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INTRODUCTION

The division of history into definite eras, ages, 
or periods is always arbitrary. So involved is the 
sequence of human events, so continuous the drama of 
man's existence upon this planet, that it is impossible 
to determine at precisely what point the curtain has 
fallen upon one act of that drama and risen upon another. 
Yet the historian, endowed with the wisdom of retrospect, 
can point to certain dates in the chronicles of each cen
tury and say: this was a year of transition, a year of 
decision, a year of particular significance for the 
future. So must the historian of our own sordid times 
regard the year 1917» and so, perhaps, shall he regard 
the year 1945. In the former year, which witnessed the 
conversion of the first world war into "a conflict pre
eminently revolutionary in character,1' the old familiar 
world of our grandsires received its deathblow, and sub
sequent events necessarily initiated a new chapter in the 
annals of mankind. In the latter year, when mortar and 
machine gun had been silenced along the last lines of 
resistance in the second global war, and when the leader
ship of world affairs had passed from Great Britain, 
Prance and Germany to the United States and the Soviet 
Union, few could doubt that they stood at yet another 
turning point, and that the epoch begun twenty-eight



V

years earlier had terminated.
The story of the generation between 1917 and 191+5 

must always evoke both the wonder and the sympathy of its 
successors. World depression and world war, universal 
hysteria and intense civil strife, cruelty and persecution 
unparalleled even in pagan antiquity —  these were the 
themes woven throughout the fabric of that story and dis
tinguishing that period as a single intelligible whole. 
There were other distinguishing marks, and it is not in
conceivable that the attention of future observers should 
fasten itself upon one phenomenon in particular. Through
out this era there appeared upon the political scene a 
number of outstanding leaders, men who so seemed to domi
nate the affairs of their respective countries that they 
became symbols of those countries before the entire world. 
Certainly these men differed.vastly in character and 
temperament, in aims and methods, in background and belief. 
Some of them may well be accorded history’s fairest 
laurels; others will be consigned to the ninth circle of 
Dante’s Inferno. Some may continue to be regarded as 
benefactors of their fellow men; others will forever be 
symbolic of political immorality at its worst. But as each 
evoked from his contemporaries fervent veneration or un
blushing malediction, deep sympathy or unmitigated con
tempt, so none can ever be brushed aside by the historian 
with indifference. Such were Nikolai Lenin and Josef 
Stalin, Adolph Hitler and Benito Mussolini, Chiang-Kai-shek



Vi
and Mohandas Gandhi, Franklin D. Roosevelt and Winston S. 
Churchill, The story of that unfortunate era is the re
cord of their aspirations, failures, and achievements.

This thesis might be termed a f ootnote to the 
history of those great leaders. It takes as its theme 
the personal relationship which existed between President 
Roosevelt and Prime Minister Churchill during World War II. 
It does not purport to be a detailed account of that re
lationship; it certainly does not represent itself as a 
history of Anglo-American relations throughout the war,
It is simply an attempt to explain the nature and signifi
cance of the Roosevelt-Churchill partnership by illustrating 
what the writer considers to be its most important features. 
Certain points, therefore, will be treated more fully than 
others; and much that might properly be included will be 
omitted altogether. Some aspects of the partnership, more
over, have become the subject of considerable controversy.
In such instances the writer can do no more than present 
his own judgments, with the understanding that he makes no 
pretension of having approached a final verdict upon those 
issues. Indeed, the entire subject is so vast, and pertains 
to actions and events of such great consequence for our own 
times, that one cannot but doubt his competence to discuss 
it adequately and objectively. One can only promise his 
"quidquid ingenii est in me,11 and console himself with:

"Ah but a man’s reach should exceed his grasp 
Or what’s a heaven for?"



CHAPTER I

THE PARTNERS

The study of history may be approached in any one 
of several ways. The political historian, the economic 
historian, the philosopher of history, the historian of 
ideas -- each contributes to an understanding of the whole 
human panorama by undertaking to describe one of its many 
facets. Perhaps the simplest method of writing history, 
however, and that which is capable of the widest popular 
appeal, is biography. Nor is the least effective bio
grapher he who takes as his particular subject the re
lationship of one great man to another, tracing the exchange 
of influences and the results of joint endeavors. Richelieu 
perhaps, is best seen in his relations with the Capuchin 
friar, Pere Joseph; Henry VIII cannot be understood save 
when placed beside the ominous figure of Thomas Cromwell. 
Some historical associations are, in fact, the key to a 
comprehension of all that a famous man or woman did; others 
are of less significance but remain of more than consider
able interest. Elizabeth I is unthinkable without William 
Cecil; she is not nearly so fascinating without Mary Stuart

The prolonged and fruitful association between 
Franklin Roosevelt and Winston Churchill has a claim both 
to interest and to importance. The fame vrhich each man 
has in his own right guarantees the first title; the second
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Is assured by the considerable role their alliance played 
in World War II. There is another fact, however, which 
renders the subject of this thesis all the more intriguing 
and all the more significant, namely its unusual, not to 
say unique, character. Never before had the heads of two 
governments collaborated so closely, or with such apparent 
harmony. The partnership of their enemies, Adolph Hitler 
and Benito Mussolini, offers nothing by way of comparison. 
The alliance of the Western powers in World War I suggests 
even less of an analogy. In former coalitions the roles of 
ambassadors, mediators and foreign ministers had been all 
important. In the Anglo-American alliance of Y/orld War II 
they appear as mere secondary figures ?/aiting upon the 
pair who dominated the stage. During the war, President 
and Prime Minister met on ten separate occasions, spending 
about one hundred and twenty days in close personal con
tact. Their correspondence was intimate and voluminous; 
frequently they conversed via trans-Atlantic telephone.
As Churchill himself has admitted, their relationship became 1

1The Roosevelt-Churchill meetings were: a) the 
North Atlantic meeting, August 9-12, 1941; b ) Washington, 
December 22 -28, 192+1, January 1-5, 191+2, January II-I4 , 191+2; 
c) Casablanca, January ll+-2l+, 191+35 d) Hyde Park and Wash
ington, June 19-25» I9I+2 ; 3) Washington, May 11-20, 1943;
f) Quebec, August 17-21+, 191+3; g) ’Washington and Hyde Park, 
Septemb-er 1-12, 191+3; h) Cairo and Teheran, November 21 - 
December 7, 191+3; i) Quebec and Hyde Park, September 10-19, 
I9I+I+; j) Malta, Yalta and Alexandria, February 2-16, 191+5»



such that the main business involving Anglo-American co
operation was transacted directly between them. 2 This per
sonal collaboration is as significant for the student of 
politics as it is singular for the student of history.

In the later sections of this thesis an attempt 
will be made to examine the methods, the limitations, the 
over-all accomplishment and principal significance of the 
partnership. This first chapter, however, must be devoted 
to a more preliminary aspect of the subject, namely a con
sideration of how and why the partnership came into being.
The answer to this question will also aid toward an under
standing of all that is to follow, for the very factors 
which produced the historic relationship naturally influenced 
the course of its development.

It is obvious, of course, that frequent contact be
tween President and Prime Minister would have been impossible 
in an age less advanced technologically than our own. Fur
thermore, so close an alliance linking the two statesmen is 
hardly conceivable without the many traditional ties binding 
their two countries. The tremendous problems of the war, 
finally, rendered that intimate alliance highly desirable. 
Nevertheless, it is clear that the major "efficient cause" 
of the partnership was the two men themselves. Indeed, 
given the tremendous authority which each man wielded, given 
also his' temperament and his outlook, the remarkable pheno
menon appears to have been almost inevitable. Certainly one

2Winston S. Churchill, Their Finest Hour (Boston: 
Houghton Mifflin Company, 19k9)t P* 23«
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cannot imagine a similar relationship with Herbert Hoover 
and Neville Chamberlain as the principals.

Whether or not the name "era of great leaders" can 
properly be applied to the generation of Roosevelt and 
Churchill, both men exercised an authority and influence to 
which few Presidents or Premiers could lay title. Perhaps 
this distinction is more remarkable in the case of Mr. 
Churchill, whose position as Prime Minister does not auto
matically entail the same dignity and responsibility always 
accorded the American Chief Executive. Though head of His 
Majesty’s government, the occupant of No. 10 Downing St. 
is theoretically only the first among several equal cabinet 
members. His authority may or may not be enhanced by the 
degree to which his colleagues look to him for leadership, 
or by the number of portfolios he may hold in addition to 
that of Premier. He may or may not be the official leader 
of the majority party in the House of Commons.^ He may 
possess the confidence of a larger or smaller majority of 
Parliament, and he is always painfully aware that he could 
be removed from office at any time. He is not Commander- 
in-Chief of the armed services, a circumstance which could 
be highly significant in wartime. Such power as comes from

4

o-'Normally the Prime Minister is the acknowledged 
leader of the party commanding a majority in the House of 
Commons. It might occur, however, that no one party has 
such a majority, and in such an instance the post, by royal 
discretion, may go to one who is the leader of no party.
It may also happen that the Premier would see fit to allow 
another to assume the duties of House leader, as did Mr.
Lloyd George in 1916-1922. Finally, it is still theoretically 
possible for the premiership to go to a peer.
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being head of the State, and therefore a symbol of the 
country, is ordinarily denied him. His king has prior 
claim to that popular affection inspired by patriotism. 
Certainly the history of England from the first Elizabeth 
to George V is studded with the names of great men who have 
held the post of Prime Minister or its equivalent. From 
among all these, however, only three, Cecil, Marlborough 
and the elder Pitt, enjoyed that power and prestige 
claimed by Marlborough’s great descendant in the second 
World War.

This power and prestige came to Winston Churchill 
as the fruit of a long and active career in the service 
of his country. That career had been more than distinguished. 
It had not been an unbroken line of successes, but it had 
superbly fitted him .for the role he was to play as war
leader. He had served as an army officer and had more than

►

once presided over the Admiralty, Hence he could knowingly 
direct military affairs as few politicians were qualified 
to do. He had been Britain’s Jeremiah throughout the 
'thirties. Hence he was the logical man to assume control 
when his predictions came true. He had been associated 
with both Conservative and Liberal parties, and while 
nothing if not an independent thinker, he had never denied 
due loyalty to those with whom he worked.^- Hence, if only

notable example of Mr. Churchill’s loyalty is 
that which he displayed toward Mr. Chamberlain in the early 
months of the war. As shall be shown, Churchill illustrated 
this same admirable trait with regard to Roosevelt.
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for those reasons, he was particularly well qualified to 
be leader of a coalition government. To all of these 
qualities, with which his years of service had endowed 
him, must be added the mentality and character of the 
man. He liked a postion of leadership and was willing to 
devote his great energy to the responsibilities it en
tailed. He was a man of definite ideas on.political and 
military matters and appreciated the opportunity to apply 
them. While he abhorred war and deeply sympathized with 
its victims, it is not too much to say that he thoroughly 
enjoyed directing a war if one had to be fought.

The modus operandi by which Churchill exercised 
his dynamic leadership of wartime Britain may briefly be 
described. At the outset of his ministry he organized a 
war cabinet consisting of four, and later of seven, mem
bers. This group, which became a supreme directing body

»

in all matters concerning the war, convened virtually
every day. Churchill was the dominant figure in this
cabal, and with its consent he became virtual dictator in

gall that pertained to military or foreign policy. He 
was Prime Minister, Leader of the House of Commons, and 
Minister of Defense. In this last named capacity he in
augurated a new system whereby the Chiefs of Staff of the 
armed services reported directly to him instead of to their 
own ministers; while that group of Army, Navy and Air Force

^Virginia Cowles, Winston Churchill. The Era
and the Man (New York: Harper and Brothers,' ), ~p* ‘318*



officers known as the Joint Planning Committee worked un
der him rather than under the Chiefs of Staff. Not only 
had his own experience qualified him for these tasks, as 
stated above, but his remembrance of Viforld War I probably 
suggested to him the value of such arrangements. In 
that conflict, he apparently recalled, the civilian govern
ment had found itself unable to exercise sufficiently its 
authority over the military.

Of course, Churchill never forgot that his own 
authority depended upon the War Cabinet, while its authority 
rested in turn upon Parliament. He could not have exerted 
such wide powers without the consent and co-operation of 
others, which consent and co-operation were remarkably 
steadfast throughout the war. No conflict of any dimen
sions ever arose between the Premier and the Chiefs of 
Staff. The War Cabinet, too, was firm in its allegiance; 
Churchill duly recognized his debt to the support of 
Clement Attlee, the only other man who was a member of 
that group from first to last.7 Only twice did it appear 
that the confidence which Parliament had reposed in the

°This does not mean to say that either Churchill’s 
method of conducting the war or his specific military 
policies are above criticism. On the contrary, both have 
been criticized. For example, General J.F.C. Fuller,
The Second World War (New York: Duell, Sloan and Pearce, 
19k9)> suggests that Churchill made grave errors "in spite 
of, and possibly because of, his masterful leadership." 
Fuller intimates that had Churchill been less concerned 
personally with the military aspects of the war he may have 
been more concerned with its important political aspects.

7Winston S. Churchill, The Hinge of Fate (Boston: 
Houghton Mifflin Company, 19^0), pp* 70, 79-80«

7
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Prime Minister might falter. On both occasions Churchill's 
victory in the House of Commons was overwhelming. His de
tailed management of the war meant, of course, that others 
had to relieve him of the duty of directing home affairs.
He similarly enjoyed the co-operation and friendship of 
King George VI, whose stature as first gentleman of the 
realm he necessarily tended to diminish. His Majesty was 
apparently content to become one of "the men around 
Churchill."

With such wide powers, and with 3uch a will to use 
them, Mr. Churchill naturally tended to assume personal 
direction of Britain's foreign relations. These were, of 
course, intimately bound up with the war effort, and he 
was the guiding spirit of that effort. Since it so hap
pened that the leader of Britain's natural ally was a man 
of similar power and will, it is hardly surprising that 
the two men should have tended to dispense with the tradi
tional intermediaries in handling relations between their 
two governments.

What manner of man was Franklin D. Roosevelt?
This question shall long be asked, nor is it probable that 
a completely satisfying answer can ever be given. Whether 
the effects of his leadership were good, bad, or Indifferent, 
however, that leadership must be regarded as the outstanding 
fact of -American history in the first half of the twentieth 
century. During the twelve years of his administration 
there were many colorful figures on the American scene; they 
all pale into insignificance beside the man who occupied the



White House. None of his cabinet members rose to a posi
tion of influence and prestige which in any way equalled 
his.^ There were others in his circle of aides, "ministers 
without portfolio," so to speak, whose influence was alleged 
to have been great. But such power as these unofficial ad
visors had depended upon their personal relationship to the 
President, and their presence even enhanced his ability to 
wield the scepter of personal power.

The son of an idolizing mother, and an "aristocrat 
to his fingertips," Franklin Roosevelt had risen to the 
highest office in his land by a somewhat different route 
than Winston Churchill. His preparatory years, however, 
had given him, too, the education requisite for states
manship. He had been Assistant Secretary of the Navy in

^This fact raises several interesting questions, 
it may be asked, for example, whether or not Mr. Roosevelt 
would have allowed any "potential rival" to develop within 
his administration. Certainly none of his cabinet (with 
the possible exception of Secretary of State Cordell Hull 
and Democratic party chairman James Farley) can be called 
an "expert" in his field or was recognized as such in the 
pre-Roosevelt years. It is very interesting to note, in 
regard to all this, that Mr. Roosevelt in making his decisions, 
sought the advice of many but rarely revealed whose counsel 
it was that had prevailed with him. (Cf. Harold L. Ickes,
The Secret Diary of Harold L. Ickes: The First Thousand 
Days (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1953), PP* 585-610, on this point.) Moreover, the President’s circle of advisors 
changed constantly. James Farley, Jim Farley’s Story - The 
Roosevelt Years (New iork: Whittlesey House, 1946), p. 360, relates an incident suggesting that Roosevelt did not wibh 
to see any of his subordinates become too powerful. Lord 
Beaverbrook asked Farley why Roosevelt had chosen Henry 
Wallace for the office of Vice President. "Because there 
was less chance of Wallace developing into a presidential 
candidate than anyone else," Farley replied. "That’s not 
unusual," Beaverbrook rejoined, "Winston does that, too."
Of course, Farley was not at that time (1944) a completely 
unprejudiced interpreter of Roosevelt’s actions.

9
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the administration of Woodrow Wilson. He had been a de
feated candidate for the office of Vice-President. For 
four years he had served as chief executive of the country's 
largest state. These experiences had taught him, if no
thing else, all the "ins” and "outs" of domestic American 
politics. A long struggle with personal misfortune had fur
ther molded the man who was to lead America for a longer 
period than any other President.

With such a political education, and led by a sense 
of his own high destiny, President Roosevelt inevitably 
became one of the most dynamic chief executives the nation 
had yet known. Undoubtedly the times contributed to his 
success as a leader,, for a people obsessed with the fear 
of insecurity eagerly grasped at the hope and reassurance 
so masterful a President offered them. Nor was Mr. Roosevelt 
disposed to suggest that the confidence of the people'was 
perhaps misplaced or exaggerated. Neither did he seem 
to have any fear that so much power in the hands of one 
man might be dangerous. John Mason Brown has described 
his conception of his own office thusly:

"Both Franklin Roosevelt and [President Harry) 
Truman, in spite of their dissimilarities, saw leadership, positive, unflinching, and aggressive, 
as the obligation of the Presidency. In the manner 
of Jackson and Theodore Roosevelt, they made the 
office explosive with the dynamite of their wills 
no less than their personalities. Many may have 
feared or deplored the powers these Chief Executives never hesitated to use, but they did not.

