Relations, 1917-1918 

Joseph Emil DeFrancisco, William Marsh Rice University 

War is a function of autocracy. How, then does a 

democracy fight a war? In the final analysis each demo¬ 

cratic government must find its own answer. World War I 

provides an example of how two democracies, fighting on 

the same side, chose different solutions. 

In Great Britain direction of the war initially was 

in the hands of the Cabinet. Acting on advice from 

political and military leaders, the Cabinet dictated 

military policy. When this system proved inadequate, 

Britain was forced through a series of governmental 

changes in order to find an effective instrument of war 

direction. The machinations of David Lloyd George pro¬ 

vide a vehicle to study the evolution of the British 

Government throughout the war. His quest for control of 

strategic policy, both before and during his premiership, 

underlines the mutual distrust that existed between 

Britain's politicians and her generals. Only after a 



bitter struggle did Lloyd George succeed in wresting con¬ 

trol of strategic policy from his military advisers. 

Circumstances in America were quite different. 

Under the constitution of the United States, policy and 

strategy are vested essentially in one man, the presi¬ 

dent. Determined to keep the political ends of the war 

distinct from its military prosecution, Woodrow Wilson 

delegated complete authority in military affairs to his 

Secretary of War, Newton D. Baker. Baker in turn dele¬ 

gated the same authority to General John J. Pershing. 

Hence, the direction of America's strategic efforts was 

placed squarely on the shoulders of the commander of the 

American Expeditionary Forces. 

Throughout the first fifteen months of America's 

participation in the war, no problem caused Pershing 

greater concern, or took up more of his time, than the 

controversy over the use of American troops. Pershing 

was determined to follow his orders to constitute an 

independent army. The British were convinced that before 

Pershing could form an army, the war would be lost. The 

basic problem was simple. To build an American Army 

Pershing needed British shipping; to defeat Germany 



Britain needed American manpower. Early in the debate 

Pershing learned that dealing with British generals was 

only a preliminary step. Though they might outrank 

Pershing, they did not have power commensurate with his 

authority from Washington. Consequently the American 

field commander had to negotiate with Britain's leading 

political officials as well as her leading generals. 

Tainted by his relationship with his own generals, 

Lloyd George resented and misunderstood Pershing's massive 

authority. The British Prime Minister continually 

appealed to Washington to overrule Pershing's decisions 

on the use of American troops. Pershing, meanwhile, with 

the full support of his Government, followed strictly his 

design to build an independent American Army. The contro¬ 

versy over amalgamation, therefore, becomes a prism 

through which to view the spectrum of British-American 

command relations. 



Acknowledgements 

Completion of this thesis was possible only through 

the kind assistance of Dr. Frank E. Vandiver. Not only 

was Dr. Vandiver generous with his time and advice, but 

he also made available his private library and many of 

his personal papers on the AEF. A note of thanks is 

also appropriate to Miss Fredericks A. Meiners. Her 

helpful hints and the excellent standard of research she 

displayed in compiling and cataloguing large segments of 

Dr. Vandiver's notes greatly facilitated the fulfullment 

of this assignment. 

ii 



Table of Contents 

Chapter Page 

I. America Goes to War ... 
And Defines a Command Structure 1 

II. Britain Fights a War ... 
And Struggles to Establish a 
Command Structure 32 

III. Crises ... 
And the Need for Men 73 

IV. Amalgamation Rages ... 
And Dies 111 

Notes 146 

Short Title Guide 165 

Bibliography 166 

iii 



CHAPTER I 

America Goes to War ... 

And Defines a Command Structure 
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America Enters the War 

In 1914 the Great Powers methodically rushed into 

the violence of the World War. Aligning themselves into 

two mighty coalitions, they anxiously sought a knockout 

blow that would end the war quickly. When belligerent 

leaders realized that there would be no easy victory and 

that the war would be long and costly, they began to 

consider the resources of America. With a population of 

one hundred million, an industrial plant rivaling all 

Europe's, the third navy of the world, and a total 

defense budget fourth among the powers, the United States 

was the only uncommitted world power.'*' 

It appeared that it would remain uncommitted. 

American foreign policy, so far as Europe was concerned, 

was based on the principle of non-intervention. Insist¬ 

ing on a reciprocal attitude from Europe, the American 

government had followed strictly the purpose of not par¬ 

ticipating in any political arrangements made between 

European states regarding European issues. As the 

Monroe Doctrine became a principle of national policy, 

the reciprocal aspects of that doctrine became deeply 

2 
imbedded in the national consciousness. The result was 
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a strong tradition of political isolation from Europe. 

This tradition, added to geographical remoteness from the 

continent, made American reaction to the European war 

predictable. The United States government proclaimed 

neutrality. The American people, with few exceptions, 

believed they would have no part in the war. Most 

Europeans agreed.^ 

But the United States had enormous latent power. 

The degree of American neutrality and the interpretation 

of that neutrality, therefore, became crucial to the 

belligerents. Almost from the beginning the preservation 

of strict neutrality was an impossibility. The United 

States had become so enmeshed in European commerce and 

finance that any action it took was certain to aid either 

the Allies or the Central Powers. The very nature of the 

war compounded America's predicament. British domination 

of the sea and German domination of the land mass of 

Europe made normal commercial transactions impossible. 

Between 1914 and 1917 the United States had serious con¬ 

frontations with both warring factions. For the most part 

these confrontations were occasioned by American insistence 

on the recognition and preservation of her neutral rights, 

especially on the high seas. 
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Great Britain as well as Germany tampered with 

these precious rights. Britain's blockade, contraband 

decrees, and imperial embargoes on strategic materials 

antagonized large segments of the American public. Yet 

these much maligned maritime policies actually did little 

to hurt United States shipping and economic interests. 

Furthermore, no one in Wilson's administration saw the 

differences with England as moral issues. British agents 

were engaged in propaganda, not sabotage; British naval 

forces were searching freighters and passenger liners, not 

sinking them. It soon became evident that if America was 
/ 

to abandon its neutrality it would rally to the Allied 

. , 4 side. 

Britain was the only power that had bothered to 

define an American policy before the war. In a search for 

friends in the 1890's, Britain had made the preservation 

of Anglo-American friendship a deliberate diplomatic 

goal. As her relations with Germany deteriorated, 

Britain consistently sought an informal entente with the 

United States. After Mons and the Marne, Great Britain 

realized that it would be partly dependent upon United 

States supplies and finances. American friendship had 



acquired military value. Retention of that friendship 

could well be a matter of survival for the Allies. 

5 

Sir Edward Grey, Britain’s able Foreign Secretary, fought 

to stabilize Anglo-American relations during the turbulent 

squabbles over neutral rights. During the critical months 

before the final German-American estrangement he ensured 

that British policy would bend to almost any limit in 

5 
order to preserve the sympathy of the United States. 

Germany, on the other hand, had done little to earn 

American benevolence. Germany's callous disregard of 

neutral rights and existing treaties demonstrated in the 

invasion of Belgium, its brutal submarine warfare and the 

resultant indiscriminate slaughter of civilians, and its 

tactless rebuffs to President Wilson's mediation over¬ 

tures had created a sinister image in American minds. 

The picture was darkened further by a skillful British 

propaganda campaign. By the beginning of 1917 the stage 

was set for an overt manifestation of German intentions 

regarding American neutrality. 

Confident that their U-boats would force a decision 

before effective American aid could reach Europe, the 

German High Command risked war with the United States by 



6 

authorizing the resumption of unrestricted submarine 

warfare. But Wilson was not yet convinced that war was 

inevitable. There might still be a way out; Germany 

g 
might withdraw from its new position. Since this latest 

German action was a direct challenge to his Sussex 

ultimatum, however, the President had to take some 

action. On 3 February 1917 he severed diplomatic rela¬ 

tions with Germany. 

On 4 March Wilson entered his second term. In his 

inaugural address he asserted that the United States had 

been forced to retreat from isolationism. Many times 

before he had said that America's interests lay in a 

peace without victory. Now he declared that the United 

States had to be concerned with that peace; indeed, had 

to have a hand in formulating that peace. He asserted 

that the hope of preserving a world in which America's 

values could thrive lay in a settlement that averted, 

future wars. Such a settlement could be achieved only if 

the United States exercised the influence to which her 

7 
power entitled her. 

But the time for peacemaking had not yet arrived. 

War was a more immediate problem. The decision for war or 
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peace would depend upon the ultimate United States reac¬ 

tion to the unrestricted use of submarines. Wilson 

rejected the pacifist alternative; acquiescence would 

sacrifice America's prestige and moral influence. 

Elimination of passive compliance left armed neutrality 

8 
and war as the President's last alternatives. 

Although Wilson undoubtedly based his final decision 

on numerous considerations, a key factor was his concep¬ 

tion of America's probable war effort. In America at 

this time there was little realization of the desperate 

state of the Allied cause. Rather, it was generally 

assumed that Germany would be defeated in another year 

at most, and that if America entered the war its troop 

9 
requirements would be small. No allied leader had 

indicated pressing requirements for manpower. Field 

Marshal Sir Douglas Haig had said that he needed only 

ammunition and rolling stock to achieve victory in 1917. 

His prediction of early triumph had been reaffirmed by 

General Brussilov, and the Russian revolution was being 

interpreted as an event which would strengthen that 

country against Germany. In keeping with the temper of 

these estimates Wilson evidently conceived of America's 



war effort as primarily designed to reinforce the Allies 

with arms, supplies, money, and naval craft. Expecting 

8 

America to fight mainly with its factories and ships, 

Wilson forsook armed neutrality and chose war. 

This decision, legalized by Congress on 6 April 

1917, seemed to make sense. The United States had recog¬ 

nized its undeniable ties to the Allies and had terminated 

a neutrality that was not really neutral. At the same 

time the President had enhanced America's prestige and 

moral influence abroad, and solidified public opinion at 

home.Most important perhaps, Wilson had taken the 

first step toward ensuring that his country would have a 

large voice in the peacemaking. 

But first the war had to be won. America had to 

determine its own military capacity as well as the 

actual situation in Europe and the needs of its co¬ 

belligerents. Americans expected to extend financial 

and material aid. Soon they would learn what else their 

12 
recently acquired partners in war would require. 
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The Allied Missions 

Once the United States entered the war, France and 

Britain lost little time in appealing for aid. To out¬ 

line their needs and to welcome America into the war, 

both Allied governments sent diplomatic missions to 

America. The British came first. Headed by Arthur J. 

Balfour, former Prime Minister and current Foreign 

Secretary, the British delegation was concerned mainly 

with preparing the ground for full cooperation and 

13 
acquainting America with their requirements. The 

French, who arrived three days later, had much the same 

interests. Although they too were led by a former chief 

of state, René Viviani, it was Marshal Joseph Joffre who 

claimed most of the admiration and attention of the 

14 
American public. Assisting each mission chief was his 

personal staff and selected technical experts in the 

various fields of war making. 

Before familiarizing the American people with their 

needs, the Allies had to face a vital preliminary matter. 

There were those in the United States who objected to the 

Allied missions on the grounds that France and Great 

Britain were attempting to inveigle America into a formal 
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15 
alliance. Such an alliance would constitute a drastic 

break in traditional American policy. President Wilson 

himself had expressed doubts about accepting the missions. 

Not only did he fear that the public might misinterpret 

the Allies' intent, but also he, more than anyone else, 

was determined that the United States must retain full 

freedom of action and remain unencumbered by foreign 

16 
treaties. It was essential for the Allies to dispel 

these fears. Consequently, Balfour, in his first public 

announcement in America, sought to quiet anxieties over 

a foreign treaty. He advised all Americans that the 

Allies sought no formal alliance, they were satisfied 

17 
with America's status as a co-belligerent. The work of 

the missions could proceed. 

With Allied-American relationship established, the 

way was open for the discussion of Allied needs. Through 

most of April the Wilson administration continued to con¬ 

ceive America's role in the war chiefly as that of ware¬ 

house for the allies. Great Britain especially made a 

strong effort to impress upon the United States the fight¬ 

ing value of its money. British envoys invariably asked 

for supplies and credits, not men.'*'® Only when the 
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Allied Missions began their work did American statesmen 

come to realize the appalling military situation into 

which they had entered, and to learn of the Allied 

requirements for manpower.19 

At first both Marshal Joffre and General G. T. M. 

Bridges, ranking military member of the British mission, 

told U. S. staff officers that they realized America could 

not raise, train, and transport an army of sufficient size 

to have any effect in the European theater of war. They 

envisioned the extent of American military aid as a 

gesture to strengthen the morale of the people and 

20 
soldiers of the Allies. This limitation of American 

manpower assistance to a "show of the flag" was in keeping 

21 
with the conception of many American military leaders. 

It was, however, to be a short-lived concept. 

On 27 April Joffre met with key members of the 

22 
American War Department. First he asked for the imme¬ 

diate dispatch of an American division. Emphasizing that 

he needed soldiers at once, Joffre claimed that he could 

put American forces in condition to go to the front within 

five weeks of their arrival in France. He merely wanted 

them to be disciplined and to know the manual of arms when 
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23 
they got there. Then he explained that this division 

would be only a vanguard. The Allies would need much 

more help. The Marshal of France urged his hosts to 

begin to organize and train a large force that would be 

maintained as an independent American army.^ 

Joffre appealed to American pride and prestige. 

According to him the Germans dreaded nothing so much as 

the sight of American soldiers at the front. It would be 

a pity, he added, if the war should be won and the cere¬ 

mony of capitulation completed before the Americans 

arrived. His plea for a division to show the flag was 

well calculated. He knew that once in the trenches 

Americans would die and that nothing would so earnestly 

25 
enmesh the United States in the war as casualty lists. 

As he asked for men he was careful always to point out 

that American forces would serve as independent units. 

General Bridges' approach was different. He 

deplored the idea of an American army in France. It would 

create another joint in the trench line, and it had 

already been found that joints were always weak spots. 

Nonetheless he wanted American men. Together with Balfour 

he asked for immediate assistance on the battlefield. 
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Training, the British claimed, could be done in the field; 

26 
send troops at once. Balfour suggested that men over 

draft age be allowed to enlist in French and British 

armies; Bridges suggested that his army be permitted to 

recruit Americans into its units. Though both requests 

were denied, the British were allowed to recruit Allied 

subjects resident in the United States and to appeal for 

medical volunteers who would wear American uniforms, be 

27 
paid by the United States, but work with British units. 

Bridges saw these gestures as noble, but insufficient. 

In a letter to the American Chief of Staff he abandoned 

all hesitancy by requesting that America send 500,000 men 

to England to be trained and drafted into the British 

28 
army. 

Stressing a common language, Bridges sought to 

incorporate Americans into British units. Since the United 

States so strenuously objected to the drafting of indivi¬ 

duals, Bridges suggested that small units, such as 

battalions and regiments, be assumed into British divi- 

29 
sions. His scheme, and the various mutations that 

would grow from it in the coming months, became known as 

amalgamation. Under it there would be no independent 
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American army. The British made it clear that they wanted 

more men, not another army. 

American leaders were quick to recognize that 

British and French efforts were not in harmony. Although 

an inter-Allied commission had been long established in 

Paris, it seemed to have had no influence in coordinating 

the Allied missions to the United States. While both 

missions agreed that the military situation in Europe 

was precarious, and both were anxious to draw on the 

unlimited manpower of the United States, they did not 

agree on the critical question of what form American 

military participation should take. In fact, there 

existed an apparent rivalry between the major Allies over 

the control and use of American troops. 

Throughout the spring of 1917 the French seemed to 

influence Americans more than did the British. Joffre 

was the reason. Not only did the hero of the Marne enjoy 

a far greater reputation than Bridges, but he also made 

a better impression on American leaders by asking for a 

30 
combat division rather than individual replacements. 

Enthusiasm for Joffre and his government did not 

influence all Americans however. For Colonel Edward M. 
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31 
House there was little satisfaction in talking to the 

French. He perceived that the French Mission was devoid 
I 

of any real authority; was in America merely to tell of 

its country's needs and to express its appreciation of 

America's entry into the war. With the British it was 

different. Balfour was the Secretary of State for Foreign 

Affairs of the “most powerful” Allied nation, and he might 

32 well figure largely at the peace conference. House 

knew his President. Wilson, he realized, was determined 

that America have a share in the peace settlement. The 

actual prosecution of the war, to include the squabbles 

over manpower, was essentially a military, hence a secon¬ 

dary, consideration. 

Nevertheless the Allied Missions had made American 

manpower an issue that Wilson had to consider. Bridges 

had set initial British requirements at 500,000 men; 

Joffre had said that the military effort of the United 

States should be considerable and in proportion to its 

33 
power. Clearly, the Allies expected America to make a 

sizeable manpower contribution to the war. By the time 

the British and French sailed for home they had convinced 

Wilson to send more than a token force to Europe. In 
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May the President declared that there would be a million 

and a half American soldiers on the Western Front in 

1918, and that America would spare neither treasure nor 

34 
life no matter how long the war continued. 

Although Wilson decided to send a large expeditionary 

force to Europe, he rejected the idea of rushing untrained 

troops and units to the front. The Allies, seemingly 

satisfied with Wilson's promises of future assistance, 

acquiesced in the negative American reaction to amalgama¬ 

tion. They quietly buried, but did not forget, this 

delicate issue. If the military situation in Europe 

35 
became more desperate, they might resurrect it. 

Having determined to commit a large land force in 

Europe, Wilson was faced with serious problems. Among the 

most immediate and critical was defining and shaping the 

American command structure. 

Wilson to Baker to Pershing 

During his stay in America General Bridges made an 

interesting observation. He noted that many questions of 

organization and detail which the British handled through 

their Secretary of State for War or Commander of the 
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Imperial General Staff (CIGS), in the United States were 

3 6 
reserved for the President or Congress. Because the 

United States was in a poor state of war readiness, as 

Bridges and his Allied companions fully realized, the 

attitude of the President toward war loomed especially 

vital. 

