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FOREWORD

CAMPAIGN which began with the greatest assault that has
Aever been made on a fortified and strongly defended coast by

combined sea, land and air forces, and ended with the total
defeat and unconditional surrender of Germany, must hold an out-
standing position in military history. Such was the Allied campaign
in North-West Europe in 1944 and 1945, of which the British
operations in particular are the subject of these volumes.
Before describing how it was fought and won, the reader may be
reminded of two under-lying considerations about which there can
be no dispute.

This campaign could not have been fought at all if the Allies had
not possessed the power to make full use of the sea and air.

All the Allied forces which defeated Germany in the West and all
their material equipment reached the Continent from overseas. The
combined maritime power expressed by the Allies’ naval and air
forces and their merchant shipping enabled them to control and use
sea communications stretching thousands of miles across the oceans
of the world. Had the Allies not been able to transport their strength
overseas how little would it have availed them. Hitler or his succes-
sors might still be holding in thrall most of western Europe.

Moreover, the Allies’ mastery in the air was not only a neces-
sary ingredient of their maritime power but of all operations of war.
The most significant revolution of warfare during the present cen-
tury has been effected by the development of air power. The essential
part it played in the war against Germany will appear as Allied
operations are described.

Yet in spite of the Allies’ maritime power, the strength of their
armies, and their almost complete mastery in the air,

the campaign could hardly have been fought successfully in 1944~
1945 if Germany had not at the same time been fighting for life
against Russia.

To measure the relative strengths of armies it is usual to take a
division as the yardstick, though divisions vary greatly in size, com-
position and fighting value. In June 1944, Germany had some sixty
divisions with which to fight the Allies on the western front: at the
same time she had over two hundred divisions fighting the Russian
armies on the eastern front and about twenty divisions opposing the
Allied armies in Italy. In the course of the war relative strengths
changed, but it is certainly true that the western Allies defeated much

Xxvu



xviii FOREWORD

less than half of the German forces and that muchmore than half were
defeated by Russia—assisted by over £400,000,000 of war material
provided by her western Allies. In appraising the conduct of the
western operations these fundamental facts should not be forgotten.

Apart from its size, the dramatic completeness of the Allied victory,
and the fact that it destroyed Hitler’s Nazi régime and freed western
Europe from German domination, the campaign has several distinc-
tive features which add to its military significance.

In the first place Allied co-operation, built on a foundation of
Anglo-American partnership, was closer and more effective than in
any former war. This was indeed the key to success. In this history
attention is focussed on operations under British command. That
must not seem to imply under-valuation of Britain’s allies; American
forces were responsible for a major share of the fighting and of the
Allied victory but it must also be remembered that French, Polish,
Belgian, Dutch and Czechoslovak fighting men also contributed to
the Allied victory, so far as they were able. The American history
is being written by their own historians and several volumes are
already published; we are greatly indebted for permission to use their
historical studies and the results of their research. Here only enough
is told of American operations to explain the conduct and progress of
the fighting and the setting in which their operations took place. We
also owe much to the work done by Canadian historians and grate-
fully acknowledge their help in describing Canadian operations
under British command.

Another noteworthy feature of the campaign was the successful
conjunction of sea, land and air forces in combined operations. The
potential unity of military power was realised more fully than ever
before and in planning, training and execution the three Services
combined their distinctive skills to weave the final pattern of victory.
The establishment of a British Combined Operations Headquarters
was evidence of the new emphasis on inter-Service co-operation.

During the years that preceded the opening of the assault in the
West the Allies had enlarged their experience of warfare with Ger-
many in North Africa and Italy and had greatly developed their
military strength. Science was called on increasingly to reinforce
military knowledge and full use was made of technical skill and of
organised industrial capacity. For their conclusive defeat of Ger-
many’s armed forces the Allies were equipped with advantages that
no invading army had ever enjoyed before. As in every war human
courage, character and skill were ultimately deciding factors, but in
all three Services the human element was supported by unparalleled
wealth of material power, scientifically developed and supplied on
an unprecedented scale through the faithful and sustained labours of
the civil population. The millions of men and women engaged in
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war production knew that they were indeed essential partners of
those in the fighting Services, and the latter gained not only material
but moral support from this knowledge of their common purpose.

Yet military success depends largely on leadership, as does the use
in wartime of a nation’s human and material resources. It is perhaps
to the political leadership of the British and American peoples as well
as to the quality of their respective military leaders and of the forces
they commanded that history will largely attribute the Allied victory
in the West.

This account of the British share in the campaign will be published
in two volumes. The present volume contains the story up to the end
of August 1944; the second will describe the remainder of the cam-
paign which ended with victory in May 1945.

Our account is based mainly on the vast quantity of contemporary
records of all three Services and of those captured from the enemy.
References to published sources have been given but our far more
numerous references to contemporary documents, which are not
available for public inspection, are included only in a confidential
edition. This should be available for use by students when the
archives are opened.

We have had the advantage of personal advice and help from
many of the leading commanders who were concerned and from
members of the Editor’s Advisory Panel. We are greatly indebted
to them. We also wish to thank Mrs. R. Donald, Mrs. H. Southern,
Miss D. J. Dawson and Lieut-Colonel G. W. Harris who at various
stages have helped us in our researches; Mr. B. M. Melland, Mr.
R. R. A. Wheatley and Mr. A. M. Sefi for the study and translation
of captured German documents; and Mr. D. K. Purle who, under
the guidance of Colonel T. M. Penney, has drawn all the maps and
diagrams. We are deeply grateful to them and we acknowledge
thankfully how much we owe to their work. We have learnt much
from the criticism and counsel of Sir James Butler and we thank him
for his unfailing kindness and help.

We have had unrestricted access to naval, army and air force
records and to other relevant documents which are not available to
the public, and complete freedom in using them; the Historical
Sections of the Cabinet Office and the Service Ministries have been
consistently helpful and we have never been asked to modify our text
in order to conform to am ‘official’ view. What is written in the
following chapters is our own view of the campaign, formed after
very careful study. For any errors of fact or judgement we alone are
responsible.

December 1960

L.F. ELL1s



EDITOR’S NOTE

The Government’s decision under the Public Records Act 1967 to open
the archives after thirty years has made it possible to include in the
present reprint the source references contained hitherto only in the
confidential edition. They will be found at the end of the volume after
the index. In the text they are individually indicated in each chapter
by numbers in the margin.
Some misprints and minor errors have been rectified.
J-R.M.B.



