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			The European Union, the Birth of American Airpower, Possibility and Peace Building, Measuring Security, and Economic Coercion

			In “The European Union (EU) as a Model for its Neighbors: from Dream to Nightmare?” Professor Geoffrey Harris postulates that the EU is facing serious challenges to its legitimacy, attractiveness and normative power, just as instability and threats to its stability and security are growing in its neighborhood. The problems of the eurozone have created tensions between the member states. Dr. Harris argues that Russian revisionism has not met with a durable collective response. Revolution and war in the Middle East and North Africa have left Europe apparently unable to influence events or handle the consequent humanitarian crisis with any conviction. The ideal of European integration has in fact faced increasing internal challenges since the time of the Maastricht Treaty, and in the decade since the last EU enlargement the attempt to establish a peaceful neighborhood has failed. How far do the deepening problems reflect a failure of leadership, or should the EU now abandon its image as a model for others and concentrate on its internal security and avoid trying to resolve the problems of others? In the decades after 1989 the European idea was attractive, waves of enlargement followed, and a neighborhood policy based on values and common interests was tried and failed. Dr. Harris ponders if the EU should now choose consolidation and self-defence over deepening and widening of the integration process.

			Although the Wright Brothers invented the airplane, a complacent United States fell far behind the warring European nations in military aviation, Dr. Bert Frandsen posits in “The Birth of American Airpower in World War I.” When Congress declared war on 6 April 1917, the American air force consisted of only a handful of aviators in the Aviation Section of the Army Signal Corps, equipped with a meager number of unarmed, and by European standards, obsolete planes. An American combat aviation arm did not exist. In contrast, the belligerents in Europe had achieved tremendous advances in military aviation, including the development of specialized aircraft for the missions of observation, bombardment, and pursuit. How did the United States create airpower upon the Great War? Professor Frandsen asserts that an important part can be told through the contributions of three key architects of American airpower: Raynal Bolling, Benjamin Foulois, and Billy Mitchell. These fathers of American airpower helped create a combat aviation arm on a par with the other branches of the Army. They harnessed public enthusiasm for airpower, developed the mobilization plans that turned recruits into aviation units, procured the airplanes, learned the operational art from the Airman’s perspective, and provided a vision that inspired the future emergence of an independent air force and an airpower second to none.

			The pervasiveness of deadly force in twenty-first-century forms of warfare, terrorist attacks, and the displacement of millions of people fleeing violence makes peacebuilding essential for civilians and military personnel alike. Philosophical aesthetics can analyze the conditions that contribute to violence and perpetuate its acceptance as a reliable arbiter of conflict, hypothesizes Professor Ruthann Johansen in “Possibility and Peacebuilding for Precarious Lives — The Impact of Art, Culture, and Community.” 

			Philosophical aesthetics can also enlarge the concept of possibility from limited alternative options or choices toward a philosophical and ethical reorientation to the world and others, thereby offering promising prospects for building peace in precarious times. The interdisciplinary fields of peace studies and peace research provide resources to assess the effects of extended violence on human beings and communities. The critical methods of literary and historical criticism investigate cultural values and ethics and encourage reconsideration of the conditions of our common life and increasingly global culture. Close examination of events in Iraq from 2003 to the present shows that the failures in Iraq following the ousting of Saddam Hussein, and perhaps in all conflicts, arise from the inability to enlarge the concept of possibility and to develop those capacities necessary to engage it: imagination, memory, the capacity to mourn, a commitment to beauty, and a shift in intellection from critique and political contest to collaborative investigation of shared concerns. The exercise of these capacities opens transformative space lying adjacent to or within the conflicts that render life precarious and presents peacemaking possibilities that political scientists and military experts do not entertain. 

			Dr. Joseph Derdzinski and Mr. Jackson Porreca are seeking to test state capacity as an indicator of resilience to external pressures in “Measuring Security: Understanding State Capacity in Oil-Producing States.” As interest in Africa — more specifically African natural resources — has increased in recent years, state capacity might be the crucial factor in resisting or succumbing to exogenous threats. This contemporary interest in Africa by foreign actors, mainly China and the United States, is part of a strategic engagement to ensure long-term access to the region. China specifically has more opportunity to influence weak states to fuel its growth. Energy resources within states may be desirable targets for groups seeking to disrupt state governance as well as international markets, potentially facilitating conflict within the state. Using the single critical measure of state security capacity — homicide rates — this study’s cases explore how this variable indicates the everyday experiences of policing in Nigeria and Côte d’Ivoire. Among its conclusions, this paper analyzes the relationship between oil production and state capacity in this twenty-first-century “Great Game.”

			War redistributes power among states. While most attention is placed on the changes in relative power of the loser in a hegemonic war, overlooked are some of the most important changes happening within victorious alliances. Professor Rosella Cappella argues that this power redistribution does not take the form of the destruction of an ally’s military forces but instead via the use of economic coercion, in “Economic Coercion and Power Redistribution during Wartime.” When a belligerent is unable to purchase necessary imports for the war effort, the state will have to engage in a loan from an ally. The creditor ally can use that loan to extract concessions resulting in the redistribution of power among states. Economic coercion has its limits. It only occurs when it does not damage the war fighting capability of the ally. Zielinski tests her argument by extreme and similar case selection. She compares the United States as the creditor to the United Kingdom and the Soviet Union during World War II. The findings suggest an unexplored element of power transition theory. Opportunities for states to shift the status quo may arise without forewarning. Moreover, shifts in the status quo can occur by exploiting conflict settings versus engaging in conflict itself. 

			Rémy M. Mauduit, Editor
Air and Space Power Journal–Africa and Francophonie
Maxwell AFB, Alabama
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			The Birth of American Airpower in World War I

			Bert Frandsen, PhD*

			Although the Wright Brothers invented the airplane, the birth of American airpower did not take place until the United States entered the First World War. When Congress declared war on 6 April 1917, the American air arm was nothing more than a small branch of the Signal Corps, and it was far behind the air forces of the warring European nations. The “Great War,” then in its third year, had prompted the development of large air services with specialized aircraft for the missions of observation, bombardment, and pursuit. On the battlefield, machine guns kept infantry on each side pinned down. They sought safety in trenches but were still vulnerable to indirect fire from artillery that caused even more casualties through concussion, shrapnel, and poison gas. Consequently, each side came to realize the importance of gaining command of the air. Air superiority provided the means for observing the enemy and directing accurate artillery fire on enemy trench lines and the depth of his formations. Thus, many believed that a “decision in the air” was required before a decision on the ground could be won.

			In contrast to the European air forces, an American combat aviation arm did not exist. The Army possessed only 26 qualified aviators in the Aviation Section of the Signal Corps.1 Their assignment to the Signal Corps can be traced back to the Civil War when the Union linked observation balloons, the telegraph, and signal flags to provide intelligence on Confederate activity.2 As America entered World War I, the Aviation Section was equipped with a meager number of unarmed and obsolete airplanes. Some of the pilots had seen active service as pilots during the Mexican Punitive Expedition in 1916. The single squadron that accompanied this expedition, commanded by Maj Benjamin Foulois, consisted of eight aircraft—unarmed, underpowered, and unreliable. Consequently, the squadron proved useless for its observation mission and wound up serving as a courier service—a mission that reflected the Signal Corps’ ownership of the Aviation Section.3

			How did the United States create airpower upon the Great War? The complete story is beyond the scope of this article, but an important part of the story can be told through the contributions of three key architects of American airpower: Raynal Bolling, Benjamin Foulois, and Billy Mitchell. These fathers of American airpower mobilized a combat aviation arm on a par with the other branches of the Army. They harnessed public enthusiasm for airpower, developed the mobilization plans that turned recruits into aviation units, procured the airplanes, learned the operational art from the Airman’s perspective, and provided a vision that inspired the future emergence of an independent air force and an airpower second to none.

			Air-mindedness

			The paucity of American military aviation in 1916 stands in stark contrast to the country’s enthusiasm for airpower. Within months of America’s declaration of war, Congress passed an appropriation of $640 million, the largest appropriation in its history, to build a mighty air force. Headlines such as “GREATEST OF AERIAL FLEETS TO CRUSH THE TEUTONS” appeared in American newspapers.4 This unprecedented commitment of national treasure and enthusiasm for airpower is clear evidence that air-mindedness existed in America even at this early date. 

