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ABSTRACT

THE CHINA THEATER 1944 - 1945: A FAILURE OF JOINT AND COMBINED
OPERATIONS STRATEGY by LCDR Samuel J. Cox, USN, 179 pages.

This study Investigates the formulation and implementation of U.S.
military strategy to conduct Joint and combined operations in the China
Theater, concentrating on the period 1944-1945. Focussing on the
interaction betveen the U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff, senior Allied
leaders, and key U.S. commanders in China (Generals Joseph 1. Stilvell,
Albert C. Wedemeyer, Claire L. Chennault, and Admiral Milton E. Miles),
this paper examines the process of developing Joint and combined
military objectives in the China Theater.

This study finds that the U.S. military failed to accomplish desired
military or political objectives in China. U.S. military strategy did
not effectively link available resources vith appropriate military
objectives in support of U.S. national political objectives in China.
The U.S. military failed to develop a coherent, coordinated strategy for
effectively synchronizing U.S., British, Soviet, Nationalist and
Communist Chinese military operations. Nor did the U.S. effectively
synchronize U.S. Army, Army Air Force, and Navy operations. The primary
causes of failure vere unrealistic U.S. political objectives,
incompatible Allied political objectives, inadequate logistics due to
the demands of global var, and the actions of a determined foe, most of
vhich vere beyond the control of U.S. commanders on the scene.

iii



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Page

APPROVAL PAGE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... . . . . . . . i

ABSTRACT .... ............................ . iii

LIST OF CHARTS AND MAPS ........... ........................ v

LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS ............. ...................... ... vi

CHAPTER

1. INTRODUCTION AND STRATEGIC SETTING .......... ............ 1

2. U.S. PLANNING FOR OPERATIONS IN CHINA, 1937 - 1943 . . .. 19

3. SEXTANT, EUREKA, MATTERHORN AND ICHIGO, NOVEMBER 1943 -
MAY 1944 ................... ................... .. 42

4. DISASTER IN EAST CHINA, JUNE 1944 - OCTOBER 1944 ... ..... 63

5. RESURGENCE AND VICTORY, NOVEMBER 1944 - AUGUST 1945 . ... 86

6. CONCLUSION ................. ........................ ... 111

ENDNOTES............. . . . . . . ................ 126

APPENDIX

A. FIGURES (CHARTS AND MAPS) ....................... 149

B. GLOSSARY (CODE NAMES) ........... ................... .. 168

BIBLIOGRAPHIC ESSAY ..... ....................... 170

BIBLIOGRAPHY ...... . . . . . ............... 173

INITIAL DISTRIBUTION LIST. . . . . ................ 179

iv



LIST OF CHARTS AND MAPS

Page

Allied Chain of Command, Far East: January 1944 ... ......... .. 149

U.S. Chain of Command, Far East: January - October 1944 . . ... 150

Allied Ch4ln of Command, China Theater: may 1945 .... ......... 151

China; Provinces and Major Cities ....... ................ ... 152

China; Supply Routes (Hump and Burma Road) ............ 153

Allied Theater Boundries: January 1944 ...... ............. .. 154

U.S. Theater Boundries: October 1944 ........ .............. ... 155

Burma-India; CHAMPION, BUCCANEER: December 1943 . . . . . . . . . 156

Bursa-India; Stilvell's Offensive, Imphal Offensive,
Salveen Offensive . . . ..................... 157