CHAPTER I
THE ORIGINS OF ‘OVERLORD’

ou will enter the continent of Europe and, in conjunction

with other United Nations, undertake operations aimed at

the heart of Germany and the destruction of her armed
forces.” 1

The simplicity and confidence of this order, given to General
Eisenhower early in 1944, may not impress the reader who knows
what happened afterwards but does not remember so clearly what
had gone before. To English people who had lived through the tor-
turing uncertainties of the four previous years it marked an amazing
climax.

Nearly four years had passed since the British Expeditionary Force,
which entered the Continent on the outbreak of war to combine with
France against the armed forces of Germany, had been withdrawn
to England leaving Hitler master not only of France but of Norway,
Denmark, Holland, Belgium, Luxembourg, Austria, Czechoslovakia
and western Poland. Eastern Poland, Finland and the smaller Baltic
States had been absorbed by Russia with Germany’s connivance;
Hitler’s ally, Italy, had overrun Albania. Alone in Europe, weakened
by loss though backed by all the nations of the Commonwealth,
Britain then confronted the massive strength of Germany and her
associates. British confidence in ultimate victory was not shaken, but
it was recognised that while the fight for existence continued at sea
and in the air, action must be mainly defensive; economic blockade
at sea and air attack on German centres of production were the chief
weapons to employ till the armed strength of the nation and Com-
monwealth had been restored and expanded, and we could again
take the offensive* The loss of any foothold on the Continent from
which Germany could be attacked underlined the need of am-
phibious forces and gave impetus to the development of equipment
for amphibious operations.*

Other volumes of this series tell of the years which passed before
Britain could join with the United States of America in so con-
fidently ordering General Eisenhower to re-enter Europe and

1 Appendix I.
$ Following common practice, the term ‘amphibious’ is used to describe operations
which require the use of both sea and land forces, but it should be remembered that
the term also covers the use of air forces which are an essential component of all ‘am-
phibious’ operations.
B 1



2 THE ORIGINS OF OVERLORD

destroy the enemy’s armed forces, yet the significance of that order
and the story of how it was obeyed cannot be appreciated fully with-
out remembrance of how our position had been revolutionised
between 1940 and 1944.

There had been the threat of invasion and victory in the Battle
of Britain as there had been continuous war in the air in succeeding
years. There had been victories and defeats in Cyrenaica, Libya,
Abyssinia and Somaliland, in Greece and Crete, Syria, Iraq and the
Far East. There had been Germany’s vicious onslaught on Russia
in 1941, which alined a new and powerful ally with Britain and the
Commonwealth though at the cost of material aid which could be
ill spared. Later that year the United States, an even greater ally,
had joined us in the war, when Japan attacked at Pearl Harbour and
seized islands and territories in the Pacific and the Far East. It was
not until late in 1942 that the tide turned. Then British and American
troops who had landed in Algeria and Morocco struck eastwards to
meet converging British forces driving the enemy westwards from
Egypt, while Russia struck back successfully at Stalingrad and other
points in her long front. Thereafter there had been no major set-
backs. In 1943 Russia had renewed her counter-offensive and re-
covered more lost ground, while the western Allies had freed all
North Africa, Sicily and southern Italy, destroying in their progress
large enemy armies and forcing Italy to surrender. Meanwhile, in the
Pacific, Japanese ambitions had been baulked effectively, and the
Allies’ position had been progressively improved.

Throughout these long and fluctuating fights, embracing every
theatre and every front, the Anglo-American fighting capacity had
been sustained by their navies’ never-resting war at sea, despite its
fearful toll of men and ships. The stern challenge of the U-boats,
which had threatened our very existence, at length appeared to have
been mastered, and from the middle of 1943 the security of the
Allies’ sea communications was comparatively assured. We no
longer faced the question of survival but the task of building up
strength for a decisive attack on Hitler’s ‘fortress’. The very fact that
through those lean and dangerous years we had been able to move
troops and supplies across the oceans of the world, though often
through great dangers and with severe loss, was a measure of the
significance of maritime power and of the debt we owe to the Royal
Navy and the Merchant Navy and to their partner, the Royal Air
Force.

When the pageant of those years is reviewed from a distance the
outstanding changes which had taken place between 1940 and 1944
are easily distinguishable. A great national effort together with the
passage of time, the fruits of experience, the moral support and
material assistance of the United States (in the President’s phrase,
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‘all aid short of war’), had already enabled Britain and the Common-
wealth to make war more effectively by the end of 1941 when the
entry of America into the war added her full resources of man-power,
materials and industrial capacity to the forces matched against the
Axis powers.? By the close of 1943 the advantages which Germany
had won by force in 1940 were more than counter-balanced through
the combination of the Allies’ strength; thereafter the balance of
power was progressively weighted in their favour and while their
position was thus conspicuously improved the relative position of
Germany was no less conspicuously worsened. In 1940 her armies
had held in Europe what seemed to be a position of unchallengeable
dominance; by the end of 1943 they were being driven back on two
fronts and a third was threatened. So large a proportion of her army
and air force was fighting a defensive war in Russia and Italy that,
whereas in June 1940 there were 137 German divisions in France and
the Low Countries, now less than half that number could be spared
to meet the Allies’ coming thrust. Moreover, Hitler’s obstinate belief
that he could strangle us at sea and wound us mortally from the air
had proved to be as vain as his desire to dominate Europe, and
by the end of 1943 Allied mastery in both elements was virtually
assured. Germany had still great war-making capacity, but the
Allies’ capacity was even greater when General Eisenhower was
given command of the forces which were to win for the Allies
victory in the West.

