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Foreword

Established during World War II to advise the President regarding the strate-
gic direction of armed forces of the United States, the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS)
continued in existence after the war and, as military advisers and planners, have
played a significant role in the development of national policy. Knowledge of JCS
relations with the President, the National Security Council, and the Secretary of
Defense in the years since World War 1 is essential to an understanding of their
current work. An account of their activity in peacetime and during times of crisis
provides, moreover, an important series of chapters in the military history of the
United States. For these reasons, the Joint Chiefs of Staff directed that an official
history be written for the record. Its value for instructional purposes, for the ori-
entation of officers newly assigned to the JCS organization, and as a source of in-
formation for staff studies will be readily recognized.

The series, The Joint Chiefs of Staff and National Policy, treats the activities of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff since the close of World War Il. Because of the nature of the
activities of the Joint Chiefs of Staff as well as the sensitivity of the sources, the
volumes of the series were originally prepared in classified form. Classification
designations, in text and footnotes, are those that appeared in the original classi-
fied volume. Following review and declassification, the initial four volumes, cov-
ering the years 1945-1952 and the Korean War, were distributed in unclassified
form within the Department of Defense and copies were deposited with the Na-
tional Archives and Records Administration. These volumes are now being made
available as official publications.

Volume I describes JCS activities during the period 1945-1947 except for ac-
tivities related to Indochina, which are covered in a separate series. The vol-
ume was originally planned by Dr. Ernest R. May, who developed an outline
and wrote a preliminary draft. Following a lapse of some years, Dr. May’s
draft was revised by Dr. Walter S. Poole. Subsequently, Mr. James F. Schnabel
reviewed the existing drafts, carried out additional research, and wrote the
volume in its present form. Resource constraints have prevented revision to re-
flect recent scholarship.



Foreword

This volume was reviewed for declassification by the appropriate US Gov-
ernment departments and agencies and cleared for release. The volume is an of-
ficial publication of the Joint Chiefs of Staff but, inasmuch as the text has not
been considered by the Joint Chiefs of Staff, it must be construed as descriptive
only and does not constitute the official position of the Joint Chiefs of Staff on
any subject.

Washington, DC DAVID A. ARMSTRONG
August 1996 Director for Joint History
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Preface

This history is designed to present the actions of the Joint Chiefs of Staff in
contributing to the formulation of national policy during the months following
the end of World War II. The Cold War, which began in this period, was essen-
tially a political struggle pitting the nations of the Western world, led by the
United States, against the Communist bloc of nations under Soviet domination.
Because this Cold War was not a shooting war and its main battles were political,
the Joint Chiefs of Staff did not play a central part. Nevertheless, the presence of
strong military overtones in any type of confrontation between two nations so
powerful as the Soviet Union and the United States was inescapable. Hence the
Joint Chiefs of Staff were concerned with almost every aspect of the Cold War to
some degree. Political activities have therefore been described briefly but with
every effort to avoid distorting the relative importance of JCS contribution in any
particular case.

When the war ended in September 1945, most of the former belligerents expe-
rienced a traumatic reaction to the costly sacrifices and the terrible human suffer-
ing of the wartime years and looked forward to a resumption of peaceful pur-
suits. But as the armies of the Western world were being disbanded in haste and
disarray, the Soviet Union kept its military strength almost at wartime levels,
strategically deployed in Eastern Europe and in the Far East. This combination of
factors created an extremely fortuitous climate for the realization of Soviet ambi-
tions. Through the threat of military action, which they were fully capable of car-
rying out successfully, the Soviet Union imposed its will upon its neighbors and
caused the Western nations to yield on important political issues. These develop-
ments had a profound effect on the postwar world.

There had been plain signs before the war ended that US and Soviet interests
were moving into opposition. No one event, however, can be said to have
marked the beginning of the Cold War, and few Americans realized that it had
begun until it was well under way. They were slow to recognize, and reluctant to
admit, that the wartime alliance with the Soviet Union was breaking apart and
that the Soviets were, as a matter of national policy, taking unilateral actions di-
rectly against the interest of the West.

As shall be seen, the Joint Chiefs of Staff were among the earliest to recognize
Soviet moves as a threat to US interests and to the peace and security of the
world. This awareness of the dangers of allowing Soviet aggrandizement to con-
tinue unopposed is clearly evident in the few planning documents of the period.
The growing Soviet capability and Soviet intentions inimical to the West are
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Preface

frankly pointed out in these documents although they were embryonic and in-
conclusive and received only minimal approval and official sanction. The Joint
Chiefs of Staff, although still functioning under the tenuous authority granted
them in World War 1I, sought to promote military policies for the nation that
would place it in the best possible military position to oppose Soviet actions.
Their efforts were hampered by a massive reduction of US wartime strength and
by service disagreements fomented and kept alive by special interests and rival-
ries for limited national resources.

American leaders were slow to react initially. But by the end of the period
covered in this history they had become convinced that resistance to the Soviets
was necessary. From this conviction stemmed such major national policies as the
Truman Doctrine and the Marshall Plan. By the nature of their advice to their su-
periors the Joint Chiefs of Staff were instrumental in bringing about these poli-
cies. Notable instances in which their counsel undoubtedly helped shape the na-
tional policy lie in their insistent warnings to the Secretary of State in the
confrontation over the Turkish Straits and to the President in the matter of rela-
tions with the Soviet Union.

In preparing this volume the author has received invaluable assistance from
experts in several fields. Among these have been Dr. Robert ]J. Watson, Chief of
the JCS Historical Division and Mr. Kenneth W. Condit, Chief of the Histories
Branch of the division, who have reviewed successive drafts of this history. Their
judicious counsel has been instrumental in greatly improving the original
manuscript and rendering a more balanced and readable presentation. In addi-
tion Mr. Condit has supervised all arrangements for physical production of this
history to include its assembly and printing. Mrs. Janet W. Ball, Editorial Assis-
tant of the division, performed typing, copy editing, and carried out other ad-
ministrative requirements in connection with production. The extensive research
in official files that was necessary in the writing of this history would not have
been possible without the skillful and willing support of Mr. Sigmund W. Musin-
ski, Chief of the Records and Information Retrieval Branch, Documents Division,
JCS, and his very capable and responsive staff.

Since records for this period have been retired to the National Archives, it has
been necessary to request the temporary transfer of numerous documents to the
Pentagon for research purposes. In every case these requests have been met with
dispatch and efficiency by Mr. William Cunliffe of the Modern Military Records
Branch, Military Archives Division, National Archives and Records. The declassi-
fication of these records prior to their use in this history was carried out most ef-
fectively by CW4 William A. Barbee, Chief of the Declassification and Archival
Branch, Documents Division, Joint Secretariat. Mr. Barbee was ably assisted in
this function by Mrs. Janet M. Lekang of the same office.
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The Joint Chiefs of Staff in 1945

On 14 August 1945, Japan accepted the Potsdam Surrender terms, thus
bringing World War II to a close. At this date, the Joint Chiefs of Staff occupied
a central position in the US military establishment. They provided the US rep-
resentation on the Combined Chiefs of Staff. They served as the primary US
national agency for the coordination and strategic direction of the Army and
Navy, responsible directly to the President as Commander in Chief. Through-
out World War II they had advised the President on war plans and strategy,
military relations with allies, the munitions, shipping, and manpower require-
ments of US forces, and matters of joint Army-Navy policy. Other wartime
functions included responsibilities for military research and development, cog-
nizance over the Office of Strategic Services (OS5), and operational (not merely
advisory), responsibilities for allocation of shipping, munitions and petroleum
products.!

The Joint Chiefs of Staff had come into being shortly following US entry into
World War II. The immediate reason for their establishment had been the need to
provide an effective US counterpart to the British Chiefs of Staff so that the two
groups of national military leaders might function together as the Combined
Chiefs of Staff, the principal allied military mechanism for strategic direction of
the war against the Axis Powers. The first official meeting of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff had occurred on 9 February 1942. President Franklin D. Roosevelt issued no
formal statement or definition of duties and responsibilities of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, owing primarily to a desire to allow them the necessary latitude and flexi-
bility to carry out such activities as they might find necessary to satisfy the
requirements of the war. 2

When World War Il ended, the Joint Chiefs of Staff included the military lead-
ers who had guided the United States to victory: Fleet Admiral William D. Leahy,
Chief of Staff to the Commander in Chief of the Army and Navy, who presided at
JCS meetings and maintained liaison with the White House; General of the Army
George C. Marshall, Chief of Staff, US Army; Fleet Admiral Ernest J. King, Com-
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mander in Chief US Fleet and Chief of Naval Operations; and General of the
Army Henry H. Arnold, Commanding General of the Army Air Force.

The membership of the Joint Chiefs of Staff changed during the first year fol-
lowing the end of World War I, as the wartime members retired to be replaced
by officers who had commanded the major US and Allied forces in the field. Gen-
eral of the Army Dwight D. Eisenhower, who had been Supreme Commander of
Allied Forces in the European Theater during the war, replaced General of the
Army Marshall as Chief of Staff, US Army, on 19 November 1945. One month
later, on 15 December 1945, Fleet Admiral Chester W. Nimitz took over as Chief
of Naval Operations from Fleet Admiral King.? Admiral Nimitz had rendered
distinguished service to the nation as Commander in Chief, Pacific Ocean Areas
and US Pacific Fleet, during the war against the Japanese. General Arnold, Com-
manding General, Army Air Forces, was replaced in that post on 1 March 1946
by General Carl Spaatz. General Spaatz had commanded US Strategic Air Forces
in Europe in 1944 and in 1945 had commanded the US Strategic Air Forces in the
Pacific during the final strategic bombing of Japan.

The organization supporting the Joint Chiefs of Staff consisted primarily of
part-time interservice committees whose members represented their individual
Services rather than constituting a true joint staff. Most of these committees were
served by full-time staffs. The committees varied widely in size and in impor-
tance. Some of them were purely technical. Others had broad planning and oper-
ational functions. A few performed important policy/advisory roles. Some com-
mittees carried out only the JCS interservice responsibilities while others
furnished members to the Combined US/British Committees. A Joint Secretariat
performed the administrative and support activities essential to the effective
functioning of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

Probably the most influential element of the Joint Chiefs of Staff organization
was the full-time Joint Strategic Survey Committee (JSSC), comprising three flag
or general officers who performed long-range planning and advised the Joint
Chiefs of Staff on current strategic matters. The members of the JSSC as the war
drew near an end were: Lieutenant General Stanley D. Embick, USA; Major Gen-
eral Muir S. Fairchild, USA; and Vice Admiral Russell Willson, USN.

Another key element of the organization was the Joint Staff Planners (JPS),
who were charged with day-to-day preparation of detailed plans, based on guid-
ance from the Joint Chiefs of Staff or, occasionally, from the JSSC. Members of the
JPS also served as planning officers within their respective Services. Other impor-
tant committees of the Joint Chiefs of Staff were the Joint Intelligence Committee
(JIC) and the Joint Logistics Committee (JLC).

Relationships with the President

he controlling relationship of the Joint Chiefs of Staff within the framework
of the United States Government was that maintained with the President of
the United States, to whom they were principal advisers on all military matters.
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The Joint Chiefs of Staff in 1945

During most of the war, the Joint Chiefs of Staff dealt with President Roosevelt
mainly through Admiral Leahy, his Chief of Staff. The Office of Chief of Staff to
the Commander in Chief was without precedent in US military history. It had
been created expressly for Admiral Leahy in July 1942. The appointment seems
to have been fortunate for the Joint Chiefs of Staff since Admiral Leahy was
able to serve as a channel for transmittal of daily “decisions, intents, and
requirements of the Commander in Chief to his staff.” Admiral Leahy was able
in turn to pass to the Commander in Chief the opinions and recommendations
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and other data he needed for making informed deci-
sions on military matters. This system did not preclude face-to-face consulta-
tions by the other members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff with the President, but it
reduced the requirements for such meetings to exchange opinions, information,
and directions.®

President Roosevelt employed a very personal approach to the business of
government, including that of prosecuting the war against the Axis. He believed
in flexibility and was often deceptively casual and informal in his working rela-
tionships. He was known to prefer individual advice to the recommendations of
an organized body. He took a greater interest in the day-to-day detailed direction
of the US military forces than had most US Presidents in earlier wars. He seems
to have looked upon the Joint Chiefs of Staff primarily as his personal advisers
on the military conduct of the war and to have valued and followed their recom-
mendations.® As one authority has noted concerning the JCS relationship with
President Roosevelt:

Whatever uncertainty there was about the definition of the powers of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff as an organization, the relationship of its individual members to
the President as Commander in Chief was well established and provided a suffi-
cient legal sanction for their actions....so long as the Joint Chiefs of Staff
retained the confidence of their Commander in Chief there was little reason to
fear a challenge to their authority in the military direction of the war.’

The death of President Roosevelt on 12 April 1945 brought into office a man
unlike his predecessor and whose accession was to have a marked influence on
the nature of JCS postwar functions. Harry S. Truman, the new President, had
been kept out of policy deliberations by President Roosevelt during his term as
Vice President, a fact which made his first months in office more difficult. His
methods of operation were quite different from those of Mr. Roosevelt. He was,
for example, proud of his ability to make decisions quickly. Secretary of War
Henry L. Stimson later recalled of Mr. Truman, “It was a wonderful relief to pre-
ceding conferences with our former Chief to see the promptness and snappiness
with which Truman took up each matter and decided it.” Mr. Stimson also
recalls, however, that this same approach to problems led President Truman dur-
ing his first months in office to make several hasty decisions on the basis of insuf-
ficient information. When the war ended he had been in office only four months.
Only time would tell whether he would measure up to the challenges of the post-
war period of turbulence and uncertainty.?
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As he was to demonstrate, President Truman trusted and relied upon the indi-
vidual members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff for expert military advice. That this
advice in some areas, was not always so clear-cut and timely as it might have
been, retlected not upon the abilities and dedication of the individual members
but was instead, owing to the emergence of Service rivalries and disagreement,
and divergent interests and perceptions of priorities, aggravated by stringent
shortages in military appropriations.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Secretaries of War, Navy and State

he Joint Chiefs of Staff had no direct responsibilities to, nor were they respon-

sive to instructions from the Secretaries of War and of the Navy, Henry L.
Stimson and James V. Forrestal respectively. They were responsible only to the
President in matters affecting military conduct of the war and did not consult
with either of the Secretaries regarding purely military advice to the President.
The Secretaries of War and Navy were not included on the regular distribution
lists of JCS papers.’

In their Service roles, of course, both General Marshall and Admiral King had
close working relationships with the Secretaries of their individual Services. The
Chief of Staff, US Army, served as the “immediate adviser” to the Secretary of
War on all matters affecting the military establishment and was charged by him
with the planning, development and execution of the Army military program. In
like fashion the Chief of Naval Operations and the Commander in Chief, US
Fleet, combined in the person of Admiral King, was the primary adviser and
executive to the Secretary of the Navy for the conduct of activities of the naval
establishment. As for the relationship among the Secretaries, the Military Chiefs,
and the President, the War and Navy Secretaries continued to be the President’s
advisers and administrative deputies in the Armed Services, and he regarded the
Army Chief of Staff and the Chief of Naval Operations as his direct executive
agents in matters of military strategy and operations.!” The JCS relationship to
the Secretary of State was never clearly defined but nevertheless was an opera-
tive one in which the Secretary occasionally asked for and received advice
directly from the Joint Chiefs of Staff. This practice became even more frequent in
the postwar period following the replacement of Secretary Edward R. Stettinius
by Secretary James F. Byrnes in June 1945.

JCS Relations with the State-War-Navy Coordinating Committee
(SWNCCQO)

he Joint Chiefs of Staff worked closely with the State-War-Navy Coordinat-
ing Committee an important agency created late in World War II. Shortly
after Mr. Stettinius replaced Cordell Hull as Secretary of State on 1 Decem-
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ber 1944, the decision was made to create SWNCC. Its establishment stemmed
from the obvious need for providing an agency to deal in postwar policy prepa-
ration and also reflected an increasing involvement of the State Department in
military matters. There was, in addition, a necessity to provide a basis for inter-
departmental staff work and to bring foreign policy formulation into closer con-
nection with the deliberations of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the work of the JCS
committees. Following discussions among the members of the three Departments
during the Dumbarton Oaks conversations, Secretaries Stettinius, Stimson, and
Forrestal agreed to appoint a committee to represent each of their Departments.
This committee was charged with developing recommendations to the Secretary
of State on questions with both military and political aspects and with coordinat-
ing the views of the three Departments in matters of common interest. Mr. James
C. Dunn was named State member and Chairman; Assistant Secretary of War
John J. McCloy and Assistant Secretary of the Navy Artemus L. Gates were the
other members. Advisers to the committee, which first met on 19 December 1944,
included Admiral Willson of the JSSC.

The SWNCC was supported by subcommittees on Europe, Latin America, the
Far East, and the Near and Middle East. The SWNCC coordinated Departmental
views, particularly on matters involving foreign policy and relations with foreign
nations. In all cases where military operations were a prime factor SWNCC
papers on the situation would be referred to the Joint Chiefs of Staff for review
and comment. The SWNCC system and the JCS system were well suited to each
other and worked smoothly."

JCS Participation in the United Nations

he formation of the United Nations organization created another relationship

and another responsibility for the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The UN Charter pro-
vided for a military Staff Committee to consist of “Chiefs of Staff of the perma-
nent members of the Security Council or their representatives.” In reviewing this
provision in late 1945 the Joint Chiefs of Staff acknowledged that they, as individ-
uals, must be US members of the Military Staff Committee. But they elected to be
seconded by representatives who, though not JCS deputies in the strict sense,
were authorized to make decisions when dealing with foreign representatives.
These representatives, one from each of the Services, were coordinate and
coequal among themselves. “In short,” the Joint Chiefs of Staff informed
SWNCC, “the organization of the US representatives on the Military Staff Com-
mittee should be based on that of the present organization of the United States
Chiefs of Staff. ”12

On 28 December 1945, the Joint Chiefs of Staff agreed that each individual
representative would have full and free communication with his own Service
Chiefs of Staff. However, all policy matters would be referred by the representa-
tives as a collective body to the Joint Chiefs of Staff for decision. They would
communicate through the Joint Secretariat.!
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Future Prospects

he Joint Chiefs of Staff had been formed during wartime to carry out a

wartime mission. They had done this extremely well. But the Joint Chiefs of
Staff had no legal sanction for their existence, and the matter of whether or not
they would continue to exist and function following the end of the war remained
in doubt until the National Security Act became law on 26 July 1947. Even more
uncertain was the type of function the Joint Chiefs of Staff would perform in the
postwar period. As matters turned out, the primary concern and responsibility of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff became the several broad military problems that arose in
the wake of World War IL It was to these problems that most of their effort was
devoted. However, difficult and persistent political and diplomatic problems
arose for the nation as World War II ended, deepening in the months and years
that followed. Mainly, these problems stemmed from the expansionist policies of
the Soviet Union and the hostility of the Stalinist regime when Western Nations
opposed them. While the Joint Chiefs of Staff did not play a major role in the
political and diplomatic actions necessary to cope with these problems, the prob-
lems themselves became central to the course of national and international events
and therefore are of great importance to any history of the Joint Chiefs of Staff in
the postwar period.



Between War and Peace

Initial US Views of the Postwar World

uring World War II, US leaders held an optimistic view of the world that

would emerge in the postwar years. The British and Soviet views, on the
other hand, tended to be more pragmatic and much less optimistic. Unlike its
allies the United States counted heavily on the emergence of free democractic
processes in large areas of the world following the war. It believed that many for-
mer enslaved peoples would be allowed self-determination and would choose
their own forms of government. It counted heavily on this fact and upon the
growth of free economic exchange and trade to resolve future conflicts among
the nations. President Roosevelt and other US leaders worked hard to bring
about a world organization that would enforce peace following the war, an orga-
nization that ultimately emerged as the United Nations. They did not question
that the big powers would dominate this organization but counted upon their
doing so with fairness and impartiality. Even more important to the future peace
of the world, in the US view, was the maintenance of good relations among the
USSR, Great Britain, and the United States in the postwar years. Because the
Soviet Union had cooperated with the United States in defeating Germany, and
because Soviet Premier Joseph Stalin had shrewdly disbanded the Comintern,
the Soviet mechanism for spreading communist ideology into other nations, US
leaders had come to believe that the USSR was no longer bent on fostering a
world revolution. This belief and the policies that flowed from it were attractive
to the American people and tended in the postwar years to retard US recognition
of the Soviet threat as it developed.

In mid-1944 the Joint Chiefs of Staff attempted to analyze what postwar Europe
would be like. The war, they believed, was bringing “fundamental and revolution-
ary” alterations in the structure of Europe. Most significant was the phoenix-like
rise of the Soviet Union as the strongest nation in Europe. There was no way of
telling just how strong the Soviet Union would become, but its phenomenal devel-
opment would surely have “epochal” influence on international relationships.
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A relationship that particularly concerned the Joint Chiefs of Staff was that
between the USSR and Britain. British strength and influence would diminish
markedly in the postwar period and would not serve to offset the growth of
Soviet power. The United States, of course, would remain a great power. In any
war in the foreseeable future between the Soviet Union and Britain, the United
States would very likely side with Britain. So great was Soviet strength on the
continent that while the United States might be able to defend Britain success-
fully, it could not defeat the Soviet Union. It was essential therefore that US
efforts be devoted to preventing such a war by promoting a spirit of “mutual
cooperation between Britain, Russia and ourselves.” The greatest danger to
world peace in the postwar era, in the judgment of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, lay in
either the USSR or Great Britain “seeking to attach to herself parts of Europe to
the disadvantage and possible danger of her potential adversary. ”!

On 3 August 1944, in connection with consideration of the proposed interna-
tional organization of the United Nations and of postwar territorial settlements,
the Joint Chiefs of Staff volunteered another forecast of the postwar military bal-
ance of power throughout the world. They did not forecast a conflict between the
United States and the Soviet Union. “The defeat of Germany,” the Joint Chiefs of
Staff stated in a memorandum to the Secretary of State, “will leave Russia in a
position of assured military dominance in Eastern Europe and in the Middle
East.” In the period immediately following the German surrender the United
States and Great Britain would predominate in western Europe; but with demo-
bilization and the inevitable withdrawal of all but occupation forces their
strength in that area would decline.

Final allied victory would find the relative national military strengths of the
world’s powers drastically changed. This was of fundamental importance in its bear-
ing upon future international political settlements. The United States and the USSR
would be the strongest military powers in the world, with Britain much weaker.

China would be for many years, despite her vast population and area, a minor
military power of “but little military strength.” France would be even weaker
militarily than Great Britain although she would be able to strengthen herself
eventually. Italy would remain a “relatively minor military power,” largely
dependent upon others for her munitions.