"F.D.R. reveled in the Presidency. He re
joiced in it as an athlete relishes a sport at 
which he excels. With him the political mani
pulation it entailed was at once an art and a 
game. Vihen he said 'my friends' in his Groton-
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Harvard accent, he did so knowing to his de
light that many who heard him were his enemies.
As surely as he was never troubled by the fear 
of fear, he was never afraid of being hated.
He was the squire of all he surveyed. But he 
was more than a squire. He was a knight too, 
sometimes errant, sometimes misled by his anger, 
often devious in his methods, and on occasion 
downright cruel. No one, however, could doubt 
his audacity, including those to whom he seemed 
a Red Knight. He jousted with history, his 
cigarette holder uptilted like a lance, while 
the majority cheered him on as their champion."^

In the field of foreign affairs, as elsewhere, 
Roosevelt's inclination towards "personal government" mani
fested itself from the beginning of his administration. 
During the first term, to be sure, Secretary Hull was given 
virtually a free hand in the management of the country's 
international relations. Even then, however, the personal 
interest Mr. Roosevelt took in the recognition of Soviet 
Russia and his extraordinary interference in the London 
Economic Conference of 1933* clearly illustrated how cap
able he was of aggressive, personal direction in the field 
of foreign affairs. That capability manifested itself fully 
and unmistakably during the second term.’1'0

^John Mason Brown, Through These Men (New York: 
Harper and Brothers, 1956), p. 75»

■^secretary Hull has testified that Roosevelt dis
played the utmost courtesy toward him and nearly always 
consulted him on questions of foreign policy. This, how
ever, may have been a polite exaggeration, for Hull definite 
ly had his difficulties with Roosevelt. In May of 1940» he 
told Parley:"... you don't know what troubles are. Roosevelt is 

going directly to ?/elles and Berle (^Hull’s subordinates in the State Department}. I was never even consulted 
on the Welles trip to Europe. Then he's by-passing me
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The year 19i|l was the ninth of the Roosevelt dis

pensation. Certainly there had been throughout those nine 
years a large and vocal minority who regarded Mr. Roosevelt 
as incompetent and his ideas as pernicious. His own party 
in the Congress had not always supported him. Prom time 
to time certain of his most important backers had broken 
with him. The pattern of his leadership had necessarily 
changed once or twice. The country had approved his 
measures for military preparedness and for aid to Britain 
only while maintaining extreme aversion towards any thought 
of actual entrance into the war. But despite all this, 
the President had for nine years been, and as of 1941 
definitely remained, the unquestioned head of his country 
and the chief formulator of its national policies. Indeed, 
the proceeding year had witnessed a marked increase in his
popularity and his unprecedented election to a third term

*■

in office. He had, in fact, become a symbol of the nation 
and all it represented to millions throughout the world. 
With American entrance into the war, it was to be expected 
that his exceptional leadership, entering a new phase, 
should be directed to the guidance of war policies and war 
effort. 11

by going to ambassadors. He's in communication con
stantly with British leaders and others. He doesn't 
consult with me or confide in me and I have to feel 
my way in the dark. I have the devil’s own time keep 
ing him from issuing statements that would be most 
detrimental. He only discusses matters with me when 
he feels that he is obliged to do so because of their 
importance.” (James Parley op. cit., p. 233»)

^One of the finest books upon Rdosevelt, The 
Roosevelt Leadership (Philadelphia: J. B. Lippencott



This exertion of the President's personal leader
ship in war was, of course, his constitutional prerogative.
The Constitution of the United States is sufficiently flex
ible, or sufficiently indefinite, to allow for a greater or 
lesser amount of personal leadership on the part of the 
Chief Executive. Under a dynamic President this leader
ship can be asserted to an amazing degree. Under a weak 
one either cabinet responsibility or congressional hege
mony, or both, will probably prevail. The Constitution 
entrusts to the President the handling of foreign affairs, 
stipulating rather vaguely that he is to act with the advice 
and consent of the Senate. It makes him Comraander-in-Chief 
of the armed services, a title in which Mr. Roosevelt took 
great pride, though he did not assume the responsibility 
for directing military affairs to the extent that Mr.
Churchill did. Of course, the President, or his party at 
any rate, would have to answer to the American people for 
any errors made. Yet after Pearl Harbor, the various fac
tions in American public opinion closed ranks, and the 
American people agreed to give Mr. Roosevelt their full 
support in his conduct of the war. Armed with this support, 
the President was enabled to become a war leader as none of 
his predecessors had ever been. He could extend to the

Company, 1955)» by E. E. Robinson, contains an excellent 
treatment of the precise points briefly discussed in these 
paragraphs. The point of view is conservative, and thus the 
author is critical of Roosevelt. However, he strives for ob
jectivity and never allows himself the "wild tone" or the 
black-and-white distinctions of Mr. John T. Plynn, for example.

13



field of international wartime politics the same personal
direction and aggressive leadership which had marked his

12previous years in office. Unfortunately, the magnifi
cent aptitude Roosevelt had displayed in domestic poli
tics was to fail him in this broader, more complicated, 
and vastly different arena.

Thus the circumstances which brought President 
Roosevelt and Prime Minister Churchill to their respec
tive positions as powerful wartime leaders were not al
together similar. The Prime Minister had been endowed 
with his remarkable powers by his colleagues in Parlia
ment because of his record in lesser positions and be
cause he had been the outspoken foe of Nazism before the 
war. The President enjoyed his authority by constitu
tional right, in virtue of the leadership he had built
up through ten years in the White House, and because of*
his countrymen’s determination to maintain national unity 
throughout the war. There can be no doubt, moreover, 
that Mr. Roosevelt claimed a greater authority in his 
country than did Mr. Churchill in his. Unlike his 
British friend, the President could not be removed from ,

■^Secretary of War Henry L. Stimson encountered 
the same difficulties complained of by Mr. Hull. One may 
confer his book, On Active Service in Peace and War (New 
York: Harper, 19i-j-b)> i'or an account oi hi3 relations with 
the wartime President.

Ik
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office at any time, nor did he require the consent of 
cabinet or legisture before acting. Nevertheless, a 
virtual equality in power and position enabled the two 
men to meet on equal, or nearly equal, terms. Unfor
tunately, perhaps, this situation did not guarantee an 
absolute equality of influence at the conference table.
While Mr. Churchill could clahn the rights of a senior 
partner throughout 191+2, the increasing proportions of 
American armed strength reduced him to a junior’s status 
the following year.

The second principal factor creating and sustaining 
the Robsevelt-Churchill partnership concerns the notions 
which each held regarding the nature of the Anglo-American 
alliance and the part which it ought to play in world 
affairs. Again, this topic cannot be treated with any
thing like completeness here, though it will be taken up 
again in later chapters.

Mr. Churchill's ideas on British-American associa
tion would appear to have been more fully developed than 
were Mr. Roosevelt's; nor can it be denied that they were, 
in some respects at least, more realistic. Churchill felt 
very keenly on the subject of union between the two great 
English-speaking nations, and it was to achieve this union 
that he ardently sought a firm and intimate friendship with 
President Roosevelt. Of course, he was motivated here partly 
by his passionate desire to rescue his own country and 
Europe from the Nazi threat. But it would be an error to
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think that his interest in America was inspired chiefly 
by selfish considerations. To him, a British-American 
union, far more intimate than anything which had hither
to existed, seemed logical and right. As devoted as he 
was to Great Britain, her history and her Empire, he also 
had a deep and somewhat romantic admiration for the United 
States, which he would call ’’the great republic." Britain, 
he thought, could endow an Anglo-American union with its 
wisdom and experience, America with its power and youth
fulness; and together they would be able to insure peace 
for the world. Nor does it seem reasonable to doubt that 
Mr. Churchill regarded himself, half British and half 
American by birth, as pre-ordained to bring about this 
partnership.1-̂

Mr. Churchill had developed this theme before he 
became Prime Minister, and he returned to it repeatedly 
during the war. His ideas on the subject were, in fact, 
quite novel; more than once he spoke of the desirability 
of some form of common citizenship for all English-speak
ing peoples. His concern for a strong alliance was 
strengthened, no doubt, by his realization that such an 
alliance must be the keystone of post-war policy. This, 
it would seem, he took for granted throughout the war, nor 
does it appear that he gave much other thought to the sub
ject of 'post-war difficulties until mid-194U* Certainly

13Virginia Cowles, op. clt., pp. 335-338



he had no delusions about Russia or about Russia's domi
nant position on the continent after Germany’s defeat.
But he hoped that the Russian power, at least during the 
foreseeable future, would be outweighed by the combined 
strength of the United States and the British Commonwealth."^ 

Mr. Roosevelt, for his part, did not fully recip
rocate the love tendered his country by the British chief. 
Indeed, it cannot be said that he nurtured any romantic 
notions about the British, and in some ways he disliked 
them.-*-̂  As a war leader, however, he was convinced that 
Allied co-operation was essential, both for the duration 
of the conflict and after the peace treaty. On the other 
hand, he could not forget that America's isolationist 
tendencies had been strong, that they were not unlikely to 
recur when the fighting had ceased, and that in any case 
the difficulties in waging a coalition war were always 
considerable. If, therefore, the United States was to be 
drawn into a partnership which would facilitate the achieve
ment of victory and insure the maintenance of peace, he, 
its President, must lead the way. To be sure, he does not 
seem to have anticipated that Anglo-American friendship in 
particular was desirable. One might say that he was not 
disposed to play favorites among his allies. Yet his con
victions on the subject of international co-operation clearly

•^Ibld., p. 335>.
John Gunther, Roosevelt in Retrospect (New York: 

Harper and Brothers, 1950), p. 315*

17
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led him to a close personal collaboration with the heads 
of other governments, and of these Mr. Churchill naturally- 
emerged as first and foremost.

The third factor which undoubtedly contributed to 
the formation of the Roosevelt-Churchill partnership was 
the temperaments and characters of President and Premier.
It is not too much to say in this connection that both 
men had an affinity for the "political game" rare even 
among statesmen. Both undoubtedly enjoyed the glamour 
and excitement afforded, for example, by the great wartime 
conferences. Each might well have found it not unsatisfy
ing to bask in a mutually reflected glory, to be regarded 
as friend and confidant of the other. Neither can be 
accused of that modesty which might inspire a statesman 
to delegate too much of his authority into the hands of 
subordinates.1^ Neither can be imagined as having been *

■'■̂ President Roosevelt's concept of his position, 
rights and duties is described in the following brief 
passage by Mr. William L. Langer and Mr. S. Everett Gleason. 
Though it simply repeats the previously quoted passage^by 
John Mason Brown, it Is worth giving here. With certain 
definite reservations, these words could also apply to Mr. 
Churchill:

"Mr. Roosevelt was at all times jealous of his own, 
prerogatives. He was jealous of them and utterly 
confident of his own ability to discharge them. Im
patient of formality, not to say order, and much 
averse to administrative red tape, he preferred to 
deal with people and problems directly. As Chief 
Executive of a powerful nation, he regarded himself 
as fully the equal of foreign royalty. He corres
ponded frequently with kings and heads of states, 
not to mention foreign statesmen and diplomats. His 
intense efforts, in 1939 and 19^0, to assure the 
safety of European royalty and refugee leaders are 
enlightening evidence of his sense of responsibility 
toward his equals. His persistent predilection for 
personal conferences with foreign statesmen is yet



repelled by the thought of himself as a leading figure in 
situations of great historical significance. In short, 
both were disposed by natural inclination, as well as by 
education, conviction, and position, to accept the roles 
of partners in the global struggle which was World War II.

It must be said in conclusion, that the common 
background shared by Roosevelt and Churchill greatly facil
itated their personal collaboration. Thus a common tongue, 
a common religion,^a common devotion to the basic principles 
of liberal democracy —  all of these enabled the two part
ners to move on the same plane, as it were, and thus to 
arrive at a mutual understanding. 10 There is another point 
of similarity between the two leaders which, perhaps more 
than anything else, helps to explain the fact of their 
partnership. Mr. Isaiah Berlin, of the British foreign

19

another indication of exalted position and almost 
unlimited confidence in his personal influence and 
ability." William L. Langer and S. Everett Gleason,
The Challenge to Isolation 1937-191+0 (New York:
Harper, 1952), p. 3.

-^Elliott Roosevelt, A3 He Saw It (New York: Duell 
Sloan and Pearce, I9I+6 ), p. 33, relates how deeply moved 
his father wa3 by the religious service attended by both 
British and Americans at the Argentia conference in 191+1*

xoIn this regard, it has been suggested that 
Roosevelt’s overtures to Stalin were doomed to failure from 
the start simply because the American and Russian, represent
ing such conflicting ideologies and with such different back
grounds, could arrive at no basis of mutual understanding. 
Apropos of this idea, William Bullitt writes of this inter
change of words with the President: when Roosevelt spoke of 
treating Stalin with noblesse oblige, Bullitt replied by re
minding the President that he was dealing with a Caucasian 
bandit, and not with the Duke of Norfolk. (William Bullitt, 
"Hot/ We Won the War and Lost the Peace", Life, Vol. XXV, 
(August 30, 191+8}, p. 83.)
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service, has written that there are two types of outstand
ing statesmen which the Western world has known throughout 
its history.^ The first of these includes men obsessed 
with a single idea and directing their energies and policies 
undeviatingly to that one goal. The second comprises that 
group of statesmen whose aim was simply to achieve the great
est welfare of those committed to their responsibility, 
adopting whatever policies and undertaking whatever projects 
they believed to be lawful expedients for the attainment of 
that broad end. Both Roosevelt and Churchill were examples 
of this latter type, whatever might be the qualifications in 
each case. This is not to deny that there were more or less 
basic differences between them. The fact remains, however, 
that in spite of such differences they possessed a common 
ground without which intimate co-operation would have been 
impossible.

■^Isaiah Berlin, "Roosevelt Through European Eyes", 
The Atlantic Monthly, Vol. 196, -/(July, 1955), p. 67.
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CHAPTER II

THE PATTERN OP CO-OPERATION

Franklin Roosevelt first met Winston Churchill on 
July 29, 1918» while visiting London in his capacity of 
Assistant Secretary of the Navy. 1 The future President 
had been invited to a dinner honoring the war ministers, 
at which fete the former First Lord of the Admiralty was 
also present. Apparently neither man made any great im
pression on the other, for Roosevelt did not mention the 
incident in a detailed account of his trip written several 
months later, nor was Churchill able to recall it when the 
two met again in 19I4.I. 2

The true natal date of the partnership, however, 
was September 11, 1939» exactly a week after Churchill had 
returned to his old Admiralty post in the war cabinet of

^Frank Freidel, Franklin D, Roosevelt: The Apprentice
ship, (Boston: Little, Brown and Company, l9!?2.)The editor of Roosevelt’s private letters, using as evidence 
the reference to a meeting with "Winston Churchill" in a . 
letter under date of July 26, 1917, places their first meet
ing a year earlier. The 1917 reference, however, is to the American novelist Winston Churchill, who at the time 
was of assistance to Roosevelt in his duties at the Navy 
Department.

^Churchill’s inability to recall the 1918 meeting 
somewhat irked Mr. Roosevelt. In writing his memoirs, how
ever, Mr. Churchill managed to remember the dinner party 
and the fact that "I had been struck by his (Roosevelt’s) 
magnificent presence in all his youth and strength." (Winston 
S. Churchill, The Gathering Storm. [Boston: Houghton Mifflin 
Company, 19 4̂-83 » P« 4̂ +0.)
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Mr. Neville Chamberlain. The President on that day sent 
his future colleague a kindly note, which, inaugurating 
as it does their close association, deserves to be quoted 
in full:

"It is because you and I occupied similar 
positions in the World War that I want you to 
know how glad I am that you are back again in 
the Admiralty. Your problems are, I realize, 
complicated by new factors, but the essential 
is not very different. What I want you and the 
Prime Minister to know is that I shall at all 
times welcome it, if you will keep in touch 
personally with anything you want me to know 
about. You can always send sealed letters 
through your pouch or my pouch.

I am glad you did the Marlborough volumes 
before this thing started —  and I much en
joyed reading them."3

Thus began the direct communication between "POTUS" (Presi
dent of the United States) and the "Former Naval Person", 
at first only occasional, but always friendly and under 
the circumstances remarkably frank. When, for example, the 
German battleship "Graf Spee" was destroyed off the coast 
of Uraguay in December, 1939, the First Lord wrote to the 
Chief Executive giving a lively account of this episode. 
President Roosevelt replied thanking Mr. Churchill and 
intimating his sympathy for British problems, but calling 
attention to the adverse effect which the British practice 
of detaining and searching American ships was having on 
American public opinion.^ This practice had itself been

^William L. Langer and S. Everett Gleason, op. clt., 
pp. 35l|-“355* This search and detention of ships was, of course, part of the enforcement of the blockade of Germany. 
Roosevelt’s letter is dated February 1, 1940.
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the subject of two telegrams sent by Churchill to the 
President in the last days of January, 19i|0,̂

There is no need to sketch here the development of 
American neutrality into a virtual state of ’’undeclared 
war". It is only necessary to recall that, perhaps in
evitably, the United States became more and more partial 
to the Allies and less and less able to achieve a basis 
of understanding with the nations of the Rome-Berlin-Tokyo 
Axis. Nor is this the place to determine whether or not 
President Roosevelt, between September, 1939> and December, 
19i|l, could have or should have acted otherwise than he 
did. Suffice it to say that at that late date the achieve
ment of an accord with Germany and Japan would probably 
have entailed the sacrifice of principles which neither 
the President nor his countrymen would willingly abandon.
As the months passed by Mr. Roo.sevelt grew In his conviction 
that Britain must prevail and to this end must be given all 
possible aid short of fighting troops. Throughout this 
period of neutrality and "non-belligerency", one date in 
particular, that of May, 191+0, might be named as the time 
when "Anglo-American co-operation began to assume a truly 
active quality". Undoubtedly this state of affairs was

^Cordell Hull, The Memoirs of Cordell Hull (New 
York: The Macmillan Company, 19^0), Vol. I, p. 733»

^Donald Drummond, The Passing of American Neutrality, 
1937-19̂ 1-1 (Ann Arbor: Michigan University "Press, 1950) > 
p7 lL(-0 •
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at least aided by the fact that on May 11 Winston Churchill 
succeeded Neville Chamberlain as Prime Minister of the 
United Kingdom. Though he had rendered support to the 
former Premier in some of his most recent policies, the 
Chief Executive could not view Mr. Chamberlain with en
thusiasm or without some distrust. Churchill, however, was 
a premier of a different color, or at least of more flam
boyant color. The President admired his intense anti- 
Nazism, and, probably for this as well as for other reasons, 
regarded him as something of a kindred soul. While the new 
head of the British government no doubt truly reciprocated 
this admiration, he could not in any case have refused so 
advantageous a friendship. Immediately he arranged for the 
White House to receive a daily summary of the development 
of the war, and in a long message on May 15 he frankly told 
the President just what help he expected from the Americans.^ 
While the United States could not acquiesce, either on this 
or on other occasions, in all of the British requests, 
Roosevelt welcomed a continuation of the Churchill corres
pondence and repeatedly assured his colleague of America’s 
v/illingness to take on increasing responsibilities toward 
Great Britain. The Lend-Lease program testified to Mr. 
Roosevelt’s sincerity in this matter, nor can it be doubted 
that his personal moral support helped to maintain that un-

^William L. Langer and S. Everett Gleason, op. cit., 
pp. l|,82-]+83.
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flinching determination to persevere which so character
ized Churchill in Britain’s "finest hour."

In June, 1941, an element of the profoundest signif- 
cance entered the picture when Hitler attacked Russia 
and made the Soviet Union an ally of Great Britain. The com
plications engendered by this event rendered even more de
sirable something which had been contemplated by the two 
Anglo-Saxon leaders as early as January, 1941 - a personal 
meeting. ® When Presidential Assistant Harry Hopkins, was 
in London in July, 1941, therefore, he arranged for such a 
meeting to take place at sea, off the coast of Newfoundland, 
between August 10 and 15. Accordingly, the Prime Minister 
set sail from Scapa Flow aboard the "Prince of Wales" on 
August 2; while the President quietly left Washington on 
the fourth, presumably for a fishing trip on his yacht,
the "Potomac". Off the New England coast, however, Roosevelt

*

and his party removed to the "Augusta" and sailed northward 
for their appointed rendezvous. They arrived at Argentia, 
the destined meeting place, on August 7, and were joined 
by the British party two days later.