Plans and preparations for the Allied campaign had already
reached a penultimate stage when the Supreme Commander was
chosen at the close of 1943. Two years before, that is a fortnight
after Japan’s attack on Pearl Harbour had brought America into the
war, Mr. Winston Churchill and President Franklin D. Roosevelt,
with their military advisers, had met in Washington to take counsel
together®* They had been in almost continuous consultation since the
outbreak of war in Europe and as American aid to Britain increased
they had agreed that the defeat of Germany would take precedence
even if Japan should enter the war. They had met earlier in 1941 and
had expressed the British and American unity of purpose in the
Atlantic Charter.¢ But the meeting in Washington at the end of that
year was the first of its kind, for now both America and Japan were
at war. It was distinguished from those which were to follow by the
code name ‘Arcadia’, though anything less arcadian than its purpose

3 For the story of Anglo-American co-operation during 1940-1941 see the volumes of
Grand Strategy in this series.

¢ The Atlantic Charter was an eight-point declaration of peace aims issued by Mr.
Roosevelt and Mr. Churchill during their meeting at sea on 14th Aug. 1941. It was
published in Great Britain as a White Paper (Cmd. 6321) on 31st Oct. 1941.
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or than Washington in mid-winter would be hard to conceive. A
decision was taken there which had immeasurable consequences,
for it confirmed an agreement that the western Allies’ war effort and
use of resources in man-power and materials should be accepted as
combined responsibilities—an arrangement which was certainly
more nearly ideal than any other arrangement made by any other
Allies, in any other war.®

To implement this resolution, subject to the direction of the
Prime Minister and the President (whose close friendship and almost
daily communication ensured their personal accord), the Chiefs of
Staff of the three Services of each country were constituted as ‘the
Combined Chiefs of Staff’, who were in practice to serve the Allies
as the corporate, directing rmnd for all operations of war*The com-
position of this momentous conjunction is shown below.

COMBINED CHIEFS OF STAFF’'S ORGANISATION

President Prime Minister
and and
Commander-in-Chief of Beitish Minister
the American Armed Forces of Defence
American COMBINED CHIEFS . Chich of Suff
Joint Chiefs of Staff OF STAFF (wn!‘:‘.l;;m Staff M):ion
Combined Chiefs
of Stafl"s
Secretariat
Combined Combined Combined Combined Combined Combined Combined
Staff Military Intelligence Munit C s i v logical Givil
Plannens Travsportats Commi Asigi Board Committee Affain
Committee Committec Board Committee

t The Bnmh Jomt Suﬂ' Mnnon reprelcmed the British Chiefs of Stafl at routine
d Chicfs of Staff and also acted as liaison between the

British d:plolmnc and supply bodies in Washing and the Combined Chiefs of
Staff organisation

It will be remembered that Mr. Churchill was both Prime
Minister and Minister of Defence, and under him the British Chiefs
of Staff Committce were virtually responsible for the central direc-
tion of all British operations of war. Mr. Roosevelt was both Presi-
dent and Commander-in-Chief of all armed forces of the United

States.
The original membership of the Combined Chicfs of Staff was as

follows:

§ Biennial Report of the Chief o, 6’ Staff of the Umled States Army to the Secretary of War, Fuly 1,
1943 lo June 30, 1945 (H.M.S.0., 1945), p-
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Britisk Chiefs of Staff Committee
General Sir Alan Brooke, Chief of the Imperial General
Staff.
Admiral of the Fleet Sir Dudley Pound, First Sea Lord and
Chief of the Naval Staff.

Air Chief Marshal Sir Charles Portal, Chief of Air Staff.
Lieut-General Sir Hastings Ismay, Mr. Churchill’s representa-
tive.

American Joint Chicfs of Staff

Admiral W. D. Leahy, Chief of Staff to the President.

General G. C. Marshall, Chief of Staff of the Army.

Admiral H. R. Stark, Chief of Naval Operations.

Admiral E. J. King, Commander-in-Chief of the United States
Fleet.

Lieut-General H. H. Arnold, Commanding General Army Air
Forces and Deputy Chief of Staff for Air.

Later, Sir Dudley Pound was succeeded by Admiral of the Fleet
Sir Andrew Cunningham; Admiral Stark left for London as Com-
mander, United States Naval Forces in Europe, and Admiral King
combined the offices of Commander-in-Chief of the U.S. Fleet and
Chief of Naval Operations.

Since it was also decided that the headquarters of the Combined
Chiefs of Staff should be in Washington, full meetings could only be
held at intervals, so the members of a British Joint Staff Mission,
which had succeeded an earlier military mission and was already
stationed in Washington, were appointed to represent the British
Chiefs of Staff at routine meetings held for the day-to-day conduct
of business. Field-Marshal Sir John Dill, who had until recently been
Chief of the Imperial General Staff and was at this time acting as
personal adviser to Mr. Churchill in his capacity of Minister of
Defence, was now appointed to remain as his personal representa-
tive in Washington and to head the Mission, whose other members
were Admiral Sir Charles Little, General Sir Colville Wemyss and
Air Marshal A. T. Harris.

Though. the history of grand strategy is being written in other
volumes of this serics, any account of British operations in the final
campaign in North-West Europe must take cognisance of such high-
level decisions as directly affected the conduct of the campaign.
Moreover, the first statement of Allied strategy has distinctive
importance.

In confirmation of British and American agreements on strategic
aims which had been reached before the United States was at war, it
was reaffirmed at the Washington Conference that ‘notwithstanding
the entry of Japan into the war’ the Atlantic and European theatre
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was still considered to be ‘the decisive theatre’, Germany ‘the prime
enemy’, and her defeat ‘the key to victory’; ‘only the minimum of
force necessary for the safe-guarding of vital interests in other
theatres should be diverted from operations against Germany* For
the American public, traditionally sensitive to any threat of Japanese
encroachment, this might well have proved an unpopular decision;
it is the more notable as evidence that on this fundamental question
British and American war leaders had at this stage reached a
common conclusion.

It could hardly be expected that this would always be so. In the
conduct of a world war the widely separated standpoints of two such
differently circumstanced countries as Great Britain and the United
States must inevitably make it difficult for their political and military
leaders always to find a mutually acceptable policy, and it is neither
surprising nor disturbing that British and American views did not
always coincide, that, indeed, they differed radically at various
times. What is more impressive is the fact that their leaders so often
saw alike, and that even when prolonged discussion failed to recon-
cile opinions, agreed decisions were none the less arrived at and, once
reached, were loyally observed. A characteristic illustration was
provided during the ensuing months.

Having agreed that their first aim was to defeat Germany, the
Allies defined the essential features of their strategy as requiring
security of the main areas of British and American war industry and
the maintenance of their essential sea and air communications; the
closing and tightening of the ring round Germany; the wearing
down and undermining of German resistance; and the continuous
development of offensive action against Germany. While concentrat-
ing on these tasks, only such positions in the eastern theatre should
be maintained as would safeguard vital interests and deny Japan
access to raw materials needed for her continuance of the war.