China; NATTERHORN and East China Airfields ..... ............. 158

China; Japanese ICHIGO plan ........ .......... 159

China; ICHIGO (KOGO): April - June 1944 ..... ............. .. 160

China; ICHIGO (TOGO 1): June - August 1944 . . ......... 161

China; ICHIGO (TOGO 2): September - October 1944 ... ........ .. 162

China; ICHIGO (TOGO 3): November 1944 - February 1945 ........ .. 163

China; ALPHA, BETA, RASHNESS, CARBONADO, USN Landings ......... .. 164

Manchuria; Soviet Offensive; August 1945 ... ........ . . . 165

Allied Strategic Conferences (Selected Participants) . . . .... 166

V



LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS

AAF Army Air Forces (US)
ABDA American, British, Dutch and Australian Command
ANNISCA American Military Mission to China (Magruder Mission, 1941)
ATC Air Transport Command (US)
AVG American Volunteer Group (Flying Tigers)
BUAG British Army Aid Group China
CACW Chinese-American Composite Wing
CATF China Air Task Force (US)
CBI China-Burma-India Theater (US)
CCP Chinese Communist Party
CCS Combined Chiefs of Staff (US/GB)
COS Chiefs of Staff Committee (GB)
CHA Chinese National Army
CNAC Chinese National Air Force
CN0 Chief of Naval Operations (US)
CPS Combined Staff Planners (US/GB)
EAC Eastern Air Command (SEAC)
GB Great Britain
JCS Joint Chiefs of Staff (US)
JPS Joint Staff Planners (US)
JSSC Joint Strategic Survey Committee (US)
JW`PC Joint War Plans Committee (US)
KMT Kuomintang (Chinese Nationalist Party)
NCAC Northern Combat Area Command (SEAC)
NGC Naval Group China (US)
OSS Office of Strategic Services (US)
RAF Royal Air Force (GB)
RN Royal Navy (GB)
SAC Supreme Allied Commander
SACO Sino-American Cooperative Organization (USN/KMT)
SEAC South East Asia Command
SIS Secret Intelligence Service (GB)
SOE Special Operations Executive (GB)
SOS Services of Supply (US)
SWPA South West Pacific Area (US)
USAF U.S. Army Forces or U.S. Air Force
USN U.S. Navy
VLR Very Long Range bombers (US)

vi



CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION AND STRATEGIC SETTING

Throughout 1944 and into 1945, the resurgent Allied povers

rolled sviftly and inexorably tovard final victory in every theater of

war except China. Still retaining the initiative In China, Japanese

forces launched the largest land offensive of the Pacific war, code-

named ICHIGO, in April 1944. ICHIGO dealt a staggering blow to the

American military strategy for conducting joint and combined operations

in the China Theater, already hampered by lack of resources and

extraordinary difficulty in synchronizing strategy and operations among

the Allies (United States, China, Great Britain and Soviet Union) or

even betveen the U.S. Army, Army Air Force, and Navy.

By the time ICHIGO reached its culminating point in January

1945, the damage to the Allied var effort in China was extensive and

far-reaching. In the course of attempting to establish a secure

overland line of communication to their forces in Indochina, the

Japanese overran all of the American forward airfields in eastern China,

virtually eliminating U.S. tactical land-based air support from China at

a critical phase of initial U.S. operations in the Philippines and

Western Pacific. The U.S. Navy cancelled longstanding plans to conduct

landings on the China coast, at one time considered *essential*' to the

conduct of the Pacific War. The U.S. Army Air Force's attempt to
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conduct a sustained strategic bombing campaign from China proved

ineffective, and drained scarce resources from the tactical air force

and ground forces at a crucial time. In the midst of the debacle, the

American theater commander, General Joseph I. Stilvell, vas

ignominiously fired. Stilvell's effort to transform the Chinese army

into an effective fighting force vent for nought. An attempt by the

Chinese Communist Party (CCP) to cooperate vith the U.S. in fighting the

common Japanese foe evaporated after Stilvell's departure.

The impact of ICHIGO on Generalissimo Chiang Kai-shek's

Nationalist Party (Kuomintang or KMT) government vas even more severe.

KMT and provincial armies totaling 750,000 men had been either

destroyed, rendered combat ineffective, or simply melted avay, 2 vhlile

Mao Tse-tung's Communist army continued to grov in strength and

popularity. The KMT emerged from the ICHIGO disaster mortally veakened,

thereby making unattainable one of America's primary objectives of the

Pacific War, a strong, united and democratic postvar China.

Hatters improved little in the months after ICHIGO ground to a

logistically over-extended halt in the vastness of China. At var's end,

the Japanese China Expeditionary Army remained essentially undefeated.

Only in Manchuria, vhere a vell-executed Soviet combined arms offensive

crushed the Japanese Kvangtung Army, had things gone according to U.S.

strategic plans developed earlier in the var. The sudden Japanese

surrender in August 1945 resulted in chaos in China, vhich threatened to

drav American forces into the reneved outbreak of civil var betveen the

KMT and CCP and led to the opening shots of the Cold War.

