	World War I changed many states.  New states were created from the ashes of the old.  Great empires were humbled, and others gravely weakened.  And the United States of America, which before World War I had shied away from European affairs, found itself called to the Continent.  The United States, by the end of the First World War, had sent an army of over 2 million men to France.  By November 1918, it had engaged the Germans at Belleau Wood, and was in the process of fighting back German divisions in the Meuse-Argonne offensive.  Yet after the war, there were conflicting accounts as to the impact of American involvement in the First World War.  While at the beginning of the war America had been staunchly neutral, at the declaration of war in April 1917 it was all but a foregone conclusion that America was on the side of the Allies.  Unrestricted submarine warfare, British control of propaganda reaching the United States, and German blundering as exemplified in the Zimmerman Telegram had pushed US President Woodrow Wilson away from strict neutrality toward the side of Britain, France, and Russia.  Before the declaration of war in 1917, America was involved with the supply of the Allied powers.  However, its involvement grew greatly after the declaration of war.  Was the increase great enough to tip the scales against Germany in the West?  American intervention has been de-emphasized by some historians, citing other factors and the halting, slow, and at times inept nature of American military action in France.  Niall Ferguson for one dismisses the concept that “the Americans won the war.” (Ferguson 312)  It is true that there were significant problems with American mobilization - a standing army had never been part of US policy before the war, or after for a time.  However, if for no other reason than the symbolic nature of American intervention, the Americans had a major impact.  They raised the morale of the British and French and demoralized the Germans.  Despite infighting between American and European commanders, despite the problems within the American Expeditionary Force, the declaration of war on Germany by the United States and its further actions were necessary, critical components of the Allied victory.





PSYCHOLOGICAL IMPACT


	The American declaration of war on Germany and the introduction of forces into the Western Front was critical for the psychological well-being of the British and French.  Given the state of affairs, with Russia in revolution and the Western Allies suffering setbacks in the Nivelle offensives and in Flanders, the declaration of hostilities by the United States injected a fresh optimism into Allied forces which had been lacking thanks to the nature of trench warfare and the attrition among the ranks.  As important as the psychological strengthening was to the Allies, the US served just as important a purpose by forcing the Germans into constant recalculations before the declaration of hostilities, then by forcing Ludendorff’s hand in the 1918 spring offensives, timed to occur before America could mass major concentrations of troops in France.


	In 1917, after Verdun and the Somme, the Allies were at a psychological breaking point, highlighted best by the failure of the Nivelle offensive in early 1917 and the “mutinies” which followed.  Granted, these were not mutinies in the traditional sense, given a lack of violence against those officers serving in the trenches.  In addition, the soldiers were prepared to defend their homeland.  But after Verdun and the Nivelle offensives, they were too tired to feasibly continue.  They wanted home leave, and they were tired of what they saw as mass suicide.  Nivelle’s replacement by Petain was critical in ending these revolts - he went to the soldiers, he spoke with them, he convinced them to continue the fight.  However, he gave a tacit guarantee to avoid offensives of the style favored by Nivelle and British commander Sir Douglas Haig.  Rather, in a critical quote, he stated that the soldiers “would wait for the tanks and the Americans.”


	The aftermath of the Nivelle offensive and Petain’s statement to the soldiers serves as an example of the psychological impact of American involvement.  The Allies were worried at the state of affairs on the Eastern Front, and saw Germany prepared to swing its forces back West for a devastating blow.  Bled white by years of conflict, they knew not how to withstand the oncoming onslaught.  What Woodrow Wilson did by his declaration of war on Germany was breathe new hope into the Allied ranks.  There was a common hope associated with the intervention of the doughboys.  And when they arrived, they conveyed this hope with them.  American soldiers, being inexperienced in the darker sides of twentieth century warfare, arrived in France with an attitude that the war could be won.  The British and French saw a certain naivete in these sorts of statements, yet at the same time understood that this was a renewed spirit if the war was to be prosecuted and won.  With the end of the war in the East, it was seen as impossible to win a war of attrition in the West, without it being a Pyrrhic victory where the British and French would be in an even worse position than the Germans, who were holding significant parts of France, not to mention Belgium and the territories in the East.


