T —
L
“s

A4 &K E D : CO_W | )/ SR ST

i FILECOPY
’ e

CBU"/' Ao Excilrovys deop |
no b |

-
—_—

._f// o« oy

UNCUSSlFlED . mw@ Copy iof 60 coples

each of 94 sheets

P. H. Johnstone
27 May 1966

THIRD DRAFT
ENCLOSURE A
C.I. NO. 6 “?;'

. ‘ ‘:x

ORIGINS OF THE U.S. COMMITMENT TO THE WEST BERLIN ENCLAVE :5\

NG

")

-

: -

o~

N

™

5 Bl I PO
RET, REMENT bOPY
048D (FA) DFOISR B 7as T !-‘
‘ CCHQS QR~-(?
P
4
UNCLASSIFIED
- /‘\ | o
RO-FOT-0997CA) o .. )gé(s L1305y
S Y A



e

UNCLASSIFIED

CONTENTS
INTRODUCTION &+ v v v v 4 v v o e s v e v e e e v e e e e
BACKGROUND AND ENVIRONMENT OF THE DEVELQOPMENT OF
SPECIFIC POLICIES CCNCERNING BERLIN . . . . . .o e
The Political-Military Dichotomy . « « + « « ¢« v & & o« &
Problems of Coordination at the National Level . . . . .

Isolation of Post-War Planning From Strateglc Planning and
Operations--Short-Term Needs Versus Long-Term Objectives

The Military-Political Dichotomy and Control of Civil
Government 1n Occupied Areas . . .+ « v « « &« v 4 4 e

Hatred of Germany and Lack of Historical Perspective . .

Conflict Between the Need to Plan and the Political
Danger in Planning . « « « o o o o v v v e e e e 0w v s

Readiness of Russlans and Britlish to Shape Military
Strategy to Pclitical Ends--Unreadiness of USA .« . . . .

THE MAJOR "DECISION"--DEVELOPMENT OF FORMAL U.S.

COMMITMENTS ON ZONAL ARRANGEMENTS IN GERMANY . . . . « « « .
The Pollcy Decision and the Operational or Enforcing
Decisions « « v ¢ v ¢ ¢ v 4 b e e vt e e e e e e e e
Preliminary Need to Develop a National Consensus . . . .
The Better British Staff Procedures . . « « « « « +« + + .

Early Anglo-American Differences on Occupatlon Pellcy . .
Moscow, Teheran, Cairo and Beginnings of the EAC . . . .
American Disarray Cconcerning the EAC . . . « « « « « « &
EAC Moves Toward Zonal Agreement While the U.S. Abstains
Belated Presentation of Roosevel€'s Zone Ideas . . . . .
The Presidential Preoccupation with a Northwest Zone

Different Perspectives Then and NOW « « « + + « o o « «
Soviet Proposal for Berlin Administration Accepted . . .
The Basic Settlement of Northwest Zone Controversy . . .

The Protocol of 12 September 1944 C e e e e e e e e
The "Morgenthau Plan' and the Deal for the Northwest Zone
The Mechanism of the Octagon Agreement on Zones . . .« . .
Second Stage of the Anglo-American Hassle . . « . « « . &

The Russian Comment on Access Rights . « ¢« « « « o« o &
The Zonal Agreements Finally Officially Approved . . .

ANTICLIMAX - THE IMPLEMENTING DECISIONS . . « « + « « «
The Nature of the Issue after Approval of the EAC Protoccecl
The Beginning Breach Between East and West . . . « . . .
The Decision Not to Try to Take Berlin . . + .« + « + « &

UNCLASSIFIED 11

10
14

15

15

17

17
18
19
27
29
32
37
39
40
42
45
45
46
47
49
51
52
53

55

55

56
61



——

*,

UNCLASSIFIED

The Redoubt that Never Was . « v v « v « v o s « o «
British and American Ideas on the Value of Berlin . .
Military Resolution of Issues Through Default of

Political Authorities . . . ¢« « ¢ v ¢ ¢« ¢« ¢ ¢ 0 .
The Matter of Arranging Operational Contact with the
Russians « v v v v v 4 v e e v e e e e e e e e e e e

THE DECISION TO RETIRE TOC THE AGREED ZONES . . . . .

Churchill Seeks to Exploit Tactical Position of
Western FOrCesS « v v v v o o v o 4 o 4 o 4 4 4 4w s

Truman's First Rebuff of Churﬁhill's Proposal . . . .
Hopkins to MOSCOW + « + ¢ « v ¢ o o o « o o« s & &« o &
Hopkins Transmits Eisenhower Views to Truman . « . .« .
Churchill Renews Campaign to Delay Withdrawal . . . .
The Last Phase - Agreements on Movements of Troops . .

SUMMARY OBSERVATIONS . + v v ¢ « v o v o o « o s o o

UNCLASSIFIED 111

66
67

70

71
78

79
80
81
82
83
86

89



—

*

UNCLASSIFIED

I. INTRODUCTION

This historical study of naticnal security policy making in the
World War II era 1s an outgrowth of a study, not yet completed, of
the Berliﬁ crisis of 1961, The Berlin 1961 study is .one of a series
of examinations of the working, in the recent past, of the command
mechanism whereby we make and execute military decisions at the

national level.

This study of our experience in securilty policy making more
than 20 years ago seems pertinent to current considerations for two
reasons. First, recent experience has demonstrated repeatedly that
the way in which national security policies are formulated and stra-
tegic decisions are made affects seriously the functioning and the
desirable configuration of the military command system. Such pollcy
formulation and strategic decision making are in fact often not
clearly distinguishaﬁle from military command and control - some-
times not distinguishable even in lower echelon functions. Study
of the workings of military command systems therefore involves con-
sideration of the form and process of national security policy for-

mulation and strategic declsion making.

The second reason why the origin of our Berlin predicament seems
pertinent to present considerations i1s that it i1llustrates a recur-
rent problem of security policy maklng which we have not yet solved,
and which we face today - perhaps with as many unforeseen future
results - as we faced in the matter of Berlin a generation ago. This
is the problem ¢f handling current, recognized difficulties without
unwittingly exposing or committing ourselves to greater or longer
lasting burdens or to problems or dangers not yet recognized, by

the expedient acts we undertake to meet today's needs. The inherent
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difficulty of the Berlin problem as we faced it in 1961 (and still
do) lies in the fact that in the World War II era we had somehow
got ourselves Into a position where our interests and prestige were

committed to a militarily indefensible position.

Avoidance of commitment to exposed and vulnerable positions is
supposed to be a regular preoccupation of both military and political
strategy. It will be seen, in the account that follqws, that there
were a great many contributing factors that caused us eventually to
end up in the unwanted and unforeseen Berlin dilemma in which we
finally found 6urselves. Some were circumstantial and largely be-
yond our control. But others were related to the form, process, and
doctrinal assumptions which shaped our decisions and determined ocur
actions; and it should be within ocur power to improve performance in

these matters.

It 1is a part of the essence of military professionalism to fore-
see the second stage effects of a glven deployment, to perceive the
legistic and tactical complicatlons of seemingly simple military
maneuvers, to look behind the feint to see the greater and perhaps
differént form of danger concealed in another quarter, to grasp the
dynamic nature of mortal struggle and expect completed actions to
alter the situation and the balance of forces. In almost all forms
of competitive activity--1n chess, in politics, in international
dealings as well as in single battles or entire wars--competent
determination of strategy and tactics calls for a judicious balance
of consideration for immedliate and secondary factors, for short term
pressures and long term interests. This 1s perhaps more difficult
to achieve in the political than in the military sphere. But it is
even more lmportant, because 1t embraces the ends for which the mili-

tary 1s only the means.

The American (and Western) establishment in West Berlin consti-
tutes a very extreme example of unintended commitment to an exposed

and vulnerable position. The values placed at risk in this situation
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include not only the city itself and the forces stationed there; they
are much greater because the vulnerability of the tripartite Western
Allies in Berlin invests the whole NATO Alliance with a political
vulnerability it would not otherwise have and that extends beyond

Berlin itself.

Various aspects of the origins of our Berlin predicament have
been the subject of previous studies., This paper 1is indebted to

several of these,1 as well as to original documentarj and published

source materials and to memolrs of participants. This paper differs
from the previous studies in that it concentrates upon the problems
and processes promilnent in the development of Berlin policy a gquarter
of a century ago that, in the recent past, have been the subject of
speclal concern in instances of formulation of national securilty

policy and in strategic decision-making.

1Mr. Ernest H. Glustl of the Historical Division of the Joint

Secretariat of the JCS 1s the author of an excellent general account,
done in 1961, of the origins of our Berlin problem. It was based

in part upon documentary materials still classifled at the time the
study was completed, but most of which have since then been released
to the publie. Mr, Willlam M. Pranklin, Director of the Historical
Office of the Department of State, and one of the edltors of pertl-
nent volumes in the Foreign Relatlions of the United States, has writ-
ten the best unclassified general article on the subject, "Zonal
Boundaries and Access to Berlin," in World Politics, January 1963,
pp. 1-31. A good early account of a part of the events, by one

of the lower echelon participants, (who was evidently not aware

at that time, nor later at the time of his writing, of important

acts and considerations at other places and echelons that directly
affected his duties) is "The Occupation of Germany: New Light in
How the Zones were Drawn,'" first published in Foreign Affairs XXVIII,
4 (July 1950) pp. 580-604, later as Chapter 6 of The Kremlin and
World Pollitics (New York, 1960). Less concentrated upon Berliin or
zonal boundaries than these, but excellent as a general background
study of the making of our policy toward poest-war Germany, is

John L. Snell's Wartime Originsg cof the East-West Dilemma Over Germany,
New Orleans, La., 1959). Some of the volumes in the series, The

U.S. Army in World War II, especlally Maurice Matloff, Strateéfg_
Planning for Coalltion Warfare, 1943-44, (1959) and Forrest C.

Pogue, The Supreme Command, (1954) are valuable in their treatment
of certain episodes. Jean Edward Smith's monograph, The Defense

of Berlin, (Baltimore, 1963) is the most comprehensive, pup.ished
study of the entire subject of the Berlin problem, from its origins
during the war to 1963. ITts interpretation of some events, however,
1ls based on the limited perspective, and reflects a controversial
point of view. Laszlo Hadlk's The Berlin Question/A Historical
Summary, (IDA, 1963) is a summary account based largely on newspaper
sources, valuable for using German news sources not drawn upon by
others. Finally, some valuable but often neglected background is
supplied by ZfHarley A. Notter;7, Post-War Forelgn Policy Prepara-
tion, 1939-45, (Department of State Publication No. 3580, 1G50).
These, as well as other materials used in thils study will be cited
where citation is appropriate.

UNCLASSIFIED 3



UNCLASSIFIED

The problems and processes of current concern that were also
prominent in the original development of our Berlin predicament may
be summarized in the following groupings:

a. Coordination of political and military considerations. This

comprehends nof only the means of such coordination once the
need for it 1s recognized, but also the sensitivity té percelve
the presence of both elements in a simple issue; not only in
the making of decisions concernling pollicles, but in developing
plans and proposals for speclfic actlions to implement them.

b. Coordination and adjustment of overlapping Jurisdictlons.

This related mainly to State and War Departments then, mainly
to State and Defense, and sometimes CIA, today; but always in-
volving the final authority of the White House. This commonly
reflects, in an institutional dimension, problems of political-
military coordination ﬁnder a.

c. Effectiveness of established staff procedures, command

channels, and lines of subordination, and appropriate use

thereof. Do established means and procedures accomplish what
they are supposed to accomplish? Are they used? adequate?
ignored? found wanting?

d. Reconciliation of short-term needs and long-range goals.

As in a. above, recognition of the presence of both elements
in a single lssue, as well as means of dealing with them once
both are recognized, is an important part of the problem.
"Short-term" often means "military operational"; "long-range"
often means "indirect political."

The development of our commitment to the West Berlin enclave will

be examined with these problem areas in mind.
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IT. BACKGROUND AND ENVIRONMENT OF THE DEVELOPMENT OF
SPECIFIC POLICIES CONCERNING BERLIN

A. THE POLITICAL-MILITARY DICHOTOMY

At the tlime we entered World War 1L, the frequently convenient
dichotomy dividing military from political was widely accepted in
America--by high and low, by military and civilian--as if 1t were a

literally true natural classification, in the sense that "political'

and "military" represented mutually exclusive phenomena and the phenom-

ena of war and peace were by nature either one or the other but not
both. A bold stabement of this would no doubt have been denled by
almost everyone. But if in theory and in words it might be acknowl-
edged occaslonally that war was merely the conduct of politics by
means of organized violence, when it came to deeds we generally and
characteristically acted as 1f military and political matters were
separate and mutually exclusive. It was a part of our national

character, shared by almost everyone,

Among our statesmen and diplomats, the tendency was to act i1n
accordance with a kind of implicit doctrine that peace was for
statesmen and diplomats, war for soldiers; that military matters
should never intrude in politlcs nor politics in the conduct of war;
that going to war was a confession politics had failed; and that |
when war ended politics began again and milifary considerations

ceased to be a consideration.

Our long-sténding national tradition of separating our profes-
sional scldiers from the conduct of our domestic political affairs
produced an American officer corps which by dint of long indoctrina-
tion was, in the words of the official historian of the Operations
Division of the War Department, "extremely circumspect, being un-
willing that discussion or acticn on military questions should be

entangled unnecessarily with discusslon cor action on other matters
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of national policy." Their practical experience, moreover, in the

years before Pearl Harbor, had reinforced "the discipline in which
they had been schooled; that is, of proceeding on the assumption

that the formulation and execution of the military plans of the United
States could be segregated in adﬁini§trative practice from staff work

on other aspects of national policy."l

S

As soon as the U.3. entered the war, however, American staff
officers began thelr education 1n methods of conducting a great war
within a coalition of great powers. Even during a war, the President,
like the Prime Minlster, could not determine military strategy solely
on the basis of military advice from military professionals. There
were other conslderations, and there was alsc related action %n non-
millitary channels. Then the Darlan deal in North Africa illustrated
dramatically the political implications even of actions dictated by
mllitary necessity. Less dramatically, but no less convincingly, it
gradually became apparent that in every major strategic decision,
political considerations of one or another kind were important, and

they were often domlnant.

B. PROBLEMS OF COORDINATION AT THE NATIONAL LEVEL

By 1943, this much was widely and explicitly recognized in prin-
ciple. But we never achieved 1in practice the effective coordination
of political and military conslderations in strategic planning that
was achieved by the British Chiefs of Staff and the War Cabinet.

This was noticed, somewhat enviously, by American military men, among
them Generals Marshall and Wedemeﬁer, Whereas the British had a broad
structure of established interdepartmental committees on whilch to base
the coordinatlon of military and political considerations, the U.S.
Chiefs of Staff were dependent almost exclusively on the President

2

himself. This was a grossly inadequate channel for pollitical inputs

lRay S. Cline, Washington Command Post: The Operations Division,
(OCMH, Washington, D. C., 1951, p. 312.

Cline, Washington Command Post, chapter on "Military Planning and
Foreign Affairs,” pp. 312-332.

2
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fo military planning not only because 1t restricted the volume of
information almost always, and frequently was not availaﬁle at all;
but also because, belng at such a high echelon, it tended to feed
political inputs into the military planning process at a stage too

late to be very efficient.

Likewise, the flow of military information into the national level
policy decislon process was comparably bottlenecked by the same lack of
established and broadly based coordinating machinery; Because polit-
ical inputs could generally be coordinated with military considera-
tions into strateglc declsions only at the White House level, it was
important that professional military advice flow freely into the White
House. But liaison between the military staffs and the White House
was carried out almost entirely by a few high officials. These con-
sisted malnly, on the miiitary side, of the Chiefs of Staff, who some-
times dealt directly with the President, at cther times indirectly
with Presidential aides Harry Hopkins or James Byrnes, but perhaps
most commonly through the Presidential Chief of Staff Admiral Leahy.

In additlion, the Service Secretaries handled grave matters, dealing
directly with the President sometimes, at other times wlth his aides.
Within the White House staff, the lack of any systematic organization
was notorious. According teo the official historian:

The President recelved a professional interpretation of
current military operations only when he specifically asked for
one or ... wWhen General Marshall felt obliged to submit one, ,
even without belng asked .... The senior Army officer on duty
in the White House Map Room was 1n a position sometimes to
explain to the President and his staff the latest reports, and
thus to check the clrculation of vague ldeas and misconceptions
But though they could help ... / they / could not compensate
for the fact that during most of the war the President formed
his impressions and made his decisions on military matters, as
on all cthers, without the benefit of fully systematic depart-
mental staff work.

the President often had someone on his staff prepare a
message on military operations, or revise a draft message pre-
pared elther in the Joint Staff or by one of the service staffs.
The phrasing of such a message could often involve important
changes in American military plans, and General Marshall, Admlral
King, and General Arnold were very anxious to see the final draft
before 1t was dispatched so that, when necessary, they could call
attention fo the miiitary consequences

lCline, Washington Command Post, pp. 314-315.
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Concerning the American tendency to separate military matters
from political concerns, the official British historian of grand
strategy in World War II made this observation:

Attention hag often been focussed on the different attitudes
of the British and American military authorities to the relation
between diplomatic and mllitary affalrs. Some American writers,
in reaction against the American tradition, have indeed claimed
too much for the British system. But certainly it allowed for
regular consultation between the diplomatic and military inter-
ests, whereas the American did not. The U.S. Army in particular,
from Marshall downwards, ignored--and deliberately--the diplomatic
future. 'The Americans,' an American historian has written
ZfWilliam Hardy McNeill, in America, Britaln and Russia: Their
Co-operation and Conflict, 18941-46, (Royal Institute of Inter-
national Affairs, 1953, p. 750_/, 'tended to separate military
from political ends by an all but impassable barrler. Indeed,
American generals often seemed to regard war as a game after
which, when 1t had been won and lost, the players would disperse
and go home.' The effects of such an attitude were particularly
serious in Europe

C. ISOLATION OF POST-WAR PLANNING FROM STRATEGLC PLANNING AND
OPERATIONS -- SHORI-TERM NEEDS VBRSUS LONG-TERM OBJECTLVES

Planning for the peaceAthat was to follow the war began early.

It observed completely the dichotomy separating the political from
the military. Although ambitious 1n scope, and for a time enjoying
high auspilces, in the end 1t was largely lgnored when decisions con-
cerning peace terms and post-war arrangements finally were made.
This was largely because these decisions were made, when they were
made, on the basis of operatiocnal considerations. And oberational
matters generally were considered unrelated to long-term objectives

by those who did the long-term planning.

Almost two years before we entered the war--on 27 December 1935--
Secretary of State Cordell Hull established a "committee on problems
of peace and réconstruction: in recognition of the need to be prepared
to deal with the problems llkely to arise from the war begun that
September by the Nazi invasion of Pcland. At first the commitfee
was staffed entirely by senlor officers of the Department of State.

But on 8 January 1940 it was given interdepartmental status, was

lJohn Ehrman, Grand Strategy, VI, October 1944-August 1945, (being a

part of History of the Second World War, Unlted Kingdom Military
Series, ed. by J.R.M. Butler) (Her Majesty's Statlonery Office,
London, 1956), p. 348.
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formally named the "Advisory Committee on Problems of Foreign
Relations," and was chaired by Undersecretary of State Sumner Welles
(who enJoyed more Presidential confidence than the Secretary himself).
During 1940, subcommittees were organlzed wlth support and membership
drawn from the Departments of Treasury, Agriculture and Commercé,

and initial studies made on such subjects as "Conseguences to the

U.S. of a Possible German Victory." In November 1940 a new division
was established wilithin the Department of State--the Division of Special
Research--to provide staff support for an enlarged program of research
and policy studles concerning anticlpated post-war problems., This
division was staffed in part by nationally recognized scholars brought

in from the academic world and in part by Foreign Service officers.

In May of 1941 Congress authorlzed the Senate Committee on

Foreign Relations to make a. study of post-war problems.

Very scon after the U.S. entered the war, Secretary of Staﬁe Hull
recommended to the President that he establish--essentially as a suc-
cessor to the Advisory Committee on Forelign Relations--an Advisory
Committee on Post-War Foreign Policy. Thilis recommendation was ap-
proved, and the Adviscry Committee on Post-War Foreign Policy had its
first meeting on 12 February 1942, Membership varied, but it came
soon to includé‘ll State Department officlals, one representative each
from the JCS, the War, Navy and four other regular departments and
from one wartime and cne independent agency, plus three from the White
House staff, one from the Library of Congress, and finally ten public
members, five Senafors, and three Representatives. There were sub-
sidliary committee memberships, and the committee as a whole was sup-
ported by the newly created Division of Special Research of the State
Department. A comprehensive series of studles were prepared concern-
ing the terms of peace and post-war policles on such subjects as
armistice terms, boundaries, reparations, occupation, eccnomic reha-
bilitation, provisicnal governments, post-war international organiza-

tion,. etc.l

lZTNotten;7, Post-War Foreign Policy Preparation, pp. 20-157.
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For present purposes, the important thing to note is that all
this planning for the post-war world tock place in complete isolation
from planning the strategy of the war. The understanding developed,
implicit and unquestioned, that the President would work with the
JC3 to win the war—;conferring from time to time with Churchill and
the Combined Chiefs of Staff, and with Stalin--while as a parallel
but separate effort, the Department of State would formulate plans
for the post-war settlement. Thus, the traditional dichotomy of
pelitical versus military, or war versusmpeace, took on, in the con-

text of planning for the settlement, the dichotomy of winnlng the war

versus planning the peace.l

D. THE MILITARY-POLITICAL DICHOTOMY AND CONTROL OF CIVIL
GOVERNMENT IN OCCUPIED AREAS

A further and important 1lnstance of the tendency to try to keep
pelitical and mllitary matters clearly separate from each other was
in our flrst approach to cilvil government of occupied areas. The
popular political climate prevailing at the time of our entry into
World War II tended to regard any participation of the military in
political affairs with susplcion. This l1ssue arose early in the
war, first in mid-1942 when moves were made to establish a School of
Military Government at the University of Virginia to train civil
affairs officers, A little later it was continued when the real
problem arose ¢f governing occcuplied areas in Nerth Africa in connec-

tion with Operation TORCH.