2



In the end, the substantial U.S. effort in the China Theater

failed to accomplish more than the minimal objectives envisioned by the

senior U.S. military strategists in the early years of the war, who

believed China's potential contribution to the war effort to be vital.

This strongly held view was derailed by divergent and sometimes

unrealistic Allied political-military objectives and incompatible U.S.

service strategies. Convoluted command structures, inadequate

logistics, intense personality conflict, and a determined and

resourceful foe all further exacerbated the situation.

Thesis Question

Focussing on the interface between the strategic and operational

levels of var, this paper will examine the interaction between the U.S.

service chiefs in Washington and the senior service representatives in

the China Theater, particularly Generals Stilvell and Wedemeyer, in the

formulation and implementation of Joint and combined military operations

strategy for the China Theater. The purpose will be to determine if

U.S. military strategy in China during World War II failed, as it

apparently did, and if so, why? In order to make this determination,

several secondary questions relating to the relationship between

military strategy and national interests and objectives, and the

formulation of Joint and combined warfare strategy must be addressed.

For example, did the U.S. military develop a strategy that effectively

linked available resources with appropriate military objectives in order

to accomplish U.S. national objectives and support U.S. national

interests in China? Did the U.S. military develop a coherent,
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coordinated Joint warfare strategy? Did the U.S. develop a coherent,

coordinated combined warfare strategy with the the Nationalists,

Communists, Soviets or British?

Current U.S. military doctrine emphasizes preparation for Joint

and combined operations, under the presumption that virtually all future

operations will be joint service, and many, if not most, will be

combined operations with allied or coalition forces. However, as events

in the China Theater in 1944-45 suggest, there are numerous pitfalls

which can cripple Joint and combined operations, even when led by

courageous, capable, and highly intelligent varfighters. Although there

are numerous studies of successful U.S. Joint and combined operations, a

study of a case where Joint and combined operations apparently failed to

achieve desired objectives may oifer even more Insight to solutions for

the inherent difficulties of waging Joint and combined warfare.

Background

By 1944, China had been at war longer than any other Allied

nation. From the early 1920's, internal tumult, warlord disputes,

Nationalist reunification, civil war, and Japanese encroachment led to

incessant fighting. In order describe the strategic setting of 1944-45,

a brief survey is required of the KMT/CCP dispute, the overall course of

the Sino-Japanese War, and Allied interests and objectives fn China.

Nationalist and Communist Civil War

The Japanese invasion in 1937 interrupted the first phase of the

Chinese Civil War, underway since 1927. Although initially allied with

the KMT under Chiang, the CCP was brutally suppressed in the major
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cities by the KKT In the late 1920's. Holding out in rural areas in

south central China under Mao, the CCP resisted repeated campaigns of

annihilation ("bandit extermination*) by Chiang in the early 1930's.

Finally, under intense KMT military pressure, the remnants of the CCP

fled to Yenan in remote northvest China in the epic 'Long March." As a

result of the experiences of the late 1920's and 1930's, the KMT and CCP

vieved each other as mortal enemies. This fact is critical to

understanding the actions of Chiang Kai-shek and the KHT during World

War II. Peaceful co-existence and coalition government vere impossible

except for short periods of expedient cooperation.

As Chiang prepared for yet another campaign against the CCP in

1936, he vas briefly held hostage In Wsian by a disgruntled warlord,

upset by Chiang's failure to do anything substantive in response to the

Japanese occupation of Manchuria and parts of North China vhich had

begun in 1931. Chiang's concession to put off further forays against

the CCP and take some sort of unified action against the Japanese set in

motion an escalatory chain of events leading to the outbreak of full-

scale varfare betveen Japan and China in August 1937.

The Sino-Japanese War

From the very beginning, the large, but poorly equipped and

trained national and provincial Chinese forces vere no match for the

Japanese. During the battle of Shanghai in 1937, Chiang Ignored the

advice of his German military advisor, General von Falkenhausen, to

conduct a strategic retreat. Chianq instead ordered his army to conduct

a heroic, but futile, "death-stand" defense. As a result, China lost
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the cream of its army in the opening months of the war. Most (over

10,000) of China's German-trained Junior officers died at Shanghai.3

However, the highly publicized battle did garner substantial

International sympathy and led to serious U.S. diplomatic efforts

against the Japanese. Japanese forces quickly occupied the major

coastal and north Chinese cities, ruthlessly crushing the KMT capital in

the "Rape of Nanking" and forcing Chiang and his government into remote

Chungking in southwestern China. Two years later, Chiang launched an

ill-conceived counter-offensive In the winter of 1939-40, with typically

disastrous results.'