The United States and the USSR would be dominant in their respective areas;
neither could defeat the other, even with the help of the British; Great Britain was
the third strongest nation but much weaker than either of the others; the three
great powers, the USSR, the United States, and Great Britain, could preserve the
peace if they wished.?

Differences over Eastern Europe: First Signs of Rift between
East and West

he first signs of serious disagreement between the Soviet Union and its West-
ern allies appeared as the Red Armies pushed into the Balkans and Eastern
Europe in late 1944. The nations of this area had passed under German domina-
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tion in one way or another. Some were governed outright by the Nazis, their
legitimate rulers having fled into exile; others were under dictatorial regimes that
had more or less willingly joined Nazi Germany’s attack on the Soviet Union. All
were on or near the borders of the Soviet Union and thus strategically important
to her. In some of them rival partisan groups were fighting for control. It soon
became obvious that the Soviet Union seriously intended to bring these countries
under its exclusive sway by threat and force. When the Western allies expressed
objection, the Soviets made it unmistakably clear that, in this matter, they would
yield only to the most extreme pressure. And neither the United States nor Great
Britain, whose ground forces were largely removed from the scene, was capable
of or inclined to exert such pressure on the Soviets.

Soviet efforts to dominate the liberated nations of Central Europe and the
Balkans were effective because of the tremendous preponderance of Soviet mili-
tary strength concentrated in and near these nations. As German forces were
defeated and driven out of these countries, Soviet occupation forces replaced
them. US and British members of control commissions for these countries were
sharply restricted in their movements and activities and were unable to learn
exactly what was taking place, much less to influence events. Under these con-
ditions it was relatively simple for the Soviets to place trusted communists in
the existing governments under the pretext of coalition rule. From that point it
was only a matter of time until noncommunist elements were forced out of the
government, leaving communists in power. The will of the people was not a fac-
tor. Great Britain and the United States watched helplessly as the communists
thus took over the reins of government in Rumania, Bulgaria, Albania, Hungary,
and Poland.?

Facilitating this process in several instances, Great Britain and the Soviet
Union had, in the spring of 1944, tacitly agreed on the degree of interest each
should enjoy in some of the Balkan nations. Claiming “military necessity” for so
doing, the two allies agreed that Great Britain should have predominant interest
in Greece and the Soviet Union in Rumania, and that both should bear equal
influence in Yugoslavia. In late 1944 these “understandings” were expanded,
apparently with US knowledge. Premier Joseph Stalin and Prime Minister Win-
ston S. Churchill, meeting in October 1944, agreed that the Soviet Union would
have a 90 percent predominance in Rumania and 75 percent predominance in
Bulgaria; Great Britain would enjoy 90 percent predominance in Greece. The two
nations would wield equal influence in Yugoslavia and Hungary.*

Western influence and participation in Rumania, Bulgaria, Albania, and Hun-
gary was gradually eliminated in spite of protests from US and British diplomats.
In Yugoslavia a somewhat different situation existed, with an already strong
indigenous communist government being established with minimum support
from the Soviet Union. Czechoslovakia was under strong communist pressures
as the war ended. The nation that more than any other came into contention
between the Soviet Union and the Western allies was Poland.

Poland, aside from the Soviet Union the major power in Eastern Europe prior
to World War II, had been invaded by Germany and the Soviet Union in 1939.
Her armies had been smashed, her cities destroyed, her people slaughtered,
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deported or enslaved. Thousands of Polish soldiers and airmen were serving
with allied forces. A government in exile, headed by Stanislaw Mikolajczyk and
established in London, was supported by the British Government and recognized
as legitimate by both the United States and Great Britain. It had been widely
assumed that at war’s end Poland would be restored to her place among the
world’s democratic nations and that the territories wrested from her by the
Soviet Union in 1939 would be restored. Such was not to be the case.

The Soviet interest in Poland was largely strategic. Lying as she did on Rus-
sia’s borders, Poland could serve as either a protective buffer or an invasjon
route to the Soviet Union as history had demonstrated. Premier Stalin had deter-
mined that Poland would come under Soviet control with a government of his
choosing and completely responsive to him. Selecting a group of Polish commu-
nists living in the Soviet Union, he formed a puppet government in 1943, and
when circumstances permitted, moved it into Lublin, Poland, where it was
allowed to begin functioning. Since the existence of this government was incom-
patible with the existence of the “London” government recognized by the
United States and Great Britain, the stage was set for confrontation and conflict
over Poland’s future. Soviet forces drove the Germans from Warsaw and entered
the Polish capital on 17 January 1945. The Soviet Union announced its recogni-
tion of the Lublin government as the rightful government of Poland while the
United States and Great Britain continued to recognize the London government.
With Soviet forces occupying Poland, the “Lublin Poles” became the de facto
government of Poland.

In an effort to resolve these differences over Poland, President Roosevelt and
Prime Minister Churchill corresponded with Premier Stalin, urging him to forego
his insistence on a communist-dominated government for Poland. Thus matters
stood on the eve of the meeting of the three leaders at Yalta in February 1945.5

A Cautious Reappraisal of Soviet Intentions

These unilateral actions by the Soviet Union in Eastern Europe aroused con-
cern within the JCS organization. The Joint Intelligence Committee, on its
own initiative, drew up a statement of these matters and circulated it to the Staff
in early January 1945. This intelligence statement had a faintly ominous ring,
somewhat different from earlier appraisals of the Soviet Union. “In carrying out
its national security policies,” the JIC report forecast, “the Soviet Union will rely
heavily upon the development of its own influence upon other nations. In
peripheral areas, such as Eastern Europe, the USSR will insist upon control or
predominant influence. In Central Europe, China, and perhaps Japan,” the report
continued, “it will insist upon an influence at least equal to that of the Western
powers. In Western Europe and the Mediterranean, it will attempt to make
British influence less than Soviet influence in Eastern Europe.” And in more dis-
tant regions, the Soviets would “probably be content to wield a merely negative
power such as will prevent anti-Soviet orientation of the countries involved. In
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carrying out these policies, the USSR will use the local communist parties and
other means at its disposal.”

Underlying this judgment, in which intelligence officials went to some pains
to avoid the appearance of being alarmist, was a realization that Soviet strength
would be a major factor in shaping the postwar world and that no one in the
West really knew which direction Soviet policy would take. The joint estimate
stated that the Soviet Union would emerge from the war politically stable. Its
people would have a high morale and would grant the government full free-
dom of action in whatever policy it chose to execute. Soviet foreign policy,
which would be backed by a very strong military force (3,000,000 men would
probably be kept under arms), would be motivated by a fear of capitalist encir-
clement and a desire for access to the high seas. “The Soviet Union,” the report
noted enigmatically, “has no strong economic motive for an expansion of terri-
tory or influence.”

To achieve its maximum economic recovery, the Soviet Union would need to
avoid a conflict with Great Britain or the United States and the tensions that
might lead to an arms race. To this end it would probably adopt a peaceful policy
“unless it conceives its vital interests relating to national security are threatened.”

As for the contemplated international organization for the preservation of
world peace, the Soviet Union would probably cooperate to a degree but would
remain skeptical of the organization’s practicality, suspicious that it might become
an instrument of the capitalist nations in their efforts to encircle the USSR.®

The Joint Chiefs of Staff gave no official approval to this report, but an action
they took shortly thereafter suggests that they had taken its message to heart.
Late in 1944 Soviet Foreign Minister Vyacheslav M. Molotov had demanded that
the Norwegian Government cede Bear Island to the Soviet Union and place
Spitsbergen Island under a “Russo-Norwegian condominium.” These two
islands lay directly north of Norway in the Arctic Ocean. When asked for their
views on this matter the Joint Chiefs of Staff advised SWNCC on 23 July 1945
that the Soviet proposals should be considered along with all other territorial
changes arising out of the war. If it were necessary to discuss them separately,
however, the United States should oppose the Soviet position. “This war has
been fought,” the Joint Chiefs of Staff stated, “to prevent an aggressive nation
from dominating Europe, and ultimately threatening the Western Hemisphere.”
From the standpoint of long-range security, and until the post-war situation and
Soviet policy could be seen more clearly, the United States should, in so far as
practicable, “resist demands and policies which tend to improve the Soviet posi-
tion in Western Europe.””

The Yalta Conference

s they had done on several occasions earlier, the Heads of State of the three
major allied powers met from 5 to 11 February 1945 to discuss combined
policy and strategy. The meeting at Yalta, in the Crimea, became particularly sig-
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nificant owing to the imminence of victory over Germany, the nature of the top-
ics discussed, and the later impact of decisions reached at the meeting. Viewed
contemporarily as an outstanding example of cooperation among Great Britain,
the United States, and the Soviet Union, Yalta was, in reality, the origin of later
differences with regard to postwar policies and international arrangements.
Important political decisions and promises on postwar settlements emerged from
the Yalta Conference, decisions that were to have a profound effect on the post-
war world and promises that were ignored or broken. President Roosevelt
focused primarily on three questions during his talks with Premier Stalin and
Prime Minister Churchill. These issues were the future of Poland, Soviet entry
into the War against Japan, and the new international organization for preserva-
tion of world peace that had been agreed upon by representatives of the major
wartime allies at Dumbarton Oaks in 1944.*

Strong arguments among the three allies accompanied consideration of the
Polish issue at Yalta. Both President Roosevelt and Prime Minister Churchill
questioned the Soviet actions in Poland that were designed to bring that country
under Soviet domination. Premier Stalin argued vehemently and with strong
feeling that Poland must be placed under a government friendly to the Soviet
Union. The arguments of the Western leaders had little effect on him.

Nevertheless, apparently in concession to the obviously strong feelings
shared by President Roosevelt and Prime Minister Churchill, Premier Stalin
agreed to a statement of policy on Poland that appeared to give some hope for
establishment of a broad-based and democratic goverment. This statement
included a pledge that the present Lublin government would be “reorganized
on a broader democratic basis with the inclusion of democratic leaders from
Poland itself and from Poles abroad.” This new coalition government would be
called the Polish Provisional Government of National Unity. To accomplish this
reorganization, Foreign Minister Molotov would consult in Moscow with the US
and British Ambassadors to the Soviet Union, W. Averell Harriman and Sir
Archibald Clark Kerr, with the leadership of the Lublin government, and “with
other Polish democratic leaders within Poland and abroad.” The resulting new
government would be “pledged to the holding of free and unfettered elections
as soon as possible on the basis of universal suffrage and secret ballot.” The new
government would be recognized by the United States and Great Britain, as well
as the Soviet Union.

With respect to the sensitive issue of Soviet retention of lands seized from
Poland in 1939, the Heads of State decreed that the eastern frontier of Poland
would be adjusted to follow the “Curzon Line” with certain digressions in favor
of Poland. In return for this substantial loss of territory to the Soviet Union,
Poland would be compensated by “substantial accessions of territory on the
north and west” at Germany’s expense.’

It thus appeared for the moment that the three allies had achieved a diplo-
matic solution to what had threatened to become a major political problem
among them. The illusion was short lived.

In respect to Poland and other nations as well, the United States and Great
Britain placed a great deal of faith in the Declaration on Liberated Europe, issued
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at Yalta, as the ultimate solution in achieving peaceful and prosperous “demo-
cratic” governments for all nations freed from German domination. At the time,
this document was considered to be the most significant of all those generated at
Yalta. In it, the United States, Great Britain, and the Soviet Union pledged that
they would “concert” their policies, during the period of temporary instability
sure to follow on German defeat, in assisting the peoples of former Axis satellite
states in Europe “to solve by democratic means their pressing political and eco-
nomic problems.” They reaffirmed the principle of the Atlantic Charter—the
right of all peoples to choose the form of government under which they would
live—and promised to restore sovereign rights and self government to those who
had been forcibly deprived of them by aggressor nations. They further promised
to form interim governments broadly representative of all “democratic” elements
and to establish as soon as possible, through free elections, governments respon-
sive to the will of the people. Where necessary, they would facilitate the holding
of such elections.!®

In the important matter of what to do with a defeated Germany, the Soviets
agreed very reluctantly to French participation in the occupation, provided that
the zone assigned to France be taken from the territory already allotted to the
United States and Great Britain. The Soviet leaders also sought harsh terms for
Germany in the matter of reparations, terms that were resisted by both the
United States and Great Britain.

As an adjunct to securing Soviet agreement to enter the war against Japan,
a secret protocol was worked out among the three leaders in which Soviet ter-
ritorial demands in the Far East were accepted, including: (1) Soviet acquisi-
tion of the Sakhalins and adjacent islands; (2) recognition of preeminent Soviet
interests in the port of Dairen; (3) restoration of the lease of Port Arthur as a
Soviet naval base; (4) Soviet acquisition of the Kurile Islands; (5) joint Soviet-
Chinese operation of the Chinese Eastern Railway and the South Manchuria
Railway. The Joint Chiefs of Staff were not present nor were they consulted on
this protocol.”

Upon returning from Yalta, President Roosevelt reported to the US
Congress. He stated two main purposes for having met with Prime Minister
Churchill and Premier Stalin, “to bring defeat to Germany” and “to continue to
build the foundation for an international accord which would bring order and
security...and give some assurance of lasting peace....” Never before, he
asserted, had the major allies been more closely united—in war aims and peace
aims. There had, he admitted, been instances of “political confusion and unrest
in...liberated areas—Greece, Poland, Yugoslavia, and other places.” Worse
than that, the President continued, “there actually have come to grow up in
some of them vaguely defined ‘spheres of influence” which were incompatible
with the basic principles of international collaboration. . ..” However, the Presi-
dent maintained that he was “convinced that the agreement on Poland, under
the circumstances, is the most hopeful agreement possible for a free, indepen-
dent, and prosperous Polish state. ... The Conference in the Crimea was a turn-
ing point in American History.” 2
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Worsening Relations over Eastern Europe

ccording to Mr. James F. Byrnes, who was shortly to become the Secretary of

State, the Yalta Conference was proof of allied unity, strength, and power of
decision. The tide of Anglo-American-Soviet friendship, he noted, had reached a
new high in Yalta. But Mr. Byrnes added, somewhat ruefully, that President Roo-
sevelt had barely returned to American soil when that tide began to ebb.”* The
illusion of good feeling and cooperative relationships among the Soviet Union
and the Western powers faded quickly in the aftermath of Yalta. Incident fol-
lowed incident, recrimination grew, and misunderstanding became the order of
the day rather than the exception.

Within only a few days after the conclusion of the Yalta Conference and the
Declaration of Liberated Europe, the communists provoked a political crisis in
Rumania.” On 6 March, supported by Soviet military power, a communist coup
d’etat placed Rumania under a communist government. This thoroughly dis-
pleased the United States and Great Britain, but in an exchange with Prime Min-
ister Churchill, the US President declared that Rumania was not a good test case
as a violation of the Yalta Declaration on Liberated Europe. “The Russians,” he
pointed out, “have been in undisputed control from the beginning and with
Rumania lying athwart the Russian lines of communications it is moreover diffi-
cult to contest the plea of military necessity and security which they are using to
justify their action.”

For his part, the British Prime Minister noted that the Western position was
greatly weakened by the agreement he had made with Premier Stalin in October,
granting Russia 90 percent influence in Rumania. In this connection he was very
conscious of the fact that the Soviet leader had shown remarkable restraint with
regard to communist actions in Greece and was obviously keeping his part of
the bargain. He feared that any move by the United States to protest seriously
the Soviet actions in Rumania might endanger the British position in Greece.
Thus almost by tacit agreement the United States and Great Britain acceded to
the seizure of Rumania by the puppet government so strongly backed by the
Soviet Union.!5

Developments concerning Poland were no more satisfactory to the West. As
agreed at Yalta, Ambassadors Harriman and Kerr met in Moscow with Foreign
Minister Molotov beginning in late February in order to effect a reorganization of
the Lublin government and to bring into it some of the noncommunist Polish
leaders. At every turn the Soviets remained obstructive, obstinately refusing to
give ground and obviously having no intention of allowing any but their own
selected Poles to serve in the Provisional government.

Frustrated by Soviet actions, Prime Minister Churchill sent a message to Presi-
dent Roosevelt on 13 March in which he foresaw that Poland was to lose her free-
dom. “We are in the presence of a great failure and an utter breakdown of what
was settled at Yalta, ... we British have not the necessary strength to carry the
matter further and ... the limits of our capacity to act have been reached.” He
warned that if the United States and Great Britain did not act in concert “the
doom of Poland is sealed.”1
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President Roosevelt hesitated, but after almost two weeks of continued
Soviet intransigence and at the persistent urging of the British Prime Minister he
sent Premier Stalin a strongly worded protest on 1 April 1945, saying “I must
make it quite plain to you that...a thinly disguised continuance of the present
Warsaw regime would be unacceptable and would cause the people of the
United States to regard the Yalta agreement as having failed.” The President
called for a fair and speedy settlement of the Polish question and warned that if
this were not done “all of the difficulties and dangers to Allied unity which we
had so much in mind in reaching our decision at the Crimea will face us in an
even more acute form.””

Premier Stalin replied to President Roosevelt’s message within the week. On 7
April the Soviet leader denied that his government was responsible for the fail-
ure to agree on Poland, charging instead that the US and British members of the
Moscow Commission were obstructing progress. His reply, a model of sweet rea-
son on the surface, was nevertheless a flat rebuff of the President.” 18

President Roosevelt remained outwardly optimistic about the prospects of
closer relations and friendly collaboration with the Soviet Union. On the day
before his death he sent a personal message to Prime Minister Churchill, who
had told the President of his intent to make a statement in the House of Com-
mons relative to Poland and other issues with the Soviet Union. “I would mini-
mize the general Soviet problem as much as possible,” President Roosevelt
advised the British leader, “because these problems, in one form or another, seem
to arise every day and most of them straighten out. . .. We must be firm, however,
and our course thus far is correct.” 1

President Roosevelt died at Warm Springs, Georgia, on 12 April. Harry S Tru-
man immediately took office as President of the United States. In Moscow
Ambassador Harriman called upon Mr. Molotov and Premier Stalin with the
news of President Roosevelt’'s death. He made a special point of assuring both
Soviet officials that the new President would carry on his predecessor’s policies
and plans exactly as he understood them.

The plethora of problems developing with the Soviet Union over its actions in
Eastern Europe, particularly in Poland, and the inability to deal with them
through normal political processes, irritated the new President. He took the occa-
sion of a visit by Soviet Foreign Minister Molotov to the White House on 22 April
to display this irritation. He assured Mr. Molotov that the United States intended
to carry out all agreements made at Yalta, but that, to this point, these agreements
had been a one way street and that this could not continue.

At a meeting on the next day with his principal advisers, President Truman
asked for views on how to deal with Soviets over Poland. He set the tone for the
meeting by repeating his observation that so far all US-British agreements with
the Soviet Union had been “a one way street” and that this could not go on. It
was, he said, “now or never.” As for plans to hold the United Nations Conference
in San Francisco, the United States would go ahead with those plans. If the Rus-
sians did not care to join in they could “go to hell.”2!

Secretary of War Stimson advised that the United States should take a cau-
tious approach toward the Soviet Union on the Polish issue until the depth of
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Soviet determination had been ascertained and Soviet motives analyzed. Secre-
tary of State Byrnes, after reading aloud the portion of the Yalta agreement relat-
ing to the formation of a new government and the holding of free elections,
asserted that this could only be interpreted in one way. Secretary of the Navy
Forrestal took the strong view that Poland was not an isolated incident, that the
Soviets seemed to feel that the United States would not object if they took over
all of Eastern Europe. He charged that if the Soviets continued to be intransigent,
the United States would be better off having a “show down” with them “now”
rather than “later.”

Of the members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff who were present only Admiral
Leahy and General Marshall expressed opinions and both were somewhat equiv-
ocal. Admiral Leahy believed that the Yalta agreement was susceptible of two
interpretations. It would be a serious matter to break with the Soviets, but the
United States should at least tell them that it stood for a free and independent
Poland. General Marshall agreed with Secretary of War Stimson that caution
was advisable. He was not familiar with details of the Polish issue but he was
familiar with the military situation. The problem of defeating Japan concerned
him and he was hoping for Soviet participation against Japan. Should the
United States break with the Soviet Union over Poland there was a good chance
the Soviets would delay entry into the war in the Far East until after the United
States had done “all the dirty work.” Admiral King expressed no views on the
Polish question. A

At the conclusion of this meeting President Truman instructed the Secretary of
State to prepare a statement for Mr. Molotov to hand to Marshal Stalin, a list of
points to be given orally to Mr. Molotov, and a draft statement to the press. Later
that same day the President, the Secretary of State, Admiral Leahy, and Ambas-
sador Harriman met with Foreign Minister Molotov and Ambassador Andrei A.
Gromyko. The President handed Mr. Molotov a strong statement demanding
prompt and fair settlement of the Polish question as provided for at the Yalta
Conference. He spoke very firmly to Mr. Molotov on the necessity for Marshal
Stalin to honor his word and to carry out the agreement that had been reached on
Poland by the three powers.??

So sharp was the President’s message and demeanor that Mr. Molotov remon-
strated, saying that he had never before been spoken to in that manner. “Carry
out your agreements,” President Truman replied, “and you won't get talked to
like that.”?

Occupation Plans for Germany and Austria

nsofar as the United States and Great Britain were concerned, the war in
Europe came to an end officially with the unconditional surrender of Germany
on 7 May 1945—"V-E Day.” Most of Europe lay in ruins. Soviet forces had seized
Berlin. US, British, and other allies lay in possession of western Germany. Even in
this propitious moment of victory, Soviet leaders harbored suspicion of their
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allies” motives. Although Soviet representatives took part in the signing of the
surrender document at General Eisenhower’s headquarters in Rheims, France,
on 7 May, Premier Stalin remained suspicious that the Germans were surrender-
ing only to the Anglo-Americans. He therefore refused to recognize the validity
of the Rheims document. Only after a second surrender by Germany, solemnized
with the Soviets in the shattered German capital of Berlin on 8 May 1945, would
Premier Stalin consider the war at an end.

The attainment of the common goal that had cost each allied nation dearly in
blood and wealth brought no lessening in the friction among them. Indeed, in the
months that followed, greater and greater differences developed, to the point that
the United States, Britain, and France would soon be estranged from the Soviet
Union and the countries that had fallen under its domination and influence.

The surrender terms for Germany provided that, since the German Govern-
ment was no longer effective, the United Kingdom, the United States, the Soviet
Union, and France possessed supreme authority with respect to Germany. In the
exercise of this authority, they would take such steps as they deemed necessary
for peace and security,® including the complete disarmament, demilitarization,
and dismemberment of Germany.