			Air-mindedness was stronger in civilian society than in the military. Just a few years before even Billy Mitchell, America’s future prophet and martyr for an independent air force, had testified in Congress against aviation’s independence from the Signal Corps.5 More to the point, resistance within the upper echelons of the Army to such a large appropriation for aviation was so strong that the Secretary of War, Newton Baker, bypassed the Army general staff when he took the proposed legislation to Congress.6 The public’s enthusiasm for airpower manifested itself in a Congress that exhibited an almost messianic faith in the airplane’s ability to deliver victory as reflected in newspaper headlines.7

			Air-mindedness owed much to civic organizations, especially the Aero Club of America, which drew its leadership from the captains of industry.8 The Aero Club was a federation of aviation clubs from across America that sponsored flying exhibitions, issued pilots’ licenses, and promoted a nascent aviation industry.9 Promoters of aviation envisioned growth of an aircraft industry as revolutionary as the automobile industry, which was then transforming American society. The efficiencies achieved by Henry Ford’s assembly line had only recently brought automobile prices within reach of the average American, and sales were skyrocketing. In contrast, aircraft production was so small that airplanes were made in shops instead of factories, but hopes for the future were high. The Aero Club was a powerful lobby and had been largely responsible for legislation establishing the Aviation Section of the Signal Corps in 1914. The Club also lobbied for the establishment of aviation units in the National Guard. Bolling organized one of these units in New York.10 

			Raynal Bolling

			A Harvard-educated lawyer and aviation enthusiast, Bolling served on several of the Aero Club’s executive committees, including those dealing with law, government affairs, and military aviation. He would become one of the key architects of American airpower. Many readers will recognize Bolling as the name of the USAF base near the Pentagon in Washington, DC. He merited this honor for his role in creating American airpower during the “Great War.” He was also the senior US Airman killed in action during the war. Bolling’s part in the birth of American airpower exemplifies how the National Guard and Reserve played an important role in the formation of an American air force—a prologue to today’s total force.

			Bolling initially rose to fame as the chief lawyer for US Steel. At that time, US Steel was the largest corporation in America and vitally important to any war effort. He helped defend the nation’s largest steel company from being broken up by President Theodore Roosevelt—“Teddy the Trust Buster.”11 He was also a member of the New York National Guard. “The Guard was a hotbed of early interest in aviation, and there were many efforts to form Guard aero units in various states. The most prominent was in New York.”12 Bolling’s interest in aviation, combined with financial support from the Aero Club of America, led to his founding of the 1st Aero Company (1st AC) of the New York National Guard in 1915.13 

			Bolling’s command expanded to become the 1st Reserve Aero Squadron after the passage of the National Defense Act of 1916, which originated the nation’s air reserve.14 Bolling’s squadron was among the first aviation units sent to France in the summer of 1917. It was the core organization that built and expanded into a huge American aviation training center at Issoudun, France. His second in command, Capt James Miller, took charge of the squadron after Bolling left and became the first commander at Issoudun. Another member of this squadron was Quentin Roosevelt, President Roosevelt’s youngest son. Miller and Roosevelt later became pilots in the 1st Pursuit Group, an ancestor of today’s 1st Fighter Wing. Both men were killed in air-to-air combat with the Germans.15

			Bolling did not accompany his squadron to France because he was called to Washington to help plan the creation of a wartime air force. His aviation expertise, contacts with industry, and knowledge of the law made him an especially valuable asset in crafting legislation to create American airpower. He and Major Foulois drafted the bill that would become the $640 million appropriation.16 Foulois had also only recently come to Washington. He was the most experienced of the 26 qualified aviators in the regular Army.

			After the passage of the historic aviation bill, Foulois and Bolling focused on the next major problem: how to translate the huge appropriation into a practical plan to man, train, organize, and equip an American air force. The United States was unprepared for war and a strict policy of neutrality had minimized contact with the European allies. An air force needed modern combat aircraft, well-trained pilots, mechanics and support personnel, and a host of other items to create combat-ready squadrons. Bolling was sent to Europe to figure out what types of airplanes America should build. Foulois concentrated on the establishment of mobilization and training centers across the country, where recruits were transformed into aero squadrons. The largest was at Kelly Field near San Antonio, Texas. 

			Benjamin Foulois, Father of the Air Force

			If a single person can be called the father of the American air force, Foulois deserves that title. He flew with Orville Wright in 1909 on the Army’s acceptance tests for its first airplane. He took Army No. 1 to Fort Sam Houston, Texas, and amazingly, taught himself to fly it, just as he had been ordered. One could argue that he learned to fly through distance learning because Wright provided him advice through an exchange of letters. Later, Foulois helped organize the Army’s 1st Provisional Aero Company, and he commanded the 1st AS (not to be confused with Bolling’s 1st Reserve Aero Squadron) during the Mexican Punitive Expedition.

			Foulois’s command on the expedition represented America’s first employment of airpower on a major expedition. Although his squadron was incapable of adequately accomplishing its reconnaissance mission due to the inferiority of its airplanes, valuable lessons were learned that he put to use in developing the mobilization plan that gave birth to American airpower.17 One of his most important insights from the Mexican Punitive Expedition concerned the ideal organization for an aero squadron. His design became the basic fighting unit upon which American airpower was built. He returned to Signal Corps headquarters in Washington after the expedition and put his plan into effect. 

			The major designed a squadron consisting of 150 men, not counting pilots. In most cases, pilots were not assigned to the squadron until after they had completed basic training and deployed to France. By organizing a standard service aero squadron, Foulois incorporated the idea of interchangeability regarding organizational structure. This system of standardization simplified mobilization because only one type of airplane squadron, the 150-man squadron, needed to be initially organized. After squadrons had been organized and received basic training at Kelly Field, they deployed to Europe as soon as transportation was available. The concept of a standard service aero squadron was an elegant but simple solution to the problem of building an Air Service in which the initial stages of organization took place in the United States, and the final stages were completed in Europe.

			Gen John J. Pershing, commander of the American Expeditionary Forces (AEF), decided to conduct the final organization, training and equipping of the Air Service in France. This was necessary because the Americans were so far behind the Europeans in military aviation. It was a key strategic decision perfectly suited to the strategy of the French and British, who needed to build American partnership capacity to help win the war. The AEF assembled in France in the rear of the French Army, which had been at war for more than three years by the time US fighting units began arriving. French advisors helped train and equip all types of American combat units for frontline duty. In the case of aviation, most of the advanced pilot training for the Americans took place under French Air Service instructors, who usually could not speak English.

			To facilitate interoperability, Pershing decided to copy French Army organizational structures. This influence persists, most obviously reflected in today’s numerical designation for staff organizations (A-1 for personnel, A-2 for intelligence, A-3 for operations, etc.). It is also why the USAF’s organizational hierarchy goes from squadron to group to wing, unlike the British system, which goes from squadron to wing to group.

			Another of the commanding general’s decisions was even more significant for the birth of American airpower. He decided that the AEF needed an Air Service separate from the Signal Corps. The American air force took its first step towards independence in 1917 in France when it became the AEF Air Service. As one historian noted, “In making aviation a service branch, like the infantry or cavalry, Pershing had duplicated the existing Royal Flying Corps organization.”18 It would take another year before the Air Service won independence from the Signal Corps in the United States. President Woodrow Wilson ordered the War Department to establish the US Army Air Service on 20 May 1918.19

			The final manning, training, and equipping of squadrons took place in France at organization and training centers. Pilots, aircraft, vehicles, tools, and a host of other equipment were joined at these centers to form combat-ready squadrons. Depending on the type of aircraft and trained pilots assigned, the standard service aero squadron would be transformed into an observation, pursuit, or bombardment squadron. Once the disparate parts came together in the center, the squadron and group commanders would establish standard operating procedures and conduct collective training. This included formation flying and familiarization flights to just short of the frontlines, usually defined by the friendly balloon line. When final preparations had been completed, and the squadron was combat-ready, it deployed to a frontline airfield to begin operations.20 The aircraft sent to the squadrons at these organization and training centers were results of the work of Raynal Bolling.