The School of Military Government came under attack almost imme-
diately, mainly on the basis of a doctrinal belief that liberated areas
should be under civilian control, with c¢ivil government by cilvilians.
Much of the ardor for this view reflected a wldely held fear among
American liberals that military control would be generally unfriendly
to democratic ldeas of government and to liberal elements among the
population of the areas to be liberated. This seemed an lmportant

issue to many, who looked upon the matter in the light of thelr

lThlS separation has been previously noted by Franklin, "Zonal

Boundaries and Access to Berlin," p. 2.
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understanding of the war as a crusade.against Nazi "militarism." -The
issue became the subject of Cabinet meeting discussions, and the
President for a time sided with the popular susplcion of the mili-
tary in their prospective role of governors of liberated-areas. On

29 October 1942, becoming interested in some of the charges, President
Roosevelt wrote the Secretary of War that "the governing of occupied
territories may be of many kinds, but 1n most instances it is a ci-
vilian task ...." Provost Marshal General Gullion was for months

kept constantly on the defensive by critics who charged that military
government of occupiled territories would inevitably be "militaristic,”
and "imperialist," or otherwise socially reactionary. Secretary of
War Stimson defended the Charlottesville School in Cabinet meetings,
trying to show (in the werds of his diary) "how ridiculous was the
proposition that we were tryihg to trailn Army officers for proconsular
duties after the war was over." He also recorded in his diary that

as early as 20 November 1942 the President was expressing his unhap-
piness in Cabinet meetings with military "interference” in civil af-
fairs in occupied territories. A Civilian Adviscory Board on civil
government in occupled areas was set up, headed by Assistant Secretary
of the Interior Oscar Chapman (nothing important is known to have come
from it), and on 8 February 1943 Jonathan Daniels, then Speclal Assist-
ant to the President, proposed 1in a memo to the President to settle
the controversy by establishing a nonmilitary "Occupational Authority"
to supervise any American occupation and to coordinate the operatiocns
of various Federal Departments and agencies engaged in such occupa-
tion.l Nothing came of this suggestion elther; but 1t indicates the

temper of the times.

The Army involvement in civil affairs in North Africa in Opera-
tion TORCH was assoclated in the public mind with the Darlan Deal.
The Darlan Deal, although it grew out of an original Roosevelt deci-

sion, and was approved by both Secretary Hull and the State Department

lHarry L. Coles and Albert K. Weinberg, Civil Affairs: 3oldiers
Become Governors, (OCMH, Washington, D. C., 1964), pp. 10-29.
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representative on the spot, was from the early days of the North
African landings associated with the Army, and was interpreted by
much of the American public, who understood little of the hard
realities of the situation, as an unsavofy compromise of political
principle. This teﬁded to harden the public resistance to military

control of civil government in occupied areas.

In any event, about 1 November 1942 the Combined Chiefs of Staff
decided to let civil agencles handle all economic mafters in North
Africa. State was glven the leading role, assigned to coordinate ef-
forts of a proliferation of agencies that soon included the QOffice
of Lend-Lease Administration (OLLA), the Board of Economic Warfare
(BEW), the War Shipping Administration (WSA), and the Red Cross. On
1 December 1942, a North African Economic Board was set up, under
State Department ausplces, to coordinate these activities, with State
Department representatives Robert Murphy and Major General Gale as
joint chairmen. At the Washington end, a serles of interagency co;
ordinating committees were established with membership drawn from the
Departments of State, War, and Agriculture, OLLA, BEW, the Combined
Shipping Board, and the British Embassy. The division of authority
involved in all of these cumbersome arrangements was repeatedly
bothersome to General Elsenhower, because direct contrcl and prompt
responsiveness were lost with respect to many matters of vital concern

in this area where military operations were continuing.

Alﬁhough the administrative confusicn became a lively issue within
the government,'né basic changes were made immediately. Some of the
problems were brought about, according to Stimson's diary, by occa-
sional direct and personal interventions by the President in compar-
atively small matters. Nevertheless, although no changes were 1lmme-
diately made in the pressing problems of North Africa, early in 1943
Secretary of War Stimson established a Civil'Affaifs Division (CAD)
in the War Department, with the concurrence of Secretary of State

Hull. The CAD was put under the direction of Major General Hilldring,
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who reported to Assistant Secretary of War McCloy. McCloy also be-
came Chairman of the Combined Civil Affairs Committee (CCAC) of the

Combined Chiefs of Staff (CCS).

Meanwhile the administrative confusion in North Africa continued,
became more intense and more noticeable. During this phase of the
war, Presldent Roosevelt's attitude seems to have vascillated between
favoring military government and civil authorities. On 2 January 1943
he wrote to General Eilsenhower and his political advisor, Robert -
Murphy: "I feel very strongly that, in view of the fact that in North
Africa we have a military occupation, our CG [Commanding General] has
complete control of all affairs, both civil and military." A few
weeks later, during the filrst stages of the invasion of Italy, he
made one final attempt toc give to State the administrative direction
of all civil affairs. But by November 1943 he was converted fully
to military government, and directed the War Department to assume
full responsibility for civil affairs in liberated areas and to take

over all initial dealings with the French.>

This episode does not directly concern Berlin. It is summarized
briefly here to illustrate further the general disposition to regard
things as either military or political, but not both. From this first
long reluctance to give the Army authority to administer civil af-
fairs, even in the immedlate support areas of the fighting in North
Africa--because civil affairs were civil affairs and as such were of
no proper concern of the military--the President after some wavering
reversed himself almost completely beginning late in 1943. From then
on, as will be seen later, he repeatedly turned over to the military,
for resolution on the basis of military considerations alone, 1ssues

that involved important and far-reaching political implications.

1Coles and Weinberg, Civil Affairs: Soldiers Become Governors, pp. 30-
69; Henry L. Stimson and McGeorge Bundy, On Active Service in Peace
and War (New York, 1947), pp. 553-560. The quote from the FDR letter
of 2 January 1943 is from Robert Murphy, Diplomat Among Warriors
(Garden City, New York, 1964), p. 145,
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E. HATRED OF GERMANY AND LACK OF HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE

Another factor of background attitudes 1s important enough to
deserve mention. One was the popular hatred of Germany and Germans,
combined with a predisposition not to recognlize the sometimes ephem-

eral nature of current conditions and alignments.

It has often been observed that if wars are to be waged effec-
tively by citizen armies, the populace must be stirred up to regard
the war as a crusade agalnst evil. This was 1argely-the feeling of
the people of the U.S. and Britain, and of Russia too, and it seems
to have been shared by the Allied leaders--Roosevelt, Churchill,
Stalin. It was widely believed, especially in the U.S., that the
Germans constituted a special menace to peace and to mankind because

+ The feature of this that is

of thelr peculiar natlonal character.
significant to our present concern is that this preoccupation with
the inherent villainy of Germany tended, 1n a period of critical
decision—making concerning post-war Germany, to blind us from the
consideration that in another time and another situation we might
be imperilled, not by Germany, but from another quarter. It did
not comparably blind those in power in Britain énd Russia, spe-
cifically Churchill and Eden and Stalin. A sense of history, a
long perspective that as a matter of course assumed the transient

character of current alignments and balance of power might have

had great practical value.

The potentizal peril of a post-World War II future that seems to
have preoccupied President Roosevelt most was the posslibility of
another Hitler. He and Churchill agreed, even before the U.S. entered
the war, that they could not deal with Hitler and that they wanted to
avold providing any future Hitlers with a story of Germany's betrayal
by traitors within. For this reason they regarded anything like

President Wilson's Fourteen Points as a mistake, and as early as

lSnell, Wartime Origins of the East-West Dilemma Over Germany, devotes

a chapter--"The Spirit of the Times, 1939-1945"--pp. 1-13, to describ-
ing and documenting this mood.
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August 1941 in the Atlantic Charter gave out the Four Freedoms--

which were a publicity handout, not a basis for negotiations. This
line of reasoning was largely responsible for the Casablanca announce-
ment of a policy of.Unconditional Surrender (which Churchill accepted

reluctantly and Stalin did not 1like).

F. CONFLICT BETWEEN THE NEED TO PLAN AND THE POLITICAL DANGER
IN PLANNING

The implication of the Unconditional Surrender policy not imme-
diately foreseen was that by wiping the governmental slate clear in
Germany, it would deny to the occupying powers the usual recourse
of governing The occupied areas through the already established
government. It imposed on the occupying powers the enormous and
complicated task c¢f reshaping the political and administrative
structure of the country and finding new persons fo man it. This
would require a great deal of planning and preparation of a detailed
nature. At the expert level in all.three countries, the tendency
was to try to plan, during the war, in considerable detail, for the
post-war settlements and occupation. But at the level of the heads
of state, the policy of each cone of the Big Three was to postpone
decislions on the terms of the peace. The reason for this lay in
the recognition that ultlmate political goals in some areas were
divergent; and to try to resolve issues of the post-war world would
make 1mmediate, possibly decisive issues out of what were otherwise
merely potential future differences. So lbng as the war was on it
was in the interest of all to preserve Allied unity, and as between
East and West, there was always a lurking suspicion that the other
would make a deal and drop out of the war, or at least manage things

so that the other got the larger share of the fighting.l

G. READINESS OF RUSSIANS AND BRITISH TO SHAPE MILITARY STRATEGY
TO POLITICAL ENDS--UNREADINESS OF USA

The reasons, therefore, for not pressing for inter-Allied agree-

ment on detalled post-war plans for Germany seemed compelling to all

lSnell, Wartime Origins of the East-West Dilemma Over Germany,

pp. 14-39.
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So long as the issue in Germany was in any real doubt. But whereas
beginning in the late winter of 1944-45 the Russians obviously con-
ducted their operations in the light of the kind of settlement they
hoped to reach in Germany, and our British Allies in the West also
tried to adjust strétegies te political goals, we did not effec-
tively awaken to the longer term problems of the peace settlement

in Germany until, in effect, many of our options had expilred.

There were many reasons for the Amerlcan slowness to adjust,
as our more detailed examination later will disclose. Among them
were (a) our tendency to segregate political considerations from
military operations, and to subordinate long-term gcals to short-
term interests; (b) the general lack of system in our poclicy-making
practices at that time; (¢) the interregnum associated with Rooseveit's
illness and death; and (d) our preoccupation with bringing to a vic-
tofious end the war in the Pacific--a preoccupation that did not
significantly dlstract elther Britaln or Russila from their primary

concern with the shape of a settlement of affalrs in Europe.
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III. THE MAJOR "DECISION"--DEVELOPMENT OF FORMAL
U.S. COMMITMENTS ON ZONAL ARRANGEMENTS IN GERMANY

A. THE POLICY DECISION AND THE OPERATIONAL OR ENFORCING DECISIONS

It 1s possible to identify three policy "decisions" wherein we
apparently exercised an option which 1t now appears predisposed or
committed us to the difficult Berlin position to which by the summer
of 1945 we were more or less irrevocably bound. The first (and by
far the most important of these) was the complex serles of acts and
fallures tc act, declsions and failures to decide, which eventuated
in the tripartite Protocol on Zones of Occupation and Administration
of the "Greater Berlin" Area .-of 12 September 1944, and the Agreement
on Control Machinery in Germany dated 14 November 1944 but not
approved by the United Kingdom until 5 December 1944, nor by the USA
until 24 January 1945, and finally by the USSR on 6 February 1945.
The other two were lesser 1n importance and anti-climatic in nature
and concerned actions that we might have taken, in the operational
phase of the major decisions, to make the most of the policy to which

we were already committed.

Of the latter twe, one was the decision at the end of March 1945
not to try to capture Berlin, and the octher was the decislion in June
1945 to withdraw Anglo-American forces from the Russian zone before
explicit and specific guarantees were given of unrestricted access

to Berlin.

None of these, especlally the first, was by any means as simple
or clear-cut as it may seem to be when summarily stated. This is
why the first use of the word "decision" above is enclosed in quotes.
The complexities and ambiguities that were involved will in fact be.
one of the characteristics that must be taken into account in under-

standing the policy- and decision-making process--then and now--
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and these wlll be made more evident in the narrative examination that
follows. One of the problems we face is that almost everyone except
ﬁhose who actually make policy decislons think they are simpler than

in reality they are.

B. PRELIMINARY NEED TO DEVELOP A NATIONAL CONSENSUS

Under the circumstances then prevailing, the development of for-
mal U.S. commitments on 2zonal arrangements involved two phases of
activity. In the first, we would (or should) make up our own national
mind, as a coherent government, concerning the policy we wished to
pursue. In the second, by negotiation, agreement or actlon involving
our Allies, we would attempt to realize as much of our determined

policy as was possible.

From the evlidence available, it is clear that our British Allies
moved through these two phaées promptly, in proper sequence, and with
about as much efficiency as external clrcumstances permitted. The
speciflcs of the Russian processes are almost completely obscured,
but very clearly they made up thelr collective national mind concerning
what they wanted without evident agonizing, and then proceeded with
directness and rough efficiency to get as much as was possible of

what they wanted.

In contrast, although on the record many individual American of-
ficlals seem to have been as well informed as their English or Russian
counterparts of the factors toc be considered and the forces at work,
and to have had good ideas of what to do about 1t, as a nétional govern=
ment we did not make up ocur mind concerning what we wanted and how to
go about gettling 1t untll the chances of doing anything effective were
very slim indeed. It should be noted,'of course, that anything related
to a German settlement inescapably involved the most critical and long
recognized interests of Russla. It also clearly affected the power
balance on the continent with which Britain had been directly and vi-
tally concerned since the 16th century. In this circumstance, 1t was

probably natural that in both Russia and Britain a2 consistent national
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policy was much more readily attainable than in the U.S., where these

factors of immedliacy and long experience were missing.

Desplte the inclination of the Big Three, already noted, to post-
pone as long as possible inter-Allied consideraticn of specifies of
post-war settlements, wherever Joint occupation was involved some
understandings were inescapably necessary. British—American considera-
tion of problems of German occupation began during.the Casablanca
Conference in January 1943, when President Roosevelt let fall a remark
to Anthony Eden that U.S. troops would remain in Germany after the
war as part of an Allied cccupation. Seizing upon this opening, Eden
came to Washington to discuss the matter. OCn 17 March at a White House
tea there was a discussion of what Allied procedures should be used
in Germany during the first six months after German collapse. Harry
Hopkins noted in his memoirs that he suggested that, since there
was no understanding between the U.S., the UK, and the USSR as to
whose army should be where and what kind of administration should
be set up, there should be some kind of formal agreement. Unless
we acted promptly after the collapse in Germany, there would either
be anarchy or a Communist government. Accordingly, 1t was suggested
that State should work out a plan with the British which would then
be agreed upon between these two nations and thereafter discussed

with the Russians. The President agreed to this.1

C. THE BETTER BRITISH STAFF PROCEDURES

A week later the President sent a note to his Secretary of State
saying "appropos of our conversation the other afternoon, I wish you'd
explore with the British the question of what our plan is to be in
Germany and Italy during the first few months after Germany's collapse
I think you had better confer with Stimson about it too. My thought
is, if we get a substantial meeting of the minds with the British,

that we should then take 1t up with the Russians."2

lRobert E. Sherwood, Roosevelt and Hopkins (New York, 1948), pp. 71i-

716.
Cordell Hull, Memoirs (New York, 1948), II, pp. 1284-85.

2
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Although this Presidential directive was acted upon literally,
there is no documentary evidence that the staff work pertinent to
this problem developed over the previous two years by the Advisory
Committee was channeled at this time into the policy-making process.
Nor is there evidencé of any other high-level effort to assure that
the U.S. had an agreed American policy which would be understood and
followed by all concerned. Different ideas were current, and favored,
in different places wlthin the government. The dominant considera-
tions of the President himself regarding occupation of Germany, and
immediately related matters, had nothing to do with the substance
of the great amcunt of staff work that had been done in peace terms
and occupation problems. Almost certainly he was completely ignorant
of it. His policy predilections were independent of all this, and
reflected the prior knowledge, hunches, and personal notions of a
President who was 1iterally‘too busy to acquaint himself with the
lower echelon studies. The disfavor in which Cordell Hull found him-
self with the President, the 111 feelings between Hull andISumner

Welles, probably contributed to this.

The British evidently had policy processes that were better
coordinated, and that better utilized the work of experts on the
support staffs. Two months after his return from his March trip
to Washington--on 25 May 1943--Foreign Minister Anthony Eden sub-
mitted to the War Cabinet a memo on "Armistices and Related Problems."
This suggested an approach to the U.3. and the USSR on procedures
for negotiation_and execution of an‘armistice. Eden suggested that
Germany should be "totally occupied" and for that purpose should be
divided into three zones, for British, Russian and U.S. troops. Eden's
motive was to avold separate Scoviet armistices with eastern European
countries because of the possibility that such arrangements would lead
‘to the establishment of a separate Russian system in eastern Europe.
The War Cabinet, to which Eden addressed his proposal, agreed to begin
discussions with the USSR and the USA on the problems raised by his
memo, but without commitment to total occupation. On 2 July 1943,

Eden gave a memo to Russian Ambassador Maisky, and on 14 July 1943
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a comparable memoc to Ambassador Winant, summarizing British proposals
in very general terms but without reference to any details of .occupa-

tion of Germany.l

The indecision of the War Cabinet‘on fhe action to be taken on
Eden's proposal was resolved oﬁ 4 August 1943 when Churchill circu-
lated to the Cabinet a2 memo saylng that the growing volume and com-
plexity of problems with respect to liberated areas made 1t necessary
to establish a Ministerial Committee to settle minor problems and
make recommendations to the War Cabinet on major problems. Therefore,
he appointed a Ministerlal Committee on Armistice Terms and Civil
Administration under the chairmanship of Deputy Prime Minister
Clement Atlee. Thils was in fact a continuation of an ad hoc committee
set up earlier to conslder armistice terms for Italy. (Later, on
19 April 1944, the Committee name was changed to "Armistice and Post-
War Committee" and it was then given wider terms of reference, to
include consideration of "general, political and military questions
in the post-war period.™") At about the same time, on 9 August 1943, a
Post-Hostilities Planning Subcommittee of the Chiefs of Staff Committee
was establlished, headed by H.M.G. Jebb, who was head of the Economic
and Reconstructlon Department of the Forelgn Offlce. This subcommittee
was given the missicn of considering post-war strategic problems, and
in so dolng to maintain close contact with the three Service depart-
ments and the Foreign Offlice. It was instructed to propose draft in-
struments for formal suspension of hostilities, and to submit plans
for thelr enforcement, maintaining close contact with the three Service
departments and.the Porelgn Office. It might report to the Chiefs of
Staff Committee or to the Ministerial Committee on Armistice Terms and
Civil Administration.2 It 1s important to observe that the British

organization for considering these questions was Jjolint military-

1Sir' Llewellyn Woodward, "British Foreign Policy in the Second World
War," (Her Majesty's Stationery Office, London, 1962), pp. U43-444,
2

Ibid., p. 445,
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civilian, was charged both with formulation of pollcy propecsals and
developing plans, had membership representing both the Foreign Office
and the military services, and enjoyed direct access to the Prime

Minister, the Deputy Prime Minister and the Chiefs of Staff.

The Atlee Committee submitted its report at about the time that
the QUADRANT Conference (Quebec, 1944) finished its work, and this re-
port immediately became firm Britlish policy regarding the occupation
of Germany. Churchilll in his memoirs specified that Cabinet Committee
recommendations were "i1n agreement wilth the Chiefs of Staff." This
policy called for complete occupation of Germany, with Berlin jointly
occupied by the three powers, wilth Russla occupylng an eastern zone,
and with the western portion divided between the U.K. in the north and
the U.S8. in the south. Since the U.S. zone was smallest, the U.S.
was favered teo occupy Austria. France was to be in fhe American
sphere of influence; Denmark and the Low Countries in the British
Sphere.l The point must not be missed that the western boundary of
the Russian zone, and the provision for Joint occupation of Berlin
110 miles within the Russilian zone, were set forth in this policy
substantially as later adopted in reality (and without express pro-
visions for western access to Berlin). The British plan was evidently
not communlicated to any American, high or low, until much lafer.
Aspects of this British policy on German cccupation first became evi-
dent to Americané indirectly, in the course of considering a draft
contingency plan (code name: RANKIN) for an emergency exploitation

of possible German collapse before an implementation of OVERLORD.