Wilson had come to war reluctantly. By his delicate 

blending of firmness and patience during the years of 

American neutrality he had tried to keep his country out 

of the European fighting. Only after American economic 

power and prestige were in danger did he assent to war. 

And then he did so by putting the conflict on a plane of 

37 
ideals and lofty aims. His moralism found expression in 

a quest for world peace. America would fight not so much 

to defeat the Central Powers as to insure a lasting peace 

38 
and "to make the world safe for democracy." 

But once at war, the President had to consider some 

realistic matters. Although the Constitution defines the 

President’s status as commander-in-chief of the armed 

forces, Wilson, as all war-presidents, had to decide on 

his own particular interpretation of that law. Inherent 

in his decision would be an intimation of the relationship 
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he desired to create between himself and his Secretary of 

War. He had to face another inescapable, and for him 

particularly unpleasant, problem. In some way or another 

he had to deal with members of the armed forces. 

39 
Professional soldiers bored Woodrow Wilson. His 

attitude toward the professional military class was con¬ 

ditioned by several factors. Like most other Americans 

of his time, he had no interest in military strategy, 

little understanding of the role that force plays in the 

relations of great powers, and a near contempt for real- 

40 
politik and the men who made it. 

An incident before the war illuminates Wilson's 

attitude toward professional soldiers. On 11 December 

1913 the Washington chapter of the Military Order of the 

41 
Caraboa held its annual dinner in the capital. Number¬ 

ing about one hundred army, navy, and marine officers and 

including a major general and a rear admiral, the group 

made merry by singing racist ditties and poking fun at 

the administration's Philippine policy and at William 

42 
Jennings Bryan, the incumbent Secretary of State. 

Upon reading newspaper accounts of the party, 

Wilson immediately ordered his Secretaries of Navy and War 
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to determine whether court martial proceeding should be 

initiated against the participating officers. The secre¬ 

taries recommended a severe reprimand instead. Wilson 

replied with a humiliating public rebuke of the officers 

involved. He castigated them for ridiculing their 

official superiors and the policies of their leaders. As 

a final blow he questioned their loyalty to the government 

43 
they had sworn to serve. 

Obviously/ Wilson would deal sternly with his 

military advisors when he thought their words or actions 

raised a threat to civilian supremacy over the military 

establishment. Any suggestion that his military advisors 

might know more about important strategic matters than he 

was enough to evoke his suspicions of a plot to undermine 

civilian authority. Military men, he believed, should 

44 
speak only when their opinions were sought. On the 

other hand he tried not to interfere in military affairs. 

Viewing the armed forces as something separate from, 

almost alien to, civil authority, he believed that the 

45 
president should control, but not command. Given his 

distaste for military men, his disinterest in military 

matters, and his determination to retain civilian 
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supremacy, it is not surprising that the President dele¬ 

gated nearly complete authority in army affairs to his 

Secretary of War. 

At forty-four Newton D. Baker was easily the 

youngest member of Wilson's cabinet. Nonetheless, by 

the time he assumed office on 7 March 1916 he was a 

seasoned politician. At thirty-nine he had become mayor 

of Cleveland. At forty he had gained national attention 

at the Democratic National Convention in Baltimore. There 

he had earned further recognition as a figure instrumental 

46 
in winning the 1912 presidential nomination for Wilson. 

Later he had campaigned actively for and with the future 

president. It is not surprising that the Republican 

leadership, many of whom were friendly to Baker's pre- 

47 
decessor, saw Baker's appointment as a blatant political 

move. Since the appointment came in a presidential elec¬ 

tion year, the administration's political enemies lost no 

time in assaulting Wilson's newest cabinet member. 

In many respects Baker was a vulnerable target. 

Opponents attacked his physical appearance, his lack of 

military experience, and his pacifist background. Small, 

frail, and bespectacled. Baker simply did not conform 
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to the popular image of a man in charge of the War Depart¬ 

ment. His closest brush with any kind of military 

experience had been his rejection, because of defective 

eyesight, as a volunteer in the Spanish-American War. 

But it was as a pacifist that he was most vulnerable. 

He had never made any attempt to hide his pacifist predi¬ 

lections and had been candid enough to admit openly that 

he was in sympathy with all peace societies. As mayor of 

Cleveland in 1915 he had joined American social worker 

Jane Addams in the endorsement of the famous antiwar film. 

Lay Down Your Arms. Later that year in Philadelphia he had 

participated in the first meeting of the League to Enforce 

Peace. If there was still any doubt about his pacific 

attitude he resolved it in a 1916 address to the Reserve 

Officers Association. His opening statement to the 

48 
Association was simple and direct: "I am a pacifist." 

There was also an attempt to brand Baker a "rubber- 

stamp" Secretary of War. He looked weak. He was a 

pacifist. He had said he would do whatever the President 

49 
told him to do. All the signs pointed in a single 

direction: Baker was nothing more than a short-term 

cabinet member selected principally to help Wilson win a 
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second term in the White House. Once secure for another 

four years Wilson would be forced to find a more dynamic 

Secretary of War. 

Either the signs or their readers were wrong. Baker 

would hold office for five critical years during which 

his department would undergo complete reorganization, 

raise an army and fight it in a major European war. Far 

from being a weak rubber-stamp, Baker, because of the 

authority entrusted to him by the President, would wield 

enormous power. 

How would Baker handle his delegated authority? 

The Secretary's background and imperfect knowledge of 

Civil War history provide part of the answer. His home 

town, Martinsburg, West Virginia, was steeped in Civil 

War tradition. Located at the northern entrance of the 

Shenandoah Valley, it had been the scene of frequent 

fighting and had been occupied alternately by both sides 

during the war. Baker's father had ridden with the 

First Virginia Cavalry under Jeb Stuart. Captured at 

Gettysburg, the elder Baker had been exchanged and fought 

50 
again in the defense of Richmond. When Baker was a boy 

his father acquired most of the important Civil War books 
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then in print. Father and son spent many hours together 

51 
reading them. As a veteran, the senior Baker could not 

resist adding his own interpretations of the war. Accord¬ 

ing to the father's version, which Baker later testified 

had a lasting impression on him, the South had the better 

of the war for so long because Jefferson Davis gave his 

generals a free hand, whereas Lincoln interfered con- 

52 
stantly with his. This popular picture of Civil War 

command structure was, of course, false. Nevertheless 

it strongly influenced Baker's conception of his role as 

Secretary of War. 

For Baker the lesson of the Civil War was that 

civilians should not interfere with generals. He saw his 

role as head of the War Department as filling his 

generals' requisitions for supplies and munitions, and 

protecting them in unfettered authority. Eventually he 

would modify his command concepts. But, when the 

United States entered World War I it did so with a 

Secretary of War who firmly believed that strategy was 

something narrowly military, to be determined exclusively 

by military men.53 
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With a President who cared little for military 

matters and a Secretary of War who was ready to give 

unfettered authority to his generals, the United States 

government was destined to vest unprecedented powers in 

its field commander. Based on indications of the Allied 

missions there would be a sizable American force in 

Europe. The American field commander would have to train, 

organize, and fight this force. To complicate matters 

the commander would be separated from his civilian chiefs 

by over 3000 miles. Baker had to ponder these considera¬ 

tions as he sought a leader for the American Expeditionary 

Force (AEF) . 

Scrupulously, the Secretary studied and compared 

the records of all brigadier and major generals in the 

army. None of them ever commanded a force as large as a 

European division in action. None had had any general 

staff training at the new Army War College. Baker 

established his own criteria: the new commander must 

possess adequate physical stamina to endure the strain 

on the Western Front, and he must be completely loyal to 

his superiors in Washington. The choice narrowed to four 

major generals: Leonard Wood, Thomas H. Barry, 
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J. Franklin Bell, and John J. Pershing. Ill health-soon 

54 
excluded Barry and Bell. 

Wood was the senior major general in the army. A 

Harvard educated physician, he had gained fame and promo¬ 

tion for his services with the Rough Riders and as 

Governor-General of Cuba. Later he became Governor- 

General in the Philippines and Chief of Staff in Washing¬ 

ton. Since Cuba, however, with the exception of a small 

campaign against the Moros, he had not commanded troops 

in the field.^ 

There was more to consider. Wood enjoyed great 

popularity and dabbled freely in politics. An avid 

Republican, he included Theodore Roosevelt and Senator 

Henry Cabot Lodge among his influential friends. He had 

joined Roosevelt in a campaign for preparedness contrary 

to the President's, and had been outspoken in his opposi¬ 

tion to Wilson's stand on neutrality. Wilson, in turn, 

had publicly expressed a lack of confidence in Wood's 

loyalty and discretion. Baker knew that the President 

was not likely to trust Wood as commander in France.^ 

Pershing, while junior in rank and less well known, 

had compiled an outstanding military record. His 
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performance of duty in the Philippines had been so 

impressive that President Theodore Roosevelt promoted 

him directly from captain to brigadier. His most signi¬ 

ficant service, however, was in Mexico. There he had 

led our largest expedition since the war with Spain and 

commanded the largest force under active service condi¬ 

tions since the Civil War. More important, Pershing had 

executed his Mexican exploits directly under Baker’s 

purview. The Secretary had seen his general subjected 

to a most gruelling test of subordination. Pershing had 

done more than obey orders: he had interpreted their 

spirit. Isolated beyond the Mexican border, he kept his 

own temper and controlled his men in the face of constant 

Mexican baiting. He easily could have created a situation 

which would have brought on war with Mexico. He could 

have chosen instant fame over duty, but he did not. Here 

was a man who seemed to put duty and loyalty above any 

57 
personal ambition. Baker's first official act as 

Secretary of War had been to endorse the orders for the 

58 
Punitive Expedition into Mexico. Pershing's leadership 

had made that mission a success. Baker nominated Pershing 

to command the AEF 
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Baker, of course, did not have the authority to 

appoint Pershing. One of the essential powers of the 

President as commander-in-chief is that of naming com¬ 

manders of forces in the field. While appointments 

involving rank require ratification by the Senate, the 

President has complete freedom in selecting any officer 

59 
for a particular command. As previously mentioned, 

Wilson did not trust Wood. Wood's personality, spread¬ 

ing its power into the political world, sounded back to 

the days when the commanding general of the army was a 

great figure in politics. Wilson was not oblivious of 

historical precedent. He remembered that Generals 

Washington, Jackson, Harrison, Zachary Taylor, and Grant 

all had become presidents. He was aware that Presidents 

60 
Hayes and Garfield had been Civil War generals. He 

was not about to groom another general, especially not 

a Republican general, for the presidency. On the other 

hand Wilson had been impressed with Pershing's conduct 

61 
in Mexico. He saw Pershing as a soldier devoid of 

political ambition and true to a soldier's duty. Wilson 

accepted Baker's recommendationi Pershing would lead 

American forces in France. 
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On the morning of 10 May 1917 General Pershing 

arrived in Washington. After reporting to the Chief of 

Staff, Major General Hugh Scott, he called on the 

Secretary of War. Baker looked much younger and smaller 

than the general had expected. Pershing soon learned 

that this boyish appearance was belying. Once Baker 

began to speak he struck Pershing as being candid, fair, 

and business-like as well as courteous and pleasant. 

Pershing left the Secretary's office with a distinctly 

favorable impression of the man who, as head of the War 

Department, would be his immediate superior in the coming 

months.^ 

Baker was equally impressed with his fifty-seven 

year old general. Tall, erect, and impeccably uniformed, 

Pershing's appearance was perfect for his new role. But 

appearance was only a small part of his appeal. Baker 

observed that although Pershing was bound in service tradi- 

63 
tion he nonetheless had imagination and foresight. 

At the time of his initial meeting with Baker, 

Pershing understood that he was to go to France in command 

of a division. Several days later, however. Baker informed 

him that the President had decided to send him abroad as 
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Commander-in-Chief of all U. S. forces to be deployed in 

64 
Europe. Here was much more than a mere change of 

title. The new decision materially broadened the scope 

of Pershing's duties, increased his responsibilities, 

and was fraught with unknown complications. Pershing's 

success in handling his now expanded mission would depend 

largely upon the directions he received from Washington 

and the kind of backing he received abroad. 

On the afternoon of 24 May General Pershing got 

some indication of what that backing would be. Along 

with Secretary Baker he called on President Wilson for 

65 
the first and last time until the Armistice in 1918. 

Wilson was brief. After some initial pleasantries the 

President said: "General, you were chosen entirely upon 

your record and I have every confidence that you will 

66 
succeed; you shall have my full support." These were 

fine words but not particularly enlightening. Pershing 

had expected some comment on the various Allied sugges¬ 

tions to infuse American manpower into their ranks, some 

indication of the role the American army should play in 

6 V 
cooperation with the Allied armies. While he remained 

silent on the whole question of Allied relations, 
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including amalgamation, the President did say: "you shall 

have my full support." Pershing would have to wait for 

amplification. 

To insure that he would not depart on his difficult 

mission without written instructions, Pershing drafted 

a set of orders for himself. His effort was wasted. On 

the day before he sailed to Europe Pershing accepted 

official orders signed by the Secretary of War. The 

orders concerned the extent of Pershing's command, 

68 
authority, and duties in Europe. Paragraph five was 

most explicit concerning amalgamation: 

The underlying idea must be kept in view that 
the forces of the United States are a separate 
and distinct component of the combined forces, 
the identity of which must be preserved. 

Paragraph six summarized the content of the order: 

In general you are vested with all necessary 
authority to carry on the war vigorously in 
harmony with the spirit of these instructions 
and towards a victorious conclusion. 

A virtual dictatorship had been created for 

Pershing. Baker confided to Pershing the impossibility 

of any military direction from Washington to the com¬ 

mander in the field. He promised to give his general 

only two orders, one to go to France and the other to 
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return home. In the meantime Pershing's authority in 

France would be supreme. His nod would be law. No 

69 
American had ever been delegated so much power. He 

would forge his own weapon, then use it as he saw fit. 

A picture of the United States command structure 

thus emerges. The President was commander-in-chief, but 

the functions of that office were in the hands of the 

Secretary of War. Because of distance and his under¬ 

standing of military history, the Secretary delegated 

70 
much of his authority to his field commander. The 

commander of the AEF exercised control directly under the 

President and Secretary of War; he was not responsible to 

71 
the Chief of Staff or any other officer in Washington. 

Wilson, through Baker, had delegated massive authority 

to Pershing. To a great extent he was left to determine 

the scope of his job. He had the power to decide when, 

72 
where, and how American forces could be used in France. 



CHAPTER II 

Britain Fights a War ... 

And Struggles to Establish a Command Structure 
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A Need for Closer Relations 

Although Wilson left the War Department to the 

experts, he kept under his own hand the general policy of 

Allied relations. He seemed to think there was little 

relation between foreign and military policy. Determined 

to keep the two disciplines separate, he intended to 

delegate authority solely in military matters.^" 

An incident on the eve of America's entry into the 

war illustrates the President's concept of duality. With 

involvement in the European war a distinct possibility, 

the general staff had prepared contingency plans for 

operations against Germany. Upon reading accounts of 

this activity in the press, Wilson went "white with 

passion" and threatened to order every staff officer out 

2 
of Washington. Baker desperately tried to explain that 

staff planners made war on paper with all countries as 

part of their job. But Wilson was adamant. Outraged, he 

3 
ordered such practices stopped. 

Wilson possessed little understanding of military 

factors, or even much interest in them. Unlike previous 

war presidents he did not set up a command post in the 

White House, did not follow avidly the course of the 
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fighting, did not manage the appointment of commanders, 

, 4 
and did not supervise the promotion of key officers. 

As a war president who had to deal with world politics 

5 
his mind was set on high state policy. He took careful 

pains to separate the mechanical means of war-making from 

the political ends of the war. Indeed, a salient feature 

of his diplomacy from April 1917 to October 1918 was his 

attempt to impose a moratorium on political consultation 

with the Allies.^ 

Problems of political and military coordination are 

always difficult in a coalition. They were especially so 

in 1917-1918 because Wilson shunned the responsibilities 

of a treaty of alliance and insisted upon keeping his 

7 
freedom of decision unrestricted. Never fully trusting 

Allied motives, he was determined to avoid so much as a 

hint of formal alliance. He even ordered the Food 

Administration to change the wording on two of its posters 

8 from "Our Allies" to "Our Associates in the War." In a 

more practical vein he seemed reluctant to commit American 

forces until some agreement was reached with the Allies 

on war aims, and he hesitated to allow American military- 

men to participate in conversations concerning war 
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strategy. Wilson denied Pershing the right to attend any 

g 
Allied strategy meetings in an official capacity. While 

Pershing's orders gave him full authority over the 

American army in France, they did not empower him to 

share in Allied decision-making. He was directed to 

"make all the incidental arrangements essential to active 

participation at the front" and "to cooperate with forces 

of other countries employed against [the] enemy," but he 

was neither directed nor authorized to participate in the 

formulation of Allied strategy."^ America was an 

"associate" not an "allied" power, therefore, its coopera¬ 

tion with the Allies would be something less than full. 

Pershing considered closer cooperation essential. 

He believed that the initial Allied estimates of American 

manpower requirements were too small, and that by May 

1918 the AEF should number at least one million men.^ 

In order to defeat Germany, America would have to field 

a large army in Europe, and would have to coordinate that 

army's labors with Allied efforts. To build a great army 

in Europe, America would have to rely on British tonnage. 

Because she was the most powerful Ally and because she 

had the shipping without which an American army could not 
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reach the battlefield, Pershing especially desired closer 

relations with Great Britain. In July he requested 

permission to attend an Allied conference on war strategy. 