			Bolling Mission

			Bolling led a group of officers, technicians, and other experts (more than 100 personnel) on what became known as the “Bolling Mission” to Europe to determine what types of airplanes America should manufacture. They met with aviation officials in Britain, France, and Italy. Because of these meetings, Bolling realized that US aviation technology was so far behind that it would be necessary, at least initially, to rely upon the European allies for airplanes. At this point in aviation history the airplane reflected an immature technology, and unlike today, improvements were inexpensive and rapid. Also, the proximity of European aircraft designers and their factories to the battle area gave them a distinct advantage in turning out improved models based on combat experience.

			As it turned out, American industry had so much difficulty producing acceptable warplanes that most of the AEF’s airplanes came from foreign sources. It was a scandalous failure for the nascent American aircraft industry, especially given the huge aviation bill passed by Congress. This disgrace resulted in a series of Congressional investigations after the war. Accordingly, it is no surprise that France, which had the largest aviation industry in the world, supplied 80 percent of the AEF’s airplanes.21

			Bolling’s aircraft purchases were of great consequence. As one historian noted, “The Bolling Commission actually played one of the most important roles in the war.”22 This is because the numbers and types of aircraft that he recommended for production in the United States as well as those purchased from the Allies would shape the air strategy regarding the weight of effort for air superiority, observation, and bombardment.23 The contract he negotiated with the French, known as the 30 August Agreement in 1917, called for 875 training planes and 5,000 service-type aircraft. Since the war would be over in a little more than 14 months, these early decisions had a significant impact. In the event, however, French manufacturers were unable to deliver on time, resulting in aircraft purchases from the Britain and Italy. The following table illustrates the sources of frontline Air Service aircraft:
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			Table 1. Sources of aircraft for the American Expeditionary Force Air Service in France. 24

			General Pershing was so impressed with Bolling that he retained him in France, promoted him to colonel, and appointed him as chief of the Air Service’s line of communications. In addition to aircraft procurement, Bolling was responsible for logistics, reception of aviation units, and pilot training. The other main part of the Air Service was called the Zone Advance, where the training and organization centers were located. Colonel Mitchell was in charge of it. 25

			Billy Mitchell

			When Mitchell arrived in France, he was one of the senior officers in the Aviation Section of the Signal Corps, but not yet a qualified aviator.26 He was one of the rising stars of the Signal Corps, having been the youngest officer appointed to the Army’s new general staff. One of his responsibilities before the United States entered the conflict was briefing the president and members of Congress on the developments in the European war. He became the deputy officer in charge of the Aviation Section to help “instill old fashioned discipline” in the section after a scandal occurred at the Signal Corps Aviation School in San Diego, California. During this period, he developed a rocky relationship with Foulois, who eventually replaced Mitchell when he left Washington for France shortly before the declaration of war. Mitchell’s job was to observe how airpower was being in employed in the war. He was one of the first members of the Aviation Section to arrive in France, just four days after the United States declared war on Germany.27 Timing is everything, and Mitchell’s was perfect.

			Mitchell was well-suited for the job as an official observer because he spoke French, and the assignment provided an ideal stepping-stone to air command. He toured the front, took detailed notes, and learned about air strategy, tactics, and organization through repetitive visits with the French and British air commanders and their units.28 Most important, Mitchell’s job required him to systematically record, reflect on, and analyze what he had seen. “I was a different breed of cat from any of the others they had seen,” he wrote in his hotel room at Chalons after visiting a French pursuit group headquarters. “Deep into the night they could hear my typewriter clicking as I wrote up my notes.”29

			Mitchell would become the AEF Air Service’s senior operational commander, and he mastered the operational art from the Airman’s perspective, most famously demonstrated in his orchestration of airpower for the Saint-Mihiel offensive, the largest coalition air operation of the war. His success provides a case study in learning and adapting.30 Being an official observer required him to reflect on what he saw and clarify his thoughts through the process of writing reports. He continued this practice even when he was no longer an official observer, keeping a journal throughout the war. Daily writing supercharged his learning and disciplined his reflection. His systematic and disciplined approach to learning helps explain why a relative newcomer to aviation like Mitchell surpassed the more experienced Army aviators like Foulois to become the senior operational air commander. Foulois taught himself to fly; Mitchell taught himself the operational art from the airman’s perspective. 

			During his period as air commander of the Zone of Advance, Mitchell did not command much of anything because squadrons had yet to arrive at the organization and training centers. Instead, he served mainly as a senior planner. Significantly, he developed the tables of organization for pursuit, observation, and bombardment squadrons using the 150-man aero squadron as his basic building block. He modified the French model discussed earlier, however, by following the British example of an 18-plane, three-flight squadron. This demonstrates how the AEF Air Service borrowed ideas from both the British and French. A similar synthesis would take place in the development air tactics.

			Pershing had originally requested that Foulois accompany him to France to command the AEF’s Air Service. The challenges of mobilizing an American air force, however, kept him stateside. By November 1917 mobilization was well underway, enabling Foulois to leave Washington. He arrived in France wearing the rank of brigadier general to assume command of the AEF’s Air Service. 

			Foulois brought his staff and reassigned both Bolling and Mitchell to new jobs, removing them from key positions in the headquarters and replacing them with handpicked officers who had accompanied him across the Atlantic. Mitchell was greatly embittered with this treatment: “A more incompetent lot of air warriors had never arrived in the zone of active military operations since the war began. . . The competent men, who had learned their duties in the face of the enemy, were displaced and their positions taken by these carpetbaggers.”31

			Foulois’s dismissal of Bolling and Mitchell was a colossal error. It further poisoned the poor relationship that had developed between them. More to the point, the veteran from the Mexican Punitive Expedition failed to transition from tactical to senior leadership, where building consensus with other senior leaders and peers is so important. In effect, his reassignment of Mitchell and Bolling decapitated the Air Service at a critical time when recently acquired institutional knowledge was more important than ever. The mobilization assembly line that began at Kelly Field was just then beginning to surge aero squadrons into France.

			Foulois appointed Bolling as liaison officer to the Royal Air Force. Bolling became the senior Airman killed in the war when his car was ambushed by a German patrol while he was attempting to visit elements of two American aero squadrons that were attached to the British. The Germans had just launched their long anticipated spring offensive, and the front line had dissolved in that sector. Bolling was the most knowledgeable officer on aircraft procurement. His loss contributed to the unhinging of the Foulois regime.

			Foulois assigned Mitchell to be the chief of Air Service, I Corps.32 Though a personal setback, this “demotion” removed Mitchell just as a tsunami of administrative and logistical issues arrived at the doorstep of his successor. American aero squadrons were beginning to arrive in the Zone of Advance at various organization and training centers (pursuit, bombardment, observation), where they received their aircraft and equipment and were made combat ready before being assigned to the front.33 In contrast, when Mitchell arrived at the recently created I Corps headquarters, it did not yet have operational control of any American combat units. He joined a headquarters whose staff was itself undergoing organization and training. As before, he did not command much of anything but was perfectly situated to continue learning. 

			Like the other members of the staff, Mitchell conducted a study of his area of responsibility undistracted by the daily grind of command. This time he focused on the enemy: the organization, aircraft, and operations of the German air force.34 Thus, by the spring of 1918, Mitchell had spent a year in France, developed plans for the tactical organization of the Air Service, and conducted in-depth studies of both the friendly and opposing air forces. He knew more about these subjects than any other senior American officer.

			Mitchell also polished his flying skills. He arrived in France without the wings of an aviator, but the limited responsibilities of successive jobs enabled him to build on the flying lessons he began in the states. By then he had become an accomplished pilot, even learning to fly America’s first fighter, the French-made Nieuport 28, which was a difficult plane to handle because of the gyroscopic effect created by its rotary engine. In May 1918 he led a six-plane exhibition flight of 94th Aero Squadron’s Nieuport 28s during an awards ceremony in which the commanding general of the French Eighth Army presented the Croix de Guerre to several officers of the 94th, including Eddie Rickenbacker, in recognition of their first victories against the Germans.35

			In contrast, many of the experienced prewar Army aviators, such as Foulois and Col Robert Van Horn, who had replaced Mitchell as commander of the Zone of Advance, were so overwhelmed with the workload of building the Air Service that they simply could not devote time to learning to fly the latest combat aircraft. They could never lead by example as Mitchell did.