The historic meeting at Argentia accomplished sev
eral things. For good or for ill, it gave birth to the At
lantic Charter, thus helping to establish the ideological 
character of the war and perhaps laying the basis for un
conditional surrender.9 In a series of conversations between

^Donald Drummond, op. cit., p. 265.
^Though a consideration of the Atlantic Charter would
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seem to be in the same class with attacks on Mother’s Day 
and the Ten Commandments, it surely cannot be denied that 
it tended to endow the war with the aura of a crusade.
The trouble with so endowing any war is that it aids and 
abets that extreme thinking which tends to justify any 
action or policy taken on behalf of the "crusade”, and 
which creates the general impression that every problem 
will have been completely solved when once the enemy is 
completely crushed. "Crusades", moreover, based as they 
are on the assumption that one side is thoroughly wicked 
and the other well-nigh impeccable, all too easily beget a 
peace which is vindictive, unjust, revolutionary, and there
fore unstable. (1919 is the classic and tragic example of 
these terrible possibilities realized.) While the states
men might be able to avoid this error of extreme thinking, 
the people almost certainly will not, and it is the think
ing of the people which ultimately governs the course of 
history. Undoubtedly any state at war has the right, and 
even the obligation, to establish the justice of its cause 
before the world and to give public guarantee of its honor
able intentions. When, however, these intentions cannot in 
reality be guaranteed, it is surely a mistake to act on the 
assumption that they can, or to foster this assumption among 
the people. That is to say, when a government at war is in 
no position to enforce its moral stand, that government 
would probably do better frankly to adopt a more realistic 
policy. Otherwise it is misleading its supporters. No one 
can doubt the good intentions of Roosevelt and Churchill, 
for example, nor the righteousness of their indignation at 
Nazism and Fascism. However, can anyone deny that the 
Atlantic Charter fell far short of realization? Or can any
one deny that Allied self-righteousness during the war was 
at least responsible for the disastrous wishful thinking 
concerning Russia? Stalin was the foe of the all-evil Hitlerj 
Communism was allegedly the antithesis of the all-evil Nazism; 
therefore Russia was regarded by many as being among the 
"powers of light". Furthermore,' it is at least conceivable 
that the same"attitude rationalized military measures which 
were not in fact morally justifiable, notably area bombing.
It is also possible that a different policy on the part of 
the West would have led to an earlier "negotiated" peace and 
to a less drastic outcome of the war. One of the most terri
fying things about ideological wars is that they virtually 
silence any healthful criticism of the government's wartime 
policies. During the American Revolution, Edmund Burke 
could, with perfect impunity, declare his sympathy for the 
American rebels on the floor of Parliament. Yet consider the 
indignation which met the late Senator Robert Taft when, at 
the close'of World War II, he merely questioned the legality 
of trying and executing the enemy leaders. The American 
"crusading instinct" is discussed by Mr. George F. Kennan in 
American Diplomacy (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1951)» 
The question of the consequences of ideoloppoai war-s is treated 
by Mrs. R.J.S. Hoffman in "Peacemaking after Ideological Wars,-
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the President and the Prime Minister, and their respective 
groups of aides, details on the operation of Lend-Lease 
were worked out, American action in the event of a German 
excursion into the Iberian peninsula was discussed, a joint 
letter to Marshal Stalin was written, and statements to be 
sent by the two governments to the government of Japan were 
drafted. Most important of all for the present purposes, 
however, the conference accomplished much toward "bringing 
the President and the Prime Minister into close personal 
touch with each other's i d e a s . P r i o r  to the Newfound
land episode Mr. Roosevelt had known enough of Mr. Churchill 
to admire him, but his knowledge of the Briton's character 
and mentality had been neither very great nor of a personal 
kind. Thus when the latter had taken over the leadership 
of the London government the previous year the President had 
felt advised to make inquiries.concerning him. Argentia 
now gave Roosevelt the opportunity to determine for himself 
the ideas and personality of his counterpart, with the re
sult he now appreciated Churchill as one with whom he could * 10

Thought, (October, 19^5)»
10Cordell Hull, op. cit., II, 975. "On the British 

battleship 'Prince of Wales',"' continues Hull, "and^on our 
cruiser 'Augusta', began that unique intimate relationship 
between the two great men which did so much to speed the 
outcome of the war." The "good gray secretary" places the 
birthday of the partnership at a date two years later than 
the one suggested above, but no matter.
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really collaborate. 11 The affair, in fact, gave both men
the chance to know and like each other. It enable*them to
establish that personal, informal relationship which was
exactly the kind of arrangement suited to their respective
methods of working. The British leader, in describing the
occasion, leaves no doubt as to his satisfaction with its
outcome and his joy at having "established warm and deep

1 Ppersonal relations with our great friend".
The historic conference at sea came to an end on 

August 12. During the next sixteen weeks the increasing 
but qualified co-operation between the English-speaking 
powers continued, the United States rendering virtually all 
assistance to Great Britain which the Congress would allow. 
Communications between the two heads of government became 
more cordial, though marked by a natural caution. Mr. 
Roosevelt could make no commitments clearly In violation 
of the nominal American neutrality; Mr. Churchill was 
aware that he must not give the impression of asking the 
President to do this. Still, to those who can look back 
upon those days, it would seem that only a hair's breadth 
stood between the United States and an actual, full-scale 
war. December 7, 191+1» was destined to be the day when 
the "New Vtforld, with all Its power and might, (stepped) 11 12

11Eleanor Roosevelt, This I Remember (New York: 
Harper and Brothers, 191+9)» P* 226.

12Winston S. Churchill, The Grand Alliance (Boston: 
Houghton Mifflin Company, 1950), p. 1+1+?.'



29
forth to the rescue and the liberation of the Old”.

The final disappearance of American neutrality 
naturally gave new and fuller meaning to the possibilities 
of close co-operation between Washington and London.. Aware 
of this fact, Churchill at once responded to the challenge 
by a telephone call to the White House and by arranging for 
a personal visit to his now full-fledged ally. That visit, 
extending from December 22, 19Ul» to January llj., 19^2» laid 
the cornerstone for the Grand Alliance and initiated the 
second phase of the Roosevelt-Churchill partnership. If 
we choose to regard the Teheran Conference of November, 19^3» 
as the beginning of yet a third phase, it must probably be 
said that the period between Pearl Harbor and Teheran marked 
the high-tide of British-American co-operation.1^

It is here possible only to sketch in barest outline 
the development of collaboration between President and Prime 
Minister during the war. Perhaps the most suitable manner 
of going about this task is to divide the subject-matter

^Winston s. Churchill, Their Finest Hour, (Boston: 
Houghton Mifflin Company, 19S>0), p. 118. Compare the 
famous statement of Mr. Churchill with that of another 
British minister one hundred years earlier. George Canning, 
the real father of the Monroe Doctrine, gave this bon mot 
to the world:"I called the New World into existence to redress 
the balance of the Old." (The King’s Me s s a ge, December 12, 
1826.)

^Virginia Cowles, op. cit., pp. 3l+0ff, describes 
as "the turning point in the relations between Roosevelt and Churchill." After Teheran the questions of post-war 
problems arose to cause some friction between the partners.



topically rather than chronologically, discussing indiv
idually the several principal aspects of the historic re
lationship which present themselves for consideration.
These several aspects are: 1) conferences and communication, 
2 ) the partnership and subordinate officials, and 3 ) the 
relative influence of the partners. Before attempting to 
treat any of these topics, however, it is not out of place 
briefly to reflect upon the profound implications of the 
events already described.

The niceties of diplomatic procedure and inter
national custom are ever in a state of flux, and save where 
enacted into specific regulations are not too well defined 
in any case. Nevertheless, the accepted and historical 
usages of governmental relations are of greater importance 
that might seem to the average observer. In the absence of 
a complete and enforceable body .of international law, those 
customs which constitute our international proprieties help 
to regulate the delicate and often explosive relations be
tween sovereign powers. They provide, so to speak, a partial 
substitute for law where none exists. Bor this reason, they 
are not to be regarded lightly, nor is their apparent sus
pension to be considered as without significance. It is in 
the light of these facts that one may view the extraordinary 
relationship between an active belligerent and a supposedly 
neutral power. During the months immediately before Pearl 
Harbor, Washington adopted measures in defiance of every 
conceivable canon on neutrality, measures which would cer

30
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tainly have "justifled” a German declaration of war months 
before it came. ^ At Argentia, in particular, the world 
was treated to a spectacle which evidenced the flouting 
of established international traditions. Aboard the 
"Augusta" and the "Prince of Wales" a "neutral" was parti
cipating in the framing of war and post-war policy. Former
ly nations had declared war in order to have a voice in the 
peace; in 19i|l that privilege was accorded a power which 
had sent not a single fighting man to the battle-fronts.

This does not mean to say that Washington could 
have or should have acted otherwise than it did in those 
critical months. As has been suggested above, it is 
difficult to see what other course could have been followed. 
Strict American neutrality, or the attempt to negotiate a 
peace, would scarcely have been possible without forsaking

^It is frequently no easy matter to determine the 
justice or injustice of a war, and when this difficulty 
arises the question of which side is the aggressor can be 
most apropos. For this reason, no doubt, belligerents are 
anxious to label themselves as the innocent victims of aggression. It hardly seems right, however, that a nation 
should all but declare war upon a foreign power and still 
cry "aggression" when that power makes war upon it. Yet 
this was the attitude taken by the United States in 191+0 
and 19Jpl. It is noteworthy that after Pearl Harbor, though 
aware that Germany would join her ally Japan against 
America, Roosevelt waited for Germany to declare war before 
asking Congress to acknowledge that the United States and 
the Reich were at war. It is legitimate to surmise that 
President Roosevelt adhered to an erroneous belief that 
intervention in a "foreign war", or what appears to be an 
aggressive war, are in themselves unjustifiable. Certainly 
the p rinciple of non-intervention has been widely held in 
modern times; and the only other explanations for Roosevelt’s 
policy are that he was compromising with public opinion or 
simply delaying in order to build up the American military 
power.
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principle. 16 Perhaps Roosevelt should have gone before 
Congress and asked for a declaration of war; yet this 
would have violated the 191+0 campaign pledges and was 
apparently in conflict with the President’s own ideals 
about aggressive and defensive war. Roosevelt evidently 
failed to see that he could not fight Hitler on his own 
terms by concocting a policy of non-belligerent non
neutrality.

Neither should one be too severe in criticizing
governments for disregarding custom, especially when they

17are threatened by an enemy who knows no law at all. The

l6With regard to the question of strict neutrality, 
it has frequently been suggested that had the United States 
adopted this policy Germany and Russia would have virtually 
demolished each other. But this, it would seem, is a gra
tuitous assumption. In all probability Germany would have 
defeated Russia, and then gone on to extend her dominion 
over the whole of Europe. The mistake of the West was in 
allowing Russia so total a victory, not in refusing that 
victory to Hitler. The proposition that there was no third 
alternative is another gratuitous assumption. Either^
Germany or Russia could have been coerced into accepting a 
partial, conditional victory; but the United States would 
have been in no position to bring about such an effect through strict neutrality, and Britain could not have done 
so without American support. Early in 194-0» as a matter of 
fact, Under Secretary of State Sumner Welles did go to Europe 
to try to effect a peace. As Allan Nevins has commented, that mission was foredoomed to failure > xor only a definite 
threat of American intervention would have carried any 
weight with the Reich. Welles, of course, was unable to 
make any such threat. (Allan Nevins, The New Deal and 
World Affairs £ New Haven: Yale University Press, 195 0J ,
p. 210.)

^Nevertheless, even the side of the angels must 
olay the game according to the rules, the moreso since 
they can never be sure that they are the side of^the angels. 
Whatever the provocation to abandon them, traditions of poli
tical conduct should be given due weight. This ties in with
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point is, however, that the situation of the American 
government during this period wa3 quite "irregular." The 
United States was bound by no treaty to Great Britain; its 
direct and immediate interest in the war was not perfectly 
manifest. Yet it gradually assumed, without declaring war 
and with little attempt at secrecy, virtually all the 
rights and duties of a belligerent. The strange character 
of that situation alone makes it most worthy of nbte.

Conferences and Communication 
It would be outside the scope of this thesis to 

recount, however briefly, all that was discussed and de
cided at the extraordinary conferences between Roosevelt 
and Churchill during the war. The purpose here is to 
describe the modus operandi of the partnership, its limit
ations and its general significance; no attempt is made to

the whole problem of ideological wars, mentioned previously.
One of the evident traits of the crusader is his remarkable 
confidence in his own judgment and his independence of pre
scriptive regulations. To appreciate the danger in this 
trait, one may compare the results of the sweeping reforms 
of 1789 with the relative stability of the settlement im
posed by the convention-bound Congress of Vienna. This 
doubtful virtue of "progressive thinking" show itself most 
clearly, perhaps, in the War Crimes trials conducted after 
the war. While it would be unjust to refer to these trials 
as the "the great Ntirnburg lynching bee," they do indicate 
a departure from established political traditions, inspired 
by the crusader’s love of justice and hatred of iniquity.
They should elicit some sober second thoughts on the part of 
the West. Apropos of this quality of supreme self-confidence, 
it may be argued that rulers in times of crises must possess it to^a degree or simply be crushed beneath the burden of their 
responsibilities. This may be applied to the case of Roosevelt 
and" Churchill, both of whom were conscientious men and neither 
of whom suffered from the inability to make decisions or from 
inferiority complexes.



tell the story of all that it accomplished. It is appropriate 
to state, however, that the primary purpose*of the great war
time conferences were military. Even the Yalta Conference 
of 19k$y where political problems dominated most of the dis
cussions, was intended as chiefly a military consultation.
Of course, as political questions arose, and the slow approach 
of victory naturally presented grave problems of a non-mili
tary kind, they could not but demand the joint attention of 
the political leaders who were working so closely together. 
Thus, for example, as early as August, 19Vi> at the second 
Quebec Conference, the most vexing problem calling for dis
cussion and settlement was that of the post-war status of

1 AGermany#
T FI■LOIn connection with this conference there arises 

the story of the famous (or infamous?) Morgenthau plan, which 
is deserving of note as illustrating a serious difficulty 
seen more than once in the history of the war leadership. 
Henry Morgenthau, Roosevelt's Secretary of the Treasury, 
sponsored the plan, which was drawn up by his subordinates 
and which called for the dismantling of German industry. In effect, it would render the great German nation incapable of 
re-emerging as an industrial power, presumably doomed to the 
status of a mainly agricultural country. Secretary of State 
Hull and Secretary of War Stimson had bitterly disapproved 
of the plan. Later Roosevelt himself was to disapprove of 
it and t o state that he had been unaware of its real signifi
cance when he initialed it at Quebec. The fact is, however, 
that both Roosevelt and Churchill did give it their tenta
tive "O.K.u at the Canadian meeting. In recounting the 
story, Churchill explains that he had violently apposed the 
idea at first, but eventually agreed to the plan which he 
had not time to study in full. What strikes one as hard 
to believe is that both men should have approved, even 
tentatively, a program of such obvious importance without 
giving it 'the most serious consideration. This same problem 
is met in studying the origin of the unconditional surrender 
policy.



In order to sample the method of procedure followed 
during the four visits made by the Prime Minister to 
Washington, we may look at the ARCADIA Conference of 
December, 19̂ +1» and January, 191+2. Throughout his stay 
in the Federal city, Mr. Churchill was lodged at the 
White House, being given a large upstairs bedroom across 
from that of Harry Hopkins. The adjoining hall thus be
came a sort of British headquarters, and witness the 
constant coming and going of various British officials.
In all, there were eight major meetings of the two leaders 
and their chief aides, supplemented, of course, by other 
meeting's of lesser British and American officials. Natur
ally, discussion of a less formal kind took place between 
the official meetings. Lunching together nearly every 
day, Roosevelt and his guest were frequently able to achieve 
an understanding on various topics before taking them up 
formally at the conferences. Thus, from the outset, Allied 
co-operation had its type in the easy and close co-operation 
of the two heads of government. ^

It is interesting to note, at this point, that Pres
ident Roosevelt never went to Britain. While Mohamed fouh 
times journeyed to the mountain, the mountain never went to 
Mohamed. This fact may be taken as indicative that Washington
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■^The ARCADIA Conference is described by Winston S. 
Churchill, The Grand Alliance, pp. 362-398.
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was the new political center of the Western world.
The first Quebec Conference, August, 1943, may 

serve as the example of big Two meetings held outside 
the United States, bearing the code name QUADRANT, it 
was actually a series of technical staff meetings held 
for the purpose of detailing the proposed strategy for 
1943 and 1944. Prior to the conference Churchill spent 
some time at the Presidential home in hyde Park, engaging 
in preliminary talks with his partner. Meanwhile the 
Chiefs of Staff had met in Quebec City and, as usual at 
the conferences, were preparing a comprehensive agenda. 
Arrivihg in the city on August 17, Roosevelt was housed 
in the Citadel as a guest of the Canadian government.
Two plenary sessions between the two leaders and their 
service chiefs, on August 19 and 22, reviewed and approved 
the reports 'of the staff meetings.21

1943 was, indeed, the year of conferences —  five 
in all, if we count only those at which both the President 
and the Prime Minister were present. It had begun with 
Casablanca, which had cemented the Roosevelt-Churchill 
partnership5 and it had closed with Cairo and Teheran, , 20 21

200f Course, Washington was a safer place than 
London. Also, Mr. Churchill was always very considerate 
of his friend’s physical handicap. Nevertheless, the 
fact that Roosevelt went to Africa, Persia, and Russia, 
but never to England, while Churchill went to America 
several times, cannot be without significance.