As Chinese battle casualties climbed over the three million mark

and the Japanese grew reluctant to make the effort needed to occupy all

of China or to bring about a decisive defeat, a stalemate situation

developed. The Japanese contented themselves with holding major eastern

cities and lines of communication, while conducting periodic limited

offensive sweeps to keep Chinese forces off balance. On rare occasions

the Chinese inflicted heavy losses and unexpected defeats on the

Japanese, such as the battle of T'aierhchuang in early 1938.* However,

In general, Japanese forces could go wherever they willed, limited only

by logistical over-extension, not by any effective resistance by the

Chinese army. In addition, Japanese aircraft bombed the new KMT capital

at Chungking at will. In a feeble response, one Chinese Martin B-10

bomber conducted the first air *attack" on Japan, dropping leaflets on

Nagasaki.'

Lacking the means to resist, Chiang had little choice but to

trade space for time and hope the U.S. or anyone else would go to war
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and defeat the Japanese for him. In terms of numbers, China still

retained a formidable army, ranging at various times from three to four

million men organized in approximately 300 divisions. However, only

about 500,000 men in 30 divisions were under direct KMT control.' The

remainder oved their allegiance to various provincial military governors

(warlords), who formed a loose and frequently unruly alliance under the

nominal authority of Chiang. Thus, Chiang, in effect, waged "coalition

warfare" within his own country, constantly balancing the competing

demands of rival regional leaders In order to maintain KMT dominance.

The loss of the Chinese coastal regions severely hurt the KMT in

the long run. With Chiang Isolated In Chungking, the Japanese set up a

rival puppet Chinese government in Nanking under Wang ChLng-vel, which

claimed the allegience of 600,000 Chinese provincial troops in eastern

China.0 Besides losing credibility with many Chinese as a result of

being repeatedly beaten by the Japanese, the KKT also lost its moderate

political base of support which existed primarily in the Japanese-

occupied eastern urban areas. The KMT was forced to rely on regional

military governors and the reactionary rural landlord class for its

support for the duration of the war, which played right into the CCP's

hands. To sustain the war effort, the long-suffering Chinese peasants

bore the brunt of KlT taxation and forcible recruitment of personnel for

the army. The economy eventually collapsed in an inflationary spiral

resulting in widespread corruption throughout the KMT bureaucracy. This

resulted in a widely held perception among the Chinese masses that the

KHT vas incapable of resisting the Japanese, or even more ominously,

incapable of effectively ruling China after the war.

7



By contrast, CCP forces in northwest China steadily gained

strength and stature throughout the war, despite near total isolation

from outside sources of supply. In the early days of the war, CCP

forces scored several surprising defensive victories, which dissuaded

the Japanese from making a serious attempt to take Yenan. Emboldened,

the CCP entered Japanese held areas and launched the OHundred Regiments*

offensive in 1940. The Japanese retaliated with the brutally effective

SEtKO-SEISAKU (Three Alls Campaign - kill all, burn all, destroy all)

against civilian populations, leading to a re-evaluation of CCP guerilla

strategy.' To avoid Japanese retaliation, the CCP concentrated on

expansion Into areas not firmly held by the Japanese (or by the KMr),

and training an ever-expanding *regular* army in the comparative safety

of Yenan.,° Although at the end of the war, Japanese soldiers exibited

fear of the CCP, it was more likely due to fear of retribution than

respect for combat accomplishments.'

However, in the ever expanding area under its control, the CCP

vigorously implemented political and economic reforms, centered upon

land reform and education, which proved highly popular with the

peasantry. Highly visible CCP cadres worked with the peasants in close

proximity to the porous Japanese lines, earning the CCP ever greater

popularity, particularly when compared to the isolated Chungking regime.