In April 1943, the newly appolinted Chief of Staff to the Supreme
Allied Commander {(COSSAC), Lt. Gen. Sir Frederick Morgan, had received
a directive from the CCS (the Supreme Allied Commander himself not
yet béing named) to develop a plan to exploit a situation in which

the Nazis would: (a) suddenly surrender unconditionally, (b) retire

lWinston S. Churchill, Triumph and Tragedy (Boston, 1953), pp. 507-

508; Franklin, "Zonal Boundaries and Berlin Access,” pp. 8-9.
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rapidly from the western front, or (¢) suddenly weaken greatly.
Shortly before the convening of QUADRANT, an outline plan was devel-
6ped for the consideration of the CCS at that conference. In putting
his staff to work on the problem, Sir Frederick was keeniy aware of
the lack of necessary political inputs.» As a British officer, he
turned to the Post-Hostilities Subcommittee, but as yet they had
nothing definite to offer on occupation area assumptions (no doubt
because the Atlee Committee had not completed 1ts deliberations).

30, as he recalled in his memoirs: |

So we tackled it from first princlples. It was obvious
that the Russians would enter Germany from the east and the
U.S. and British Armies from the west. Further, there was no
disputing the fact that the Americans would start from England
on the right of the British, the whole party would wheel half
left, and this would bring the Amerlcans toc southwestern
Germany, the British into northwestern Germany. We started,
therefore, by dividing the map of Germany into three which
gave us an answer not far off from that at which we finally
arrived. There was at. that time no gquestion of a French
zone of Germany

In passing 1t may be of interest to comment upon the
bland statement that the American Army would obviously leave
England for Europe on the right of the British Army, that
Cherbourg was always regarced as an American obJective and
LeHavre as British. Looking back, this big strategic decision
was in all probability originally made by some official in the
Quartering Directorate of the British War Office, presumably
with North African possibilities in mind. I do not belileve
that anyone reallzed at the time the full and ultimate 1impli-
cation of quartering the first American troops to arrive in
Britain in northern Ireland. From northern Ireland, as
American strength in the British Isles increased, the tend-
ency was naturally to spread into the west of England, partly
because western England is nearer to the U.S. and so offers
the more convenient terminals for trans-Atlantic convoys and
partly because the British were busily engaged at the time in
fighting a war in southeastern England. The third consideration
was that the American Command would want to keep ifself and
its resources as concentrated as possible ... at COSSAC,
therefore, we did not even trouble to raise the point, although,
as will be told later, 1t was ralsed for us before we were
through.

The first check came with the blue pencil posed above
the map of Germany prepared for trisecticn. How did one cut
a country in three anyway? Was the ldea to create three new
countries, or one new country administered in three provinces?
Should we aim at three independent economic units, and, 1if so,

was such an idea possible? ... and what about Berlin? Were
we to continue to regard the place as a capital, or was there
to be another such ... ¢r was there to be a capltal at all
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Whatever zone boundaries might be decided on ... there
would clearly be certain tasks that would immedlately fall to
~the lot of the armies ... selzing and holding securely key
points in the German ... war economy ... then there would be
the matter of disarming the German armed forces ... we must
also conslider the disarmament of Germany as a whole ....

Then ... the question of maintaining some semblance of order
in the country, and at once arcose the specter of the displaced
masses ... there would be foreigners who had been dragged into
Germany ....

The Russian zone would naturally be the affalr of the
Russians. Our general idea was to establish curselves on the
Rhine, Americans from the 3Swiss frontier to Duesseldorf,
British thence northward from the Ruhr to Luebeck inclusive
our first project suggested the occupation of Berlin - or any
other capltal, were there to be one, should be in equal tri-
partite force by a division each of U.S., British and Russian
troops. We then toyed with the idea of locating Brltish and
U.S. troops in the Russian zone ... British and Russian in the
U.S8. z2one ... U.S. and ... Russian ... in the Britlsh zone.
Desirable as this might seem in theory, we were eap}y forced
to reject the idea as administratively impractical.

Sir Frederick and his p}anners gravitated, evidently by sheer
force of circumstance, toward some of the zonal arrangements later
adopted. The outline plan was formally cconsidered by the CCS at
QUADRANT, approved in principle and directed to be continuously re-
newed. The official record of the meetings made no mention of any

special attention to its zonal implications.2

Secretary of State Hull was at Quebec, and spent much time with
Eden discussing issues of a German settlement. It was the only war-
time summit conference he was invited to attend. Hull was interested
in the very problems with which RANKIN dealt, for he came equipped
with a draft of a Four-Power Declaration which provided for common
action in all matters of surrender, disarmament or cccupation (which
in Hull's mind was assoclated with his ideas of a United Nations).
But Hull did not attend the CCS meeting on RANKIN, where specifics of
planned cccupation operaticns were taken up, although his Declaration

was accepted by the Conf‘erence.3 There was 1n fact at this time, and

1Frederick Morgan, KCB, Overture to OVERLORD, (Garden City, New

York, 1950), pp. 113-117.
Matloff, Strategic Planning for Coalition Warfare, p. 225.

381r Llewellyn Woodward, British Foreign Policy 1in the Second Worid
War (Her Majesty's Stationery Office, London, 1962), pp. 445-446;
Franklin, "Zonal Boundaries and Berlin Access," p. 3.

2
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for many months to come, a complete lack of communication between-
those who were concerned with policy studies dealing with occupation
and those who were concerned with operations plans, which plans nec-

essarily included assumptions concerning occupation policy.

The usual lack of coordination in American consideration of
stratégic policy was exacerbated in the summer of 1943 by the fric-
tion between Secretary of State Hull and Undersecretary of State
Welles, which came to its c¢limax at that time. Hull had strong
political support in the Senate; Welles was personally cleose to
Roosevelt. Welles was 1n charge of the studies of the problems
of making. the peace, but on crucial issues was opposed to the
recommendations of his experts. Notably, he favored dismemberment
of Germany and assoclated harsh measures which his experts generally
believed unwise or infeasible. Hull agreed generally with the experts,
but was repeatedly bypassed and noticeably ignored by the Presldent.
The rivalry came to a climax on the eve of QUADRANT, when Welles re-
signed, although the resignation was not annocunced until 25 September
1943, when Edward R. Stettinius was named to succeed him. The dis-
missal of Welles emboldened the previously suppressed experts at
State, and encouraged Hull to express hls views on a German peace
to Eden at Quebec in August and to Eden and Moloctov later in Moscow
in October. But President Roosevelt, with ﬁhe aid sometimes of his
persconal asslstants in the White House, continued to act as hils own
Secretary of State, frequently 1ignoring the Secretary and the Department
completely. He used Navy communications to deal with beth Churchill
and Stalin, sométimes to communicate with Winant. Sometimes State

was informed, sometimes not.l

By contrast, British officials got a copy of the Atlee Committee
report to Lt., Gen. Sir Frederick Morgan, for his guidance, soon after
its completion, which was shortly after the QUADRANT Conference

(14-24 August 1943). When Morgan visited the U.S. in October, he

lSnell, Wartime Origins of the East-West Dilemma Over Germany, pp. 27-

29.
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gave to General Marshall a paper which proposed the changes that would
be needed in RANKIN, as approved by the CCS at QUADRANT, to bring it
into harmony with British government policy concerning zones of occu-
pation. General Marshall referred the Morgan paper to the JCS for
study, and there, its political implications belng recognized, it was
referred to the President through Adm.-Leahy. Neither Secretary Hull,
nor anyone among the State Department planners at work on such prcb-
lems, was Informed of the terms or even the existence of the British
proposals.l The President himself did not take up the matter until

a month later, in a session on 19 November 1943 with the JCS on board

the USS IOWA, enroute to the Teheran Conference.

On this occasion, the President engaged in a wide-ranging review
of U.S. policy with the JCS. Those present at the meeting were the
President, his advisor Harry Hopkins, Adm. Leahy, Gen. Marshall,

Adm. King, Gen. Arnold, RAdm. Brown and Gen. Royal. The second iltem
on the afternoon agenda of 19 November 1943 was the RANKIN plan. The
RANKIN plan up for consideration was the plan apprbved in principle
by the CCS at QUADRANT as later revised by Gen. Morgan to make it
accord with British occupation policy set forth in the Atlee Committee
report. The available records suggest that this was the first time
the President had really addressed himself to the specifics of an
cccupation plan. He objected strenuously tc the zonal arrangements
proposed in the RANKIN plan because he wanted the northwestern zone
of Germany and the north German ports for the U.S. and because he was
intent on avolding complications with France and Italy, especlally
with DeGaulle. -He would leave Germany west of the Rhine and scuth-
western Germany to the British. It is not recorded that he paid any
attention to Berlin or the Scviet zone; he directed his entire atten-
tion to reversing the allocation of British and American portions of

the western zone. At the close of the meeting he traced his i1deas of

1Franklin, "Zonal Boundaries and Berlin Access," pp. 8-9.
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occupation zcne on a National Geographic Map (see Figure 1) and gave
1

As Commander-in-Chief, the President instrﬁcted his military
advisors toc seek to convince their British counterparts on the
Combined Chiefs of Staff to accept a reversal of the allocation
of German territory for occupation as between the British and U.S.
forces. On the U.S. side these instructions were to the military.

No simllar instructions were glven to those in the State Department

" who were working on the same 1lssue--as willl be seen below, they

learned about the matter only by accident, much later, when it was

too late to do anything about 1it.

D. EARLY ANGLO-AMERICAN DIFFERENCES ON OCCUPATION POLICY

The development of an Anglo-American agreement on occupation
policy for Germany was in the context of a background of differences
between the two Western Allles over policles of civil government in
liberated areas that had arisen first in North Africa and Sicily.

In North Africa, the U.S. had at first strongly favored excluding
DeGaullists from the French government there, whéreas the Britilsh

supported the DefGaullists, whom they had nurtured since Dunkerque.

On the heels of the disagreement came differences in the first planning

of civil government for Sicily, where the British felt they should
have a senior role because of thelr vital strategic interest in the

Mediterranean.

Concurrently, baslc differences of administrative philosophy had
emerged. Early in the war the British had established an Administra-
tion of Territories Committee--Europe (ATE), which was intended to
have jurisdiction over liberated areas of the European Theater. It
héd an efficient organizational infra-structure, and the British idea
was for the military to turn over to this organization, at a compara-

tively early period, responsibility for occupled territories. When

lForeign Relations of the United States/Diplomatic Papers/The Con-
ferences at Cairo and Teheran, 1943 (State Department Publication
No. 7187 GPO, Washington, D. C., 1961), pp. 253-261.
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the U.S. became involved 1h planning European operations, the British
proposed to make the ATE a combined operation, by adding American
personnel to the exlsting organization, and leaving it otherwise
unchanged, with its base in London. It was recognized that the British
were better prepared for the occupation tasks in Europe, but this
proposal.was regarded by most American officials, both military and
civilian, as a ploy to enable Britain to dominate post-war policy in
Europe. Rightly or wrongly, the principle‘was accepted generally

that 1f the operation was based in Washington, the U.S. would dominate;

1f based in London the British would domlnate.

This issue had been talked over and negotiated throughout the
spring of 1943 by American and British officilals, and an uneasy and
inconclusive compromise had been regched on 3 July 1943 in the tenta-
tive approval by the CCS of. a Combined Civil Affairs Committee (CCAC)
based in Washington. But fthe real powers of the CCAC were undefined,

and the ATE continued to function.l

E. MOSCOW, TEHERAN, CAIRC AND BEGINNINGS OF THE EAC

There was evident need, so far as Germany was concerned, for
tripartite American-Brifish-Russian understanding, not Just Anglo-
American. Thils had been in the mind of Forelgn Minister Eden for a
long time, and American approval of the 1dea, in its most general
terms, had been given as early as March 1943. Sometime In the late
summer of 1943 Eden therefore developéd, and no doubt got War Cabinet
approval of, a proposal for a tripartite European Advisory Commission
(EAC). The proposal was formally submitted at the Foreign Ministers
Conference convened in Moscow in 17 October 1943 as a preliminary to
the first meeting of the Big Three, at Teheran. 1In essence, the
proposal called for the establishment of a tripartite advisory com-
mission, to sit in Londeon and whose function 1t would be to study
and make recommendations to the three governments on European ques-

tions connected with the termination of hostilities in Europe which

lColes and Weinberg, Civil Affairs: Soldlers Become Governors,

Chapter V, "Washington or London?", pp. 115-138.
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the three governments saw fit to refer to it; the first task speci-
fied being development of detailed recommendations concerning terms

of surrender.

From the beginning there were differences between the American
and British views of the functions of the proposed committee. The
British wished to endow it with rather sweeping powers to make far-
reaching recommendations, whereas the dominant officlal U.S. view
was that 1t was unwise fo try to seftle post-war political problems

while the war was still on.>

The Foreign Ministers Conference ten-
tatively approved the 1dea of an EAC, and the proposal for its

establishment was put on the agenda of the Teheran meeting.

At Teheran the Big Three formally approved the establishment of
the Euroﬁean Advisory Commission. But the ambigulties concerning the
status and functions of the EAC were nct clarified. It 1s wvery clear
from the record that President Roosevelt did not want the EAC to have
any real functions or power; he seems to have conslidered 1t a sop to
our British friends. The problem of surrender terms, of occupation
zones and conditions, ¢of boundaries and of indemnities and other
such matters had been studled extensively within the Sfate Department
and by the special committees set up under the aegls of the State
Department as 1ndicated abeove. But some of the most pressing of
these subjects--notably zonal arrangements and occupatlon arrange-
ments--were considered by the President and those immedlately around
him as either something for him perscnally to decide, without con-
sulting or informing the State Department, or as a military matter to
be Judged exclusively by the criteria of military operational - conven-
ience. There was no high-level intention of the American side of

leaving initiative in these matters to the EAC.

During the Calro Conference, at a dinner meeting at Roosevelt's

villa in Cairo on 3 December 1943 attended only by Roocsevelt, Hopkins

lPhilip E. Mosely, "The Occupation of Germany: New Light on How the

Zones Were Drawn," pp. 158-159.
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and Leahy, and Churchill and Eden, Roosevelt dilscussed, among many
other things, the subjJect of German occupation zones, Churchill and

Eden arguing for British occupation of the northwest zone.1

The fol-
lowing day, the CCS gave formal consideration to the COSSAC revision
of RANKIN that Roosevelt had obJected to abéard the IOWA. Discus-
sion centered on a JCS proposal (CCS 320/4 revised) to revise the
zone allocation of RANKIN according to the Roosevell proposals

19 November. Adm. Leahy 1ntroduced the subject by saying the mat-
ter had been discussed the night before by the President and the
Prime Minister, but he gave no lndicatlon of any sort of agreement
between them or any decision having been reached. He added, accord-
ing to the official minutes of the meeting, that he "considered.that
1t would have to be examined by the political agencles concerned in
both countries." (In the case of the U.,S., it never was.) There

was a low key dlscussion thén of the confllceting Anglo-American pref-
erences for occupatlon zones, and of the loglstic difficulties in-
volved in a last-minute reversal of them. The outcome was to defer
decision, and to direct COSSAC "to examine and report on the implica-
tions of revising his planning on the basis of the new allocation of

sphere of occupation."2

This followed literally and without change the lines drawn by
Roosevelt on the National Geocgraphlc Map aboard the USS IOWA a fort-

night before. The one thing about this hastily contrived proposal

1Foreign Relatlons of the U.S./Conferences at Cairo-Teheran, p. 674;

Churchill, Triumph and Tragedy, pp. 502-509; Leahy, I Was There,
p. 213.

Foreign Relatlons of the U.S./Conferences at Cairo and Teheran, 1943,

pp. 60B-689, 786-787. The proposal of the JCS put before the CCS

at this meeting, responsive to the President’s instruction of

19 November, was for:
a. U.S. sphere. The general area Netherlands, Northern Germany
as far east as the line Berlin-Stettin, Denmark, Norway and
Sweden. The boundary of thls area 1s to be as follows: Southern
boundary of the Netherlands, thence to Duesseldorf on the Rhine,
down the east bank of the Rhine to Malnz, thence due east to
Bayreuth, thence north to Leilpzig, thence northeast to Cottbus,
thence north to Berlin (exclusive$, thence to Stettin (inclusive).
b. British sphere. Generally the territory to the west and
south of the American western boundary.

2
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most noticeable now is that it described a western zone that extended

all the way to Berlin. What its prospects of acceptance might have

been if it had been fed into our political machinery clearly and
efficlently can only be conjectured. It certainly asked for the
largest and richest-share of Germany for the U.S., and it is rea-
sonable to suppose it would have been resisted by both British and
Russians. Moreover, it was obviously gross and careless in character,
and ignored long established political and administrative boundaries,
as well as lines of.éommunication and transportation and functiocnal
economic groupings. (COSSAC's first reactlon was that it was a
practical Joke.) But if those working on such things at a staff
level had been assigned to draw up a more reasonable set of proposed
boundaries, using the Rcosevelt map as a general gulde to what was
wanted, rather than as something to be accepted in every specific
detall, they could no doubt have made the proposal intc something
more likely to receive serious consideration from our Allies. But

this was never done,- and the proposal never in faect had a chance.

F, AMERICAN DISARRAY CONCERNING THE EAC

Much of the history of the formulation of German cccupation
policy in the months after Teheran 1s a history of confusion of
American officials at the working level especiaily In the State
Department, concerning the real American policy toward the EAC.
Roosevelt had approved its establishment--thls they knew; but he-
did not want 1t to work--thilias they did nct know. Secretary Hull
had recommended 1t, and had participated in the preliminary dis-
cussions of fhe 1ldea at the Foreign Ministers Conference in Moscow.
But he advised the President as early as 27 November that "we have
no intention of playing up the importance of this body." However,
President Roosevelt ilmmedlately appointed the American ambassadoer
in London to be the U.S. representative on the EAC; and there was
nothing on the surface of things to 1lndicate we did not mean the

EAC to perform the functions literally assigned to 1lt.
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The War Department seems to have had the word early, and from
the beginning was strongly opposed to the establishment of the EAC,
Sensing in 1t a British move to replace the CCAC, which was located
in Washington and subject to the Combined Chiefs of Staff, by a
London organization Which would be more easlly influenced or con-
trolled by the British government. The only ones who apparently
took the EAC in full seriousness were the British, the U.S. repre-
sentation on the EAC, and the persons in the State Department who
were glven the Job of supporting the U.S. representat;ve on the

rac.t

(The attitude of the Russlan Ambassador Gusev, who was the
‘Russian representative on the Commission, and Qf the Russlian govern-

ment, 1s not relevant here.)

Acting on the suppositlon.that the British proposal for a
European Advisory Commlssion was intended to shift cbntrol of
occupatlon-enforced post-war policy from Washington to London,

U.3. War Department officials undertook, immediately after Teheran,
to find means to make 1t subordinate to the CCAC, which was located
in Washington. On 25 November 1943 Assistant Secretary of War
John J. McCloy, then in Cairo, addressed a memo to Harry Hopkins

on the subJect of the EAC, the Combined Chiefs of Staff Committee,
and the CCAC. The McCloy memo enclosed two memds, one being a for-
mal military study dated Cairo 22 November 1943, and addressed to

Mr. McCloy, the findings of which he endorsed.

This study noted that there had been a recent effort by the

British to transfer zall determlnation of occupational post-war

1Foreign Relations Of the U.S8./Cairo Teheran, p. 616; Franklin,
"Zonal Boundaries and Access to Berlin, " Page 45, The official
British history of British Foreign Policy in World War II cites a
memorandum from Sir Willlam Strang to Sir Anthony Eden for the
latter's use 1n conversatlions wlth Secretary of State Stettinilus
in April of 1944, which memorandum pointed out that although the
declision tec set up the EAC had been suppcrted by the U.S. delegation
in Moscow, it had been coldly received by the U.S. government 1n
Washington, especlally by the President and the War Department,
Because of thils the Americans had limited the functions of the

EAC, according to this history, by refusing for example toc allow

it to consider the administration of liberated areas, and had for
weeks been unwilling to begin discussions on problems of cccupation
of Germany. (Woodward, British Foreilgn Policy, p. 477.)
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policy to London. It stated that the policy of the U.S. government
was to base civil administration in liberated~areas or occupied
territories primarily on military considerations as long as war con-
tinued, and that on the U.S. side there was ample provision for ob-
taining political aﬁd economic views wilithin the machilnery of the
Combined Chiefs of Staff. But increasingly 1t had been the experience
in the CCAC that the British referred matters to London so much that a
complete frustration of the CCAC had resulted. It was believed that
Eden's proposal of the EAC at the Moscow Conference was a ploy to
replace the CCAC with a London-based group. The British hoped to
introduce political considerations into policy making for liberated
areas whereas "the American point of view / was_/ that during the
progress of the war the introduction of all political decisioﬁs

should be based on military considerations." McCloy's recommenda-
tions were that the CCAC shéuld be continued as the vehlcle for
developing directives fo fleld commanders and advocated confining

such directives to baslc matters, leaving tc fleld commanders and

their staffs the working cut of all detalls.