21 The first Quebec Conference is treated in 
Winston 3. Churchill, Closing the Ring (Boston: Houghton 
Mifflin, 1941), PP« 80-97«
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which had presented an omen of Anglo-American discord.
The year, of course, was in a sense the critical year of 
the war. When should the invasion of Prance he launched, 
and how many divisions should each country contribute to 
it? Should an aggressive assault be made in Burma, or 
could Japan best be weakened by aiming at the Philippines? 
When would Italy capitulate and how was the former Axis 
partner to be treated? Who would command the cross-

OpChannel invasion, and the other theaters of war? These 
and other questions demanded settlement in 191+3* They 
could be settled only through joint agreement and through

22The appointment of theater commanders, who would 
command both British and American troops, was naturally a 
somewhat delicate problem throughout. Two examples may be 
given. At the ARCADIA Conference it was decided to appoint 
a single commander for the area from the Bay of Bengal to 
Australasia. Roosevelt, feeling that the post should go to 
a Briton, suggested Gen. Sir Archibald Wavell. Paradoxically, 
the British chiefs were not enthusiastic about this, apparent
ly suspecting that an Englishman would thus be made the 
scapegoat for failures in that difficult zone. Wavell was 
named, but the situation in the Pacific deteriorated com
pletely before he could assume the full responsibility.
(cf. Robert Sherwood, Roosevelt and Hopkins [New York:
Harper and Brothers, I9I+0J, p'p. I¡-37-lib«. )

The second example concerns the appointment of the 
supreme command for the French invasion. Earlier in the 
war it had been agreed between Roosevelt and Churchill that 
an Englishman should be the commander. The basis for this arrangement were the facts that an American had the African command, the invasion would be launched from Britain, and 
the initial invading troops would be half British and half 
American. With Roosevelt’s consent, Churchill informed 
Gen. Sir Alan Brooke that the post would be his. As time 
progressed, however, it became apparent to the Prime Minister 
that the invasion would be mainly an American affair. At 
the first Quebec meeting, therefore, Churchill tactfully 
proposed that an American should be awarded the distinction, 
(cf. Winston S. Churchill, Closing the Ring, p. 85.)



joint authority of the Allied governments; hence the fre
quency of conferences. In retrospect the year is one of 
double significance. Militarily, it was the beginning of 
the end for Germany and Japan. Diplomatically, it may 
have been the natal date for World War III. It may be noted, 
too, that the months following Teheran witnessed fewer and 
less frequent conferences; they were also the period of 
greatest strain between Great Britain and the United States. 
Only once in 1944 did the partners meet, at Quebec in 
August. Only once in 1945 did they both attend a conference, 
the Malta-Yalta meetings. Yet this was the period when 
Anglo-American cordiality was at its lowest ebb, and when 
serious political considerations called for careful attention 
by the two men responsible for Western policy and strategy,^3

While no further consideration need be given the 
Casablanca, Quebec, and Washington conferences, some special 
attention must be paid to the meetings at Cairo, Teheran, 
and Yalta. The great debates they have evoked since the 
war render it essential that they be examined in any search 
for the lasting achievements and failures of the famous 
alliance. Cairo and Teheran will be treated in a later 
chapter, but Yalta is of particular significance and may 
be discussed here. The Crimean Conference, the second Big 
Three meeting held early in 1945» has, in fact, acquired

"^Recounting one of the British-American disagree
ments in 1944» Churchill writes: "I was sure that if we 
(he and Roosevelt) could have met, as I so frequently pro
posed, we should have reached a happy agreement.” (Winston 
S. Churchill,^Triumph and Tragedy ¡Boston: Houghton Mifflin 
Company, 1953]» pp. 65-66.)
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two distinct reputations. For a time it was hailed as the 
"high-tide of Big Three unity;" later it \vas damned as the 
great give-away party at which Stalin was virtually handed 
half of Europe and Asia. Neither reputation, however, is 
really deserved. At least, that must be the conclusion in
sofar as the record can be seen and interpreted.^ No doubt 
a perfect comprehension of the episode must await the revel
ation of Russia’s true position there, and this will prob
ably never be forthcoming. It is clear, however, that 
neither Great Britain nor the Soviet Union felt the full joys 
of brotherhood and common purpose as they partook in this

T̂he available and significant literature* 1 on the Yalta 
meeting is not inconsiderable. Accounts are to be found in 
Y/illiam D. Leahy, I Was There (New York: Whittlesey House, 19I4.O), and James P. Byrnes, Speaking Frankly (New York:
Harper and Brothers, 19^7)» Winston Churchill's account is 
given in Chapters 1 to 4 , Book Two, Triumph and Tragedy 
(Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 195b). Some of Hopkin’s 
notes are used in Robert Sherwopd, op, cit. Secretary of 
State Edward Stettinius was present, took notes, and wrote 
Roosevelt and the Russians: The Yalta Conference (Garden 
C'i'ty: Doub'leday Company, l9u9). The’ government held Yalta 
papers, previously kept secret for diplomatic reasons, were 
released by the State Department on March 16, 1955» and pub
lished as Foreign Relations of the United States, Diplomatic 
Papers. The' Malta and Yalta Conferences, 'l'9̂-5 (Washington: " 
Government Printing Office, 1955)• This is, of course, by 
far the most complete source to be had for a study of the sub
ject. R. Uniastowski, Poland, Russia, and Great Britain 
(London: Hollis and Carter, 19i|6), ‘ contains and' interesting
excerpt from the House of Commons debate (February 27 bo March
1, 1945) relative to the conference and the fate of Poland. 
There are, of course, other significant sources which were not 
available for the preparation of this thesis. Since W.
Averell Harriman was at Yalta, one would no doubt do well to 
consult a statement of his made in July, 1951» and entitled 
"Our Wartime Relations with the Soviet Union, Particularly 
as They Concern the Agreements Reached at Yalta." This was 
published as Part 5» Appendix of the Report, Hearings on the 
Military Situation in the Far East.



last great conference before Roosevelt’s death. For some 
time Mr. Churchill had been concerned about Russia's post
war position, and he had become painfully aware that his 
American ally would not heed his advice on this subject. 
Neither can it be said that either Churchill or Stalin was 
particularly enthusiastic about the United Nations, presum
ably the choicest fruits of Yalta harmony. Churchill, to 
be sure, had always hoped for some kind of international 
organization, and he gave the United Nations plan his full 
and formal support at the Crimea. However, he had never 
shared Roosevelt's ardor for the project as it had developed. 
Neither can it be said that Stalin's approval of the new 
organization was motivated by much more than opportunistic 
considerations.^ Further, who can imagine that the "Great 
Bear" really intended to keep his guarantees of free elections 
in the Red-liberated countries? . While it has been suggested 
that the Marshal's later policies may have been forced upon 
him by others, his whole life's history leads to another

pAconclusion. One cannot but accept that Stalin had always

^There is evidence that "sometime in 19kb* perhaps 
in July, the Kremlin reached a major decision: the Soviet' 
Union would, as the war closed, act unilaterally, and not as 
a co-operative member of the Allied group. It was the real 
beginning of the cold war." (A.A. Berle, writing in the 
Times ĵ New York] , quoted in E. E. Robinson op. cit., p, 361.)

pABoth Roosevelt and his successor, Harry Truman, on 
occasion intimated that Stalin may have been coerced by those about him. ' Contrast this with the current denigration of 
Stalin by his former subordinates, the present rulers of the 
Soviet Union. According to their present accounts, it was 
he who imposed the execution of odious policies upon them.
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intended to get what he could for Russia and for Communism 
from the war and its aftermath; he would not have been a 
good Marxist had it been otherwise. His own mind, unques
tionably, never so much as met on the same plane with that 
of the idealistic Mr. Roosevelt. They were united, really, 
on nothing save defeating Germany and Japan. The alleged 
unity of Yalta was therefore fictitious.

The second reputation of Yalta must also be deflated 
somewhat. While the conference has frequently been loaded 
with much of the blame for all that later befell China and 
the nations of the East-Central Europe, most of the ’’fatal 
decisions" had been made during the preceding three years. 
The question of Poland was thrashed out, but the problem 
of its Eastern boundaries had already been decided and the 
westward march of the Red army was too far advanced to be 
halted.2  ̂ The problem of German reparations was also

2^It may be noted that Mr. Churchill gave way to 
Russia on the matter of Poland’s Eastern boundaries before 
Roosevelt did. Actually, however, both had tecome recon
ciled to the Curzon line before they went to Yalta. What 
was of greater concern to them at the conference was Russia’s guarantee that free and unfettered elections should be held 
in Poland, and that the Polish provisional government should include anti-Communist Poles as well as members of the pro- 
Russian "Lublin government." Unable to obtain more than 
general promises from Stalin on this subject, they agreed to 
a provisional government built around the Lublin group, but 
to include others nominated by the West. For the rest, they 
apparently trusted Stalin to keep his word. I do not think 
that the good faith of Roosevelt and Churchill should be doubted in this matter; nor can it be said in any case that 
they handed Poland to the Communists. The fact is that .the 
Russian army was already in Poland, the Anglo-American army 
was not. Certainly the entire Russian problem was handled 
badly, but it does not appear that the Yalta agreement on



discussed, but the only clear and definite gain which Russia 
made on paper was that involving the Par East and making the 
TJ.S.S.R. virtual master, in effect, of North China. Specif
ically, the Soviets, in return for Russian aid in the 
Japanese war, were promised British-American support for the 
following Russian claims: a) preservation of the status quo 
in Outer Mongolia, which the Russians had detached from China; 
b) Soviet acquisition of South Sakhalin and the Kurile Is
lands; c) restoration of the Port Arthur lease to Russia, 
who would use the place as a naval base; d) international
ization of the commercial port of Dairen, with safeguards 
for the" pre-eminent interests of the U.S.S.R.; e) joint 
operation by a Soviet-Chinese company of the Chinese Eastern 
Railway and the South Manchuria Railway, providing an out
let to Dairen, and safeguarding Russian interests while

p Arecognizing Chinese sovereignty in Manchuria.
What was the personal responsibility of Roosevelt and 

of Churchill for the Par Eastern concessions? Admitting that 
Roosevelt did not foresee the fate which was to befall China 
within the next few years, it must be stated that he, rather

the Polish provisional government was primarily responsible 
for the fate of that unhappy country. As for the Curzon 
line agreement, it clearly violated the spirit of the Atlantic 
Charter, but there is some reason at least in Churchill's 
plea, that the West was physically incapable of enforcing any 
moral stand it might make with regard to Eastern Poland. All 
of this, to repeat, is not to condone Western policy on 
Poland from first to last. It is merely to say that Yalta 
cannot be burdened with the whole responsibilty.

2̂ ,7 ins ton S. Churchill, Triumph and Tragedy, pp. 389-390



h3

than Churchill, yielded to Russian claims rather than risk 
a prolongation of the Japanese war. Both partners, it is 
true, signed the agreement, but Churchill had no part in 
its drafting and evidently felt that it was principally an 
American concern.^ Several members of the British dele
gation, in point of fact, disapproved of the arrangement, 
but Churchill thought that "'the whole position of the 
British Empire in the Par East was at stake" and if he 
refused to sign he might find himself excluded from any 
further say in these affairs.’3®

The conferences, of course, do not represent the 
whole of personal collaboration between the partners. 
Throughout the war some 1700 messages passed directly from 
one of them to the other. The Prime Minister sent his 
cables to the American Embassy in London, which quickly 
sent them direct to the White House through special coding 
machines. The difference in clock-time worked in favor of 
London, and frequently Churchill received in the morning 
replies to cables sent late the previous n i g h t . A t  times 
even this speedy communication would not do, and telephone 
calls connected the White House with Downing St. Such 
efficient methods of contact enabled the two men to consult 
each other on the smallest details. More than once, for

29Ibid., p. 390.
3°Virginia Cowles, op. cit,, p. 3kl •

-^Winston S. Churchill, Their Finest Hour, p. 23. 
Churchill says that he sent Roosevelt 9i?0 messages, and re
ceived about 800 from the President.
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example, several cables would be exchanged on the matter 
of wording a message to Stalin.

The Partnership and Subordinate Officials 
It was to be expected that the relations of Presi

dent and Premier should elicit some criticism from among 
the host of lesser dignitaries who served under them.
Thus it was not unnatural that field commanders and their 
staffs, feeling that their particular needs were being 
neglected, should tend to blame the supposed Influence 
exercised by one or other of the two leaders upon his 
partner. As a matter of fact, probably most theater com
manders '•felt dissatisfaction with the "higher-ups,, at 
times; only Gen. Dwight D. Eisenhower and Admiral Chester 
Nimitz could never complain of mistreatment. The American 
commanders in the Par East, particularly, resented what
they suspected to be a British conspiracy against their

►

theater. Britain, they thought, had persuaded Roosevelt 
into the policy of "Germany first," and as a result the 
President allocated men and materiel due them to Europe. 
Actually, this was nonsense; Roosevelt and his chiefs of 
staff had needed no coaxing from Churchill to concentrate , 
first upon the defeat of Germany. Nevertheless, Gen. 
Joseph Stilwell, American commander In Southeast Asia, 
returned from the Washington conference In May, 19^3» 
with these-sentiments:

"The inevitable conclusion was the Churchill has 
Roosevelt in his pocket. That they are looking for 
an easy way, a short-cut for England, and no atten
tion must be diverted from the Continent at any 
cost. The Limeys are not Interested In the war



In the Pacific, and with the President hypnotized, they are sitting pretty."32
A year later, in July, 19bht a British commander in Italy
could complain with much more truth: "Churchill is mere
putty in Roosevelt’s hands.

Some bad feeling was also caused among American 
officers by the close contact Churchill kept with his 
commanders in the field. Thus, during the French and 
German campaign, in the last year of the war, Americans 
In that theater tended to resent the fact that their 
British confreres brought the Prime Minister into their 
"local" disputes.''^ The American army, as it happened 
was more independent of the home government that was the 
British, Even so, Yankee officers had little to fear 
from Churchill. When questions of national prestige 
arose, as of course they did, no one could be more con
siderate of American sensibilities than was he. And in 
disputes on strategy, at least during the final phase of 
the war, Roosevelt always supported his own commanders 
against the Prime Minister and his military leaders.

Honor Is always due to those who act as mediators, 
and some note here must be given a few men who helped 
solidify the renowned partnership. First among these is 
Harry Hopkins, a controversial figure who probably exerted

-^Robert Sherwood, op. cit.. p. 730.

^Captain Harry Butcher, Elsenhower’s naval aide, wrote of one occasion: "The Prime Minister wanted to conduct his own private war if he chose." (Harry Butcher, My 
Three Years with Eisenhower, [New York: Simon and Schuster



more influence upon the Chief Executive than any other 
one man. A hard-working, though frail, assistant to 
Roosevelt, Hopkins also became a good friend of Churchill. 
While he was not among those who would virtually surrender 
American sovereignty to the British, he nevertheless proved 
invaluable to the Premier as an intermediary between him 
and the President. Even as early as Argentia he had striven 
to bring the two closer together. His role was deeply 
appreciated by Churchill, who was to write: "It was re
markable how definitely my contacts with the President im
proved and our affairs moved quicker as Hopkins appeared 
to regain his influence (with Roosevelt)."^

Another mediator worthy of mention was William 
Maxwell Beaverbrook, Minister of Supply in the British 
cabinet. ^  Still another was William Lyon Mackenzie King, 
Prime Minister of Canada.37 King had been particularly

^^Winston S. Churchill, Closing the Ring, p. 82.
A notable example of Hopkin’s mediation is seen at the time 
of British intervention in Greece, in the late fall of 19n1|-* 
When the American Naval Chief of Staff, Admiral Ernest J.
King, ordered that no American L.S.T.'s carry supplies to 
Greece, Hopkins intervened and the order was countermanded. 
(Virginia Cowles, op. cit,, p. 3^7.) Another example, how
ever, illustrates tlaa't TTopkin' s sympathy for Churchill 
definitely had its limitations. In October, 19^1» Roosevelt cabled Churchill implying that he could speak for the United 
States in his next interview with Stalin on Balkan affairs. Hopkins protested against this, and persuaded Roosevelt to 
countermand it. (Robert Sherwood, op. cit., p. 833.)

^Hopkins and Beaverbrook were charged with the 
management of the Munitions Assignment Board, one of the 
creatures of Anglo-American co-operation and naturally a 
potential source of friction between the two countries.

37por the role played by Mackenzie King, see Bruce 
Hutchison, The Incredible Canadian (New York: Longmans, 1953)*
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helpful In the pre-Pearl Harbor days, encouraging Roosevelt 
to assist Churchill and restraining Churchill from asking 
too much.

The Relative Influence of the Partners
While it was clear from the beginning that the 

United States was the dominant member of the Western 
alliance, the role of senior partner did not fully be
come the prerogative of Mr. Roosevelt until 19^3« Prior 
to that time Britain had, of course, a majority of the 
troops in all save one theater of the war. Mr. Churchill 
could therefore speak tamquam habens auctoritatem, which 
he did not hesitate to do. Even in the later days, on 
subjects involving theaters dominantly British —  Italy 
and the Mediterranean, for example —  Churchill considered 
himself justified in exerting a proportionate influence.
The "critical years," however, definitely and perhaps 
unfortunately witnessed the rise of Roosevelt's dominating 
influence on war policy and strategy. The effects of that 
rise will be seen in the next chapter. Great Britain had 
borne the brunt of the war for months before America even 
entered it. Unlike the United States, she had felt the 
enemy’s missiles strike her soil and had known the fear of 
possible invasion. Yet when the United States was contrib
uting more troops and materiel to the common effort, and 
when the leaders in Washington had become sufficiently ac
quainted with the problems of the war to act on their own, 
Britain had to yield the place of honor and authority. As



Mr. Churchill witnessed these proceedings, and as he found 
himself unable to convince his partner on questions he 
felt most urgent, perhaps he recalled the thought which 
Sir Edward Bulwer-Lytton expressed through the mouth of 
Richelieu: past favors mean almost nothing to the 
opportunist.

It is, perhaps, quite conceivable that Churchill 
could have spoken with a commanding voice on some matters 
had he been less unwilling the hazard a "break” with 
Roosevelt. Reading his own fine history it is impossible 
to escape the conclusion that much of the work of the 
partnership was the result of his initiative. His cables 
to Roosevelt during the final problems involving Russia, 
for instance, are highly suggestive and almost pathetic.
He appears as one ardently bent upon preserving Anglo- 
American unity in the face of Soviet peril, vainly coaxing 
his friend to take a more positive stand against Soviet 
m i s d e e d s . H e  had, of course,known from the start that 
Britain could accomplish nothing without America. He, 
more than Roosevelt, needed the strength that could come 
from a vital, extraordinary union. It is thus hardly sur
prising that he appear as the suitor, the passionately 
jealous suitor, and Roosevelt as the object of his suit.

-^Cf. his correspondence with Roosevelt during the 
Warsaw mas-sacre (late summer, 19M+) and during the days 
soon after Yalta when Russia was patently breaking he agree 
ment on Poland. Both are included, in part, in the last 
volume of his memoirs.
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Such collaboration between the two heads of govern

ment was, it would seem, necessary. That is, it was essen
tial if Anglo-American co-operation was to be carried on as 
effectively as it was. A single commander-in-chief, such 
as Marshal Foch had been in ’World War I, could have pro
vided a substitute for the work of the partnership in 
purely military affairs. But a single military commander 
was not feasible in a war so vast and so complex as World 
War II. The Combined Chiefs of Staff, naturally, directed 
the framing and execution of strategy for every area of the 
far-flung conflict. That body received the suggestions of 
the field commanders, planned the launching of major oper
ations, counseled the governments and obtained their consent 
when necessary, and issued directives in turn to the field 
commanders. The Combined Chiefs, however, could never have 
worked so harmoniously without the example and encouragement 
of the supreme partnership. It was that partnership, un
doubtedly, which made the fact of Allied collaboration the 
most amazing aspect of the war. Nor was it necessarily 
desirable that a military joint command should have existed 
independent of the political leaders. Strangely enough, it 
may be said, rarely had civilian authority directed a war 
so closely; and rarely had a war so failed in political, 
while succeeding in military, objectives.



CHAPTER III

CONFLICTS WITHIN THE PARTNERSHIP 
Every international struggle necessarily brings 

forth its legion of "armchair strategists." When Octavius 
departed to undo the fortunes of Mark Antony at the battle 
of Actium, the worthy Roman fathers no doubt gathered in 
their atria to discuss the appropriate tactics for defeat
ing Egypt and to whisper knowingly of that august lady who 
sat upon its burnished throne. There is another genus of 
interested citizens, "experts" whose reflections are, per
haps, of slightly greater value than are those of their 
wartime brothers. These are the specialists in post-war 
autopsy, the gentlemen who determine how and by whom victory 
was achieved or defeat incurred.. Each war is endowed with 
its portion of these post-factum analysts, and a host of 
such inevitably came into being when the guns of World 
War II had been stilled. In the United States the theme 
most frequently advanced was that "we won the war but lost 
the peace," that the Western governments destroyed Nazi 
totalitarianism while allowing a strengthened and equally 
malicious Communism to supplant it. Often the burden of 
responsibility for this disaster has been placed upon the 
shoulders of Franklin D. Roosevelt, and some few, at least, 
of the President’s critics have tended to exonerate his



English counterpart from an equal share of the guilt.^
There are, in point of fact, those who insist that the 
post-war tragedy might well have been averted had Roosevelt 
been guided in the formation of wartime policy by the wis
dom and experience of Great Britain. A happier result 
could have been expected, they claim, had the President 
been content to write his chapter of military history in 
the light which streamed from Downing St. Some plausi
bility is lent to this thesis by the fact that on some 
matters of strategy and policy the Chief Executive and the 
Prime Minister did unquestionably disagree during the course 
of the war. To a certain extent, of course, disagreement 
was inevitable; even David and Jonathan found themselves in 
opposite camps upon one occasion. The question at issue, 
however, is the gravity and the consequences of these diver
gences of opinion. Do they, in fact, form a sound basis

> -•

for the statement that Mr. Roosevelt "lost the peace," and 
that he did so despite the wise and tearful protests of 
Mr. Churchill? In this chapter an attempt will be made to 
review the principal points of dissension which arose be
tween the two leaders of the Anglo-Saxon powers and which- 
have given occasion to the theory that Churchill was the 
more farseeing of the two. Such conclusions as can be 
drawn from a mass of conflicting opinions and uncertain evi
dence will be reserved for the final section of this thesis.