Zealous and competent leadership, coupled with terror when required,

further improved the CCP's position as time vent on. By 1940, the

number of combatants loyal to the CCP approached that of the KMT.12

Chiang recognized that the CCP challenge was grave. Initial

cooperation between the CCP and KHT weakened and was finally destroyed



as a result of the New Fourth Army Incident In 1941. After the CCP Hew

Fourth Army ignored KMT warnings to cease operations south of the

Yangtze River, KMT fouces attacked and captured the New Fourth's

headquarters, inflicting several thousand casualties. 1 2 From 1941

through the end of the war, over 200,000 KMT troops, including some of

Chiang's best, maintained a blockade of the CCP forces in the north,

ensuring that the CCP received no supplies, but also doing little to

support the var against Japan." 4

Chiang's position became even more precarious upon the outbreak

of war between the U.S. and Japan. Momentary KMT elation at U.S. entry

into the war was quickly dashed as the Japanese smashed American,

British, and Dutch forces throughout the Far East. Far from lessening

Japanese pressure on China, the outbreak made things much vorse. By

mid-1942, the Japanese offensive in Burma cut the only remaining land

resupply route Into China, leaving China completely isolated except by

aerial resupply. Until 1945, when the Ledo Road was completed and the

Burma Road reopened, all supplies destined for China had to be flown

over the wHump,* a long, dangerous flight from India, over the Himalayas

to southwest China. The critical need to protect the Hump route from

Japanese eir and land depredations, and the need to reopen a land

resupply route into China as a prerequisite for sustained operations

within China Itself, formed the strategic rationale for U.S. operations

in India and Burma during World War II.

Despite the early Allied setbacks, Chiang believed that the U.S.

would eventually defeat the Japanese, with or without China's help.

Clearly believing that the CCP represented an even greater long-term
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threat to KHT rule than even the Japanese, Chiang sought to secure as

much military equipment as possible from America and conserve the

strength of his armies, with the intent of emerging from the var in the

strongest possible position relative to the CCP. By alternating

promises to exert greater effort against the Japanese with veiled

threats to drop out of the war and seek a separate peace, Chiang

attempted to ensure the continued flow of U.S. Lend-Lease support.

Since a Chinese withdrawal from the alliance would theoretically free as

many as a million Japanese troops to oppose Allied operations elsewhere,

Chiang's strategy had the desired effect. Unfortunately, the

limitations of aerial logistics resupply, coupled with the enormous

demands of global warfare upon U.S. resources, ensured that Chiang never

received the amount of support he desired. In addition, it was Chiang's

unwillingness to risk further destruction of his forces in battle with

the Japanese that led to fundamental disagreements over military

strategy between Chiang and the senior U.S. military officer in China,

Lieutenant General Joseph W. Stilwell.

The Allied Coalition

Unlike in Europe. where Allied interests were basically

complementary, the nationdl interests and objectives of the United

States, Great Britain, and the Soviet Union in China were fundamentally

different. About the only thing the three Allies agreed on was that the

defeat of Germany came first and the liberation of China came last.

While China remained lowest on the Allied scale of priorities, care had

to be taken to ensure that China received enough aid to avoid collapse.
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Additionally, Chinese national goals and aspirations, particularly

recovery of lost territories such as Manchuria and Hong Kong, frequently

were in direct conflict with those of the Soviet Union and Great

Britain, which further complicated the Alliance.

The Soviet Union

The first nation to come to Chiang's assistance was the Soviet

Union. The overriding imperative of Soviet policy regarding China was

pragmatic self-interest, frequently to the dismay of the CCP, who

believed they had been cynically manipulated by Stalin on several

occasions. Since the turn of the century, Japan had been the primary

threat to Soviet interests in the Far East. Soviet policy supported

anything that would serve to keep the Japanese in check. Stalin sought

a China that was just strong enough to keep the Japanese from having

free rein, but not strong enough to replace Japan as a challenge to

Soviet Interests. Despite intense mutual suspicion, Stalin readily

supported the KMT when it suited Soviet interests. As George Kennan

later described it, Soviet policy in China was *fluid, resilient" and

designed to "achieve maximum pover with minimum responsibillty.Nlo

Between 1937 and 1941, Stalin provided substantially more aid to

the KMT than any other country, including America. Immediately after

the Japanese invasion, the Soviet Union and China signed a mutual "non-

aggression" treaty, which contained secret clauses promising large

amounts of Soviet military and economic assistance. This aid included

$300 million in loans and credits, over 60,000 tons of munitions, enough

arms to equip eight to ten KKT divisions, and construction of a 1,200
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mile road for resupply through Sinkiang. The Soviets sent 885 aircraft

to China, 400 of which were turned over to the Chinese air force.L"