The victorious powers divided Germany into four zones. The Soviet Zone
encompassed the northeastern quadrant; the British Zone, the northwestern
quarter; and the US Zone, the central and southern portion. France was alloted a
somewhat smaller section in the west along her own borders. Bremen and Bre-
merhaven were designated as a port enclave for the United States. The city of
Berlin was divided into four sectors, assigned to Soviet, French, United States,
and British control, although the city itself lay in the heart of the Soviet Zone. A
protocol on the zones of occupation and administration of the “Greater Berlin”
area had been developed by US, UK, and Soviet representatives in London in
September 1944.

An amendment of November 1944 allocated the northwestern parts of Ger-
many and Greater Berlin to the United Kingdom, established the Bremen enclave
for the United States and assigned the southwestern part of Germany and the
southern part of Berlin to the United States. The protocol was approved by the
United States on 2 February 1945, by the United Kingdom on 5 December 1944,
and by the Soviet Union on 6 February 1945. In accordance with the Yalta agree-
ment this protocol was further amended on 26 July 1945 to provide for French
occupation zones, both in Germany and Greater Berlin.?

The victorious powers agreed also on machinery by which Germany as a
whole would be governed. A protocol on control machinery for Germany was
agreed on 14 November 1944. The agreement, after approval by the United
States, the Soviet Union and the United Kingdom, was amended in May 1945 to
provide for the participation of France. Supreme authority in Germany would be
exercised within their respective zones by the Commanders in Chief of the armed
forces of the four powers. Acting as a body they would form a Control Council
which would meet regularly to decide on the chief military, economic, political,
and other questions affecting Germany as a whole.”
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In May 1945, the Joint Chiefs of Staff issued to General Eisenhower as Com-
mander in Chief of the US Forces of Occupation a directive for his guidance in
the military government of that portion of Germany to be occupied by US forces.
This directive was based on the political decisions that had already been reached
by the Big Three powers with respect to Germany. It instructed General Eisen-
hower to carry out and support in the US zone the policies agreed in the Control
Council. In the absence of policies he would be guided by directives from the
Joint Chiefs of Staff.?

Although they issued this directive to General Eisenhower, the Joint Chiefs of
Staff played only a minor role in its development. The major influence in drafting
the policy directive had come from the Departments of State and War, with the
Treasury Department exerting some influence. However, President Truman had
approved the directive after consultation with the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

The Allies viewed Austria in a somewhat different light from Germany, which
had absorbed the smaller nation in 1936. In a declaration at Moscow in Novem-
ber 1943, the Big Three had promised to “liberate Austria from German domina-
tion and to make it possible for the Austrian people to find their own way to
political and economic security.” The basic aim at the war’s end, therefore, was
the separation of Austria from Germany and the establishment of an indepen-
dent Austria. It was necessary however that Austria, as part of a defeated enemy
state, be occupied and governed for a time. This was not accomplished as
smoothly as might have been hoped. An agreement among the United States, the
USSR, the United Kingdom, and the provisional government of the French
Republic was reached on control machinery in Austria and signed at a meeting in
London on 4 July 1945.30

The agreement on the zones of occupation for Austria and the administration
of the city of Vienna was a different matter. The question was negotiated within
the European Advisory Commission in London for nearly eight months without
being resolved. The main zones of allied occupation had been agreed provision-
ally in April. However, the Soviets would not agree to the number of airfields
that the United States, the United Kingdom, and the French wished to use in
Vienna. In the meantime the war had ended but the Soviet commanders whose
forces occupied much of Austria refused to let troops of the other three nations
into territory controlled by them. On 9 July 1945 agreement was reached on the
airfields question, and the agreement on occupation zones was signed. Problems
continued on Austria, however, until final ratification of the agreement on 24 July
in London. Until that time, Soviet commanders were entirely uncooperative and
refused to discuss with US or UK commanders any of the arrangements for occu-
pation. But at the Potsdam Conference on 24 July, Marshal Stalin agreed to coop-
erate in the occupation of Austria and to allow US, British, and French troops to
occupy their zones immediately.*

Austria was divided into four zones of occupation as follows: France-western
Austria; United States-north western Austria; United Kingdom-southern Austria;
and USSR-north eastern Austria. The city of Vienna was occupied by all four
powers, with the outer fringes of the city divided into zones on a unilateral basis
and the inner city occupied jointly.*?
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Before these agreements had even been concluded, Prime Minister Churchill,
alarmed by Soviet actions, urged President Truman not to withdraw US forces to
the occupation lines. To do so, he wrote the President on 1 May 1945,

would mean the tide of Russian domination sweeping forward 120 miles on a
front of 300 or 400 miles. This would be an event wiic , if it occurred, would be
one of the most melancholy in history. . .. territories under Russian control would
include the Baltic provinces, all of Germany to the occupational line, all of
Czechoslovakia, a large part of Austria, the whole of Yugoslavia, Hungary, Rou-
mania, Bulgaria. . . . It would include the great capitals Berlin, Vienna, Budapest,
Belgrade, Bucharest and Sofia.

Mr. Churchill warned that the United States and Britain should not pull
back from their present positions “until satisfied about Poland, . ..about the
temporary character of the Russian occupation of Germany, and the conditions
to be established in ... Russian-controlled countries in the Danube valley par-
ticularly Hungary, Austria, Czechoslovakia and the Balkans.” If these matters
were not settled before the US armies left Europe, Mr. Churchill feared, “there
are no prospects of a satisfactory solution and very little of preventing a third
world war.”3

I have always worked for friendship with Russia, but like you, I feel deep anxiet
because of their misinterpretation of the Yalta decisions, their attitude towards
Poland, their overwhelming influence in the Balkans excepting Greece, the diffi-
culties they make about Vienna, the combination of Russian power and the terri-
tories under control or occupied, coupled with the Communist technique in so
many other countries, and above all their power to maintain very large armies in
the field for a long time. What will be the position in a year or two, when the
British and American armies have meltef and the French has not yet been
formed on any major scale, when we may have a handful of divisions mostly
French, and when Russia may choose to keep two or three hundred on active ser-
vice?

President Truman, however, was unwilling to challenge the occupation provi-
sions. Through a special representative, Mr. Joseph E. Davies, he informed Mr.
Churchill that all the agreements made by President Roosevelt would be honored.?

The Venezia Giulia Confrontation

In spite of the potential for misunderstanding or incidents where forces of two
allies with conflicting interests met, the link-up of US-British and Soviet forces
in Germany and Austria took place without serious difficulty or incident. The
same could not be said of the Italian theater, where the Yugoslavian ally proved
hostile, stubborn, and difficult. A serious confrontation had developed early in
1945, as Yugoslav forces fighting the Germans under the leadership of the com-
munist partisan Josip Broz (Tito} approached the borders of Italy. Marshal Tito
declared his intention to take over portions of northern Italy, including the
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important seaport of Trieste and the surrounding territory of Venezia Giulia. The
Allied commander responsible for this area, Field Marshal Sir Harold Alexander,
SACMED (Supreme Allied Commander, Mediterranean), realizing that Marshal
Tito had already infiltrated much of Venezia Giulia and set up his own civil
administration, informed the Yugoslav leader that he intended to occupy Venezia
Giulia and to administer it by military government. Marshal Tito initially
appeared agreeable to this, asking only that his civil administration be retained in
those places where it was already operating.*

As the German forces fell back under the combined attack of US-British forces
in Italy and of Yugoslav forces in Yugoslavia, the need for a firm agreement with
the Tito regime became more apparent. Field Marshal Alexander on 26 April 1945
informed the Combined Chiefs of Staff that he meant to occupy those portions of
Venezia Giulia essential to his operations. These would include the city of Trieste,
the naval base of Pola, and the lines of communication from those points leading
into Austria.’”

Field Marshal Alexander had no directive to occupy these places because
the Joint Chiefs of Staff had not acted on a proposal that would set up Allied
Military Government in Venezia Giulia. This had been prepared by the Com-
bined Civil Affairs Committee and approved by the British Chiefs of Staff in
early April. Prime Minister Churchill pressed President Truman for swift
action, saying:

The great thing is to be there before Tito’s guerrillas are in occupation. Therefore
it does not seem to me there is a minute to wait. The actual status of Trieste can
be determined at leisure. Possession is nine points of the law. I beg you for an
early decision.®

Acting Secretary of State Joseph C. Grew wished to authorize allied occupa-
tion “as a matter of great political urgency.” On 28 April he asked Secretary of
War Stimson to concur. General Marshall, whose opinion was sought by Secre-
tary Stimson, counseled caution in confronting the Yugoslavs. He suggested that
Field Marshal Alexander be instructed, in case the Yugoslavs failed to cooperate,
to take no action on the spot but to consult with the Combined Chiefs of Staff.
Instructions to this effect were sent to SACMED on 28 April ¥

Warned by the Acting Secretary of State on 30 April that Marshal Tito would
probably not accept allied control over Venezia Giulia without some kind of
resistance and that the British commander presently had authority to use US
forces under his command as he saw fit anywhere in Italy, President Truman
emphasized to Prime Minister Churchill on 1 May his wish that US forces not be
used to fight Yugoslav forces or for political purposes in the Balkans. Mr.
Churchill had just counseled the President that the Yugoslavs were “Russian
tools and beneficiaries.” If the United States and Great Britain took a strong
stance in Venezia Giulia, it would “split or render ineffective the Communist
movement in Italy.” Later that day Secretary Stimson informed Mr. Grew that the
Army Staff was “inclined to stay off completely.” They thought the Russians
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were supporting the Yugoslavs and considered that a clash with Tito’s forces was
“very likely.”

On 2 May British troops entered Trieste, mingling warily with Yugloslav
forces already there. Marshal Tito protested strongly to Field Marshal Alexander
over the entry of British forces in areas that he considered his exclusive sphere of
operation. In doing so he clearly repudiated his previous agreements, telling
SACMED that his forces would “liberate” and administer all land lying east of
the Isonzo River, deep within Venezia Giulia. This he claimed as a reward for all
the Yugloslav blood that had been shed in the allied cause.

United States forces were not yet involved in Venezia Giulia, although
SACMED forces contained about 50 percent American troops. The garrison of
7,000 Germans in Trieste had surrendered to British forces who were under
instructions not to use force against the Yugloslavs except in self defense.*!

When Germany surrendered, and President Truman proclaimed that “the
flags of freedom fly all over Europe,” the question remained: whose flags would
fly in Trieste? SACMED suggested that his Chief of Staff, Lieutenant General
William D. Morgan, travel to Belgrade and attempt to negotiate a military demar-
cation agreement. The Combined Chiefs of Staff agreed, provided such a pact did
not prejudice final territorial disposition in the peace settlement.*

During discussions with General Morgan, Marshal Tito remained adamant.
He continued to insist upon the right to occupy the region east of the Isonzo and
asserted that, at the peace conference, he would claim additional territory west of
that river.®®

Acting Secretary of State Grew believed that what was taking place in
Yugoslavia was intolerable and of such importance to the future peace of Europe
and to US policy and prestige that the President must act. Denouncing Marshal
Tito’s actions, Mr. Grew informed the President on 10 May that the question was
whether the United States was going to “uphold the fundamental principal of
territorial settlement by orderly processes, against force, intimidation or black-
mail.” It was a matter also of whether the United States was going to permit the
Soviet Union, which had acted directly in the case of Poland, to operate through
its satellite, Yugoslavia, in the Mediterranean theater to set up whatever states
and boundaries looked best for the future power of the USSR. Yugoslavian (Rus-
sian) occupation of Trieste, which was the vital outlet of large areas of Central
Europe, would have most far reaching consequences beyond the immediate terri-
tory involved, Mr. Grew warned the President.*

On 11 May, the President consulted Admiral Leahy, General Marshall and Mr.
Grew on the problem in Venezia Giulia. General Marshall emphasized that the
United States had no military interest in the territory. One US division was in the
area, and he feared that even minor clashes might embroil the United States with
the USSR. Therefore, the Army Chief of Staff thought that presentation of a
strong joint communication to Marshal Tito should precede the dispatch of action
orders to SACMED. Diplomatic pressure might move the Yugoslavs to accept a
face-saving formula that would assure allied control of the essential lines of com-
muncation. President Truman remarked that these representations, then being
written in the State Department, should be “very strong.”+
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A few hours later, the President cabled to the British Prime Minister:

Although the stability of Italy and the future orientation of that country with
respect to Russia may well be at stake the present issue, as I see it, ... is essen-
tially one of decidin% whether our two countries are going to permit our Allies to
engage in uncontrolled land grabbing or tactics which are all too reminiscent of
those of Hitler and Japan.

He suggested that they insist upon “complete and exclusive control of Trieste
and Pola, the line of communication through Gorizia and Monfalcone, and an
area sufficiently to the east of this line to permit proper administrative control.”
In closing, Mr. Truman raised the larger issue of East-West relations:

I also suggest we both inform Stalin. ... If we stand firm on this issue, as we are
doing on Poland, we can hope to avoid a host of other similar encroachments.

Concurrently, General Marshall drafted a cautionary message for SACMED:

For the time being, you will exert no military pressure on Tito. ... You should
take steps and make arrangements so that hostilities involving your forces and
those of Yugoslavia can only [be precipitated] by the Yugoslavs.

The Combined Chiefs of Staff dispatched this communication on 12 May.*

Meanwhile, the Prime Minister heartily endorsed the President’s message of
11 May and pressed him to seek “an early and speedy showdown and settlement
with Russia.” Mr. Churchill sought a prompt summit conference and pleaded
that allied armies should stay in Central Europe until satisfactory settlements
were achieved. His message of 12 May contained a passage that later became
famous:

An iron curtain is drawn down upon their front. We do not know what is going
on behind. ... To sum up, this issue of a settlement with Russia before our
strength has gone seems to me to dwarf all others.

Mr. Churchill’s plea left US policymakers unmoved. A terse comment by
Admiral Leahy to the President typified the Administration’s attitude: “An
arrangement with the Soviets satisfactory to Great Britain can be accomplished
only in several years, if ever.” On 14 May, President Truman told the Prime Min-
ister that he wished to “await further developments” before halting redeploy-
ment of US forces, some of whom were to go to the Far East. Then swinging from
Central Europe to Italy, he added that “unless Tito’s forces should attack, it is
impossible for me to involve this country in another war.”#

On 14 May, Field Marshal Alexander defined his needs as (a) occupation of
Trieste and the lines of communication to Austria and (b) full use—though he did
not specify actual possession—of Pola. Forthwith, the US and UK Governments
formally asked Marshal Tito to accept the authority of SACMED over those areas;
they also advised Premier Stalin of their action. Three days later, the Yugoslavs
agreed that allied forces could use Trieste and the lines of communication run-
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ning to Tarvisio in Austria. Further, they stated that their troops west of the
Isonzo already had withdrawn. They insisted, however, that all territory to the
eastward must remain under their control. Although it was clothed in concilia-
tory phrases, Marshal Tito’s answer amounted to a refusal, since he did not agree
to US-UK occupation of Trieste, only use of its port. The Yugoslav Army would
hold Trieste, he stated.*®

Marshal Tito’s defiant attitude had already raised the possibility that some
sort of military action against Yugoslavia might become necessary. Shortly before
the Marshal’s reply had been received, President Truman had met with the Joint
Chiefs of Staff to discuss possible military measures. He was particularly anxious
to know what allied forces could be concentrated in the affected areas if it
appeared a show of military strength were needed. “I believed,” President Tru-
man later wrote, “that all that it was necessary for us to do to impress Tito was to
show such overpowering strength that he would back down....” He asked if
General Eisenhower could send three divisions of US troops to southern Austria
where they could be in easy range of Trieste. He also asked Admiral King about
sending naval units into the Adriatic and sought information from General
Arnold about air support for necessary operations. “General Marshall reported,”
President Truman recalled, “that Eisenhower was prepared to dispatch General
Patton with up to five armored divisions to the Brenner Pass and, if necessary,
into Italy. Admiral King reported that units of the Mediterranean fleet had been
alerted to steam into the Adriatic, and General Arnold told me that several Air
Force squadrons were ready to move at a moment’s notice.”*

Yugoslav refusal to allow the occupation of Trieste was reported by Field Mar-
shal Alexander to General Eisenhower on 17 May along with the observation that
it appeared to him that the Yugoslavs could be stopped only by military force.
Two days later Prime Minister Churchill, at a higher level, called Marshal Tito’s
answer “completely negative.” “We clearly cannot leave matters in this state,” he
told President Truman in a message on 19 May, “...immediate action will now
be necessary.” %

President Truman agreed. But his interpretation of “immediate action” was
not an attack with military forces but a rejection of Marshal Tito’s answer and a
call upon him to reconsider his decision. At the same time, he suggested to Prime
Minister Churchill that they put up a show of force by immediately reinforcing
the front lines so that the allies would have a clear and readily visible preponder-
ance of force. General Eisenhower was already in touch with Field Marshal
Alexander concerning the necessary preparations. On 20 May, the Combined
Chiefs of Staff approved plans submitted by General Eisenhower for moving the
five divisions into central Austria directly north of the Italy-Yugoslav border.>

Before these military measures could be put into effect, Marshal Tito began
retreating from his hard-line position. On 21 May, he notified the UK Foreign
Office that he accepted Allied Military Government (AMG) throughout the des-
ignated area, provided that (1) AMG acted through civil authorities already func-
tioning, (2) Yugoslav Army units remained in the area, and (3) representatives of
the Yugoslav Army participated in AMG. Premier Stalin promptly supported this
solution, but SACMED was not completely satisfied. In a message to the Com-
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bined Chiefs of Staff on 23 May, Field Marshal Alexander recommended rejection
of Tito’s provisos. SACMED still wanted a line of demarcation (the “Morgan
Line”) west of which Yugoslav forces would be limited to 2,000 regulars. He
reported, however, that occupation of the port of Pola was neither necessary nor
desirable.*

The British Chiefs of Staff supported SACMED’s stand, but the US State
Department asked President Truman to adopt the earlier position that included
actual possession of Pola. To this the Joint Chiefs of Staff objected. Since
SACMED said occupation was unnecessary, they saw no point in trying to
acquire the town. If the State Department found political factors overriding, they
asked that this military opinion be presented to the President. Secretaries Stim-
son and Forrestal endorsed the JCS position. Mr. Truman ruled that, although
allied negotiators would ask for Pola, SACMED would not be required to occupy
the town if Marshal Tito remained adamant.>

This position was transmitted to Belgrade on 2 June. Mr. Churchill had
wished to present a three-day ultimatum and then, if Marshal Tito failed to pro-
vide satisfaction, to order Field Marshal Alexander to occupy as much of Venezia
Giulia as he thought necessary. Once more, the Prime Minister reminded the
President of wider issues:

The fact that the Russians have so far remained quiescent is important. If we once
let it be thought that there is no point beyond which we cannot be pushed about,
there will be no future for Europe except another war more terrible than any-
thing the world has yet seen.

Although Mr. Truman apparently disapproved issuance of an ultimatum, the
allied Ambassaaors did tell the Yugoslavs that this proposal represented the
“final word” of their governments. Marshal Tito agreed to allied occupation of all
territory west of the so-called “Morgan Line.” Trieste and Pola were included in
the allied occupation zone, as well as the roads and railroads running from Tri-
este to Austria.>

Creation of the United Nations

One of the foundation stones of President Roosevelt's somewhat Utopian
plans for the postwar world was the creation of an organization of nations
devoted to the maintenance of continuing peace and security throughout the
world—a sort of League of Nations that would succeed. This matter had been
discussed intermittently at meetings of US-Soviet-British leaders since 1941, and
considerable correspondence had been exchanged containing ideas and sug-
gested principles for establishment of the international organization.

At the Dumbarton Oaks Conference called at US initiative and lasting from
21 August to 7 October 1944, representatives of the United States, Great Britain,
China and the Soviet Union discussed in detail the composition, objectives and
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guiding principles of the contemplated world organization. At the conclusion of
the conference, the four nations issued a communique that, in effect, provided
the basis for a postwar conference to discuss and, it was hoped, to establish an
effective United Nations organization.

The proposals that emerged were based in the main on papers that had been
developed in the US State Department in close consultation with President Roo-
sevelt since 1942. Even the name of the organization, the United Nations, had
been proposed by President Roosevelt. The most serious stumbling block to
unanimous agreement lay in the voting procedures to be adopted for the Secu-
rity Council, the principal organ of the organization charged with primary
responsibility for maintenance of peace and security. These were left unresolved
for the moment.>

As already noted, one of President Roosevelt’s main objectives at Yalta had
been to secure agreement on full support of the United Nations organization by
Premier Stalin and Prime Minister Churchill. There were growing signs that the
Russians were at best “lukewarm” on the creation of such a world body and
might well decide not to join in after all if it were not clearly in their self-interest.
At Yalta, Premier Stalin and Prime Minister Churchill accepted a compromise
proposal on voting in the Security Council and agreed to discuss trusteeship “of
dependent areas.”%’

This agreement opened the way for the convocation of a general conference of
nations to draft a charter. Forty-six countries were represented at the conference
in San Francisco which opened on 25 April 1945. The end of the war in Europe
was plainly in sight as the conference convened. Already the widening differ-
ences between the Soviet Union and the western allies were assuming an omi-
nous cast that added a sense of urgency to the conference designed to insure and
maintain world peace.

The conference dragged on through 51 days of sharp debate and negotiation.
Finally, on 25 June 1945, with Germany defeated, delegates of fifty governments
unanimously approved a Charter of the United Nations, a Statute for an Interna-
tional Court of Justice, and “Interim Arrangements” for the establishment of a
Preparatory Commission of the United Nations. On the following day the Char-
ter was signed by 153 delegates, and a space left for the signature of Poland,
whose government was not represented at the conference.

Preliminaries to the Potsdam Conference

he signing of the United Nations Charter did nothing to resolve the growing

differences among the wartime allies. As early as March 1945 Prime Minister
Churchill had become convinced that another meeting of the Heads of Govern-
ment was therefore urgently required. He had suggested this in a letter to Pre-
mier Stalin in late March but his bid had been ignored. As the problems deep-
ened, however, Prime Minister Churchill grew more determined and brought the
matter up with President Truman. The latter agreed that such a meeting would
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be desirable but he preferred that the idea originate with Premier Stalin. Mean-
while he told the Prime Minister that “my present intention is to adhere to our
interpretation of the Yalta agreements, and to stand firm on our presently
announced attitude toward all the questions at issue.”%

Advised by Ambassador Harriman that the problem of US relations with the
USSR had become the number one problem affecting the future of the world, and
that at the present the two great powers were drifting farther and farther apart,
President Truman decided to establish a direct and more effective contact with
Marshal Stalin. In late May, the President sent Mr. Harry Hopkins, formerly Pres-
ident Roosevelt’s main adviser and the American believed to be the most trusted
by Premier Stalin, to Moscow to discuss the major issues between the two pow-
ers. Mr. Hopkins was received warmly by the Soviet Premier and at their first
meeting suggested another Heads of Government meeting. Premier Stalin acqui-
esced readily and the matter was set in motion.s

Mr. Hopkins met several times with Premier Stalin in company with Ambas-
sador Harriman and Foreign Minister Molotov and on one occasion dined alone
with the Soviet leader. Their conversations, while cordial, were frank and serious.
Premier Stalin listed several specific grievances: (1) the US sponsorship of
Argentina in the United Nations; (2) the US sponsorship of France as a member
of the German Reparations Commission, thereby humiliating the Soviet Union
by putting it on an equal basis with France; (3) the disposition of the German
Navy and Merchant fleets captured by the Western allies without giving the
Soviet Union a one-third share; (4) President Truman’s abrupt termination of
Lend Lease to the USSR; and (5) the attitude of the United States toward the Pol-
ish question. Premier Stalin said that anyone with common sense could see that
the present government must form the basis of the new one agreed at Yalta. He
blamed British Conservatives for opposing him in Poland. The Soviets were a
simple people, he stated, but they were not fools, and this was a mistake the West
frequently made. Soviet patience had its limits, he warned.