	The quality of American intervention in the First World War lent it an idealistic quality which had been lacking since early on in the war.  At the beginning of the war, the British had seen themselves involved in the war after “the rape of Belgium,” after reports of German atrocities which incensed the British public and motivated mass numbers to enlist in Kitchener’s armies.  The French felt themselves maligned by the theft of Alsace and Lorraine in 1870, and also saw themselves invaded by the Germans, calling all French to the colors in a sort of “national war.”  By 1917, these motivations were dead in the trenches.  Three years of struggle had decreased the impact of the originally idealistic motivations for war, and war aims became limited to victory, perhaps motivated by revenge.  The United States’ declaration of war changed this by calling its action a modern-day crusade, to “make the world safe for democracy.”  This added a sort of moral reinforcement to the Allied cause which had been lacking at the time; while the more cynical among the British and French could again see the US as naive, there was an inspiring spirit to motivate the troops which had been lacking in the past.


	Apart from the psychological impact of American intervention to the Allies, there was a particular impact on the Germans.  The threat of countless fresh American divisions pouring across the Atlantic sent panic waves through the German military and political decision making complex.  America had represented a bogey in German decision making since the declaration of hostilities, a potential counterweight which could tip the scales of battle between German victory and Allied success.  This was the explanation for the fluctuations in the policy of unrestricted submarine warfare.  When unrestricted submarine warfare was curtailed, it was under the imperative of Bethman-Hollweg, believing that American involvement in the war would lead to German defeat.  Yet at times this belief was countered with the argument that America had no significant standing army, and would pose no short-term threat.  In addition, unrestricted submarine warfare was not designed in a vacuum, but was supposed to counter the Royal Navy’s blockade of the German coast, important after the stalemate at Jutland.  Unrestricted submarine warfare was believed to have the capacity to strangle Britain into submission.  Also, as the war progressed and the US was de facto allied with Britain and France - especially in terms of industrial supply and war materiel - Germany made maneuvers to counter US involvement, maneuvers which proved counterproductive, ineffective yet drawing the US closer to Britain and France.  The Black Tom explosion and the sinking of the Lusitania were both examples of this, but in some ways were problematic because they did not draw the US directly into war.  The Lusitania in particular demonstrated to the hardliners in Berlin that America would not be provoked into declaring war.  Yet, when unrestricted submarine warfare began anew in 1917, it was accompanied by a sense that the United States could not be kept out of the war.  The Zimmerman telegram reflected this, suggesting that since the US would be entering the war, that Germany needed to counterbalance by creating a diversion on the North American continent.


	As of April 1917, German thinking vis a vis American involvement shifted.  Before then, there had been some who believed in spite of all the ruinous German actions, despite unrestricted submarine warfare, that the United States was a neutral power, would remain a neutral power, and did not threaten Germany.  When war was declared, thinking shifted more to the concept of speed.  It was well known that America lacked a strong army - while its navy was world-class, its army was ranked as the seventeenth-largest in the world, veterans of naught but the Spanish-American war, Indian fighting in the west, and the Mexican expedition of 1916 (***).  Therefore, submarine warfare was accelerated, in order to starve Britain before the US could bring its forces to bear on the Continent.  As hostilities on the Eastern Front moved to a conclusion and negotiations commenced at Brest-Litovsk, Ludendorff began planning for a major offensive in the West, not simply because of the availability of forces for an attack, nor only because of the changes in doctrine allowing for the development of specialized shock troops to break through Allied lines.  The planning for an offensive in the West was centered around the timetable for American involvement en masse on the side of the Allies.  It was believed by many German planners, most importantly Ludendorff, that Germany had approximately a year’s window to mobilize forces and attack in the West, striking the decisive blow and forcing the French to sue for peace.  This plan, Operation Michael, was the final stage of the war in the West, and was nearly successful.  However, had it not occurred, it is conceivable that the Germans would not have been overextended when the Allies counterattacked, this time with American reinforcements, in late 1918 in the final offensives.  In addition, the Germans would have still been reinforced with the Russian divisions.  The war ended differently because of the perception of a threat by Ludendorff, which forced him into action.