Later that month he recommended the establishment of a 

"strong military mission in London" that could establish 

and maintain "direct relations with British War 

12 
offices." The White House denied both requests. 

Wilson understood that Allied strategy sessions were 

fraught with political overtones and he did not want his 

general, or any other American representative, participat¬ 

ing in European politics. The President wanted Pershing 

to keep abreast of Allied strategy and to cooperate in 

its implementation, but he did not want Pershing to help 

formulate that strategy. In strict compliance with his 

orders, Pershing had to negotiate with Allied leaders on 

an informal basis. 

Washington's unwillingness to cooperate fully with 

the Allies placed Pershing in a difficult position. He 

had to deal with Allied leaders continuously. Pershing 

discovered that dealing with the British was an especially 

tortuous business. The British command structure was 

vastly more complicated than its American counterpart. 
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There was no attempt to separate the political and 

military aspects of the war, hence there was no massive 

delegation of authority to military commanders. In fact, 

the political and military features of the war were so 

closely intertwined that there was open hostility between 

the Prime Minister and his chief military advisers. The 

divided interests of a coalition cabinet served to widen 

and complicate this rift within the British Government. 

To understand the organization of the British Supreme 

13 Command with which Pershing had to deal throughout the 

war, it is necessary to discuss the evolution of Britain's 

war-making apparatus and the rise of Lloyd George. 

Britain 1914-1915 

Britain had taken up arms in 1914 in the firm belief 

that the war would be short. Trusting in her isolated 

geographical position and preeminent navy, she entered 

the conflict with a pitifully small expeditionary force 

of 160,000 regular troops. As it became evident that the 

popular forecast of quick war was erroneous, Britain 

realized that some alterations in her war-making machinery 

were necessary. Changes, while often slow, were constant. 
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For the most part they were dictated by the exigencies 

of the battlefield. Military defeats and excessive 

casualities demanded explanation. With each new setback 

bereavement became more widespread, hope more forlorn. 

On such occasions it was the nature of the English people 

14 
to blame their Government, not their soldiers. The 

Government, quite understandably, often handed at least 

a share of the blame to its chief military advisers. It 

is not surprising then, that Britain made numerous politi¬ 

cal and military adjustments in the years before America 

entered the war. At times these changes concerned con¬ 

cepts of grand strategy, at other times particular person¬ 

alities or the functions of a particular office. 

As in previous conflicts the higher direction of war 

was the function of the British Government. The Cabinet 

assumed responsibility for decisions on strategic policy. 

In practice an inner group of Cabinet members, with the 

Prime Minister as arbiter, usually made all significant 

decisions. In this select group the two service secre- 

15 
taries. Kitchener and Churchill, were the most impor- 

16 
tant and active ministers. 
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4 

Field-Marshal Horatio Herbert Earl Kitchener of 

Khartoum was a national hero. The Empire's most dis¬ 

tinguished soldier-statesman, he had conquered the Sudan 

and South Africa and had ruled Egypt and India. He pro¬ 

jected an image of implacable determination, self- 

sacrifice, and devotion' to duty. His appointment as 

Secretary of State for War on the day after the declara¬ 

tion of hostilities became a symbol of Britain's will to 

• J_ 17 victory. 

Kitchener decided to direct the army by himself. 

Working mostly in solitude he neither sought nor received 

advice within his War Office. When his Chief of the 

Imperial General Staff (CIGS) died in October 1914, 

Kitchener replaced him with Lieutenant-General Sir James 

Wolfe-Murray, a diffident staff officer who hardly dared 

speak in his master's presence. Kitchener did not even 

18 
make Murray a member of the Army Council. Neither did 

he bother to consult with Major General Sir Charles 

Callwell, who, as Director of Military Operations, was 

responsible for all army operations outside of the United 

Kingdom. Armed with his enormous self-confidence and 

reputation, Kitchener chose to perform a gigantic task 
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by himself. During the first ten months of the war he 

did much to formulate strategy. The creation of a War 

19 
Council in November 1914 did little to disguise the 

realities of power within the Government. One member of 

the Council, however, was eager to play a leading role 

. 20 
xn the war, and soon challenged the War Secretary. 

David Lloyd George, Chancellor of the Exchequer in 

Asquith's Liberal Government, entered into fierce and 

eventually successful combat with Kitchener over the 

organization of the supply of war materials. In April 

1915 Lloyd George obtained the Prime Minister's approval 

to form a "Munitions of War Committee." Initially the 

Committee seemed condemned to futility. Munitions 

belonged to the War Office; Kitchener refused to share 

his responsibility or even to furnish information on 

munitions. The Secretary for War seemed impregnable in 

his lofty position. Then, on the morning of 14 May, 

The Times carried a front page story about the British 

Expeditionary Force's (BEF's) lacX of high explosive 

shells. During the ensuing "shell scandal" Lloyd George 

21 
secured the tools to erode Kitchener's power. 
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At the same time that the "shell scandal" broke, 

the First Sea Lord, Sir John Fisher, resigned in opposi¬ 

tion to naval strategy in the Dardanelles. Faced with 

double crises. Prime Minister Asquith was forced to act. 

In response to acute parliamentary and public discontent 

with the Government's direction of the war, Asquith formed 

22 
a new government, the First Coalition. The effects of 

23 
the change on war strategy were profound. 

Adjustments within the War Office were particularly 

meaningful. Lloyd George procured the formation of a 

Ministry of Munitions with himself as chairman. Thus, in 

one stroke he secured for himself a cabinet position in 

the new Coalition and deprived the War Office of one of 

its most important functions. Kitchener, still too 

popular to be relieved, was directed to form a new organi- 

24 
zation to replace the moribund War Council. The new 

Coalition Cabinet observed Kitchener with suspicion, 

forced him to attend its committee meetings, and made 

decisions in spite of him. The Secretary of War had lost 

25 
much of his power to influence strategy. 

Kitchener's lost power could have been absorbed by 

his new creation, the Dardanelles Committee. But that 
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group, numbering as many as twelve or thirteen ministers, 

was a divided and fragmented organization. It simply 

could not agree on important strategic decisions. Major 

problems usually had to be rediscussed in the Cabinet by 

leaders of all parties represented in the Coalition 

Government. Decision-making power was in the hands of 

the Cabinet made up of members of the Liberal, Labor, and 

Conservative parties. As a result the First Coalition was 

an ineffective war instrument. Divided in itself, it was 

at the mercy of its field commanders, other governments, 

and most of all the enemy. ^ 

And the enemy was active. Persistent tragedy dogged 

the Allies in every theater, but events in France were 

especially disheartening. The joint Anglo-French offen¬ 

sives at Loos, Artois, and Champagne had cost much and 

produced little. These failures precipitated an open 

revolt within the BEF. British army commanders, led by 

Sir Douglas Haig, publicly criticized the leadership and 

character of their commander-in-chief, Field Marshal Sir 

John French. The Government, in turn, began looking for 

a new commander for its forces in France.^ 
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Greater political dangers impended at home. The 

Coalition Government was breaking down due to internal 

divisions and the weight of its own numbers. The major 

problem, of course, was the conduct of the war. Asquith 

realized that the replacement of French would solve 

little. He had to reorganize the War Office, and to do 

so he had to dispose of Kitchener. The Prime Minister 

persuaded his aging field marshal to go to Gallipoli to 

"review the situation." On 4 November 1915 Kitchener left 

28 
England; Asquith immediately took over the War Office. 

He attempted to maneuver himself into a position 

analogous to an American president. Under the constitu¬ 

tion of the United States, the president is commander- 

in-chief of the armed forces. Hence, policy and strategy 

are under the control of the head of state. Churchill 

attained the same end in the Second World War when he 

assumed the office of Minister of Defense. Asquith, in 

29 
November 1915, worked toward a similar arrangement. 

Though he was not strong enough to impose his scheme 

on the Coalition Cabinet, Asquith did make several impor¬ 

tant changes while in temporary control of the War Office. 

He constituted a new and smaller war committee to replace 
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the Dardanelles Committee; he changed the commander of 

the BEF; and he began arrangements for the appointment 

of a new CIGS. Most important, he laid the foundation 

for transferring the direction of the British Army from 

the Secretary of State for War to the Chief of the 

Imperial General Staff. 

Unfortunately the new War Committee was a failure. 

Originally composed of five members it soon grew to 

unmanagable numbers. Other familiar problems began to 

appear. The Committee had no executive power; the Cabinet 

insisted on discussing all major issues; and the various 

party leaders were no more amenable than they had been 

in previous committees. The Cabinet continued to make 

all important decisions. 

There were fewer problems in finding a replacement 

for Sir John French. No military reputations had survived 

among senior commanders outside of France. Of the three 

army commanders in France only Sir Douglas Haig had been 

in command during all of 1915. Haig had had a distin¬ 

guished army career and was socially acceptable. He had 

married one of the Queen's ladies-in-waiting and was a 

confidant of the King. A logical choice, Haig, on 19 

December, assumed command of the BEF 
30 
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Sir William Robertson, meanwhile, had come to London 

as CIGS with greatly expanded powers. A commoner, he had 

worked his way from private to the highest military 

position in the army. While in France he had made an 

excellent impression on visiting politicians, including 

Lloyd George, and on the King. Asquith expected much of 

Robertson as CIGS. As for Kitchener, he would be 

retained as a figurehead. To emphasize the dominance of 

the CIGS over the Secretary for War, Asquith encouraged 

Robertson to dictate his conditions for assuming office. 

In a letter to Kitchener dated 5 December 1915, 

Robertson spelled out his demands. In essence he wanted 

no intermediary between the CIGS and the head of govern¬ 

ment. Kitchener balked, but was forced to acquiesce. 

The appointment of Robertson to CIGS clearly marked the 

ascendancy of that office over the position of Secretary 

* TT 31 for War. 

War by Cabinet government had not worked during the 

first eighteen months of conflict. The changes instituted 

in 1915 soon proved insufficient to meet new and greater 

crises. The Coalition Government was not an effective 

war organization. Leaders of the various parties did 
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not work in harmony, and in the Liberal Party the split 

between the Asquith and Lloyd George factions became more 

pronounced. The new War Committee had the same inherent 

weakness as the original War Council and the Dardanelles 

Committee—it has no executive authority. In the War 

Office a strong CIGS had replaced a phantom, but a once 

strong Secretary for War had been stripped of his power. 

In Britain there was still no teamwork, no over-all 

direction and little coordination of the war effort. 

1916, Verdun and the Somme 

Throughout 1914 and 1915 Great Britain was still a 

junior partner among the Allies. France had shouldered 

the major share of the fighting and suffered the most 

casualties. She was waging a war for survival, fighting 

to expel an invading army. The British Government 

recognized French preeminence and directed Haig to 

cooperate fully with General Joffre's instructions and 

32 
plans for 1916. Britain went further by issuing a 

statement affirming the Western Front as the main theater 

of operations and announcing its intention to launch an 

33 
offensive operation there in early spring. 
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While British and French officers were planning for 

a spring offensive, the Germans struck. Their attack at 

Verdun, in February, caught the French by surprise and 

gained early success. Soon, however, the battle 

deteriorated into a grim duel. The German aim was to 

bleed the French army white, to break French morale, and 

hence to destroy one of the Allies. The French, having 

lost much territory in 1914, were determined to hold the 

34 
prestigious forts at Verdun. 

So vigorously did the Germans press their attack 

that France was forced to cry for help. Insisting that 

it could not hold Verdun past June, France appealed to 

Britain to relieve the enemy pressure. Plans for the 

combined Anglo-French offensive had to be altered. The 

French share of the offensive was reduced drastically. 

Britain had to assume a greater burden, and had to move 

35 
quickly to save its ally. 

On 1 July 1916 Britain launched an offensive astride 

the Somme. The area was particularly ill suited for 

attack. Devoid of major strategic objectives, barren, 

and poorly drained, the battlefield favored the defender. 

Moreover, the British unknowingly chose to attack some of 
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the strongest German defenses on the Western Front. The 

price for helping France was high. Casualty figures for 

the first day of the Somme, a bleak landmark in British 

history, were enormous. Officers suffered a seventy-five 

percent casualty rate while losses for all ranks numbered 

36 
over 57,000. This was but the first of 140 days of 

slaughter. When Haig finally halted his offensive on 

37 
14 November, British losses were over 400,000. 

Verdun and the Somme marked a watershed in the war. 

During the progress of these battles thé main burden of 

the war passed from France to Britain. France was both 

physically and psychologically drained. Verdun had cost 

her over 377,000 casualties, and she had lost another 

38 
195,000 with the British on the Somme. Soldiers and 

39 
civilians alike were weary of the war; morale plummeted. 

Fortunately France would no longer have to bear the full 

brunt of the war. Britain, by her actions on the Somme, 

demonstrated that she would spare neither life nor trea¬ 

sure in order to defeat the enemy. More and more Britain 

40 
would do the fighting, and the dying. 

In the course of these dreary events more changes 

were taking place within the British Supreme Command. 
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On 5 June the British cruiser Hampshire struck a mine 

and went under. All aboard were lost, including Field 

Marshal Kitchener. Lloyd George was named the new 

Secretary of State for War. Among his first acts were 

attempts to abrogate the Kitchener-Robertson agreements 

of December 1915 and to return the Munitions Ministry to 

the War Office. Asquith blocked both moves. While Lloyd 

George strove to reestablish the supremacy of the Secre¬ 

tary for War over the CIGS, Asquith took all possible 

precautions to prevent him from interfering with strategy. 

The Prime Minister named Lord Derby the Under-Secretary 

of State for War. Known for his loyalty to the army, 

Derby was also appointed president of the Army Council, 

a position hitherto reserved for the War Minister him- 

1 r; 41 self. 

As the tragedy of the Somme unfolded before him, 

Lloyd George could do little but watch. In the process he 

developed a deep animosity towards Robertson. The Secre¬ 

tary saw his principal military adviser as a hindrance 

who thwarted every effort to concentrate or distribute 

the aggregate power of the Allies. Robertson, he believed, 

had no conception of strategic realities and looked upon 
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any civilian advice as an impingement of his special 

42 
powers as CIGS. Robertson, backed by Asquith, parried 

all of Lloyd George's attempts to dictate strategy. 

But the new Secretary was persistent. If he could 

not influence strategy one way, he would try another. 

With the help of Sir Frederick Maurice, Lloyd George 

developed the idea of a small, powerful war committee. 

The committee would be independent of the Cabinet, and 

would not include the Prime Minister among its members. 

While the Prime Minister could order the committee to 

consider any topic, he would have no veto power over the 

committee's conclusions. Lloyd George proposed that this 

"civilian general staff" be composed of three ministers. 

He would be chairman and two leading Conservatives, Bonar 

43 
Law and Edward Carson, would be the other members. 

Asquith quite naturally refused to place the direc¬ 

tion of the war into the hands of his chief party rival 

and the leaders of the opposition. Convinced that 

Asquith would not agree to any change in war direction. 

Lloyd George decided to join forces with Bonar Law to 

force the Prime Minister out of office. Faced with this 

powerful combination and reeling under public disapproval 
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of the losses on the Somme, Asquith resigned. On 

5 December 1916 the King asked Lloyd George to form a 

new government. 

Lloyd George takes Control 

Lloyd George undertook Premiership without a strong 

base. The son of an itinerant Welsh teacher, he had 

little concern for the appurtenances of British social 

and military procedure. His pragmatic approach to pro¬ 

blems led him to straddle all parties. To him no policy 

was permanent, no pledge final. He had nearly as many 

enemies as supporters and was dependent upon a tenuous 

coalition for his continuation in office. Control of his 

own Liberal Party remained in the hands of Asquith, who 

refused to accept a position in the Second Coalition. As 

a result Lloyd George was assured the support of less than 

one half of the Liberal members of the House of Commons. 

While the attitude of Labor was doubtful, most Conserva¬ 

tives were bitterly hostile toward him. Nor could he be 

44 
certain of the support of the public or the press. 

But he did have the backing of the two most influential 

Conservative leaders, Law and Carson, and of Lord Milner 
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who carried great weight with several important Conserva¬ 

tive factions. With this support the Prime Minister 

cautiously set about reorganizing the machinery of 

government.45 

Two days after assuming office Lloyd George insti¬ 

tuted a significant administrative innovation, the 

sovereign War Cabinet. Its function was to run the war. 

Unlike the Asquithian war committees of 1914-1916, this 

Cabinet enjoyed supreme power in the state. The whole 

machinery of government functioned in order to put its 

decisions and directions into effect. Membership was 

limited to five men: Lloyd George, Law, Lords Milner and 

Curzon, and Arthur Henderson. In combination as members 

of the War Cabinet these men became the central organ 

for the direction of the war. All other government 

ministers retained their rank and status Cabinet Ministers, 

but were not members of the War Cabinet with which the 

final word rested. Determined to devote full time to 

directing the war, Lloyd George released himself from the 

task of leading the House and gave that duty to Bonar Law. 

With the exception of the Prime Minister and Law, who was 

Chancellor of the Exchequer as well as Leader of the House, 
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all members of the War Cabinet were ministers without 

portfolio. In theory they could devote all of their 

time and energy to the direction of the British war 

„ . 46 effort. 

Girded for action, the new "win the war" government 

determined not only to continue the war but to assume 

greater control of its conduct. Lloyd George appreciated 

the significance of the Somme and Verdun. British con¬ 

tribution to the war in men, money, and material had 

grown to vast dimensions and was still increasing. 

Britain, therefore, was entitled to impress her ideas upon 

her Allies much more than she had in the past. It was 

47 
time she assumed the lion's share of the war direction. 