			While at Toul, Mitchell anticipated the establishment of an Army headquarters that would be needed to control multiple corps as American doughboys poured into France. He established a provisional air headquarters for First Army. As happened before to Mitchell in the Zone of Advance, however, he was removed from this position just as the First Army was nearing activation.

			The deteriorating state of affairs in the Air Service, exacerbated by the earlier decapitation of its senior leadership, resulted in Pershing dismissing Foulois. His replacement, engineer officer Maj Gen Mason Patrick, remembered Pershing describing the Foulois regime as “good men running around in circles.”36 As the dominoes fell, Foulois arrived at the provisional air headquarters for the First Army and told Mitchell, “There’s no use beating around the bush, Billy, I’m here to take over your office, your files, and your job. You are relieved as of this moment.”37

			First Battles

			Yet again this setback would ironically provide Mitchell the opportunity to further his study of air warfare, gain experience in a major coalition air operation, and surpass Foulois as the most important American air leader to emerge from World War I. By the end of May, Germany’s last great offensive, launched in March, had reached Château-Thierry only 40 miles from Paris. The resulting panic led to the piecemeal commitment of Soldiers and Marines to reinforce Sixth French Army, which was reeling back from the German onslaught. Marines fought one of their most famous battles at Belleau Wood, and the Army’s 3rd Infantry Division won the moniker “Rock of the Marne” for its stalwart defense along that river.

			After observing these initial battles, one of Pershing’s colonels observing the action sent a strongly worded report back to AEF headquarters: “I recommend that an observation and a pursuit squadron of aero planes be sent here to work with this division at [the] first opportunity. The Germans have control of the air and embarrass our movements and dispositions.”38 Consequently, Pershing ordered American aviation to the Marne sector along with the 1st Corps headquarters, which provided the overall command for additional American units reinforcing the French.

			Despite their previous falling out (but also getting Mitchell away from the First Army sector), Foulois put Mitchell in command of 1st Air Brigade, a new organization created to accompany US reinforcements to the beleaguered Sixth French Army. Mitchell’s command consisted of 1st Pursuit Group (1st PG) and 1st Observation Group. The lines of authority were unclear. The 1st PG received its operations orders from the chief of the Air Service of Sixth Army, which was in overall command of the sector. That was logical because the American pursuit group replaced Sixth Army’s former pursuit group, which had been practically shot out of the sky. The 1st Observation Group (1st OG), which directly supported 1st Corps with reconnaissance and artillery adjustment, took its orders from the corps.39

			These unclear command relationships created a difficult conundrum for Mitchell’s subordinates, who sometimes received orders from multiple headquarters. The 1st PG operations officer, Philip Roosevelt, explained, “I had to spend a lot of time seeming to obey their orders while really making my own dispositions. . . . All our orders really came from the French—which [Mitchell] approved.”40 To be sure, the Army was still working out the nuances of command relationships between the pursuit and observation groups and the armies and corps they supported. This was made more difficult while fighting under French command. Today, we would call Mitchell a COMAFFOR (commander of Air Force forces) who had OPCON (operational control) of the US 1st PG and OG. He was supporting a French CFACC (combined force air component commander) who had TACON (tactical control) of the 1st PG, while the 1st (US) Corps had TACON of the 1st OG. But these sorts of command relationships had yet to be created.41

			Nevertheless, Mitchell’s presence enabled him to organize a tactical headquarters, which he located adjacent to the air headquarters of Sixth French Army just as it was preparing to conduct the largest combined air operation of the war up to that time. The Marne campaign served as his postgraduate education in aerial warfare.

			Major Air Operations

			Anticipating a renewal of the German offensive, Allied Commander in Chief Gen Ferdinand Foch assembled a large air force as a strategic reserve. It consisted of the French Air Division, the Royal Air Force 9th Brigade, and US 1st PG. The French Air Division was the largest single aviation unit of the war. Its two brigades represented some 370 fighters and 230 bombers. The RAF’s 9th Brigade provided an additional nine squadrons of offensive airpower. Added to that were the four squadrons of the US 1st PG.

			With his brigade headquarters collocated with the French Sixth Army air headquarters, Mitchell learned how to integrate multinational airpower in a large operation. Once the battle began on July 15, 1918, the combined forces established air superiority and attacked German crossing sites along the Marne. Air operations helped defeat the German army in the most decisive battle of the war, known as the Second Battle of the Marne. Afterwards, the Allies seized the initiative and never lost it. Germany would be defeated a few months later.

			Meanwhile, Pershing finally activated the First Army and was preparing for the Saint-Mihiel offensive. The stakes were high because the United States had yet to demonstrate the ability to campaign on the European battlefield. Realizing that Mitchell was his best and most experienced air commander, Pershing returned him to the position of chief of Air Service of First Army, replacing Foulois, who, to his credit, supported the decision and took a new job that focused on training and logistics.

			First Army’s mission was to reduce the Saint-Mihiel salient, a large bulge in Allied lines that had existed since the early days of the war. Foch was eager for Pershing to finish this attack quickly because he wanted the Americans to concentrate their main effort in the Meuse-Argonne sector, joining the French and British for the final offensives. Accordingly, he reinforced Pershing with troops and enablers, especially artillery and aviation.

			The French, British, and even Italians provided air units to reinforce the American Air Service’s 28 squadrons. The total force numbered 701 pursuit planes, 366 observation planes, 323 day bombers, and 91 night bombers adding up to 1,481 aircraft for the largest air operation of the war.42 In contrast to the Allied defensive battle on the Marne, Mitchell’s plan supported an offensive operation and therefore took an entirely different approach. While American combat aviation operated within 3 miles of the front, Mitchell ordered the French Air Division to attack 12 to 20 miles behind enemy lines. By pressing the attack, he kept his enemy off balance and on the defensive, unable to interfere with the First Army offensive.43

			Saint-Mihiel occupies a special place in airpower history, not only because it was the largest single air operation of the war. The concentration of coalition air forces did its part in helping Pershing to wipe out the salient and achieve a successful inauguration of American arms in continental warfare. Mitchell’s example provided a vision for unity of command that would inspire airmen long after he passed from the scene. His continued command for the upcoming Meuse-Argonne offensive was a foregone conclusion. Just before the end of the war, Pershing made Mitchell chief of the Air Service for an Army group that would command First and Second US Armies.

			By the end of the war, the US air arm had grown from a handful of men with obsolete airplanes to a combat arm of the line. The AEF Air Service consisted of 14 groups—seven observation, five pursuit, and two bombardment.44 Yet, the AEF Air Service represented only 40 percent of the total American air arm. Including what had been created in the United States, the Air Service had grown to more than 190,000 men and 11,000 aircraft.45

			Though a separate service would not be created until 1947, America began embracing airpower long before the birth of the United States Air Force. As we have seen, the foundations for a total force—consisting of National Guard, Reserve, and Active air forces—had been established from the beginning. Although the US airplane production failed shamefully, the war helped launch an aviation industry that would grow to be second to none. The experiences gained by American Airmen stimulated a variety of visions about how airpower would change the character of future war, and Billy Mitchell emerged as the leading American theorist and foremost advocate for a separate Air Force and Department of Defense. Moreover, an era of air-mindedness unfolded because the advances in aviation technology stimulated by the war further inflamed the imagination and enthusiasm of the public. The birth of US airpower in the Great War would transform the American way of war. 
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			Economic Coercion and Power Redistribution during Wartime

			Rosella Cappella Zielinski, PhD* 

			War is an opportunity to revise the distribution of power among states in a short amount of time. While most attention is placed on the changes in the relative power of the loser in a hegemonic war, arguably some of the most important changes happen within victorious alliances. Power redistribution does not take the form of the destruction of an ally’s military forces but through economic coercion. The primary mechanism by which an ally can engage in this coercion is via exploiting its role as a creditor. 