	American involvement was also critical in terms of German morale.  Having just defeated the Russians, they felt prepared to win in the West - except that the Americans became involved with the British and French.  This was a demoralizing factor not only in the minds of planners but in the ranks as well.  The sheer numbers involved with American intervention by late 1918 made them seem unstoppable, despite whatever tactical or strategic failings possessed by the military.  Most important were the immense numbers of available American reserves - Britain and France were exhausted by 1918, but the Germans were as well.  The Americans could afford, given their population and industrial base, to mobilize millions of fresh soldiers to add to the already battle-tested British and French.  The Germans had no reserve like this to draw upon; more importantly, they knew of this failing.





MATERIAL IMPACT


	The material impact of American intervention for the Allied side has been questioned by some scholars.  While the US had been supplying Britain and France since the beginning of the war, it took over a year to mobilize significant forces to send to Europe.  This was compounded by a decision to maintain separate, intact US forces, rather than integrating them into the Allied armies as the British and French wanted.  Therefore conflicts erupted between the US and the Allies which delayed the movement of forces across the Atlantic.  While the US was critical as a manpower reserve despite the decision to keep US forces under American command, it had a more marginal impact upon the Germans, given the limited nature of the American section of the Western Front and the brevity of American engagement before the signing of the armistice in November 1918.


	Timing was a critical factor in the US’s material impact on the Allies.  The United States declared war in April 1917, but it took American military planners over a year to have any sort of military force in the field.  In this time, the Germans concluded their war in the East and massed veteran Eastern Front divisions for Operation Michael.  Had the United States been prepared to mobilize more quickly, had they possessed a greater military infrastructure before 1917, this may have been a lesser factor.  However long it took American divisions to mobilize into France, once they were there, they played major roles in the Meuse-Argonne offensive, in the defense of Belleau Wood, and in ferrying more supplies to Europe for the war effort.  But there was a significant gap between the declaration of war and American soldiers dying in France.


	The gap between the declaration of war by Wilson and the commencement of actual hostilities was not a simple function of the distance between the US and France, nor was it purely based on the limited nature of the US Army in 1917.  Another problem was that relations between American Expeditionary Force commander Pershing and the Allied leadership were problematic at times.  Difficulties came in the question of where and how to station US troops.  Pershing was insistent on maintaining separate command of US divisions, outside of British or French divisions.  The British and French saw a major need for manpower more than anything else, and wanted to “plug in” American soldiers into preexisting British and French units, so as to get them into battle beforehand.  In his arguments in this case, Pershing was backed by the American leadership and President Wilson, but it caused major delays in mobilizing complete American divisions.  This squabbling also led to delays in the shipping of American troops to France.  Britain, who maintained a commanding lead in the size of its merchant marine over any other nation in the world, made specific demands on Pershing for forces sent on British ships to be tasked to European divisions, not American ones.  When Pershing disagreed to this demand, the shipping of troops was delayed.  Also, the British and French wanted a priority placed on infantry and artillery troops, yet Pershing insisted on supply and logistics troops, in order to maintain separate American commands.  This decreased the immediacy of an American impact in Europe, and lessened in some respects the amount of time spent in the field.  Because of this limitation, it is possible to state that the US had a lessened material impact.