For the next several days McCloy, sometimes with Ambassador
Winant present, negotlated with Eden, Jebb, and other Briftish in
Cairo to cobtain a supplementary agreement concefning the terms of
reference of the EAC. On 28 November Stimson wired McCloy that he
and Hull approved McCloy's suggestion that EAC proposals be approved
by CCAC before submission to governments. McCloy was keeping in
touch with Hopkins and on 30 November 1943 he advised Hopkins that
he had obtalned Eden's agreement to hils suggested amendment partly
in return for a concession that the U.S. would treat EAC serilously
and put good men cn i1t to help Winant (who had been selected by FDR
the day before for the Job). There were three other clauses to this
informal supplementary agreement: (1) the British would give up the

idea of moving the CCAC to London; (2) the British would empower their

lForeign Relations of the United States, Calro/Teheran, pp. 415-422,
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representatives on the CCAC in Washington so that the CCAC could in
fact function, .and, (3) the CCS would prepare final directives to
commanders in the f‘j.elcl.:L Four days after the agreement was signed
(4 December) McCloy addressed another memoc to Hopkins saying he
believed the British would find a way to avoid conforming with the
agreement. The next day he wrote again, specifylng this time that
Jebb of the Foreign Office and Gen. Kirty seemed personally favor-
able to the agreement, but had told him they did not belleve they

could convince the War Cabinet.

It was from McCloy, the Assistant Secretary of War, that Winant
got his first recorded suggestions of an agenda for the EAC. These
recommendations in order of priority were: (1) directive for civil
administration for France; (2) directive for civil administration
for Belgium, Norway, Holland, and Denmark; (3) military armistice
for Germany; (4) military government for Germany; (5) comprehensive
surrender terms for Germany; (6) terms of surrender for other states.
With these suggestions it was recommended that the Commission should
confine 1its recommendations on the above listed subjects to "state-
ments Qf broad general political, economic and mllitary principles
upon which the Combined Chiefs of Staff may base thelr directive

to the appropriate military commander.”2

For reasons that are not evident from the documentary record,
the limitations placed upon the EAC by high-level Amerdican reserva-
tions concerning EAC were not conveyed to the U.S. officilals centered
in the State Department whose Job it was to support the American
representatives on the EAC. This 1§ a little difficult to under-
stand 1n view of the fact that Secretary Hull was af least partly
aware of these reservations, and Winant must have learned something

of them from McCloy. But it was the fact nonetheless.

1Fore1gn Relatlions of the U.S./Calro, Teheran, pp. 352-354, 444-LL6,

T7T90-793.
2poreign Relations of the U.S./Calro, Teheran, pp. 773-775.
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Although the State Department officials in Washington charged
with the task of supporting the EAC in London were not informed of
the high echelon U.S. policy toward EAC, thelr opposite numbers in

the War Department did act in accordance with this high-level intent
to glve the EAC little power.

Professor Philip E. Mosely, who from December 1943 until June 1944
was continuously a member, sometimes Chalrman, of the Working Security
Committee (WSC) which was set up to service the EAC, wrote in 1950
what is the fullest account of the workings of the WSC. Even in
1850 he appeared to be not fully ihformed of the attitude toward
the EAC that was held by Secretary of State Hull and by President

Roosevelt.

The Working Security Committee was established in the Staté
Department early in Decembef, wilth State-War-Navy membership, to
develop agreed Committee recommendatlions for c¢learance with superdior
offlcers in the Departments. When approved by the Departments,
these recommendatlons would then be transmitted, through the State
Department chalrman of the Committee and through State Department
channeis, as approved instructions to Ambassador Winant in London.
The establishment of the WSC was approved in the S3State, War and Navy
Departments at the Assistant Secretary level 1n early December, but
the Civil Affairs Division of the War Department refused at first
to take any part at all on grounds that the surrender and occupation
of Germany was purely a military matter. Later what Mosely described
as "intervention from above' brought the first attendance by repre-
sentatives of the Civil Affairs Division of the War Department.
Mosely and the others in the State Department who partlcipated in
the WSC considered that this operatlion in support of the EAC was a
place in which the work of the 1lnter-divisional committee on Germany
mlght be turned into specific 1tems of agreed pollcy for the peace
settlements and post-war policy. But the Civil Affalrs Division

representative on the WSC vetoed all preoposals, and as a result Winant
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was left entirely without instructions during a periocd when the U.X.

and Russia were moving toward an agreement on zones.

Throughout the winter of 1943-44 there was a great deal of re-
crimination between‘répresentatives of the Department of State and
CAD. Each accused the other of exceeding his authority: State was
trespassing upon the jurisdiction of the military, CAD was willfully
obstructing American diplomatic efforts. What was not clear to the
protagonists then, but 1is evident now, is that each was trying faith-
fully to discharge his duties according to the standard procedures
of his agency and 1n the light of the instructions he received from
his superiors. The cause of the difficulty was the failure of those
in higher authority to make clear to those at this working level what
was expected of them and what was not. Because of‘that failure,
working level bersonnel worked at cross pufposes, and blamed each

other, or each other's agency, for the frustratiocn.

G. EAC MOVES TOWARD ZONAL AGREEMENT WHILE THE U.S. ABSTAINS

The EAC held its first organizing meeting in London on 15 December
1943, At the end of December and in early January, a British Foreign
Office'representative visited Washington tec inquire inte U.S. prog-
ress concerning taking the initiative on proposals for consideration
within the EAC. Presumably his report made clear that no U.S. pro-
posals were in early prospect. In any event, whille the U.S. defaulted
this opportunity, the British representative in EAC presented a draft
proposal of a surrender instrument, and an agreement on zones, at the
first formal meeting held on 15 January 1944, The latter followed the
British policy on zones developed the previous summer by the Atlee
Committee, later conveyed to Lt. Gen. Sir Frederick Morgan to permit
him to revise RANKIN accordingly, then rejected by Roosevelt and or-

dered reconsidered by the CCS at Cairo.

However, Ambassador Winant was entirely without instructiens,

and he could say neither yea nor nay. On 18 February 1944 the Soviets

made their own counterproposal of occupation zones in the EAC, and
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1t accepted the British proposal of Joint occupation of greater
Berlin, and the demarcation of a western boundary of Soviet zone
substantially as proposed by Britain. Thus, the British and the
Russians were agreed on the joint occupation of greater Berlin, and
upon the East-West division of Germany between the Russlans in the

east and the Americans and British in the west.

This British-Russlan agreement on a division of Germany for
occupation purposes between East and West, looked at the time very
different from what 1t looks now, and even seemed a very good bargain
for the West. First of all, the maln words of the Big Three con-
cerning Germany, at thelr recent meeting at Teheran, had left the
Impression that some sort of partition of Germany woculd later be
agreed upon as part of a general peace settlement, and a general peace
settlement was anticipated fairly soon. Second, it seemed to many
western observers that the territory conceded to the west was much
more than the west could win by force of arms. Anglo-American forces
in Italy were stlll bogged down south of Rome, and the Normandy
landings were months away. Many 1n authority feared the Russians
might reach, not just Berlin, but the Rhine, before we did. The fact
that the Soviets agreed so readily to the eastern boundary of the
Soviet zone suggests an imperfectly understood element in the situatioen.
Perhaps it was their confidence in ultimate partition, or 1in early
Western withdrawal (suggested by Roosevelt at Teheran). Perhaps,
also, it suggests that for these or other reasons they would have
accepted for themselves a much smaller occupation zone had they been
pressured strongly to do so. These possible reasons are only con-
jecture; but that the Russians were ready then td concede to the West
what it seemed they did not have to concede is apparently a hard fact

that has not yet been explained.
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H. BELATED PRESENTATION OF ROOSEVELT'S ZONE IDEAS

A week after the British and the Russians had in effect reached
general agreement on zones, on 25 February 1944, the CAD representa-
tives to the WSC broke their silence by offering to WSC, for trans-

mission to Ambassaddr Winant as negotiating instructions, a copy of

Roosevelt's map of 19 November 1943, together with the directive to
COSSAC (CCS 320/4 revised). The CAD representatives offered no ex-
planations except that this represented the President's decision.
(Very -possibly they themselves knew very little about it, and could
not give explanations 1f they wanted to.) It is clear from the later
account of the chief State Department participant at that time that
the State representatives were both irritated and mystified. Re-
gardless of the merits or demerits of the glst of the proposal as

it had been extemporized 1n crude form by the President more thén
three months before, it was‘not only still in its original impromptu
form, but in the context of the negotiations then in progress 1in
London, the language of the directive to COSSAC was almost gro-
tesquely inappropriate. Neverthéless, in what must be interpreted
as a feeling of pilque and frustratlon and in hope that . the very
absurdity of the proposal would serve to attract high-level atten-
tion to the impasse, the State representatives finally agreed, on

8 March, to forward the proposal, without comment, to Winant.l

This stimulated the frantic¢ inquiries from the U.S. Embassy in
London that had been expected. On 23 March, Winant cabled that his
views would be brought directly to the President by his political
advisor, George-F. Kennan, who was to return to Washington a few
days later. On 3 April 1944, Mr. Kennan presented the entire range
of EAC issues to President Roosevelt, and the President promptly
approved the proposal agreed upon by the British and the Russlans
with respect to jolnt occupation of Berlin and the division of Germany
as between East and West; but he contlnued té insist upon the U.S.

getting the northwest zone and the British taking the southwest zone.

lMosely, "The Occupation of Germany: New Light on How the Zones were

Drawn," pp. 171-172.
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The President reportedly chuckled at the comedy of error concerning
the dispatch of CCS 320/4 to Winant as instructions on zones. He
was really not much Interested 1n Berlin or the Soviet zone. What
he was 1nterested 1n, persistently Ilnterested in, was getting the

northwest zone for the U.S.l

I. THE PRESIDENTIAL PREOCCUPATION WITH A NORTHWEST ZONE

The Presidential preoccupation with getting a northwest zone
for American occupation 1n Germany, flrst strongly evident aboard
the USS IOWA, not only persisted, but became a kind of obsession,
seeming to blind him to all other concerns in the matter of deciding
upon the occupatlon zones. General Eisenhower at one polnt suggested
a Joint Anglo-American occupation of all of western Germany, but
nelther this nor any other advlce turned the President away from
his desire to get the NW zone for American occupaticn. In a memo
to Acting Secretary of State Stettinius on 21 February 1944, he
wrote, on the general subject of the U.S. role in post-war Europe:

I do not want the U.S. to have the post-war burden of
reconstituting France, Italy and the Balkans. This is not
our natural task .... It 1s definitely a British task in
which the Britilish are far more vitally interested than we are.

From this point of view of the U.S., ocur principal object
is not tec take part in the internal problems of southern Europe,
but rather to take part in eliminating Germany é”as a likely
cause of a 3rd world war /

I have had to consider also the case of malntalining
American troops in some part of Germany .... Therefore I
think the American policy should be to occupy northwestern
Germany, the British occupying the area from the Rhine south,
and alsc being responsible for the policing of France and
Italy, if thilis should be necessary.

In regard to the long range security of Britalin against
Germany, this is not a part of the first occupation. The
British will have plenty of time to work that out .... The
Americans by that time will be only too glad to return all
of thelr military forces from Europe 2

1Mosely, "Occupation of Germany: New Light on How the Zones Were

Drawn," pp. 172-173; Franklin, '"Zonal Boundaries and Access fo
Berlin," p. 18; Herbert Fels, Churchill, Roosevelt, Stalin, (Prlnceton,
1957}, p. 362.

Hull, Memoirs, II, pp. 1611-1612.

2
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Pursuant of these principles, the President on 30 April lQﬂﬁ
_approved a JCS paper (JCS 577/10), which recommended that Winant
be instructed:
a. To agree to boundaries of a Soviet zone as proposed by the
Soviet delegation to EAC;
b. To agree to the boundary between the northwest and southwest
zones as proposed by the British delegation to EAC;
¢. To adhere to U.S. position that U.S. forces should occupy
the northwest zone, and British forces the southwest zone plus
Austria.
Instructions to this effect, lnitialled at State, were cabled to

Winant the following day.

Regarding the development and dispatch of these instructions
to Ambassadcr Winant, two points should not be missed. First, the
JCS in this case was performing a staff function that would normally
be centered in State (in thls particular instance, the WSC). Second,
neither the JCS staff work, nor the State Department which approved
the message, nor the President himself, 1is recorded to have been con-
cerned at all about the problem of the western boundary of the Soviet
zone, cor the long-range political implications of dividing Germany
between East and West, or the locaticn of Berlin as an enclave in
the Soviet zone with what we now recognize as the attendant questions
of free access. Although there 1is abundant evidence that at the
expert level in State there had been sericus concern over the later
problems that such an cccupation zone arrangement might lead to,
and studies had indeed been made of the subject, there is no record
of anyone making a case at this time against this proposed division

of Germany into national zones of occupation.

Soon after receiving these instructions, Winant returned to
Washington to advise the President that 1f he held cut for the third
provision (getting the northwest zone for the U.S.); he would be

unable to obtain agreement on the flrst and second. Evidently the
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President agreed to permit Winant to agree to the first, reserving
the U.S. position in the second and third, because on 1 June 1944
Winant advised the EAC that the U.S. accepted the western boundary

of the Soviet zone.;

J. DIFFERENT PERSPECTIVES THEN AND NOW

'This is one of several junctures at which one might judge,
reasonably but far frcm surely: at this point the die was cast.
It seems appropriate therefore to pause to remind ourselves of
the difference of perspective on these 1ssues then and now. Lord
Strang, the Permanent Undersecretary for Foreign Affalrs who was the
British representative in EAC, later explained in his memoirs that
the omission of speciflc provisicns for access to Berlin in the EAC
draft of occupation agreements was due to the assumption they held,

when working on the plans in 1944, that:

there would be a central German authority competent
to sign the terms of surrender and to exercise a measure of
Jurisdiction over the whole country, subject to the overriding
control of the Commanders-in-Chilef. Thls would have involved,
as the British delegation saw 1t, some free movement for
Germans from zone to zone and from western zones to the
capital. It would also have meant, as we saw 1t, freedom of
movement for all proper purpcses for allled military and
civilian staffs in Germany. It was not an expectation that
the zones would be sealed off one from another. (This was a
Soviet conception which only became apparent in the late summer
of 1945, when the occupation was an accomplished fact.) It
seemed to us therefore that any necessary arrangements for
transit could be made on a military basis by the Commanders-
in-Chief when the time came.Z2

This i1s a reasonably clear expression of how this problem lookéd
to a well-informed and experlenced diplomat, who was certainly not
characteristically gullible, and who certainly was not a friend to
Russian interests at the expense of those of the United Kingdom, or

of the U.K. and the USA. This expression of opinion refers mainly

to Berlin. Concerning the Soviet zone as a whole, 1t locked like a

1Franklin, "7onal Boundaries and Access to Berlin," pp. 18-19.
°Lord Strang, Home and Abroad (London, 1956), p. 215.
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bargain for the West at that time. While the Russians were advancing
all along the eastern-front the Normandy landings had not yet taken

place, and we were still held up south of Rome by difficult terrain.

In exgmining past events, it is important to keep in mind that
what at the time is best described as a failure to foresee the future
may later appear to be a grievous and perhaps even an inexcusable

error in Judgment.1

It is a good question where the limits of the
prudent foresight it is reasonable to expect of our statesmen and
diplomats leaves off, and where what amounts to prophetic capacities-
that it is reasonable to expect, begins. But it is a question, also,
for which there 1s no ready and confident answer, because the ad-
vantages of hindsight are not only great, but beyond full recognition
and measure. We may, however, take note of the kind of questilions we
might well have addressed ourselves to then--and at other times when
large international 1ssues are at stake-~in hope that the examination
of these questions might turn our attention to important considera-

tions that tend to be overlooked so long as we concentrate attention

on the issues most Immedliately at hand.

What will the resolution of 1ssues currently in contention likely
do to the current balance and alignment of national powers? What new
issues may be created thereby? If there 1s a new balance, how long
may it last? What inherent trends, drives, goals, developments cur-
rently restrained or immature, are likely to survive and grow and
assume much greater importance in the world following fhe resoluticn of
immediate issues? Belng as realistlc as possible abcut the nature,

strength and persistence of all factors involved in these questions,

1In this connection it 1s perhaps well to consider that as lafe as

1 July 1S44, Winston Churchill, whose political foresight has gen-
erally been rated very highly, wrote to Marshal Stalin (responding
to the latter's congratulations on the capture of Cherbourg by
British and American forces), expressing his hope that the Russian
armies would gain momentum in their advance, "pulverizing the
German armies which stand btetween you and Warsaw, and afterwards
Berlin." (Correspondence Between the Chairman of the Council of
Ministers of the USSR and the President of the USA and the Prime
Minister of Great Britain During the Great Patriotic War of 1941-

1945, Vol. I, p. 233.)
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then let us ask ourselves to describe a plausible situation and align-
ment of all of the nations and parties involved in the current 1issue
for a periocd about a generation after the resolution of that current

issue.

It would, of course, be fatuous to expect such questions could
be answered--ever. Responses to them would not only be diverse, but
sometimes contradictory. But it would direct explicit attention,
that could be subjected to rational examination and for conformity
to ascertainable fact, to important areas of policy determination
that otherwise are left to chance or to unexamined and even uncon-
scious assumption. In the specific case we are examining, con-
sideration-of historical relationships between Russia and Germany
and the lesser states of Central Europe‘would surely have alerted
us, among other things, to the high probability, with the total
defeat of Germany, of the problems that seemed to surprise us in

the aftermath of German defeat.

The one recorded case of foresight resembling prescience on the
specific subject of zonal arrangements 1s recounted by Robert Murphy
in his.memoirs. He recalls that while he was in Washington from
4~12 September 1944 to be briefed for his new assignment as Political
Advisor on German affairs to General Eisenhower, he met his old friend
James Riddleberger--a senior Foreign Service officer--and discussed
with him the draft agreement on German occupatiocn about to be agreed
upon, in Quebec, by the President and Prime Minister. Murphy's

account follows:

James Riddleberger, while studying this map, had also
taken cognizance of this omission / of provision for Anglo-
American forces to reach Berlin / and he proposed that the
occupation zones should converge upon Berlin like slices of
ple, thus providing each zone with its own frontage in the
capltal city. Nothing ever came of this ingenious suggestion,
however, and sometime later I asked Riddleberger what had
happened. He explained that he had been adamantly copposed
to putting the American sector one hundred miles behind the
Soviet lines in Berlin, but that Winant had been equally
vigorous in defending the plan. They 'had a head-on clash,'
but, of course, the Ambassador was in a much more influential
position than the career officer, Riddleberger told me:
'Winant accused me of not having any falth in Soviet intentions
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and I replied that on this he was exactly right. In an effort
to find some way out, I then suggested that the three zones
should converge in Berlin as the center of a pie, but the idea
got nowhere because Winant was very much opposed to it.

K. SOVIET PROPOSAL FOR BERLIN ADMINISTRATION ACCEPTED

On 1 July 1944 Winant informed the Secretary of State that the
Soviet delegation to the EAC had proposed zones of occupation (sectors)
of Berlin, and a joint administration of Greater Berlin, with an Inter-~
Allled Authority--a Kommandatura--consisting of the U.S., U.K. and
USSR commandants, to administer the city. A northeast sector of
eight districts (Russian), and northwest and southwest sectors of
six districts each were proposed. A cable went out from State to
Winant on 4 July approving the plan in principle. There is no evi-

dence of any official or agency opposing the Scviet proposal.

L. THE BASIC SETTLEMENT OF NORTHWEST ZONE CONTROVERSY

Roosevelt's mind continued to dwell on getting the northwest
zone of Germany for the U.S., but he seems to have been under in-
creasing pressure from his surordinates to soften his insistency
on this point. On 31 July 1944 Secretary of War Stimson noted in
his diary:

I had Jack McCloy and Ed Stettinius to dinner and we
talked over the pending negotiatlons / at the upcoming second
Quebec Conference--OCTAGON_/.... The most pressing thing is
to get the President to decide on which part of Germany will
be occupied by American troops. He is hell-bent to occupy the
northern portion. We all think that that is a mistake-—thag it
will only get us into a head-on collision with the British.

A couple of days later (on 2 August) Acting Secretary of State
Stettinius proposed to Roosevelt a compromise proposal, concurred

in by the Secretaries of War and Navy, whereby (1) the U.K. would

1Robert [D.] Murphy, Diplomat Among Warriors (Garden City, New York,

1964), p. 231. Murphy and Riddleberger were friends, whereas Murphy
is consistently uncomplimentary of Winant. One may reserve judgment
therefore on the fairness of his representation of Winant's position.
But there is no evident reason to discredit the account of
Riddleberger's ideas about desirable zonal arrangements except to

note that there was a great difference between such an abstract idea
of zones and a practical delineation of administrable zones, let alone
their acceptability.

Stimson and Bundy, On Active Service in Peace and War, pp. 568-569.

2
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agree to occupy France, Italy and the Balkans if such occupation turned
out to be necessary; (2) the U.S. would control the northwest German
ports, and the Low Countries joilntly with the U.K.; (3) the U.S. would
occupy the southwest_and the British the northwest zone of Germany.

The following day the President, who at the time was in the Pacifle,

turned down the proposal.