In general the High Command welcomed the change of 

government. Haig was delighted with the elevation of 

Lord Derby, a close friend, to Secretary of State for 

48 
War. Both Haig and Robertson were pleased with the 

prospect of their government exercising greater control 

in war direction at the expense of the French. The 

Second Coalition symbolized a decision to continue the 

war and promised greater concentration of national 

resources to its conduct. Secure in their positions, the 
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generals would be satisfied as long as this martial 

spirit did not manifest itself in weakened support for 

49 
the Western Front. 

At first both the High Command and their "western'' 

„ 50 
strategy were safe. Although Lloyd George was a con¬ 

firmed "easterner" and an opponent of the Haig-Robertson 

strategy that had produced the Somme, he could not move 

against the "westerners." The combinations which had 

elevated Lloyd George to power had been directed against 

Asquith's personality and methods, not against his 

western strategy. Lord Northcliffe, the most vociferous 

opponent of Asquith, was still a strong Haig supporter. 

The powerful Northcliffe news empire was advocating a 

policy of "hands off the soldiers." Prominent Conserva¬ 

tives, including Lord Curzon, Lord Robert Cecil, and 

Austen Chamberlain, indicated that they might hesitate 

to join the Government if any change were made in the High 

Command. Apart from the Prime Minister, the principal 

"easterner" was Winston Churchill. But his connection 

with the Dardanelles and the ensuing hostility of the 

51 
Conservatives had excluded him from office. Under such 

circumstances Lloyd George could not afford a direct 
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assault on either the High Command or their "western" 

cohorts.^ 

But he had to do something. Despite a marked 

numerical superiority in 1916,. the Allies had been unable 

to move toward victory and had succeeded only in negating 

the enemy's action on the Western Front. Lloyd George 

had established his government in the hope of changing 

the prevailing military attitude which insisted on batter¬ 

ing German defenses in the West. He wanted a new strategy. 

To get it he knew that he would either have to change the 

opinions of his principal military advisers or get new 

53 
ones. Both courses seemed hopeless. But Lloyd George 

had overcome many obstacles in his climb to the top. He 

had demonstrated an ability to use crises to his advantage. 

The shell scandal had led to his chairmanship of the 

Munitions Committee and put him in a position to replace 

Kitchener in the War Office. Public dissatisfaction with 

the conduct and results of the Somme offensive had pro¬ 

pelled him into the Premiership. He would wait for another 

crisis, which surely would come, to dispose of his mili¬ 

tary advisers and their strategy. In the meantime he 

would attempt to sap their power and influence through a 

series of indirect attacks. 
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Lloud George Moves Against the High Command 

Lloyd George was opposed to any large scale attack 

in the West. One of his first moves in office was an 

attempt to circumvent the arrangements made in November 

1916 at Chantilly. There, Allied military leaders had 

agreed to launch a Somme-like offensive in France as 

early as possible in February 1917. In an effort to 

abort the birth of another Somme, Lloyd George arranged 

for the Allied political and military leaders to meet in 

Rome. At the conference, which began in January 1917, 

Lloyd George proposed a general Italian offensive against 

the Austrians. Such an offensive would require substan¬ 

tial assistance from Britain and would cancel the planned 

offensive in France. The proposal was defeated by what 

Lloyd George called "the bondage of professional eti¬ 

quette," the predilection for Allied military commanders 

to stick together against all outsiders, even their 

54 
civilian superiors. The British General Staff did not 

know their Prime Minister was going to propose an Italian 

offensive. The plan came as a shock to Robertson and he 

did not support it. The French High Command wanted all 

resources staked to the Western Front. General Cadorna, 
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the Italian field commander, refused to transgress his 

British and French counterparts. Presenting a united 

front, the Allied governments' military advisers buried 

55 
the idea of a major Italian offensive. 

Blocked in his attempt to cancel offensive activity 

on the Western Front, Lloyd George began to consider the 

plan of General Robert Nivelle. Nivelle, who had assumed 

command of French armies in the West after Verdun, wanted 

to adjust the Chantilly arrangements. His plan called for 

an offensive to be undertaken principally by the French 

with the British playing a subsidiary role. Lloyd George 

saw merit in Nivelle's idea. It was preferable to the 

Chantilly plan which would have committed Britain to a 

major offensive, and it might provide an opportunity to 

diminish the powers of the British High Command. The 

56 
Prime Minister decided to endorse Nivelle. 

Leaving tactical considerations to the French, 

Lloyd George gave his attention to the Allied command 

structure. During an Allied conference at Calais on 

26-27 February, he announced his intention to subordinate 

Haig to Nivelle and his approval of a French command 

formula that would make Haig's subordination permanent. 



58 

The implementation of these drastic measures would change 

the entire status of the British Army in France. The 

post of British commander-in-chief would be virtually 

abolished. Nivelle would have the same relation to the 

commanders of the separate British armies as he had to 

the commanders of the French armies. He would issue orders 

to British armies through a British chief of staff 

assigned to his headquarters. Thus, he would by-pass 

Haig who would be in charge of little more than the 

57 discipline and administration of the British armies. 

More extraordinary than the decision itself were the 

methods used to reach it. Lloyd George first decided to 

place Haig under Nivelle after a secret meeting with the 

French general. Then he persuaded the War Cabinet to 

confirm the decision at a special meeting on 24 February. 

Significantly, Robertson was not invited to attend the 

meeting and Lord Derby did not learn that a meeting had 

taken place until several days later. Not only were the 

Secretary for War and the CIGS excluded, but the King also 

knew nothing of the new plans. 

Haig and Robertson first learned of their Prime 

Minister's scheme at Calais. Both protested vociferously. 



59 

After much heated discussion Lloyd George agreed to modify 

his proposal. Haig would be subordinate to Nivelle only 

for the period of the forthcoming offensive, he would 

have the right to appeal to the British Cabinet if he 

considered the security of his troops endangered by 

Nivelle's orders, and all orders to British troops would 

be issued through Haig, not through Nivelle's British 

staff officer. The entire episode served to confirm the 

mutual distrust between the Prime Minister and his High 

Command. Lloyd George had moved behind the backs of his 

chief military advisers and their supporters to make 

important decisions affecting the command structure on 

the Western Front. Haig and Robertson never fully trusted 

59 
Lloyd George; after Calais they suspected his every move. 

On 16 April, after numerous delays, Nivelle launched 

his offensive. It was a colossal failure. Surprise was 

to be Nivelle's key to victory, but there was no surprise. 

It seemed that everyone knew the attack was coming. The 

enemy certainly knew. After retreating behind the strong 

defensive positions of the Hindenburg Line, the Germans 

captured vital documents which revealed the exact 

boundaries of the French attack. French army commanders 
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expressed grave doubts about carrying out the attack, so 

did the French Government, but Nivelle pushed forward. 

60 
He lost 96,000 men, his reputation, and his command. 

A wave of disillusion and resentment swept France. 

Widespread mutinies occurred in the French Army; morale 

collapsed. General Henri Pétain replaced Nivelle. 

Pétain favored a military course of "limited liability" 

and was determined to prohibit any renewal of the French 

offénsive. He turned the French Army inward to heal its 

mutiny-riddled spirit and passed the initiative for the 

remainder of the year to the British. It was obvious 

that the French Army would be out of action for a con¬ 

siderable time.^ 

Lloyd George had backed a plan and a command struc¬ 

ture that had failed miserably. The French Army was 

shattered; the command structure on the Western Front 

reverted to what it had been before the Calais Conference. 

Haig reassumed full control of his forces with his reputa¬ 

tion materially enhanced by his ability to dissociate 

himself from Nivelle's failure. The stage was set for 

Haig to try his hand at a grand offensive. 
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Passchendaele 

In the deliberation before the Battle of 

Passchendaele the prolonged controversy between the 

"eastern" and "western" schools of thought reached its 

greatest intensity. The "westerners," led by Haig and 

Robertson, clung tenaciously to the belief that the war 

could be won in France and Flanders and only there. Not¬ 

withstanding the carnage on the Somme and Nivelle's 

fiasco, they remained convinced that a war of attrition 

against the main enemy was the only path to victory. 

Lloyd George, on the other hand, still held to his theory 

of "knocking away the props." If Germany's allies— 

Austria, Bulgaria, and Turkey—could be eliminated, the 

task of defeating Germany would be greatly simplified. 

With the curtailment of the Nivelle offensive plans for 

the remainder of 1917 were uncertain. What was certain 

was that the British would shoulder the main burden of 

whatever plan was devised. With this knowledge "eastern" 

and "western" factions introduced their ideas for the 

future prosecution of the war.^^ 

Lloyd George resurrected the plan he had advanced 

at Rome in January. He proposed to concentrate three to 
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four hundred British and French guns on the Isonzo in 

support of the Italian Army. The guns would enable the 

Italians to exploit their numerical superiority over the 

Austrians. Lloyd George argued that the reinforced 

Italians would deliver a smashing blow to Austria, and 

force her to abandon Germany and agree to peace on the 

Allies' terms. 

Haig wanted to attack in Flanders. He and Robertson 

raised powerful objections to the Prime Minister's plan. 

The withdrawal of 300 guns would prevent an Allied attack 

in Flanders—as Lloyd George well knew. Furthermore, 

Germany would do everything possible to prevent an 

Austrian capitulation. If the Western Front were weakened, 

Germany could either attack the French in force, or 

release large forces to support Austria thus shifting the 

main front from France to Italy. Neither prospect would 

benefit the Allies. The French were in no position to 

withstand a major attack, and the Italian front was 

64 
strategically unsound for the British. Robertson and 

Haig therefore stuck to their view that the best military 

course was to defeat Germany on the Western Front. To do 

so would require hard fighting. Fighting was Haig's 
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business. He had a long maturing plan ready to submit 

to his government.^ 

To analyze the opposing courses of action the War 

66 
Cabinet established a War Policy Committee. Its first 

official act was to summon Haig and Robertson. On 

16 June Haig sat before the first of a series of meetings 

of the Committee. During these June deliberations a 

pitched battle was fought between Haig and Lloyd George 

and their supporters. It was the showdown between 

"easterners" and "westerners" from which three-quarters of 

a million men emerged dead or wounded five months later. 

From the beginning Haig had the advantage. His opponents 

were divided among themselves, neither he nor Robertson 

could be sacked without proving that the Allied cause was 

bankrupt, and Lloyd George was not politically strong 

67 
enough to override him. On the positive side, Haig 

recently had won an impressive victory at Messines Ridge, 

and his government had given its blessing to offensive 

operations by officially adopting the polity of a war of 

. . 68 
attrition. 

With great confidence Haig unfolded his plan. He 

proudly announced that he had already accomplished the 
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first step, the capture of Messines Ridge. The ridge, 

which had provided the enemy perfect observation of the 

British lines south of Ypres, had been in British hands 

since 7 June. The next stages of the offensive were 

designed in an ordered sequence so as to secure one after 

another of the low ridges of Flanders until the Channel 

port of Ostend could be brought under fire. Then a 

combined amphibious and land force would clear the 

Belgian coast.^ 

Haig's supporters rallied to his side. Admiral 

Jellicoe, the First Sea Lord, argued that it was essential 

for the British to capture the German submarine bases on 

the Belgian coast. He stated that unless Haig's plan 

were adopted, the British would not have enough shipping 

. . 70 to continue the war in 1918. Robertson also backed 

Haig. Realizing the War Cabinet's objections to under¬ 

taking another exhausting operation like the Somme, the 

CIGS made it clear that he did not advocate spending the 

last man or the last shell in an attempt to clear the 

Flanders coast. The process of wearing down the enemy 

would be pursued in a direction which could be exploited 

to great advantage or terminated without serious losses. 
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He was certain that the operation would not become another 

Somme.^ 

Lloyd George was not so sure. He entertained grave 

doubts that the margin of Allied combative strength was 

sufficient for Haig's plan. He did not want the British 

bogged down in another slugging match. The Prime Minister 

informed Haig and Robertson that he and they were at "the 

parting of the ways." Instead of exhausting Britain's 

dwindling manpower reserves in a grand offensive, Lloyd 

George wanted to give Italy the means to attack and then 

to await the Americans. Anxious to avenge earlier losses, 

Haig hoped to win the war before the Americans arrived in 

force. Neither the Prime Minister nor his colleagues had 

the slightest belief that Haig's proposed attack could 

succeed, but the consensus of naval and military opinion 

was so strong that the War Committee decided to allow 

72 
Haig to prepare for his Flanders offensive. Forced to 

accept a plan which he believed to be unsound and which 

he believed would involve terrible losses, Lloyd George 

was determined more than ever to depose his leading 

generals. Nonetheless, he could not stop the Flanders 

offensive 
73 
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During an Allied conference on 25 July (the same 

conference that Pershing had requested, and was denied 

permission, to attend, see page 35) the War Cabinet wired 

Haig its "wholehearted support." On 31 July Haig struck. 

Torrential summer rains had transformed the shell-churned 

battlefield into a vast quagmire. As British troops 

stumbled through the waist-deep Belgian mud, they became 

easy prey for enemy gunners. For the Germans, given 

ample time to prepare, had devised a formidable defense 

to meet Haig. Using a system of disconnected strong 

points and concrete pill-boxes distributed in great depth, 

they held the ground as much as possible by machine-guns 

and as little as possible by men. Forward positions were 

lightly occupied; reserves were concentrated in the rear 

for counter-attack. Mustard gas added to the horror of 

the attackers, as did the weather and terrain of 

Flanders. 

Lloyd George Calls for Help 

By the end of August British losses approached 

74,000. Haig blamed his casualties, wastage he called 

them, on limited ammunition and the weather. Arguing that 
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neither of these conditions were his fault, and assuring 

his Government that the Germans were demoralized, he 

75 
pressed hard for a continuation of the offensive. 

Again he won; the attack went on. As British losses 

mounted Lloyd George desperately sought means to wrest 

control of strategy from Haig and Robertson. His options 

were limited. Conservative members of his coalition were 

still firmly wedded to the military powers, as was the 

Secretary for War. Lloyd George could not relieve his 

generals. Neither could he look to France to check their 

authority; he had tried that once with Nivelle and 

failed. Perhaps the power and prestige of America, if it 

could be swayed to his side, would be enough to circumvent 

the influence of his High Command. 

With his course determined, Lloyd George directed a 

deliberate campaign to bring the American Government more 

intimately into Allied councils. Lord Balfour, British 

Secretary for Foreign Affairs, wrote to Colonel E. M. 

House pointing out Britain's serious situation and asking 

for assistance in pooling British and American resources. 

Lord Reading, British ambassador to Washington elaborated 

76 
on the same theme in an appeal to the President. Then, 
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on 20 September, Reading handed Wilson a personal letter 

from Lord George. The letter was a direct plea for the 

United States to send participating representatives to 

77 
Allied conferences. Six days later Sir William Wiseman, 

special British envoy in America, wrote to House: 

"I believe the greatest asset Germany has today is the 

3000 miles that separates London from Washington, and the 

most urgent problem we have is how our two Governments 

78 
. . .can effect close cooperation. ..." Lloyd George 

earnestly wanted Wilson to send plenipotentiary envoys 

to London and Paris to take part in the next round of 

79 Allied councils, scheduled for October. 

Fortunately for the British Prime Minister, his 

cries reached Wilson at an opportune moment. Many 

Americans felt that the United States should take a more 

active part in directing the war and did not hesitate to 

voice their beliefs. The United States was spending a 

billion dollars a month on its own preparations and five 

hundred millions a month on Allied loans. It had 

inaugurated an immense ship-building program and was rais¬ 

ing a vast army. Yet its efforts seemed muddled. 

Pershing's requisitions were often in conflict with those 
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of the Allies? the requisitions of one ally were often 

in conflict with those of another. Secretary of State 

Lansing and Secretary of the Treasury McAdoo were both 

stifled by the lack of full and open discussion with 

Allied leaders. Both urged Wilson to accede to closer 

relations with the Allies. Pershing, who had been 

requesting closer ties with the Allies since his arrival 

in Europe, added one of his most urgent pleas to the 

September onslaught.88 

Faced with increasing pressure from both home and 

abroad Wilson gave careful consideration to specific 

British requests. As outlined by Wiseman to the Presi¬ 

dent, the British desired American participation at three 

conferences: 1. The Allied Council of War which was to 

establish Allied military strategy for 1918, 2. the 

Interallied Council which was to regulate the distribution 

of supplies among the Allies, 3. the Joint Embargo or 

Blockade Council which was to provide machinery to carry 

81 
out joint negotiations with neutral countries. Further¬ 

more, the British wanted House to lead the American dele¬ 

gation to Europe, to attend the Council of War personally, 

then to depart, leaving his delegation behind as permanent 



70 

members of the various allied organizations. These 

members, the British felt, could comprise permanent 

82 
American commissions with offices in London and Paris. 

Wilson feared that such arrangements would shift 

the center of gravity of America's political as well as 

military efforts from Washington to London and Paris. 

The President had no intention of loosening his hold on 

political considerations. He remained determined to pre- 

83 
serve American independence of action and policy. But 

he had to bend. It was becoming increasingly obvious 

that greater cooperation among the Allies and between the 

Allies and America was essential. The British wanted 

complete integration of military and political efforts. 

They wanted the United States to become a full member of 

the coalition against the Central Powers. Wilson at 

last came to appreciate that strategic considerations, 

nominally military, were fraught with political inplica- 

84 
tions. He would have to bring America into Allied 

councils, but he would do so on his own terms. 

House would go to Europe. He would take with him 

representatives of the various supply boards and of the 

army and navy to discuss the techniques of coordination 
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with their Allied counterparts. Once the scheduled con¬ 

ferences ended, however, all of the Americans would return 

to Washington. There would be no permanent American 

• • • 85 commission in Europe. 