They went on to enumerate the ‘steps to be taken in 1942 to put
into effect the above general policy’. Of these only three need be
mentioned here. The ‘ring round Germany’ was to be strengthened
and closed ‘by sustaining the Russian front, by arming and support-
ing Turkey, by increasing our strength in the Middle East, and by
gaining possession of the whole North African coast’. The ‘wearing
down of Germany’ would be sought through ‘ever-increasing air
bombardment by British and American forces’; other means would
be assistance to Russia, blockade and the maintenance of a spirit of
revolt and the organisation of subversive movements in occupied
countries. It did ‘not seem likely’ that in 1942 any large-scale land
offensive against Germany would be possible except on the Russian
front, but the Allies must be ready to take advantage of any opening
that might result from the wearing down of German resistance ‘to
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conduct limited land offensives’. ‘In 1943 the way may be clear’, they
said, ‘for a return to the Continent across the Mediterranean, from
Turkey into the Balkans, or by landings in Western Europe.%That
was as far as the Allies could foresee their long-term strategy at the
beginning of 1942, but preliminary steps were taken to plan and pre-
pare for the assembly in England of the Allied forces that would be
needed for large-scale operations on the Continent.

And even as they reached these decisions the world situation was
changing in ways which would modify their application. In the first
half of 1942 the Allies’ position went from bad to worse nearly
everywhere. A Russian winter counter-offensive had regained
ground, but a heavy German attack was renewed after the thaw and
the Russians were driven back at crucial points. Japanese conquests
in the Pacific and Far East (including our loss of Hong Kong and
Singapore) threatened India, Australia and the remaining islands of
the Pacific; Rommel’s advance in North Africa threatened Egypt
and the Middle East; while the continued loss of Allied merchant
shipping threatened world-wide ocean routes and in particular the
Atlantic communications on which any Allied offensive in Europe
must depend. During this time much of the Allies’ resources and
shipping was inevitably absorbed by urgent measures to arrest the
enemies’ advances. A plan which had been discussed at Washing-
ton for British and American landings in North-West Africa, to close
the ring round Germany on the southern front, had perforce to be
laid aside, though the Joint Planning Committee of the Combined
Chiefs of Staff (later called the Combined Staff Planners) had
regarded it ‘as of the first strategical importance in the Atlantic area’®

After the return from Washington in January 1942, British plan-
ning was intensified for the major operation envisaged in 1943—
namely the launching of a full-scale attack by Allied forces landed
in France—or, alternatively, an immediate landing in France by
such forces as would be available at the time if circumstances re-
quired such an emergency operation in 1942. The first of these was
known as ‘Roundup’, the second as ‘Sledgehammer’*

In April, General Marshall and Mr. Harry Hopkins (the un-
official personal emissary of the President) came to England bringing
a project in general terms for the major operation against Germany
in 1943 and meanwhile for the opening of ‘an active sector on this
front by steadily increasing air operations and by raids and forays all
along the coasts’. It also called for immediate preparations in readi-
ness for an emergency operation in 1942 though this ‘wouLD BE
JUSTIFIED ONLY IN CASE (I) THE SITUATION ON THE RUSSIAN
FRONT BECOMES DESPERATE ... (2) THE GERMAN SITUATION
IN WESTERN EUROPE BECOMES CRITICALLY WEAKENED’.%

¢ Capitals in the original text.
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These proposals were warmly welcomed. American participation in
1943 was promised on a scale which greatly enlarged the previous
conception of Roundup and enhanced the prospect of an earlier
German defeat. The comparatively small contribution which was
all that America could provide in 1942 if the Allies were led by
circumstances to embark on the emergency operation, Sledge-
hammer, was also defined.

It would be necessary to go far beyond the scope of this volume to
trace events which, in the following months, led to a gradual diver-
gence of British and American views on the policy to be pursued
against Germany. The fact must be noted that American opinion
moved away from the limitations of action in 1942 which had been
stressed in the April text of the Marshall plan. By July, when,
with Admiral King and Mr. Hopkins, General Marshall again came
to London it was to urge ‘that Sledgechammer be immediately
adopted as a combined British-American operational plan for
execution at the earliest possible date in 1942, not later than October
15th’ and ‘be regarded as the opening phase of Roundup with the
consequent purpose not only of remaining on the Continent but of
building up ground and air forces and logistic facilities, and expand-
ing our foothold, to the limits of our capabilities’® The President
had instructed them that he regarded it as ‘of the highest impor-
tance that U.S. ground troops be brought into action against the
enemy in 1942’ and Sledgehammer ‘of such grave importance’
that they ‘should strongly urge immediate all-out preparations for
it’.?

In the discussions which had been pursued between April and
July there had been no corresponding change in the British view.
British leaders shared the desire of both the American and Russian
leaders to open a ‘second front’ against Germany in the West as soon
as possible, but anxious and prolonged study had only confirmed
their conclusion that, except in emergency, to launch a cross-Channel
operation in 1942, with the comparatively small forces and equip-
ment, mostly British, which were all that could be available then,
would be a grave mistake. It would offer little hope of success
against unbroken German strength and might well result in costly
failure; it would.but ‘eat up the seed corn’ from which a later and
larger harvest must be won. In the British view the only favourable
opportunity for action against Germany in 1942 was in North Africa®
and they reverted to the plan discussed at Washington for Allied
landings there ‘to close the ring round Germany’.

When General Marshall and his colleagues were at length con-

7 Presidential memorandum, ‘Instructions for the London Conference, July 16th, 1942’
(q?o;tl:d inslzo)bcrt E. Sherwood, White House Papers of Harry L. Hopkins (London, 1949),
vol. II, p. 605).
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vinced that these opposed views could not be reconciled they re-
ported this to President Roosevelt and on his instructions agreed to
the North African operation;¥but although this might delay the
major cross-Channel assault in 1943, preparations for such an assault
were to continue vigorously. A plan, ‘Bolero’, for the movement of
American forces, supplies and equipment to Great Britain and for
their reception, accommodation and maintenance there, was already
in operation under the direction of combined staffs, constituting
‘Bolero’ committees, in Washington and London*

It was characteristic of both British and American leaders that
when once a plan which they had opposed strongly was finally
adopted by mutual consent, they threw themselves whole-heartedly
into preparations for its achievement. The agreement which had
been reached so slowly in July was quickly put into effect. British
and American forces landed in French North Africa that autumn
and by January 1943 their action was already yielding good results
when a further meeting at the highest level was held near Casa-
blanca, in Morocco. This meeting was more appropriately christened
‘Symbol’, for it was indeed symbolic of Allied unity in action and it
marked a crucial turning-point in the war with Germany. When the
meeting was in progress, converging attacks from east and west were
visibly loosening the enemy’s grip on North Africa. In Europe,
Russia was regaining more lost ground and had in turn surrounded
a German army besieging Stalingrad. In both theatres the enemy
had been forced on to the defensive. The ring round Germany was
being closed.