M. THE PROTOCOL OF 12 SEPTEMBER 1944

Meanwhile 1n London the EAC drew up, during the summer of 1944,
a draft tripartite protocol on zones of occupation and administration.
It embcodied the agreement on zonal delineatiocn that the British and
Russians had reached in their proposal and counterproposal of 15 January
and 18 February. It specified Russian occupation of the eastern zone
(the U.S. had tentatively agreed to this), but 1in deference to the
Anglo-American deadlock over the western areas did not designate which
nations would occupy the northwest and southwest zones. It specified
the joint tripartite administration of Greater Berlin, and divided
Berlin into three sectors, followlng the Russian proposal of 1 July,
which the U.S. had tentatively agreed to. But again, although the
eastern sector was assigned to the Russians out of deference to Anglo-
American differences, assignment of the western sectors was left Dblank.
On 12 September 1944, the "Protocol on Zones of.Occupation, and Admin-
istration of the 'Greater Berlin' Area" was unanimously adopted by the
three representatives to the EAC, "with the exception of the alloca-
tion of the northwestern and southwestern zocnes of occupation in
Germany and the northwestern and southern parts of 'Greater Berlin,'
which requires further consideration and joint agreement by the govern-

ments of the USA, the U.K. and the USSR."T

This was done on the eve aof the OCTAGON Conference in Quebec. It

was evidently a draft of this agreement that Robert Murphy remembered

lDocuments on Germany, 1944-1961 (Committee on Foreign Relations/
U.S. Senate, 87th Congress, First Session, GPO, Washington, D. C.,
1661), pp. 1-3; Franklin, "Zonal Boundaries and Berlin Access,"
pp. 21=-22.
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discussing with James Riddleberger, recoﬁnted above, before the for-
mer‘s departure for London on 12 September. This indicates that the
draft protocel wés being examined by some echelons at State before
its acceptance by EAC, and before the convening of OCTAGON. At this
conference, Roosevelt finally agreed to accept the southwest zone,
leaving the northwest zone to the British, approving the EAC delinea-
tion of zones except for minor changes as between the northwest and

southwest zones.

The detalls of the deal between Roosevelt and Churchill that
brought thls about are not entirely clear. The most obvious conces-
sion from Churchiil, evidently judged essentilal though it is not clear
how important 1t was considered as a guid pro quo, was a pledge to
grant to the U.S. the control of the ports of Bremen and Bremerhaven,
with staging areas immediately adjacent thereto, and guarantee of free
access to these ports across the British zone from the American zone
in the southwest. Churchill's memoirs suggest that his impression
was that Roosevelt finally yielded, more than to anything else, to
the advice of his.militér§ éd&iéﬁrs; however, they also support the-
idea that tentative Britisp acceptance in principle of the Morgenthau
Plan was part of the bargain. Still another possibllity, cited by
the British official historian of British grand‘strategy, is that
Roosevelt's objections wefe removed, in part, by a British statement
of intent to accept responsibility for southeastern Europe and

Austria.l

N. THE "MORGENTHAU PLAN'" AND THE DEAL FOR THE NORTHWEST ZONE

The "Morgenthau Plan" usurped the attention of American policy
makers in Germany for many months beginning in August of 1944, dis-
tracting from orderly and informed staff consideration of zonal ar-
rangements and other aspects of occupation policy.' Furthermore,

President Roosevelt became a temporary convert to this craze just

1John Ehrman, Grand Strategy, V, p. 516; Matloff, Strategic Planning

for Coalition Warfare, 1943-44, p. 511,
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before the OCTAGON Conference, and Churchill's reluctant acquiescence
to the Plan was, as noted above, part of the Roosevelt~Churchill deal

over the northwest zone.

Henry Morgenthau, Jr., a long-time Hyde Park neighbor, personal
friend of the President, and Secretary of the Treasury, cwed his power
to influence foreign policy so declslively to Roosevelt's predilection
to operate informally and out-of-channels. Morgenthau became inter-
ested in occupation plans on 5 August 1944 while enroute to the U.K.
to deal with other mattefs. An aide, Harry Dexter Whité, showed him
a memo approved the day before by the Executive Committee on Eccnomic
Foreign Policy, which suggested comparatively mild reparations demands
in Germany. Morgenthau proceeded thereafter to develop very rapidly
his own very different 1deas for reducing Germany to an agricultural
and pastoral state. He sought in conversations to sell the 1dea to
Eisenhower, Churchill and Eden, among others. Just before returning
to Washington on 17 August, while talking to Eden, the British Foreign
Minister showed Morgenthau records of the Teheran Conference (wherein
Morgenthau encountered a record of Roosevelt's support of harsh treat-
ment of Germany--especially partition). Socon after returning to
Washington, Morgenthau saw Hull, who had never been permitted to see
the records of the Teheran Conference. On 25 Aﬁgust, Mocrgenthau
showed to the President a copy of the Army's Handbook for Milltary
Government of Germany. Some marked passages plus Morgenthau's own
oral statements induced the President to rebuke the War Department
sharply for the mild treatment prescribed for Germany by the Handbook.
In the next few days, Morgenthau's aides developed the original "Pro-
gram to Prevent Germany from Starting World War III," by partition,
annexation, internationalization, and above all de-industrialization.
A State-War-Treasury group, spurred on by the Presidential rebuke
of the Handbook, worked from 2 September on to complete a draft,
intended to be approved by the three departments, before the OCTAGON
Conference. Stimson tried to oppose the measure, but Hull vacillated.

Morgenthau won out, for he succeeded in getting Roosevelt to initial a
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preliminary Treasury draft of the plan. Although the President was
later to have second thoughts, and to have a new Inter-Departmental
group work at a draft acceptable to all three departments, at the

time he went to Quebec to meet Churchill, pe was an enthusiast for

the uncompromised Morgenthau approach.1

The President took the Secretary of the Treasury with him to the
Quebec meeting, as his only nommilitary foreign pclicy advisor.

Churchill recalled, in his memoirs:

I had been surprised to find when I arrived at Quebec
that the President was accompanied by Mr. Morgenthau, the
Secretary of the United States Treasury, though neither the
Secretary of State nor Harry Hopklns was present, But I was
glad to see Morgenthau, as we were anxious fto discuss financial
arrangements between ocur two countries for the period between
fhe conquest of Germany and the defeat of the Japanese. The
President and his Secretary of the Treasury were however much
more concerned about the treatment of Germany after the war,
They felt very strongly that military strength rested on in-
dustrial strength. We had seen ... how easy 1t was for a
highly industrialized Germany to arm herself and threaten her
neighbors .... The United Kingdom had lost so many overseas
investments that she could only pay her way when peace came by
greatly 1increasing her exports, sc that for economlc as well as
military reasons we ought to restrict German 1lndustry and
encourage German agriculture. At first we violently opposed the
idea. But the President, with Mr, Morgenthau--from whom we had
much to ask--were so insistent that in the end we agreed to
conslder 1it.

The so-called Morgenthau Plan, which I had not time to
examlne in detall, seems to have carried these ideas to an ultra-
logical conclusion .... All this was of course subject to the
full consideratlion of the War Cabinet, and in the event with my
full accord, the idea of !'pastoralizing' Germany did not survive,

O, THE MECHANISM OF THE OCTAGON AGREEMENT ON ZONES

At thelr first OCTAGON meeting, the CCS agreed to refer the ques-
tion of the northwest zone to the President and the Prime Minister,.
Churchill wrote in his memoirs that:

... The British staffs thought the original plan /i.e.,
for the British forces to cccupy the northwest, and the U.S.
forces the southwest_/ the better, and also saw many incon=
veniences and complications 1n maklng the change. I had the
impression that theilr American colleagues rather shared thelr
view, At the Quebec Conference in September 1944 we reached a
firm agreement between us. '

lSnell, Wartime Origins of the East-West Dilemma Over Germany, chapter

on "The Morgenthau Plan,” pp. 64-93; Murphy, Diplomat Among Warriors,
p. 227.

2Churchill, Triumph and Tragedy, pp. 156-157.
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The President, evidently ccnvinced by the military view,
had a large map unfolded on his knees, One afternoon, most of
the Combined Chilefs of Staff being present, he agreed verbally
with me that the existing arrangement should stand, subject to
the United States armies having a nearby direct outlet to the
sea across the British zone. Bremen and its subsidiary Bremerhaven
Seemed to meet the American needs, and their control over this
zone was adopted ....1l
Changes were agreed to, which Churchill neglected to mention in

this passage, 1in the boundaries between the northwest and southwest
zones as proposed in the EAC draft, These consisted mainly in the
transfer of the pro%ince of Hessen<~Nassau from the northwest to the
southwest zone, and of a smaller area west of the Rhine-~the Saarland
and the Palatinate, from the southwest to the northwest zone, (The
latter change was intended, perhaps, to provide an area that might

later be occupied by the French.)

The instrument whereby the agreement was made a matter of officilal
record was a memo drawn up by Adm, Leahy on instructions from President
Roosevelt, formally approved on the final day of the Conference,

16 September, first by the JCS and immediately thereafter, as CCS
320/27, by the CCS. The main provisions of 320/27 were:

2. British to occupy Germany west of Rhine and east of Rhine

north of line following northern border cof Hessen and Nassau

to the area allocated to Russia;

b. U.S. to occupy Germany east of Rhine and south of line Koblenz--

northern border of Hessen and Nassau west of area allocated to

Russia;

¢. Control of ports of Bremen and Bremerhaven and necessary

staging areas 1n immediate vicinlty vested in commander of U.S.

zone;

d. U.S. to have access through west and northwest ports and free

passage through Brltish zone;

e. Delineation of specifics of U,S, control of Bremen-Bremerhaven

area and of U.S, passage through Brifish zone to be reached later,

lchurchill, Triumph and Tragedy, pp. 509-510.
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P. SECOND STAGE OF THE ANGLO-AMERICAN HASSLE

CCS 320/27 was a partial agreement between the American Joint
Chiefs and the British Joint Chiefs concerning certain detalls re-
lating to the occupation of the two western zones. What was needed

was an agreement between all three governmments--the U.S., U.K. and

USSR--concerning both eastern and western zones and Berlin. The EAC
draft of 12 September 1944 was addressed to this need. But inasmuch
as its text delineated in detall the boundaries of the northwest and
the southwest zones, an amending agreement to delineate the boundaries
as changed at Quebec was necessary before final governmental approval.
In addition to this, there was the matter of the fifth provision of
CCS 320/27, which explicitly reserved certain detalls at issue between
the U.S. and the U.K. for later negotiation. This negot;ation, as 1t
turned oﬁt, was to be conducted at ﬁhe military-technical staff level
where there was little knowiedge of, and no responsibility at all for,
the political aspects and larger issues of the occupational and zonal

arrangements as a whole.

The unfinished work of CCS 320/27 was referred to EAC for incor-
'poratiqn into a formal document which the three governments could sign.
Following the instructions concernihg the delineation of zones met no
obstacles. But the problem as a whole was made difficult by the fact
that the Amerlcan and British military read very different meanings
into the words of the Quebec agreement concerning "control" of the
ports, and concerning the kind and degree of control of rails and
highways across the British zone implied by "access." There appears
to have been little progress made through the last half of September
and the month of October. However, in mld-October Churchill and Eden
visited Moscow, on which occasion i1t was decided to invife France, on
11 November, to become a member of the EAC. This was interpreted to
mean it would be necessary to complete the agreements called for by
CCS 320/27 before France actually Joined the.EAC, or else face the
prospect of having to renegotiate everything. With the American and

British delegations to EAC acting much like middlemen between the War
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Department in Washington and the War Office 1n London, an agreement
was finally rushed through on 14 November 1944 that settled, clearly
enough, the delineation of zones, but still left for later decision
the details of agreement concerning control of the ports and the spe-
cific detaills of access. (France Joined the EAC on 27 November 1944.)
The language of the "agreement" on these poilnts was as follows:

For the purpose of facilitating communicatlions between the
South-Western Zone and the sea, the Commander-in-Chief of the
United States forces in the Scuth-Western Zone will:

(a) exercise such control of the ports of Bremen and

Bremerhaven and the necessary staging areas in the vieclinity

thereof as may be agreed hereafter by the United Kingdom

and United States military authorities to be necessary to
meet hils requilrements;

(b) enjoy such transit facilitiles through the North-
Western Zone as may be agreed hereafter by the United
Kingdom and Unlted States miliiary authorities to be
necessary to his requirements.~ / Emphasis supplied. /

The matters left for specificaticn "as may be agreed hereafter" were
not resclved until the time of the Yalta Conference, roughly two and

a half months later.

Q. THE RUSSIAN COMMENT ON ACCESS RIGHTS

In the midst of the Anglo-American hassle leading to the "Amend-
ing Agreement" of 14 November 1944, the Russian delegate to EAC (he
was the Ambassador to the U.K.) returned from Moscow, He evidently
desired to get on with the business of getting an cccupation agree-
ment, and indicated some 1impatience with fthe inabillity of his Anglo-
American colleagues to reach agreement. According to a report to the
Secretary of State from Wlnant on 6 November, the Russian Ambassador,
commenting on the issue of American desire for access to the south-
west zone across the British-occupled area, "assured that similar
arrangements will be made for transit facilities across Russian-

occupied territory to the Berlin zone for British and American forces

IThis quote is from "Amending Agreement on Zones of Occupation and

Administration of the 'Greater Berlin' Area, November 14, 1944,"
pp. 3-S5 in Documents on Germany, 1944-1961., The account of these
events generally rollows that of the participant in them, then in
EAC in London, as recorded in Mosely, "The Occupatlon of Germany:
New Light on How the Zones Were Drawn," pp. 178-180, and summarized
in Franklin, "Zonal Boundaries and Access to Berlin," p. 22,
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and control personnel."’ The fact that this elicited no attention
except as a comment on what we consildered the intransigence of the
British should be read--so far as Berlin 1s concerned--much less
surely as a lost opportunity to obtain guarantees than as an indica-
tion of how fully it.was assumed at that time by practically everyone
actually involved in negotiaticns, i1ncluding the Russians, thét agrege=
ment upon Joint occupatiocn of Berlin carried with 1t the right of
access to Berlin, provided that the military progress of the war con-
tinued as expected. Along with this assumptioﬁ went the companion
noction that the occupation would be a short-term affair because some
sort of a more permanent peace seftlement would be worked out soon
that would replace the temporary occupation arrangements being nego-
tiated. Under these assumptions, the right of access was not really
questioned and therefore not made subject to negotiation, although
the specifics of access weré considered subject to explicit under-
standings and arrangements, but at the operational level, not at the

policy-making level.2

The EAC agreement of 14 November 1944 was not legally binding.
To be 50, 1t needed approval of the governments, not Jjust of their
representatives to the EAC. The British government registered its
approval in EAC on 5 December. But because c¢f the dissatisfaction
wlthin the War Department over the evaslve language insisted upon by
the British concerning control of port areas and transit across the
British zone, final American approval was not given. The Soviet
government deferred gilving its approval until both the U.K. and the
U.S. had approfed. The JCS wanted the settlement formalized by a

CCS paper, and this became a prerequisite.

R. THE ZONAL AGREEMENTS FINALLY OFFICTIALLY- APPROVED

Meanwhile, the German counter-offensive in the Ardennes tempo-

rarily stalled the advance into Germany from.the west, but the Russian

lMsg. No, 9643, Winant to SecState, 6 November 1944,

2Franklin, "Zonal Boundaries and Berlin Access," pp. 24~26, describes
these matters authorltatively from his close knowledge of the docu-
mentary sources,
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forces had continued to advance in the south, and on 12 January began
their bilg winter offensive on the central front that was soon to
bring them within about 50 miles of Berlin. Both Ambassador Winant
and Assistant Secretary of War McCloy by late January 1945 became
worried lest the Rﬁséian forces advance westward, all the way across
the agreed eastern zone, and keep on going. With no legally binding
agreement on zones, they might well gobble up z2ll the German territory
they could seize. It seemed very important, therefore, to get a fully

authenticated zonal agreement with all possible haste.

Evidently it was considered impossible to get Presidential
approval without gcing through the JCS. Enroute to Yalta and Malta,
Harry Hopkins stopped over in London, where Winant urged him to ex-
pedite the agreement. Hopkins carried this message to Caserta, where
on 30 January he met Stettinius, in whose company he proceeded the
next day to Malta, where McCloy gave his support to the 1dea. On 1
February, Stettinius conferred wlth Eden, and thereaffer each under-
took.to prod hls nation's military chiefs intoc agreement. Later the
same day, with the approval of Gen. Marshall and Fleld Marshal Alan
Brooke, Stettinius authorized Winant to register formal U.S. approval
in EAC of the Protocol of 12 September 1644 as amended by the not
entirely conclusive "Amending Agreement" of 14 November 1944, and
along with the "Agreement on Control Machinery" also of 14 November
1944, This was accomplished the next day, 2 February 1945. On
6 February 1945, the formal Russian approval was registered, and the

zonal agreement became legally binding.1

1pocuments on Germany, 1944-1961, pp. 1-10; Foreign Relations of the
United States/Conferences at Malta and Yalta, 1945, {Washington,
1955), pp. 201, 488-499, 975; Franklin, "Zonal Boundaries and Access
to Berlin," p. 23; Stettinius, Roosevelt and the Russians, p. 56;
Mosely, "Occupation of Germany,™ pp. 181-1852.
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IV. ANTICLIMAX - THE IMPLEMENTING DECISIONS

A. THE NATURE OF THE ISSUE AFTER APPROVAL OF THE EAC PROTQCOL

With formalized national approval of the EAC Protocol of
12 September 1944 completed, the nature of the issue, and the
means of pursuing our interests, underwent majJor changes. We had
committed ourselves to occupation of a Berlin enclave within a Soviet
occupled zone, and the remaining problem for us, so far as Berlin was
concerned, was access. We had proceeded, up to this point, on the
assumption that agreement on tripartite occupation and administration
of Berlin implicitly carried with it the right‘of access, and this
interpretation, as a generality, was evidently shared by the Russlans
as well. The 1ssue, however, was not the abstract principle of access,
but rather the specific conditions of acceés. This was an area of
great latitudg, because some regulation of traffic to and from Berlin
by the power controlling the surrounding area was normal and necessary.
But this regulation might, through administrative measures, be made to
vary iﬁ its effect from complete freedom of access to near denial of
access without any overt rejection of the principle of right of access.
The heart of the issue was reduced, therefore, to a matter of adminis-

tratlve or operational detail.

There was a resultant and corresponding change in the nature of
the means remaining open to us to pursue our interests in this matter.
We had reached the EAC agreement through the process of negotlation, a
process that was familiar to us, that was forthright, legalistic, and
that ended up with a document we accepted at face value, and intended
fully to be faithful to both in the letter and in spirit. The ques-

tion now was the interpretation that the Russians would give to this

(and to other) agreements and understandings, and how they might
maneuver for advantage without overt transgression of formal agreements.
Would they be faithful to what we belleved was the spirilt of the agree-

ment? This question was not negotiable, as 1t turned out, 1in the same
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legalistic way. (Perhaps if disagreements between Churchill and
Stalin over eastern Europe had not developed so sharply, this might
have been possible, but this was almost an impossibility on its face,
in vlew of the grave conflict between the national interests of Russia,
as Stalin saw them, and Churchill's commitments to right wing regimes
for the border states of Russia. We were caught in this conflict and
also 1in an ages old situation in which it was power that counted, not
persuasion; pressure, not reason; threat, not good will. We had
power, as never before, and we knew how to use it to defeat an avowed
enemy- 1n open conflict. But use of that power to extract concessions
from those with whom we were not at war was alien to our traditions

and largely outside of our experience.

Many of our difficulties in policy and decision-making in the
spring of 1945, as the war was coming to an end, resulted from the in-
appropriateness of our national traditions and attitudes when con-
fronted, more or less for the first time, by the harsh realities of
power politlcs. Probably this element of our national character, more
than anything procedural, was our greatest weakness. We were not in-
tellectually prepared 'for the regroupings and the realignments, and
the consequent maneuverling for advantage, that adJustment of the power

balance to the destruction of German national power would necessitate.

B, THE BEGINNING BREACH BETWEEN EAST AND WEST

Very soon after the signing of the EAC sgreement, the East-Wesﬁ
amity which had prevailed since the Normandy landings was rapildly
replaced by mounting distrust and suspilcion. Within a few weeks after
the Yalta Conférence, much of the basis upon which our policy calcula-
tions had previously been founded was removed. We were confronted with
a problem of adjustment to new circumstances; and a great deal depended
upon how promptly and correctly we perceived the nature and scope of

these changes and adjusted our goals and actions accordingly.

There had always been those who did not belleve East-West amity
would endure beyond the defeat of the common enemy. This apprehension’
was shared by many, and for many qulte diverse reasons. But if there

were many who reasoned that, with the complete defeat of Germany and
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Japan - which by the beglnning of 1945 was a practical certainty -
there would surely follow a new balance and a new alignment of the
world powers, they had no hand in formulation of current programs.
Rather,*in America, those who were most concerned with the post-war
world were the ones who directed their thoughts toward the estab-
lishment of a new world order - the U.N. By contrast; the formula-
tion of operational policies and decisilons tock place almost entirely
within the lmmediate context of day-to-day events. Apparently no
one with access to high authority raised any questions about the
continuation of current alignments and power balances or other long-
term consideratlions of practical pollifics that might be involved in
the way the war was waged., The implicit political assumption under-
lying these practical everyday declisions was that there would be no
basic change, even though nearly half the world's power base was

on the verge of being destroyed.

The published officlal records of the Yalta Conference, and the
memoirs of participants therein, indicate strongly that, so far as
problems of occupation and administration of Germany were concerned,
more time was devoted to the subject of a zone for the French than to
anything else. O0Of such issues as access, there is no record of any

mention.