Mr. Hopkins warded off Premier Stalin’s objections on these matters, explain-
ing the US reasons for the Argentine and French initiatives, agreeing that the
United States would support Soviet claims to German shipping, and giving
assurances that the curtailment of lend lease was not intended to offend the
Soviet Union or to apply pressure on it. The only concession that the Soviet Pre-
mier would make on the Polish question was to agree to allow a few noncom-
munists to enter the provisional government of Poland. Finally, he insisted that
the contemplated summit conference be held in Soviet-dominated Berlin in mid-
July, an arrangement to which both President Truman and Prime Minister
Churchill agreed.?

JCS Views of Soviet Demands on Turkey

The only participation by the Joint Chiefs of Staff in preparations for this con-
ference came as a result of Soviet demands on Turkey. In mid-June 1945
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Soviet Foreign Minister Molotov asked the Turkish Government to accede to
three Soviet “desires”: (1) revision of the 1936 Montreux Convention governing
passage through the Turkish territory near the Bosporus; (2) the cession by
Turkey to the USSR of bases in the Straits; (3) retrocession of the Turkish
provinces of Kars and Ardahan in Eastern Turkey. The Turkish Government had
rejected all three suggestions.*

Although the Turkish Straits problem was mainly political, there were some
military ramifications. Indications pointed to a Soviet intention to bring this mat-
ter to a head at Potsdam by pressing for a revision of the Montreux Convention
which gave Turkey almost exclusive control of the international waterway. In
light of this prospect, the Department of State asked the Joint Chiefs of Staff for
their views. The Joint Strategic Survey Committee drafted two divergent replies
for the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Generals Embick and Fairchild felt that the United
States should support demilitarization of the Straits as the Soviets desired. In the
matter of granting the Soviet Union base rights in the Straits, they believed the
United States should stand aloof, neither supporting nor opposing it. Admiral
Willson, on the other hand, stoutly opposed any concessions to the Soviets on the
area, and in a lengthy paper set forth cogent reasons for his stand. The Joint
Chiefs of Staff opted for Admiral Willson’s views and on 17 July incorporated
them into a reply, sent through SWNCC to the Department of State.**

The Dardanelles question, and the status of the Kiel Canal, which could arise
in the same context, were, the Joint Chiefs of Staff pointed out, only two of a
score of similar problems that, in the aggregate, would constitute the overall
problems of the peace settlement. Approaching these problems they judged it
necessary for the United States to determine, in clearer perspective, how they fit
into the larger picture of a general peace settlement. Only such a settlement
would establish and stabilize national boundaries and rights and responsibilities
in the immediate postwar period, and “thus provide a sound basis for solving
the military problems of national and international security.”

Other problems that would have to be faced included boundaries and bases in
Europe, the disposition of Italian colonial areas, territories “detached” from
Japan, islands in the Pacific, restitution of territory to China and the establish-
ment of the trusteeship system. Although there had been no formal international
agreement, most nations had accepted the principle that these problems should
await the end of the war, or at least be decided as an integrated whole, not sepa-
rately. The single but important exception to adherence to this principle had been
on the part of the Soviet Union.

Bly agreement or at least by acceptance on the part of her allies, Russia has
already established her claims to Eastern Poland, to the Baltic States, to parts of
Finland and to Bessarabia and Ruthenia. There is reason to believe she has also
obtained agreement as to her claims in the Far East. Whatever the justification of
these agreements, the fact remains that, while the other great powers await the
peace settlement to negotiate their proposals, and establish their rights and
responsibilities, Russia has received preferred treatment, both as regards intrinsic
values and as regards priority of treatment.
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The reaction of the Soviet Union to this favored treatment, the Joint Chiefs of
Staff continued, had been to demand “further special consideration.” It was their
understanding “that at present Russia is pressing the question of the Dardanelles,
Turkish areas in north east Turkey, is agitating the question of access to the Per-
sian Gulf, has occupied the Island of Bornholm and has made proposals to Nor-
way looking to establish Russian bases in Bear Island and Spitsbergen.” Up to
now the Soviet Union had succeeded because it had possessed the might, if not
the right, and had convinced the other nations involved that in the cases of
Poland, the Baltic States, Bessarabia and Ruthenia, it would use force to take
what it wanted if its demands were not agreed to.

Soviet pressures on Turkey over the Dardanelles were not of the same nature
as the other problems. “While it is true,” the Joint Chiefs of Staff asserted, “that
the United States and Great Britain could not successfully oppose a determined
Russian effort to seize the desired area by force, it is also true that as Russian
demands progress further afield, her power to seize her objectives progressively
declines, and there is a diminishing ratio of return to risk and effort.” Soviet
intentions also had to be gauged in the light of the facts that the Soviet Union
was “war weary” and weakened economically by its great efforts. The USSR
would need years and substantial support and assistance from the United States
to recover. Nor was it likely that the USSR would wish to break with the new
United Nations organization, or more particularly with the United States over
the issue of whether the current demands be met “now” rather than as part of a
general peace settlement.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff recommended that the United States postpone discus-
sion of the Dardanelles and Kiel Canal question if possible. If this were not possi-
ble, the United States should agree to the revision of the Montreux Convention
and support the demilitarization of the Straits. Failing that, it should oppose
granting any nation other than Turkey bases or other rights for military control
on the Dardenelles Straits.®

These JCS views were forwarded by the SWNCC to the Secretary of State, and
there is strong evidence that Secretary Byrnes passed them to President Truman
for his use at Potsdam.®

The Meeting at Potsdam

resident Truman was accompanied to Potsdam by his new Secretary of State,

James Byrnes, Prime Minister Churchill by Foreign Secretary Anthony Eden,
and Premier Stalin by Foreign Minister Molotov. The top military advisers of all
three nations, including the US, British, and Soviet Chiefs of Staff, were also pre-
sent at Potsdam. Prior to the main sessions at Potsdam, the President, who had
never met either of his counterparts, met privately with each of them. The first
plenary session, of which there were to be sixteen, convened on the afternoon of
17 July and at Stalin’s suggestion, President Truman was named to preside over
the meetings. On 25 July sessions were suspended to allow the British representa-
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tives to return to London to await the results of the General Election. On 28 July
meetings again resumed, this time with a new cast; Prime Minister Clement R.
Attlee and Foreign Minister Ernest Bevin replaced Messrs. Churchill and Eden,
whose party had been defeated in the election. This replacement had little or no
effect on the British attitude toward any of the questions at issue. By the time the
Potsdam meetings adjourned on 2 August 1945, the Heads of State had taken
action on the following major matters: Poland; the Dardanelles; German Repara-
tions and economic policy; and establishment of a Council of Foreign Ministers.®”

The Polish problem had two major facets: establishment of the provisional
government agreed at Yalta; and Poland’s new borders. These two matters occu-
pied considerable prominence in the discussion of Poland but, in the end, faced
with Soviet occupation of Poland and a stubborn and unyielding stance on both
issues, the Western leaders felt it necessary to yield and accept the Soviet position
despite their own misgivings and distrust of Poland’s new government.

At Soviet insistence Great Britain and the United States withdrew their recog-
nition of the Polish Government-in-Exile, the London Government. Great Britain
promised to turn over all its assets to the new government. The Three Powers
thereupon recognized the Polish Provisional Government of National Unity as
the rightful government of Poland. They noted that this government had agreed
to the “holding of free and unfettered elections as soon as possible on the basis of
universal suffrage and secret ballot. .. .”

In the second matter, the cession of lands in the west to Poland, the debate
was much sharper. At Yalta, Poland’s eastern frontier had been moved westward
to the Curzon Line, and the vacated lands ceded to the Soviet Union. In compen-
sation for this loss, the Heads of State had pledged that Poland would receive
“substantial accession” of territory at the expense of Germany.

As the Soviet armies moved into Germany, conquered territory had been
handed over to the Lublin government. Both President Truman and the British
leadership felt that the Soviet Union had thereby taken advantage of a wartime
situation to create a fifth occupying power in Germany. Premier Stalin explained
that it had been necessary to turn over administration of lands conquered in Ger-
many to the Lublin Government in order to maintain a “friendly” rear area for
Soviet troops. The Poles were therefore claiming this land as traditional Polish
land and as compensation for their losses in eastern Poland. They wanted all
German territory up to the line of the Oder-Neisse Rivers, including that portion
of East Prussia not given to the USSR and the free city of Danzig. The region in
question was an important food-producing area and would represent a substan-
tial loss to the agricultural output available for feeding the millions of Germans
in the US and British zones.

Although Premier Stalin claimed that the German population had fled com-
pletely, British estimates placed the remaining German population at nine million
who would flee into Germany once the Poles took complete control. At Soviet
insistence the representatives of the new Polish government were invited to come
to Potsdam to explain their claim to this territory. These men talked separately with
Prime Minister Churchill and President Truman on 24 July. The decision reached
on this matter, although noting that final delimitation of the Polish border must
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await the peace settlement, nevertheless in effect gave the Polish government, and
the Soviet Union, all conquered German territory that they had asked for.

When the Heads of State took up the Dardanelles question, Premier Stalin, as
anticipated, demanded termination of the Montreux Convention, governance of
the Black Sea Straits bilaterally by Turkey and the USSR, and the acquisition of
Soviet military bases in that area. Following JCS advice, President Truman tried
to defer discussion of this question. The Western powers, meanwhile, were
working upon a wider plan. Transport was exceedingly scarce in war-ravaged
Central Europe. Along the Danube, Anglo-American forces had captured much
of the shipping but Soviet troops controlled long stretches of the river bank.
Since a multinational Rhine Navigation Agency was coming into being, General
Eisenhower suggested that a similar body regulate the Danube River. On 22 July,
the Joint Chiefs of Staff asked Mr. Truman to discuss this question directly with
Marshal Stalin.®

When Premier Stalin returned to the Straits question on 23 July, President Tru-
man tabled a sweeping counter offer:

The United States Government proposes that there be free and unrestricted navi-
gation of such inland waterways as border on two or more states and that the
regulation of such navigation be provided by international authorities represen-
tative of all nations directly interested in navigation on the waterways concerned.

The Rhine and Danube Rivers, the Black Sea Straits, and the Kiel Canal all would
fall within the plan’s purview. Prime Minister Churchill supported the US pro-
posal, but Marshal Stalin would discuss only the Turkish Straits. There was no
resolution of the Dardanelles question at Potsdam.®

Reparations by Germany for the devastation and destruction that she created
during World War II was a matter to which the Soviet Union gave the highest
priority. At Yalta, Premier Stalin, President Roosevelt and Prime Minister
Churchill had agreed to use a figure of $20 billion as a basis for further discussion
of German reparations. Of this total the Soviet Union would receive $10 billion,
Great Britain and the United States $8 billion, and all other countries combined,
$2 billion. An Allied Commission for Reparations had been created at Yalta to
study the matter.

In the final agreement, no mention was made of a specific figure but it was
agreed that Germany would be required to compensate “to the greatest possible
extent for the loss and suffering that she had caused to the United Nations.”
Basic principles for effecting reparations would be that the Soviet Union would
remove her share and that of Poland from her own zone, while the United States
and Great Britain similarly would meet their own claims and those of other coun-
tries, such as France, from the Western Zones. However, the Soviet Union would
be granted from the Western Zones 15 percent of “industrial capital” equipment
from the metallurgical, chemical, and machine manufacturing industries excess
to Germany’s peacetime needs and in exchange would furnish the Western
Zones an equivalent in food, various raw materials, and commodities. Above
this, an additional 10 percent of such industrial capital equipment would be
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granted to the Soviet Union from the Western Zones without any payment or
exchange in return. Various other provisions were agreed, mainly regulating the
removal of equipment noted above.”

The Heads of State also established principles concerning the German econ-
omy. They agreed on closely controlled production aimed at Germany’s peace-
time needs only, decentralization of the German economy to eliminate monopo-
lies, emphasis on agriculture and peaceful domestic industries, and probably
most significant, treatment of Germany as a “single economic unit.” Only the
necessary allied controls would be placed on the German economy and these
would be determined by the Control Council and administered by the Germans
themselves. Priority measures to be taken included: essential repair of transport;
enlargement of coal production; greatest possible increases in agricultural pro-
duction; and emergency repair of housing and essential utilities.

At the first plenary session, President Truman proposed that a Council of For-
eign Ministers be established by the United States, Great Britain, the Soviet
Union, France, and China. Its mission would be to prepare treaties of peace with
the former enemy states in Europe. The Council would also propose settlement
of outstanding territorial disputes in Europe and would consider such other mat-
ters as the member governments might decide to refer to it. Both Prime Minister
Churchill and Premier Stalin agreed in principle to the US proposal but the latter
objected to Chinese participation in any but the Italian treaty. As a result of his
objections it was agreed that only those powers who had signed the armistice
agreement would address themselves to the respective peace treaties. For this
purpose France was deemed a signatory of the Italian armistice. Four powers
therefore would draft the Italian treaty, three would draft the Balkan treaties, and
two, the Soviet Union and Great Britain, the treaty with Finland. The Heads of
State decided at Potsdam that the Council of Foreign Ministers would hold its
first meeting in London during September 1945. The establishment of this body
was in no way to prejudice the periodical consultations among the Foreign Min-
isters of the United States, Great Britain, and the Soviet Union that had been
agreed on at Yalta.

The Heads of State also dealt with a number of other issues. Premier Stalin’s
earlier strong concern that the Soviet Union would be cut out of its equitable
share of vessels from the German Merchant and Naval Fleets was dispelled at
Potsdam. Both President Truman and Prime Minister Churchill agreed in prin-
ciple to divide these assets equally among the three powers. With respect to
Italy’s former colonies, one of which the Soviet Union asked for, it was eventu-
ally agreed that the disposition of the Italian colonies would be dealt with by
the Council of Foreign Ministers in London in connection with the negotiation
of a peace treaty with Italy. A problem that was to have later serious implica-
tions, the Soviet occupation of portions of Iran, was dismissed by the three
powers with an agreement that all their troops would be withdrawn from
Teheran at once. Further withdrawals from Iran would be discussed by the
Council of Foreign Ministers in September, although it was agreed that troops
might remain under the present treaty until six months after the close of the
war with Japan.
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The agreements reached at Potsdam did not solve the problems of the post-
war world. Little was really accomplished there, despite a show of progress and
fairly optimistic pronouncements by the principals.”

The War Ends

he feeling that Soviet participation in the war against Japan was very heces-

sary and would make victory over the Japanese much less costly and quicker
of achievement had been a basic tenet of the policy toward the Soviet Union for
several years.”? During the Potsdam Conference an event occurred that made
Soviet entry much less urgent if indeed at all required. President Truman was
informed by Secretary Stimson, who flew hurriedly to Potsdam, that an atomic
device had been successfully exploded at Alamogordo, New Mexico, the culmi-
nation of many long months of highly secret experimentation. He had confided
at once in Prime Minister Churchill, and somewhat later had informed Premier
Stalin of the successful test of an atomic device. The latter seemed unsurprised
and not particularly impressed. He had told President Truman at the time that he
was glad to hear it and hoped the United States would make good use of the
device against the Japanese.”

The United States did so. On 5 August 1945 an atomic bomb was dropped on
Hiroshima, Japan, with devastating effect. The Soviet Union announced four
days later, on 9 August, that it was at war with Japan and began operations in
Manchuria against the Japanese. In the meantime, calls upon the Japanese to
surrender had gone unanswered. On 9 August a second atom bomb was
dropped on the Japanese city of Nagasaki. On 14 August, after several days of
tentative negotiation, the Japanese Government surrendered. The formal surren-
der documents were signed aboard the battleship USS MISSOURI in Tokyo har-
bor, General Douglas MacArthur officiating, on 3 September 1945. World War 11
was over.
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The London Conference of the Council of Foreign Ministers

y the autumn of 1945, President Truman and his advisers found themselves

facing a series of perilous political situations, any of which could have
brought the United States and the USSR into open conflict. Unilateral and arbi-
trary initiatives by the Soviet Union in several areas of Europe steadily eroded
any lingering hope that some reasonable accommodation could be reached
between that nation and the Western powers. Yet the frank recognition that, mili-
tarily, the United States was in no position to force a solution to any of the situa-
tions in the Balkans, in the Mediterranean or elsewhere, rendered US officials
extremely reluctant to move to a higher level of confrontation. That these trou-
bles were deep-seated became painfully apparent, little more than a week after
the formal Japanese surrender in Tokyo Bay, when the Council of Foreign Minis-
ters established at Yalta met in London.

The five principals at this meeting, convened on 11 September, were US Secre-
tary of State James F. Byrnes, British Foreign Minister Ernest Bevin, Soviet For-
eign Minister Vyacheslav Molotov, French Foreign Minister Georges Bidault, and
Chinese Foreign Minister Wang Shih-chieh. As agreed at Potsdam, their primary
purpose was preparation for conferences on peace treaties with Italy, Finland,
Rumania, Bulgaria, and Hungary. One of the main US concerns, however, was
the “unmistakeable evidence” of Soviet expansion, not only in Poland and the
Balkans, but elsewhere. By this time the Soviet Union had made clear her
demands for portions of East Prussia, a share in the administration of the Ruhr,
control of the Dardanelles, and surprisingly, control of the former Italian colony
in North Africa, Tripolitania.’

The conference was a fiasco and a clear setback for those who had still hoped
for improved US-Soviet relations. Secretary Byrnes later recalled:
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Although I had come to the conference thinking the Foreign Ministers might
reach agreement on general principles ... on the treaties within ten days or two
weeks, it was apparent by the end of the first week that this was a vain hope. We
had spent hours talking about procedure. France wanted to discuss the control of
Germany. Molotov wanted to discuss German reparations. He also raised the
question of the Control Council in Japan. We had made little Erogress on the Ital-
ian peace treaty and the Soviet delegation was insisting that Britain and the
United States extend diplomatic recognition to their puppet governments in east-
ern Europe.

This last demand became the main stumbling block, since both the United States
and Great Britain steadfastly refused recognition of these countries until demon-
strably free elections had been held in each of them.2

Mr. Molotov proved particularly stubborn and perverse. He demanded that
France and China be barred from all discussions of Finland, Rumania, Bulgaria,
and Hungary. While this could be justified under a strict interpretation of the
Potsdam Agreement, the Foreign Ministers had agreed at the outset that all
members of the Council could participate in discussions. The Western Foreign
Ministers would not yield on this issue.®

The conference ended in a complete stalemate. On 2 October, the Council
adjourned its London session without even issuing a protocol. This marked a sig-
nificant turning point in US relations with the USSR. For the first time the United
States had allowed a conference to break down rather than make further conces-
sions to Soviet demands.*

Within a week following the London conference, the JSSC expressed deep
concern over what it termed “the recent aggressive and uncompromising attitude
of the Soviet Union.” The JSSC warned the Joint Chiefs of Staff on 9 October that
important US interests—security in the Pacific, and stability in Europe—were yet
to be accomplished through negotiations with the Soviet Union, although such
negotiations had been going on for nearly a year. In that same period the Soviet
Union had made “imposing” gains by absorbing the Baltic States, the eastern
third of Poland, and part of East Prussia. “She controls and is ruthlessly develop-
ing her own governmental system in Rumania and Bulgaria and to a lesser extent
in Hungary, Czechoslovakia and Yugoslavia,” the JSSC said. “She is in occupa-
tion of Eastern Germany and Austria. In the Pacific, although she was in the war
against Japan for only a few days, she has obtained possession of the Kuriles and
South Sakhalin and is in occupation of Manchuria and Northern Korea, where
the Russian system at its worst is being demonstrated.”

While not aware of all Soviet unfulfilled demands, the JSSC did know of
Soviet aims with regard to such areas as northeastern Turkey, Latin America, the
Dardanelles, the Dodecanese Islands, the Bear Islands, and Spitzbergen. At Lon-
don, Soviet representatives had also asked for trusteeship rights over former Ital-
ian colonies in Africa, stabilization of their position in the Balkans and a “coordi-
nate position in the occupation and administration of Japan.” In Latin America
the Soviets were carrying on subversive actions on a wide scale that could, if suc-
cessful, weaken the fundamental US military position. “It is apparent,” the JSSC
warned, “that Russia’s demands thrive on her past successes and develop further
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her aggressive attitude.” The Joint Chiefs of Staff accepted these views, and, on
15 October, approved the JSSC recommendation for a reassessment of US mili-
tary capabilities in view of Soviet aggressive policies, to be integrated with State
Department views and given to the President.”

A Problem in Czechoslovakia

eanwhile the direct effects of US demobilization and military retrenchment
had become apparent in Czechoslovakia. In that recently liberated country,
a provisional government under the prewar President, Edouard Benes, was
preparing for free elections. US Army units were stationed in the southwestern
portion of Czechoslovakia; the Red Army occupied the remainder. Under Soviet
pressure, Mr. Benes publicly appealed for all foreign forces to depart as soon as
possible. Privately, however, he asked that the United States synchronize its with-
drawals with those of the USSR. The Soviets did, in fact, withdraw some of their
forces and the United States matched this action. By August only four US divi-
sions remained in the country. On 30 August, General Eisenhower reported that
because of the accelerated redeployment of forces from Europe and the overall
decline in Army strength all US troops should be pulled out of Czechoslovakia.
Since the State Department wanted a token force to stay as long as Soviet soldiers
remained, the War Department asked General Eisenhower whether this seemed
feasible. On 3 September, he advised that the “only alternative” to complete
withdrawal was retention of at least two infantry divisions in Czechoslovakia. If
the US contingent became too weak to offer a show of force, he feared that the
current “excellent relations” with Czech and Soviet forces would be jeopardized.®
The State Department still opposed a total withdrawal. On 17 September, Act-
ing Secretary Dean Acheson addressed Secretary Stimson as follows:

As you are aware, the presence of our troops in Czechoslovakia has been wel-
comed by the populace and Government as the most concrete and telling evi-
dence possible of our interest in the restoration of stable and democratic condi-
tions in Czechoslovakia. This manifestation of our interest likewise has an
important political effect in other countries of Central and Eastern Europe.