On 28 October the House War Mission sailed for 

England. At war for over six months, the United States 

finally had taken its first positive step toward closer 

relations with the Allies. In order to meet better the 

demands of a world war, America again had whittled away 

at its isolationist tradition. So far it had avoided 

the burden of permanent representation at Allied confer¬ 

ences and had been able to maintain a distinction between 

political and military considerations. How long America 

could afford these luxuries was uncertain. 

As the House Mission crossed the Atlantic, its 

members had little cause for optimism. The news from 

Europe was dismal. Russia, long staggering under the blows 

of revolution, was unmistakably out of the war for good. 

The gravely wounded French had been kept strictly on the 

defensive all summer and showed no signs of rejuvenation. 

The British, struggling to divert enemy pressure from the 

French, were dying in great numbers in the Flanders mud. 
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Perhaps most ominous was the muffled news from Italy. 

There, it seemed, the enemy had launched a joint attack 

86 
that had the Italians desperately fighting for survival. 

The combined effect of these conditions would 

substantially complicate the work of the American Mission. 

House would arrive in Europe to find that a changing 

military situation had occasioned drastic changes in 

Allied demands. 



CHAPTER III 

Crises ... 

And the Need for Men 
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The Need for Men 

On reaching London the House Mission found that 

most British leaders were absent in Italy. The ominous 

reports of an enemy attack at Caporetto had materialized 

into a full blown disaster. A combination of faulty 

Italian distribution of forces and the enemy's unerring 

eye for the vulnerable spot had produced an Austro- 

German success out of all proportion to its means.^ 

As the Italian armies reeled back from the Isonzo to 

the Piave, Lloyd George saw his opportunity and seized 

it. On 2 November he summoned the War Cabinet which 

promptly approved his scheme for an interallied supreme 

council and appointed Henry Wilson as the British military 

representative to the council. The following day Lloyd 

George and several British officials, including Robertson, 

left London for a meeting of allied ministers who were to 

attempt to retrieve the rapidly deteriorating situation 

in Italy. For a meeting place the Italians chose 

Rapallo.^ 

At this picturesque resort on 7 November the Allies 

formally constituted the Supreme War Council (SWC). Its 

purpose was to coordinate military action on the Western 
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Front. Its composition was limited to the "Prime 

Minister and a Member of the Government of each of the 

3 
Great Powers whose armies [were] fighting on that front." 

Additionally each Power would appoint to the Council a 

Permanent Military Representative who could not serve 

concurrently as, or be subordinate to, that Power's Chief 

of Staff. Although the Military Representative would act 

solely in an advisory capacity and have no executive 

power, he would possess great influence. The military 

commanders and Chiefs of Staff of the various Allied 

armies would continue in charge of military operations 

and remain responsible to their respective governments 

for those operations, but all of their war plans would 

be submitted to the SWC. There, with the assistance of 

their duly appointed Military Representatives, the Allied 

Heads of State would accept, reject, or modify the stra- 

4 
tegic plans submitted by their High Commands. 

Lloyd George's purpose was obvious. Once and for 

all he was out to circumvent Haig and Robertson. He 

could camouflage his rejection of any High Command pro¬ 

posal in a maze of Council proceedings. His real military 

adviser would be Henry Wilson, his hand picked 
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representative to the SWC. Seemingly close to his goal 

of neutralizing the strategy of Haig and Robertson, 

Lloyd George still faced a serious obstacle. Parliament 

would have to accept his scheme. Because of his criticism 

of the conduct of the war by professional soldiers, the 

Prime Minister could expect heated opposition in Parlia¬ 

ment. His task of winning support for his new organiza¬ 

tion was not facilitated by the criticism of the Army 

Council which raised strong objections to the plan of 

5 
excluding the Allied Chiefs of Staff from the SWC. If 

Lloyd George could get the United States to sanction the 

SWC, however, the task of gaining Parliamentary approval 

would be made immeasurably easier.^ 

From the beginning Lloyd George had desired American 

participation in the SWC. He had asked Pershing to 

accompany him to Rapallo, but Pershing, in view of the 

attitude of his Government about attending previous confer- 

7 
ences, had declined. Now, with American support essential 

and with the House Mission in Europe, Lloyd George inten¬ 

sified his efforts to acquire an American endorsement of 

his new organization. His efforts bore fruit. On 

19 November, the day scheduled for a debate in Parliament 
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over the SWC, President Wilson issued a message favorable 

Q 
to the new Allied Council. Armed with this American 

endorsement the Prime Minister presented a brilliant 

defense of his war.policies and an explanation of his 

future plans. Organized resistance to the SWC collapsed. 

On the following day the American Mission met 

formally with the British War Cabinet. Lloyd George laid 

bare the plight of the Allies and the essential needs of 

his Government. The Allies were desperate. Russia had 

collapsed. Italy had lost nearly half of its equipment 

and guns and between 200,000 and 300,000 men. It could 

not stand without the British and French who had each 

rushed six divisions from the Western Front to Italy in 

order to keep that country in the war. The French were 

nearly exhausted and the British, whose recently termi¬ 

nated Passchendaele offensive had cost over 240,000 

casualties, faced a manpower crisis. Germany could take 

thirty to forty divisions from the East and hurl them at 

the West, where an Allied numerical superiority was fast 

changing to an inferiority. The Allies were vulnerable; 

they needed reinforcements and needed them quickly. It 

was a matter of survival, not victory. The Prime Minister 
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asked frankly that America send the largest number of' 

troops possible, at the earliest possible moment. He 

emphasized that America could not afford to build its 

army at leisure? the Allies needed men immediately in 

order to stay in the war. Lloyd George was anxious to 

know how soon the first million men could be expected 

in France.^ • 

These drastic revelations came as no surprise to 

General Tasker H. Bliss, the War Department representative 

on the House Mission. Since his arrival in England, 

Bliss had been engaged in conversations with Robertson 

who had advised him of Britain's plight and recommended 

that America send twenty-four combat divisions to France 

as early as possible in 1918. When the American Mission 

crossed to France on 22 November Bliss continued his con¬ 

sultations with Allied military leaders. During an 

interview with Pétain, he discovered that the attitude 

of the French was even more doleful than that of the 

British. Both Allies were anxious to secure firm pro¬ 

mises of massive American manpower assistance. On 29 

November the Allies agreed on a definite program. By 

June of the coming year the United States should have, as 
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a minimum, twenty-four divisions in Prance. In order to 

save shipping space France and England agreed to supply 

these troops with artillery and shells. Furthermore, 

the Allies consented to establish a shipping commission 

that would enable them "by the maximum utilization of 

their resources to restrict their importations with a 

view to liberating the greatest amoung of tonnage possible 

for the transportation of American troops.The Allies 

needed reinforcements so desperately that they were 

willing to help supply and transport American troops. 

After attending the second session of the SWC at 

Versailles and the scheduled Interallied Conferences at 

Paris, members of the House Mission prepared for their 

return to Washington. All were impressed by the exhaus¬ 

tion of Europe and the immediate need for American aid. 

House and Bliss were especially impressed by the persis¬ 

tent cries for American manpower. Just before sailing 

House received a dispatch signed by Lloyd George that 

asked for the amalgamation of American troops into British 

units. Since amalgamation had not been discussed at the 

Interallied conferences, the SWC, nor any of the prelimi¬ 

nary talks with Allied leaders, House did not give the 
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letter serious consideration. The Allies had been 

pleading for men, but had not made an issue of the 

employment of those men. Routinely presented, the 

amalgamation request got routine consideration.^ The 

attitude of the House Mission as it sailed from Brest on 

7 December is perhaps best summed up by Bliss: "The one 

all-absorbing necessity now is soldiers with which to 

12 
beat the enemy in the field and ships to carry them." 

Before long British pressure would greatly modify this 

attitude. 

Amalgamation: Three British Proposals 

There was little argument in Britain on the general 

policy for the new year. The War Cabinet, the CIGS, and 

the Military Representative on the SWC were in agreement, 

Britain would assume a defensive strategy in all theaters 

for 1918 in order to gain time until sufficient American 

reinforcements arrived in France to warrant a return to 

the offensive. There was no choice. Since April 1917 

Britain had been the only Ally capable of launching an 

offensive. No one knew the extent of the calls yet to be 

made on British manpower in order to replace the losses 
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of 1917 and build a force capable of withstanding the 

expected German drive on the Western Front in the spring. 

At war for over three years and still the most powerful 

Allied nation, Britain was nearly exhausted. Yet she 
r 

refused to accede to Germany's peace offensives and 

13 
determined to carry on with the war. To do so required 

immediate and extensive manpower assistance. 

With this thought in mind British ministers began 

to hound American officials on both sides of tl^e Atlantic 

in efforts to procure as many American troops as soon as 

possible. It soon became evident that the British would 

not be satisfied with the mere presence of American 

soldiers in France; they wanted those soldiers incor¬ 

porated into British formations. Amalgamation, a question 

that had lain dormant since the Balfour mission, was 

thrust into prominence. There it would remain until the 

threat of German victory subsided. Although other pro¬ 

blems would arise, the question of amalgamation remained 

a critical issue of Anglo-American relations until an 

Allied victory was assured. 

To the British amalgamation seemed peculiarly logi¬ 

cal. They desired to use American troops as a reservoir 
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to replenish their losses and complete their skeleton 

formations. In this manner Americans would gain actual 

experience on the battlefront under the tutelage of 

hardened veterans. Moreover, such an arrangement would 

provide the speediest and most efficient training and 

constitute the means by which the United States could 

14 
render the earliest service to the Allied cause. 

It would, at the same time, prevent the creation 

of an American army in France, a contingency that the 

United States would not accept. American leaders were 

just as aware as their Allied counterparts that a large 

number of U. S. troops would have to be sent to Europe. 

The controversy centered on utilization of those rein¬ 

forcements. Amalgamation would mean fragmentation of 

American effort. It would be a direct affront to national 

pride, and could damage seriously American influence in 

peace-making. American leaders believed that their 

soldiers might fight and die in vain unless they brought 

their power to bear on the Western Front in the form of 

a national army.15 

Nowhere was this conviction stronger than in the 

AEF Commander. The order of 26 May 1917 assigning 
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Pershing to his command stipulated that he must preserve 

the identity of the U. S. forces as a separate and 

distinct component of the combined Allied effort, and 

that he alone was to determine when his command was ready 

16 
for action and how it would cooperate with the Allies. 

Pershing followed orders. Moreover, the Allied pleas to 

incorporate American troops into their units implied an 

inferiority of the organization and leadership of the 

AEF. Pershing recognized no such inferiority. The 

creation of an American army became a goal toward which 

he directed all of his skill, forcefulness, and détermina 

tion. 

In many ways Pershing was a perfectionist. His 

policies aimed at insuring that his independent army 

would be a highly trained machine. Training in trench 

warfare was not enough. Pershing directed that "all 

instruction must contemplate the assumption of a vigorous 

offensive." His troops drilled in offensive tactics 

suitable to open mobile war beyond the trenches. They 

practiced daily with the rifle and bayonet in order to 

meet their commander's wishes: every man a marksman, 

every man an invincible bayonet fighter. That was not 
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all. Pershing believed that in order to fight like 

soldiers men must look and act like soldiers. Conse¬ 

quently he announced that: "The standards of the American 

Army [would] be those of West Point." Military courtesy 

and bearing, customs of the service, and attention to 

. 17 detail became part of daily life in the AEF. 

Such meticulous training took time, too much time 

as far as the Allies were concerned. They were annoyed 

at Pershing's training methods and alarmed by the slow¬ 

ness of American mobilization. As they became more 

aware of the German build-up behind the Western Front 

their alarm turned to fear. Realizing that a massive 

American effort would be needed to stem the expected 

German attack. Allied ministers applied increasing pres¬ 

sure on American leaders to accept amalgamation. British 

pressure was manifested in a series of schemes designed 

to place American troops in British formations.'*’® 

i 

Lloyd George had officially reopened the question 

of amalgamation with his letter to Colonel House on the 

eve of the latter's departure from Europe. The Lloyd 

George Plan, actually formulated by Robertson, asked the 

United States to provide one infantry company to as many 



85 

19 
British battalions as possible. If the incorporation 

of companies was unsatisfactory to Americans, Lloyd 

George was willing to amend the scheme so that an 

American battalion would join as many British brigades 

as possible. The British companies or battalions thus 

released would be used to constitute new formations. 

Cognizant of American determination to build a separate 

army, Lloyd George emphasized that the United States could 

20 
recall its units whenever it desired. 

Upon returning to Washington, House reported the 

British plan to Wilson, but considering it a mere foot¬ 

note to his consultations with the British Cabinet and 

the SWC, did not urge its acceptance. He soon learned, 

however, that the British were quite anxious for him to 

secure the President's approval of amalgamation. Con¬ 

vinced that House was the key to Wilson and that Wilson 

was not as committed to an independent army as Pershing, 

Lloyd George aired his ideas to House. Both directly 

and through Wiseman, the Prime Minister pleaded with 

House to convince the President to accept the British 

amalgamation scheme.^ 
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But Wilson held firm. He and Baker drafted a set 

of instructions to Pershing which governed the American 

attitude towards amalgamation throughout the long contro- 

22 
versy to come. The directive, sent under Baker's 

signature, reached Pershing on 24 December 1917. It 

reflected the desire of the American government to avoid 

meddling with its field commander, and at the same time 

to cooperate with the Allies: "The President. . .desires 

you to have full authority to use the forces at your 

command as you deem wise in consultation with the French 

and British Commanders-in-Chief. " Wishing to avoid 

interference with Pershing's prerogatives, Wilson went 

on to authorize his general ". . .to act with entire 

freedom in making the best disposition and use of [his] 

forces. ..." On the question of an independent army 

the President indicated that he wanted to retain the 

identity of American forces but regarded that as secon- 

23 
dary to the meeting of any emergency. In short Pershing 

held the power to determine the American position in the 

controversy over amalgamation. He did not have to release 

any of his troops but he was authorized to make any 

arrangements, including the incorporation of his troops 
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into Allied units, he deemed necessary. The American 

Government had indicated that it was prepared to follow 

its field commander's recommendations. Furthermore, by 

supplying the British with a copy of Pershing's direc¬ 

tive, Washington had served notice that the British 

were to go to Pershing with all questions regarding the 

utilization of American forces, and were to abandon all 

diplomatic and political approaches to what Wilson con¬ 

sidered a purely military problem. 

Confirmed in his position of authority, Pershing 

rejected the British plan and on 1 January 1918 enumerated 

the reasons for his rejection in a cable to Baker. 

Pershing*s most serious objections were that once incor¬ 

porated into Allied formations American troops would not 

likely emerge and would lose their national identity. 

To Pershing, the Lloyd George Plan was merely a revival 

of the plan presented by the Balfour Mission. At the 

23 moment he had a more interesting proposal to consider. 

While the British Government was beseeching Wilson 

to adopt one program, Douglas Haig was approaching Pershing 

with another of quite a different character. Ignoring 

instructions from Robertson to push the Lloyd George Plan, 



88 

Haig decided to present a plan of his own. Haig's idea 

was to place one American battalion in each brigade of 

selected British divisions, then to add additional American 

battalions, as they became available, until an entire 

brigade was composed of American battalions. Once a 

brigade contained only American battalions, the brigade 

command and staff positions would be turned over to 

American officers. The process would continue, brigade 

by brigade, until whole divisions became Americanized. 

Once a division became primarily American, division com¬ 

mand and staff positions would be assumed by American 

officers. As presented by Haig, the plan was little more 

than a means of speeding up the training of the AEF while 

coincidentally fixing the position of the American Army 

adjacent to the British. Pershing was interested. Haig 

had emphasized the training of high level staffs and 

commanders, a principle on which Pershing insisted; the 

Field Marshal had not made an issue of permanently 

incorporating isolated American units into British 

divisions, a principle which Pershing deplored. Still, 

the American commander was not satisfied. He wanted a 

firm commitment from the British on the question of 
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transporting the American troops in question. Haig could 

make no such commitment. Pershing was forced to London 

for answers on shipping. Hoping to get a definite pledge 

for British tonnage, Pershing offered no serious objec- 

24 
tion to the Haig Plan. 

It was at this time that Pershing perceived a 

pattern in his discussions with the British. While they 

were bargaining for men to fill their ranks, he was trying 

to get shipping to carry over the components of the large 

25 
army he wanted to build. Pershing explained the essence 

of his problem when he said: "The question in its finality, 

26 
was, therefore, one of sea transportation. ..." To 

build an army in Europe America needed British tonnage. 

Yet the British seemed reluctant to carry American men 

to Europe. Their reluctance was not sudden. It had been 

demonstrated shortly after America entered the war. 

Baker had planned to send 12,000 combat troops to Europe. 

Scheduled to embark in June 1917, the contingent was 

earmarked specifically to "cooperate with French land 

27 
forces." It never sailed. The American Shipping Board 

did not have the necessary shipping available, and the 

British would not spare their shipping to carry American 
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28 
soldiers who were not destined to join the British Army. 

Evidently this attitude had hardened into precedent. In 

reviewing the Haig Plan, Robertson indicated that he saw 

no sense in supplying British tonnage to carry American 

troops unless those troops were identified to serve with 

the British. Lloyd George, in a rare case of compatibi¬ 

lity, agreed. Robertson wanted the American reinforce¬ 

ments to remain in British formations as isolated units, 

at least until the crisis period had passed. In his eyes 

the Americanization program was a waste of precious 

shipping. Pershing was equally opposed to Robertson's 

proposals as embodied in the Lloyd George Plan. The 

result was a temporary stalemate. Pershing refused to 

accept Robertson's proposal, and Robertson refused to 

29 
accept the Haig Plan. 