However, on & February, the same day Russia approved the EAC
agreement, the U.S. Joint Staff Planners completed a paper intended
for transmittal first to the Britilsh Chiefs of Staff and then to the
Soviet General Staff, pointing out that Berlin would be isclated from
the American zone and proposing that the principle of free transit for
American forces be explicltly recognized by the other occupying powers.
On the following day the JCS declided the paper should be brcadened to
include Vienna, and this resulted in a delay that ;aused the paper not
to be submitted to the British or Russians at Yalta. Later in the
month the deslired revision was completed. This revision was more en-

compassing 1n its language, proposing explicit acceptance by each of the
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three powers of the principle of free transit for forces of all three
nations across all zonal boundaries, explicitly including areas of
jbint occupation such as Berlin and Vienna. The JCS transmitted this
draft to the British Chlefs of Staff, and to the Russian General Staff
through the American Military Mission in Moscow, on 27 February. The
British signified their formal approval on 9 March 1945, There is no
record of any reply from the Russian General Staff, nor indeed of any
acknowledgements to the JCS from the American Military Misslon of
having received the proposal for transmission. Whether or not any
declaration of adherence to the principle of access was lost by this
failure, and whether or not any declaration of abstract principle, at
this time, would have had much ultimate effect, is a matter for con-
Jecture. On the one hand, de facto access to both Berlin and Vienna
was granted by the Russlans three months later, though rather
grudgingly, as will later bé noted. On the other hand, East-West
relations by early March were being chilled by rapidly growing mutual
suspicions, and failure to respond may have reflected unreadiness to

make explicit acceptance of the principle.

The latent susplcions between East and West - at first mainly
between Stalin and Churchill - that were present but suppressed at
Yalta, burst into the open in the exchanges betﬁeen the Big Three very
soon afterward. Russlan management of the problem of a Provisional
Government for Poland, in which they refused to admit to thelr own
Soviet sponsored Lublin Provisional Government any cf the Polish leaders
favored and supported by the West, was the most important issue, leading
to biltter accusations on both sldes of the other's fallure to observe

the terms of the Yalta agreement.

But there were many other pcints of dispufe. Both British and
American requests for accelerated return of POW's llberated by advancing
Russian forces produced embittered exchanges. In thils case, Stalin's

reply to Churchill on 23 March 1945, to a wholly polite personal request,
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consisted mainly of this curt insolence: "I have received your
messages. As regards British prisoners of war, your fears are ground-
less. They have better conditions than the Soviet prisoners of war in

British camps where in a number of cases they were ill-treated and even

beaten..."

Only a fortnlght after the Yalta "Declaration on Liberated Europe"
whereby the U.S5., U.K., and USSR had agreed to "concert during the
temporary period of instabillity in liberated Europe the policies of
thelr three governments in assisting the pecples liberated from the
domination of Nazl Germany and tﬁe peoples of the former Axis satellite
states of Europe te sclve by democratic means thelr pressing political
and economlc problems," Russia began to act unilaterally and high-
handedly 1n Rumania to install a government of Russian choice. Three
days after a Rumanian request on 24 February for a meeting of the Allied
Control Council on Rumania, the Russian Deputy Foreign Minister
Vyshinskl demanded that the King of Rumania dismiss the current govern-
ment of General Radescu. While Molotov in Moscow evaded Ambassador
Harriman's requests for concerted action, Vyshinskl in Bucharest |

backed up by Marshal Malinovski forced the replacément, on 7 March, of
the Radescu government by the Russian-selected Groza government. These
events were disturbing to both Recosevelt and Churchill. However,
Churchill, who seems toc have been the most disturbed, was serilously
handicapped so far as lodging strong protests directly to the Russilans
was concerned because while he and Eden were in Moscow in October of
1944, Churchill had struck an informal bargain with Stalin whereby the
latter accepted Churchill's proposal to recognize that Russia had 90
percent interest in Rumania against 10 percent for all other nations,
in return for Russian recognition that Great Britain had 90 percent
interest in Greece. Although the evidence suggests that in this case
Churchill was playing imperialist power politics as much as Stalin,
and farther from home, 1t was the Russian acﬁions that constituted an
overt rupture of our understanding of what had been agreed upon, and

of our standards of overt political morality.1

Ehrman, Grand Strategy, VI, pp. 104-106; James F. Byrnes, Speaking

Frankl (Eew York, 1947), pp. 49-52; Triumph and Tragedy, pp. 220-
228, O19-421
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Negotiations in Switzerland, initiated on 8 March in Zurich with
Allen Dulles by the chief of the S.S. in Italy for the surrender of
Marshal Kesselring's forces in Italy to the combined British-American
forces under General Alexander in Caserta, although reporfed to Molotov
by the British Ambassador on 21 March, were treated by both Molotov and
Stalin, in letters to Churchill and Roosevelt, as a treacherous effort

to divert remaining Nazi military forces from the Western to the Eastern

front.

Another 1issue developed when an Anglo-American intelligence report,
transmitted to the Russilans first by the English on 12 February 1945,
then eight days later by General Marshall through General Deane, turned
out to be false. The report said the Germans were forming two groups
to counter-attack on the Eastern front, one in Pomerania and one north-
east of Vienna, the second of these including the 6th S.S. Panzer Army.
When the attack came, which indeed included the 6th S3.3. Panzer Army,
1t occurred far to the southeast, in the Lake Balaton area. When
Stalin, in personal letters to Churchill and Roosevelt told of this,
he made it unmistakably evident that he suspected the information was
deliberately false. It was with respect to these manifestations that
early in April Churchill warned Roosevelt, "We must always be anxious
lest the brutality of the Russlan messages does not foreshadow some

deep change of pollcy for which they are preparing.”l

It was in this atmosphere of growing suspicion between East and
West that the two major decisions we are concerned with were made in
the spring of 1945, The first of these was the decision not to try to
take Berlin. The second was the decision not to use the territory
within the occupation zone allocated to Russia but overrun by Anglo-

American troops for bargaining purposes, to extract from the Russians

lCorrespondence Between the Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the
USSR and the Presidents of the USA and the Prime Minlsters of Great
Britain During the Great Patriotic War of 1941-1945, (2 Vols., Moscow
1957), Vol. 1 (Churchill), pp. 306 and following; Vol. 2 (Roosevelt),
pp. 194-213. Churchill, Triumph and Tragedy, Chap. 6., "The Polish
Dispute,”" pp. 418-439, and Chap. 7, "Soviet Suspicions,” pp. 440-454,
John Ehrman, Grand Strategy, Vol. VI, October 1944-August 1945,

pp. 137-138. o
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something they might not grant otherwlse - including explicit guarantees
of access to Berlin. _Both of these were much more complex than they
seem to be when stated simply. In both cases our British Allies -
especlally Churchill - sought to 1nduce us to use militar& pressure for

political gain in a way that at the time was alien to us.

C. THE DECISION NOT TO TRY TO TAKE BERLIN

Near the end of March 1945 General Eisenhower decided, on strictiy
millitary grounds, not to make Berlin a major primary objectlve, but
rather, immedlately following the encirclement of the enemy forces in
the Ruhr, to drive southeastward on a line to the south of Berlin, on
an axls of Erfurt-Lelpzig-Dresden. This decision, and the manner in
which 1t was made and announced, and the subordinate decisions that
followed 1t, immediately became a subject of bitter controversy between
the Western Allies. The incident has been recounted in several his-
torical accounts, and, as a subJect of controversy, has been described
in the memoirs of the two principals. This paper will relate only the
highlights of thils generally well-known story, and concentrate upon
those features of the affalr that are pertinent to our current

interests.l

The main facts are as follows. On 28 March 1945 the Supreme Allied
Commander, General Eisenhower, sent to Marshall Stalin a message des-
cribing his probable future sﬁrategy, which ﬁessage stated General
Eisenhower's strategic decision and described in summafy form the
circumstances and the reasons behind it. The substance of the message
had not been taken up with the CCS, and evidently came as a surprise to

them. The only explicit prior undérstanding within the CCS had been

lThe main secondary accounts are: Forrest C. Pogue, The Supreme

Command, Chapters 23, 24 "The Drive to the Elbe,” pp. 4h31-474h; also
by the same author, "The Declsion to Halt at the Elbe," pp. 479-402
in Command Decisions, edited by Kent Roberts Greenfleld, (OCMH,
Washington, D. C. in 1960); John Ehrman, Grand Strategy, Vol. VI,
"Dresden or Berlin?", pp. 131-151; Smith, The Defense of Berlin,
Chapter 3, "The Military Decision to Halt at the Elbe,” pp. 34-53.
Churchill included his versiocn of the affair in Triumph and Tragedy,
Chapter 8, "Western Strateglc Divergencies," pp. 55-70; Elsenhower's
account of the matter 1s included in Chapter 20, "Assault and En-
circlement, " pp. 387-403 of Crusade in Europe (New York, 1948);
there 1s further mention of tThe matter in the memolrs of Fleld
Marshal Montgomery, Admiral Leahy, and General Bradley, among others.
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that after the Ruhr encirclement a generally eastward thrust would be
launched from the Kassel area. Berlin had been designated, early, as
the main prize, and there had been no explicit disavowal of this. The
British Chiefs favored this strongly, alsoc favored the route across
the north German plaln. Thelr assumption that this continued to be
the strategy had been strengfhened, the very day before they received
an information copy of Eisenhower's message to Stalin, by a signal
from Marshal Montgomery on 27 March that he had ordered the 2d
British and Sth U.S. Armies to advance "with utmost speed and driveﬁ

to the Elbe on the Hamburg-Magdeburg sector.1

Eisenhower's message to Stalin, which was addressed to the U.S.
Military Mission in Moscow for transmission to the Russian leader,
read as follows:

Our operations are now reaching a stage where it 1s essential
I should know the Russians' plans in order to achleve a most
rapld success. Will you, therefore, transmit a personal message
from me to Marshal Stalin, and dc anything you can to assist in
getting a full reply.

Personal message to Marshal Stalin from General Eilisenhower,

(1) My immediate operations are designed to encircle and
destroy the enemy forces defendling the Ruhr, and to isolate that
area from the rest of Germany. Thils will be accomplished by
developing around the north of Ruhr and from Frankfurt through
Kassel line until I close the ring. The enemy thus enclosed
wlll then be meopped up.

(2Y I estimate that this phase of operations wlll end late
in April or even earller, and my next ftask will be to divide
the remaining enemy forces by Jjoining hands with your forces.

(3) For my forces the best axis on which to achieve this
junction would be Erfurt-Leipzig-Dresden. I belleve, moreover
that thils is the area to which main German governmental depart-
ments are being moved. It 1s along this axls that I propose to
make my main effort. In addition, as soon as the sltuatlon
allows, a secondary advance willl be made to effect & junction
with your forces in the area Regensburg-Linz, thereby preventing
the consolidation of German resistance in Redoubt in Southern
Germany.

(4) Before deciding firmly on my plans, it 1s, I think, most
important that they should be coordinated as cleosely as possible
wilth yours both as to direction and timing. Could you, therefore,
tell me your intentions and let me know hcw far the proposals
outlined in this message conform to your probable actlon.

lEhr'man, Grand Strategy, VI, p. 131.
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(5) If we are to complete the destructlion of German armies
without delay, I regard it as essential that we coordinate our
action and make every effort to perfect the liaison between our
advancing fories. I am prepared to send ¢fficers to you for
this purpose.

The British reacted in strong and bitter dissent. Basically,
they consldered i1t was an unwlse decislon on the basis of military
strategy (and their opinion must be viewed in the context of the
long standing British preference for a concentrated attack on a com-
paratively narrow front over the north German plain then descending
on Berlin from the northwest, versus the American preferred strategy
for an attack on a much broader front across central Germany). Even
more important, the British Chiefs felt very strongly--even vehemently--
that the decision should not have been made without prior ccnsultation
at the Combined Chiefs of Staff level (which would have led to the seat
of government level) because this strateglc decision was viewed as a
political decision as much as a military decision. They did not make
an explicit point of the matter, but they took note of the fact that
FEisenhower's deputy as Supreme Allied Commander, Air Marshal Tedder,
was not informed of the message. They objected most strongly to
General Eisenhower's breaking the news directly to the head of the
Russlan state rather than to the purely mllitary head of the Russian
forces (General Antonoff, for instance) and above all doing this with-
out prior approval at the Combined Chlefs of Staff level. Finally, the
British were plqued because this strategy tended to give the forces
of General Montgomery a mlnor role, putting the U;S. O9th Army under
the control of General Bradley rather than leaving 1t with the 2nd

British Army under Marshal Montgomer'y.2

lAs given in Ehrman, Grand Strategy, VI, p. 1l32--evidently taken from

the information copy received by the British Chiefs.

It is very possible they suspected Eisenhower of devious motives also.
Herbvert Feis, who has written extensively on the diplomacy of this
era, and who had perscnal acquaintance not only with the documentary
sources but with many of the personalities involved, conjectured that
Eisenhower sent the message directly to Stalin in order to end all
chance of further argument with Churchill about taking Beriin.
Churchill, Roosevelt, Stalin: The War They Waged and The Peace They

Sought (Princeton, 1957), p. 603.

2
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The message to Stalin was followed by a frantic exchange of mes-
sages then between the JCS, the British Chiefs of Staff, Roosevelt,.
Churchill and Eisenhower. The heat of the exchange between the JCS
and the British Chiefs was such that, at filrst, the dispute descended
to American disparagement of the military contribution of the British
Second Army and British belittlement of the competence of General
Elsenhower. Churchlll backed his military men although he tried to
moderate some of thelr language. Roosevelt, whose powers were rapidly
declining and who was less than a fortnight away from death, backed
his Joint Chiefs fully in their complete support of all that

Eisenhower had done.1

The strategy was not changed. Eventually, Churchill and the
British reluctantly went along with the decision, if for no other
reason ﬁhan that there was 1little else they could do. The only con-
cession that was made to the British objectlons was that procedures
were established whereby General Eisenhower would clear further mili-
tary messages to Russian military authorities through the Combined
Chiefs of Staff,

This declsion not to take Berlin has been of lasting interest
and has caused congiderable controversy malnly because it is recog-
nized to have had far-reaching politlical results. These results
were not foreseen or even considered in the making of the decision.
And the decision was later defended, by Eisenhower himself, by the
JCS, and by the writer of the official U.S. history of the Supreme
Command, on its merits as a military decision made for exclusively
military reasons. Within our traditional‘dichotomy, this seems
reasonable enough. The real question{ however, 1s whether it was
possible at the tlime to make an excluslvely milltary decision. In
a sense, the main question 1s answered by the unanlimous present

judgment that it did have important politlical conseguences.

lTher'e are accounts of this exchange in Pogue, The Supreme Command,

pp. 441-445; Ehrman, Grand Strategy, VI, pp. 132-145; Eilisenhower,
Crusade in Europe, pp. 399-403; Churchill, Triumph and Tragedy,
pp. 457-468; Pogue, '"The Decision to Halt at the Elbe," pp. 433-486.
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In his choilce of strategy, General Eisenhower was acting strictly
according to his directive, fully in accord with the tradition in
which he had grown up, and completely in the spirit of the policies
that were dominant at the top of the American government. It was for
reasons other than national partisanship that he was strongly supported
by both the Joint Chiefs of Staff and by the President.l The polnts of
interest to us are. the reasons why we gravitated to this national

decision and the reasons why the English opposed it.

In discussing the decisicon in hls memolrs, General Elsenhower
emphasized that he knew that the zonal dlvision of Germany for occupa-
tion purposes had already been decided upon, and that he was not in-
fluenced by thoughts of any future divlislion of Germany; rather his
decilsion was dominated by the single ailm of speeding a millitary
victory.

I already knew of the Allled political agreements that
divided Germany and the post-hostilities occupatlonal zones.
The north-south line allotted by that decision to the English
and American nations ran from the vicinity of Luebeck, at the
eastern base of the Danish peninsula generally southward to the
town of Eisenack and on southward tc the Austrian border.

This future division of Germany did not influence our mili-
tary plans for the final conquest of the country. Milltary
plans, I believe, should be devised with the single aim of
speeding victory; by later adjustment troops of the several
nations could be concentrated into thelr own national sectors,
[Emphasis supplied.] '

This is a clear and forthright statement of the prevalling Ameri-
can doctrine which separated military and political affairs. Desplte
occasional explicit recognition that military possession of territory
at the end of hostilitles would have political significance, military
operations were doctrinally viewed as distinct from politics, planned
to achieve military victory, and political arrangements would be made
as a separate matter. This was the view not only of Generals Marshall,
Eisenhower and Bradley, but also of President Roosevelt and of the
principal officials of the State Deparfment._ They gll believed that

the decision was a military one because 1t concerned the defeat of the

lEisenhower, Crusade in Europe, p. 396.
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German forces, that this was the first thing to acccmpllish, and that
political matters and peacemakling would be accomplished separately,

after the military victory had been achieved.

D. THE REDCUBT THAT NEVER WAS

Contributing to the decision to shift the maln direction of the
American attack south of Berlin along the Kassell-Leilpzig-Dresden axis
was the acceptance by the American G-2, and by General Elsenhower and
his staff, of Goebbel's fantastic hoax of the "National Redoubt."

General Eisenhower mentioned this in his cable to Marshal Stalin, and
in his memoirs written years later he gave consliderable importance to

"the desirability of penetrating and destroying the so-called National
Redoubt.”" He had feared, so he said, that if it were not promptly
prevented, the Nazls would concentrate thelr most fanatic surviving
elements 1n the mountains of southern Bavarla where they could hold out
almost iIndefinitely against the Alllies and engage 1n long drawn out
guerrilla operations which would perhaps end up In some disagreements
among the Allies. He even feared a rumored organization of "were-
wolves," composed only of loyal followers of Hitler which would include
boys and girls as well as adult fanatles, who would operate under-

ground, and whose purpose "was murder and terror‘ism."l

The lurid reporting of this gigantlic hoax 1is best represented
perhaps by a quotation from the SHAEF Intelligence Summary of 11 March
1945: "Here [in the Bavarian mountalins], defended by nature and by the
most efficient secret weapons yet invented, the powers that have
hitherto guided Germany will survive to reorganize her resurrection;
here armaments will be manufactured in bomb-proof factories, food and
equipment will be stored 1n vast underground caverns and a specially
selected corps of young men will be trained in guerrilla warfare, so
that a whole underground army can be fitted and directed to liberate
Germany from the occupying forces." On 21 April 1945, General Bedell

Smith, in a background briefing to the press in Parils, said: "We

lEisenhower, Crusade in Europe, p. 397.
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may find when we get down there / to the National Redoubt / a great
deal more than anticipated; I am thinking we will. OQur target now,
if we are to bring this war to an end and bring it to an end in a
hell of a hurry, is this Natlonal Redoubt and we are organizing our
strength in that direction .... From a purely military standpoint
Berlin ... doesn't have much significance anymore--not anything com-

parable to that so-called National Redoubt."T

General Cmar Bradley, a central participant in these events,
reflected in his memolrs written down a few years later that, "the
redoubt existed largely in the lmagination of a few fanatic Nazis.
- It grew into so exaggerated a scheme that I am astonished we could

have belleved 1t as innocently as we d:Ld.”2

The British were not taken in by this cock-and-bull story.
Churchill recalled in his mémoirs that on 17 March 1945 he directed
General Isméy to have the Britlsh Intelligence Commlttee consider
the possibllity that Hitler, after losling Berlin and northern-Germany
would retire to the mountains of southern Germany and endeavor to pro-
long the fight there. Soon thereafter the Chiefs of Staff concluded
that a prolonged German campalgn, even of guerrilla character in the
mountalns, was unlikely on any serious scale; and the possibility of
this was completely eliminated from serious consideration by the

British from then on.3

E. BRITISH AND AMERICAN IDEAS ON THE VALUE OF BERLIN

Neither Churchill nor any of the other British advocates of a
strategy to take Berlin made 1t an explicit point that the value of
capturing Berlin included assurance of access, nor even, at this
juncture, was it specified as a bargaining counter for any particular
purpose. There 1s no evidence to suggest that anyone looked upon the

capture of Berlin at that time in that particular light. It seems to

1
2

3

Smith, Defense of Berlin, pp. 37-38.
A Soldier's Story (New York, 1951), p. 536.
Triumph and Tragedy, p. 457.
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have been, instead, a general feeling that it was simply ordinary
foresight to be in possession of as much territory as possible -
Specifically including Berlin, Vienna, and Prague if possible - at the
time hostilities were concluded, because the more we had in hand when
we came to the business of a peace settlement, the more we would have
to say about what that settlement would be. In a message to Roosevelt
on 1 April 1945 the Prime Minister expressed his view of these matters
in these words: '"There 1s moreover ancther aspect which it is proper
for you and me to consider. The Russian armies will no doubt overrun
all Austria and enter Vienna. If they also take Berlin willl not their
impresslion that they have been the overwhelming contribvutor to our
common victory ﬁe unduly imprinted in their minds, and may thils not
lead them intoc a mood which will raise grave and formldable difficulties
in the future? I therefore consider that from a political standpoint
we should march as far east into Germany as possible and that should
Berlin be in our grasp we should certalnly take 1t. Thils also appears

sound on military grounds."l

This kind of approach to strategic problems was rarely shared by
Americans, military or civillan, who tended to consilder that the sole
goal of mllitary operations was to defeat or destroy enemy military
forces; and they regarded the Introduction of political complications as
an unwelcome distraction in the service of dubious values. Aware that
we were pledged to withdraw from Berlin anyway, General Bradley des-
cribed Berlin as a "prestige cbjective" [emphasis supplied], and as
such he considered it not worth the casualties it would cost.