By fostering a belief that the United States had lost interest in the affairs of
this area, immediate and total withdrawal might become a “basic and upset-
ting” factor in the forthcoming Czech elections. Mr. Acheson urged “most
strongly” that two divisions remain in Czechoslovakia. The Administration,
meanwhile, would seek agreement with the Soviets for a complete (but simulta-
neous) withdrawal.”

This slowdown did not please the Joint Chiefs of Staff. On 6 October, they
informed the SWNCC in a forceful memorandum that they had agreed very
reluctantly to leave a two division force in Czechoslovakia until 15 November at
a cost of “considerable administrative effort.” Any postponement beyond that

35



JCS and National Policy

date would require an upward revision of the theater troop ceiling and a curtail-
ment of demobilization. For these reasons, such a decision must not be taken
until approved by the President. They reminded the SWNCC that both the Exec-
utive and Legisative branches of government had committed themselves to a
speedy demobilization.?

A week later elections to the Czech National Assembly produce a noncommu-
nist majority. General Eisenhower then proposed that, as soon as the resettlement
of Sudeten Germans ended, US forces should quit the country regardless of
Soviet action. His political adviser, Mr. Robert Murphy, said that US influence
upon Czech thinking was “exceedingly limited.” He saw “small profit, if any, in
the indefinite retention of our forces.”*

Still confronted by State Department opposition, Secretary of War Robert P
Patterson reiterated to the Secretary of State on 26 October the JCS insistence that
the withdrawal issue be laid before the Chief Executive should an extension
beyond 15 November be contemplated. A confrontation between the two Depart-
ments proved unnecessary. Secretary of State Byrnes had been delaying any
direct appeal by President Truman to Premier Stalin until the two leaders could
discuss more urgent East-West differences. Finally, on 2 November, Mr. Truman
asked Marshal Stalin to agree upon the completion of simultaneous withdrawals
by 1 December. The Premier cabled his assent on 9 November. US and Soviet sol-
diers departed, and Czechoslovakia entered a period of precarious neutrality.
Thus demobilization severely strained, but did not actually distort, the execution
of foreign policy.’?

Defining US Foreign Policy

bviously concerned over the recent confrontation in London, President Tru-

man delivered his first major foreign policy address on 27 October 1945 at
Navy Day ceremonies in New York. Using the device of listing twelve “funda-
mentals” of US foreign policy, the President warned that the United States disap-
proved of any territorial changes not based in the free will of the people. He dis-
avowed any intention on the part of the United States to acquire additional
territory. The President called for democratic processes in the selection of forms
of government by all peoples who were prepared for self-government and for
freedom of the seas and free navigation of rivers. He pointedly warned against
any outside interference in the affairs of the Western Hemisphere and called for
setting up peaceful democratic governments in former enemy states and for
cooperative efforts, using force if needed, under the United Nations to ensure
peace. In some respects these fundamentals were vague and trite, but the overall
effect of his speech was to define a foreign policy, based on specific principles,
and to declare that the United States was prepared to defend these principles
using whatever force had to be brought to bear to do so. What the speech did not
do was spell out clearly for the Soviet Union those areas of US interest consid-
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ered most vital nor what concrete policies the United States would follow in
respect to any of these interests.

The Department of State made an attempt to translate the generalities into
specific policies on 1 December 1945 when it enumerated the “objectives” of US
foreign policy. Again the “objectives” listed were platitudinal in nature and
addressed general problems, mainly social and economic. They did stress full
support of the United Nations and strong effort to prevent former enemy states
from again endangering the peace of the world. But after listing these broad fac-
tors, the Department of State got down to particulars.

With specific respect to US relations with the Soviet Union, the State Depart-
ment asserted that the United States must never compromise any of its fundamen-
tal principles in seeking collaboration with that country. Nevertheless, it was
mutually advantageous that the United States and the Soviet Union “collaborate
in all decisions in the international relations field.” The State Department felt that
“considerable progress had been made in reaching a satisfactory relationship with
the Soviet Union” but that there were still a number of “very fundamental
unsolved questions.” Some of the questions that had been raised by Soviet unilat-
eral actions and the counteraction recommended by the Department of State were:

1. Soviet establishment and control of totalitarian regimes in Southeastern and
Central Europe; in response the United States should refuse to recognize puppet
governments in these regions, such as Rumania and Bulgaria.

2. Soviet seizure of economic control over these countries through war booty,
reparations, and bilateral trade agreements, which had caused an “economic
blackout” in these areas for all other nations; the United States should counter
this by being prepared to grant credits to those countries in the area who were
making “sincere efforts” to establish democratic regimes, ensuring that these
credits would not be used to pay reparations indirectly to the Soviet Union. Also
the United States should withhold credits from the Soviet Union until fully
assured that Soviet economic policies were in line with those of the United States.

3. The Soviet government’s suppression of news from areas under its control;
the United States should press to make sure that US correspondents granted
access to those areas were permitted complete freedom in factual reporting,.

4. Soviet support to communist elements in the Far East; the United States
should consult with the Soviet Union in all matters affecting the area but make
sure that “democratic regimes” were established there rather than Soviet-
sponsored totalitarian governments.

The State Department noted that because the United States and the Soviet
Union had different political and economic systems, the conduct of relations
between them requires particular diligence and patience. The analysis concluded:

The adoption of a firm and friendly attitude ... will put our relations on a much
more satisfactory basis than yielding with hope of securing greater consideration
in the future, or the adoption of halfway measures, or failure to make our posi-
tion clear in each case. On the other hand, in order to minimize Soviet suspicions
of our motives we should avoid even the appearance of taking unilateral action
ourselves.!
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The Moscow Conference of Foreign Ministers

An opportunity to test the validity of the State Department’s principles of policy
arose when the Foreign Ministers of the Big Three met in Moscow from 16 to
26 December to discuss peace conference arrangements. After considerable debate
they agreed that a peace conference would be held not later than 1 May 1946 and
invited China and France to concur. Both the Soviets and the Western nations made
some concessions. The Soviet Union agreed to accept the list of participating
nations sponsored by the United States. For their part, the United States and the
United Kingdom agreed to recognize the respective governments of Rumania and
Bulgaria as soon as the Soviet Union took steps to democratize them.

The question of control in Japan was resolved fairly amicably, with the United
States promising to support the establishment of a Far Eastern Commission to
formulate occupation policies for Japan and an Allied Council for Japan to advise
the occupation commander. Both bodies would have Soviet members. There is
some evidence that, as a result of these concessions, Premier Stalin dropped his
insistence on Soviet participation in the occupation of Japan. The Soviet Union
agreed to co-sponsor a resolution in the United Nations providing for the cre-
ation of a United Nations Atomic Energy Commission.®®

Secretary Byrnes felt that the impasse with the Soviet Union had been broken.
He was much encouraged by the slight concessions that the Soviet leaders had
made during the discussion at Moscow. As he later wrote, “... we did face the
new year of 1946 with greater hope as a result of the Moscow Conference.” 4

Trouble in Iran

he fragility of the spirit of accord seemingly achieved at Moscow was

revealed within a few days of the adjournment of the conference. It was shat-
tered by Soviet moves to acquire land and oil rights in Iran, moves that hinted at
a sinister Soviet purpose and vitiated any goodwill remaining among the
wartime allies. Soviet movement of forces into Iran and high-handed actions by
Soviet authorities in that nation had created a simmering problem between the
Soviet Union and the Western powers that was, in the next months, to grow more
and more serious. Early in the war, in order to keep German forces out of Iran,
the Soviet Union and Great Britain had, with Iranian concurrence, stationed com-
bat forces in that country. The Soviet forces occupied a strip of territory covering
five provinces along the northern borders of Iran, including the traditionally dis-
sident province of Azerbaijan. British forces were located in the southern and
central regions. On 29 January 1942, the governments of the United Kingdom, the
USSR, and Iran signed a Tripartite Treaty of Alliance that stated, in part:

The Allied Powers may maintain in Iranian territory, land, sea, and air forces in
such numbers as they consider necessary. ... It is understood that the presence of
these forces on Iranian territory does not constitute a military occupation and
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will disturb as little as possible the administration and the security forces of Iran,
the economic life of the country, the normal movements of the population and
the application of Iranian laws and regulations.

The United Kingdom and the Soviet Union pledged to withdraw their troops
not later than six months following the end of hostilities.!®

Notwithstanding all agreements, the Soviet Union closed its zone of occu-
pation to all foreign travelers, thereby preventing allied diplomats and news-
men from reporting on conditions in northern Iran. A ban was imposed on
the export of staple foodstuffs from the Soviet zone, one of the major food
producing areas of Iran. As a result, famine occurred in other parts of the
country, including Teheran. As one authority has noted, “The Iron Curtain
was thus hung in Iran long before the English speaking democracies learned
of its existence.”

When the Soviet Union demanded that Iran grant it oil concessions that
would cover the five provinces bordering on Russia, Iran flatly rejected all oil
concessions, not only to the Soviet Union but to the United Kingdom and the
United States. On 19 May 1945, following Germany’s surrender, Iran
demanded that both of the occupying nations withdraw their forces. In reply
both the United Kingdom and the USSR made it clear that they would not
withdraw before the agreed deadline of six months after the end of hostilities.
In August 1945, both nations removed their uniformed forces mainly service
troops, from the area of Teheran. The Soviet Union however left thousands of
men in plain clothes in the area. These included members of the Soviet secret
police, the NKVD.?7

Perhaps the most serious of the transgressions during Soviet occupation
occurred in late 1945. Against the will of the Iranian Government, the Soviet
Union aided and abetted a change in the form of government in Azerbaijan
Province. Soviet forces supported a seizure of government power in Azerbaijan
by the communist “Tudeh” party. When the Iranian Government attempted to
send military forces to reinforce their garrison in Azerbaijan, Soviet military
authorities prevented Iranian troops from entering the province. The Iranian
Government was effectively prevented by the Soviet Union from applying Ira-
nian laws in the area. As a result of an uprising of Kurdish tribesmen in the
northern area, an uprising openly encouraged by the Soviet Union in December
1945, the entire province of Azerbaijan was separated from the control of the Ira-
nian Government.!8

With the support of the United States, Iran appealed to the United Nations
Security Council on 19 January 1946, asking that it investigate the situation and
recommend appropriate action. The Soviet Union denounced Iran’s action and
denied all its allegations. The Security Council, in its first real test, was unable to
act, since the Soviet Union took the position that the Council was not competent
to handle the dispute. The Security Council then agreed to let the two countries
try to settle their differences by direct negotiations. There the matter rested
uneasily while the deadline for withdrawal approached.”
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Soviet Policies: Several Views

he Soviet foreign policy that underlay Soviet actions in Iran and elsewhere in

the world was enunciated by Soviet Premier Stalin only a few days after the
USSR had rejected Iran’s appeal to the Security Council. On 9 February 1946, in a
sense emulating President Truman, Premier Stalin announced what many US
officials viewed as Soviet foreign policy for the postwar world. Appearing before
a vast “election” audience in Moscow, he spoke darkly of forces of Fascism and
reaction among the “bourgeois democracies.” He argued that “peaceful interna-
tional order” was impossible under the present system of capitalistic develop-
ment of the world’s economy. He charged that the Soviet Union must, therefore,
be capable of guarding against any eventuality. The Soviet Union, he pledged,
would treble its production of steel for defense. At the same time it would
increase the manufacture of consumer goods.

The initial routine analysis of Stalin’s speech from US Charge d’Affaires
George F. Kennan, in Moscow, was not too alarming. But as verbatim transcripts
of the speech arrived, US officials gradually realized the import of what the Pre-
mier had said. Secretary Byrnes expressed shock and decided that on the basis of
this speech and current Soviet actions there was no longer any reason for mini-
mizing US-Soviet differences. He saw no further justification for believing that
the two nations were motivated by the common purpose of an early peace with
former enemies. Mr. H. Freeman Matthews, Director of the Office of European
Affairs, Department of State, commented, upon reading the speech that it consti-
tuted the “most important and authoritative guide to post-war Soviet policy.”
Secretary Forrestal, already suspicious of the Soviet Union, became convinced
that there was no way in which democracy and communism could live together
and that US policy could not be founded on the assumption that a peaceful solu-
tion of the Russian problem would be possible.?0

The significance of the Stalin speech was underscored on 12 February when
the Department of State asked Mr. Kennan, acknowledged to be a leading US
authority on the Soviet Union, for an interpretative analysis of the Soviet Pre-
mier’s statements.?! In reply, Mr. Kennan sent to Washington on 22 February an
extremely long message, which in later months assumed great significance in the
shaping of US policy toward the Soviet Union. Mr. Kennan's analysis circulated
among top US officials, including the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

Mr. Kennan identified basic features of the postwar Soviet outlook and the
probable Soviet policies arising from this outlook. In his view, the Soviet Union
would do everything in its power to advance its relative strength within interna-
tional society. It would miss no chance to cut down the strength and influence of
capitalist nations, either collectively or individually. The Soviet Union and her
“friends abroad” would work hard to acerbate and exploit differences arising
among capitalist nations. Should these differences flare into “an imperialist war,”
the war must be converted into revolutionary upheavals within the various capi-
talist nations. “Democratic progressive elements” overseas would be used to
pressure capitalist governments into actions agreeable to Soviet interests. Social-
ist and social-democratic leaders abroad must be fought relentlessly.
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Mr. Kennan then outlined the historical reasons for Soviet Russia’s pathologi-
cal suspicion of outsiders. The bitter hostility to capitalism and the neurotic
Soviet view of world affairs stemmed from an almost bottomless sense of insecu-
rity. The openness and generosity of the Western nations in cooperating with the
Soviet Union during World War II had not impressed Soviet leaders or changed
their attitude toward outsiders that was the product of traditional Soviet con-
cepts of insecurity when faced with the outside world. Soviet leaders had feared
penetration by foreigners for centuries. They would never compromise and
would seek security in the only way they knew, destruction of rival powers.
Soviet purposes must always be clothed in Marxism, the dogma that justified
their instinctive fear of the outside world.

Mr. Kennan warned that the United States must expect a Soviet policy
devoted to increasing the strength and prestige of the Soviet state, to intensive
military industralization, and to maximum development of Soviet armed forces.
The Soviets would use every means to expand their influence as they were now
seeking to do in such places as Iran and Turkey. They could at any time, should
they conceive it to be strategically advantageous, apply pressure at other points.

Soviet policy was conducted on two planes: an official one, with actions taken
in the name of the Soviet government, and a “subterranean plane” in which
actions were undertaken by agencies of the Soviet government but for which the
government would not admit responsibility. With respect to the United Nations
Organization, the Soviet Union would participate only so long as it seemed to
advance its interests. The USSR would not hesitate to abandon the United
Nations if it seemed to be hampering Soviet aims for expansion.

The far-flung Soviet apparatus of communist controlled organizations, parties
and puppet governments would be used, Mr. Kennan stated:

To undermine general political and strategic potential of [the] major western
powers. Efforts will be made to disrupt national self-confidence, to hamstring
measures of national defense, to increase social and industrial unrest, to stimu-
late all forms of disunity. ... On [the] unofficial plane particularly violent efforts
will be made to weaken the power and influence of Western Powers of [on] colo-
nial backward, or dependent peoples. ... Soviet dominated puppet political
machines will be undergoing preparation to take over domestic power in respec-
tive colonial areas when independence is achieved. ... Where individual govern-
ments stand in the path of Soviet purposes pressure will be brought for their
removal from office....In foreign countries, Communists will, as a rule, work
toward destruction of all forms of personal independence, economic, political or
moral. Their system can handle only individuals who have been brought into
complete dependence on higher power.

In summary, we have here a political force committed fanatically to the belief
that with the US there can be no permanent modus vivendi, that it is desirable and
necessary that the internal harmony of our society be disrupted, our traditional
way of life be destroyed, the international authority of our state be broken, if
Soviet power is to be secure. ... [The] problem of how to cope with this force in
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[is] undoubtedly [the] greatest task our diplomacy has ever faced and probably
[the] greatest it will ever have to face.

Mr. Kennan had some reason to believe that the problems raised by Soviet
hostility could be solved. He felt that the Soviets were flexible and would pull
back if they met strong opposition at any point. The Soviets were actually
weaker than the Western world if all things were considered. Their system was
unproven and they suffered from great internal instability. All of their propa-
ganda outside the Soviet security sphere was basically negative and destructive
and would be relatively easy to fight if a constructive and intelligent program
were put into effect. To meet the Soviet threat Mr. Kennan recommended: (1)
complete recognition of the threat; (2) education of the US public to the realities
of the Russian situation; (3) maintaining the health and vigor of the American
society; (4) furnishing guidance and moral support to other nations; and (5)
retaining the courage and self-confidence to “cling to our own methods and con-
ceptions of human society.”?

Already, the Joint Chiefs of Staff had produced an analysis in which they,
too, predicted continuing antagonism between the United States and the
Soviet Union. But they proposed steps toward military preparedness, a sub-
ject about which Mr. Kennan said nothing. The vehicle for these views was a
JCS appraisal, made on 21 February, of the State Department foreign policy
statement of 1 December 1945. In this document, the Joint Chiefs of Staff con-
cluded that, from the military standpoint, consolidation and development of
Soviet power constituted the greatest threat to the United States in the fore-
seeable future:

While clashes of vital interest are unlikely to occur immediately, the expansion of
Russia in the Far East may ultimately bring about serious conflict with United
States policies directly, and its expansion to the west and south may involve
clashes with Great Britain into which we might well be drawn.

They believed that countries threatened by this expansion should be supported
not only through the United Nations but also, if necessary, by direct US eco-
nomic assistance. Actual military support, at present would be “difficult if not
impracticable.”

The Joint Chiefs of Staff warned that the United Nations Organization could
not prevent war. Its lack of real power and its ineffective procedures precluded it
from settling a “major conflict of policy among major nations.” So long as the
United Nations maintained its present charter, the United States would need
more reliable safeguards to remain secure.

They reminded the SWNCC that the fundamentals of national power and
prestige required the United States to have the capability to “back with force”
its policies and commitments. Historically, in the past two world wars the
United States had not been ready to fight for many months and only its geo-
graphical location and defense by its allies had allowed it to build up strength
to attack successfully.
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In the future neither geography nor allies will render a nation immune from sud-
den and paralyzing attack should an a %ressor arise to plague the peace of the
world. Because of this, determination of United States foreign policy should con-
tinually give consideration to our immediate capabilities for sugporting our pol-
icy by arms if the occasion should demand, rather than to our long term poten-
tial, which, owing to the length of time required for mobilization of the nation’s
resources, might not be sufficient to avert disaster in another war.

In the final analysis the greatest single military factor in the security of the
world is the absolute military security of the United States.

In sum, the Joint Chiefs of Staff heartily endorsed a “firm and friendly” attitude
toward the USSR—*“with, however, the emphasis upon ‘firmness.””*

Shortly thereafter, the Department of State indicated its concurrence in
the need for strong US military forces. The Department expressed this view on
1 April in response to a JCS request for political guidance for military planning,
to include a “political estimate” of the USSR and an “outline of future United
States policy with respect to the Soviet Union,” with “any requirement for its
implementation on the part of the armed forces.”

In its reply of 1 April, the Department of State said the United States must
accept the fact that the USSR constituted “an expanding totalitarian state which
continues to believe and act on the belief that the world is divided into two irrec-
oncilably hostile camps.” As a result, the United States was compelled “to regard
its relations with the Soviet Union in a special category.” In order to build any
basis for peaceful coexistence,

the U.S. at the present time must demonstrate to the Soviet Government in the
first instance by diplomatic means and in the last analysis by military force if nec-
essary that the present course of its foreign policy can only lead to disaster for the
Soviet Union.

The UN Charter offered “the best and most unassailable means” through
which to oppose Soviet physical expansion. However, US relations with Great
Britain and other non-Soviet countries were also of special importance. If the
Soviets’ bid for continental hegemony was to be repulsed, the United Kingdom
must remain the principal economic and military power in Western Europe. The
United States should, therefore, furnish “all feasible political, economic, and if
necessary military support within the framework of the United Nations, to the
United Kingdom and the communications of the British Commonwealth.”

The State Department saw no evidence that the Soviet Union sought a major
war. However, her expansionist policies might be pressed beyond the point of
toleration. Successful diplomatic opposition would depend largely upon the
Soviets” estimate of US military capabilities and willingness to employ them. The
State Department analysis concluded:

It is wise to emphasize therefore the importance of being so prepared militarily and
of showing such firmness and resolution that the Soviet Union will not through
miscalculation of American intentions and potentialities, push to the point that
results in war. In support of the American foreign policy it is essential that:
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1) Steps be taken in the immediate future to reconstitute our military establish-
ment so that it can resist Soviet expansion by force of arms in areas of our own
choosing should such action prove necessary and to protect, during the period of
diplomatic action, areas which would be strategically essential in any armed con-
flict with the Soviet Union; and

2) To create as soon as possible an informed public opinion concerning the
issues involved.?

These misgivings about the Soviet Union were not confined to US officials. On
the other side of the Atlantic, Sir Winston Churchill was becoming increasingly
concerned over the Soviet Union’s seizure of territories in the Balkans and Cen-
tral Europe and its moves inimical to British interests in southern Europe and the
Mediterranean. Although no longer in office, Mr. Churchill commanded great
respect and his words bore considerable weight. On 5 March 1946, at Fulton, Mis-
souri, where, at the invitation of President Truman, he made an address at West-
minster College, the former British Prime Minister electrified the world—and
infuriated Soviet officials—by calling for a military alliance between the United
States and Great Britain, saying that only thus could the Soviet Union be pre-
vented from carrying out its unilateral expansion of power.?> Mr. Churchill
minced no words. Pointing sternly to Soviet actions in Turkey, Iran, and Ger-
many, he warned:

Nobody knows what Soviet Russia and its Communist international organization
intends to do in the immediate future, or what are the limits, if any, to their
expansive and proselytising tendencies. But the facts about the present situation
in Europe are clear.

From Stettin on the Baltic to Trieste on the Adriatic, an iron curtain has
descended across the Continent. Behind that line lie all the capitals of the ancient
states of Central and Eastern Europe. ... Whatever conclusions may be drawn
from these facts—and facts they are—this is certainly not the Liberated Europe
we fought to build up....I do not believe that Soviet Russia desires war. What
they desire is the fruits of war and the indefinite expansion of their power and
doctrines. ...I am convinced that there is nothing they [the Russianslpadmire S0
much as strength, and there is nothing for which they have less respect than for
weakness, especially military weakness. ... If the population of the English-
speaking Commonwealths be added to that of the United States with all that
such cooperation implies in the air, on the sea, all over the globe and in science
and in industry, and in moral force, there will be no quivering, precarious bal-
ance of power to offer its temptation to ambition or adventure. On the contrary,
there will be an overwhelming sense of security.