At Casablanca it was agreed, among much else which does not
directly concern this volume, that when North Africa was cleared
pressure on the enemy must be maintained by a follow-up attack on
Sicily, though this would mean that the Allies could not also stage in
1943 a large-scale invasion of Europe from the west against un-
broken opposition. They would develop the Combined Bomber
Offensive aimed at the enemy’s war-making capacity and morale;
they would continue to assemble the strongest possible forces in
readiness to re-enter the Continent as soon as German resistance was
sufficiently weakened; and meantime they would undertake such
limited cross-Channel operations as might be practicable with the
forces and material available. One other decision was taken which
indirectly bore heavily on Overlord. The battle of the Atlantic was
in its most critical stage and it was agreed that this must be given
priority over all else; production of landing craft was cut down to
make way for more escort vessels and other warships. The difficulty
of mounting ‘a large-scale invasion of Europe’ was correspondingly
increased. The Combined Chiefs of Staff went on to define the
operations to be undertaken in 1943 and, in considering the question
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of command, they now envisaged an invasion in force in 1944. The
President had suggested that the supreme commander should be
British, but Mr. Churchill felt that this could be determined later,
on the principle that command should be held by an officer of the
nation which furnished the majority of the forces employed.® In
order to prepare plans for the operation it was, however, decided to
set up at once a combined allied staff, under a British chief of staff
with an American deputy®Subsequently Lieut-General F. E. Mor-
gan was appointed ‘Chief of Staff to the Supreme Allied Commander
(designate)’ with Major-General Ray W. Barker, of the United States
Army, as his deputy. Other members of the staff were drawn
from all three Services of both nations and the organisation became
known as C.0.S.S.A.C. from the initials of General Morgan’s
designation.

Some little time elapsed while the Combined Chiefs of Staff
settled the terms of General Morgan’s directive, so that he only re-
ceived it on the 26th of April, 1943*It declared that ‘our object is to
defeat the German fighting forces in North-West Europe’ and it in-
structed him not only to prepare plans for a full-scale assault against
the Continent as early as possible in 1944 but also for ‘an elaborate
camouflage and deception scheme’ extending over the coming sum-
mer and designed to pin the enemy in the West and keep alive
German expectation of large cross-Channel operations in 1943. He
was also to prepare plans for an immediate return to the Continent,
with whatever forces might be available at the time, in the event of
German disintegration.

At the next full meeting (‘Trident’), held in Washington in May
1943, the shape of a large-scale assault in 1944 was given further
definition. Its aim would be to secure a lodgement on the Continent
from which further offensive operations could be carried out. The
target date was to be May the 1st, 1944, and forces and equipment
for the operation would be established in the United Kingdom as
rapidly as possible¥ Subsequently General Morgan was given a
supplementary directive and a list of forces which were expected to
be available. These would comprise an assault force of nine divisions
(that is, five infantry divisions simultaneously loaded in assault
vessels, two infantry divisions as follow-up and two airborne divi-
sions) and twenty divisions for movement into the lodgement area.
Provision was to be made for the seizure and development of ports
that would enable these forces to be augmented by further divisions,
shipped direct from America or elsewhere at the rate of from three
to five a month. Naval forces would include about 3,300 assault ships
and landing craft; air forces were expected to consist of about

¢ See W. S. Churchill, The Second World War, vol. IV (1951), pp. 393-407, 827.
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11,400 aircraft which would include 632 transport planes for air-
borne operations. ¥

General Morgan was to submit an outline plan for the operation—
now renamed ‘Overlord’—by August the 1st, and as it was already
the first week of June this allowed him very little time.

Fortunately Cossac inherited a mass of material from those who
had been planning Roundup and Sledgehammer, and on this his
staff had begun work immediately on appointment. Staff studies,
appreciations and plans for cross-Channel operations, of various
kinds and on increasing scale, had indeed been prepared almost
without pause since the British Expeditionary Force had returned
from France in 1940; for even before evacuation from Dunkirk was
completed and though the country was threatened with invasion,
Mr. Churchill had ordered the adoption of an offensive policy by
raids on enemy-held coasts and had instituted a small organisation
to give effect to it under the command of General A. G. B. Bourne,
Royal Marines¥*The day when we should be able to return to France
in force to fight the German Army seemed then to be remote indeed,
but while building up our strength we could do something immedi-
ately to trouble the enemy’s occupation of the shores which faced us
across the Channel and the North Sea.

In the years which followed, many raids of varying size and im-
portance had been carried out in order to damage or destroy
German installations or equipment and to disturb the enemy’s
peace of mind. As our raiding experience accumulated the small
organisation which Mr. Churchill had instituted was gradually ex-
panded, first under the direction of Admiral of the Fleet Sir Roger
Keyes and later under Commodore Lord Louis Mountbatten, into
a Combined Operations Headquarters, separate alike from the
Admiralty, the War Office and the Air Ministry, though with close
affiliations to all three* This was an innovation in British military
organisation, and partly because, in its adolescence, its functions in
relation to the Services and other Ministries were shaped by the
needs of the moment rather than to any previously-designed pattern,
and partly because the seed which it grew bore fruit in the operations
of others, the importance of the part which Combined Operations
Headquarters played in the final campaign is often not sufficiently
recognised. Yet by 1943 its work had had three results of far-reaching
consequence.

First, the Chief of Combined Operations, Lord Louis Mount-
batten, had been promoted Vice-Admiral with equivalent ranks in
the Army and Royal Air Force; he had been given the status of a
Chief of Staff and, when major issues or matters affecting combined
operations were under consideration, he sat as a member of the
Chiefs of Staff Committee.

114



12 THE ORIGINS OF OVERLORD

Secondly, the Chief of Combined Operations and his staff had
acquired recognised authority as indispensable advisers on the
planning and equipment of all seaborne assaults; in collaboration
with the Service Ministries they had prepared and published a com-
prehensive series of training manuals which were in use by the
Services; and they had acquired, and furnished with expert in-
structors and special equipment, a number of training areas, on
which the necessary instruction in the new assault technique was
being practised under skilled guidance and in realistic conditions.