To break the impasse in negotiations the British War 

Cabinet sent Robertson to confer with Pershing. When the 

two soldiers met on 10 January 1918 Robertson unfolded 

yet another scheme. If Pershing would provide 150,000 

men (150 battalions) from the divisions in America not 

expected to reach France until 1919, the British Government 

would provide the necessary transportation. The 150 
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battalions would be over and above the troops required 

to meet established plans for increasing the AEF. Hence 

the new program would in no way hinder the build-up of 

Pershing's army. The British Government, of course, would 

not take the very considerable risks in reduction of food 

and war material in order to carry American troops with¬ 

out a commensurate return. They would not carry whole 

American divisions. They would sacrifice only for what 

they needed most, infantry and machine gun units. The 

150 battalions would have to be composed solely of 

infantrymen and machine gunners, and would have to be 

30 
placed in British units upon their arrival in Europe. 

Here was a clear case of trading British tonnage 

for American manpower. The British would transport 

American battalions on condition that they would serve in 

British armies. For the Americans there was one signifi¬ 

cant benefit to Robertson's proposal. It would enable 

Pershing to increase his strength more rapidly since the 

150 battalions would be in addition to his normal rein¬ 

forcements. Evidently Pershing saw merit in Robertson's 

idea for on 13 January he cabled Washington that ”... 

this request of the British Government be given serious 



92 

consideration from the point of view of our national 

31 
attitude regarding service in another Army." In the 

same message Pershing stressed that service with the 

British must be a temporary measure and that the program 

must be considered as entirely apart from plans then in 

operation for carrying two American divisions a month to 

32 
Europe. Reinforced by British assurances that Pershing 

had accepted the plan, the American Government considered 

their field commander's message an endorsement of the 150 

Battalion Plan* 

Bliss or Pershing 

While Pershing was discussing amalgamation with 

Allied leaders, Wilson decided that the United States 

should assume greater responsibility for the military 

prosecution of the war. He made his intention public by 

ordering General Bliss back to Europe as America's perma¬ 

nent military representative at the SWC. 

There had been no hesitation in selecting Bliss as 

he was Baker's only nomination for the crucial European 

post. Known for his intellect more than his fighting 

ability, Bliss had held a wide range of important commands 
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and political-military positions. Before the Spanish- 

American War he served as military attaché to Spain; 

after the War he ran the Havana Customs House. He 

remained in Cuba until Secretary of War Elihu Root 

summoned him to Washington to help organize the General 

Staff System and the War College. Root praised the 

general's organizational ability and appointed him to a 

two year tour as President of the War College. From 

Washington Bliss went to the Philippines as Governor of 

the Moro Province, a position he held until succeeded by 

Brigadier General Pershing in 1909. Back in the United 

States, Bliss served in succession as Commander of the 

Department of California, the Department of the East, 

and the Southern Department. On 13 February 1915 he was 

named Assistant Chief of Staff, and upon the retirement 

of General Scott in 1917 he assumed the office of Chief 

of Staff. Bliss had earned the respect of Congress and 

all the Secretaries of War under whom he had served. 

Baker had learned to trust Bliss and to rely on his keen 

33 
mind and broad vision. 

Baker not only admired Bliss, he liked him. A 

student of the classics, Bliss often would relax by 
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reading Greek or Latin poetry. He spoke French and 

Spanish fluently, and was nearly as proficient in German 

and Russian. History was one of his favorite hobbies, 

and he made a concerted effort to stay abreast of foreign 

and domestic politics. Baker developed a deep fondness 

for his sixty-three year old Chief of Staff, and con¬ 

sidered him the perfect choice for an American repre- 

34 
sentative in Europe. The President agreed. 

Wilson directed Bliss to discuss the use of American 

troops ". . .with the greatest fullness and frank- 

35 
ness. . ." in the SWC. In a letter to French President 

Raymond Poincaré Wilson declared that: "The judgement of 

the Council with regard to it (the use of American 

troops) will. . .be conclusively influential with the 

36 
Government of the United States." Did these statements 

indicate that Bliss, who retained his position as Chief 

37 
of Staff, would supplant Pershing as the final authority 

on matters of troop commitments? Did it mean that both 

Bliss and Pershing would be bound by decisions of the 

SWC? The British were most anxious to learn the answers 

to these vital questions 
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Arriving in London on 19 January Bliss immediately 

found himself in conference with British leaders who 

spoke of one topic, Robertson's 150 Battalion Plan. 

According to Lloyd George, Derby, and Robertson, Pershing 

had accepted the Plan and the British merely wanted to gain 

Bliss' approval in addition. Bliss saw no danger in 

granting his approval for his own Government had indicated 

38 
that Pershing had accepted the latest British proposal. 

Therefore, when Bliss and the British leaders met with 

Pershing at the Crillon Hotel in Paris, Bliss frankly 

expressed his approval of the Robertson Plan. Shocked 

and dismayed, Pershing unconditionally rejected the Plan. 

He denied having endorsed Robertson's proposal and could 

39 not understand why Bliss was taking the opposite side. 

Bliss' attitude caused immediate concern in AEF 

Headquarters. The Chief of Staff's arrival in Europe had 

caused a flutter in Pershing's Staff as to just what use 

scholar Bliss would make of his direct relation with a 

scholarly Secretary of War and a scholarly President. 

The presence in France of another four star general, who 

would be in intimate contact with Allied leaders, might 

lead to complications. When Bliss seemed to align himself 



96 

with the British against Pershing the worst fears of the 

40 
AEF Staff appeared justified. 

Events soon proved otherwise. After the Crillon 

Hotel meeting Pershing met privately with Bliss in order 

/ 

to discuss their divergent viewpoints. Although convinced 

that the British had been less than frank. Bliss still 

believed that their plan was sound. Bliss, therefore, 

suggested that he and Pershing each cable their views to 

Washington and ask for a decision. Pershing disagreed. 

Baker had placed the question of troop employment squarely 

in his hands. An appeal to Washington would indicate a 

clash between himself and Bliss. Furthermore such 

indecisiveness would constitute grounds for relief from 

duty. Pershing had never shrunk from difficult decisions 

41 
and was not about to start. Bliss agreed to support him. 

On 29 January Bliss and Pershing met with British 

leaders to resume the discussion on the use of American 

troops. After presenting the British case, Lloyd George 

asked Bliss for his view. Bliss replied: "Pershing will 

speak for us and whatever he says with regard to the dis- 

42 
position of American forces will have my approval." It 

seemed that there would be no more public disagreement 
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between the two American generals. Though they might 

disagree and discuss alternatives in private, once 

Pershing made a decision Bliss adopted it as his own. The 

subordination was so complete that Robertson was led to 

remark that Bliss was given no more authority to speak for 

43 
the American Army than Pershing saw fit. It was clear 

that Bliss' role at Versailles, no less than it had been 

as Chief of Staff, was to support Pershing. And upon 

Pershing and the arrangements he could make with the 

British, who had the shipping, depended how many Americans 

44 
would reach France to face the coming German drives. 

The Six Division Plan 

Assured of Bliss' support, Pershing was ready to 

counter Robertson's proposal. In a cablegram to 

Washington Pershing suggested that instead of carrying 

150 infantry battalions, additional British shipping be 

used to carry six complete American divisions under 

certain fixed conditions. The most critical of the 

stipulated conditions were: the infantry and auxiliary 

troops of the six divisions be trained by battalion with 

British divisions, the officers of the six divisions be 
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assigned to the British army for training, once suffi¬ 

ciently trained the American battalions be reformed into 

regiments and then into divisions under their own officers, 

and the entire plan be carried out without interference 

with the current plans fof transporting American soldiers 

45 
directly to Pershing's army. 

Pershing introduced his Six Division Plan to Allied 

leaders gathered at Versailles for the 30 January meeting 

of the SWC. Haig and Pétain denounced Pershing's idea 

and pleaded for immediate incorporation of American troops 

into their commands. Otherwise, argued Haig, the American 

46 
force would not be effective until 1919. Pershing 

countered with a forceful defense of his position. 

Amalgamation, he said, was not a viable course of action. 

National sentiment in the United States opposed it. Its 

adoption might cause drastic political repercussions. 

Differences in national character could create friction 

among the troops. It would dissipate the entire American 

war effort. Additional manpower, he believed, could be 

found without resorting to amalgamation. Bliss provided 

strong assistance to Pershing throughout the discussion. 

Presenting a united front the two American generals 
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offered to permit temporary amalgamation for training, 

47 
they would go no further. 

Blocked by Pershing and Bliss, the British would 

have liked to turn to America's political leaders, but 

that avenue also was closed. Since the resurrection of 

the amalgamation issue in November 1917, Baker and Wilson 

had provided constant political support to Pershing. The 

President, however, was motivated by something more than 

his policy of noninterference with military decisions. 

In December Congress began a series of blistering attacks 

on the War Department's conduct of the war. Congressional 

activity took a course strangely reminiscent of earlier 

moves within the British Government. G. E. Chamberlain 

in the Senate and William P. Boreland in the House proposed 

the creation of a new cabinet post, the Secretary of 

Munitions, to assume all procurement functions of the War 

and Navy Departments. If approved, the new post would 

drastically reduce the power of Baker and Navy Secretary 

Daniels. In January Chamberlain proposed another bill 

providing for the establishment of a three man war 

council that would have almost unlimited jurisdiction 

over war plans and policies. Wilson was able to kill both 
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bills but the dangers inherent in these congressional 

proposals, as well as the growing attacks on Baker in 

the Republican press, impelled the President to consider 

48 
amalgamation in another light. 

Wilson decided to impress upon the British Govern¬ 

ment his exact feelings regarding the employment of 

American forces. He stated his position clearly in an 

interview with Sir William Wiseman. Wilson feared that 

the placing of American troops in small bodies under 

foreign leaders would be taken as proof that the American 

military machine had broken down, and that the current 

criticism of the War Department was justified. Further¬ 

more, the American people would resent strongly any agree¬ 

ment between their Government and the British Government 

for the amalgamation of American troops made before those 

troops left home. Wilson did say, however, that the 

effect would be ameliorated if Pershing decided after 

the men arrived in Europe that it was necessary to incor¬ 

porate some of them into British units. But the final 

49 
decision rested with Pershing. The President concurred 

in Pershing's decision to replace the 150 Battalion Plan 

with the Six Division Plan and notified Pershing and 
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Wiseman that . .nothing except sudden manifest emergency 

be suffered to interfere with the building up of a great 

American force at the front, acting under its own flag 

and its own officers. 

Wilson had reaffirmed his conviction that amalgama¬ 

tion was a military problem. If he or his Secretary of 

War predetermined the use of American troops before they 

left the United States, then amalgamation would become a 

political problem. Wilson had no intention of entering 

the political side of the war. If Pershing, as Commander- 

in-Chief of United States forces in Europe, wanted to 

give part of his force to the British, he would have his 

President's blessing. Such an act would be a military 

expedient determined by a military officer to meet a 

military necessity. Wilson could remain aloof. 

Britain was in a difficult position. Her leaders 

were openly stating that their last hope was in the man¬ 

power of the United States. Since its very existence 

depended on American reinforcements, Britain could not 

afford to antagonize Wilson. Continued demands on the 

President for the amalgamation of American troops, or 

publication of Haig's estimate of American utility in 
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1918, would only serve to humiliate and anger Wilson. 

Lloyd George understood Wilson's position and realized 

that Pershing had taken a stand and would not retreat. 

By no means satisfied with Pershing's plan, the 

Allies nevertheless accepted it with every evidence of 

good temper. The plan had at least one redeeming value. 

In the event of a grave emergency it would ensure the 

presence in France of a considerable number of American 

troops who had received training by officers with war 

experience. Convinced they could not force America to 

agree to permanent amalgamation, the Allies conceded the 

51 
point and settled on the Six-Division Program. 

Implementation of the plan was entrusted to the 

field commanders who lost no time in effecting coordina¬ 

tion. On 4 February Pershing sent Colonel Paul B. Malone, 

Chief of Training Section, AEF, to Haig's headquarters to 

work out the details of the new Anglo-American arrange¬ 

ments. In a two day conference with BEF representatives, 

Malone hammered out the essential guidelines for a joint 

training program. Pershing and Haig agreed on the guide¬ 

lines and Pershing promised to send an officer to Haig's 

headquarters to supervise American training. Since 
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Pershing envisioned that the six divisions sent.to train 

with the British would eventually form the Second Amy 

Corps, AEF, he designated the officer he sent to super¬ 

vise American training as Chief of Staff of that Corps. 

Lieutenant Colonel George S. Simonds left for his new 

post with detailed instructions. At all times he was to 

keep AEF Headquarters informed as to the state of train¬ 

ing, morale, and location of the American forces serving 

52 
with the British. Pershing had agreed to allow seg¬ 

ments of his men to train with the British, but he 

never left any doubt about his intention to reclaim them 

for incorporation into his own army as soon as practicable. 

Robertson Departs 

While implementation of the Six Division Program 

was in progress, long festering problems in the British 

command structure were racing toward eruption. Lloyd 

George and Robertson simply could not work in harmony. 

Aggravated by a severe personality clash, the fundamental 

cause of the friction between them was Robertson's firm 

adherence to an extreme Western Front strategy and Lloyd 

George's mistrust of that strategy. The Prime Minister 
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regarded Robertson and his supporters as a "military 

clique" and held them responsible for the appalling 

British losses in 1917. In an effort to rid the country 

of the Robertson-Haig team, Lloyd George had devised 

the SWC and insisted upon keeping the Council separate 

53 
from the Allied Chiefs of Staff. It was obvious, how¬ 

ever, that the SWC could not completely neutralize the 

54 
influence of the British High Command. 

In early December the Prime Minister struck again. 

He asked Lord Derby to replace both Haig and Robertson. 

Derby refused. In so doing the Secretary of War revealed 

that he was prepared to support his generals to the hilt 

and to resign with them if they were forced from office. 

Convinced that the military hierarchy was still too 

formidable for direct attack, Lloyd George returned to 

the arena of his previous success, the SWC. 

For political reasons the Prime Minister was unable 

to support a Franco-American plan for unified command on 

the Western Front. He did, however, endorse a Henry 

Wilson-Foch proposal for the creation of a general reserve. 

Designed as a defensive counterpoise to the expected 

German spring offensive, the Interallied General Reserve 
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would be controlled through the SWC. All nations fight¬ 

ing the Central Powers on the Western Front would con¬ 

tribute forces to the Reserve. For the purposes of 

administering and controlling the Reserve, the Council 

constituted an Executive War Board composed of the 

Military Representatives of Britain, France, and United 

55 
States, and Italy. The Military Representatives desig¬ 

nated General Foch, the French representative, as presi¬ 

dent of the Board. The decisions to create the General 

Reserve and to furnish the Military Representatives with 

executive as well as advisory power were formalized at 

the 30 January - 2 February SWC meeting. Whatever their 

benefits, the decisions were undeniably part of Lloyd 

George's plot to transfer power from Robertson to Henry 

Wilson.^ 

Robertson attempted to frustrate the Executive War 

Board by contending that limitations imposed by the 

British constitution precluded the issuance of orders 

to the British Army by any person other than himself. 

Lloyd George ridiculed Robertson's reasoning and warned 

Parliament that opposition to the General Reserve and the 

War Board was part of a.military conspiracy to overthrow 
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the Government. Robertson, on the other hand, contended 

that his objections were based on the necessity of unity 

of effort within the British Government. Under the 

Prime Minister's system the British Military Representative 

at Versailles would be in constant consultation with the 

CIGS, but would be absolutely free and unfettered in any 

advice he gave, or decisions he made, as a member of the 

Executive War Board. Hence the British Government would 

receive military advice from two separate channels. The 

authority over the employment of the Army would be 

divided and the Prime Minister could easily disregard 

the advice of his CIGS. For this reason Robertson 

wanted the scheme modified so that the military repre¬ 

sentative at Versailles would be the subordinate and the 

representative of the CIGS. Such a modification would, 

of course, nullify the entire purpose for which Lloyd 

57 
George had instituted the SWC. 

To quiet the parliamentary debate that was raging 

over the Robertson issue, Lloyd George hit upon one of 

his most clever schemes. He offered the CIGS a choice. 

Robertson could either retain his present position, or he 

could take the post of Military Representative at 
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Versailles. In reality the Prime Minister was offering 

Robertson nothing at all. If Robertson chose Versailles, 

the Executive War Board would be ignored by the British 

Government. If he decided to remain at the War Office, 

the authority of the Versailles Council would be enhanced. 

At last Lloyd George had maneuvered his old nemesis into 

a hopeless position. On 16 February the War Cabinet 

accepted Robertson's resignation and appointed Henry 

Wilson his successor. 

Inherent in the scheme to elevate Henry Wilson over 

Robertson was Lloyd George's detachment from his brain 

child, the SWC. Subsequent events soon proved that the 

elimination of Robertson, and not the authority of the 

SWC or the question of the General Reserve, had been the 

Prime Minister's real concern all along. 

Haig, who had impressed Lloyd George by failing to 

support Robertson during the recent debates, found his 

influence increased by the change in the War Office. With 

the full encouragement of Henri Pétain, commander of 

French forces in the West, Haig decided to kill the 

General Reserve by refusing to contribute his quota of 

troops. On 25 February Henry Wilson traveled to Haig's 
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headquarters to press the British field commander to 

cooperate with plans for the Allied Reserve. Haig 

declined. Believing that the safety of the Army was 

involved, Haig said that he would rather resign than 

transfer any of his units away from the front. General 

Rawlinson, Wilson's replacement at Versailles, firmly 

supported Haig's stand. Wilson, now CIGS in London and 

no longer anxious to magnify the importance or increase 

the power of the SWC in Versailles, dropped the issue. 

Alone, Lloyd George was not strong enough to override 

Haig so he did not insist that the Field Marshal supply 

59 
troops to the SWC. 

Without troops the General Reserve was impossible. 