Soviet pilots flev the remainder from Chinese bases and engaged the

Japanese In numerous air battles over China and Manchuria.'" Over 500

Soviet advisors, including several prominent general officers, replaced

Chiang's German advisors, who were soon to be recalled by Hitler

anyway.10 In addition, Soviet forces aggressively engaged the Japanese

Kvanqtung Army along the disputed Manchurian/Hongolian border. In

August 1939, Soviet forces under Zhukov virtually annihilated an entire

Japanese division at Khalkin Gol (Nomonhan).

Soviet assistance to China decreased dramatically as Stalin became

alarmed by the increasingly menacing German threat in 1941 and attempted

to secure his Far Eastern flank before the anticipated outbreak of war.

The Soviets in effect "dumped" China and signed a neutrality pact with

Japan in April 1941, quickly vithdraving most of their advisors and all

of their aircraft.'" Within several months, the Soviet Union became

locked in a desperate battle for survival of truly stupendous

proportions. No aid and little concern could be spared for China.

Nevertheless, the Soviets maintained nearly 40 divisions along the

Manchurian border for the duration of the war to protect their critical

lifeline through Siberia. Over 50% of U.S. Lend-Lease aid to the Soviet

Union during the war was delivered by neutral-flag shipping to

Vladivostock and shipped via the Trans-Siberian railroad to the western

Soviet Union. 2 0 This vital link was within easy striking distance of

the nearly one million Japanese troops of the Kvangtung Army.
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Equally unsure of Soviet Intentions, the Japanese maintained the

Kwangtung Army at high strength through most of the war, although many

of the best units were eventually replaced by newly mobilized and less

well trained units. Although China Is frequently given credit for tying

down almost two million Japanese soldiers during the var, fully half

these Japanese forces were actually tied down by the large Soviet

presence in the Far East and not by the Chinese, thus substantially

aiding the U.S. effort in the Pacific.

Great Britain

Relations between Great Britain and China were characterized by

as much mistrust and perhaps even more animosity as that between China

and the Soviet Union. As a colonial power that had taken advantage of a

weak China in the past, Great Britain was the object of intense dislike

by Chiang and most of the KNT leadership, who firmly believed that the

true British objective was to ensure that China emerged from the var as

a weak, divided nation that would pose little threat to the British

colonial empire in Asia and Hong Kong in particular. Stilvell pegged

the Chinese attitude toward the British within days of his arrival in

China with the observation, "How they hate the Limeys!0 2 1

The perception that the British were anti-KMT and harbored

ulterior imperial motives was nearly universally held to varying degrees

by American military and foreign service officers In China. Some

American commanders were as intensely anti-British as the Chinese. From

the British perspective, the widespread American attitude was unfair.

Although Prime Minister Winston Churchill clearly held the Chinese in
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low regard, British policy did not deliberately support a divided and

weak China since that would have adversely affected British commercial

interests in China, which at the start of the var still substantially

exceeded those of the U.S.a 2 In fact, British policy was not so much

anti-KHT as much as a more realistic recognition of the true weaknesses

of Chiang's government, and a more realistic appraisal of the true

potential of the Chinese Army to be a decisive factor In defeating the

Japanese. British policy did not undergo the wild swings between

Inflated expectations and subsequent deep disillusionment with the KMT

that ultimately characterized American policy.a3

The already sorry state of British and Chinese military

cooperation deteriorated rapidly upon the outbreak of war between Japan

and Great Britain. Although Churchill had approved a plan to send a

medium bomber and a fighter squadron piloted by Commonwealth volunteers

to fight in China even prior to the outbreak of war between Britain and

Japan, the aircraft were diverted to other more pressing British needs

and never arrived in China. 2 4 As the threat of a Japanese invasion of

Burma grew following the loss of Malaya and Singapore, the British

diverted American Lend-Lease supplies intended for China to their own

use. Although these supplies had piled up in Rangoon faster than they

could be delivered via the overburdened Burma road, the Chinese were

still angered by the British action.2

Despite the strain with the British, Chiang recognized the

importance of holding the Burma Road and offered his best two remaining

armies to assist the British in defending Burma, with the proviso that

Britain provide logistics support. Reluctant to have Chinese troops in
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colonial Burma and unable to support them, the British commander in the