Ijohn Gunther, op. cit., complains rather acidly òf 
those who criticize Roosevelt while exculpating Churchill.
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The "Balkan Invasion”

Of the several altercations which marred the 
pattern of/British-American cordiality throughout the 
conflict, none is more interesting or more perplexing than 
that which concerned the launching of a second front against 
Germany. This subject became a particularly succulent bone 
of contention among the commentators in the years following 
Mr. Churchill's "Iron Curtain" speech at Pulton, Missouri, 
in March, 19I4.6 . Then, for the first time, references be
gan to appear in periodicals and war memoirs to the fact that 
the Prime Minister had several times unsuccessfully urged —  
the deployment of Anglo-American troops in the Balkan penin
sula. 2 In 191+9 and 1950, after the frightening consequences 
of Soviet expansion had become fully apparent, a debate on 
this topic ensued when Mr. Hanson Baldwin, military editor 
for the Times.(Hew York), advocated that the rejection of 
Churchill's Balkan schemes had been one of the prime mis
takes of the war.^ The obvious argument was that British 
and American troops in Eastern-Central Europe would have 
enabled the Western governments to thwart the subsequent 
communization of that area. The implication, of course, '

2Hotably in the memoirs of Elliott Roosevelt,
Captain Butcher, and Robert Sherwood. Later works, for 
example those of Eleanor Roosevelt, Gen. Eisenhower, and 
Henry Stirason, lent added weight to this theory of a 
London vs. Washington conflict over the Balkans.

^Hanson Baldwin, Great Mistakes of the War (New 
York: Harper and Brothers, l95°)j also "Our Greatest Blunders of the War" (Atlantic Monthly, Vol. 185 ^January 
and February, 1950},, p. 30 of each number.)



was not altogether flattering to President Roosevelt and 
his staff, and it was hardly surprising that several critics 
should have hastened to defend the American leaders by 
arguing that a Balkan invasion would have been decidedly 
impolitic. These keepers of the Roosevelt flame were joined 
in a measure by Mr. Churchill himself with the publication 
of the latter’s fifth volume of memoirs, Closing the Ring, 
late in 191+1» The old gentleman here denied that he had 
proposed a Balkan campaign of any proportions, and he dis
missed as "legend" the belief that he had espoused this 
operation as preferable to the Norman* invasion. Whether 
or not "these authoritative statements should, terminate the 
discussion is another matter; there are still those who 
consider that Eastern Europe might have been salvaged from 
Russia had Churchill prevailed in the councils of Allied 
strategy.^-

53

Tffr. Baldwin stated his thesis once again in another Atlantic article bluntly entitled "Churchill Was Right"
(Atlantic Monthly, Vol. 19k July, 19̂ 1+ , p. 23). The ques
tion is given considerable treatment in Chester Wilmot’s 
fine book, The Struggle for Europe (New York: Harper and 
Brothers, 191+2), ana in Jo'hn A. Lukács, The Great Powers 
and Central Europe (Chicago: Henry Regnery Company, 1955)• 
Major" General J’.F.C. Puller, op. clt,, also devotes some ' 
attention to theis subject, though he does not accentuate 
the Roosevelt-Churchill cleavage. It is difficult to accept 
the implications found in some of this literature, partly 
because of the paucity of substantiating evidence found in 
Churchill himself. Regarding this, however, Mr. Lukács may 
conceivably have a point when he suggests that the Prime 
Minister in writing his memoirs, might have taken care to avoid an "I told you so" attitude. Also, it must be remem
bered that the fourth and fifth volume of the Churchillian 
work, v/hich deprecate Anglo-American differences along this 
line, apply only to the 19i+2-19l+3 period. The sixth and final volume suggests quite clearly that the "Churchill" was 
right" theory has validity when applied to the years 191+1+ and 
191+5. Of course, all this does not argue to the fact that a
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The idea of striking at the "soft underbelly of the Axis" 
found its way into the tactical considerations of both 
President and Prime Minister quite early in the war. En
couraged by the successful American landing in North Africa 
of early November, 19^2» Roosevelt soon after wrote to his 
ally that further possibilities in that area should be ex
plored, "including a forward movement directed against Sar
dinia, Sicily, Italy, Greece, and other Balkan areas, and 
including the possibility of obtaining Turkish support for 
an attack through the Black Sea against German’s flank.""’
Churchill, too, looked upon Africa as a "springboard and-- j

not a sofa," urging both his own chiefs of staff and Gen. 
Eisenhower to exploit this campaign. At Casablanca a general 
agreement between the two heads of government seems to have 
prevailed, and it was with Roosevelt's support that Churchill
then went to Turkey to enlist the aid of that neutral power.

* -

As the year 19̂ -3 progressed, however, an apparent divergence 
between British and American views on activities in the 
Mediterranean developed. The American military leaders, 
firmly wedded to plans for an invasion of Prance, came to 
suspect the British chief of distinct coolness to this pror 
posed Overlord campaign.^ He preferred, it was thought, to

Balkan excursion would have been successful. That -unanswer
able question will be considered briefly in the Conclusion, but it might be in place here to point out that the supporters 
of Mr. Churchill either avoid this question or f ail to make 
a very convincing case of it.

"’John Lukács, op. cit., p. 551»
^Churchill, however, insists in The Hinge of Fate 

that he was by no means opposed to an invasion of France.



continue pressing the slow Italian war and eventually take 
British and American troops into the Balkans. Some of the 
high-ranking American personnel seemed to discern in 
Churchill motives that were other than military; and with 
the possible exceptions of Lt. Gen. Walter B. Smith and Lt. 
Gen. Ira C. Eaker, they were generally unsympathetic. Gen. 
Eisenhower, for example, recalling his visit with the Prime 
Minister at Malta, shortly before the Teheran Conference of 
late 19l+3> notes his own impression that Churchill preferred 
the hope of Mediterranean eventualities to Overlord. The 
Premier's reasons, Eisenhower thought, may either have been 
political or inspired by a desire to vindicate his own 
strategy in the Gallipoli disaster of World War I.^ Some

During the 191+2 and 191+3 period he did remonstrate against 
a premature invasion, but he declares, he had always hoped 
to fight Germany with either "right or left hand." As a 
matter of fact, the North African campaign had itself been 
the child of a British-American-disagreement and compromise.
The American chiefs of staff had planned on the French operation from the beginning, but London insisted that an early 
execution of such plans would end disastrously. Since 
Roosevelt was equally insistent upon some "second front" in 
19i|2, the compromise upon Africa was struck. Neither Secre
tary of War Stimson nor Chief of Staff Gen. George C.
Marshall had been particularly enthusiastic about the 
Mediterranean venture. 'One is tempted to wonder if the out
come of the war might not have been happier had either London 
or Washington been allowed the complete direction of strategy 
tKroughout the war. Compromise rarely succeeds in the long 
run. A successful Norman Invasion, executed in 191+3 instead 
of 191+1+, might have ended the war a year earlier, sparing the West both the" agonizing campaign in Italy and the effects of 
a Red advance into Central Europe.

^Dwight D. Eisenhower, Crusade in Europe (Garden City: 
Doubleday and Company, 19l+9)» ppl 191+-195. Eisenhower makes it clear that his own thinking upon these matters, both in I9I4.3 and later, was based upon purely military considerations. 
At one time, in discussing strategic differences with Churchill 
he suggested that if the Prime Minister was thinking in terms 
of non-military objectives he should immediately lay his case 
before the President.
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months before this, Secretary Stimson had. received similar 
impressions and had sent a memorandum to the President say
ing in part:

\
"The difference between us is a vital difference in \ 
faith ... the British theory (which cropped up again and again in unguarded sentences of the British 
leaders with whom I have Just been talking) is that 
Germany can be beaten ... in Northern Italy, in the 
Eastern Mediterranean ... in the Balkans and in other j 
satellite countries ... To me, in the light of post- j 
war problems which we shall face, that attitude ,?
seems terribly dangerous .•. None of these methods of 
pinprick warfare can be counted on by us to fool 
Stalin into the belief that we have kept our ([second 
front} pledge.

Churchill was, of course, rather painfully aware of
the attitude of so many of the Americans toward his alleged
intentions. Either to clarify a genuine misunderstanding, 
or to alter his tactics to suit American tastes, he insisted 
that no Balkan operation larger than commando attacks in aid 
of partisan resistance was contemplated by Great Britain 
either "now or in the near future."9 Nevertheless, American

%enry L. Stimson and McGeorge Bundy, op.cit.._ 
quoted in John Lukas, op« cit.. p. 51$» It is interesting 
to note that the question of postwar problems and Russia is 
mentioned in another document of this period, a paper of un
known authorship which Harry Hopkins brought to the first 
Quebec Conference and which was entitled Russia’s Position- 
This document noted that Russia would be the dominant European 
power after the war, and that although Britain "is building' 
up a position in the Mediterranean vis-a-vis Russia that she 
might find useful in balancing power in Europe," the British 
would probably be unable to oppose the Soviets without sup
port. Also, stated the document, there is to be considered 
the fact that "Russia is the decisive factor in the war."
The rather nauseating conclusions drawn from these observa
tions were that the United States must "develop and maintain 
friendly relations with Russia." (Robert Sherwood, op. cit.,
„  r j J

9y/inston S . Churchill, The Hinge of Fate, p. $26.
Sbb also John Lukács, op♦ cit•, PP# 515 51&•
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apprehensions continued. President Roosevelt had to assure 
Mr. Stimson that the Italian campaign would not interfere 
with plans for Prance, and Gen. Marshall rendered the same 
assurance to Gen. Eisenhower. Apparently the supposed 
"Churchiavellian" schemes irked the President, for Mrs. 
Roosevelt, writing of this same year 19l+3> states that 
her husband became irritated

at Churchill’s determination that we should 
attack through Greece and the Balkans. Franklin said that 
would mean the loss of many men, though strategically 
it might be a help to Great Britain and get us to Berlin 
before the Russians. However, he did not think that 
was important. 1,10

The issue of Allied strategy along Germany’s
\

southern flank naturally entered into the discussion 
among the Big Three at Teheran in November, 191+3- 
Churchill’s own conception of a grand design for victory 
in Europe included, at this time, plans for Anglo- 
American activity in three separate areas. Six tenths 
of their available strength, he believed should be re
served for Overlord; three tenths should be kept in Italy, 
enabling the armies there to push through the Ljubljana 
Gap in Northern Yugoslavia and, if possible, thence into

1Austria and Hungary. One tenth, finally, employing forces 
not otherwise usable, should attempt the capture of Aegean 
and East Mediterranean islands.^ Concerning the Norman * 11

"^Eleanor Roosevelt, This I Remember (New York:
Harper and Brothers, 191+9), p. 252.

11V/inston S. Churchill, Closing the Ring, pp. 31+1+-31+6. 
At this time it was not manifest that the Italian campaign
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phase of the scheme, there was certainly no dissension. 
Concerning the Italian forces, Churchill readily enough 
agreed when Stalin expressed his preference for diverting 
some of these divisions into Southern Prance. It was the 
Aegean plan, however, which aroused the misgivings of Mr. 
Roosevelt and his staff. The President would have none of 
this, refusing to send his countrymen to die for "real or 
fancied" British interests in the Balkans.Xi"

Relative to the Big Three meeting at Teheran, and 
perhaps of significance in this matter of strategic differ
ences, Maj. Gen. John R. Deane writes:

"Stalin appeared to know exactly what he wanted 
at the conference. This was also true of Churchill, 
hut not so of Roosevelt. This is not said as a 
reflection on our President, but his apparent in
decision was probably the result of our obscure foreign policy. President Roosevelt was thinking of winning the war; the others were thinking of 
their relative position when the war was over.
Stalin wanted the Anglo-American forces in Western, 
not Southern, Europe; Churchill thought our post
war position would be improved, and British 
interests best served if the Anglo-Americans as 
well as the Russians participated in the occupation 
of the Balkans."1^

If Gen. Deane’s reflections are correct, there is indeed 
reason for believing that Churchill was the more farseeing 
of the two partners.

would proceed so slowly. Even at Teheran Churchill appar
ently had his eye on the Ljubljana Gap and perhaps would have resisted the plans for Southern Prance had he regarded 
them and Ljubljana" as mutually exclusive alternatives.

12Elliott Roosevelt, op. cit. pp. 185-186
•^John r . Deane, The Strange Alliance (New York:

The Viking Press, 191+7)» pp. 1+3-1+1+7
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Thus far has been narrated the history of the "Balkan 
invasion" until the concluding months of 19l|3« Certainly it 
had not occasioned any serious rift between the White House 
and Downing Street. If there had been some asperity on the 
part of Mr. Stimson and Gen. Marshall, for example, Mr. 
Churchill himself suggests that it had been provoked 
through misunderstanding. In the summer of 19̂4̂4-» however7~“~7 
there developed a situation which Churchill describes as

/the first serious divergence between the British and the /
Americans.^ The matter at issue was the launching of
the invasion of Southern France, know as Anvil and later

—

as Dragobn. This operation was intended as a support of \ 

the Norman campaign, the presumption being that activity 
in Provence would divert German divisions otherwise employ
able against Eisenhower in the North. The decision for this 
course had been made at Teheran, Churchill concurring. In 
the late spring of 19kb» however, immediately prior to 
Overlord, British attitudes toward Anvil became definitely 
antisympathetic. Gen. Sir Henry Maitland Wilson, Gen.
Harold Alexander, and Field Marshal Jan Christian Smuts, 
in particular, manifested their reluctance to see the 
Provencal engagement undertaken at the expense of Italy and 
all that it promised. The conflict in Italy had not pro
gressed to the extent that they had hoped, and it was felt 
that a dimi-nuation of strength at this time would prejudice

^Winston S. Churchill, Triumph and Tragedy, p. 57«
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the opportunity of eventually entering the Po Valley,
Slovenia, and possibly even Austria and Hungary, A con
tinuation of the Italian campaign, with the promise of 
such eventualities, was surely worthwhile. Furthermore, 
it would serve as a diversionary action for Gen, Eisenhower 
as well as would the projected Anvil, The effect of Anvil, 
finally could as easily be achieved by a feint, and its 
execution would encounter not only formidable terrain but 
superior enemy forces already stationed there. Eisenhower 
himself, however, was insistent upon the south of France, 
and he received the support of the American chiefs of s taff,
A definite conflict of views thus prevailed between the 
American and British military personnel; the issue could 
only be settled by the two heads of government. On June 28*«—

i itherefore, the Prime Minister, who supported the thinking of/ 
his generals, presented his case in a telegram to Roosevelt, 
Most assuredly, he agreed, the primary concern must be to 
support Eisenhower and the invasion of the north of France,
It was by no means apparent to him, however, that this need 
to be done at the expense of action in Italy. The President
himself, Roosevelt was now reminded, had mentioned the possi-

\bilities of Ljubljana at Teheran. Surely one great campaign
l1-)need not be wrecked for the sake of another. ^ In a lengthy 

reply Mr. Roosevelt upheld his chiefs of staff in their 
argument with the British. The loss of the divisions in

•^"/inston S. Churchill, Triumph and Tragedy, p. 65
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question, he asserted, would surely not prevent Gen,
Alexander from maintaining ground superiority in Italy,
The difficulties to be met in Southern Prance, moreover, 
were certainly not equal to those which were being met 
in Italy. As for Ljubljana, the logistical difficulties 
involved would be prohibitive; furthermore, in view of the 
Teheran agreements no such action could be taken without 
Stalin’s consent, "I cannot agree," Roosevelt emphatically 
stated, "to the employment of United States troops against 
Istria and into the Balkans ... My dear friend, I beg of 
you to let us go ahead with our p l a n s . L a t e r  the 
President suggested that they each present their respective 
arguments to Stalin, a proposed solution which Churchill 
quite naturally rejected. Though he could not but defer to 
his partner’s wishes, the Prime Minister continued to plead 
his case with Eisenhower for the abandonment of Anvil,

* ... H*> »■"«•■«

Vainly he pressed his remonstrances until the very eve of 
that operation on August ill.

The execution of Anvil was, of course, a success.
None of the problems envisaged by Churchill and the British 
materialized. On the other hand, it is not altogether 
apparent that Roosevelt had been right and Churchill wrong,

•^Avinston S, Churchill, Triumph and Tragedy, p, 722- 
723. The Prime Minister rather cryptically notes that there 
was no question of sending troops into the Balkans. It is 
possible that he misunderstood Roosevelt, not considering 
Austria and Northern Yugoslavia as Balkan territory. Possibly, too, Roosevelt misunderstood him, fearing that an actual 
attack upon Greece or the Dalmatian coast was intended. A 
more plausible explanation is that Churchill’s Immediate 
concern was not for any of those parts, but only for Northern 
Italy.
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The fact remains that Gen. Alexander's forces in Italy did 
not succeed in exploiting their position to full advantage. 
Whether or not they could have done so in any case must
remain a debatable issue.

Unfortunately, one cannot ascertain with perfect 
certitude the motivation for the British reluctance to 
undertake Anvil in the late spring and summer of 19i|i+. In 
the light of Mr. Churchill’s own protestations, and evidence 
to the contrary notwithstanding, it is difficult to deter
mine that his previous interest in Italy and the Balkans 
was inspired by concern for the postwar political situation. 
May if, Ic)|)| f however, is a date to be reckoned with in a 
consideration of this matter. On this day the Prime Minister 
penned two memoranda to the Foreign Secretary, Anthony Eden, 
expressing apprehension over the future of Southeast Europe
and the none-too-remote communization of that area. Ensu-

* •

ing months witnessed his negotiations with Marshal Stalin 
on the division of the Balkan states into Russian and Western 
"spheres of influence," and his deployment of British units 
into Greece. Thus it Is evident that Churchill was haunted 
by the spec tor of the future at least after April, l_9llk»
Does this imply that his interest in the Ljubljana Gap 
during the summer of that year had political motivations?
There is good reason to believe that it did, tnough perhaps 
the account of that situation in Triumph and Tragedy could 
be more explicit on this point. Reflecting upon the outcome

-^Winston S. Churchill, Closing the Ring, pp. 708-709.