Referring to the British concern for political conslderations, he wrote
in his memoirs, "As soldiers we looked nalvely on thls British inclina-
tion to complicate the war with political foresight and non-military
obJectives" (which suggests that he had later had questicning after-

thoughts).2

lTriumph and Tragedy, p. U465.
°s Soldier's Story, pp. 535-536.
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General Bedell Smith, Elsenhower's Chief of Staff, later wrote,
in refutation of an accusation that the decision not to take Berlin
resulted from a pelitical agreement with the Russilans, that:

There was no political consideration involved .... General
Eisenhower's decision fo destroy the remaining enemy forces
throughout Germany and, above all, to seal off the National
Redoubt, was based on a realistic estimate of the military
situation.l

In August of 1961 the State Department published a background
pamphlet on the Berlin crisis, "Berlin-1961," which stated:
The Western Armlies could have captured Berlin or at least
Joined in capturing it. But the Supreme Allied Commander,
General Eisenhower, believed that they could be more usefully
empleyed against the major German forces elsewhere. As a
result the Soviets captured Berlin ....

When interviewed by correspondents of the New York Times over the

implication in this statement that his 1945 decision had been respon-

sible for the current Berlin difficulties, ex-President Eisenhower

showed no irritation. He acknowledged responsibility for the decision,

which was a "tactlcal military decision."2 The zones of occupation

had previcusly been finally fixed by Allied politlcal leéders, and
for this reason the decision not tec try to take Berlin was Judged to

be purely military.

The American view was epitomized a little later by the
American soldier of that day who probably eﬁJoyed more universal re-
spect and admiration than any other. In commenting on a British
suggestion that ULS. troops drive forward to selze Prague, General
Marshall cabled Elsenhower:

Personally and aside from all logistic, tactical or
strateglic implications, I would be 1gathe to hazard American
lives for purely political purposes.

One might ask: what kinds of purposes did indeed Justify the

hazarding of American lives if political purposes did not? But such

1Walter Bedell Smith, Eilsenhower's Six Great Decisions (New York,

1956), pp. 185-186.
2cited by Smith, Defense of Berlin, p. 49, n.

SMessage W-T4256, 28 April 1945, Marshall to Eisenhower, cited by
Pogue, The Supreme Command, p. 468.
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views were by no means confined to the military. Nowhere in Washington
did there appear to be, at levels of high authority, an awareness of
the political content of military strategy. The o0ld hiatus centlnued
to exist between military and political matters. Defeat of enemy

forces was one thing, political settlement at the end of a war was

another.

This was noted with deep regret by our British Allies, and was
explained by Churchill as resulting in part from the tragic decline of
the personal powers of President Roosevelt. In Churchill's words,

As a war waged by a coalition draws to 1ts end political
aspects have a mounting importance. In Washilngton especially,
longer and wider views should have prevalled... At this time
the points at issue did not seem to the United States Chiefs of
Staff to be of capital importance. They were of course unnoticed
by and unknown to the publlic, and were all scon swamped, and
for the time being effaced by the flowing tide of victory.
Nevertheless, as will not now be disputed, they played z-
dominating part in the destiny of Europe, and may well have
denied us all the lasting peace for which we had fought so
long and hard. We can now see the deadly hilatus which existed
between the fading of Presldent Roosevelt's strength and the
growth of President Truman's grip of the vast world problem.
In this melancholy void one President could not act and the
other could not know. Nelther the military chiefs nor the
State Department received the guldance they required. The
former confined themselves to their professional spheres; the
latter did not comprehend the issues involved. The indispens-
able pclitical direction was lacking at the moment when 1t was
most needed. The United States stood on the scene of victory,
master of world fortunes, but without a true and coherent
design.l

F, MILITARY RESOLUTION OF ISSUES THROUGH DEFAULT OF POLITICAL
AUTHORITIES

Ambassadcr Robert Murphy, who was General Eisenhower's Political
Advisor during these events, later observed that Eisenhower was deeply
convinced that military commanders should not usurp civilian functions,
but that in the last months of the war he and hils staff made several
political declisions because the clvilian officials responsible for
American foreign policy - the President and the Secretary of State -
did not choose to assert thelr authority.

The most important example was the decision not to try to
capture Berlin, a decision of such internaticnal significance

that no Army chief should have been required to make 1t. When
the time came the entire responsibility was placed upon General

lTriumph and Tragedy, pp. 455-456.
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Marshall, as Chief of Staff, and General Eisenhower, as Theater
Commander. Both of these Army officers accepted this responsi-
bllity without complaint, then or afterward, but it was inevitable
that they would regard Berlin from the military point of view.

As a matter of war strategy, the Eisenhower-Marshall decision
was irreproachable, being based on careful consideration for
saving the lives of American soldiers. According to SHAEF esti-
mates, 1t would have cost from 10,000 to 100,000 American casual-
ties to capture the German capital and the area surrounding it.
These estimates proved wildly wrong, but that 1s beside the point.
Elsenhower reasoned that, since Berlin lay deep inside the agreed
Russian occupatlon zone, SHAEF forces would be obllgated to evacu-
ate the metropolitan district almost as soon as they could capture
1t, turning it over to Russian control. So the Anglo-American
troops were directed toward Leipzig and the Red Army was left to
seize Berlin -~ with results which none of us foresaw.d<
All of the evidence supports the Murphy interpretation that the

decision was made on solely military grounds, by the military, because

the highest American civilian officlals judged that it was a military
matter, to be delegated tc the military and resolved by them

solely on the basis of military criteria. The military who were in-
volved were not totally unaware of the possible exlstence of pertinent
-political considerations. In the midst of these events Elsenhower in-
formed Marshall, "I am the first to admit that a war Is waged in pursu-
ance of political alms. And if the CCS should decide that the Allled
effort to take Berlin ocutwelghs military considerations in this
theater, I would cheerfully readjust my plans..." But 1t was in effect
the ultimate American political autherity that insisted thils was pri-
marily a military issue, to be resclved exclusively on military grounds.
The political awareness of nelther civilian nor military authorities.
was sufficiently sensitive, or sufficliently devious, to see beyond

a very llteral acceptance of the agreement that had been reached on

zones of occupatilon.

G. THE MATTER OF ARRANGING OPERATIONAL CONTACT WITH THE RUSSTANS

Not long after the issue of whether or not to try to take Berlin
had been resolved in the negative, Elsenhower decided that 1t would

not be practical to confine mlilitary operaticns toc the occupation zones

lMurphy, Diplomat Among Warriors, p. 229.
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delineated by the EAC protocol. Rather, both sides should be free to
advance as opportunity permitted untlil contact was made between the
forces approaching'each cther from east and west. But this precipl-
tated two problems. One was to minimize the chance of clashes between
Red Army forces and forces of the Western Allies. The other was what
to do, when fofces of East and West finally met along a line that was
not the agreed EAC demarcation line, with terrlifory on one side of the

agreed zonal line occupied by forces from the other side.

Eisenhower's original proposal for dealing with theése matters
went to the CCS on 5 April 1945, and included a provision which sug-
gested that, with both sides free to advance until they made contact,
when it was operationally apprcprlate both SHAEF and the Red Army
command should be empowered to ask the other to retire on a local
basis behind the East-West boundary set by the EAC protocol. The
British Chiefs opposed this proposal, argulng that thls was a matter
to be decided by the govermments concerned, and referred the matter
to the Prime Minister. Churchlill replied to the British Chiefs on
7 April complimenting them on sensing his interest in the issue,
and gave them written policy guldance as follows:

When the forces arrive in contact, and after the preliminary
salutations have been exchanged, they should rest opposilte each
other in these positions, except insofar as actual neighbouring
military operatlons require concerted action. Thus, 1f we crossed
the Elbe and advanced to Berlin, or on a line between Berlin and
the Baltic, which is all well within the Russilan zone, we should
not give this up as a military matter. - It 1s a matter of State
to be considered between the three Governments, and in relation
to what the Russians do in the south, where they will soon have
oceupled not only Vienna but all Austrla. There cannoct be such a
hurry about our withdrawing from a place we have gained that the
Ffew days necessary for consulting the Governments 1n Washington
and London cannot be found, I attach great importance to this,
and could not agree to proposals of this kind [being decided] on 1
a staff level. This must be referred to the President and me....

There was no disposition anywhere in the American Government,
however, to accept the Churchillian point of view, and there was nc
immediate settlement of these Anglo-American‘diffefences. But events

were moving rapidly. The Western advance, and especially the American

lChurchill, Triumph and Tragedy, pp. 512-513.
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advance in Central Germany, was apparently at a faster pace than had
been anticipated, which meant not only that the operatlonal problem of
making contact with the Russians was imminent, but alsc that a larger
share of the Russian occupation zone would be in Allled ﬁands than
might have been expected earlier. (The Ninth Army crossed the Weser
in force below Hannover on 6 April, reached Magdeburg - 53 miles from
Berlin - on 11 April, and established bridgeheads on the right bank of
the Elbe on 12 and 13 April.) Thus on 12 April - the day of President
Roosevelt's death - the CCS approved a revilsed and restricted proposal
for Eisenhower to communicate to the Russians through the Military
Mission in Moscow. The gist of this was simply that, since prior

agreement on demarcation of operational zones was not practical, each

side should advance (as opposition permitted) until contact was Iimmi-
nent, at which juncture a division of responsibility between the
approaching armies would bevagreed upon by the local army group com-
manders. General Antonov, the Russlan Chief of Staff, did not at first
accept ‘the proposal, his first reply being that it seemed to change the
occupation zones previously agreed upon. Only after an exchange of
messages, in which Eisenhower gave his assurances that he was re-
ferriﬁg only to operational - i.e., tactlcal -~ areas, and that upon
completion of the tactlcal phase the Western forces would retire to

the zone previously allocated to them by the EAC Protocol, did Antonov

agree to the proposal.l

The problem of avoldling serious clashes between Red Army and
Western Alliesf forces remained, and was highlighted by several en-
cocunters in early April between U.S. and Russian planes. Roosevelt's
death on 12 April resulted in a hiatus in American political policy-
making, partly because the new President had until then been kept
remote from all matters of maJjor strategy, and therefore lacked the
background necessary for conflident exercise of his own judgment and

of the supreme Presidential authority. Agreements with the Russians

lPogue, The Supreme Command, pp. 465-466; Churchill, Triumph and

Tragedy, pp. 512-513.
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for the purpose of avoiding the unwanted clashes involved not only
identification signals, but more important, ad hoc agreements defining

dperational boundaries between the Red Army and Western forces. Ines-

‘capably, such agreements related to areas of Anglo-American policy

differences, and had to be approved by the CCS (which involved
Churchilil) before Eisenhower could communilcate with the Russians

concerning them.

In the Anglo-American debate cover this matter, Churchill finally
addressed to President Truman a perscnal message in which he suggested,
cautiously but unmistakably, not cnly that we hold on to the territory
we captured until Russian intentions in Germany and Austria were
clarified, but that we seek to pressure Russlia into some amendment
of the EAC zoning protocol favorable to the West by not relinquishing
the territory until desired concesslions are granted.

Prime Minister to President Truman : 18 Apr U5

Your armies soon, and presently ours, may come into contact
with the Soviet forces. The Supreme Commander should be glven
instructions by the CCS as soon as possible how to act.

In my view there are two zones:

(a) The tactical zone, in which our troops must stand on the
line they have reached unless there is agreement for a better
tactical deployment....This should be arranged by the Supreme

Commander....

(b) The occupational zone, which I agreed with Presldent
Roosevelt on the advice of the Combined General Staffs
[sicl. In my view this zone should be occupled within a
certain time from V.E. Day, whenever this is declared, and
we should retire with dignity from the much greater gains
which the Allied troops have acquired by their audacity

and vigor.

I am quite prepared to adhere to the occupational zones, but
I do not wish our Allied troops or your American troops to be
hustled back at any point by scome crude assertion of a local
Russian general. This must be provided against by an agreement
between Goverrnments so as to give Eisenhower a chance to settle
on the spot in his own admirable way.

The occupational zones were declded rather hastily at Quebec
in September 1944, when it was not foreseen that General Eisen-
nower's armies would make such a mighty inroad into Germany. The
zones cannot be altered except by agreement with the Russians.

But the moment V.E. Day has occurred we should try to set up the
Allied Control Commission in Berlin and should 1nsist upon a failr
distribution of the foed produced in Germany between all parts of
Germany. As 1t stands at present the Russian occupational zone
has the smallest proportion of people and grows by far the largest
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proportion of food, the Amerlicans have not a very satlsfactory
proportion of food to conquered population, and we poor British
are to take overall the ruined Ruhr and large manufacturing dis-
tricts, which are like ourselves, 1in normal times large importers
of food. 1 suggest that thils tiresome guestion should be settled
in Berlin by the Allied Control Commission before we move from the
tactical positions we have at present achleved.... [emphasis
supplied ]+

On this occasion, before there was a-Presidential decision the
State Department and the pertinent Ambassador were consulted. Winant
strongly opposed the suggestion to hold the "tactlcal zone'" as a bar-
gaining counter to get Soviet agreement on food supply, seeing such a
move as a fatal blow to East-West confidence, and sco advised the Presi-
dent. Truman's policy, it turned out, was to observe faithfully and
to the letter, with steadfast honor, the agreements already entered
into, and he so informed Churchilll when he replied, on 21 April, in a
message that has the marks of effective staff work, whether or not 1its
policy was the most profitable ohne.

Zones of occupation for Germany were the subject of long and
careful study and negotiatilon...formally agreed upon by the
American, British, and Soviet Governments just prior to the Yalta
Conference...The general area of the zone allotted to Russla was
not in dispute and, in fact, was on general lines of a proposal
informally advanced by the British as early as 1943, ' '

The fact that the Russian zone contained the greater portion
of German food producing areas and that the zone sought and ob-
tained by the British was a deficit area was well known throughout
the negotlations. Formal acceptance by the three Governments of
their zones of occupation was in no way made contingent upon the
conclusion of satisfactory arrangements for an equitable distri-
bution of German food resources.

A demand...for modification of agreed zone boundaries or for
an agreement on more equitable food distribution might have serious
consequences. The Russians could certainly consider such a bar-
gaining position as a repudiatlon of our formal agreement.

...0ur State Department belleves that every effort should be
made through the Allied Control Commission to obtain a fair iInter-
zonal distribution of food produced in Germany but does not
believe that the matter of retirement of our respectilve trocps to
our zonal frontilers should be used for such bargaining purposes.

The question of tactical deployment of American troops in
Germany is a military one. It is my bellef that General Eisen-
hower should be given certain latitude and discretilon; and that
when time permits, he should consult theECCS before any major
withdrawal behind our zone frontiers....

1Churchill, Triumph and Tragedy, pp. 514-515.

®Fleet Admiral William D. Leahy, I Was There (New York, 1950),
pp. 349-350.
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Following this exchange, the way was clear for Eisenhower to pro-
ceed to specific agreements to avoid clashes with the Red Army. Along
with other arrangements, the Elbe-Mulde line was proposed by Eisenhower,
and accepted by the Russians, as the operational boundary separating
American and Russlan forces in Central Germany. These arrangements
were completed 21-23 April, and the first formal link-up of Soviet and

Western forces occurred, at Torgaw on the Mulde River, on 26 April.l

In the last week of the war Eisenhower and Antonov made a seriles
of ad hoc demarcations of tactical zones as Russians and Allied Forces
moved rapldly toward a meeting all along the North-South line. In the
most noteworthy of these arrangements, Eisenhower drove north to Luebeck
to seal off the base of the Danish Peninsula from the Russians, and in
so dolng got Antonov to agree to stop the Red Army advance, along the
south shore of the Baltic, at Wismar just east of Luebeck; in the south,
in deferrence to Antonov's request, Elsenhower held his troops west of
the Budejcce=-Pillsen-Karlsbad line, thus allowing the Red Army to take
Prague, although the British Chilefs strongly urged an American drive

to selze the Czech capiﬁal.2

1Suoreme Command, p. U67.

2Pogue, The Supreme Command, pp. 467=-469; "The Decision to Halt at the
Elbe," pp. U89-0491.
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V. THE DECISION TO RETIRE TO THE AGREED ZONES

The decision te retire to the agreed zcnes of occupation without
first extracting fully explicit and highly specific guarantees of access
to Berllin was very different from the two decisions léading up to it
that we have already examined. The war in Europe was over, and this
was clearly a political decision, recognized as such by all concerned.
But it was an issue of political tactics rather than of political objec-
tives: would we explolt, or not, our temporary tactlcal possession of
areas we had agreed to turn over to the Russians for occupation, to
extract from them explicit and speciflc guarantees of Berlin access (or

other conduct favorable to our interests).

When hostilities ended on 7 May 1945, forces of the Western Allies
had advanced eastward tc a line roughly from Wismar on the Baltic to
Schwerin thence south to the Elbe, thence on thé left bank of the Elbe
to a point about 25 Km north of Chemnitz where it crossed to the right
bank of the Elbe and passed to the west of that c¢ity, thence south and
southeastward through the Erzgeblrge and thence southeastward through
western Czechoslovakia (to the east of the city.of Pilzen), thence into
western Austria past Linz, before the line broke sharply west to take
in Berchtesgaden on the Bavarian-Austrian border and then Innsbruck and
the Brenner Pass. So far as Germany was concerned, Western forces were
thus in possession of more than one third of the area agreed upon for

occupation by the Russians.

The Nazl government had been overthrown, and all governmental
authority had passed to the occupying powers with the signing on May 7
at Reims of the Act of Military Surrender and the signing the next day,
in Berlin, of an amplified version of that instrument of unconditional
surrender. The most basic principles of a four-powef occupatlon govern-
ment of Germany had been agreed upon among the victors. There was

urgent need to get an effective occupation administration underway, but
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nelther the command structure as it then existed nor the location of

the forces of the occupying nations corresponded to what had been agreed
upon. Before an effectlive occupation administration could be estab-
lished, the four-power occupation administration that had been agreed
upon in principle needed to be established in fact, and the forces of
the occupylng powers needed to move 1n some cases from the tactical
zones in which they were located to the cccupation zones that had been

agreed upon.

A, CHURCHILL SEEXKS TO EXPLOIT TACTICAL POSITION OF WESTERN FORCES

In this situation, Churchill was motlvated primarily by his sus-
picions of what Soviet intentions might be, both in Germany and all
along the line in eastern and central Europe that marked the historie
meeting ground of Teutonic and Slavic power, and he wilshed to explcit
our favorable position in Germany as much as possible to counter Russian
ambltions in these areas. He wanted the structure of European settle-
ment made while the West still was 1n possession of all of the lands it
had occupled and still had its maximum military forces in beilng and on

the spot.

President Truman, on the other hand (reflecting the Jjudgment of
his advlsors probably, because he was s0 new to so much of what he had
to be responsible for), was inclined to discount Churchill's suspicions
of Russia. Moreover, he felt under pressure to reduce the American
commitment in Germany as rapidly as possible in order to shift the main
welght of American effort to the Paciflec. In addition, political pres-
sure was building up in the USA for the return home of the boys who had

been overseas in combat.

S0 1t was that, less than a week after the Nazi surrender,
Churchlll renewed his earlier effort to persuade Truman tTo use the
leverage of a continuing, formidable American military presence in
Germany to influence the peace settlement in-Europe. “The gist of
The Churchlllian proposal was contained in what has become known as

"The Iron Curtain" telegram of 12 May 1945 to President Truman.
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I am profoundly concerned about the European situation. I
learn that half the American Alr Force in Europe has already
begun to move to the Pacific Theatre. The newspapers are full
of the great movements of the American armies out of Europe.
OQur armies alsc are, under previous arrangements, likely to
undergo a marked reductlon., The Canadian Army will certainly
leave. The French are weak and difficult to deal with. Anyone
can see that in a very short space of time our armed power on
the Continent will have vanished, except for moderate forces to
hold down Germany.

Meanwhile what 1s to happen about Russia? I have always
worked for friendship with Russia, but, like you, I feel deep
anxlety because of their misinterpretation of the Yalta decisions,
thelr attitude towards Poland, their overwhelming influence in the
Balkans, excepting Greece, the difficulties they make about
Vienna, the combination of Russilan power and the territories under
thelr control or occupled, coupled wilth the Communist technigue in
80 many other countrles, and above all thelr power fto maintain very
large armies in the fileld for a long time. What will be the posi-
tion in a year or two, when the British and American Armles have
melted and the French have not yet been formed on any major scale,
when we may have a handful of dlvisions, mostly French, and when
Russla may choose to keep two or three hundred cn active service?

An Iron curtain is being drawn down upon their front. We do
not know what 1s golng on behind. There seems little doubt that
the whole of the regions east of the line Luebeck-Trieste-Corfu
wlll soon be completely in thelr hands. To this must be added
the further enormous area conquered by the American armiles between
Eisenach and the Elbe, which will, I suppose, 1n a few weeks be
occupied, when the Americans retreat, by the Russian power. All
kinds of arrangements will have to be made by General Elsenhower
to prevent another immense flight of the German population west-
ward as thils encrmous muscovite advance into the centre ¢f Europe
takes place. And then the curtain wilill descend again to a very
large extent, if not entirely.