Far East, Sir Archibald Wavell, initially accepted only one Chinese

division, which gave affront to the Chinese. 2  Only when the magnitude

of the Japanese threat became clear did the British request the

assistance of both Chinese armies. By then it was too late to effect a

coordinated defense and by May 1942, the invading Japanese routed the

British and Chinese forces in one of the worst debacles of the var.

The Chinese and many Americans harbored the belief that the

British had only made a half-hearted attempt to defend Burma, which was

critical to the resupply of China, while expending their greatest effort

to defend their more important colony in India. During the rout in

Burma, the British initially intended for two brigades, one of them

armored, to retreat via the Burma road into China to continue the war.

Due to serious logistics problems associated with such a move, the

British chose instead to destroy their own tanks, and escape by foot to

India with the rest of the retreating British, Indian and some Chinese

troops. 27 Subsequent British reluctance to conduct offensive operations

to re-open the Burma Road served to increase Chinese mistrust of British

motives. U.S. commanders in Asia, such as Stilvell, were frequently

caught in the middle between the reluctant British and Chinese allies.

Following the Burma disaster, Britain provided minimal direct

military aid to China. Several missions had been dispatched to China

during or Just before the war to train and equip Chinese forces to

conduct guerilla var against the Japanese. These efforts included the

204th Military Mission and a group of Danish commandos working on behalf

of the British Special Operations Executive (SOE). The Chinese provided
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minimal coo;eration, believing the primary purpose of the British effort

was the eventual re-occupation of Hong Kong, and the SOE group was

kicked out of China early in 1942 and most activities of the 204th

closed down by October 1942.2* Nevertheless, some British training

activity continued, while a variety of British intelligence

organizations operated in China throughout the var, collecting on both

the Japanese and Chinese. 2"

The United States

United States policy toward China was driven by President

Franklin D. Roosevelt, who envisioned a strong post-var China that would

be one of the world's four great powers, serving to stabilize Asia after

the defeat of Japan. Roosevelt also desired that China regain all her

lost territories, including Manchuria and Hong Kong, which naturally led

to friction between U.S. policy and that of the Soviets and British. 2 0

Despite British and Soviet reluctance, it was U.S. policy to treat China

as an equal with America, Great Britain and the Soviet Union. 2 1 This

policy was repeatedly reaffirmed (in words, at least) at the major

Allied conferences, despite the fact that to any reasonable observer in

China the KMlT was increasingly weak and moribund, and that prospects for

a strong, peaceful, united post-var China were dim at best.

Although Roosevelt was aware of potential contradictions and

flaws in his China policy, he avoided making public whatever his true

feelings may have been. Repeated attempts by Army Chief of Staff

General George C. Marshall and by Stilwell to get Roosevelt to issue

clear, unambiguous guidance concerning realistic U.S. national
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objectives In China met with little success. After his first meeting

with Roosevelt, Stilvell described the President's China policy as 'a

lot of wind.""

American policy-makers held an almost mythologic view of China,

strongly reinforced by an effective KHT propaganda effort. Americans

viewed Chiang as a strong, pro-vestern leader of a democratic KMT

government, fighting valiantly and Inflicting great losses upon the

Japanese. The fact that little of this was really true only began to

become known in the latter stages of the war. Unfortunately, Roosevelt

also held this same view during the early years of the war. In a letter

to Marshall, Roosevelt wrote,

The Generalissimo came up the hard way to become the
undisputed leader of four hundred million people - an enormously
difficult Job to attain any kind of unity from a diverse group
of all kinds of leaders - military men, educaturs, scientists,
public health people, engineers, all of then struggling for
power and mastery, local or national, and to create in a very
short time what It took us a couple of centuries to attain."32

This view of China was fiction.