62
of his differences with Roosevelt and the Americans over
this issue, the Premier writes:

"For this a heavy price was paid. The army of 
Italy was deprived of its opportunity to strike 
a most formidable blow at the Germans, and very 
possibly to reach Vienna before the Russians, „ 
with all that might have followed therefrom."1^

This does not, of course, necessarily imply that Mr. Churchill'
anticipated in advance what was evident in retrospect. An 
exchange of messages with Field Marshal Smuts on August 30 
and 31, 19M+> is» however, more telling. The venerable 
South African, who had warned of the Soviet peril at the 
time of Teheran, now urged his colleague of the United 
Kingdom not to let strategy absorb his attention to the 
detriment of concern for the "greater issue now looming up." 
"This is the crucial issue on which the future of the world 
for generations will depend," said Smuts. "In its solution 
your vision, experience, and grpat influence may prove a 
main factor."-*-9 Smuts, referred, of course, to the problem 
of Communism in Europe, a problem which he insisted should 
be taken into consideration even with the German defeat still 
to be achieved. In commenting upon the Smuts message, and 
upon his own answer to it, Churchill makes his most pertindnt 
reference to the "Balkan invasion" debate which had arisen 
after the war. "The essence of my oft repeated view," he 
writes in his last volume of memoirs, "is contained in the 
following reply to these messages from Smuts:

■'■̂ Winston S. Churchill, Triumph and Tragedy, p. 100.
-^Winston S. Churchill, Triumph and Tragedy, pp. 100-

101



63
"»... My object now ^August 31» 19W]» ' 1 said,
•is to keep what we have got in Italy, which should be sufficient since the enemy has with
drawn four of his best divisions. With this I hope to turn and break the Gothic Line, break 
into the Po valley, and ultimately advance by 
Trieste and the Ljubljana Gap to Vienna. Even if the war came to an end at an early date I 
have told Alexander to be ready for a dash 
with armored cars.'”21“’

There could have been only one reason for making a dash
Pi"even if the war came to an end at an early date.,,i:

Balance of Poy/er versus Big Three Unity.
The affair of the "Balkan invasion,” however much 

it may have been exaggerated by some observers, indicates
a divergence between British and American views which devel-

\

oped at least during the final year of the European struggle. 
That divergence revolved about the fears with which the'-----|

iBritish government watched the Russian armies advance toward |I
areas lying west of the former Soviet borders. It suggests,

Imoreover, a basic difference between American interest in 
Big Three (Russia, Britain, and the United States) unity and 
British concern for the postwar balance of power. Before 
continuing a discussion of specific incidents, therefore, 
it would not be out of place to reflect upon what appears

*
to have been a fundamental difference in the outlooks of 
the two leaders and the two governments which they headed.

2^An obvious criticism of Churchill's course of con
duct in this matter is that, assuming his motives were 
political,- he apparently used only military arguments in 
his controversy with the Americans. The equally obvious 
reply to this is that he knew of Roosevelt’s wish to avoid 
the appearance of an anti-Russian, British-American coalition, 
and assumed any political arguments would fall on deaf ears.



Mr. Edgar Ansel Mowrer, viewing in retrospect the 
war and postwar policies of the Roosevelt administration, 
presents the following outline as a statement of the 
President's objectives:

"For War: _1. Victory in the shortest possible time with the 
fewest possible losses;2. Keeping harmony among the bigger powers at the
cost of : , . _ _ ,a) postponing political decisions until the end

of hostilities,b) restricting the control of the war to the 
bigger powers,c) subordinating the territorial integrity and independence of smaller countries to the 
security demands of thé larger ones,
d) seeking military advantage at the expense 
of strict adherence to political principle.

\

"For Peace:1. Reducing Germany and Japan to impotence;
2» Projecting the wartime co-operation of the 
Great Powers into the peacetime world by:^a) bringing Russia back into the family of 

nations,b) giving the job of making the peace to 
the countries that won the war,c) making the Great Powers the cornerstone 
of an international organization;3. Eliminating colonial imperialism by the en

franchisement or transfer to international trustee
ship of certain backward peoples."^

While certain of these points appear to describe
effects rather than deliberate policies, the general picture/
here painted is true enough. It is clear that the principal 
object of Roosevelt's political angling, on a practical 
level, was the maintenance of Big Three unity,if possible 
bringing China into the group to make it the Big Four.
This meant, in particular, the necessity of winning over

22Edgar A. Mowrer, The Nightmare of American Foreign 
Policy (New York: Alfred A. Knopf Co., 1;/V ) > PP* ±25-120»



t h e  S o v i e t  U n i o n ,  e v i d e n t l y  a d e c i d i n g  f a c t o r  i n  b o t h  t h e  
E u r o p e a n  a n d  A s i a t i c  w a r s .  I f  t h e  c o n f i d e n c e  a n d  c o - o p e r 
a t i o n  o f  M a r s h a l  S t a l i n  c o u l d  b e  w o n , v i c t o r y  w o u ld  b e  
f a c i l i t a t e d  a n d  t h e  p a t h  t o  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  a m i t y  c l e a r e d .  I t  
w a s  R o o s e v e l t ' s  h o p e  t h a t  t h i s  a i m  c o u l d  b e  a c h i e v e d ,  a n d  
h e  c o n s i d e r e d  t h a t  h e ,  h i m s e l f ,  w a s  t h e  m a n  m o s t  l i k e l y  t o  
a c h i e v e  i t .  C e r t a i n l y  t h e  P r e s i d e n t  w a s  n o  s y m p a t h i z e r  w i t h  
C o m m u n is t  c r e e d  o r  S o v i e t  d e s p o t i s m .  He w o u l d  h a v e  b e e n  
h o r r i f i e d ,  n o  d o u b t ,  a t  t h e  t h o u g h t  o f  C h i n a  a n d  E a s t - C e n t r a l  
E u r o p e  p a s s i n g  u n d e r  C o m m u n is t  d o m i n a t i o n .  He w a s ,  t h r o u g h 
o u t  t h e  w a r ,  s i n c e r e l y  d e v o t e d  t o  t h e  h i g h  i d e a l s  o f  f r e e 
dom a n d  d e m o c r a c y .  I f  h e  h a d  p r e s i d e d  o v e r  a r e v o l u t i o n  o f  
s o r t s  i n  h i s  ow n c o u n t r y ,  i t  h a d  b e e n ,  i n  t h e  m a i n ,  a c a u t i o u s  
a n d  a c o n s e r v a t i v e  r e v o l u t i o n .  I f  t h e r e  w e r e  A m e r i c a n  
" l i b e r a l s "  d e c i d e d l y  s y m p a t h e t i c  t o  R u s s i a  a n d  t o  C o m m u n ism ,
i t  i s  n o t  p a t e n t l y  c l e a r  t h a t  t h e i r  i n f l u e n c e  o v e r  r u l e d

*

t h e  P r e s i d e n t  o r  h i s  c h i e f  a d v i s o r s .  I t  i s  c o n c e i v a b l e ,  
m o r e o v e r ,  t h a t  h e  w a s  n e v e r  r e a l l y  s o  s a n g u i n e  a b o u t  S t a l i n  
a s  h e  a p p e a r s  t o  h a v e  b e e n ;  p e r h a p s  h e  s i m p l y  s a w  n o  o t h e r  
f e a s i b l e  c o u r s e  t o  f o l l o w . 2 ^ N e v e r t h e l e s s ,  i n s o f a r  a s  t h e  
r e c o r d  c a n  b e  i n t e r p r e t e d ,  h e  a p p a r e n t l y  d i d  r e l y  u p o n  a ,

^ H o w e v e r ,  R o o s e v e l t ' s  h o p e  w a s  n o t  w i t h o u t  som e 
f o u n d a t i o n ,  i f  o n l y  i n  h i s  ow n  m i n d .  E l e a n o r  R o o s e v e l t ,  
o p .  c i t . ,  p p .  2 5 3 -2 5 1 ) ., r e c o u n t s  a c o n v e r s a t i o n  b e t w e e n  t h e  
P r e s ' i c f e n t  a n d  S t a l i n ,  i n  w h i c h  t h e  l a t t e r  s p o k e  o f  t h e  
p o s s i b i l i t i e s  o f  a g e n u i n e ,  g r a d u a l  r a p p r o c h m e n t  b e t w e e n  
t h e  S o v i e t ;  U n i o n  a n d  t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s .  W h a t  w a s  s a i d  e v i d e n t l y  e n c o u r a g e d  R o o s e v e l t  t o  b e l i e v e  t h a t  t h e  C o m m u n is t s  
w o u l d  e v e n t u a l l y  a b a n d o n  so m e  o f  t h e  m o r e  o b n o x i o u s  a s p e c t s  
o f  t h e i r  b e l i e f s  a n d  p o l i c i e s .
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foreign policy which was obscure, naive, and in the light

2kof subsequent history certainly futile. ^
The fundamental policy of the British Prime Minis

ter has been mentioned earlier. The keystones of that policy 
were, both for the war and for the peace, Anglo-American 
unity and the continued might of the British Empire.
Churchill saw that Russia must emerge as the d ominant power
on the continent. This eventuality he accepted, determined;/!to accept any ally against the Germans, and trusting that 
the combined strength of the English-speaking world would 
offset Soviet power. It is not clear, moreover, that the
fear of' Russia’s postwar strength became paramount in his 
mind prior to the spring of 19kk* Nevertheless, when he
began to take practical thought toward containing Soviet 
expansion, he was met by the ingenuous attitude of Washington.

Roosevelt and Churchill at Teheran 
Two thoughts guided the conduct of the American

\leader as a member of the Big Three. The first of these was I
his determination to allow Stalin no cause for suspicion, 
notably for the suspicion that he was a less favored ally |

2UA number of citations could be made relative to 
Roosevelt’s mistaken notions about Russia. One one occasion 
he told former ambassador William C. Bullit: "I have a 
hunch that Stalin doesn't want anything but security for his 
country, and I think that if I give him everything that I possibly can and ask for nothing in return, noblesse oblige, 
he won't try to annex anything and will work for a world or 
democracy-and peace." (William C. Bullitt, op. cit., p. 83.)



of the United States and faced the combined opposition of 
his Western allies. The second was his ambition to assume 
the role of honest broker between the supposedly Tory 
Britain and Communist Russia. These two notions, and 
particularly the first, must be taken as the explanation 
for his conduct at Teheran, conduct which certainly offended 
Mr. Churchill and which coincided with a turning-point in

V /
the Roosevelt-Churchill relationship.

Pour times Roosevelt had sought a meeting with Stalin, 
and four times the Marshal had refused. A fifth overture, 
however, resulted in the first meeting of the Big Three 
leaders'̂  at Teheran in Persia during the late autumn of 19i|3. 
Here, at last, the American leader received the opportunity 
to meet his Russian ally face to face, and try to win the 
latter's confidence and co-operation. Undoubtedly the Chief
Executive knew that his task would not be easy, but he evi-

*

dently considered it the strongest card in his hand and was 
determined to play it. Stalin liked him, Roosevelt believed 
at least he was more friendly to him than to anyone else in 
the Western camp. ?/ishing to exploit this assumed dispos
ition of Marshal Stalin to the utmost, the President scrupu
lously avoided anything at which the Russians might take 
offense, even adopting an aloof and almost hostile attitude 
toward Churchill. At Cairo, before going to Teheran, he 
refused to meet privately with the British Premier, insist
ing upon the presence of Chiang-Kai-shek at the conference 
and inviting Russian attendants. In the Persian capital

67
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the same tactics were employed. Arguing that "the Russians 
wouldn't like it," Roosevelt bluntly declined to meet 
Churchill alone. Yet he stayed at the Russian embassy 
while in Teheran and had several meetings with Stalin from 
which Churchill was excluded. After the first three days 
of the conference the President went even farther in his 
attempts to woo Stalin. Peeling that the Russians could 
be ingratiated, and an atmosphere of cozy friendliness 
established at Churchill’s expense, Roosevelt proceeded 
to make fun of him in Stalin's presence. "Winston is 
cranky this moring," he began, "he got up on the wrong side 
of the bed." When this registered -with the Marshal he 
commenced teasing Churchill about "John Bull, about his 
cigars, about his Britishness, about his habits." Stalin 
laughed, but the Prime Minister grew red and scowled. ^
Churchill failed to appreciate either the humor or the

*

strategy, though his partner acknowledged that he behaved 
quite decently about it afterward. Indeed, it was the 
President's general attitude, rather than specific military 
or political decisions, which offended the British chief 
at Teheran. Undoubtedly Roosevelt did not want to be rude;, 
before the session at which he had derided Churchill he 
virtually apologised to the latter for "what I am going to 
do." Still, his behavior was certainly ill-advised, and 
gives some support to the charge that he allowed Stalin to

^Frances Perkins, The Roosevelt I Knew (New York: 
The Viking Press, 19^6), p. W *



drive a wedge between the Western powers. It may be won
dered, moreover, whether his conduct was not motivated in 
part by a desire to show Britain that it could expect no 
favors from the United States and must pin its hopes on

2 6t h e  U n i t e d  N a t i o n s  r a t h e r  t h a n  u p o n  t h e  b a l a n c e  o f  p o w e r .
Whatever may have been his reasons, he acted in a manner
which has drawn comment such as the following: "The Big
T h r e e  b e c a m e  t h e  E t e r n a l  T r i a n g l e ,  w i t h  R o o s e v e l t  t h e
f e m a l e ,  a l m o s t  f e l i n e ,  c h a r a c t e r ,  a n d  w i t h  S t a l i n  a n d
C h u r c h i l l ,  b o t h  a g g r e s s i v e l y  m a l e ,  t h e  r e s p e c t i v e  v i l l a i n

2 7a n d  h e r o  t h e  of t h e  p i e c e . "  '
v  T e h e r a n ,  a s  h a s  b e e n  s a i d ,  i n i t i a t e d  t h e  f i n a l  

p h a s e  o f  t h i s  h i s t o r i c  p a r t n e r s h i p .  T h o u g h  t h a t  p h a s e  
w i t n e s s e d  t h e  a p p r o a c h i n g  c o l l a p s e  o f  G e r m a n y , i t  w a s  i n  
a s e n s e ,  t h e  l e a s t  r e w a r d i n g  f r o m  t h e  s t a n d p o i n t  o f  A n g l o -  
A m e r i c a n  r e l a t i o n s .

- * *

A m e r i c a n  " L i b e r a l i s m "  v s .  B r i t i s h  " C o n s e r v a t i s m "
It would, no doubt, be a misuse of the historian's 

prerogatives to attempt a single explanation for the various 
conflicts arising between the two partners during the war.

26Elliott Roosevelt, op. cit., p. 228, writing of' the 
period after Teheran, quotes his father as saying: " I am 
seriously thinking of a trip to England ... I think that 
might be the best way to sell the British people and the British Parliament on the need for Britain to put its hopes for the future in the United Nations —  and not just in the 
British ability to get other countries to combine in some sort of b.loc against the Soviet Union." It is difficult to 
determine just what were Roosevelt's precise thoughts on 
these subjects. The fact is that he left really very little 
by way of a record of his own thoughts.

^Virginia Cowles, op. cit., p. 3kk*
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Thus one can point to the divergence between Roosevelt’s 
apparent trust in Russia and Churchill’s belief that the 
West should protect its own interests wherever it could

this theme beyond its actual merits. There is, however, -one 
source of conflict which definitely appears throughout thé 
history of the relationship, namely a disagreement over 
the alleged imperialism of Great Britain. While this 
issue cannot be said to have directly involved a mistake 
of the war, it does suggest itself as underlying American 
suspicions toward Churchill on several of the occasions 
when he sought to deal realistically with the Russian 
problem. In a sense, therefore, this issue may have heen 
partly responsible for several other altercations between 
London and Washington, altercations definitely connected 
with the problem of a mistaken war policy. Certainly the 
issue of imperialism did become one of the points of friction 
between the White House and Downing Street, and as such it 
may be treated here.

proudest nobility. While his fundamental allegiance to 
liberal democratic principles cannot be doubted, and 
through he was for several years a member of Britain’s 
Liberal party, a Tory came he into the world and a Tory 
shall he leave it. Pride in his ancestry, the Monarchy, 
and the Empire was flesh of his flesh and bone of his bone. 
He would not, he could not, take part in that Empire's

rightfully do so; but one must beware

Winston S. Churchill was the scion of England's



dissolution. Franklin D. Roosevelt, in contrast, shared 
the sentiments of the majority of his countrymen toward 
Great Britain as a colonial power. For Americans, imper
ialism is a deadly sin, and Great Britain is, somehow, a 
symbol of imperialism. Certainly most Americans have regarded 
Britain as an admirable nation, a splendid example of 
freedom and democracy, the mother-country and natural ally 
of their own republic. Most assuredly, they recognize,
His Britannic Majesty's Government is probably the least 
flagrant offender among Imperialists. Still, imperialism 
is a malum per se, and remains the last vice of which the 
British"friends must be cured. The United States itself 
had exploited the Negro and cheated the Indian; it had 
adopted rather dubious policies with regard to Latin 
America and the Asiatics; it had waged somewhat question
able wars with Mexico and Spain. But all of this had been 
"manifest destiny," self-preservation, or the extension of 
democracy; it had not been imperialism as the British were 
imperialistic. No, thought Americans between 19^1 and 19b5>

athe mote in King George's eye must be removed before he 
would be worthy of his American allies and their great 
crusade. President Roosevelt, of course, did not represent 
the extreme segment of anti-British prejudice in his 
country. On the contrary, he admired many British insti
tutions. Be found it natural to collaborate more closely 
with London than with Moscow. His own political philosophy, 
insofar as he had one, was fundamentally conservative in
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orientation. Yet to suggest that he was not really and 
sincerely anti-colonial is to overlook facts presented 
in the memoirs of those who knew him best. This anti
colonialism inevitably led him into some degree of con
flict with his friend and partner, that gentleman who 
preferred the term "British Empire" to "British Common
wealth. "

For President Roosevelt the second world war was
indeed America's second crusade to make the world safe
for democracy. More specifically, perhaps, his purpose
was to insure the safety of the four freedoms, including
freedom" from the fear of likely wars. In the mind of the
President, and in that of his Secretary of State, one of
the potential causes of such wars was colonialism; the
continuation of that institution was therefore incompatible

?8with American institutions. It may be that Roosevelt's
. tr

ideas on this subject were naive; it may be that they 
were unduly alarmist. Certainly they aroused the opposition
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"The colonial system means war," Roosevelt once 
told his son. "Exploit the resources of an India, a Burma, 
a Java; take all the wealth out of these countries, but never 
put anything back into them, things like education, decent* 
standards of living, minimum health requirements —  all you're doing is storing up the kind of trouble that leads to 
war." (Elliott Roosevelt, op. cit., pp. 223-22!(..) Nor did 
Roosevelt exclude British possessions from among the casus 
belli. Hull writes: "We had definite ideas with respect 
‘ifcTTThe future of the British colonial empire, on which we 
differed with the British. It might be said that that 
Empire was-no business of ours; but we felt that •unless de
pendent people were assisted toward ultimate self-government 
and were given it when, as we said, they were 'worthy of it 
and ready for it,' they would provide kernels of conflict." 
(Cordell Hull, op. cit., II, 1I4.77—1̂-}-78»)



of the Tory gentleman on Downing Street. The first phase 
of this conflict of aims and opinions was opened with the 
signing of the Atlantic Charter. In the view of Mr. 
Churchill, as expressed to the Commons on September 9»
191+1» this declaration of war aims referred to "the restor
ation of sovereignty ... of the states ... now under the 
Nazi yoke.” This, he averred, was "quite a separate 
problem from the progressive evolution of self-governing 
institutions in the regions and peoples that owe allegiance 
to the British Crown.Roosevelt,  however, did not 
3hare this exact interpretation of the Atlantic document.
In his mind the Charter had been directed against any 
political or commercial system hampering the equality of 
peoples or the concomitant freedom of competitive trade, 
lie had, in fact, told Churchill on the occasion of the 
Atlantic meeting: "I can't believe that we can fight a war 
against fascist slavery and at the same time not work to 
free people all over the world from a backward colonial 
policy."* 3® Great Britain, Prance, and the Netherlands 
must therefore liberalize their imperial policies. The 
British commercial system of Imperial Preference, out
lined in the Ottawa Agreements, should be altered.3-*-

^Quoted in Chester Wilmot, op. cit., p. 633*
30 Ibid.
3 -̂This question had been the object of some dis

cussion at Argentia, Roosevelt taking exceptions to the 
Empire trade agreements and Churchill replying that 
"England does not propose for a moment to lose its favored 
position among the British Dominions." (Elliott Roosevelt, 
o p. cit.. pp. 35-36) Once Churchill scored a distinct point by reminding the Americans of the former British free
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Later Roosevelt was to tell his son Elliott:
"I've tried to make it clear to Winston —  and the 
others —  that, while we're their allies and in it 
to victory by their side, they must never get the 
idea that we're in it just to help them hang on to 
the archaic, medieval Empire ideas ... Great Britain signed the Atlantic Charter. I hope they realize 
the United States government means to make them live up to it."32

With America's actual entrance into the war, and 
with Japan's conquest of Dutch and British possessions in 
the Par East, the position of the United States relative 
to the colonial question was considerably strengthened. 
Those Pacific islands would be reconquered, in the main,
by American men and equipment; America had the right,

\

therefore, to make demands with regard to their status 
after the war. ¥/hen Mr. Roosevelt did in fact make such 
demands, Queen Wilhelmina of the Netherlands deferred to 
him; not so the Prime Minister of Great Britain. Once or 
twice Roosevelt asked Churchill to relinquish Hong Kong 
as a sign of friendship toward China; the British saw no 
need to display their good will in this way.33 jn 19^2 * 3
trade policy, which had coincided with the American policy 
of protective tariffs. The final wording of the Atlantic 
Charter was something of a compromise on this matter. (Winston S. Churchill, The Grand Alliance, pp. J4.36-i1.3 7) 
Concerning the Charter as a whole, Churchill makes this com
ment: "Considering all the tales of my reactionary, OldWorld outlook, and the pain this is said to have caused the 
President, I"am glad it should be on record that the sub
stance and spirit of what came to be called the 'Atlantic 
Charter' was' in its fii»sf draft a British production cast in 
my own words." (Ibid., p. I4.3I4.)