	The other, and greatest reason why the US was cited as having a minor, at best, material impact on the war was the lack of training, equipment, or adaptation to the environment of the Western Front on the part of the Americans.  As stated earlier, the US in 1917 had the seventeenth-largest army in the world.  Upon the declaration of war, Secretary of War Newton Baker undertook a crash mobilization program, but even that took time to learn.  In addition, American leaders had not learned from the lessons of the trenches, and came to France prepared to undertake a “great offensive.”  This was inspiring, albeit naive from the perspective of an army lacking everything except pistols and rifles.  The US army was forced to acquire artillery and any sort of weaponry heavier than personal gear from the British and particularly the French.  They were untrained in the use of armored warfare, save a few officers such as George Patton who learned during the war.  While the US had been supplying the Allies throughout the war with bullets and other core logistic needs, there were war-fighting elements lacking in the AEF.  In addition, the lack of training for trench warfare was displayed throughout the American involvement.  Ferguson cites the Meuse-Argonne offensive, where the American forces suffered over 100,000 casualties, especially from gas - for which he notes that other armies had been prepared - and that Pershing had a devotion to frontal assaults which had been proven problematic by the great British and French offensives of earlier in the war. (Ferguson 312)  The US served its purpose in the end as a blunt instrument - pushing forward, but not until the end of the war, and using tactics only sustainable given German exhaustion and the seemingly inexhaustible American supply of manpower.


	The US also had a real impact on Germany, albeit less of one than upon the Allies.  American soldiers faced Germans along what were considered “quiet” sectors of the Western Front, in order to harden them for battle.  Therefore, they faced divisions of a lesser calibre than those facing the British and French. However, they did inflict defeats upon the Germans at Belleau Wood, and while they suffered egregious casualties in the Argonne, they still succeeded in pushing the German forces back.  However, the material impact of the Americans upon the Germans on the field of battle was not terribly great, because of the cessation of hostilities in November 1918.  Had the war continued, the Americans might have played a greater role as more soldiers were called upon.  However, with the war ending as it did, and given Pershing’s decision to maintain US forces in separate divisions, the US found itself focused in the Meuse-Argonne offensive rather than general advance across the Western Front.


(expand this paragraph)





AMERICAN INVOLVEMENT WEIGHED AGAINST OTHER FACTORS


	While the US’s declaration of war in April 1917 was critical to the ending of the war as it did in November 1918, it competed with other factors to be the critical factor.  Primary among these other factors were the shifts in tactics during the war, the failure of the German spring offensives, the introduction of new technologies into the war, and the reinforcement of Allied supply as German supply was choked off.  Yet in all of these categories American involvement is important.  Shifts in tactics would have been fruitless without American manpower.  It is possible to argue that the German spring offensives would not have happened, thereby overextending the German military, without the fear of American involvement.  Developments in military technology would not have renewed the depleted ranks of the Allies.  And the success of Allied supply was directly linked to American cooperation.


	Changes in Allied tactics... (need to research this more before writing)





	The failure of the German spring offensives in 1918 was seen as the death knell for the Central Powers.  It was at this point that they threatened Paris more than anywhere else since the opening of the war, yet it was a last-ditch effort.  Germany was able to shift its front-line divisions from the Eastern Front to the Western Front, and its developments in tactics - developments which mirrored, or in some ways preceded and surpassed Allied advances in strategy in 1917-18 - were enough to cause the panic which swept through the Allied ranks during Operation Michael.  However, the attack was blunted.  Germany lacked the resources and the reserves to follow through on successful breakthroughs.  In addition, the age-old curse of offensives reared its head:  the infrastructure of Northern France allowed reserves to be moved into the line in order to blunt German advances.  However, Britain and France would have been in far greater danger moving in their forces to stop the German offensive without the guarantee of American support forthcoming across the Atlantic, and with the real presence of American forces beginning to materialize in mid-1918.  When the counterattacks came, the Germans had no reserve upon which to draw.  The British and French did - the Americans - which allowed them to blunt the German offensives.  Therefore, the Americans were critical to stalemating the Germans, and eventually driving them back.