			Creditor allies are increasingly present during wartime. The author finds that, since 1950, external sources of war finance have far exceeded domestic sources.1 Before 1950, 52 percent of belligerents engaged in foreign debt, whereas 72 percent have in the post-World War II era. The figures are more dramatic when one considers all forms of foreign war finance. Before 1950, 25 percent of states used resources from abroad to cover 25 percent or more of the costs of war; after 1950, 80 percent of states relied on resources from abroad to cover 25 percent or more of the costs of war. As credit becomes central to war-fighting ability, states with poor credit are more likely to form alliances with states that maintain favorable access to international capital markets.2

			Given this increasing potential for economic coercion, under what conditions can a state use economic coercion against an ally? The various literatures on sovereign debt, economic statecraft, and alliances overlook economic coercion during wartime. Works that examine lending emphasize debt repayment ability. The literature does not account for the prerogative of lending states and the desire to extract concessions beyond repayment with interest. The economic statecraft literature, emphasizing peacetime conditions or wartime denial, does consider how states can exploit their allied relationships for gain beyond advancing the war effort. The alliance literature overlooks power redistribution amongst allies, focusing on power redistribution between alliances or the effect of power shifts on alliance formation and cohesion. 

			To fill the gap in the literature, I argue economic coercion occurs due to war finance. When a belligerent is unable to purchase necessary imports for the war effort, the state will need to engage in a loan from an ally. The extent of dependency varies with domestic arms production, the structure of the nation’s currency reserves, and the intensity of the war effort. Wartime dependency is a necessary but not sufficient condition for economic coercion. Coercion occurs when the costs of coercion are low, particularly when it does not damage the war-fighting capability of the dependent state.

			To explore the extent to which power can be transferred amongst allies via economic coercion, I engage in extreme and similar case selection—the United States as a creditor to the United Kingdom and the Soviet Union during World War II. Both states needed to purchase goods from the United States to effectively fight the war. The United Kingdom engaged in various attempts at self-sufficiency, but the war effort made it impossible. Through the extension of the Lend-Lease loan, the United States endeavored to move the world’s economic center from London to New York without damaging the war effort. In the Soviet Union, the overarching goals remained to use Lend-Lease aid to extract concessions to promote an international environment favorable to American interests. Despite the urging of some within his administration, President Franklin D. Roosevelt perceived it too costly to engage in economic coercion against the Soviets, as the Red Army was key to defeating the Nazi war machine.

			The case study findings suggest an unexplored element of power transition theory. Power transition theory argues that when a dissatisfied challenger state rises to parity and desires to change the status quo, it often seeks to do so by engaging in conflict.3 War outcome redistributes power in favor of either the challenger or dominant power. The underlying assumptions of the power transition theory suggest dissatisfaction of and desire to change the status quo as the impetus of conflict outbreak. The findings of this article suggest opportunities for states to shift the status quo may arise without forewarning. Moreover, shifts in the status quo can occur by exploiting conflict settings versus engaging in conflict itself.

			The article proceeds as follows. I discuss the various sovereign debt, economic statecraft, and alliance literatures. I then present my argument. I develop the necessary conditions for wartime dependency and then discuss under what circumstances states exploit that dependency. Subsequently, I discuss my case selection and test my argument. I first present the conditions that led to British dependency on US Lend-Lease aid and the American decision and ability to exploit that dependency. Following the same format as the American case, I discuss the degree of Soviet dependency and the US decision to not exploit that dependency. I conclude with a brief discussion of other extreme cases and implications for our understanding of power transition amongst allies.

			Sovereign Debt, Economic Statecraft, and Alliance Literatures

			The ability to garner resources is a necessary component to any war effort. While some states finance their wars domestically, others turn to sources outside their borders. Scholars have examined the relationship between wartime creditor and debtor states through (a) postwar state decline, (b) postwar debt repayment, (c) war outcome, and (d) the ability to finance a war.4 These works suggest wartime lending is contingent upon, and the terms of the agreement vary with, the ability of the debtor state to pay the creditor state back.5 Belligerents whose economic foundations are weak, whose leaders do not commit to debt repayment, or whose ability to win the war is questionable are subject to high-interest rates. This literature does not account for concessions by the debtor that extend beyond direct monetary compensation. 

			Also, when the motivations of the debtor to engage in foreign war finance have been examined, the underlying assumption is a domestic choice—that it is either economically or politically cheaper than raising taxes.6 These scholars often treat all debt as the same regardless of the source—domestic or foreign. Thus, they overlook the motivations for a state to turn abroad for resources, especially when they risk being beholden to the terms and conditions of another state.

			The wartime debt literature does not account for the creation of potential creditor–debtor relationships and the economic statecraft literature under-theorizes the conditions that allow for wartime economic coercion. First, when economic statecraft is discussed during wartime, the focus is on wartime denial. The goal of these works is to understand how states can use their economic resources to undermine the enemy’s war effort.7 These works concern themselves with attempts by national strategists to deny the enemy access to their own strategic resources and manufacturers through export embargoes and depriving the enemy of imports from important neutral states by using diplomatic and military means to dissuade neutrals from exporting to the enemy, as well as preemptive buying to divert supplies from the enemy or denying financing.8 These works do not account for how allies can exploit their own relationships for gain beyond advancing the war effort. 

			Second, the economic statecraft literature emphasizes exploiting existing dependencies: reliance on another state for a specific good is exogenous. For example, Albert O. Hirschman9 discussed how asymmetric trade relations can create dependencies exploitable in the future, especially during wartime when states most need foreign trade.10 These works do not address how dependencies are created quickly due to the war effort.

			Third, the literature does not adequately address the difference between wartime and peacetime coercion. During peacetime, the ability to find substitutes is lower relative to wartime. For example, sanctioned states “escaped this vulnerability interdependence” by “engaging in smuggling, establishing resource conservation programs, developing new markets for their products, and creating substitutes for embargoed goods.”11 Wartime creates unique constraints on a state’s economy—trade embargos, potential trade partners hurt by the war, an inability to divert internal resources as they are needed for the war effort, capital flight, and decreased credit ratings—that make finding substitutes much more difficult. In addition, the time horizon for state and leadership survival may not allow for the creation of such long-term substitutes. To match the adversary, the state needs inputs for the war immediately. Leadership survival literature suggests the penalty for leaders who either lose a war or for war efforts that are going poorly range from the population voting the leader out of office to death. The result of this wartime cost–benefit analysis is higher rates of compliance to the pressures of economic statecraft. 

			The alliance literature does not address why and how power gets redistributed amongst allies, instead emphasizing power distribution and redistribution between allies and target states, particularly the effect of alliance duration12 or the ability of an alliance partner to influence the alliance.13 These studies overlook the transfer of power from one ally to another via exploiting alliance dependency. Similar to the economic statecraft literature, those that study alliance dependency emphasize peacetime conditions, exploring how dependency affects fears of entrapment or abandonment14 or bargaining power within the alliance.15 As Patricia A. Weitsman noted,16 alliances formed during peacetime often dissolve once war begins. This suggests that peacetime alliances serve different purposes than their wartime counterparts and the insights we generate regarding peacetime alliances do not necessarily apply to their operation during wartime.17 

			By exploring the ability of a state to garner resources for war, this article builds upon the sovereign debt, economic statecraft, and alliance literatures. The following section theorizes the economic and military conditions under which an ally can revise the distribution of power in its favor. It hypothesizes the necessary conditions for wartime economic coercion to take place and engages in a cost-benefit analysis of when leaders will seize the opportunity.

			Wartime Economic Coercion—Wartime Dependency

			The ability to exercise economic coercion—the threat or act by a sender government(s) to disrupt economic exchange with the target state—is conditional on dependency.18 Wartime dependency occurs when a state needs inputs to fight its war effort from an ally and does not have the means to purchase them. Dependency is contingent upon the degree of control over the supply of something a state values, an intense need for this supply, and the cost of compliance is less than the costs of doing without the supply.19 During wartime, control over the supply of both war inputs and credit to purchase them is concentrated in the hands of specific states, thus decreasing the availability of substitutes. There is also an intense need for this supply. Wartime creates conditions in which internal mobilization of resources becomes limited. Additionally, as wars threaten state and leadership survival, the costs of noncompliance to leaders are high.