Thirdly, experiment and concentrated study of the special re-
quirements of a seaborne assault, based at first on experience gained
in raids and more recently in Mediterranean landings, had been
joined with the Royal Navy’s long experience and skill to produce a
variety of specially designed assault shipping and landing craft
which were to play a decisive part in the coming assault on the
French coast, and indeed in seaborne assaults in every theatre of
war.

The Chief of Combined Operations had one other task of a
different nature. He was responsible for the organisation, training,
and control of ‘Commandos’—small formations of troops drawn from
the Army and the Royal Marines (one was also found from the
Allied contingents in Britain) who were specially trained for employ-
ment on expeditions which called for a high degree of disciplined
daring and initiative, such as the raiding of an enemy coast or the
quick seizure of a threatening strongpoint. Eight Commandos were
among the first of the Allied troops to reach France as were the
closely corresponding American ‘Ranger’ battalions.

But the contribution of Combined Operations Headquarters to
the success of the coming campaign cannot be measured only by
these and other easily distinguishable achievements. The doctrine
preached by Combined Operations Headquarters, with its emphasis
on unified staff-work and control, affected the outlook and per-
meated the thought of all three Services and influenced action in
many unrecognised ways. It was indeed fortunate that so much
imagination and energy had been available for the propagation of
its faith and the proof of its works before the Allies were to launch
the biggest combined operation yet known. Especially in that forma-
tive period it owed a great deal to the ability and zeal of Lord Louis
Mountbatten.

The climax of our raiding policy was reached in August 1942 with
a so-called ‘reconnaissance in force’ at Dieppe in which the land
forces engaged consisted mainly of Canadian troops. It was on a
much bigger scale than any previous raid, and though carried out
with great gallantry the main tactical object was not achieved and
the raid involved heavy losses. But it provided experience of great
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value and its lessons had far-reaching influence on the planning and
conduct of the final cross-Channel assault, for tactical failure may be
more instructive than success if the lessons are duly learnt. It not
only re-emphasised the need for meticulous inter-Service planning
and training to ensure exact but flexible performance, smooth co-
operation and the effective use of available means, but exposed the
necessity for improved technique, organisation and equipment, and
for a higher standard of arrangements for communications and
control. Outstanding among the lessons learnt was the importance of
overwhelming fire-support in the initial stages of a seaborne land-
ing. This led to the evolution of a new technique of bombardment,
in which all types of naval, air and army weapons were combined.
Special types of craft were designed to provide close support in-
shore and to enable the Army’s field guns to fire while still afloat.
These developments and the advent of the amphibious tank and
other specialised armoured fighting vehicles combined to establish
the fire power of the Army during the initial stages of a landing.%*

Dieppe taught that the association of considerable naval and army
forces for combined operations involved complex problems of
organisation which had not been fully mastered. The naval forces
which had been engaged at Dieppe were therefore retained as the
embryo of ‘Force J* which served for the continuous study of am-
phibious problems and was developed as the prototype of the other
naval ‘forces’ to be used in the assault. Eventually Force J bore the
Canadian component of our assaulting armies to the initial landing
in Normandy.*

The long-range striking power of modern armaments and air
forces, scientific apparatus to give the enemy early warning of our
approach, and concrete and other coastal defences would constitute
difficulties against which no seaborne force had ever before been
matched. Yet the pregnant importance of specially designed assault
ships and landing craft may not at first sight be obvious, for it de-
rived from another special characteristic of the Second World War.
During this war highly mechanised armies were being engaged for
the first time, and these were employing a variety, size and weight of
equipment hitherto unknown. Seaborne assault was no longer
mainly an affair of landing men but of also landing the vast scale
of artillery, tanks, vehicles, mechanical plant, ammunition, stores,
supplies and petrol on which a mechanised army is dependent in
battle, and of landing them not in ports but on open beaches and
in the face of modern ground and air defences. In every seaborne
attack assault ships and landing craft in sufficient numbers had

* Notes on these and other weapons used in the Overlord campaign are given in
Appendix IV.
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become a prerequisite of success. An account of these essential instru-
ments of seaborne invasion is given in Appendix II, but as the sub-
ject will recur constantly in this history it may be helpful to explain
here what is involved. Assault ships comprise passenger liners
equipped to carry both assaulting troops and small landing craft for
putting them ashore; specially built naval vessels to carry tanks or
vehicles and to discharge them on the shore over ramps; and a wide
range of merchant ships adapted to perform various functions in the
assault area. All these were capable of making ocean voyages.
Landing craft were designed to land troops, vehicles or stores on
open beaches during an assault, or to give them fire support from
close inshore. They varied in size and function from small craft
holding thirty-six men which could be carried at davits by infantry
landing ships, to craft designed to land heavy vehicles or any close
fire support weapons. Landing craft are open-decked for use in com-
paratively sheltered water and are not capable of making ocean
voyages.1® It will be found that as the war progressed shortage of
certain categories, notably tank landing ships (L.S.T.s), at times had
a marked influence on strategy. Why this shortage persisted, why, as
General Marshall wrote, it ‘was to plague us to the final day of the
war in Europe’, why in Mr. Churchill’s phrase ‘the plans of two
great Empires like Britain and the United States should be so much
hamstrung and limited by . . . these particular vessels’,1! is discussed
in Appendix II and in the volumes dealing with grand strategy. It
will be seen later how it affected the campaign to be described.

When the Cossac staff were appointed they entered into a rich
inheritance not only of experience focussed in Combined Operations
Headquarters but also of work done by the group known as the
Combined Commanders, who throughout the previous year had
been studying conditions to be met in a seaborne attack on Germany
under various conditions—that is in Sledgehammer or Roundup.
The Combined Commanders were General Sir Bernard Paget,
Commander-in-Chief Home Forces, with, at different times, Air

10 The principal types of assault ships and landing craft, and the initials by which
they are commonly known are as follows:

Landing Ship Headquarters (L.S.H.)
» ,» Infantry (L.S.L.)
» » (L.S.T.)

Landing Craft Infantry (L.C.I.)
9 s Assault (L.C.A))
» s Tank (L.C.T.)

There were in all nineteen different types of assault ships and landing craft.