Unfortunately, Roosevelt fancied himself to be a China expert,

due to the Delano family's long history of trade In China.24 Disdainful

of professional foreign service officers, Roosevelt gained much of his

knowledge of China through the reports of a long series of personal

representatives whom he dispatched to China. However, these

representatives, Laughlin Currie, Wendall Wilkie, Henry Wallace, Donald

Nelson, and Patrick Hurley, all seemed to have one quality In common,

absolutely no background in Chinese affairs. Every one of them, based

on initial superficial contact, accepted the KlT's view of reality. The

warnings of Stilwell and the U.S. ambassador to China, Clarence Gauss,
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vent unheeded, while the positions of both were repeatedly undermined by

the parade of presidential emissaries.

Even after the KMT's faults became increasingly widely known,

many U.S. policy-makers continued to hold the view that, even though he

say have serious faults, Chiang was the only game in town and the only

hope for a united China. The fact that Chiang was barely holding

together an unruly coalition of reactionary warlords, led to the

formulation of unrealistic policy, which filtered into unrealistic

military strategy. Although much of Roosevelt's China policy seemed to

exhibit a lack of realism, Roosevelt did have an instinctive aversion to

the concept of committing large numbers of U.S. forces Into combat on

the continent of Asia. Roosevelt, and Marshall, believed that the

American people would not support Involvement In a land war in Asia."'

This view led Roosevelt to constantly search for less costly short-cuts

to victory, whether it be long-range penetration groups or complete

reliance on airpower.
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CHAPTER 2

U.S. PLANNING FOR OPERATIONS IN CHINA, 1937-1943

Pre-War Planning

While signs of divergent Allied objectives in Asia became evident

in the prevar years, discord In U.S, military planning for joint and

combined operations in China vas also apparent from the very beginning

of the Sino-Japanese War in 1937. Observing the outbreak of fighting in

Shanghai from his flagship in the harbor, Rear Admiral Harry Yarnell,

Commander of the U.S. Asiatic Fleet, recommended that an alliance of the

U.S., Britain, France, Netherlands, and Russia initiate a "naval var of

strangulation" in response to Japanese aggression.' Although the

British ambassador in Washington vas urging much the same thing, the

U.S. State and War Departments opposed such a 'reckless gamble.' 2

Although Yarnell persisted in his calls for resolute action, even the

senior naval leadership remained opposed. At that time, U.S. naval

strategic thought emphasized the primacy of Atlantic operations. With

some reluctance, the U.S. Navy entered into discussions vith the British

Navy, and even reached agreement that in event of var in the Far East,

U.S. naval forces vould conduct combined operations in the Western

Pacific under the command of the British Commander-in-Chief, China

Station.' Hovever, persistent disagreements over basing and strategy

ensured that no practical plans for combined operations had been
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completed by December 1941, and both fleets were quickly driven from

China and the entire Far East by the Japanese. However inadequate

British and American naval plans were, the U.S. Army and Army Air Corps

plans were even more so.

In 1940, the Chinese initiated a request to conduct combined

offensive air operations against Japan. The Chief of the Chinese Air

Force, General P.T. Mow, in company vith Chiang's American air advisor,

Claire Chennault, visited Washington, D.C., seeking American support.

Chennault proposed that America provide 500 aircraft to China, including

heavy bombers, vhich would carry Chinese markings but be secretly flown

by American volunteer pilots. Direct American involvement would remain

covert while these aircraft bombed the Japanese homeland and attacked

Japanese naval forces and shipping from Chinese bases. 4 Secretary of

War Henry Stinson described the plan as *half baked."' Marshall vas

more polite, calling it "Impractical."

Despite opposition from senior Army and Navy officers, senior

officials in the Roosevelt cabinet, including somewhat surprisingly the

Secretary of the Navy, Frank Knox, believed that a modified version of

the plan would be useful in enabling the U.S. to "do something" to

support China besides lofty rhetoric. 7 As finally approved by

Roosevelt, the U.S. agreed to provide a small force of fighter planes to

the Chinese, to be flown by volunteer pilots from the Army Air Force and

Navy. This American Volunteer Group (AVG) became the famous "Flying

Tigers."

British cooperation in the formation of the AVG proved to be

crucial, although a parallel British effort never came to fruition. The

20