32Elliott Roosevelt, op, cit,, pp. 121-122.
33As

cit., pp, 
rith Stalin at

a matter of fact, according to Elliott Roosevelt, 
203r20l|., the President had carried on discussions 

~t Teheran, and with Churchill absent, on the sublet of British extra-territorial rights in China. Roosevelt Lad agreed to support Chiang in this matter; Stalin agreed to



the President vainly urged his colleague to grant India 
immediate dominion status. Indeed, at nearly every major 
meeting Roosevelt returned to the question of British \

j
colonial possessions. It appeared at times that the /

J* '/Americans regarded "Tories" with greater distrust than 
Communists. Yet Mr. Churchill would make no definite com
mitments to his allies regarding a "liberalization" of 
British colonial policy. "We mean to hold our own," he 
told a group of hearers on November 10, 191+2. "I have 
not become the King's first minister to preside over the j 
liquidation of the British Empire."* 3̂ " Unquestionably, J  

these words aimed primarily at Mr. Churchill's partner, 
to whom he said upon one occasion: "Mr. President, I be
lieve you are trying to do away with the British Empire."35

These differences upon the issue of British imper
ialism led to some asperity in the verbal exchanges between 
the two men, and also to the adoption of some American 
policies definitely unfriendly to the British.3^ Washington, 
for example, would not allow American Civil Affairs officers 
to serve under Admire Lord Louis Mountbatten in Asia, lest

-^■Quoted in Chester Wilmot, op. cit., p. 635.
3^Ibid.
3<3Upon one occasion Roosevelt said to Churchill: 

"Winston ... You have four hundred years of acquisitive 
instinct in your blood and you just don't understand how 
a country might not want to acquire land somewhere if they 
can get it. A new period has openèd in the world and you 
will have to adjust yourself to it." (Quoted in Virginia 
Cowles, op. cit., p. 3l+3)
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America seem to associate herself with colonialism.
American suspicions were also aroused by what was considered 
British intervention in the Internal affairs of other 
countries, or British attempts to establish spheres of in\ 
fluence. Thus many Americans were taken aback when /
Churchill In 19U+ sought to strike a bargain with Stalinj  

over spheres of influence in the Balkans.37 Thus American 
feelings, including those of the President, were aroused 
when Churchill sent British troops into Greece to with
stand the Communist partisans. Thus, finally, American 
antipathy was evidenced when the British leader expressed 
his sympathy for the Italian monarchy and his distrust 
for the Italian politician, Count Carlo Sforza. In none 
of these instances, however, does it appear that a truly 
consequential rift occurred. The most important occasion 
was that of the British Intervention in Greece in November 
and December, lpîJLj.* When Mr. Churchill took this unilateral 
military action to save that country from Communism, Presi
dent Roosevelt was disturbed. He informed his friend tha\t 
while he earnestly desired a satisfactory settlement of ttijp 
Greek situation, American public opinion and the traditional
non-interventionist policy of the United States prevented'

370f. Cordell Hull, o|3. cit., II, p. li+73* ThePresident agreed to abid by this arrangement on the under
standing that it would not extend beyond three months 
after the war. Hull did not approve of this concession*



him from offering any practical helpi^ The British policy, 
however, was eventually vindicated by the United States 
government and by American public opinion. In 19^7 it was 
America, and not Britain, who took the responsibility for 
intervening in Greece.

Neither does it appear that either Roosevelt or 
Churchill must be labelled as decidedly and stubbornly 
wrong in his opinions regarding imperialism. Mr. Churchill
considered British rule a benefaction both to the world and/

/to those territories under the British Crown. He thought,.. . • ..... . JImoreover, that the immediate dissolution of the Empire 
would only pave the way for imperialism on the part of a 
less civilized and benign power. To say the least, such 
a view of things was not unreasonable. Mr. Roosevelt, on 
the other hand, was no doubt theoretically correct in his
ideas, however unrealistic they may have been. Certainly

*

his thinking was in accord with traditional American 
policies and beliefs. And, after all, a felicitous union 
of conservative and liberal principles is not an unnatural 
or impossible alliance. Unfortunately, this particular 
alliance was complicated by the presence of a third ally / 
whose imperialism and illiberalism were not manifest to all. 
While American ingenuously believed that Russia was not 
necessarily a problem, Great Britain was frequently regarded 
as something of a wicked stepmother. "Poor old England," 
said the Prime Minister late in 19bb* "••• We have to assume 
the burden of the most thankless tasks, and in undertaking

3®winston S. Churchill, Triumph and Tragedy, p. 301.
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them to be scoffed at, criticized and opposed from every 
quarter; but at least we know where we are making for, 
know what is the end of the road, know what is our object
ive •••"89 Many there are who believe that Mr» Churchill's 
partner did not know where he was going in 19^+»

Unconditional Surrender» The "Drive to Berlin"
Before terminating this chapter on conflicts it 

may be well briefly to recount two other episodes of the 
Roosevelt-Churchill relationship. While one of them, at 
least, does not involve a clear divergence between Premier 
and President, each illustrates the difficulty in assessing 
their respective responsibility for the conduct of the war. 
Both, moreover, are concerned with aspects of the war sub
sequently considered by some to have been a mistake. These 
are first, the enunciation of the formula of unconditional 
surrender, demanded of the Axis, powers, and second, the 
decision in early April, 19h$* to uphold Gen. Eisenhower's 
plan for concentrating upon the division of German forces 
rather than upon the seizure of Berlin.

The origin of the term "unconditional surrender," 
as employed to denote the high policy of the Allies, is 
somewhat obscure. Indeed, for a number of years following 
the war a definite aura of mystery surrounded the question. 
Mr. Churchill, in July, 19k9, stated that he had first 
heard thefromula from the lips of President Roosevelt at 
their joint press conference concluding the Casablanca
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89QUoted in Virginia Cowles, op, cit., p. 3^6.



meeting. This version received apparent substantiation 
from the President himself in a conversation with Harry 
Hopkins, the implication being that the phrase had acci
dently sprung into his mind during the press conference. 
Elliott Roosevelt, however, presented a new rendition of 
the term's history to postwar readers, stating that his 
father had suggested the formula to Churchill at a meal 
in Casablanca and that the latter had readily enough 
endorsed it after a few moments' reflection. A more com
plete account of the facts, finally, appeared in the 
fourth volume of the Churchillian memoirs, The Hinge of 
Fate. — Here the Prime Minister, though unable to recall the 
incident mentioned by Elliott, retracts his own previous 
statement and attributes it to a faulty memory. The ques
tion had obviously been discussed before its announcement, 
he says, since it was recorded in a memorandum sent by 
him to the war cabinet four days prior to the final press 
conference. He had, indeed, been surprised by his 
colleague's declaration to the reporters, but this was 
evidently caused by Roosevelt's reference to the fact that 
unconditional surrender would be demanded of all their 
enemies. Nevertheless, desirous as he was of preserving 
perfect harmony with his partner, the Prime Minister immed
iately supported this stand despite the fact that their 
original agreement had favored an exemption for Italy.

^Winston S. Churchill, The Hinge of Fate, pp. 685 
ff. Elliott Roosevelt's account is cited here.
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Mr. Churchill continued to support the policy of 

unconditional surrender throughout the war. Reflecting 
upon that policy, he expresses his belief that it was not 
a mistake, and he accepts his share of the responsibility 
for having devised it.^

The question of the "drive to Berlin" arose at a 
time when President Roosevelt’s health was such as to 
suggest that he could not adequately grasp the full im
portance of the issue. To be sure much the same question 
had arisen as early as autumn of the previous year, and 
had continued to provide a basis for disagreement and 
some bitterness between the Western powers. Fundamentally, 
the issue revolved upon the question of which was the more 
appropriate means for carrying out the final defeat of 
Germany. Should Gen. Eisenhower move his forces along a 
"broad front", or should he concentrate upon a "single 
thrust" apparently aimed at Berlin? Eisenhower himself, 
concerned with winning the war in the quickest and surest

■^Winston S. Churchill, The Hinge of Fate, pp. 687 
ff. Roosevelt, it seems, believed it necessary to defeat the 
Germans thoroughly, in order to avoid the possibility that 
they would later charge that they had really not been de-- 
feated at all. Experience, of course, suggested such rea
soning, though one wonders if a future Hitler could not just 
as well find another means for arousing the Germans against 
their former enemies. It has been suggested that Churchill 
never considered the formula of much more than propaganda 
value, with little or no practical implications. Reading 
Churchill's words on the subject, it seems difficult to accept such a view. The Prime Minister states that the form
ula was actually less formidable than any specific demands 
which the anti-Axis forces would have laid down. This is 
intended as an argument in defense of the formula, but it 
impresses this writer, at any rate, as being an evasion of 
the very point to be argued. Was there not a third altern
ative, namely peace terms which were not so severe? This question will be discussed briefly in the Conclusion.
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way, repeatedly inclined to the forraer view. Concerned with 
attaining military victory in the cheapest, safest, and 
quickest way, he declined to risk so much on a single drive 
as long as the argument for such was urged on military 
grounds alone.^ 2 The British, on the other hand, including
the Prime Minister, the chiefs of staff, and the field com'«-I
manders, were increasingly impressed with the necessity off 
capturing the German capital and other key cities before j 

the Russians did so. The culmination of hostilities, Mr.| 
Churchill foresaw, would witness the establishment of 
another front, marking the boundary between the Western ahd 
Soviet spheres of influence. Obviously, this line should 
be drawn as far to the East as possible, and in Churchill’s 
opinion this could be more easily accomplished if the Anglo- 
Americans won the prestige and the political advantages to 
be had from seizing Berlin, Prague, and Vienna. Since the 
issue arose on the eve of the Yalta Conference, however, 
and since he was loathe to irritate the still sanguine 
Americans, he did not press his contentions on political 
grounds. Instead,-he suggested the demoralizing effect 
upon the enemy should their capital city fall; but this 
failed to impress the Americans. At one point he urged 
that Field Marshal Alexander become Deputy Supreme Com
mander, hoping that Eisenhower would make him director of

•̂L2The American attitude is expressed by Gen. Omar 
Bradley thusly: "I could see no advantage accruing from 
the capture of Berlin that would offset the need for quick 
destruction of the German army on our front. As soldiers we looked naively on this British inclination to complicate 
the war with politcal foresight and non-military objectives. 
^Chester Wilmot, op. cit., p. 693«)
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ground force activities. Roosevelt divined his intentions 
and vetoed such an arrangement. This was, perhaps, Mr.
Ghurchill’s darkest hour since 19i|l? it was certainly the 
most formidable disagreement between the Western allies 
throughout the war.

Although this debate on final strategy was to con
tinue after Mr. Roosevelt's death on April 12, ±9k$> it 
did approach something of a climax in the days immediately 
preceding that tragic event. In the final days of March,
Gen. Eisenhower was completing his preparations for the 
last campaign on the i/estern front. Uninformed of mounting 
East-Wbst tension, and fearing the possibility of a last- 
ditch German stand in the Bavarian Alps (the National Re
doubt), he decided to focus his attention on dividing the 
Reich by thrusting forward his central armies toward a 
junction with the Russians in the Leipzig-Dresden area.
This meant, almost certainly, that his final opportunity 
to enter Berlin before the Russians must be by-passed. 
Accordingly, he informed London, Washington, and Moscow 
of his intentions, sending one message directly to Stalin, 
as Commander-in-Chief of the Red forces. This direct manner 
of communication with the Russian political leader, together 
with his plans for a central drive, brought down upon the 
Supreme Commander the ire of the British chiefs of staff.
They telegraphed their resentment to their Washington counter 
parts, who as usual supported Eisenhower. It was obvious 
that another impasse had been reached; Churchill felt ob
liged to attempt a settlement by communicating directly



83
with Roosevelt. This time, however, he felt justified 
in urging his tactical devices as clearly political ex
pedients. The Yalta Conference had been concluded, and 
subsequent events in Poland and Rumania were beginning 
to shake Mr. Roosevelt's trust in Stalin. On April 1, 
therefore, Churchill wired Roosevelt, reiterating his 
high regard for the American officers and minimizing the 
divergences of opinion which occasionally arose. Never
theless, Churchill wrote, surely the President would con
sider the importance of entering Berlin before the Comraun-

"There is, moreover, another aspect which it is 
proper for you and me to consider (he wrote).
The Russian armies will no doubt overrun all Austria 
and enter Vienna. If they also take Berlin will 
not their impression that they have been the over
whelming contributor to our common victory be un
duly imprinted on their minds, and may not this 
lead them into a mood which will raise grave and formidable difficulties in the future? I there
fore consider that from a political standpoint 
we should march as far east into Germany as poss
ible, and that should Berlin be in our grasp we 
should certainly take it. This also appears 
sound on military grounds. "G-3

B u t  R o o s e v e l t ,  i f  t h e  d e c i s i o n  w a s  s t i l l  h i s  t o  m a k e , o n c e  
m o r e  p r e f e r r e d  t o  a b i d e  b y  t h e  o p i n i o n s  o f  h i s  m i l i t a r y /
advisors. He curtly replied that he regretted such un
fortunate reactions should arise at the moment of a great 
victory.^ Once again the Prime Minister had to concur in

^Winston S. Churchill, Triumph and Tragedy, p. 1+65.
1+1+Virginia Cowles, op. cit., p. 3l+9. Prom the ̂ various 

accounts of this incident which were available it was im
possible to determine with perfect certainty just who made



the decision of his partner. The United States, after all, 
had contributed two-thirds of the men and three-fourths of 
the equipment which comprised the invasion of Europe. The 
leader of the United Kingdom was in no position to dictate 
where American blood should be shed or how American dollars 
should be spent. Churchill temporarily ended discussion 
upon the subject with another wire to Roosevelt on April 5» 
The closing words of this message were: "Amantiuro irae 
amoris integratior est.

Eight years later the Prime Minister would write 
his reflections upon these events of early 191+5 » and whiles 
he would excuse Mr. Roosevelt on the grounds of illness and ) 
Mr. Truman on the grounds of inexperience, he would ill

-j?conceal his resentment over the decisions made. The m<5st 
pertinent passages in these reflections are worth quoting 
at some length:

"As a war waged by a coalition draws to its 
end political aspects have a mounting importance.
In Washington expedaily long and wider views should 
have prevailed. It is true that American thought is * 1

the final decision to uphold Eisenhower’s plan for aiming 
at Central Germany rather than Berlin. The debate contin
ued into Truman’s administration, later involving the 
question of entering Czechoslovakia. Apparently, however, 
this particular phase of the Berlin argument did reach a settlement, Churchill relenting, around the 1+th or 5th of 
April. What part the dying President played in it is also 
under doubt. Churchill says: "Actually, though I did not 
realize it, the President’s health was now so feeble that 
it was Gen. Marshall who had to deal with these grave prob
lems." (Winston S. Churchill, Triumph and Tragedy, p. 4 6 6) 
Yet Roosevelt evidently answered Churchill’ 3 wire of April
1. The passage cited from Miss Cowles cites in turn an 
article by Frank Pogue, "Why Eisenhower's Forces Stopped at the Elbe," World Politics, April, 1952. This article was 
not available to me.

^ » W i n s t o n  s. C h u r c h i l l ,  T r i u m p h  and T r a g e d y ,  p .  1+68.
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at least disinterested in matters which seem to 
relate to territorial acquisitions, but when wolves are about the shepherd must guard his flock, even if 
he does not himself care for mutton. 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 public, and were all soon swamped, and for the 
time being effaced by the flowing tide of victory. 
Nevertheless, as will not now be disputed, they played 
a 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 so hard. We can now see 
this deadly hiatus which existed between the fading 
of President 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. Neither the military 
chiefs nor the State Department received the guid
ance they required. The former confined themselves 
to their professional sphere; the latter did not 
comprehend the issues involved. The indespensible 
political direction was lacking at the moment when 
it was most needed. The United States stood on the 
scene of victory, master of world fortunes, but 
without a true or coherent design. Britain, though 
still very powerful, could not act decisively along.
I could at this stage only warn and plead. Thus this 
climax of apparently measureless success was to me a most unhappy time. I moved amid cheering crowds, or 
sat at a table adorned with congratulations or bless
ings from every part of the Grand Alliance, with an 
aching heart and a mind oppressed with forebodings.