			Leaders have three ways of acquiring inputs for war: they can seize them, make them, or buy them.20 Inputs for war include manpower, equipment (typically reflected via a defense industry or a civilian industry that is convertible to purchase inputs for war coupled with raw materials), foodstuffs, and transportation assets.21 When a state can supply its entire war effort via domestic inputs, it negates the need to purchase inputs from abroad and, thus, the need to obtain a currency loan to do so.22

			When a state is unable to supply its war effort domestically, it needs to look outside its borders, creating the potential for reliance on an ally as creditor.23 While all war inputs may need procurement from abroad, military equipment, primarily finished goods such as airplanes or battleships versus subcomponents, is the most expensive and difficult to obtain. In an era of capital-intensive complex weapons systems, finished goods are particularly costly, as supply is limited to countries possessing the most highly developed technology.24 As the need for military equipment increases, especially expensive finished goods so does the cost of purchasing those goods. Dependency arises when the currency of belligerent state diminishes to critical levels, preventing the purchase of needed war inputs.

			It should be noted that while the belligerent state may be dependent on the military goods of the ally, financial dependencies are more exploitable. If the belligerent state needs to purchase goods from abroad, it is profitable for a supplier state to sell its goods to any buyer. As Hirschman noted, “It will generally be much easier to switch imports than exports, all countries being ready to sell and not ready to buy.”25 Extending credit, however, is inherently risky. During wartime, there is no guarantee that the state will repay its debt. Furthermore, there are fewer credit substitutes. While multiple states may be able to sell inputs for war, currency loans are in short supply, as the borrowing states need a loan in the currency of the supplier state.

			During peacetime, states can adjust their economy to increase their currency levels. A state may encourage exports, prompting the flow of currency into the country, or reduce imports, keeping needed currency from flowing out of the country, to redress the imbalance. Wartime negates this self-sufficiency. During wartime, exports often become severely limited through decreased trade. Trading partners are hurt by the war, states enact blockades or sanctions, or states need industries that normally are export oriented for the war effort.26 Simultaneously, the need to import goods increases, as the state needs to supplement goods that the state is no longer able to produce to supply the armed forces. The decrease in exports results in a decrease of reserve currency, while the increase in imports increases the need for it. The need for currency further increases when a state is maintaining forward operating bases or fighting abroad and purchasing goods in theatre.27 

			Debtor dependency varies with the structure of the debtor state’s economy. States with high levels of existing currency reserves and those with assets abroad, i.e., holdings of foreign direct or portfolio investment, which can be liquidated in exchange for the supplier state’s currency can prolong the need to engage in a currency loan, as they have more existing resources from which to draw. Also, reserve currency states are in a unique position to avoid these financial difficulties because they can run a balance of payments deficit.28 The demand for a state’s reserve currency provides the state with a unique ability to accrue other national currencies through voluntary accumulations of liabilities abroad rather than through losses of gold or gold-exchange.29 

			Finally, the extent of debtor dependency varies with the intensity of the war effort. As the intensity of the war increases so does the state’s limit of production capacity as well as leadership and state survivability: “In the long run. . . despite substitution, some limit to the inputs either of raw materials or labour will be reached, the curve of production will flatten out, and the economy may then be said to have achieved its war potential.”30 As the war expands, the state needs more goods to confront the enemy. Simultaneously, domestic production reaches its limit, and the state will need to purchase increased amounts of goods from abroad.

			Additionally, as the war becomes more intense, leaders will feel more pressure to win the war to avoid losing power. There is a considerable amount of scholarship linking war outcome and the extent to which the state suffers war casualties with leadership survival.31 As Susan Strange wrote, “The greater the perceived threat to security, the higher price will be willingly paid and the greater risk accepted.”32 

			In sum, wartime creates dependencies that do not exist during peacetime. When a state needs to procure inputs for the war from abroad and does not have the currency to pay for it, it will need to engage in a currency loan, resulting in a reliance on the creditor state. This reliance on a state creates the potential for coercion. The potential for coercion increases with the size of the loan, when the goods needed are critical to the war effort, and war intensity increases—either by expanding scope and intensity or the war shifts from a limited war of choice to a total or existential war.

			Wartime Economic Coercion—Exploiting Dependency

			States want power and wartime debtor dependence provides the necessary conditions for states to attain it. Yet wartime economic coercion is an uncommon event. Under what conditions do creditor states take advantage of this debtor dependency? Creditor states engage in a cost-benefit analysis. They want to obtain concessions and increase their power when the costs of coercion are low: “If the benefits do not outweigh the risks, they sit tight and wait for a more propitious moment.”33 During wartime, the cost-benefit analysis is centered on the war effort. These creditor states are in a delicate position: They want to extract concessions from the belligerent state(s) yet avoid undermining the war effort, especially when fighting for a common cause. Thus, they will only seek concessions that affect nonwar fighting capabilities and do not negatively affect war outcome.

			Case Selection

			I test my argument with case study analysis to explore the necessary and sufficient conditions of economic coercion.34 To highlight the variables of interest and provide insight into power transition theory, I engage in most similar and extreme case selection.35 The universe of cases is creditor–debtor dyads during wartime. Wartime creditor–debtor dyads consist of two states in which the debtor is a belligerent in a conflict, and the other is the creditor.36 Excluded is sovereign debt extended by foreign private creditors independent of their state of residence. Interstate loans may be serviced by a private creditor but are made either at the request of or in conjunction with the state.

			To maximize the variance on the variables that create dependency,37 I explore World War II debtor states. The size and scope of the war meant self-sufficiency was difficult for those states that needed to purchase war inputs from abroad as trading partners were hurt, the ability to increase exports was diminished as war production increased, and war imports increased. Furthermore, it was a total war for various states; leaders were fighting for state survival. Within the World War II population of cases, I compare most similar cases—the experiences of the United Kingdom and Soviet Union as debtors to the United States (US). Both states were subject to the US Cash and Carry policy, and both eventually became reliant on American goods for the war effort, funded by American Lend-Lease loans. Yet the United States only waged economic coercion vis-à-vis the United Kingdom. It made no attempt to garner concessions from the Soviet Union. 

			Quid Pro Quo: The United States and the United Kingdom

			To effectively fight the Germans during World War II, the British needed expensive finished inputs for the war effort from the United States, and they did not have the gold or currency to purchase them. While the government made various attempts to increase their dollar holdings, war intensity prevented attempts at self-sufficiency. By the summer of 1940, the British were debtor dependent. The American government capitalized on this dependency, attempting to shift the world financial center from London to New York.

			Dependency on the US

			To fight the Axis powers, Britain had to supply itself and the war effort of the Empire. In the first 15 months of the war, the United Kingdom supplied 90.7 percent of the Empire’s munitions and 69.5 percent of munitions throughout the course of the war.38 Germany, however, out-produced Britain in almost every aspect of war supply until 1941.39 The British were also in need of raw materials. The defeat in Norway in April 1940 deprived Britain of its main source of timber, papermaking material, and iron ore. In the summer of 1940, with North African contracts broken due to the war, Britain was deprived of a large proportion of its imported steel-making materials, phosphates, flax, hemp, and other essential commodities. Finally, with the closing of the Mediterranean route, the Axis disrupted trade with the Balkans, removing another source of timber and materials.40 The primary external source for war input was the United States.

			From the start of World War II to May 1940, the British bought war supplies from the United States with British currency reserves under the US policy of “cash-and-carry,” purchasing American goods in cash. Britain was responsible for transporting those goods across the Atlantic. Even prewar contracts had to be paid in full before the goods could leave American ports.41 This period of self-reliance was short-lived due to short dollar supply, a worsening balance of payments position and the inability to float debt on the US market.42

			To purchase needed goods, the British began an internal campaign to promote the flow of dollars into the country and keep any they had from flowing out through a series of import controls and export promotion. On 1 September 1939, the House of Commons passed the Import and Exports Customs Powers (Defense) Act, limiting the “imports of luxuries and of goods of which there are sufficient home supplies in order to conserve exchange for the additional purchases of other products required in war time.”43 The British also sought to promote exports to the United States, encouraging exports of jute, rubber, tin, whisky, and furs.44 The government forced exporters to bill clients at the official sterling–dollar exchange rate, higher than the free market rate traditionally used. Finally, the British also enforced “dollar-invoices” versus the often-used sterling invoices. The goal was to bring in as much hard currency from the bulk of certain exports with as little administrative interference as possible.