This fiery speech had not been officially sanctioned by either the US or British
Governments. Yet the Soviet leaders interpreted it as an official statement of the
position of both governments.?® Premier Stalin was furious and denounced Sir
Winston as a “firebrand of war” and his speech as a “call for war against the
Soviet Union.” Assessing the effects of Mr. Churchill’s speech, one authority has
stated, “The reemerging animosities and differences of belief were brought out
by this speech as by a streak of lightning.”?
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More Problems in Iran

eanwhile the situation in Iran had grown more tense. Soviet activities there

“threatened the peace of the world” as President Truman described the
crisis. In a speech obviously intended as a warning to the Soviet Union over Iran,
Secretary Byrnes in late February had pointed out that the United States had
“approved many adjustments” and “resolved many disputes” in favor of the
Soviet Union. He said the United States welcomed the Soviet Union as a member
of the United Nations. He pointed out that great powers as well as small ones
had “agreed under the United Nations Charter not to use force or the threat of
force except in defense of law and in the purposes of the Charter.” He empha-
sized that the United States “will not and cannot stand aloof if force is used con-
trary to the purposes and principles of the Charter.” %

Admiral Leahy thought this speech “of superlative value” had it been deliv-
ered earlier. In light of Mr. Byrne’s speech and similar pronouncements by other
officials, the Joint Chiefs of Staff discontinued their efforts, begun the previous
October, to determine where and with what force Soviet aggression could be suc-
cessfully resisted. They did so because US Government officials had made the
public aware of the current US military weakness and the JPS were continuously
studying the problems presented by the possibility of conflict with the USSR. #

British forces withdrew from Iran on 2 March 1946, six months after the
Japanese surrender as agreed in the Anglo-Iranian-Soviet treaty. The Soviet
Union gave no sign of keeping its pledge of withdrawal. Three days after the
deadline date, Secretary of State Byrnes addressed a note to Soviet Foreign Minis-
ter Molotov asking that Soviet forces be withdrawn as agreed and warning that
the United States could not remain “indifferent” to the situation. Intelligence
indicated that Soviet tanks were moving into Iran, deploying toward the Turkish
border and the Iraqi frontier. The US Air Attache personally observed Sherman
tanks with Soviet markings only 25 miles from Teheran. Secretary Byrnes’ reac-
tion upon learning of this was to observe that the Soviet forces were adding mili-
tary invasion to political subversion. Reportedly he reacted with some heat and
stated “Now we'll give it to them with both barrels.”

“Both barrels” took the form of a second note to Foreign Minister Molotov on
8 March saying that it appeared Soviet forces in Iran were being reinforced and
asking for an explanation if that were the case. No official Soviet reply was
received to either of Mr. Byrnes’ notes, but on 15 March the Soviet news agency,
Tass, denied that any reinforcement or redeployment was taking place in Iran.*

When Iran again went to the Security Council, accusing the Soviet Union of
failure to withdraw from its territory, Soviet diplomats protested sharply. At one
point during a Security Council meeting on the subject, Soviet Ambassador
Andrei Gromyko stalked out of the meeting. On the other hand, the United
States supported Iran more strongly than on the first occasion, with Secretary of
State Byrnes personally appearing before the Council. It was apparent that the
Soviet Union was bothered by the unfavorable publicity emanating from these
meetings, and on 26 March the Soviet representative announced suddenly that
Soviet forces would be removed from Iran within six weeks after March 24, 1946,

45



JCS and National Policy

“if no unforeseen circumstances occur.” On 4 April, Iran announced that an
agreement had been reached with the Soviet Union establishing an Iranian-Soviet
oil company to be ratified by the Iranian Parliament (Majlis) within seven
months of that date. The Soviet Government would hold 51 percent of the stock
and the Iranian Government the remaining 49 percent. The Soviet Union subse-
quently evacuated its forces on schedule, leaving behind a strong communist rev-
olutionary regime in Azerbaijan.*

Perhaps because US actions remained within diplomatic parameters, the Joint
Chiefs of Staff were not asked to provide opinions on military options with
respect to the situation in Iran or to prepare any plans for military action. The US
strategy appeared to be to leave the matter within the purview of the UN Secu-
rity Council as long as it could safely be done.

The Paris Meeting of the Council of Foreign Ministers

s arranged at the Moscow Conference, the Deputies of the Foreign Ministers
had been meeting in London and Paris since January 1946 in an effort to
work out preliminary terms aimed at concluding peace treaties with Italy, Bul-
garia, Hungary, Rumania, and Finland. It was evident at these meetings that cer-
tain problems were going to arise in connection with the Italian treaty. These
bothered the Secretary of State and on 12 April he informally asked General
Eisenhower and Admiral Nimitz to give him military views on several of them.
Mainly, he wanted their opinions on a Soviet demand for unilateral trusteeship
over the former Italian colony Tripolitania, in North Africa. He also asked that
they consider such matters as the US commitment at Potsdam not to sign a sepa-
rate treaty with Italy, the question of Venezia Giulia, the possibility of the Soviets
arranging with the Yugoslavs for a base at Fiume, Mr. Molotov’s expressed desire
for control of Tripoli to support expansion of the Soviet merchant marine, Soviet
bases in the Dodecanese Islands, and possible Soviet action should the United
States refuse to yield on Tripolitania.®
In reply, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, to whom General Eisenhower and Admiral
Nimitz had referred the Secretary’s request, pointed out that the USSR was seek-
ing chiefly to acquire a strategic position across British lines of communication
through the Mediterranean to the Persian Gulf, India, and the Orient: “Few
threats . .. would be more effective in weakening British prestige and promoting
the dissolution of the British Empire.” They then cited other possible Soviet
motives: to accustom world opinion to far-reaching territorial demands; to
embarrass the West and curry Arab favor by conducting an “enlightened” colo-
nial administration; to acquire a base for political infiltration into Africa; to place
Italy and Greece between Soviet pincers; and to create, in case of failure, a ratio-
nale for securing concessions elsewhere. Also, in the event of war, a Soviet mili-
tary presence in North Africa would seriously impair allied capability immedi-
ately to conduct an air-sea offensive against the USSR. Finally, Great Britain
almost certainly would object to a Soviet trusteeship, and a US-UK schism would
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be exceedingly undesirable. The Joint Chiefs of Staff argued that to give the
Soviet Union unilateral trusteeship over Tripolitania would be “gravely inimical”
to US security interests. “Under no circumstances,” they concluded, “should the
United States accede to a Soviet trusteeship over Tripolitania.”

The Joint Chiefs of Staff foresaw that if the Soviets were rebuffed, they might
seek rights in the Dodecanese Islands, insist upon Yugoslav suzerainty over
Venezia Giulia, or refuse to ratify any peace treaty with Italy. Concessions in the
Dodecanese would be very dangerous, since the USSR could then threaten Suez
and isolate Turkey. Concerning Venezia Giulia, the Joint Chiefs of Staff declared
themselves amenable to any settlement that did not cede Trieste to Yugoslavia. In
conclusion, they dismissed Soviet signature of an Italian peace treaty as relatively
unimportant. The US objective, after all, was not a mere treaty but a real settle-
ment that would permit the withdrawal of occupation forces.*

The full Council of Foreign Ministers met in Paris in a two-part session that
stretched from 25 April to 12 July. The results of the conference were draft peace
treaties with the minor former enemy powers that, while “not the best which
human wit can devise,” were, in Secretary Byrnes’ words, “the best which
human wit could get the four principal Allies to agree upon.” No final disposi-
tion of the Italian colonies was reached at this conference, but the Soviets did
agree to forego a trusteeship in Tripolitania and to withdraw their objection to
cession of the Dodecanese Islands to Greece. The Trieste problem was debated
bitterly and agreement finally reached as to the disposition of the territories for
the short term. This solution took the form of an internationalized Free Territory
of Trieste under United Nations aegis. The actual peace conference at which the
final treaties were signed convened in Paris on 29 July 1946.%

Trouble in Venezia Giulia

ith agreement on the disposition of Trieste, the Department of State sought

JCS advice concerning military measures necessary to ensure the integrity
and independence of the Propesed Free Territory. The Joint Chiefs of Staff recom-
mended, in substance, that US and UK forces should remain until a permanent
government became firmly established.?

During the summer Venezia Giulia was wracked by terrorism, sabotage, and
border forays. The most dangerous clashes occurred in August, coinciding with
the Turkish Straits crisis described in the following chapter. On 9 August, a C-47
transport flying from Vienna to Udine, Italy, strayed over Yugoslav territory; the
aircraft was compelled to make a hazardous landing and the crew was interned.
Ten days later, another errant C-—47 was attacked and destroyed by Yugoslav
fighters; it was later learned that five US crewmen perished.

The United States suspended Vienna-Udine runs and dodged a vigorous
protest with Yugoslavia. From Paris, on 22 August, Secretary Byrnes proposed
that transport flights be resumed with fighter escort. In Washington, Acting Sec-
retary Acheson referred this proposal to the Joint Chiefs of Staff. They proposed,

47



JCS and National Policy

instead, that armed but unescorted B-17s be employed for this purpose. Their
prescription would give greater assurance of avoiding future clashes because (1)
any response would be purely defensive in nature, and (2} the fewer aircraft
employed, the smaller the probability of straying from prescribed routes. Presi-
dent Truman accepted the JCS solution, but authorized Secretary Byrnes to
decide when flights actually should be resumed. Bomber runs began on 27
September. Meantime, under a virtual ultimatum from Washington, Marshal Tito
released the surviving US airmen and promised to pay an indemnity.” In Febru-
ary 1947, a peace treaty establishing the Free Territory of Trieste was concluded.®

The JCS Appraise the Soviet Threat—July 1946

or nearly a year since the Japanese surrender, the Joint Chiefs of Staff had

watched with rising apprehension the growing aggressiveness of the Soviet
Union. On 26 July, they took advantage of an opportunity to express their con-
cern directly to the White House. The occasion was a request from Mr. Clark M.
Clifford, Special Counsel to the President, for certain information on the Soviet
Union. On 16 July, Mr. Clifford asked the Joint Chiefs of Staff to furnish him on
an urgent basis their recommendations on recent Soviet activities that affected
the security of the United States; Soviet policy toward the United Nations; Soviet
military policies, present and future; and US military policy with respect to the
Soviet Union.*

The Joint Chiefs of Staff passed this problem on to the JSSC, which, in
preparing its reply, consulted the Department of State, the Central Intelligence
Group, the War Department General Staff, and the Office of the Chief of Naval
Operations. On 27 July, the Joint Chiefs of Staff accepted the JSSC paper and
forwarded it to Mr. Clifford. This reply, both in content and tone, signaled a full
realization that the Soviet Union and the United States, with their respective
allies, were locked in a deadly conflict, below the level of a “shooting war” but
a war nevertheless.®

World domination was the Soviet objective, in the JCS view; a basic tenet of
Soviet policy for achieving that goal was that peaceful coexistence with capitalist
countries was “in the long run, impossible.” The USSR was concentrating there-
fore on building up its war potential and doing everything it could, short of open
warfare, to subjugate the satellite nations, to gain control of strategic areas, and to
isolate and weaken the “capitalistic” nations militarily. To this end, the Soviets
were thwarting every US effort to secure peace settlements. They were keeping
“excessively large” forces in occupied areas. They were firmly in control of the
armed forces of their satellites, and in these countries were purging anyone sus-
pected of opposing them. In Germany and eastern Europe, the Soviet Army was
deployed in such a manner as to facilitate attacks on western Europe or Turkey.
In eastern Siberia, the Soviets were building more air bases, both for attack
against US territory and for defense against any US attack.
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While condemning US plans to acquire permanent bases in certain areas, the
Soviets themselves were pressing for influence and base rights in the Mediter-
ranean and in the Balkans.

They control the Black Sea and are continuing their efforts to control the Dard-
anelles. They have obtained the right to a voice in the control of Tangier and by
their seeking to establish puppet regimes in the Balkans, Turkey, and Iran, the
Soviets are projecting corridors to the Adriatic, Eastern Mediterranean and
Indian Ocean. By penetration and extension of their influence in the Middle East
they are threatening the access of the Western powers to the important oil
reserves in that area.

Keenly aware that they were lagging behind the United States in military
technology, the Soviets were making frantic efforts to overcome the US lead. To
this end they were exploiting German scientists and technicians in submarine
warfare and warship construction, atomic warfare, guided missiles, and bacterio-
logical warfare. In the field of atomic energy research, French communist scien-
tists were giving much information.

Another facet of Soviet strategy included the creation of economic dependency
in areas under their influence by demanding exorbitant reparations, removing
large amounts of industrial machinery, and seizing shipping and industrial prop-
erties. Even religion was being exploited to accomplish the Soviets” aims. They
were playing both sides of the Palestine problem by encouraging the emigration
of Jews from Poland and the Soviet Union into the Anglo-American zones, by
denouncing British and American Jewish policies and by inflaming the Arabs
against these policies.

Soviet aims were being furthered by the Communist Party in the United
States. The Joint Chiefs of Staff blamed the communists for trying to cripple US
industry with strikes, sabotage, and espionage for violent propaganda attacks on
US foreign policy, and for pressures for return of US armed forces from overseas
areas in order to give the Soviets a free hand. Subversive activities against US
armed forces by the US Communist Party included soldier demonstrations,
“anticaste” agitation, promotion of left-wing sentiment, and attempts to encour-
age refusal to act in the event the armed forces were told to suppress domestic
disturbances or take over essential industries or utilities.

With respect to the Soviet attitude towards the United Nations, the Soviet
Union had joined as a matter of political expediency and would make every
effort to dominate the body and frustrate its operations. The Soviet Union would
very likely not withdraw from the United Nations but would remain in it in
order to enhance its chances of achieving world domination.

As to current and future military policies, the Joint Chiefs of Staff informed
the White House, the Soviets were striving to erect a perimeter of client states
and trusteeships around themselves. They would insist upon “exclusive” mili-
tary domination east of the Stettin-Trieste line, would attempt to draw all of
Germany and Austria into their sphere of influence, and would seek to frustrate
the formation of any Western European security bloc. In Greece, Turkey, and
Iran, they sought to put “friendly” governments in power. In the Far East they
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would try to neutralize China, Korea, and Japan and would develop bases in
Siberia, Sakhalin, the Kuriles, and Port Arthur that could threaten Alaska and
the Western Pacific.

To support their policies, the Joint Chiefs of Staff said, the Soviets were giving
the highest priority to building up their war potential and that of their satellites
s0 as to be able to defeat the Western democracies. The Soviets could be expected
to seek to overcome deficiencies in such areas as atomic weapons, guided mis-
siles, long-range air power, and sea power. Until this buildup had progressed to
the point where it assured victory over any combination of hostile powers, the
Soviets were expected to avoid precipitating major war. But once they did resort
to armed aggression they could be expected to attempt seizure of military control
of most of Eurasia. Their plan would include destruction of US industrial poten-
tial before it reached full output for total war. To accomplish its plans for “even-
tual world domination” the Soviet Union could also be expected to undermine
the power of the United States and its allies through subversion and infiltration.*!

Within the White House, Mr. Clifford and his assistant, Mr. George Elsey,
edited and expanded this document but did not change the substance of JCS
arguments. Their final paragraphs read as follows:

In conclusion, as long as the Soviet Government adheres to its present policy, the
United States should maintain military forces powerful enough to restrain the
Soviet Union and to confine Soviet influence to its present area. All nations not
now within the Soviet sphere should be given generous economic assistance and
Folitical support in their opposition to Soviet penetration. ... Even though Soviet
eaders profess to believe that the conflict between Capitalism and Communism
is irreconcilable and must eventually be resolved by the triumph of the latter, it is
our hope that they will change their minds and work out with us a fair and equi-
table settlement when they realize that we are too strong to be beaten and too
determined to be frightened.

In September, Mr. Clifford presented this paper to the President. After reading
the report, Mr. Truman immediately impounded all copies. “This is so hot...,”
he confided, “it could have an exceedingly unfortunate impact on our efforts to
try to develop some relationship with the Soviet Union.” Apparently, then, the
President still had some hopes for an East-West detente.*

Possible Aid to Turkey and Iran

arly in 1946, the Soviet Union began making demands of Turkey in addi-

tion to those she had made in connection with the Dardanelles. In early
March Soviet Premier Molotov demanded that Turkey surrender two
provinces on the border with the Soviet Union, Kars and Ardahan. When
Turkey refused, Soviet propagandists attacked the Turkish Government in a
manner that created a crisis atmosphere in Soviet-Turkish relations. Adding to
this atmosphere, sizeable contingents of Soviet troops were detected massing
along the Turkish/Soviet borders.*
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On 6 March, with the approval of President Truman, Secretary of State Byrnes
addressed a letter to the Joint Chiefs of Staff saying:

You are aware of the possible friction in the Eastern Mediterranean because of the
Soviet’s desire for a cession of certain of the eastern provinces of Turkey and for
bases in or near the Straits.

I should be pleased if you could make an appraisal from the military point of
view of the effect of such demands if granted in whole or in part upon the secu-
rity interests of the United States, bearing in mind the possible effect on the secu-
rity interests of the United States of any undue threat to the security interests of
the British Commonwealth of Nations in that area.#

On 13 March, the Joint Chiefs of Staff replied that they viewed the Soviet
demands as a sure sign that the Soviet Union desired to dominate the Middle
East and the Eastern Mediterranean. Turkey stood squarely in the path of Soviet
aims. Soviet leaders knew that Turkey would fight rather than allow her borders
to be violated. For Turkey to give up any of her territory to the USSR would not
only bestow valuable and strategic territory upon the Soviet Union, it would
inevitably impair British prestige in the Middle East and make Soviet infiltration
southward much easier.*®

As for additional bases near the Dardanelles, the Soviet Union had no legiti-
mate need for such bases. It already possessed the power to close the Straits
whenever it chose to do so. What the Soviet Union really wanted was “exclusive
control over the Dardanelles and the Persian Gulf.” Agreement to this demand
would inevitably lead to other demands aiming at controlling the Aegean area,
thus permitting the Soviets to control the entire Eastern Mediterranean. The East-
ern Mediterranean and Middle East were of vital importance to the British Com-
monwealth of Nations. They contained essential oil supplies and the direct line of
communications by sea, land, and air between the United Kingdom and India
and the Dominions in the Pacific Ocean. Soviet moves that menaced Britain’s
control of the Eastern Mediterranean, the Suez Canal, and the Middle East oil
fields endangered the British position as a world power. Consequently, from a
military point of view Great Britain should fight the moment the Soviets pene-
trated Turkey. Should the Soviet Union ever dominate Turkey and the Aegean
and thus threaten the vital Suez Canal-Aleppo—Basra triangle, Britain must ulti-
mately fight or accept eventual disintegration of the Empire.

Should the British Empire fall, the last bulwark between the United States and
Soviet expansion in Eurasia would be removed. In this case even the combined
military power of the United States and her potential allies might be insufficient
to match that of an expanded Soviet Union. The US position as a world power
was therefore closely interwoven with that of Great Britain.

To agree to Soviet demands on Turkey would have another major conse-
quence. It would undermine confidence of other nations in the United Nations
organization, which at least could serve as a stabilizing influence among the
great powers. “Appeasement of a powerful nation in its questionable claims vis-
a-vis a weaker nation cannot fail to undermine that organization,” the Joint
Chiefs of Staff noted.
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In view of all these considerations, the Joint Chiefs of Staff concluded that
“acquiescence by this country in whole or in part, to these Soviet demands,
although they do not constitute a direct threat, will definitely impair our national
security by weakening the British position as a world power and reducing the
effectiveness of the United Nations.”

The Soviet Union'’s persistent pressure upon Turkey to grant what could only
amount to Soviet control of the Dardanelles became increasingly objectionable to
US authorities. On 7 August 1946, the USSR proposed to the Turkish Govern-
ment that a new Straits regime be established exclusively by the Black Sea pow-
ers and that Turkey and the Soviet Union “organize joint means of defense of the
Straits.” The US Ambassador to Turkey warned bluntly that this would put an
end to Turkish independence. “It strikes me,” he cabled the Department of State,
“[that the] maintenance [of] Turkish independence has become [a] vital interest
[of the] Ulnited] Sitates]. If Turkey falls under Soviet control [the] last barrier
[will be] removed in [the] way [of a] Soviet advance to [the] Persian Gulf and
Suez and [the] temptation would be more than human nature could withstand.”#

Careful movement was in order in this matter, and as a first step it was
decided by State Department officials that a warning should be sent the Soviet
Government before it took measures from which it could not retreat without los-
ing face. Acting Secretary of State Acheson (Secretary Byrnes was in Paris) called
upon the Secretaries of War and Navy and the Joint Chiefs of Staff to participate
in formulating recommendations to the President in the Turkish matter. After a
series of meetings, these officials called upon President Truman on 15 August
1946 to present to him their agreed views and recommendations.*”

Mr. Acheson, spokesman for the advisers, presented their consensus that the
Soviet Union was seeking as a primary objective to gain control of Turkey. Suc-
cess in this effort would very likely eliminate western influence from the Middle
East and the Eastern Mediterranean. Once committed to this course, the Soviets
could only be deterred by the conviction that the United States would if neces-
sary meet aggression with force.

In our judgement the best hope of preserving peace is that the conviction should
be carried to the U.S.S.R., Turkey and all other powers that in case the United
Nations is unsuccessful in stopping Soviet aggression, the United States would
not hesitate to join other nations in meeting armed aggression by the force of
American arms.*

Mr. Acheson then began reading a proposed note of protest to the Soviet Gov-
ernment. The President did not wait for him to finish but reportedly exclaimed,
“I don’t need to hear any more. We are going to send it.” Mr. Truman made very
clear that he understood this confrontation over Turkey could lead to war
between the Soviet Union and the United States. At one point in the meeting he
remarked that the United States might as well find out whether the Soviets were
bent on world conquest now as in five or ten years.*

Four days later, on 19 August 1946, the United States Government sent a note
to the Soviet Government stating its “firm opinion” that Turkey should remain
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primarily responsible for the defense of the Black Sea Straits and insisting that
changes in the Montreux Convention be accomplished under United Nations
auspices rather than by the Black Sea Powers alone. “Should the Straits become
the object of attack or threat of attack by an aggressor,” read the US note, “the
resulting situation would constitute a threat to international security and
would clearly be a matter for action on the part of the Security Council of the
United States.”*

The Joint Chiefs of Staff believed that the US response to the Soviet threat to
Turkey called for more positive action than the delivery of the views contained in
the diplomatic note. On 23 August, they addressed a memorandum to the Secre-
taries of War and Navy in which they recommended that Turkey be offered tan-
gible military and economic support in three categories: (1) encouragement of
Turkey to purchase nonmilitary material and supplies that would strengthen
Turkey’s economic and military position; (2) permission for Turkey to buy arms,
military aircraft, and other military equipment to strengthen the defensive abili-
ties of its armed forces; and (3) consideration of the sending of selected US tech-
nicians, including officers, to assist its armed forces. They emphasized that any
arrangement for Soviet participation in defense of the Straits would inevitably
project Soviet military power into an area of vital importance to the Western
powers. The Soviet Union would then soon be in a position to dominate Turkey,
the most important military factor in the eastern Mediterranean and Middle East.
“If Russia attains military dominance of Turkey by political concessions,” the
Joint Chiefs of Staff averred, “her military threat is projected so that there is grave
doubt that, in case of a major world crisis, the Middle East and Eastern Mediter-
ranean could be considered militarily tenable for the non-Soviet powers.” Such a
coup by the Russians would undermine, if not destroy, the faith that the peoples
of this area had in the British and American influence. “From the military stand-
point,” the Joint Chiefs of Staff continued, “the Joint Chiefs of Staff view with
concern the present world situation. In spite of the written word of the United
Nations’ Charter, many and major indications point to a calculated Soviet policy
of expanding Soviet de facto geographical and political control. Such a Soviet
policy has the most serious impact on the vital interests of the United States.”