	In addition, as previously noted, the German high command, Ludendorff in particular, would not have been as pressed to engage in an offensive on the Western Front without America’s declaration of war and mobilization.  The spring offensives were the last card Ludendorff could play, his “last chance” before the Americans could arrive in force and irrevocably swing the war the way of the Allies.  Had America not declared war when it did in April 1917, it is plausible to imagine a counterfactual scenario where Operation Michael would not have happened, where German forces would have been reinforced but allowed Britain and France to bloody themselves upon the Hindenburg Line before engaging in a later offensive, at which point the Allies would have been exhausted.  It is true that given Russia’s defeat, an offensive was attractive in the West.  The Ludendorff reforms of 1916, the development of stormtruppen, and the new manpower made available by Russia’s collapse into revolution provided, as was stated by (Keegan?) the ideal opportunity to break through, an opportunity unseen since 1914, the fulfillment of the Schlieffen Plan.  However, the United States forced Ludendorff’s hand.


	The introduction of tanks and other new technological advances into the Allied forces have been cited as the sine qua non for Allied victory in the First World War.  And it is true that tanks and aircraft, as well as earlier developments such as poison gas, played important roles during the war.  Aeroplanes allowed for never-before-possible aerial surveillance of the battlefield.  Poison gas gave the hope for breakthroughs, although defenses were established.  More than anything else, tanks can be seen as the critical technological advance that won the war for the West.  It is true that the armor advantage was overwhelmingly on the side of the Allies -- Germany had but a few tanks, and decided to focus more on artillery and infantry as ways to win the war.  Tanks shifted the offense-defense technological relationship that had existed before the war back to the side of offense, as they showed during World War II in the reintroduction of mobile warfare.  But during World War I, they were not the be all and end all.  They had a major psychological impact.  And they were proof to many of the hazards of life on the Western Front - protected against shrapnel, able to cross trenches, heavily gunned and armored.  Yet tanks alone could not win the war.  Tanks served a similar purpose for the Allies as shock troops did for the Germans.  They were quite successful in creating havoc in enemy lines, and in forcing breakthroughs.  However, for these breakthroughs to be successful, both tanks and shock troops had to be followed by reinforcements, else the breakthroughs would be unsuccessful.  For tanks to move through enemy lines, they require fuel, repair in case of damage or mechanical failure, not to mention ground forces to secure territory gained.  Without a reserve of infantry both prepared and willing to follow on the gains made by Allied armor, tank offensives would have had little practical value.  US Army and Marine ground forces were prepared to go on the offensive, both in the nature of their training and in their mindset.  Furthermore, American forces arriving in France gave the British and French the flexibility to go on the offensive, rather than waiting in their trenches in order to avoid casualties - as was the case with the French at the time of Nivelle’s sacking.  Had it not been for American reinforcements, British and French advances in technology could not have made the contribution which they in fact did make to the victory in the West.


	Another important factor to Allied success in World War I was the defeat of unrestricted submarine warfare by the convoy system in sustaining supply to Britain and France.  However, this would have been impossible without American support.  Aside from the industrial and economic support which had been offered throughout the war, the convoy system was not a solely British effort.  In fact, the British and American navies were both engaged in the convoy system, and it did not take hold until both Lloyd George and Wilson cleared it (Harries 83)  The defeat of submarine warfare could not be attributed solely to the British, in this case.  In fact, Keegan states that the immediate mobilization of the US Navy, already one of the most formidable, if not the most powerful navies in the world, tipped the balance of power in the Atlantic irrevocably to the Allies. (Keegan 352)  Enough naval forces were made available to allow convoy sailing - beforehand, the Royal Navy was worried as well about a possible future breakout of the High Seas Fleet, but the introduction of American forces allowed the flexibility to release destroyers and other naval forces for convoy duty.  Even with convoys, however, Keegan notes that the Allies did not “win” the U-boat war, but rather that the Germans simply “lost” it. (Keegan 355)