			The demands of war proved too high and the British system of controls inadequate. The British needed the more expensive furnished munitions.45 Furthermore, in order to fight the war, Britain had to focus all of its manufacturing on the war effort, forcing it to abolish its export drive.46 In March 1940, the British reported that at the current rate of purchases, within two years, the United Kingdom would have given the United States all of its dollar assets.47 British prime minister Winston Churchill told US president Franklin D. Roosevelt that, “We shall go on paying dollars for as long as we can, but I should like to feel reasonably sure that when we can pay no more you will give us the stuff all the same.”48

			The events of late spring 1940 further exacerbated the British financial position. The fall of France and evacuation of Dunkirk forced the British to increase expenditures. When the British evacuated the continent, they left all their newly produced war supplies49 and had to assume all of France’s contracts with the United States.50 The war was increasing in intensity, and the British needed as many inputs as they could procure. Instead of rationing currency and conservative purchases, the British threw all the dollars they had into the war in the hope that the United States would continue providing supplies once they ran out.

			Exploiting British Dependency

			To help its ally, the Roosevelt administration introduced the Lend-Lease Bill to Congress in January 1941, and by the end of the war, extended $27,023 million in aid to Britain.51 In exchange for the extension of credit and aid, the administration wanted to shape the postwar world in favor of US interests, to continue its open-door policy that began during World War I, and reconstruct the world economy on the basis of a free marketplace to relieve their agricultural, industrial, and capital surpluses.52 To do that, the United States wanted countries linked together by a worldwide gold standard, not grouped into blocks by ties to specific reserve currencies.53 The United States attempted to impose said changes throughout the 1930s. However, it was unable to end the British Imperial preference and sterling controls.54 The United States took advantage of its coercive power as a creditor to achieve the goals that it was unable to during the inter-war years:

			Although American leaders grasped the potential leverage created by British dependence upon the United States, they did not consistently use that leverage between 1937 and March 1941. Before the actual outbreak of war, the American government could not resort to obvious coercion, fearing the Chamberlain ministry would seek a modus Vivendi with Germany. . . .Once the Lend-Lease Act became law, the temptation to use it as a means of obtaining economic concessions from Britain—concessions which would promote economic multilateralism as well as directly and indirectly benefit American economic expansion—became too great to resist.55 

			Treasury secretary Henry Morgenthau led the charge.56 He began by placing severe restrictions on the level of British gold and dollar reserves.57 When the British signed Lend-Lease, the allies agreed that the UK balance continue to be above the desired minimum of $600 million but below $1 billion and the British open discussion on dismantling imperial preferences.58 The British resented Morgenthau’s requests yet had to acquiesce to his demands.59 To shift American policy, Prime Minister Churchill messaged President Roosevelt:

			While we will do our utmost and shrink from no proper sacrifice to make payments across the exchange, I believe that you will agree that it would be wrong in principle and mutually disadvantageous in effect if, at the height of this struggle, Great Britain were to be divested of all saleable assets so that after victory was won with our blood, civilization saved and time gained for the United States to be fully armed against all eventualities, we should stand stripped to the bone.60 

			Throughout the war, the United States tied the postwar order—the Atlantic Charter and Bretton Woods—to the extension of American aid.61 The financing of World War II cemented the sterling’s decline. The British need to procure inputs for the war from the United States and its inability to run a balance of payments deficit during World War II drastically hurt the sterling’s status once the war ended.

			The dependency created during wartime continued into the postwar era. To begin to repair its economy, the British government approached the President Harry S. Truman administration for financial assistance. It was met with further coercive power by the United States in a “string of political conditions including early convertibility of sterling-sponsoring an international trade conference, and ending discrimination of dollar imports.”62 In response, Otto Clarke, civil servant in the Treasury, stated, “Our right to be bilateral, to exploit our buying power and debtor position to expand our exports, would have been well sold for $5 billion grant in cash. But not for $4 billion at 2 percent interest.”63 While Britain despised the terms, their dependent financial position forced their acceptance.

			US policy undermined British autonomy, increased American gold holdings and solidified the decline of the sterling. There is no doubt that the war effort hampered British power vis-à-vis other states in the international system. However, it was US creditor policy, the demanding of all gold reserves, and transfer of value assets that ensured decline. A 1945 British report estimated that the country lost roughly 25 percent (£7,300 million) of its estimated prewar wealth (£30,000 million). Within this overall figure, more than half of prewar wealth (£4,200 million) was lost due to external disinvestment in the form of selling British overseas investments to pay for war imports. Internal disinvestment in nonessential industries amounted to £885 million and the destruction of buildings, capital goods, and shipping due to war damage £2,200 million.64

			The United States and the Soviet Union

			The Germans attacked the Soviet Union on 22 June 1941. Like the British, the Soviets needed to import goods for the war effort from the United States. During the early months of the eastern front, the Soviet Union purchased goods via Cash and Carry followed by the Lend-Lease loan. Unlike the British case, the United States never attempted to engage in economic coercion. Not only did the United States not exploit the Soviets, it gave them special Lend-Lease treatment. President Roosevelt overrode suggestions that the United States should both be wary of Soviet intention and use Lend-Lease dependency to shape the postwar order in favor of US interests.65

			Soviet Dependency

			Akin to the UK, the Soviet Union needed to purchase goods from the United States to confront the German army. While its rearmament scheme prior to the war was similar to the Allies, it was initially more difficult for the Soviets to match the defense production results of the United States and United Kingdom, given “the low productivity, capital scarce Soviet industrial base” and the blow the blitzkrieg campaign delivered to the Soviet military industrial machine.66 In September 1941, Stalin made clear to the United States that the Germans had considerable superiority over the Soviets in numbers of tanks and airplanes, obtained possession of two million tons of grain in the Ukraine and had the huge capacity to produce armaments in comparison with the more limited Soviet capacity. He also stated that German dictator Adolph Hitler and the Nazis would not be defeated by a blockade, starvation or bombing but only on the field of battle, and tanks and airplanes would be the ultimate deciding factor.67

			Lend-Lease played a consistent role in the Soviet war effort, despite the massive expansion of Soviet industry and their industrial recovery. Overseas sources contributed up to one quarter of Soviet aircraft supplies and up to one-fifth of tank supplies in 1942.68 While the Soviets were able to meet their own armament and shell needs, American shipments of trucks, tractors, and tinned food provided the Red Army with decisive mobility in its westward pursuit of the retreating Wehrmacht. Thus, at their respective peaks, Britain and Soviet received comparable amounts of Lend-Lease aid.69

			While reliance on external supplies was similar, overall Soviet dependency on US assistance regarding war outcome is nuanced. The Soviet’s industrial might plus reliance on winter conditions resulted in a different attitude vis-à-vis Lend-Lease aid than the British. The British consistently carried a tone of desperation. In contrast, while the Soviets acknowledged their need and weaknesses, they felt more secure in their war capabilities. In the words of Former British Director of Military Intelligence and Head of the British Military Mission in Moscow, Lt Gen Sir Noel Mason-MacFarlane, the Russians seem to be “confident of their strength but fully aware that they have a bitter struggle ahead of them.” 70

			Prospective Economic Coercion to Special Treatment

			Before Operation Barbarossa, US–Soviet relations were sour. After Munich, where the Russians felt betrayed by Britain and France, and after the August 1939 Nazi–Soviet pact, where the allies felt betrayed by Russia, suspicion on both sides sharpened.71 American policy reflected such suspicion. In August 1939, export licenses for production equipment and raw materials ordered in the United States by Amtorg Trading Corporation, the purchasing agency for the Soviet government in the United States, were refused, two Soviet air attaches were declared persona non grata, and various Soviet personnel in the United States were under restricted movement.72 Even days before the invasion, which the Allies knew was imminent, Secretary of State Cordell Hull cabled London and the US ambassador in the Soviet Union with the current American policy towards the Soviet Union: 