The Joint Chiefs of Staff recognized that as things were at present: (1) success-
ful opposition to Soviet efforts against Turkey rested primarily on the continua-
tion of the will of the Turkish Government and people to take a firm stand
against Russian demands; (2) the US public was not well informed concerning
the situation in Turkey and any useful action was in the end dependent on its
comprehension and support; and (3) Great Britain’s immediate security interest
in the situation was even more acute than that of the United States.

The JCS analysis of the Turkish problem was sent to Secretary Byrnes in Paris
by Acting Secretary of State William L. Clayton on 12 September. Mr. Clayton
drew Secretary Byrnes’ special attention to the JCS recommendations for supply-
ing Turkey with military assistance in the form of equipment and advisers. Mr.
Clayton stated:
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This communication brings us face to face with a problem which we appear to
have been approaching for some time. That problem is whether in view of the
policy which the Soviet Union appears to be pursuing of endeavoring to under-
mine the stability and to obtain control of the countries in the Near and Middle
East such as Greece, Turkey and Iran, we should make certain changes in our
general policies, . . . relating to the sale of combat equipment, to an extent which
might enable us to strengthen the will and ability of the various Near and Middle
Eastern countries under Soviet pressure to resist that pressure.5

In Mr. Clayton’s view, the necessity for clarifying US policy governing the
provision of military supplies to Middle Eastern governments arose from the
contradictory postions taken in two official documents dealing with the sub-
ject. The first paper, produced by the Secretary of State’s Staff Committee on
5 February 1946, specified limited disposals of surplus military equipment to
certain countries not including those in the Middle East. The second paper, pre-
pared by SWNCC on 21 March 1946 at the request of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
read as follows:

In accordance with the United States’ firm Eolitical policy of aiding the countries
of the Near and Middle East to maintain their independence and develop suffi-
cient strength to preserve law and order within their boundaries, it is consistent
with United States policy to make available additional military supplies, in rea-
sonable quantities, to those countries.’

Mr. Clayton observed that “one of these documents must be changed.” He
pointed out that in the six months period since the SWNCC policy statement had
been made, the case for furnishing weapons to Middle Eastern countries had in
fact, been strengthened. The Soviet Union displayed a determination to continue
her efforts to create instability in bordering Middle East countries, and to “obtain
hegemony” over them. He cited particularly the cases of Iran and Turkey. He also
mentioned Greece, where Soviet satellites Bulgaria, Yugoslavia, and Albania
were applying pressure, undoubtedly with the direct connivance and support of
the Soviet Government. The United States had informed Turkey, Iran, and Greece
of its “deep interest” in their independence and integrity. Both Iran and Turkey
wished to buy US arms, and Greece would undoubtedly seek the same support.
Iran had gone so far as to send a military purchasing mission to the United
States. Mr. Clayton’s recommendation, which he said was supported by all those
concerned with supplying military aid, was that present policy should be
reviewed and probably changed to allow “a considerable degree of flexibility” in
the application of that policy toward nations seeking US help to maintain their
sovereignty. These officials did not however believe that the United States should
send a military mission to Turkey at the present time. Mr. Clayton added that the
Secretary of War and the Under Secretary of the Navy had read his letter and had
given it their full approval >

Secretary Byrnes, meanwhile, had also been revising his ideas of foreign aid.
Before reading Mr. Clayton’s letter, which was delayed, the Secretary of State
sent him a letter of his own setting forth his thoughts on economic aid in general
and on the situation in Turkey and Greece in particular. World developments
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within the past several months had influenced his thinking about what the
United States should do in providing economic assistance to countries in Europe
and the Middle East. When such assistance had first been contemplated “some
months ago” consideration had naturally been given to providing this assistance
mainly on the basis of a country’s need, on its ability to repay and on its general
attitude toward US aims and methods of expanding world trade. But this no
longer applied, in Mr. Byrnes’ view. “The situation has so hardened that the
time has now come,” he said, “...in the light of the attitude of the Soviet Gov’t
and the neighboring states which it dominates in varying degrees, when the
implementation of our general policies requires the closest coordination. In
other words, we must help our friends in every way and refrain from assisting
those who either through helplessness or for other reasons are opposing the
principles for which we stand.”

Secretary Byrnes had already received a copy of the JCS memorandum of
23 August “through military channels.” He informed Mr. Clayton that he was “in
full accord with the reasoning contained in that document and with its conclu-
sions.” He had already discussed the question of Turkey with British Foreign
Minister Bevin and had suggested that Great Britain, because of her alliance with
Turkey, might furnish “direct military equipment,” with the United States fur-
nishing all feasible economic assistance. “If the Turks should request a few
selected technicians I should favor granting the request,” Mr. Byrnes stated. He
also indicated his strong support of economic assistance to Greece, where the
political situation was much worse than that in Turkey.

“The world,” he concluded, “is watching the support or lack thereof which
we furnish our friends at this critical time and the future policies of many coun-
tries will be determined by their estimate of the seriousness or lack thereof with
which the US upholds its principles and supports those of like mind.” >

The Secretary of State apparently accepted the JCS recommendation for
assistance to Turkey, because he approved a policy that opened the door for
such aid. On the very well-based assumption that the Soviet Union was
attempting to bring Turkey under its domination in order that it could use
Turkey both as a defensive buffer and as a springboard for expansion in the
Mediterranean and Middle East, the policy provided for the United States to
give “positive support” to Turkey. This was based also on the JCS view that
Soviet military dominance of Turkey could force the Western powers out of the
Mediterranean and Middle East. The policy was based on an assumption that
the Turkish people and government were determined to resist Soviet moves
and that the Turks had a “relatively effective military force.” The United States
must support Turkey with appropriately firm diplomatic measures whenever
necessary. The US position on Turkey must be made completely clear to all. The
United States must provide economic assistance and support to Turkey “by all
available means.” With respect to military assistance to Turkey, the United
States should probably leave such assistance to Great Britain for the present. If
necessary the United States might furnish Great Britain arms and military
equipment to supply to Turkey, or in exceptional cases might supply Turkey
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directly. US policy did cover providing technical military advice or military
instruction whenever requested by the Turks.%

Soviet actions in Iran, particularly Soviet designs on the disputed province
of Azerbaijan, continued to attract US attention as a threat to Iranian
sovereignty. On 26 September, the Department of State forwarded to the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, through the SWNCC, a series of questions that were designed to
elicit JCS views on the relative importance of Iran as an area “of vital strategic
interest to the United States,” either in offensive or defensive operations or as a
source of supply. The Joint Chiefs of Staff were also asked in what ways US
strategic interest in Iran was linked to its interest in the Near and Middle East
as a whole and how that interest would be affected by Soviet domination of all
or part of Iran. Finally, the State Department asked: “...does the JCS consider
that a program of assistance by the U.S. to the Iranian military establishment
would contribute to the defense of United States strategic interest in the Near
and Middle Eastern area?”%’

The Joint Chiefs of Staff, in their answer of 11 October, began by observing
that the State Department’s questions were based on an assumption of possible
war between the United States and the Soviet Union and that their replies were
based on the same assumption. Iran, as a major source of oil supply, was militar-
ily of “major strategic interests” to the United States, the Joint Chiefs of Staff
concluded. In a major conflict, whichever side lost control of the oil resources in
Iraq and Saudi Arabia would be forced to fight an “oil starved” war. In addition,
Iran was geographically located so as to be of great importance both to the
defense of the Middle East and as a base for counteroffensive operations from
that area.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff then evaluated four possibilities that had been put
forth by the Department of State: (1) division of Iran into British and Soviet
spheres of influence would advance the Soviet Union’s political and strategic
objectives, contribute to the encirclement of Turkey, and destroy British ability to
defend the Iraqi oil fields; (2) control of the northern province of Azerbaijan by
the USSR, although undesirable, would be the least objectionable of the situa-
tions listed; (3) creation of a Soviet-dominated autonomous Kurdish state would
probably cause the dissolution of the present Iraqi Government and possibly lead
to the installation of a Soviet-oriented regime there; and (4) domination of all Iran
by the USSR would greatly intensify all the adverse effects listed above.™

The Joint Chiefs of Staff made clear that they supported the Department of
State suggestion for military aid to Iran. Token assistance to Iran’s military forces,
they said, could create confidence and good will toward the United States within
the Iranian Government and thus contribute to the US strategic posture in the
area. To assist Iran in preventing civil disturbances, which could attract interven-
tion by “powerful neighbors” and involve the United States, the Joint Chiefs of
Staff favored giving Iran reasonable amounts of military material that could be
used only for keeping internal security. They considered “such non-aggression
items” as small arms, light artillery, ammunition, small tanks, transportation and
communication equipment, quartermaster supplies, and possibly short range air-
craft and naval patrol craft to be appropriate for Iran in reasonable quantities if
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requested. The United States must be satisfied, of course, that Iran wanted to
maintain its independence within the “community of nations.”

The Joint Chiefs of Staff also believed it would be appropriate for the United
States to give technical advice, but it must be done without fanfare and upon
request only. Such a step would contribute to “the defense of United States
strategic interests in Iran and the Near and Middle East area.” During World
War II the United States had, as a matter of course, established two small mili-
tary missions in Iran. One of these missions advised the Iranian Army, the sec-
ond advised the Gendarmerie. The Joint Chiefs of Staff recommended that
these missions not be removed but that conversely, no new missions be estab-
lished at this time.>

At a conference in the State Department on 29 October 1946, the Secretary of
State took certain decisions on aid to the countries of the Middle East that in a
sense marked a beginning of aid programs for that area. He decided that in the
cases of Greece and Turkey, arms would continue to be furnished by the United
Kingdom, in view of existing arrangements and traditional relationships. Arms
required for this purpose, but not in possession of the United Kingdom would be
furnished to her by the United States for further transfer to Greece and Turkey. In
the case of Iran, the United States would sell Iran armament worth not more than
$10 million. There would be no further exception to existing arms policy “at this
time.” The language of the existing policy statement would be changed to enable
the Secretary of State to depart from existing policy at any time it was clearly in
the interests of the United States to do s0.®"

Events in Iran were approaching the crisis stage by mid-October. The State
Department’s Director of the Office of Near Eastern and African Affairs, Loy Hen-
derson, considered the situation to be so critical that it might require swift action
by the United States. The Prime Minister had become “a prisoner of his own pol-
icy of retreating before Soviet pressure.” An Iranian military mission, in Washing-
ton to try to purchase $10 million worth of “nonaggression military equipment,”
was running into a stone wall. Mr. Henderson warned that the United States
could no longer delay and should sell this equipment to Iran quickly. In support
of his recommendation he forwarded a paper setting out the reasons why such aid
should be furnished. In the paper, he quoted the JCS statements of 11 October in
support of his position. He also favored increasing the strengths of the military
missions in Iran and keeping them there so long as they were needed. Secretary of
State Byrnes approved Mr. Henderson’s recommendation.®!

The immediate crisis in Iran subsided as 1946 drew to a close. On 24 Novem-
ber, the Iranian Government ordered its forces to march into Azerbaijan to super-
vise parliamentary elections. The Soviet Government protested this move, warn-
ing of possible “disturbances” should Iranian troops enter Azerbaijan. The US
Ambassador to Iran, George V. Allen, lauded the move, publicly announcing that
it was “quite normal and appropriate.” In this statement, he was backed up by
Under Secretary of State Acheson in Washington. The Iranian Army marched
into Azerbaijan with only a few minor skirmishes taking place. On 4 December
the rebel regime in the dissident province collapsed.®
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The Truman Doctrine Evolves

In other areas of the Near and Middle East, however, the crisis atmosphere deep-
ened. In Greece, where economic troubles and dissident political factions had
been creating serious problems for the British, communist influence was growing
dangerously strong. The Greek Government was traditionally linked to Great
Britain. In late 1944 Prime Minister Churchill had sent 50,000 troops to Athens, cre-
ated a coalition government, and suppressed a communist-inspired insurrection.
The rebels retreated to northern strongholds, where they received sanctuary and
supplies from the communist governments of Albania, Bulgaria and Yugoslavia. In
the spring of 1946, the Greek electorate awarded the premiership to a conservative
monarchist named Constantine Tsaldaris. Another referendum resulted in the
return of King George II. The country was war-ravaged; the economy was crum-
bling; the rightist regime was incompetent. Discontent spiralled into civil war. Ter-
rorism became endemic, especially in Thessaly and western Macedonia.

By late October 1946, the State Department considered that Greece was
becoming “a focal point in strained international relations” and felt that “its fate
during the next few months may be a deciding factor in the future orientation of
the Near and Middle East.” If the Greek mainland and islands fell under Soviet
sway, the USSR would be able to exert “irresistible” pressure upon Turkey.
Ungquestionably, the Soviet Union was furnishing military assistance to those ele-
ments seeking to overthrow the Greek Government. The United States could not
remain idle in the face of these “maneuvers and machinations.” Greece must
remain independent; the United States must stand ready to take necessary mea-
sures to preserve her political and territorial integrity. Specifically, the State
Department desired that the following steps be taken:

1. Let the world know that the United States supported Greek independence
and territorial integrity.

2. Pressure the Tsaldaris regime toward a policy of moderation in internal affairs.

3. Influence the Greek Government to waive territorial claims, but actively
support Greece in the United Nations whenever the occasion warrants.

4. Be prepared, in case of British inability, to sell the Greeks sufficient arms to
maintain internal order and defend their territorial integrity.

5. Dispatch an economic mission to Greece immediately.

All these things were done. On 11 December, Mr. Paul A. Porter was
appointed Chief of the American Economic Mission to Greece.*> During the
opening weeks of 1947, the stream of events suddenly broadened into a verita-
ble flood. On 30 January, the Attlee Cabinet agreed in principle to provide
Greece with further assistance. Then a succession of blizzards struck the British
Isles. By 7 February, the greater part of British industry stood idle and five mil-
lion workers found themselves unemployed. Export losses were enormous;
massive balance-of-payments deficits were forecast. The world now recognized
Great Britain’s extreme weakness.*

Meanwhile, the plight of Greece grew dramatically worse. Mr. Porter clearly
discerned “the makings of a financial collapse”; Ambassador Lincoln MacVeagh
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reported that revolution appeared imminent. On 21 February, Mr. Acheson told
Secretary of State George C. Marshall, who had succeeded Secretary Byrnes on
21 January 1947, that “unless urgent and immediate support is given to Greece, it
seems probable that the Greek Government will be overthrown and a totalitarian
regime of the extreme left will come to power.” Loss of the Near East and North
Africa might follow. Under present arrangements, Greece was getting neither
adequate US economic assistance nor sufficient UK military support. Conse-
quently, Mr. Acheson suggested that Congress be asked quickly to approve a
direct loan—and be warned of the dire consequences of inaction. He recom-
mended, furthermore, that US policy on military aid to Greece be reconsidered in
light of British inability to provide necessary arms.

On the same day the First Secretary of the British Embassy delivered two
notes to Mr. Loy Henderson of the State Department. Briefly, these revealed that
Great Britain was compelled to cease supporting Greece and Turkey and
requested that the United States shoulder the burdens of supplying financial
credits and military materiel. The Attlee Government would give Greece no
financial assistance after 31 March; British soldiers would be withdrawn by sum-
mer. During the balance of 1947, the British thought that Greek requirements
would amount to approximately $100 million. They said that Turkey was in
somewhat better condition, but did not try to estimate her needs.®

The immense importance of this message was immediately understood. Dur-
ing 22-23 February, Messrs. Henderson and John D. Hickerson closely analyzed
the Greek-Turkish situation with Vice Admiral Forrest P. Sherman (Deputy CNO
for Operations) and Major General Lauris Norstad (Director of Plans and Opera-
tions, War Department General Staff). On Monday, 24 February, these four men
conferred with Secretaries Acheson, Forrestal, and Patterson. After this meeting,
Mr. Acheson reported to Secretary Marshall that “the British are wholly sincere in
this matter and that the situation is as critical as they state.” He proposed that the
State, War, Navy, and Treasury Departments undertake an immediate study, so
that a decision (with Congressional leaders participating) could be rendered
within the week. Secretary Marshall, meanwhile, had received the British
Ambassador, read the two notes, and grasped their “utmost urgency and impor-
tance.” Early that afternoon, Secretaries Marshall, Forrestal, and Patterson
briefed President Truman on the Greek-Turkish emergency.*

A Special Committee of the State Department drafted policy recommenda-
tions; these were considered by the Secretaries of State, War, and Navy on the
morning of 26 February. At Mr. Patterson’s request, they considered a proposal
by General Eisenhower to survey requirements of all prospective aid recipients,
so that one all-embracing assistance request could be submitted to Congress.
After the State Department representatives countered that time was too short to
surmount drafting difficulties and Congressional barriers, Secretaries Forrestal
and Patterson agreed that legislation should pertain only to Greece and Turkey.
The three Secretaries then agreed that:

Every effort be made at the highest governmental level to find means, without
waiting for legislation, to alleviate the present Greek financial situation. ...”
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The problem be discussed rivately and frankly by the leaders of the administra-
tion with appropriate members of the Congress.

Legislation be drafted, . . . [which] might well include authorization for the Presi-
dent under certain conditions [and] within prescribed limits to extend loans,
credits, or grants to Greece and/or Turkey; also for the transfer to Greece or
Turkey or both of military supplies not transferable under existing law; and any
necessary authorization for the supply of personnel.

In the meantime measures be taken immediately to transfer to Greece such avail-
able military eguipment and other supplies as the three Departments find are
urgently needed by Greece and are transferable under existing legislation.

Measures be adopted to acquaint the American people with the situation and
with the need for action along the proposed lines.

Messrs. Marshall and Acheson conveyed these conclusions to the White
House; President Truman assented, in principle, to measures for immediate aid.”

On 27 February, Congressional leaders were summoned to the White House.
Speaking to this gathering, Secretary Marshall revealed that the Greek Govern-
ment confronted economic collapse and needed approximately $250 million in
financial aid. If Greece dissolved into civil war and fell under communist control,
Turkey would be surrounded and gravely imperiled. Indeed, Turkey also
required monetary and materiel support, since prolonged mobilization was seri-
ously sapping her antiquated economic structure. “It is not alarmist,” Secretary
Marshall asserted, “to say that we are faced with the first crisis of a series which
might extend Soviet domination to Europe, the Middle East and Asia.” The
United States alone was capable of combating this danger; it could either act with
energy or lose by default.

The reaction from Congressional leaders struck Mr. Acheson as “adverse” and
“rather trivial.” The Under Secretary thereupon took the floor and made a dra-
matic case for immediate, effective action. The world, he said, had not witnessed
such a polarization of power since the days of Rome and Carthage. The Soviets
had placed any number of bets; if they could win any one of them, they would
collect all. Control of three continents was at stake; the United States must move
to protect free peoples against aggression and subversion. When Mr. Acheson
concluded, Senator Arthur Vandenberg spoke slowly and gravely: “Mr. Presi-
dent, if you will say that to the Congress and the country, I will support you and
[ believe most of its members will do the same.” ¢

The Administration then proceeded to prepare a legislative program. On 12
March, President Truman appeared before Congress and asked for $250 million
to assist Greece and $150 million to support Turkey. In a most significant address,
he stated:

I believe that it must be the éoolicy of the United States to support free peoples
who are resisting attempted subjugation by armed minorities or by outside
pressures.

I believe that we must assist free peoples to work out their own destinies in their
own way. . ..
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Should we fail to assist Greece and Turkey in this fateful hour, the effect will be
far reaching to the West as well as to the East. . ..

Great responsibilities have been placed upon us by the swift movement of events.

I am confident that Congress will face these responsibilities squarely.*

The Joint Chiefs of Staff did not formally participate in the decision-making
process described above. After informal discussion with the British Joint Staff
Mission, however, Joint Staff Planners prepared an appreciation of the problems
involved in providing military assistance to Turkey. They thought that the USSR
possessed neither the means nor the desire to wage a major war. However, the
Soviets would surely continue to employ political pressure and subversive tac-
tics. This being so, US assistance should seek two objectives: primarily, to stiffen
the Turks’ will and ability to resist; secondarily, to improve the Turkish military
potential. Purely as a preliminary view, the Planners felt that any aid program
should take account of the following factors:

1. The greatest emphasis should be assigned to ground forces and air defenses.

2. Organization and equipment should be suited to Turkish capabilities and
tailored to effective defense based on terrain.

3. Expansion of the Turkish arms industry should receive most serious
consideration.

4. Economic and military assistance should be closely integrated. When com-
munications and logistical facilities were sufficiently improved, for example,
some forces could be demobilized and financial strains would decrease.

5. Since the Turks could not approach self-sufficiency in certain critical areas
for some time, continuation of their “present political and psychological tough-
ness” might largely depend upon US and UK action to correct whatever mainte-
nance and equipment weaknessess appeared.

In closing, they reaffirmed that political, economic and psychological factors
were more important than purely military considerations. Since definitive recom-
mendations could be reached only after analysis of all these elements, the plan-
ners proposed that SWNCC undertake such a thorough assessment. The Joint
Chiefs of Staff approved this appreciation and, on 13 March, transmitted it to Sec-
retaries Patterson and Forrestal who agreed to support these suggestions.”

On 22 May, Congress completed passage of legislation authorizing aid to
Greece and Turkey. By then, SWNCC had received an assessment of analogous
situations across the globe. Requirements far exceeded available resources;
preparation of a comprehensive aid plan (such as General Eisenhower had sug-
gested in February) now seemed imperative. The “Truman Doctrine” began
evolving into the European Recovery and Military Assistance Programs.”!