	A final outside factor was one which almost tipped the war for the Central Powers rather than the Allies and demonstrated without question the importance of American intervention -- the collapse of Russia in 1917.  Russia’s quick mobilization in 1914 had crippled the Schlieffen Plan (although some argue it was dead from the start).  It also kept Germany and Austria tied down in the East so that they could not strike a crippling blow in the West, and in fact forced Germany into defensive positions in the West for most of the time when it was in the war.  Yet its collapse in 1917 released the forces which almost won the war for Germany in the west, had it not been for American reinforcements and the dilemma in which German decision makers such as Ludendorff were placed with Wilson’s decision of April 1917.  Had Russia not collapsed as it did in 1917, American involvement might have been supplemental, but the war might have carried on far longer than it in reality did.  As such, the Russian factor can be seen as inviting American intervention, unlike the other factors which superficially could be seen as being more important than the American intervention in terms of the victory in November 1918.





THE VERDICT OF HISTORY


	If the United States played the role as described above, critical in the victory in November 1918, why is the importance of intervention in question?  There have been scholars and policy makers who have downgraded the importance of America’s involvement in 1917 and 1918, and three reasons can be highlighted for this.  First was America’s role at the Paris Peace Conference and its “retrenchment” after World War I away from European affairs.  Because the United States did not remain a major political player on the European stage after the conclusion of World War I, its impact was minimized.  Second, the conflicts which developed between American leaders - specifically Pershing - and British leaders such as Lloyd George poisoned the postwar scholarship, highlighting the ineptitude of the American effort rather than whether or not it was the turning point.  Finally, the short duration of American involvement compared with Britain and France’s engagement meant that the war had a greater impact on European society and scholarship than American.  Needing to rationalize the massive casualties suffered, Britain and France found it necessary in their “national mythos” to see themselves as the critical factors for victory, not the United States, which seemed to breeze into and out of the conflict.


	The United States entered World War I not to counterbalance Germany’s ambitions toward weltpolitik, nor for the redress of the Franco-Prussian War.  Wilson’s motivations were far more idealistic -- calling the war “the war to end all wars” and “making the world safe for democracy.”  This shone through at the Paris Peace Conference.  Britain and France, having suffered through four years of warfare, were primarily concerned with revenge upon Germany, making sure that it could never threaten the peace in Europe again.  This was problematic, given the nature of the armistice of 1918, where German soldiers were allowed to march back to their homeland within their units.  The German attitude of having left the battlefield undefeated was reinforced by the conflicts between Allied war aims.  The United States’ priorities were to dissemble the system of “balance of power” which had governed European international relations for centuries.  The British and French were far less concerned with this.  Another bone of contention between the Allies was based on overseas possessions -- British and French desires to maintain and expand their colonial systems, combating with traditional American views on colonialism as being evil.  Wilson’s arguments for self-determination were only allowed to apply in Eastern Europe, where economic ties preexisted with Britain and France, and where a cordon sanitaire could be established to contain the newly created Soviet Union.  The most contentious issue, however, was reparations.  The US backed a system to regenerate the European economy, while Britain and especially France wanted to punish Germany.  This would continue in the post-war years, as England became more and more concerned with rebuilding Germany as a trading partner, contrary to French wishes to dominate and subjugate their former enemy.


	The United States lost a great deal of legitimacy with Europe when the Senate chose not to ratify the Treaty of Versailles.  This eliminated most of the credibility which the United States had in Europe; when compounded with Wilson’s stroke and the rise of the Republicans calling for a “return to normalcy,” the United States emerged in the 1920s disengaged from European affairs.  Popular sentiment in the US called for “bringing the boys home,” and when the US failed to ratify Wilson’s creation, the League of Nations, this served to downplay the American contribution to the war at large.  The US was seen as coming in at the end, playing but a minor role, and retreating back across the Atlantic.  While the United States was not uniformly isolationist, the casualty rates in Europe - which were seen as doing nothing - made it difficult to justify further engagement, especially when coupled with traditional American avoidance of “entangling alliances.”