11 The War Reports of General Marshall, Admiral King and General Amold, ed. Millis Walter
and J. B. Lippincott (New York, 1947), p. 154; Churchill, The Second World War, vol. V,
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COMBINED COMMANDERS’ VIEWS 15

Marshal Sir Sholto Douglas succeeded by Air Marshal Sir Trafford
Leigh-Mallory as Air Officer Commanding-in-Chief, Fighter Com-
mand, and Vice-Admiral Sir Bertram Ramsay (who had at this time
been appointed as Naval Commander (Designate) of the Expedi-
tionary Force for Sledgehammer) or other naval representatives.
General Dwight D. Eisenhower and later Lieut-General Frank M.
Andrews, Commanding General, European Theatre of Operations
of United States Army (known as E.T.0.U.S.A.), were associated
with them, while Vice-Admiral Lord Louis Mountbatten, as Chief of
Combined Operations, joined them when required. Their planners
had summarised among other things an exhaustive collection of in-
formation on the nature of the whole seaboard from Holland to the
Bay of Biscay*In this they had examined the respective advantages
and demerits of every beach on which a landing might be made, of
every port which might be captured and every locality from which
operations could then be developed. In each case they took into
account the sea approaches, the prevailing winds and tides; the
nature of the beaches, their exits, hinterlands and possible inunda-
tions; the prospect of an early seizure of one or more major ports; the
availability of airfields or land suitable for their early construction;
the volume of fighter protection that could be afforded from British
airfields in the opening phase; the enemy’s coastal and beach
defences, and the strength of the troops holding them; the location of
enemy naval forces and minefields; the nature and strength of the
naval support required; and, finally, the capacity of the assault area
for a build-up of forces to compete with the enemy’s reserves. Taking
all these into consideration the Combined Commanders agreed that
the most favourable place for. a large-scale landing was the Caen
sector of Normandy provided that the eastern beaches of the Cotentin
peninsula were included in the assault area so as to facilitate the early
capture of Cherbourg. They regarded this condition as essential.
The Cossac staff re-examined all this material and quickly nar-
rowed the choice to two areas, namely the Pas de Calais coast or the
Caen sector of Normandy. At first sight it would seem obvious that
the cross-Channel assault should be made where the French coast
lies within sight of the cliffs of Dover and air cover for the assaulting
forces could most easily be provided; moreover, a landing there!
would open to the Allies the shortest route to Germany. But just
because this was so obvious the German defences of the Pas de Calais
coast were the most formidable; this was indeed the pivotal area of
their defence system. Moreover, the ports in the Dover area were
far too small to accommodate the invasion shipping which would
have to assemble at many ports along the south coast and in the
Thames estuary. Apart from this there were other disadvantages.
The conformation of the Pas de Calais coast with its high cliffs,
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narrow beaches, and restricted exits would make it very difficult to
maintain large forces through the beaches and, in order to capture
adequate port capacity, the lodgement area would have to be
extended either eastwards to include Belgian ports or westwards to
include the Seine ports; in face of the enemy’s surrounding opposi-
tion neither appeared to be a promising operation of war.

None of these disadvantages applied to the Normandy coast. It
was less strongly fortified. The beaches are partly sheltered from pre-
vailing westerly winds and are more suitable for the landing of large
quantities of vehicles and stores; Cherbourg and the Brittany ports
are within closer reach. Any advantage of proximity would be for-
feited, for the direct sea crossing would be lengthened to a hundred
miles and the time during which a fighter aircraft could operate over
the assault area would be diminished, but the naval and air authori-
ties were prepared to accept this for the sake of other gains.

Cossac came to the same conclusion as the Combined Commanders
had done, but with one notable variation. While landings should be
made in the Caen sector of Normandy, the eastern beaches of the
Cotentin peninsula should be excluded. The need to capture Cher-
bourg quickly was recognised, but with the limited forces allotted for
the Overlord assault by the Combined Chiefs of Staff the risk of
landing troops on the peninsula while its narrow neck was in enemy
hands should not be taken.

The Combined Commanders had estimated that landings should
be made on a four-division front and that, for this and for the
follow-up, assault shipping and landing craft must be available to
lift ten divisions and eighteen commandos; they had also envisaged
the employment of four or five airborne divisions. That was the
Combined Commanders’ estimate of the forces needed for a success-
ful assault under conditions which then obtained.

The ‘Appreciation and Outline Plan*which Cossac duly sub-
mitted in August 1943 was not, however, based on this or any other
estimate of what was needed but on the specific allocation which
had been made by the Combined Chiefs of Staff—namely nine
divisions (including two airborne) for the assault and twenty
divisions for the subsequent build-up of the lodgement area, with a
defined amount of assault vessels and transport aircraft. Governed by
these limited means the Cossac plan provided for the initial assault
to be made on a three-division front in conjunction with airborne
troops and commandos. If the enemy’s fighter forces were reduced; if his
reserve troops in France and the Low Countries as a whole did not exceed
twelve full-strength, first-quality divisions on the day of the assault; and
(since maintenance would have to be carried out over beaches for some three
months) if improvised sheltered waters were provided for use till adequate
ports were avatlable, it was thought that an Allied assault on the lines
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of this outline plan should have ‘a reasonable prospect of success’. At
the same time it was urged that if possible the resources to be em-
ployed should be strengthened so as to increase the weight of the
follow-up and possibly to extend the assault frontage.

The Cossac outline plan was considered in turn by the British
Chiefs of Staff, the American Joint Chiefs of Staff and, finally, by the
Combined Chiefs of Staff, all of whom recommended its adoption to
Mr. Churchill and President Roosevelt at a meeting in Quebec in
August 1943 known as ‘Quadrant’. Both accepted the plan, but in
doing so Mr. Churchill urged that the forces to be employed should
be strengthened by at least twenty-five per cent and that the assault
front should be extended to include the eastern shores of the Cher-
bourg peninsula® The Combined Chiefs of Staff agreed that stronger
forces should be made available ‘if possible’, but they did not then
increase the allocation of assault shipping and craft on which the
Cossac plan was based. While, therefore, it was satisfactory to
General Morgan that his outline plan had been approved and that
he was now ordered to proceed with detailed planning and full
preparations and was given authority ‘for taking the necessary
executive action to implement those plans approved by the Com-
bined Chiefs of Staff’#*he still held the anomalous position of chief of
staff to an unknown commander, with orders to continue planning
for the use of forces which might be increased and, as he considered,
with insufficient assault shipping and transport aircraft even for the
comparatively limited forces allotted. His position was not eased by
the knowledge that, on Mr. Churchill’s suggestion, it was now agreed
to appoint an American soldier as Supreme Commander. American
staff procedure differs in many respects from the British, so that
General Morgan’s other uncertainties were increased by the know-
ledge that he was planning for a supreme commander who would be
accustomed to the use of a different idiom.