Without a General Reserve there was no raison d'etre for 

the Executive War Board. On 8 March the Board passed a 

resolution recommending its own dissolution. At the 

same time Haig and Pétain were busy making their own 

plans for mutual support. Haig promised to assist Pétain 

should Germany attack the French, and Pétain pledged 

to aid Haig should Germany attack the British. The plan 

was simple but vague. Realizing that the General Reserve 

was dead, Lloyd George approved the Haig-Pêtain 
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arrangement. Even with Robertson gone the military still 

seemed capable of dictating strategic policy. The Prime 

Minister was worried. If Haig and Pétain could conspire 

to abrogate a decision of the SWC, they might also 

conspire to return to the offensive in France. To pre¬ 

vent such an eventuality, Lloyd George withheld British 

reinforcements from Haig. The Prime Minister ensured 

that Haig would not have sufficient combat power to 

attack.^ 

Since late 1917 Allied prognosticators had been 

predicting a German attack on the Western Front in the 

spring of 1918. As spring approached the British could 

take little solace in the preparations they had made to 

meet that attack. Their major objective, the amalgamation 

of American troops, had met with distinctly limited 

success. Pershing had allowed temporary amalgamation for 

training only. The implementation of his Six Division 

Program was just getting under way, while elsewhere the 

preparation of Americans for combat proceeded at what the 

British considered an excessively leisurely pace. Haig 

had destroyed the General Reserve, and in its stead the 

French and British were relying on the tenuous arrangements 
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for mutual support made by their field commanders. In 

this posture the British dolefully awaited the inevitable 

enemy offensive. 



CHAPTER IV 

Amalgamation Rages 
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The March Offensive and Joint Note 18 

On 21 March the Germans attacked British positions 

just north of the juncture of the British and French 

lines. While there seemed every confidence before the 

attack that the lines could hold, full consideration had 

not been given to a particular German tactic of open 

warfare. Designed and executed to perfection by General 

von Hutier and his brilliant artillerist Colonel 

Bruchmuller, the "maneuver of rupture" that previously 

had smashed the Russians at Riga and the Italians at 

Caporetto was now directed at the British. After firing 

a short violent barrage, Bruchmuller's massed artillery 

saturated the zone of advance with gas shells, the object 

being to kill enemy soldiers rather than to destroy wire. 

Aided by a dense fog, the infantry then quickly infil¬ 

trated the sparsely held British lines. Once inside the 

British wire, enemy soldiers turned successive positions 

by striking them in the rear, then penetrated deep into 

British territory by avoiding defensive strong points. 

The tactic again achieved astonishing success. On 22 

March German troops broke loose into the open country 

northwest of Saint-Quentin. Within three days the enemy 
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was fourteen miles into the British lines. The Haig- 

Pêtain plan for mutual support collapsed completely in 

the face of the successful German penetration. The 

British Fifth and Third Armies paid the price for four 

years of linear warfare in France. Completely wedded to 

trench fighting, the British had given their troops little 

or no training in open warfare. Forced out of his trench, 

the British soldier was at a distinct disadvantage. 

Routed and disorganized, the Fifth Army suffered stagger¬ 

ing casualties while fleeing towards Amiens. The Third 

Army fared little better. At last the enemy's major 

offensive had come; the British were staggering under its 

blows. ^ 

Lloyd George seized the opportunity to reopen his 

campaign for amalgamation. Under the Prime Minister's 

direction, Lord Reading bombarded Colonel House with pleas 

for American manpower. Lloyd George made a personal 

appeal to Secretary Baker, then in Europe conducting his 

first tour of inspection of the combat zone. Recognizing 

that Pershing had supreme powers in regard to the alloca¬ 

tion of American troops in France, the British directed 

some of their activities toward swaying the American 
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commander. On 25 March the War Cabinet instructed Lord 

Milner, then a political representative at the SWC as 

well as a member of the War Cabinet, to press upon 

Pershing the gravity of the British plight. At the same 

meeting the Cabinet charged Lord Balfour to: (1) urge 

Baker to take the steps necessary to provide immediate 

American reinforcements, and (2) send a personal telegram 

2 
to House pointing out the need for American assistance. 

The Prime Minister was taking no chances. He would 

attempt to work with Pershing, but if Pershing proved 

intractable, as he had in the past, Lloyd George would be 

prepared to use political channels to secure reinforce¬ 

ments for his hard pressed armies. 

Events within the British Government boded well for 

the Prime Minister's struggle over amalgamation. The 

March crisis strengthened Lloyd George's control over 

strategic policies. As British civil and military leaders 

banded together to fight for national survival, all 

serious opposition to Lloyd George temporarily vanished. 

The long and bitter controversy between the easterners 

and westerners was over. With the enemy threatening to 

destroy the BEF in France there could be no thought of 
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allocating resources to any theater except the Western 

Front. Because of diminished opposition, the Prime 

Minister was able to disband his executive War Cabinet 

and discuss all problems in full sessions of the British 

Cabinet. He was able to make his trusted comrade. Lord 

Milner, the Secretary for War in everything but name. 

On 26 March Milner met with French officials at Doullens 

and agreed to charge French General Ferdinand Foch with 

coordinating the action of the Allied armies on the 

Western Front. A week later at Beauvais Foch was made 

Generalissimo of the British, French, and American 

3 
armies. Haig, a long time opponent of French military 

dominance over the British, wholeheartedly agreed to 

place himself and all his forces under Foch. The man who 

boldly had thwarted the SWC and refused to place a small 

segment of his troops under the Executive War Board now 

fully agreed that the Entente armies be placed under a 

single commander, and that a Frenchman be named 

Generalis simo.^ 

When Lloyd George earlier had proposed to place the 

British armies under Nivelle, the Prime Minister had met 

with an avalanche of protest. There was no protest to the 
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elevation of Foch. Robertson was gone. His replacement, 

francophile Henry Wilson, praised the new arrangement. 

Haig had suggested, and then supported, the move. 

Because his chief military advisers welcomed the new 

command structure, Derby had no reason to complain. At 

last the Prime Minister had the War Office in toe. With¬ 

out question Lloyd George was directing British military 

policy. Could he achieve similar success in the debate 

over amalgamation? If the pressures of the battlefield 

were sufficient to change Haig's ideas on unity of 

command, might they not be sufficient to change Pershing's 

stand on amalgamation? 

As far as House was concerned, the decision on 

amalgamation should have been taken from Pershing's hands. 

House sympathized with Britain's position. He urged 

Wilson to accede to British requests for the exclusive 

shipping of infantry and for the brigading of Americans 

5 
with British units. But Wilson would not be stampeded. 

His policy was to leave such matters to the War Depart¬ 

ment. He ordered Baker, still in London, to go to France 

to consult with Bliss and Pershing. Whatever plan,those 

three worked out in arrangement with the SWC would be 

g 
acceptable to the President. 
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While Baker was crossing to Prance the SWC met to 

discuss the matter of American reinforcements. On 

27 March General Rawlinson presented a note to the 

Council urging the United States to accept temporary 

amalgamation until the Allies could contain the current 

German attack. The note called for modifications of the 

Six Division Program that would allow the United States 

to ship only infantry and machine gun units, and would 

provide for the immediate amalgamation of those units 

upon their arrival in Europe. Pershing rejected the 

note. He was anxious to help the Allies but insisted 

that he alone could determine the means of assistance. 

He would place four complete American divisions into the 

line to release French divisions for combat? he would 

send three complete engineer regiments to assist Haig; 

and, in the case of the American divisions under orders 

to leave the United States, he would ask that the infantry 

and machine-gun units be sent first. However, he would 

not agree to put American combat battalions into British 

divisions nor to disrupt his plans for building an 

7 
American army. Having stated his position, Pershing 

left the meeting. Bliss, in a rare display of anger, 
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stressed that "General Pershing expressed only his own 

opinion and. . .it is the Military Representatives who 

Q 
must make a decision." With the full backing of Bliss, 

the Military Representatives approved Rawlinson's plan 

9 
and published it as Joint Note 18. 

Caught between the conflicting advice of Bliss and 

Pershing, Baker devised a compromise. After a critical 

meeting with his generals on 28 March, Baker cabled 

Washington recommending that the President approve the 

preferential transportation of American infantry and 

machine-gun units. But, Baker further proposed that: 

"Such units, when transported, will be under the direction 

of the Commander-in-Chief of the American Expeditionary 

Forces, and will be assigned for training and use by him 

in his discretion.Wilson unhesitatingly approved 

Baker's qualified endorsement of Joint Note 18. 

Baker's recommendation and Wilson's approval spelled 

another victory for Pershing. He retained full control 

of all American units and proved his independence from 

the SWC. To demonstrate these powers and to show his 

willingness to cooperate with the Allies, Pershing offered 

Foch the use of all 300,000 American soldiers in France. 
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He said nothing, however, of the troops being sent from 

the United States. As far as Baker, Bliss, and Pershing 

were concerned, their country was bound merely to trans¬ 

port immediately the combat elements of the six divisions 

previously allocated for training with the British. 

Lloyd George was unhappy. The Americans had done nothing 

to supply British divisions with desperately needed 

replacements. Dissatisfied with Baker's version of the 

SWC joint note, and with Pershing's offer to Foch. the 

Prime Minister turned his attention to Washington.^ 

Lloyd George ordered Reading to obtain an audience 

with President Wilson in order to urge a comprehensive 

amalgamation project. Emerging from the conference with 

a distorted interpretation of the President's remarks, 

Reading cabled Lloyd George that Wilson had agreed to 

permit the shipment of 120,000 combat troops a month for 

the period April through July to be incorporated into the 

Allied armies. Reading added that the President approved 

brigading on the condition that Pershing found it prac¬ 

ticable, but Lloyd George chose to ignore that stipula- 

12 
tion. On 1 April the Prime Minister announced Wilson's 

13 
"promise" to a full meeting of the British Cabinet. 
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On 3 April he personally informed Pershing of the Presi¬ 

dent's "pledge" of 480,000 combat troops. Pershing 

refused to believe Lloyd George. Baker cabled Wilson to 

ascertain just what arrangements the President had made 

with Reading. Wilson's reply, dated 6 April, declared 

that he had ". . .agreed upon no details whatever with 

14 
Lord Reading." The British ambassador was informed 

immediately that he had misinterpreted the President's 

remarks. 

Angered by Reading's misunderstanding of his state¬ 

ments and the British Government's misuse of Reading's 

report, Wilson became suspicious of any agreement with 

the British. He bluntly told Reading that all military 

details, including amalgamation, must be left to Baker 

and Pershing. The President refused to say anymore on 

the matter until he conferred with Baker, who was prepar¬ 

ing to return to Washington. In the meantime the British 

would have to be content with Baker's qualified approval 

of Joint Note 18 and any additional arrangements they 

15 
could make with Pershing. 

For the moment Britain could afford to wait. The 

fierce German drive had stopped. In two weeks the enemy 



121 

shattered one British Army, maimed another, caged 90,000 

prisoners, and captured over a thousand guns. But the 

Germans had moved too far, too fast. On 5 April, with 

his troops exhausted, German Chief of Staff Erich 

Ludendorff halted his offensive at the outskirts of 

16 
Amiens. Britain could breathe, could take stock of 

its position, and could plan a new campaign for the 

amalgamation of American troops. 

The Lys Offensive and Abbeville 

Britain's respite was short. The course of the war 

would not wait for an Anglo-American solution to amalgama¬ 

tion. On 9 April the Germans opened another offensive 

that intensified the British manpower crisis. Springing 

from around Neuve-Chapelle, nine full strength German 

divisions crashed into Haig's Flanders front. Hutier's 

tactics did not suit Flanders; the front was too solid, 

the terrain too regular. Here, where so many had fallen 

during Haig's 1917 frontal assaults, the Germans tried 

the same maneuver, in the opposite direction. Just as 

Haig had been determined to destroy the German Army, so 

Ludendorff was determined to break the BEF. By evening 
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the Germans reached the Lys River, five miles inside the 

British front. On the next day the enemy controlled 

twenty-four miles of frontage and were well on their way 

to Armentiers. Stubbornly yet steadily the British were 

retreating. On 12 April Haig issued his historic order 

of the day: "There is no other course open to us but to 

fight it out. Every position must be held to the last 

man. ... With our backs to the wall. . .each one of us 

must fight on to the end." The situation was grave; 

17 
Britain needed help, fast. 

For Lloyd George, Haig's message was a signal to 

resume his petitions for American manpower. Despaired 

of dealing with Pershing, the Prime Minister hastened a 

fresh appeal to President Wilson. He instructed Reading 

to lay the ground work for a campaign against Pershing. 

It was Lloyd George's desire to persuade Wilson that 

Pershing was obstructing Anglo-American relations and 

should be overruled. Following instructions from London, 

Reading told the President that Baker and Bliss favored 

amalgamation. According to Reading, only Pershing 

opposed the use of American reinforcements in Allied units, 

and Pershing's attitude was in opposition to what the 
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British perceived were the President's views on coopera¬ 

tion with the Allies. Reading's cogent arguments fell 

on deaf ears. Reaffirming his decision to wait for 

Baker before discussing the use of American troops, 

Wilson gave no indication that he was displeased with 

18 
Pershing. Having no other choice, Reading waited for 

Baker. 

On 21 April the British ambassador's persistence 

and patience were rewarded. He and Baker hammered out an 

arrangement providing for the exclusive shipment of 

120,000 infantrymen and machinegunners a month in April, 

May, June, and July. Under the terms of the Baker- 

Reading Agreement, Pershing would receive only combat 

troops for four months, but he would retain the power to 

assign those troops as he desired. Wilson quickly 

accepted the agreement, so did Lloyd George. 

Pershing did not. Unaware of the activity in 

Washington, Pershing had gone to London to make his own 

arrangements for the use of his forces. During the ensu¬ 

ing negotiations Lord Milner, who had assumed the seals of 

the British War Office on 20 April, produced a memorandum 

outlining the Baker-Reading Agreement. Pershing 
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immediately recognized that the agreement would seriously 

delay, if not prevent, the creation of an American army. 

While he would retain the authority to assign the 

American troops in question, he could not make new 

divisions solely out of combat troops. He needed 

artillerymen, engineers, signalmen and service troops. 

If the United States was to permit the transportation of 

only infantry and machine-gun units for four months, 

Pershing would be forced into brigading those units with 

Allied armies. Pershing searched for a loophole, and 

found one. He had learned of the Baker-Reading Agree¬ 

ment through British channels, and not from his own Govern 

ment. Since the British had misinterpreted Washington's 

intentions in the past, Pershing refused to be bound by 

any accord without orders from his own superiors. The 

British were incensed. 

Fortunately Milner remained calm and was able to 

conclude a new agreement with Pershing. Signed on 24 

April, the Pershing-Milner Agreement committed the United 

States to ship the combat elements of six divisions 

(120,000 men) in May only. American and British ships 

would transport the troops who would go directly to the 
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20 
British Army for training and service. Engineers and 

signalmen were included in the 120,000 quota, and any 

excess tonnage was earmarked to carry artillery personnel. 

Once the May shipments were complete, Pershing and Milner 

21 
would renegotiate further arrangements. 

Baker scrapped his own plan and endorsed Pershing's 

agreement with Milner. Wilson concurred. The American 

command structure established in May 1917 held firm. 

Faced with a military problem, Wilson left the decision 

to Baker who in turn left it with Pershing. It was clear 

that Pershing still controlled the use of American troops. 

It was equally clear that Pershing could drive a hard 

bargain with European statesmen. The London agreement 

was a distinctly favorable gain for the American field 

commander. He had included certain combat support troops 

in the shipping quota for May, and he had established a 

fixed policy that excess American and British shipping 

would be used to carry units necessary to complete the 

organization of American divisions. Pershing's gain was 

Britain's loss. Lloyd George was unhappy with the new 

arrangement, but was forced to accept it. As American 

and British shipping experts arranged transportation 

schedules, calm settled over the amalgamation controversy. 
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This lull in negotiations corresponded to a lull 

on the battlefield. On 29 April the German High Command 

terminated the Lys Offensive. After capturing Mount 

Kemmel, the Germans ran out of energy. Two massive 

offensives had failed to split the Allied armies or to 

break the BEF. The Western Front was dented, but not 

broken. Although the BEF and the French Amy were still 

in the field, they had suffered dearly at the hands of the 

enemy. Since 21 March British casualties had been over 

280,000, those of the French between 60,000 and 70,000. 

No Allied official knew if or when the Germans would 

strike again. To prepare for the worst Allied leaders 

decided to convene the SWC at Abbeville to coordinate 

22 
their future efforts. 

On 1 May French 'Premier Georges Clemenceau opened 

the Abbeville conference with a blistering attack on the 

Pershing-Milner Agreement. The French were concerned that 

the bilateral discussions in London had neglected their 

interests. If the British were going to receive 120,000 

American troops in May, the French wanted like considera¬ 

tion in June. As Clemenceau stressed that he wanted his 

share of American manpower, Foch joined the argument by 
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claiming his right, as Generalissimo, to control American 

forces in Europe. Pershing had had enough. He reminded 

the gathering that he alone commanded American troops 

and that his primary consideration was to build an 

American army. The presumption that the SWC, either as 

a Council or through the Allied Commander-in-Chief, could 

dictate to the American field commander, set Pershing 

more firmly than ever against Americans serving in 

23 
Allied armies. Milner and Lloyd George supported 

Pershing in upholding the London agreement. The French 

might have had the supreme commander, but the Americans 

24 
had the manpower and the British had the shipping. 