	American diplomatic actions after the end of the war were one reason why the US role was minimized, but another came from the relations between Pershing and Lloyd George, among others.  Because of Pershing’s insistence to maintain autonomous control of American forces, there were significant delays in US Army troops seeing action.  European saw this as delaying the war.  In addition, Pershing was criticized for not learning the lessons of his British and French predecessors, by insisting on forward assaults, by using divisions which were seen as too large, “unwieldy” as Ferguson put it.  This was cited as the cause for the high American casualty rates which were shown to prove that the Americans did not “win the war.”  It is true that from a material perspective, the US did not provide some sort of innovative breakthrough, but rather, a reserve of men.  And this reserve was not employed exactly as the Europeans would have liked given American demands for autonomy.  The United States was seen as “pushy,” as trying to dictate to those nations which had fought the Germans for three and more years how to fight the war.


	The United States’ role in World War I was downplayed finally because of the brevity of American involvement.  The British and French were engaged on the Western Front for three years before the declaration of war by the US, and it took another year before significant US forces could come to their aid.  Before US forces had arrived, the British and French had absorbed the first offensives of 1914, tried to come back at the Somme, and beaten back German onslaughts at Verdun and in Operation Michael.  Given the level of European involvement, it is difficult, especially for British and French scholars, to grant that the turning point in World War I came from the assistance of the United States, seen by them as an upstart.  Part of this was reinforced by the lack of emphasis on World War I in the US.  There is little national myth about the First World War in the US -- it has always been World War II which was seen as “America’s war.”  On the reverse, in Britain and France, World War I was “their war.”  Casualty rates in Britain and France were into the millions - 2.5 million for Britain, nearly 4 million for France (Ferguson 295).  On the other hand, US casualties were around 300,000 -- staggering for such a short period of conflict, yet still far less than those suffered by Britain and France.  The war was fought on European territory, and Britain and France had far more invested in the long-term peace than the United States.  In short, the European allies had far more invested in the war than the United States, and this was reflected in the scholarship.  The United States did not necessarily claim having “won” the war -- while its contribution was essential, to say so would be tactless given British and French sacrifices.  In addition, as noted earlier, the most important American contribution was psychological, giving hope to the Allies and demoralizing and panicking the Germans.  This is a contribution which cannot be quantified in lives lost or in battles fought, whereas the British and French contributions can be seen in the war memorials in nearly every town in England and France.





The United States entered the First World War at a critical point.  The Russians were collapsing in the East, providing Germany with its one opportunity to bring the war to a climax in the West.  British and French morale was sagging as German retrenchment behind the Hindenburg Line led to futile charges.  Passachendale and the Nivelle offensives were the result of British and French struggles against the line in 1917.  As morale sagged, there was an active search for ways to win the war.  Some pinned their hopes on tanks, although untried.  More pinned their hopes on the Americans.  The Germans were compelled to accelerate their plans to go on the offensive in France.  As the US mobilized, the navy linked with the Royal Navy in a convoy system to ensure a more successful logistics bridge across the Atlantic.  And as forces began to arrive in France, the tide swung to the side of the Allies for the final time.  Were American material contributions enormous?  Not necessarily -- but they had the potential to be huge.  By the end of the war, America had mobilized over 2 million men into arms.  This was what gave hope to Britain and France, and so demoralized Germany that the will to resist collapsed, and the peace offers proffered by the US were accepted by the Germans, and an armistice was signed.  The import of American intervention was downplayed in the post-war era.  However, even though the US only fought in limited sectors of the Western Front, the psychological impact of American intervention was enough to turn the tide, in retrospect, for the Allies.  By 1917, it was likely that America was going to enter the war on the side of the Allies, although there were skeptics.  But had the United States not entered the war when it did, the war could have turned out far differently.  The spring offensives of 1918 might have been far different.  The French mutinies of 1917 might have been far more successful.  It is impossible to tell.  However, it is clear that American intervention played a critical psychological role as well as a potential material role, enough to swing the war to the side of the Allies.  As such, American intervention was necessary in order to win the war when the war was won for the Allies.