Thus in early 1947 a policy was established that was to mark US resistance to
Soviet aggression until the outbreak of the Korean War in mid-1950. It was a pol-
icy based on the use of economic resources rather than military force and
depended for its success upon the will and cooperation of threatened nations. It
was a policy based upon a more complete recognition by the United States of
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Soviet motives and objectives, with the realistic acknowledgement that the
United States could not, solely by its own armed intervention, prevent the Sovi-
ets from succeeding in their planned takeover of strategic areas of the world. The
United States would help weaker nations help themselves.
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Authority for JCS Participation in Postwar Military Policymaking

AS of V-] Day the Joint Chiefs of Staff had received no specific directive to con-
tinue to address basic military problems jointly in peacetime as they had
during the wartime years. Nevertheless, they did have a basis for continuing
these activities in the postwar period. This stemmed from a policy approved by
the President in late 1943. In November of that year, President Roosevelt had
instructed the Joint Chiefs of Staff to prepare a study for him indicating the gen-
eral postwar air base requirements of the United States around the world. They
had assigned this task to the JSSC. During development of their report, the JSSC,
in an unusual action, had drafted what it termed “a Recommended Policy on
Post-War Military Problems,” completely unrelated to the air base study. The
JSSC appended this “Recommended Policy” to its report and sent it forward to
the Joint Chiefs of Staff along with its recommendations for air bases. At their
meeting on 15 November 1943, the Joint Chiefs of Staff approved all the JSSC rec-
ommendations and forwarded them, including the policy statement, to President
Roosevelt who approved the entire package on 23 November.

The operative portions of the statement of policy regarding the JCS role in
postwar policymaking were contained in the first three paragraphs, as follows:

1. The Joint Chiefs of Staff should be represented in important groups con-
cerned with post-war planning, as may be necessary to insure that military con-
siderations may be integrated with political and economic considerations.

2. Post-war military problems should be studied as an integrated whole rather
than as separate problems for the ground, naval and air forces.

3. They must be examined from the points of view of national defense, of

rospective international military commitments and related national commercial

interests. While in the last analysis national security must dominate, we must be
prepared to make concessions to the international organization.!
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Presidential approval of these statements, while not a specific directive to the
Joint Chiefs of Staff to engage in postwar planning, was construed as authorizing
them to do so. On this basis, the Joint Chiefs of Staff began the process of devel-
oping military policy and strategy for the postwar period. By mid-1947, they had
approved a military policy, a strategic estimate, and a supporting strategy. The
preparation of implementing war plans had begun, albeit at a low level, and had
continued within the JCS supporting structure. No approved war plans emerged
prior to 1948, but the Joint Chiefs of Staff, while not formally addressing the
efforts of their planners, were aware of their efforts and maintained a close inter-
est in the planning going on.

The dangers facing the United States when this planning began were more
political than military. But in light of the apparent Soviet determination to gain
supremacy over the capitalist countries of the West, a US-USSR military con-
frontation in the not-too-distant future loomed as a real possibility. Joint planning
directed against this contingency began not so much in response to Soviet actions
as at the initiative of individual officers and Joint Committees. As the months
passed, however, and the Soviet posture continued to grow more threatening,
these joint planning efforts acquired an increasing validity.

The Effects of “New Weapons” on Policy and Strategy

hese postwar planning efforts began on 4 August 1945, when the JSSC, the

Joint War Plans Committee (JWPC) and the JPS agreed, on their own initia-
tive, that the JPS, assisted by the JWPC, would prepare (1) a postwar military
policy, (2) an overall postwar strategic plan on a worldwide basis, and (3) recom-
mendations on US requirements for postwar military bases.?

The JPS and the JWPC shared the view that “a strategic concept and plan and
the establishment and development of US bases based on that plan should take
into consideration the effect of foreseeable developments in new weapons and
countermeasures in the post-war period.” Accordingly, these agencies sought the
advice of Dr. Vannevar Bush, Chairman of the Joint Committee on New Weapons
and Equipment, and of Major General Leslie Groves, Director of the Manhattan
Project, which was responsible for developing the atomic bomb.?

Dr. Bush met with the Joint Staff Planners on 22 August 1945. He professed
much reluctance to give explicit advice on the use and potential of new weapons
that had been and were being developed. The two main aspects of the new
weaponry were the guided missile and the atomic bomb. While it would take a
great deal of thinking by scientists before the potentialities of these new weapons
could be accurately assessed, Dr. Bush and his Committee were of the firm opin-
ion that the new weapons should not influence the number, location, or extent of
the strategic bases that were now believed essential.

With respect to the guided missile, there was no possibility of extending the
V-2 type rocket to a range of 1,000 miles or more. Use of atomic propulsion was
at least 20 years in the future in Dr. Bush’s opinion. He pointed out, however,
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that even if it were possible to build a guided missile with a 2,000 mile range, the
United States would still have to have bases from which to launch such a missile.
It would be more practicable and inexpensive to concentrate on missiles of 200
rather than 2,000 mile range. And Dr. Bush insisted that the closer our bases were
to a potential enemy, the better. He speculated also that guided missiles traveling
at speeds exceeding the speed of sound and guided by radar beams would
supersede and replace all present antiaircraft methods.

One of the principal limiting factors on the use of the atomic bomb as a
weapon was that it could not at present be made small enough for adaptation
to artillery or naval torpedoes. This meant that at present the atomic bomb
should be considered only as a supplement to conventional weaponry and
methods of warfare.

Dr. Bush speculated that the Soviet Union would take a long time to
develop its own atomic capability. This was not owing to a lack of capable sci-
entists in that nation but to the handicaps that were inherent in an arbitrary
form of government.

Dr. Bush stated flatly that there were no countermeasures that would be effec-
tive against the atomic bomb once it had been launched. Until the development
of the atomic bomb there had been a great premium on first strike capability. This
was no longer true. If both adversaries had the atomic bomb, a strike by one
could not preclude retaliation if the other side had a great reserve force well-
protected underground. If the United States had a reserve stock of atomic bombs
and delivery means, it could retaliate against a devastating attack so severely that
the enemy would be as badly hurt. Destruction of a nation’s industrial potential
would not be a determining factor in victory or defeat. The atomic war would be
over so quickly that the crippling of a nation’s industry would have no effect on
the outcome.

General Groves followed Dr. Bush. He agreed that guided missiles would
not be developed sufficiently in the immediate future but thought that within
10 to 20 years they would be. The United States was in a favorable position at
the present time. It had a complete knowledge of atomic production that would
take other countries years to reach. No surprise attack could be launched on the
United States for a number of years. The United States should get its bases now
and plan not for 10 years but for 50 to 100 years in the future.

In answer to a question, General Groves would only say that the United States
had a reasonable number of atomic bombs. He recommended that the United
States maintain a maximum production capacity and a reasonable reserve. Like
Dr. Bush, he saw no defense against the atomic bomb aside from shooting down
the plane that carried it.

The JCS Propose a US Postwar Military Policy

he JPS submitted their proposed statement of US military policy to the Joint
Chiefs of Staff on 30 August 1945. Significantly, the JPS cited as authority for
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developing this postwar policy the 1943 approval by President Roosevelt of the
JCS statement of policy for postwar problems. The Joint Chiefs of Staff approved
the JPS paper on 20 September and forwarded it to the Secretaries of War and the
Navy, asking that it be given to the Secretary of State and to the President for his
approval as a “present expression of United States military policy.”

As a basis for this military policy, the Joint Chiefs of Staff postulated a set of
major national policies that, taken in the aggregate, were intended to maintain
world peace under conditions satisfactory to the United States. The major thrusts
of these policies were to protect the United States, the Western Hemisphere, and
the Philippine Islands, and to live up to international agreements regarding the
United Nations and the occupation of defeated enemy countries. Seven major
policies were identified: (1) maintenance of the integrity and security of the
United States and its possessions, territories, leased areas, and trust territories; (2)
advancement of US political, economic, and social well-being; (3) maintenance of
the territorial integrity and sovereignty or political independence of other Ameri-
can states, and regional collaboration to maintain international peace and secu-
rity in the Western Hemisphere; (4) maintenance of the territorial integrity, secu-
rity, and when granted, the political independence of the Philippine Islands; (5)
participation in and full support of the United Nations; (6) enforcement, in col-
laboration with allies, of terms imposed upon defeated enemy states; and (7)
maintenance of the best possible relative position with respect to the potential
enemy powers, ready when necessary to take military action abroad to maintain
the security and integrity of the United States. This last item was as close as the
Joint Chiefs of Staff came to identifying resistance to Soviet aggression as a major
national policy.

The successful maintenance of world peace through these policies, the Joint
Chiefs of Staff believed, depended on cooperation among the Big Three. Since
this cooperation would likely not materialize, the United States might have to
fight to preserve itself. It must be ready to fight alone, at least initially, and it
could not rely on significant outside help. “Any future conflict between major
foreign powers,” the Joint Chiefs of Staff warned, “will almost certainly precipi-
tate a third world war, in which we could not hope to escape being involved.
Any nation, which in the future may attempt to dominate the world, may be
expected to make her major effort against the United States and before we can
mobilize our forces and productive capacity.” New weapons being developed
favored such a surprise attack. Geographic location would no longer afford the
United States the security and protection that it had once had. On the other hand,
the United States would also possess a capability for devastating punitive or
retaliatory attacks.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff recognized that the American people would not sup-
port overwhelmingly strong forces in peacetime. Nevertheless, the American
public should be willing to support an active military force large enough to guar-
antee security during the initial mobilization period if war broke out. The people
must realize that their own safety depended upon a readiness and determination
to react effectively overseas in order to prevent an attack on the United States.
Other essential requirements for security included an adequate intelligence sys-
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tem to provide advance warning of attack, a national organization to coordinate
and promote civilian and military technical research and development, and an
adequate system of overseas bases.

To achieve these national policies in the face of existing constraints would, in
the opinion of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, require a military policy comprising the
following elements: (1) strong, trained mobile striking forces with full logistic
support; (2) adequate forces to enforce terms imposed on defeated enemy states;
(3) forces to protect areas vital to the United States against possible enemy
attacks, including attacks with newly developed weapons; (4) an adequate
reserve capable of rapid mobilization; (5) an adequate, readily expandable logis-
tic system in the continental United States to support operating forces; (6) an
intelligence system to provide adequate information on all potential enemies and
the necessary warning of hostile intent and capability; (7) promotion of research,
development and provision of new weapons, processes, materiel, and counter-
measures to deny these to potential enemies; (8) provision for rapid emergency
mobilization of US manpower, resources and industry by supporting such mea-
sures as universal military training (UMT), a large US Merchant Marine, large US
commercial air transport systems, industries essential to a national war effort,
and stockpiling of critical materials; (9) coordination and understanding among
all government agencies and industries essential to the national war effort; and
(10) liaison with and development and training of the armed forces of the Ameri-
can nations of the Western Hemisphere, the Philippines and other nations con-
tributing to US and hemisphere defense.*

Assistant Secretary of War McCloy sent the JCS statement of military policy to
the SWNCC whence it reached the Department of State. At a meeting of the Sec-
retary of State’s Staff Committee on 13 November, the JCS statement was sub-
jected to some criticism, which was subsequently incorporated in a memoran-
dum to the Committee, dated 16 November. The authors of this document
observed that, because application of military policy was of extreme importance,
the Department of State should contribute to the formulation of that policy and
should also participate with the War and Navy Departments in carrying it out.
Turning to specific deficiencies in the JCS statement, the State Department
authors maintained that the Joint Chiefs of Staff, by emphasizing possible break-
downs in friendly relations between great powers, had slighted “the necessity for
insuring the United States adequate allies” as well as the possible effect of US
military policy upon friendly relations with other nations. “It also ignores,” the
State Department criticism continued, “the need for making clear that our mili-
tary policy must conform with our obligations under the Charter of the United
Nations to employ force only under conditions there stipulated.”

Department of State officials were also critical of the JCS approach toward
the military discharge of occupation duties. Hostilities had only recently ended
and no peace treaties were in sight. In political terms, no aspect of US foreign
policy held greater potential for the future security of the United States than
relations with allies involved in carrying out the surrender and peace terms. Yet
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, in their statement, seemed largely to have ignored the
significance of joint occupation and of joint enforcement of peace terms. Too,
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the responsibilities of the United States as a main member of the United
Nations should be more prominently considered in making an estimate of
future US military requirements.

The State Department found other flaws. If, for example, the United States
were, as the Joint Chiefs of Staff suggested, to maintain a large active and reserve
merchant marine, it might weaken the economic strength of US potential future
allies. The advisability of maintaining “industries essential to the war effort”
should be examined on economic as well as foreign policy grounds. The same
was true of the “stockpiling of critical strategic materials.” It was also question-
able whether or not the United States should support the development of armed
forces in other American states.

The Department of State also noted that perhaps other policies should be
added. These included “respect for the territorial integrity and political indepen-
dence of other states,” notably China, and multilateral regulation of armaments.®

At the request of the War Department, the JCS statement of policy was repub-
lished as a SWNCC paper on 27 March 1946. On 13 December 1946, the Depart-
ment of State recommended that no further action be taken. However, an ad hoc
committee appointed for the purpose of revising the JCS statement in accordance
with comments from State, War, and Navy officials, circulated a revised draft of
the statement in early 1947. The statement was eventually overtaken by events
and stricken from the SWNCC agenda in 1948.¢

The JCS Strategic Concept and Plan

oncurrently with the development of the statement of military policy, the

JPS had been devising the strategic concept and plan for the employment of
US forces. The JSSC concurred in the JPS draft and submitted it to the Joint
Chiefs of Staff who approved it on 9 October. They forwarded the strategic con-
cept and plan to the Secretaries of War and Navy the next day; they concurred in
it on 12 and 17 October.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff once again identified maintaining world peace as the
primary objective of the United States and declared that its preservation would
require friendly relations among the United States, the Soviet Union and Great
Britain. These countries had emerged from World War II as the major military
powers of the world, although Great Britain ranked a poor third behind the other
two. The advent of the atomic bomb would not change this existing distribution
of power among nations, even if the Soviet Union succeeded in developing the
bomb. Smaller nations might eventually acquire atomic weapons, but this would
not change their relative military weakness.

A falling out within the Big Three was, according to the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
most likely between the United States and the Soviet Union. The United States
and Great Britain had many common interests and there was little likelihood of a
real disagreement between them. The Soviet Union was a different case, and seri-
ous misunderstandings between it and the United States were quite possible.
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“The undefined character of Russian aspirations, the background of mutual sus-
picion existing between the Soviet Union and the rest of the world, and the lack
of a common basis of information and understanding with Russia indicate that
our relations with that country are of prime importance to the pcace of the
world,” the Joint Chiefs of Staff emphasized.

Because of instability and unrest in the postwar world, the Joint Chiefs of Staff
perceived a number of situations that bore the seeds of possible conflict, includ-
ing the following: (1) territorial settlements in the peace treaties; (2) Soviet deter-
mination to insure friendly governments on her borders; (3) political disunity in
China; (4) Britain’s reaction to its worsening political and economic position and
the instability of its colonial empire; (5) any opposition to a strong US position in
the western Pacific; (6) France’s efforts to restore its national prestige and colonial
empire; (7) social upheavals from popular demands for a redistribution of wealth
and political power; and (8) the problem of international control of atomic
weapons. However, war between the United States and the Soviet Union, they
believed, would most likely result, not from any of these areas of conflict, but
from Soviet attacks on Western Europe or China.

The United Nations would be barely effective in stabilizing relations among
the great powers. It could provide machinery for cooperation and could focus
public world opinion upon uncooperative and recalcitrant powers. But armed
enforcement of UN principles would certainly not work in the case of major
powers. Since the United Nations did not appear capable of resolving a major
conflict of interests among the great powers, the United States must make its own
military arrangements and be capable of defending itself alone should a major
war occur.

Possibly drawing on the information furnished by Dr. Bush and General
Groves, the Joint Chiefs of Staff noted that “foreseeable new weapons” made it
essential that the United States obtain accurate and prompt intelligence of foreign
progress in new weaponry and deny to foreign nations information of US
progress. Retention of the US technological advantage was vital. The United
States must further, keep its strategic plans based on new capabilities up-to-date
and not allow the potential enemy to strike first. It must prepare to strike the first
blow itself, if necessary.

New weapons, the Joint Chiefs of Staff believed, would have a significant
effect on both defensive and offensive operations in the event of major war. In the
former, defense of vital installations would require keeping a prospective enemy
at the maximum possible distance. This, the Joint Chiefs of Staff declared,
“requires forces and installations disposed in an outer perimeter of bases from
which to reconnoiter and survey possible enemy actions, to intercept his attack-
ing forces and missiles, to deny him use of such bases, and to launch counterac-
tions which alone can reach a decision satisfactory to us.” These peripheral bases
could form an integrated system of primary bases and connecting secondary
bases. The latter were essential stepping stones to the primary bases providing
security in depth. The greatest danger areas were the Arctic air approaches to the
North American continent, the Atlantic and Pacific sea approaches, Central and
South American countries from which attacks might be made on the Panama
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Canal and the United States, and the Atlantic and Pacific sea approaches to the
Panama Canal.

In the offensive, the Joint Chiefs of Staff envisioned a rapid series of initial
operations, exploiting special weapons and airborne and seaborne striking forces
to destroy or disrupt the more dangerous enemy means of action or counterac-
tion and to blockade, bombard, and destroy enemy war-making capacity. Enemy
naval forces and shipping would be destroyed early to thwart his operations
against the continental United States and to prevent support of his overseas
bases. Advanced bases required for the continued campaign or for US security
would be seized and occupied. As US reserve industrial and military means
became available all military effort would be augmented.’

Concept of Operations for a Joint Outline War Plan

In the last months of 1945, the JWPC, acting on its own initiative, began draw-
ing up a detailed concept for operations upon which to base a joint outline war
plan for the United States. The JIC and the Joint Logistics Plans Committee
(JLPC) worked closely with the JWPC on this. In so doing, the Committees aimed
at providing courses of action for the United States in case of a war with the
Soviet Union during the next three years.

Although it can not be established from existing records, this planning by the
JWPC must have begun in late 1945 as a natural function of officers whose
assigned duties called for them to plan and not because of any special instruction
or imminent emergency.

It is apparent from remarks made during JPS meetings that as planning pro-
gressed during early 1946, aggressive Soviet actions and increasingly belligerent
attitudes lent an ever greater sense of urgency and made the effort much more
valid in the eyes of the planners. As an example of the thinking of members of
the JPS and their staff assistants, Rear Admiral Mathias B. Gardner, Navy Plan-
ner, at a meeting on 6 March, stated that if war did come it would break out very
suddenly and that if the USSR was going to start a war it “will do it very soon.”
One officer on the JWPC remarked on the same day, “Time is much more impor-
tant than when the work on this paper was begun. Thousands, rather than the
present small groups, should be working on plans.” Another officer pointed out
that at the time the JWPC had established a possible date for the beginning of
hostilities, January 1948, it could not be known that “pressure would develop as
rapidly as it has to date.”®

On 2 March 1946, the JWPC presented a first draft of the concept of operations
to the JPS. The committee members did not believe that the Soviet Union deliber-
ately courted a war with the United States, but this did not mean that war could
not come as a result of Soviet policy. The Soviet Union was, in the immediate
postwar era, in a period of “vigorous national growth and expansion,” in the
words of the JWPC. For the next 10 or 15 years the USSR probably stood to gain
more from peace than war, and Soviet expansion in various parts of Europe
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would probably be by careful step-by-step advancement in a manner to avoid the
risk of war. Nevertheless, Soviet expansion in any form would “inevitably
endanger the security of the United States.” The short range objective of the
Soviet Union was to set up a ring of satellite countries to protect its borders, par-
ticularly in those sectors where its vital interests were involved. Although this
objective had largely been accomplished, the USSR “will vigorously pursue a
policy of ideological penetration in all countries where Soviet influence might be
enhanced or US or British interests undermined.” Here, of course, lay the greatest
danger of confrontation and conflict between the United States and the Soviet
Union. The areas of immediate concern to the Soviet Union, and therefore of
interest strategically to the United States, were Finland and the Baltic States, Cen-
tral Europe, the Balkans, the Middle East, and Manchuria.

The most likely source of a spark that could start the third World War was
now considered to be the Middle East where the Soviet Union was currently cre-
ating pressures on Turkey and Iran. It was in this area that by cutting too deeply
into vital British interests, especially oil and the Suez Canal, the Soviet Union
might force Great Britain to fight. Should this occur, the United States would
inevitably be drawn in. It was, the planners maintained, “vital to the ultimate
security of the United States to prevent the defeat of Great Britain,” and if war
came, the sooner the United States intervened the better. “Since the present aims
in the Middle East of Great Britain and the USSR are conflicting and each consid-
ers the accomplishment of its aims vital to national security, further struggle is
inevitable,” the JWPC informed the JPS.°

The JWPC freely admitted that Soviet military strength was far greater than that
of the United States and its potential allies. According to the Committee estimate,
Soviet military forces consisted of the following: 51 divisions in Germany and Aus-
tria; 20 divisions in Poland; 50 divisions located for use in the Near or Middle East;
and 20 divisions in Hungary and Yugoslavia. The central reserve in the USSR com-
prised 152 divisions. Satellite divisions, of less reliability than Soviet divisions but a
factor to be counted nonetheless, included 18 in Poland, 43 in Yugoslavia and Hun-
gary, and 26 located in or close to the Near and Middle East. Any ground attack
could be supported amply by fighter aircraft and ground attack aircraft. Two thou-
sand effective first-line combat aircraft located in the Soviet Union and in Soviet-
dominated areas could be made available for this support.

The Soviet Union would, therefore, possess complete initiative during the first
months of any war. Soviet forces could, for instance, overrun Europe west of the
Rhine and seize the channel ports of the Low Countries in the first drive. The
western allies might succeed in delaying the Soviet forces west of the Rhine but
for a short time only. Attacking Soviet units would outnumber the combined US,
British, and French forces by at least three times. And these enemy forces could
be augmented easily from the Soviet Union. At the same time the main Soviet
drive was launched out of Soviet occupied Germany, a subsidiary drive could be
made against US-UK forces in northern Italy by combined Yugoslav-Soviet
armies. Subsequently, if willing to pay a fairly stiff price, the Soviets could
advance into Spain. These attacks would be accompanied by what was described
by the planners as “an initial main Soviet offensive” against the Middle East.
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In approaching the problem of how US forces should react and the courses of
action that should be followed in a war with the Soviet Union, the JWPC con-
cluded that any attempt to match Soviet strength on the ground would be fruit-
less and the cost prohibitive. Therefore, the United States must, as the planners
expressed it, “select operations which are more in consonance with our military
capabilities and in which we can exploit our superiority in modern scientific
warfare methods.” The United States must protect itself, its territories and its
bases. It must secure and defend bases and lines of communication in the gen-
eral vicinity of the Br