Meanwhille the attention of our peoples wlll be occupied in
inflicting severities upon Germany, which is ruined and prostrate,
and it would be open to the Russlans 1n a very short time to
advance if they chose to the waters of the North Sea and the
Atlantic.

Surely 1t 1s vital now to come to an understanding with Russia,
or see where we are with her, before we weaken our armies mortally
or retire to the zones of occupation. This can only be done by a
personal meeting. I should be most grateful for your oplnion and
advice. Of course we may take the view that Russia will behave
impeccably, and no doubt that offers the most convenient sclution.
To sum up, this issue of a settlement with Russia before our
strength has gone seems to me to dwarf all others. [Emphasis
supplied. J+

B. TRUMAN'S FIRST REBUFF OF CHURCHILL'S PRQPOSAL

To the specific proposél of an early meeting with Stalin, for the
purpose of reaching critical agreements before any withdrawal or

weakening of Western forces occurred, Truman replied that a meeting

lohurchill, Triumph and Tragedy, pp. 572-574.
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with Stalin was premature, phat American forces would be withdrawn
from the Soviet zone when mililtary convenience made 1t advisable, and
that it was better not to risk a final rupture with Stalin without
first learning more about the real objectives of Soviet policies. To
serve this last purpose, Harry Hopkins would go to Moscow to diliscuss

with Stalin the differences that had arisen since Yalta.

C. HOPKINS TO MOSCOW

The idea of sending Hopkins to Moscow to talk to Stalin seems to
have occurred first to Charles E. Bohlen and to the then Ambassador to
Russia Averill Harriman, at about the same time Churchill was impor-
tuning Truman as a result of an Impasse over voting procedures in the

U.N., and the admlission of Argentina, at the San Francisco Conference.

When Harriman and Bohlen proposed the Hopkins visit to Moscow
because of difficulties eviaent to them at San Francisco, President
Truman promptly agreed, no doubt motivated also by the strong
suggeétions being made by Churchill; and plans were immedlately laid

for Hopkins to depart on 23 May.

He arrived in Moscow on 25 May, and had six meétings with Stalin
from 26 May to 6 June, in which there was an exchange of views on all
the maln issues that had arisen between Russia and the Western powers.
Ambassador Harriman and Bohlen (as translator) accompanied Hopkins,
and Stalin had at his side Molotov and a translateor. Each meeting
was followed by a lengthy cable report to Washington, and Churchill

was kept promptly informed.

The talks centered upon the general deterioration of relations
between the U.S. and the USSR, at one time or another dealing with
most of the specific issues related to that deterioration, but the
subject of the provisional government of Poland always the most
important. Interestingly enough, nelther occupation zones in Germany
nor access to Berlin is mentioned anywhere in the available records of

these talks as a subject of discussion. The talks were forthright,
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generally friendly in tone, suggesting that some differences were more
misundersténding than anything else, and at the end Stalin agreed to
issue an invitation to M. Mikolajczyk, former Polish Prime Minister
and head of the Pollsh Peasants' Party, favored by the British and
previously resisted by the Russlians, to join the Polish Preovisional
government. On the whole, the talks were considered a great success
in easing the growing tension between Russia and the Western Allles,
and caused much temporary relief 1in Washington and London. A meeting
between the Big Three was tentatively agreed upon to take place in
Potsdam about 15 July - later than Churchill wished, but he could do

nothing but agree.l

D. HOFKINS TRANSMITS EISENHOWER VIEWS TO TRUMAN

Returning to Washington, Hopkins stopped at Frankfurt for talks
with Eilsenhower on 8 June, and there, for the first time, the problems
of the German occupation came before him. While Hopkins was in Moscow,
Eisenhower had recommended the dissoclution of SHAEF, as inappropriate
to the administration of the occupation, the assumption of responsi-
bilities for each of the agreed zones of oceupation by the appropriate
national commander-in-chief, and the activatlion of the four-power
Control Ccuncil called for by the EAC agreements. The British had of
céurse'opposed this, but did consent to a meeting in Berlin of the four
commanders~in-chief, for the nominal purpose of signing three instru-
ments prepared by the EAC, one announcing assumption of supreme
authority, another expressing again the zonal arrangements already
agreed to, and the third authorizing establishment of previously agreed
upon control machinery, including the Allied Control Council, from which
all governing authority of the occupylng nations derived. After
these formalities had been attended to, Elsenhower proposed to Zhukov
the establishment of the Control Council, but Zhukov demurred, saylng
this could not be done untll western troops were removed from the Soviet
zones. This impasse had been foreseen by Eiéenhower, who on 2 Juné had

vainly sought, in preparation for the meeting, to get a decision in

lSherwood, Roosevelt and Hopkins, pp. 885-912; Churchill, Triumph and

Tragedy, pp. 581-580; Byrnes, Speaking Frankly, pp. 61-64.

UNCLASSIFIED 82



UNCLASSIFIED

advance on a date for withdrawal, but had been told the withdrawal
should be decided on a military basis by the Control Council.l Thus,
when Hopkins reached Frankfurt three days later, he found Eisenhower
understandably anxious to bring an end to the state of indecision which
rendered orderly administration of the areas agreed upon for occupa-

tion impossible.

Following his conversatlons with Eisenhower on 8 June, Hopkins
reported to President Truman that Eilsenhower bellieved we should bring
an end to the Russian uncertainfy about our withdrawal from the Russian
zone in order to get the Control Council established and functioning.
In conveying this message, Hopkins suggested that in connection with
arrangements for withdrawal from the Russian zone we should get Soviet
agreement‘on several related actions, includilng entrance of Western
treoops into Berlin at the same time, and guarantee of air, rail and
road access to Berlin on agreed rouftes, plus settlement of remaining

differences over Austria and Vienna.2

E. CHURCHILL RENEWS CAMPAIGN TO DELAY WITHDRAWAL

Méanwhile Churchill continued to urge Truman to defer decision on
withdrawal from the Soviet zone, although he had ylelded to the later
date for the meetlng of the Big Three. 0On 9 Jupe he cabled, this time
about difficulties with the Russians concerning Marshal Tolbukin's
obétructive actions 1n Vienna,

Would it not be better to refuse to withdraw in the main
European front until a settlement has been reached about Austria?

Surely at the very least the whole agreement about zones should
be carried out at the same time?

Lueius D. Clay, Decision in Germany (Garden City, N.Y., 1950), pp.
20-23; Smith, Defense of Berlin, pp. 72-77; Herbert Fels, Between War
and Peace - The Potsdam Conference (Princeton, 1960), pp. 140-1L41.

Feis, Between War and Peace, pp. 142-143; Truman, Year of Decisions,
pp. 302-303. The evidence does not make clear whose idea it was to
attach entry to Berlin and access guarantees to withdrawal from the
Soviet zones, though 1t seems obvicus encugh, and was perhaps in the
minds of all of those who discussed the subject in Frankfurt. Prob-
ably these included, besides Eisenhower and Hopkins, Gen. Bedell
Smith, Gen. Clay, and Ambassador Murphy. While in Frankfurt, Hopkins
was under pressure from Churchill to step in London en route home.
It is a revealing commentary on the state of Anglo-Russian-American
relations at that time that Hopkins felt 1t would be politically un-
wise to do so. (Sherwocod, Roosevelt and Hopkins, p. 913.)

2
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And on 11 June he notifled the Forelgn Office, Eden then beilng in
Washington, that he was "still hoping that the retreat of the American

centre to the occupation line can be staved off ti111l 'The Three'
1
"

meet....

On 12 June, the day Hopkins arrived in Washington after a
stop en route 1n Paris, Truman made his decisicn. He sent a message
that'day to Churchlll saying that he found it unwise to delay the with-
drawal of American troops from the Soviet zone for political purposes
because the Allied Control Council could not begin to function until
Allied troops withdrew and because postponement of withdrawal would be
disadvantageous to relations wilth the Soviets. He enclosed a draft
message to Stalin, which he proposed to send after he received
Churchili's concurrence. The important portion of the message to Stalin
was.:
As to Germany, I am ready to have instructions issued to all
American troops to begln withdrawal into their own zone on 21
June in accordance with arrangements between the respective
commanders, including in these arrangements simultaneous movement
of the national garrisons 1into Greater Berlin and provision of
free access by alr, road, and rail from Frankfurt and Bremen to
Berlin for U.S. forces...
On 1! June, Churchill reluctantly agreed, mainly because he had no
alternative. Hls reply suggested no change except the addition of a
paragraph asking for simultaneous redlstribution of national garrisons
into agreed occupation zcnes in Austria and Vienna and establishment
of the Allilied Control Commission for Austria. The proposed telegram,
with the amendment suggested by Churchill, went cut from Washington
that day, and on the following day, 15 June 1945, the Prime Minister

advised Stalin of his concurrence 1n these actions and that he had

issued corresponding instructions to Marshal Montgomery.2

Several aspects, mostly informal, of this penultimate act of
decision by the President should be noted. Although the decision was

recognized to be pclitical in nature, and taken for reasons that were

lohurchill, Triumph and Tragedy, pp. 603-604.

2Truman, Year of Decision, pp. 302-303; Churchill, Triumph and Tragedy,
pp. 604-€06; Smith, Defense of Berlin, pp. 78-79.
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political, the two principal continulng advisors whom the President
depended upon at that time were Generai Marshall and Admiral Leahy.
The message to Stalln was written by General Marshall, and, most impor-
tant perhaps, the definition of the arrangements was left to respective
local ﬁilitary commanders - to the operational level. This was the
case,'deSpite the fact that Hopkins had emphasized to Eisenhower,
while in Frankfurt, (where the latter expressed hope the governments
would delegate sufficient power to commanders to make the Control
Commission work) that,
...1 was sure that the Russlan Government intended to control

Gen. Zhukov completely and repeated the story of Vyshiniski being

in Zhukov'z ear all during our conversation in Berlin. Eisenhower

told me the same thing had happened to him the day before. Zhukov

had seemed unwillling to reply to any of his questions without

first consulting Vyshiniski.l

There was very little State Department participation. James F.
Byrnes had been chosen by Truman to replace Stettinius, who had been
Secretary of 3State only half a year, but Byrnes was not formally
appointed to office until 3 July; neither one played any discernible
role in the matter. The most important ciyilian adviscors on this
matter at this time were probably Hopkins; and Mr. Joseph Davies,
former Ambassador to Russia, whom Truman sent to Londen to talk to
Churchill about the prospective Big Three meeting (not a very happy
choice, as it tubtned out) while Hopkins was in Moscow.2 President
Truman, then in office only two months, was beset by opposing advices:
Churchill vehemently susplcious of Stalin and the Russlans, and Hopkins
and Davies, both friendly, on the whole, to the Russians. Truman's
military advisors were by no means antl-Russian on the 1ssues: Leahy,
Marshall, and Eisenhower all opposed the Churchillilian line at that time.

The American Embassy in London, which had long been assigned, cn paper,

direct responsibllities in matters pertining to the occupation, was

lSherwood, Roosevelt and Hopkins, pp. 913-914.

®Leahy, I Was There, pp. 378-382; Churchill, Triumph and Tragedy,
pp. 576-580, Davies represented to Truman on nis return from
London that Churchill was extremely emotional and vehement in his
antagonism to the Russilans; Churchill was not faveorably impressed
by Davies,
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not informed of the exchange of telegrams between Truman and Churchill

until the deed was done, 1f Philip Mosely's memory is cor'r'ect.l

F. THE LAST PHASE -~ AGREEMENTS ON MCVEMENTS OF TROOPS

To the considerable surprise of Washington and London, Stalin's
reply to the proposed withdrawal, which came on 16 June, asked for a
delay until 1 July, on the basis of an unconvincing excuse - malnly
that mines remained to be cleared from streets (that has been
interpreted to cover up Soviet removal of capltal equipment aﬁd other
reparations from what were to become the Western sectors of the city).
Stalin's message sald nothing fully explicit in reply to the stipulation
in Truman's proposal about simultaneous prcvision of access, fuzzing
this matter over with the words, "on our part all necessary measures
will be taken ... in accordance with the above stated policies." But
nothing "above" had been stated except that entry of troops to Berlin
might begin on 1 July. No great attention was paid to this lacuna,
however, and on 18 June Truman cabled Stalin that he had issued in-
structions to begin the troop movements on 1 July. Truman explained
in his memoirs that his intention was to carry out faithfully the
agreements entered into by Roosevelt, understanding that the purpose
was to set up a jolnt three power occupation of Germany. The role of

. 2
3 sense of honor 1n this decision should not be minimized.

In conveying the President's orders to Eisenhower (and McNarney,
who was to replace him) on 25 June, General Marshall stressed that
arrangements for access to Berlin should be made with the Russian com-
manders simultaneously with arrangements for withdrawal from the Soviet
zones. He assumed, he said, that the appropriate Soviet commanders had
been authorized to make these arrangements; but to be sure of this he
difected General Deane, 1in Moscow, to check on the point with General
Antconov. There was some confusion here in our communlcatlon channels

because -we handled the matter as military while the Russilans put it

lMosely, "Occupation of Germany: New Light on How the Zones Were

Drawn, " pp. 137-188.
2Truman, Year of Declsion, pp. 304-306.
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into diplomatic channels at the Moscow end. Antonov referred Deane's

inquiry to Vyshinsky, who later in the day told Ambassador Harriman
that Zhukov was authorized to discuss the matter of access with
Elsenhower. But Antonov did nct get the answer to Deane until twe
days later, and Marshall was walting for a reply from Deanhe. When
it came, Antonov suggested a meeting in Berlin with Zhukov on

29 June.l

General Lucius D. Clay, as Deputy Military Governor, represented
General Elsenhower 1n the meeting in Berlin with Zhukov, accompanled
by Major General Floyd Parks, who was to be the first U.S. Commandant
in Berlin. British General Weeks was also there, acting in the same
capacity on behalf of PFleld Marshal Montgomery. The discussion cen-
tered upon arrangements for the withdrawal of Allied troops from the
Soviet zone, and the move to Berlin. They took up flrst the rate of
withdrawal from the Soviet zone, and other detalls such as displaced
persons left behind. After these matters were disposed of and there
had been agreement on the size of the garrisons in Berlin, and the

timing of the move, they turned to matters not so easy to resolve.

We [Clay and Weeks] had explalned our intent toc move into
Berlin utillzing three rail lines and twec highways and such air
space as we needed. Zhukov would not recognize that these routes
were essential and pointed out that the demobilization of Soviet
forces was taxing existing facilities. I countered that we were

not demanding exclusive use of these routes but merely access over

them without restrictions other than the normal traffilc control
and regulations which the Soviet administration would establish
for its own use. General Weeks supported my contention strongly.
We both knew there was no provision covering access to Berlin

in the agreement reached by the Eurcopean Advisory Commission. We
did not wish to accept specific routes which might be interpreted
as a denial of our right of access over all routes but there was
merit in the Soviet contention that existing routes were needed
for demobilization purposes. We had already found transport a
bottleneck in our own redeployment. Therefore Weeks and I
accepted as a temporary arrangement the allocation of a main high-
way and rail line and two air corridors, reserving the right to
reopen the question in the Allied Control Council. I must admit
that we did not then fully realize that the requirement of unani-
mous consent would enable a Soviet veto in the Allled Control
Council tc block all of our future efforts.

Reflecting on this five years later, General Clay wrote:

1
Trum§§,82ear of Decision, pp. 306-307; Smith, Defense of Berlin,
pPpP. -Oc.
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I think now I was mistaken 1in not at that time maklng free
access to Berlin a condition to our withdrawal into our occupa-
tion zone. The import of the issue was not recognized but I did
not want an agreement in writling which established anything less
than the right of unrestricted access. We were sincere in our
desire to move into Berlin for the purpose of establishing a
quadripartite government, which we hoped would develop better
understanding and solve many problems. Also we had a large and
combat-experienced army in Germany which at the moment prevented
us from having any worries over the possibility of being bleockaded
there. However, I doubt very much 1f anything in writing would
have done any more to prevent the events which took place [the
1948-49 Berlin Blockade] than the verbal agreement which we made.
The Soviet Government seems able to find technical reasons at will
to justify the violation of understanding whether verbal or
written....l

With this agreement on 29 June 1945, and the movements 1t author-
ized beginning two days later, the deed was first formalized and then
accomplished. But in the sense of being rendered inevitable, the
issue had probably been decided long before. Committed as we were to
honor'completely and in generous spirit the full letter of the pledges
we had given, we had probably given away our future copticns in the
preliminary understandings we had subscribed to even before we signed
the EAC agreement. And we had signed an indeterminate mortgage on
future policies not too long after the war started, when we gave oper-
ations precedence over long term plans. Thils concentration upon
present.needs and circumstances prevented those in ultimate control
of things from considering that when current needs were met and the
current situation dealt wlth, we would face very different needs and
an entirely new kind of situation. Cur British and Russian Allies,
and a few Americans at staff levels, demonstrably were aware of this
consideration. But those at American national command autheority
levels obviously'were not aware, and were not within earshot of those

Americans at the lower echelons who were.

ucius Dé Clay, Decision in Germany (Garden City, N.Y., 1950),
pp. 25-20.
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VI. SUMMARY OBSERVATTIONS

In the World War II era, our processes of strategic policy for-
mulation and decision making with respect to arrangements for the
occupation of Germany and Berlin were severely handicapped by both
dectrinal and procedural difficulties.

2. There was repeated failure to achieve coordination of the

political and military aspects both in problems of strategilc

policy in which there was ample opportunity for bureaucratic
processes to operate regularly and in occasional operational
decisions which had to be resolved very quickly and on an

ad hoc basis. |

b. Different U.S. agencles working at the same or related

problems often failed to cooperate and sometimes even worked

at cross purposes.

c. The high command level often rendered 1lts policy determina-

tions and strategic decisions without utilizing the skills, the

assembled informatlon, and pertinent studies especially provided
at staff levels for the very purpcse of assisting that functlon;
sometimes the high command level failed to provide supporting
echelons wlth sufficlent information concerning its pollcies,
perspectives, and acts and decisions, to enable the supporting
echelons to discharge effectively their assigned responsibilities.

d. Longer term goals and ind;rect political effects were some-

times sacrificed to the expedlency of lettlng things be decided

entlrely on the basls of operational requirements.
Generally, high level attention was rivetted exclusively upcon the
Immediate sltuation, with attention to more remote matters postponed
until these practical concerns had been duly dispatched, most com-'
monly because of insensitivity to the long term effects and indirect

political consequences of technical and operational expedlents.
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Our attention to these factors in this particular 1941-1945
experience arises not just because these things happened 1n thils
particular way then, but alsc because our acquaintance with national
security policy formulation and decision making in other, more recent
situations had already identified comparable problems in the later
experience. This suggests that problems of this sort, although
varying greatly in importance and prominence from occasion to occa-
sion, are characteristic of the high command and high policy formu-
lation process, and may be expected more or less univeréally to
present themselves as obstacles that will always have to be antici-
pate and dealt with. Because this study relates to only one set of
gexperiences we will not belabor the generallty as such. But because
on other grounds we know the generallty to have some merit, we will
elaborate slightly, with respect to this particular case, on the

four observations stated summarily in the preceding paragraph.

The difficulties and deficiences to which these observations
refer are by no means mutually exclusive. On the contrary, a, b,
and ¢ may be failrly regarded as, in large measure, slightly varying
manifestations of a single basic problem. This 1s the problem of
being acutely sensitive and wisely discriminating in percepticn of
both the political and the military content in strategic policiles
and operational plans, and of devising administrative procedures that,
without losing efficiency from a military point of view, will be
responsive to the frequently divergent and even conflicting nature

of these factors.

Major reasons why this persistent problem was not dealt with
more effectively in the 1941-1945 period appear to be the general doc-
trinal acceptance then of the separation of peclitical and military
matters, and the corresponding organizational segregation of mili-
tary and political planning that restricted almost all coordination
of military and political inputs to strategic questiéns to the highest

national level. The doctrinal aspect tended to blind us to the
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political content and to the long-range and indirect political effects
of miiitary operaticons. The organizational segregation resulted in

é very restrictive limitation upon the pollicy coordination process &
at the top of the administrative pyramid. This point 1s simply too
late in the decision process to take all pertinent considerations into
account, because coordination of such matters, if 1t is to be ef-
fected knowledgeably, has to begln with degrees of detaill far below
those that the national level decision makers could afford to give

time to.

The frequent failure of the highest echelon To utilize starf
capabllities or to keep the staff properly informed, and the fre-
guently bypassing of offlclals and echelons in matters for which
they held assigned responsibility, was in part a reflection of the
personality and operating style of the President himself, and in
part a réflection of the domestic political circumstances then
prevalling, especlally those centering around the office of the
Secretary of State. However, 1t 1is a reasonable judgment that even
these problems of perscnal style and domestic political inhibitions
would have been less costly if we had entered the war both more
doctrinally ready to perceive the lnherently single nature of war
and politics, and organizationally prepared to coordinate political
and military aspects of national security problems very broadly,
beglnning at those staff echelons where substantive details were . P

known wilith the fullest degree of expertness,
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