Throughout the months which followed the meeting at Quebec
these unanswered questions as to who would be the supreme com-
mander and what forces and assault craft would in fact be made
available were continuing subjects of debate at high level, for with
them were involved other questions of grand strategy. The Allied
resources of men and material were mounting steadily, but they were
not yet sufficient for all the tasks the Allies had in hand in the
several theatres of war. The number of American troops assembling
in Britain under the Bolero plan was increasing but not so quickly as
had been forecast.#

The supply of assault shipping and landing craft was large and
growing but it was being claimed for operations in the Pacific, the
Mediterranean and in South-East Asia as well as for the coming

cross-Channel assault. Moreover, a proposal had been made at
c
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Quebec that this main attack, Overlord, should be backed by a
synchronised assault on the French Mediterranean coast, later to be
known as ‘Anvil’¥If so this would add yet another claimant to the
competition for assault shipping and landing craft. The positive-
shortage of shipping owing to U-boat sinkings and the relative short-
age for the operations envisaged were factors which influenced both
strategic and tactical planning during these years.

Debate on the means to be made available for Overlord turned
largely on what was to happen in Italy and on the course to be pur-
sued there. The conduct of the Italian campaign, which had followed
the defeat of the enemy in North Africa and Sicily and the Italian
surrender, had been influenced since its inception by two considera-
tions which were not easily reconcilable. On one hand was the
Allies’ desire to engage and hold in Italy as many German divisions
as possible, so as to reduce correspondingly the number that could be
employed on the Russian front or be used to oppose an Allied
assault in the West, and to have air bases from which to bomb the
aircraft industry in southern Germany. To this end General Sir
Harold Alexander’s armies must be strong enough to maintain un-
relenting pressure on German forces in Italy. On the other hand
was the Allies’ intention to launch a major cross-Channel offensive
in the coming spring; to that end the strongest possible forces must
be assembled and trained and none that were wanted for the major
campaign should be tied up in Italy or elsewhere. The proposal to
launch a synchronised assault on the south coast of France had been
made before any effort to decide an appropriate share-out of re-
sources which would be available in the European theatre at the
time concerned.

Thus considerations of grand strategy bore directly on the plan-
ning and preparations for Overlord and, while there was agreement
that Germany must be finally defeated by assault from the west, there
were stubborn differences of opinion as to how the success of that
assault could best be assured. Put shortly, the British Chiefs of Staff
thought (in the autumn of 1943) that the success of Overlord, on the
limited scale on which it was being planned, would be jeopardised unless
diversionary operations in Italy or elsewhere occupied substantial
German forces in south Europe and so prevented their transfer to
the western front. The American Joint Chiefs of Staff feared, on the
other hand, that such diversionary operations might absorb too
large a share of Allied resources, and, if so, Overlord might fail
through starvation® The justice of these contrasted arguments is
examined very fully by Mr. Ehrman in his account of grand strategy
during this period.!? The difficulty of resolving them was increased
by the fact that there was as yet no supreme commander for Overlord

12 John Ehrman, Grand Strategy, vol. V (H.M.S.0O., 1956), chap. II passim.
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to say with authority what forces and equipment he must have to
ensure its success.

Delay in deciding whether the strength of Overlord could be in-
creased was due partly to the difficulty of foreseeing the course of
events in Italy and of reaching agreement on the requirements of the
Italian campaign, and partly to the demands of other theatres of war;
in particular for American operations against Japan on which the
British were not fully informed. But it was also attributable largely
to delay in the appointment of a supreme commander for Overlord,
and this procrastination affected both planning and preparations
and had ultimate bearing on the conduct of the campaign.

At times American leaders suspected that, notwithstanding formal
agreement on the priority of Overlord, British leaders were half-
hearted about the pledge to launch it in the spring of 1944. There
was indeed some justification for this American uneasiness for,
though British leaders never contemplated the abandonment of
Overlord and never for a moment allowed the work of preparation
to slacken, they did at times consider advocating its deferment¥*It is
not necessary for an understanding of Overlord to trace all the
tangled causes for high-level embarrassment in 1943, but it is right
to notice that British hesitation on strategic grounds was fostered by
a suspicion on their part that American leaders still under-estimated
the difficulties of Overlord as they had done of Sledgehammer when
they urged its launching in 1942¥and British leaders had better
reasons for their uneasiness. To them it seemed that American
protestations of belief in the prime importance of Overlord did not
square with their apparent unwillingness to settle matters which
must have decisive influence on the success of the campaign. At
Casablanca American leaders had pressed for the immediate
appointment of a chief of staff to the supreme commander (designate)
in order that planning might begin without delay. But the Combined
Chiefs of Staff did not at first give General Morgan any executive
authority and only in September was he authorised to proceed with
detailed plans and preparations. In May they had agreed to a pre-
liminary allocation of forces and equipment for the assault phase of
the campaign but, although in August they agreed that these should
be increased ‘if possible’, no specific measures were taken to increase
them. They agreed in August to approve the nomination of Admiral
Sir Charles Little (Commander-in-Chief, Portsmouth) and Air
Marshal Sir Trafford Leigh-Mallory (Commander-in-Chief, Fighter
Command) as, respectively, Naval and Air Commanders-in-Chief
for Overlord, yet did not think it desirable to define their authority,
pending the selection of a supreme commander® In October it was
recognised that the Portsmouth Command must be separated from
Overlord and Admiral Sir Bertram Ramsay succeeded to the Naval
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Command of Overlord, but still no directive was given him.
Although in November Sir Trafford Leigh-Mallory was given a
directive which defined his command of the tactical air forces
allotted to Overlord, it left undecided his authority in regard to
strategic bomber forces which constituted a major part of Allied air
power. ¥

On these and some other crucial issues British and American
leaders held divergent views and it was consequently difficult to
reach an agreed decision. To Americans it seemed wise to postpone
major decisions till the supreme commander was appointed and able
to state his requirements. British representatives urged in October
that the appointment should therefore not be deferred any long<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>