By no means was the debate finished. Foch changed 

tactics. He spoke to Pershing in a soldier's language 

and convinced him that, for military reasons, the French 

should have a voice in any agreement regarding the use of 

American manpower. Announcing his support for the princi¬ 

ple of a separate American army, Foch added that: "There 

was nothing to compare with a national army under the 

25 
national flag and national commanders." Then he pointed 

out that as Generalissimo he had a responsibility to 

insist on being a party to any agreement concerning the 
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armies under his over-all command. The transition was 

smooth and effective. It made sense to Pershing; he 

agreed that Foch should be a party to the Milner arrange¬ 

ment. Pershing, Milner, and Foch then retired to a 

separate room to discuss the transportation and use of 

26 
American troops. 

Pershing immediately realized that he had been 

ambushed. Milner, and especially Foch, insisted that the 

war would be lost unless America adopted wholesale amalga¬ 

mation. Soon Lloyd George, Clemenceau, and Italian Premier 

Orlando joined the meeting. The odds against Pershing 

were overwhelming. Three European heads of state, the 

Supreme Commander of the Allied and Associated armies, 

and the British Secretary for War attacked the American 

general with all the power and prestige of their high 

positions. Each in turn attempted to convince Pershing 

that the war would be lost unless he agreed to their 

demands. Pershing was outnumbered, but not outflanked. 

Though he stood alone at Abbeville, he had the full support 

of President Wilson and Baker, and he knew it. Finally 

angered by the Allies' acrimonious assault, Pershing 

ended the meeting by saying: "Gentlemen, I have thought 
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this program over very deliberately and will not be 

coerced. " All parties agreed to meet the next day to con¬ 

tinue the discussion along lines more amenable to General 

_ 27 Pershing. 

Proceedings on 2 May were unruffled. Pershing 

agreed to a one month extension of his accord with 

Milner. This Abbeville Agreement provided for the pre¬ 

ferential shipment in June of 120,000 combat troops for 

training and service with the British or French, as 

directed by Pershing. In exchange for his concession, 

Pershing received the SWC's formal adherence to the princi¬ 

ple of the establishment of an American army. It was 

further decided that the issue for July would be dis- 

28 
cussed in June at the next SWC meeting. 

In reviewing the entire issue of American reinforce¬ 

ments, Lloyd George considered the current situation "far 

from satisfactory." Numerous petitions and exhausting 

negotiations had produced nothing more than the Abbeville 

Agreement. In short, the United States had agreed to 

ship 120,000 combat troops in May for training with the 

British, and another 120,000 in June for training with 

the British and French. Furthermore, all American troops 
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would remain under the control of the American field 

commander. And it was the American field commander who 

attracted the Prime Minister's ire. In a message to 

Reading on 4 May Lloyd George wrote: "It is maddening to 

think that. . .the issue of the War may be endangered 

because of the shortsightedness of one General [Pershing] 

and the failure of his Government to order him to carry 

29 
out their undertakings," Thereupon the Prime Minister 

set a deliberate course to undermine Pershing's reputa¬ 

tion in Washington. 

Through Wiseman and Reading, Lloyd George attempted 

to convince Wilson that the British had accepted the 

Abbeville Agreement only because of Pershing's intransi¬ 

gence. Wiseman told House that Pershing had acted as if 

he were a head of state rather than a field commander. 

The British, Wiseman said, were convinced that Pershing 

was not acting in accordance with the directives of the 

American Government. Therefore, the British wanted Wilson 

to send a high commissioner to Europe to take charge of 

the political negotiations that Pershing presently con¬ 

ducted. Reading openly told House that Lloyd George 

wanted some Americans in Europe who could overrule 

^ 30 
Pershing. 
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House dutifully informed Wilson of the British 

Government's unhappiness with Pershing. The President 

was concerned, but not swayed. He found the Abbeville 

Agreement "entirely satisfactory," and agreed with Baker 

that it had been "arrived at by just the right sort of 

31 
conference in the right way." The British had signed 

the agreement so they must have concurred in its pro¬ 

posals. If now they considered it inadequate, they should 

go back to Pershing to negotiate another settlement. As 

for the British suggestion to send an American political 

commissioner to Europe, Wilson considered it unnecessary. 

Pershing had full authority, and the part America was 

playing in Europe was purely that of rendering military 

. . 32 
assistance. 

Herein lay the crux of the amalgamation problem as 

far as Britain was concerned. Wilson refused to concede 

that politicians should decide matters of military coordi¬ 

nation. He was so determined to steer an independent 

course concerning postwar plans that he refused to allow 

a political representative to sit on the SWC. As long as 

the Council functioned as an agency to facilitate the 

fighting of the war, he would support it. But he refused 
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to recognize the SWC as a political body. The anomaly of 

Pershing dealing on an equal level with European politi¬ 

cal leaders did not bother Wilson. If European politi¬ 

cians wanted to meddle in military affairs that was their 

concern, not his. Wilson had promised himself that for 

the first time in the history of his country, there would 

be no political interference with the military conduct of 

a war. Determined to allow his field commander a free 

hand in military matters, and convinced that amalgamation 

was a military consideration, Wilson again supported 

33 
General Pershing. 

Lloyd George failed to discredit Pershing. The 

Allies would have to be content with the Abbeville Agree¬ 

ment and hope they could do better at the next SWC meet¬ 

ing in early June. This is not to say that Pershing was 

hoarding his forces or failing to cooperate with the 

Allies on his own terms. On the contrary, by 10 May 

there were four complete American divisions on the front 

lines. One division was with the French near Amiens, 

the other three were occupying quiet sectors of the front 

in the general area from Verdun to Nancy. In addition 

another complete division was ready to move up to a quiet 
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sector. There were over 34,000 combat troops training 

with the British and another 8,200 training with the 

French; 22,000 combat troops were en route from America 

for training with the British. The greatest number of 

American troops, however, were under Pershing's direct 

. . 34 supervision. 

As May wore on, the Allies gained confidence. The 

troops promised at Abbeville were arriving in numbers 

beyond expectation. Pershing seemed to be making progress 

in molding his own army. Most important, the enemy was 

still. Perhaps the great offensives of 21 March and 

9 April had hurt him more than they had hurt the Allies. 

Could Germany be finished? If it was, there would be no 

need for any further discussion on amalgamation. For¬ 

tunately, the Allies never bothered to cancel the June 

SWC meeting. 

The Marne Offensives and the American Army 

Having failed to split the British and French armies 

in March, or to crush the BEF in April, the Germans 

turned their guns on the French. At 1 A. M. on 27 May 

an intensive storm of shells fell on the French positions 
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between Reims and north of Soissons. The Allies con¬ 

sidered this area, the Chemin des Dames, so impregnable 

that they used it mainly as a rest area. The enemy had 

other ideas. At 4 A. M. the barrage lifted and the 

infantry attacked. Dazed and disorganized, the French 

fell back. It was too late to blow the bridges over the 

Aisne. The Germans had them and were crossing. All day 

and all night the enemy slashed deeper into French terri¬ 

tory. Early morning found the advancing Germans twenty 

miles past their departure point, well on their way to 

the Marne, and Paris. On 31 May they captured the 

important transportation center of Soissons and reached 

the Marne at Chateau-Thierry. Foch asked for American 

assistance. Pershing sent General Joseph Dickman's 3rd 

Division to the Marne. Dickman's orders were clear and 

35 
direct: hold the crossings near Chateau-Thierry. 

While the 3rd Division was locked in combat on the 

Marne, the SWC met in Versailles—a mere thirty-five miles 

away. For a time it looked like Abbeville all over again. 

Pershing stated that the creation of an American army was 

absolutely essential to winning the war. Allied leaders 

continued to maintain that such a force could not be 
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effective until 1919 and by then the war might be lost. 

Under the auspices of the SWC, they wanted complete 

authority to dictate the type of troops sent from America 

and to use those troops as they wished. Pershing insisted 

that neither the character of the troops America supplied 

nor their disposition was within the province of the SWC 

to decide. The Allies acceded to his demand that the 

question of American reinforcements be settled in a 

meeting outside of the Council. Accordingly Milner, 

Pershing, and Foch met in closed session and produced a 

new agreement that greatly augmented the projected ship¬ 

ments of American troops.^ 

Under the Pershing-Milner-Foch Agreement, United 

States and British shipping would carry a total of 

500,000 American soldiers to Europe in June and July. 

Of these, 310,000 would be infantrymen and machinegunners 

destined for training in Allied formations? the remainder 

would be support troops necessary to complete American 

divisions. As with previous arrangements, all American 

troops, including those combat elements slated for train¬ 

ing with the Allies, would be under Pershing's control. 

Lloyd George sought to gain for Haig the right to 
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determine when Americans training with the British would 

be returned to Pershing. Pershing refused to consider 

the suggestion. He reminded Lloyd George that President 

Wilson had left such matters solely to his judgement. 

Nonetheless, encouraged by the large number of troops 

promised, the British Prime Minister joined the rest of 

37 
the SWC in accepting the agreement. 

With the Council still in session, Lloyd George, 

Clemenceau, and Orlando composed a cable to President 

Wilson. They had several reasons for writing. They 

thanked Wilson for the "remarkable promptness" of American 

aid. They warned him that the emergency had not passed. 

Then, almost casually, they asked him to plan to send to 

Europe a total of 100 divisions. The figure, which was 

twice the number then under consideration, was admittedly 

an Allied exaggeration. Lloyd George was later to write 

that by asking for 100 divisions he hoped to get at least 

fifty. Yet Pershing supported the request, and Baker 

38 
began plans for raising the 100 divisions. 

Back on the Marne, the 3rd Division was proving 

that Americans could fight. All day on 1 June Germans 

struggled to cross the Chateau-Thierry bridges; all day 



137 

the Yanks held. But the enemy did not have to cross the 

Marne to reach Paris. Staying north of the river he 

could march straight down the Paris-Metz road. That is 

exactly what he decided to do. Late on 1 June the Germans 

wheeled from Chateau-Thierry, captured the high ground to 

its west, and occupied the village of Vaux. In order to 

secure the northern flank of the Paris road (the Marne 

secured the southern flank), the enemy drove iinto an old, 

irregularly shaped hunting preserve. There he met the 

Marine Brigade of the U. S. 2nd Division. The drive that 

had started on 27 May at the Chemin des Dames came to a 

39 
standstill on 3 June, in Belleau Wood. 

From the beginning the fighting in Belleau Wood was 

without quarter. It was a bitter, personal battle in 

which the combatant used his rifle, his bayonet, and 

finally his hands. Pershing's arduous training program 

paid dividends. In a month of constant fighting the 

Marine Brigade chewed up four enemy divisions. It stopped 

the enemy in his tracks. Exploiting the German inertia, 

other elements of the 2nd Division counterattacked. Their 

operation terminated with the successful storming of Vaux 

on 1 July. Paris was safe. It had been saved largely by 
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American soldiers fighting under American officers. The 

performance of the U. S. 2nd and 3rd Divisions on the 

Marne did more than all of Pershing's arguments to con¬ 

vince the Allies of the feasibility of an independent 

American army. 

By this time events that materially affected the 

amalgamation question were well under way. During April 

and May Pershing had dealt bilaterally with the British 

in order to transport American troops to Europe as quickly 

as possible. After the troops began arriving in June, 

however, he became more interested in dealing with Foch. 

At Abbeville Foch had endorsed the principle of an inde¬ 

pendent American army. If the Generalissimo would consent 

to the fact as well as the principle, Pershing would have 

his army. When the two generals met at Foch's head¬ 

quarters on 2 June, Foch emphatically declared his 

intention to constitute an American army. Then he asked 

if Pershing could do any more to help in the present 

emergency. Perhaps the five divisions training with the 

British could be of some use. Foch and Pershing agreed 

to take the divisions away from Haig and send them to 

relieve French units in quiet sectors of the front. 
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Hence the transferred divisions were made available for 

incorporation into an American army.^ 

Lloyd George was outraged. He accused Clemenceau 

of using unfair political influence on Foch to save the 

French Army and Paris. Since the Americans had come in 

British ships, the Prime Minister told the French Premier, 

41 
the British were entitled to use them. Getting nowhere 

with Clemenceau, Lloyd George protested to Washington. 

Upset by the tenor of the British protest. Baker asked 

42 
his new Chief of Staff, Peyton C. March, to obtain 

Pershing's view of the transfer. In his reply Pershing 

stressed that the British objection was untenable. The 

British had known all along that American troops were 

subject to recall. Furthermore, Pershing continued, the 

transfer was in compliance with the desires of the Allied 

43 
Commander-in-Chief. Pershing's position was impregnable. 

On 2 July the seventh session of the SWC met with an 

absence of tension that had prevailed at the previous two 

meetings. Lloyd George found himself less able than ever 

to influence the use of American troops. Foch had seen 

what Americans could do; he wanted more of them. The 

French pressed for British shipping to transport United 
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States troops regardless of Pershing's plans for those 

troops. With French support Lloyd George never had been 

able to overrule Pershing. Once French support shifted 

to Pershing, the Prime Minister's case was hopeless. He 

quietly submitted to an agreement which reaffirmed the 

Allied plea for 100 divisions and extended the Pershing- 

Milner-Foch Agreement indefinitely. The Council asked 

Washington to prepare for the shipment of 250,000 troops 

a month in order to meet Allied needs. Significantly, 

the Council mentioned neither the type nor the use of the 

4- • . • 44 troops xn question. 

Amalgamation was fading into the background. The 

British had lost much of their bargaining power when the 

French began supporting Pershing. Then Foch gave strong 

indications that he was ready to accede to the creation 

of an American army. On 4 July the Generalissimo gave the 

United States First Corps tactical control of its own 

sector in the Chateau-Thierry region. Several days later 

Foch announced that he would loan French artillery units 

to the AEF so that Pershing could activate four more 

45 
complete American divisions. At the same time the 

British Government began to relax its demands concerning 
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the utilization of American troops. A series of com¬ 

muniques emanating from the British War Office reflected 

this change in thought. Colonel Kirke, the Deputy- 

Director of Military Operations, wrote a memorandum for 

the CIGS suggesting that the Prime Minister should 

". . .make it quite clear to General Pershing that [the 

British Government] intends. . .to assist him in forming 

his Array. ...” The Deputy CIGS agreed and added that 

there was no use "to try to force General Pershing's 

46 
hand." Decreasing British opposition, increasing French 

support, and the conduct of combat operations attested 

appealing to the realization of an American army. 

Any lingering doubts about America's fighting 

ability were squelched on 15 July. On that day the war- 

desolated wastes around Reims were the scene of the last 

German offensive of World War I. As the German legions 

reached the Marne for the last time, they once again con¬ 

fronted elements of the U. S. 3rd Division. By nightfall 

the Americans had defeated the attack in their sector. 

Two days later the entire offensive collapsed. The 3rd 

Division had stemmed the tide of Germany's final bid for 

victory. The initiative on the Western Front at last 

47 
passed to the Allies. 
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After orchestrating a successful counterattack 

toward Soissons, Foch summoned his leading generals to a 

council of war. Explaining that the war had reached a 

turning point, the Generalissimo declared that: "The 

moment has come to abandon the general defensive attitude 

48 
. . .and to pass to the offensive." HOW did his field 

commanders feel about taking the offensive? Foch anxiously 

waited as each officer replied in turn: 

Field Marshal Haig: "The British Army, 

entirely disorganized by the events of March 

and April, is still far from being reestablished." 

General Pétain: "The French Army, after 

four years of war and the severest trials, is 

at present worn out, bled white, and anemic." 

General Pershing: "The American Army asks 

nothing better than to fight, but it has not yet 

49 
been formed." 

Foch could postpone his decision no longer; he consented 

to the formation of an American Army. Later that day, 

24 July, Pershing issued a formal order creating the 

First American Army. 
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Poch agreed to include the new army in his plans 

for the rest of 1918—plans which contemplated a crushing 

offensive against the enemy's entire front. Accordingly# 

orders were issued for a distinctly American offensive 

against the St. Mihiel salient. Having toiled for over a 

year to train and organize his army# and having persevered 

in his efforts in the face of intense Allied opposition, 

Pershing at last had achieved his goal. He had his army? 

50 
now he would have to fight it. 

Before taking the field, however, Pershing had to 

answer a message from his Secretary of War. In early 

July Baker had advised him of important changes in 

President Wilson's conception of military policy. Accord¬ 

ing to Baker, the President had come to consider the 

Permanent Military Representatives at Versailles as a 

general staff to Foch. Henceforth Wilson would insist on 

receiving information on Interallied military questions 

through the SWC. In keeping with this shift in policy, 

the President now desired to deal through General Bliss in 

matters of "military diplomacy." Baker had endorsed the 

new arrangement because it would free Pershing from the 

burden of Allied conferences and allow him to devote more 
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time to his army. How did Pershing feel about surrender- 

51 
ing part of his authority to Bliss and the SWC? 

On 28 July the American field commander sent his 

reply. He "entirely agreed" with making Bliss a "diplo¬ 

matic intermediary." Pershing went on to praise the 

general's judgement and ability, and to express his belief 

that Bliss would be an admirable representative of the 

52 
President. Pershing had always understood his relation¬ 

ship to Wilson. His success, to a large degree, was 

based on that understanding. If his Commander-in-Chief 

had decided to deal through the SWC, Pershing would 

support that decision. 

Hence the SWC gradually gained control of the nego¬ 

tiations governing the use of United States troops. But 

the creation of an American Army, coupled with the steady 

stream of Entente victories after 15 July, tended to bury 

amalgamation as a critical issue. In August the United 

States adopted an expanded mobilization scheme in order 

53 
to meet Allied requests for American reinforcements. 

Satisfied, the Allies relaxed their demands on Washington. 

Writing to Pershing on 21 August, Colonel House said that 

he had just left the President, and that he and the 
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President had concluded that Pershing need no longer 

54 
"have any anxiety whatever" over amalgamation. 

Pershing agreed; he already had won that battle. 
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