			
					To make no approaches to the Soviet government; 

					To treat any approaches to which the Soviet government makes toward us with reserve until such time as the Soviet government may satisfy us that it is not engaging merely in maneuvers for the purpose of obtaining unilateral concessions and advantages for itself;

					To reject any Soviet suggestions that we make concessions for the sake of “improving the atmosphere of American-Soviet relations” and to extract a strict quid pro quo for anything which we are willing to give the Soviet Union.73

			

			The US ambassador overwhelmingly concurred with the policy stating that, in his experience, it is not possible to create “international good will” with the Soviets.74 Once the war began, American policy towards the Soviet Union did an about-face. The notion of quid pro quo was discarded, and the Soviets received special Lend-Lease treatment. Soviet funds were unfrozen, and an immediate loan was extended. Through October 1941, when Russia was eligible for Lend-Lease aid, Russia had to pay cash for purchased goods. Unlike the British, the Soviet government, regardless of its ability to purchase goods, was advanced $50,000,000 by the Defense Supplies Corporation to procure raw materials in the United States.75

			Once Lend-Lease aid began, the Soviets were subject to special treatment.76 Requests from Britain had to be accompanied by ample documentation proving need and ability to use and evidence indicating financial inability to otherwise obtain such assistance, including the disclosure of gold and dollar assets.77 In contrast, Soviet supply programs were formulated in separate protocols, which were subject to the control of the Munitions Assignment Board only in matters of minor detail, and the president agreed to cutbacks in these schedules of commitments only when transportation problems were insurmountable or when fulfillment of commitments interfered with a major American operation.78 W. Averell Harriman, US ambassador to the Soviet Union, advised the American delegates to the Moscow Conference that the policy of the United States would be to “give and give and give, with no expectation of any return, with no thought of a quid pro quo.”79

			Costly Coercion

			Soviet support was paramount to ending the war and economic coercion would impede on that mission. After the German invasion, President Roosevelt’s advisors Harry Hopkins and Harriman, along with British supply minister William Maxwell Aitken, believed that the USSR, irrespective of whether it ultimately prevailed against the Wehrmacht, stood a chance to reduce German power by margins substantial enough to ensure British survival and, by extension, that of the North Atlantic community on whose integrity US wellbeing depended.80 Soviet involvement in the war effort as a key component to victory increased throughout the war. A top-level US strategic survey in the summer of 1943 observed, “Russia occupies a dominant position and is the decisive factor looking toward the defeat of the Axis in Europe.”81 Also, President Roosevelt feared the USSR would make a separate peace with Germany akin to the 1918 Brest-Litovsk treaty.82 He wanted to ensure that the Soviets did not just reclaim their Western boundaries but, in concert with the Allies, deliver a decisive blow against the Germans. 

			To guarantee continued Soviet involvement in the war required cooperation between the two countries. If Lend-Lease aid was not perceived as sincere, the Soviets would be satisfied at securing its western boundaries and convincing Hitler not to engage in a spring offensive.83 Hopkins wrote to Brig Gen Philip R. Faymonville, the ranking Lend-Lease officer in Moscow, “Our willingness not to pry out economic information, because of its sharp contrast with British methods, established the integrity of our motives and built up a good will which should not be dissipated by inquiry into matters not germane to the purposes of supply conference.”84 Thus, “Give without stint became the mantra, in Hull’s phrase ‘all aid to the hilt.’”85 

			The inability of the United States to directly assist the Soviets on the battlefield compounded the belief that economic coercion would hurt the joint war effort and American war aims. Due to limits in US armaments production (producing for the US war effort and sending goods to other Lend-Lease recipients) and involvement in the other campaigns including the Pacific theatre, the Americans were unable to provide what the Soviets were requesting, the opening of a second front to relive the Red Army from the German onslaught.86 US policymakers feared that if a second front did not materialize quickly and on a large scale, the Soviets “will be so deluded in their belief in our sincerity of purpose and will for concerted action that inestimable harm will be done to the cause of the United Nations”87 Unable to open a second front, in order to mollify the Soviets, President Roosevelt promised to continue sending Lend-Lease aid.88 

			After the Tehran conference and plans for a second front had been agreed upon, Ambassador Harriman made the case to President Roosevelt to use Lend-Lease aid to shape the postwar order.89 He argued that the United States should, at a minimum, demand the same information from the Soviets as it did from Britain.90 After D-Day, cooperation with the Soviets decreased, and the ambassador continued to call for coercion, suggesting the only way to induce Soviet cooperation was to “make them feel their negative attitude will affect our willingness to cooperate with them on matters that have no immediate effect on the war.”91

			President Roosevelt and his advisors rebuffed Ambassador Harriman’s suggestions. While the military crisis had passed and a second front was now open, it was too risky to interrupt or change the conditions of Lend-Lease aid. Hopkins responded to the ambassador, “Since no one can now determine when the war will be over, it seems preferable that there should be no interruption in the procurement of supplies for the USSR war program in the event that hostilities should continue beyond normal expectations.”92 President Roosevelt also made it clear to Secretary of State Hull that Russia “continues to be a major factor in achieving the defeat of Germany.” Thus, maximum US aid and supplies should continue.93 

			While the Soviets relied on American Lend-Lease aid to execute their war effort, President Roosevelt perceived it too costly to engage in economic coercion. Economic coercion would threaten the ability of the two states to share a common war aim of defeating Hitler, versus Soviet Union leader Joseph Stalin stopping at the state’s western boundaries. The inability of the United States to open a second front until the summer of 1944 further strained US–Soviet relations. The only way to appease Stalin was to continue uninterrupted, Lend-Lease aid.

			Conclusion

			War provides an opportunity to revise the distribution of power among states. While scholars place attention on the redistribution of power between the victors and defeated, this article demonstrates that the transfer of power can also occur within alliances. A creditor ally can exploit the dependency of a debtor ally to extract concessions. Dependency occurs when a belligerent state needs to procure goods from abroad for the war effort and does not have the currency to pay for them. The extent of dependency varies with the volume and character of goods needed, particularly expensive finished goods, and the scope of the war, particularly existential or total wars. Dependency is a necessary but not sufficient condition for economic coercion amongst allies. Fighting for a common cause, leaders do not want to imperil the war effort. Thus, we can expect to see coercion take place when the costs to the war effort are low. 

			This article explored this relationship by comparing extreme and similar cases, British and Soviet dependency on American Lend-Lease loans. While both states relied on the United States, only the British were coerced. The United States attempted to shift the financial center away from London to New York. In contrast, President Roosevelt perceived the costs of coercing the Soviets as too high. Exploiting Lend-Lease dependency would lower the Soviet war aims at defending its western borders versus the preferred American total defeat of Hitler’s Germany. 

			While further hypothesis testing here is not feasible, events during World War I suggest that economic coercion is associated with hegemonic wars. During the first years of World War I, Russia and France were unable to continue to supply their respective war efforts.94 As a result, they turned to Britain to purchase goods for the war.95 Unable to pay for the goods in sterling, they engaged in currency loans from Britain. Capitalizing on Russian and French dependency, Britain exercised economic coercion, procuring Russian and French gold to preserve London as the world financial center.96 While Britain could exercise economic coercion vis-à-vis France and Russia, it was unable to defend itself from newfound US coercive power. If Britain were to effectively fight the expanding war, it would need to purchase goods from the United States,97 without enough dollars and gold to purchase American goods outright, Britain needed a dollar loan.98 President Woodrow Wilson exploited this newfound debtor dependency in an attempt to decrease British domination of the world’s international financial system.99 

			These findings suggest an additional agenda for power transition theory; national power can be manipulated by exploiting alliances during wartime. The US–UK case during World War II and the brief discussion of US–UK during World War I suggest that when costs are low, rising powers can benefit most when a declining power becomes financially dependent during a war. 
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