"The destruction of German military power had 
brought with it a fundamental change in the relations 
between Communist Russia and the Y/estern democracies. They had lost their common enemy, which was almost 
their sole bond of union. Henceforward Russian im
perialism and Communist creed saw and set no bounds 
to their progress and ultimate dominion, and more 
than two years were to pass before they were con
fronted again with an equal will power. I should not tell this tale now, when all is plain in the 
glaring light, if I had not known and felt it when 
all was dim, and when abounding triumph only intensi
fied the inner darkness of human affairs. Of this 
the reader must be the judge.U7

U56.
^^Winston S. Churchill, Triumph and Tragedy, pp. Ij.55-
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Perhaps a disproportionate amount of space has been 

here devoted to the subject of conflicts. The justification 
for this must be the importance which these conflicts seem 
to have in the light of retrospect, and not the importance 
generally conceded to them at the time. It may be well to 
re-emphasize, moreover, that some of the matter treated 
here pertains, not to positive and specific disagreements 
between the two statesmen, but to apparent differences in 
their general outlook upon the great problems of the day.
A consideration of both the specific disagreements and the 
differences of outlook is of value in attempting to judge 
the over-all failures and achievements of the partnership, 
but it must not be thought that either seriously affected 
the general unity and amity which prevailed within it. 
Neither must it be thought, of course, that the incidents 
and issues discussed in this chapter were the only ones 
which might have been included. Space could have been 
devoted, for example, to the matter of the two French 
generals,. Charles DeGaulle and Henri Giraud, or to the 
question of American participation in the bombing of 
Germany. However, since a thesis of this nature is greatly 
limited, the purpose here has been to relate only those 
aspects of the partnership’s history which seem to be of 
particular importance.



CHAPTER IV

A PERSONAL FRIENDSHIP
If Harry Hopkins aspired to effect a situation 

whereby the two heads of government could meet and work 
together on terms of easy intimacy, that hard-working 
gentleman must be credited with having achieved his goal. 
While it would be too much to say that Roosevelt and 
Churchill ever became close personal friends, a genuine
friendship did nevertheless crown their relationship. The

\fruit of this friendship, so to speak, was their ability 
to collaborate with a minimum of tension, formality, and 
misunderstanding. Supporting and sustaining it was their 
sincere desire to "get along," a mutual respect for each 
other's dignity and each other'-s problems, and the fact 
that each found in the other an interesting and enjoyable 
companion. Undoubtedly these factors helped to prevent a 
number of unpleasant situations, for in some respects the 
combination of President and Premier was not without some
thing of the potentialities of nitrogen mixed with glycerin. 

For all their similarities, there were decided 
differences in the personalities of Mr. Roosevelt and Mr, 
Churchill, As Mr. Robert Sherwood has suggested, one 
ordinarily thinks of American statesmen as rather brusque 
fellows, in sharp contrast to their subtle and reserved



British counterparts. Yet something of an exact reversal 
of types could be seen in the meeting of the two war 
leaders.^ While Churchill was the very embodiment of 
candor and tenacity, evidently incapable of cunning, his 
American friend probably came nearer to being a Machia
vellian than any other occupant of the White House. Need
less to say, this fact rendered the partners capable of 
annoying each other on occasion. Still another possible 
source of friction was jealousy. The great ones of the 
earth must be pardoned if they are often inclined to be 
jealous of the prestige, as Roosevelt, at least, quite 
obviously was. One may wonder If that most human of all 
reactions ever tempted the President as he shared the lime
light with one who was every bit his equal in stature and 
ability.

"Personality clashes," however, are a luxury which 
statesmen cannot afford, and they were, in fact, less in 
evidence here than were differences in policy. While the 
relationship was always kept on the highest professional 
plane, as was both fitting and necessary, much that might 
have been expected in the way of bickering, cant, and rigid 
adherence to protocol was avoided. Instead, a genial sym
pathy and a comfortable familiarity characterized the 
relationship from first to last. Had it been otherwise, 
the remarkable partnership would scarcely have been possible.

■^Robert Sherwood, op. cit., p. 361)..
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The unusual degree of frankness which marked the 
personal intercourse of the two men has already been noted. 
Naturally, this candor had its limitations. When once 
asked to verify a story that he had addressed Roosevelt 
with "The Prime Minister of Great Britain has nothing to 
hide from the President of the United States," Churchill 
replied, "I could not possibly have made such a statement 
as that. The President himself would have been well aware 
that it was not strictly true."^ Yet both men apparently 
realized that they had little to gain by failing to be as 
open as possible with one another. Even at Argentia there 
had been little reserve. During that first conference 
Churchill evidenced his own forthrightness by telling his 
colleague, "Mr. President ... we know that you constitute 
our only hope. And you know that we know it. You know that
we know that without America, the Empire won’t stand. " 3

*

Coupled with frankness was familiarity in manner. 
Beginning with the 1941 encounter, Roosevelt called his part 
ner as "Winston" save when greater formality was demanded by 
the occasion. An inveterate "tease," he was not averse 
to some good-natured joking at his friend’s expense when 
in the latter’s company. So long as this display of 
Presidential humor remained manifestly friendly, the Prime 
Minister did not seem to object. The Premier, on his part,

2Ibid., pp. 442-443
3Elliott Roosevelt, op. cit.. pp. 41-42.
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had a habit which occasionally annoyed Roosevelt.
Abounding in nervous energy, he sometimes irked his com
panion by pressing toward the completion of a task which 
the President had rather lay aside for the moment. When 
this happened, Roosevelt would simply turn to his stamp 
collection or otherwise appear distrait; Churchill 
would then leave the room or tactfully alter the convers- 
ation.'l

Unquestionably Mr. Churchill's constant deference 
to and courtesy toward the President smoothed the path for 
their personal relationship. Despite Roosevelt's "Winston,” 
the Prime Minister ordinarily took care to preserve the 
traditional "Mr. President." Good Englishman that he was, 
the scion of the house of Marlborough remembered his "place," 
and constantly maintained due respect for the man whose only 
British equal was the king. It must not be thought, however, 
that Churchill's politeness was manufactured. Loyalty and 
gratitude were part of his make-up, and in his eyes Roosevelt 
had earned both as the man who helped Britain in her most 
troublesome times. Thus, whatever his disagreements with 
the Chief Executive might have been, he could not allow
himself to belittle the latter in conversation, nor would

qhe allow others to do so,^ When visiting the Whit© House, 
or when at the great conferences, it was Churchill's pleasure 
to display his respect and affection by frequently pushing 
the President's wheel-chair. Neither must it be imagined

^James Parley, op. cit., p. 360. 
^Virginia Cowles, op, cit., p. 336.



that courtesy was all on the part of the Premier. Act
ually, both leaders always maintained a sympathetic atti
tude toward each other's special problems and viewpoints. 
Once, at Yalta, when Churchill was being particularly 
tenacious on some point, Roosevelt demonstrated his under
standing by turning to Hopkins and saying, "We've got to 
remember that Winston has an election coming up."^ Simi
larly, Churchill frequently deferred to his friend’s wishes 
in matters which constituted domestic political problems 
for the President. This sort of courtesy made it possible 
for the partnership to weather quite easily the several 
storms' which might have threatened it. Thus while the 
year 19)|)| brought serious problems on which the partners 
could not see eye to eye, Ross McIntyre has this to say 
of their personal relations at the second Quebec Confer
ence: "It seemed to me, and this was not only my opinion,
that the President and the Prime Minister worked more 
amicably and smoothly than at any previous time, as a re
sult of better understanding and what had become a real 
friendship.

Nor does it appear that the personal relationship 
was ever disturbed by jealousy. Certainly this was true 
as far as Churchill was concerned, and there seems to be 
no reason for assuming that Roosevelt was ever invidious 
of his partner. When the Prime Minister made his initial

^Robert Sherwood, op. cit., p. 36l|..
7ross M cIntyre, Whlte'House Physician (New York:

. Putnam’s Sons, 19l|6 ), p7 203.
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visit to Washington, immediately after Pearl Harbor, 
Presidential Secretary Stephen Early was disturbed lest 
his magnificent oratory detract from Roosevelt's own 
reputation as a speaker, Roosevelt himself was greatly 
amused at the concern, and not at all dismayed by the 
prospect of being out-shone in the field of forensics.^

Another "catalyst" in the Roosevelt-Churchill 
relations was their ability to stimulate each other.
"It's fun to be in the same decade with you," wrote the 
President to his friend upon one occasion. As a matter 
of fact, there were really few people whom either man 
cared to listen to, but each found the other's conversation 
tremendously interesting. While a guest in Washington, 
Churchill xvould endeavor to avoid tiring his host by feign
ing to retire at a reasonably hour. Roosevelt, however, 
though in the habit of going tp bed early, preferred to 
remain talking until a much later time of night. Even so, 
Churchill and Hopkins usually continued the conversation 
until later still. Thus from early morning until late at 
night, the two men, plus Hopkins, entertained each other 
with conversation covering the world at large and a con
siderable part of its history.9 The three almost always 
lunched together, and even at the more social evening 
meal, when family and perhaps guests were present, the

O°Robert Sherwood, op. cit., p. 14l4*
9Ibid., p. Ijlj.2•
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atmosphere remained friendly and informal. Indeed, during 
Churchill's visits to Washington, he simply became a mem
ber of the Roosevelt family.

There can be no doubt, of course, that friendship 
flowered principally because the two leaders were deter
mined to work together with as much ease and as little 
argument as possible. Like all friendships, moreover, 
this one was maintained at the cost of some effort. A 
small episode may serve to illustrate how Mr. Churchill, 
for one, was bent on preserving cordiality by scrupulously 
avoiding any action possibly offensive to his friend.
While in the United States early in 19^2, Churchill spent 
several days on vacation in Florida, and during his stay 
there he conceived the idea of a telephone call to Repub
lican leader, Yfendell Willkie. He had, in fact, met 
Willkie on a previous occasion,, and e vidently considered 
it the part of courtesy to contact him during the American 
visit. Due to someone's blunder, however, the telephone 
call intended for Willkie connected Churchill with Presi
dent Roosevelt, who thus became aware that his friend was 
seeking a conversation with an erstwhile opponent. Since- 
these were the early days of their acquaintance, the Prime 
Minister felt some misgivings as to what Roosevelt's re
action to this might have been. Was the President offended, 
he discreetly inquired, at his desire to renew his friendship 9

9Ibid., p, Ul+2.
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with the titular head of the Republican party? The answer, 
of course, was that the President had not taken offense, 
but the incident is indicative of Mr. Churchill’s extreme 
caution in matters where his relation to Roosevelt was 
concerned.

What, in reality, was the Prime Minister’s estim
ation of the President as man and statesman, and what did 
Roosevelt actually think about his partner? If is not 
possible to answer these questions completely, for the 
very good reason that neither man has endowed us with a 
detailed statement of his opinions regarding the other.
All would be fairly simple if one could accept the author
itative and excellent memoirs of Mr. Churchill as a certain 
guide to a revelation of his own mind, or if one could em
ploy Elliott Roosevelt’s book, for example, as a basis for 
theorizing about the President’s beliefs. Unfortunately, 
one cannot evade the possibility that Churchill as historian, 
though certainly truthful, is perhaps not altogether frank 
about his opinion of Roosevelt. In spite of the fact that 
he writes with no little detail, one can well imagine that 
graciousness would incline him to reticence rather than 'let 
him criticize one to whom he felt he owed so m u c h . M u c h

■^Vinston S. Churchill, The Grand Alliance, pp. 696-
697.

It is not proper, of course, to impute motives to 
a writer of such standing as Mr. Churchill. Nevertheless, 
it is conceivable that he refrained from any statements 
which might be taken as casting reflections upon Roosevelt. 
For example, in discussing the various differences between 
the President and himself, he gives no indication that he
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less reliable as a standard for interpreting minds is 
such a book as that by the President’s son. While it 
would be unjust, no doubt, to accuse him of misrepresent
ation, it is not unfair to suppose that the author of As 
He Saw It fails to give a complete or fully accurate pic
ture of his father's mind.

With these reservations and explanations, it is not 
impossible to establish some facts in answer to the ques
tions posed. Much the easier is that pertaining to Churchill's 
estimation of Roosevelt, and it may be said that the British 
chief entertained a genuine admiration for his American 
counterpart. A politican himself, he could not but respect 
the President's mastery of political problems, his ability 
to break the third-term tradition, and his success in 
leading his country out of isolation. No doubt the eulogy 
delivered by Churchill on the occasion of Roosevelt's 
death cannot be taken as an objective critique of the 
President's life and work. Nevertheless, it is inconceiv
able that Mr. Churchill did not speak from the heart when 
he rendered perhaps the most glowing tribute ever paid the 
leader of a foreign country. It is not necessary to quote 
in full that eloquent oration, but a few passages may be

considers the American chief to have been culpably guilty 
of bad judgment. Yet, as strongly as he felt about some 
of those issues, and in view of the march of events immediately f-o 11 owing Roosevelt's death, one may well wonder if 
his subsequent opinion of his partner, at least, was not 
somewhat less favorable than that which is suggested by 
his memoirs.
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given, and they must be taken as indicative of Churchill's 
estimation of his friend and colleague. For even if it 
must be acknowledged that the Prime Minister’s respect 
and admiration wavered at times, that respect and admiration 
certainly never ceased.I2 Paying tribute to the deceased 
President, the leader of Great Britain said in part:

" I conceived an admiration for him (Roosevelt) 
as a statesman, a man of affairs, and a war'leader,
I felt the utmost confidence in his upright, in
spiring character and outlook, and a personal 
regard —  affection, I must say —  for him beyond 
my power to express today. His love of his own 
country, his respect for its constitution, his 
power of gauging the tides and currents of its 
mobile public opinion, were always evident, but 
added to these were the beatings of that generous 
heart which was always stirred to anger and to 
action by spectacles of aggression and oppression 
by the strong against the weak ...

"In the days of peace he had broadened and 
stabilized the foundations of American life and ' union. In war he had raised the strength, might, 
and glory of the Great Republic to'a‘height never 
attained by any nation in history ...

"But all this was no more than worldly power 
and grandeur, had it not been that the causes of 
human freedom and social justice to which so much 
of his life had been given, added a lustre ...
For us it remains only to say that in Franklin 
Roosevelt there died the greatest American friend 
we have ever known, and the greatest champion of 
freedom who has ever brought help and comfort from the New World to the Old."13

All this is rhetoric, and helps us not a whit to determine 
what Churchill may have thought of a hundred and one part
iculars of Rooseveltian policy. However, it demonstrates 
quite clearly that the Premier’s regard and respect for 
his comrade were unfeigned.

-L2Robert Sherwood, op. cit., p. 351«
13winston S. Churchill, Triumph and Tragedy, pp. l|.7l|,



It is a little harder to discover Mr. Roosevelt's 
opinion of Churchill. Certainly he did think of the latter 
as being somewhat to the "right1' of himself, —  A Tory of 
the old school, as he said on one occasion. Yet he apprec
iated the superb qualities which made his friend an excellent 
leader of wartime Britain. "... his mind is perfect for 
that of a war leader," the President once told Elliott,
"But Winston Churchill lead England after the war? It’d 
never work.^ Upon another occasion he told Gen. Eisenhower, 
after relating instances of disagreement with the Briton,
"No one could have a better or sturdier ally than that old

iqTory. ^ Perhaps Roosevelt judged his partner in a some
what less generous light than that by which he was judged, 
Frances Perkins quotes a few words from he chief which, 
brief and casual though they were, may suggest that the 
President’s admiration for Churchill was not unmarred by 
an impatience with some of his qualities. Speaking of the 
artificial harbors employed in the Normandy invasion, 
Roosevelt said, "You know, that was Churchill’s idea. Just 
one of those brilliant ideas of his. He has a hundred a 
day and about four of them are good ... Great fellow, that 
Churchill, if you can keep up with him."'1'̂

But whatever they may have truly thought of each

^Elliott Roosevelt, op. cit., p. 39«
^Dwight D. Eisenhower, op. cit., p. 19^»
■^Frances Perkins, op. cit., p. 383»
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other, there is no doubting their friendship. That friend
ship "grew out of mutual need and a common ability to 
appreciate the drama of history, as well as out of the

if 1 7burdens of those who must make the history. x <

17Ibid. p. 80



CHAPTER V
CONCLUSION

It is difficult to determine whether proximity in 
time is helpful or detrimental to the proper evaluation of 
men and events. John Ruskin once wrote that the only 
history worth reading is that written at the time of which 
it treats, but while this may be true of historical narra
tive it is not necessarily the case with respect to his
torical interpretation. The question, however, need not \
be answered, for whether or not they are possessed of the 
proper perspective, men cannot refrain from imposing at 
least tentative judgments upon the great men among their 
contemporaries. Thus one need not feel too daring as he 
approaches the problem of a ssessing first, the respective 
responsibility of Roosevelt and Churchill for the conduct 
of the war, and second, the historical significance and 
over-all achievement of their very unique partnership.

Much has been written in criticism of the manage-" i
ment of World War II, and certainly the outcome of that 
struggle suggests that criticism is deserved. The wisdom 
of hindsight would seem to demonstrate that the awful con
sequences of the cataclysm could have been averted if the 
leaders of the West followed one of two courses with re
gard to their Russian ally. Either reliable guarantees
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should have been forced from Moscow securing the countries 
bordering upon the Soviet Union, or, failing the practi
cality of this, Western military strategy should have been 
so devised as to render the cornmunization of those areas 
impossible. Thus if the word of the Kremlin could not 
have been trusted, the United States and Britain should 
have made every effort to keep Russia from entering the 
Japanese war, and should have arranged that their own 
troops participate in the liberation of Central Europe 
and the Balkans. At the very least, they should have ob
tained Stalin's agreement to specific post-war settlements 
as the price of Western aid to the Soviets. This, at any 
rate, is the apparent criticism which is to be made ten 
years after the conclusion of the war.

The only aspects of this question of relevance 
here are those involving the actual or apparent divergences 
of opinion between Roosevelt and Churchill, and which sug
gest that the latter was the more realistic of the two 
statesmen. The history of these conflicts has already been 
given; it remains only to determine how serious they were 
and what effect they had upon the tragic aftermath of the 
war. First, however, a few general remarks may be made 
with regard to this whole question of the war mistakes.
One must recall, to begin with, with all criticism made 
at a subsequent date is made from a vantage point denied 
the statesmen of the war years. Between 19l|l and 19l\$ the 
’Western leaders were faced with the gravest problems of



immediate urgency, problems which restricted their choice 
of action and which required the total strength of their 
mental powers. They worked, that is to say, under the 
great handicap of having precious little time for con
sideration and virtually no margin for error. Furthermore, 
while the tragic consequences of the Soviet alliance could 
surely have been foreseen,-1- and while it should have been 
clear what general means could have been employed to avert 
those consequences, it would have required a rare gift of 
prescience to determine what specific means could have been 
adopted. When and how could Western troops be landed in 
the Balkans? Gould Japan be defeated without Russian aid? 
These and other questions would have had to be answered, 
and answered with a large degree of certitude. Nor is it 
even clear that Communism found its opportunity for expan
sion solely in Western blunders, or that the worst of those 
blunders were not made until after the war had ended. One 
may recall, in this regard, the overpowering sentiment in 
favor of the Soviets which filled the world between 19i|.5? 
and 19i|7. Is it too much to suppose that Stalin could 
have pressed his own advantage just as well had the policy 
and strategy of the war been different? Perhaps it was 
necessary for the West to experiment with Russian friendship

-'-On June 29» 19lj-l» shortly after Germany had attacked Russia, former President Herbert Hoover said: "If ?/e go 
further and join the war and we win, then we have won for 
Stalin the grip of communism on Russia, and more opportunity 
for it to extend over the whole world." (Quoted in E. E. 
Robinson, op. cit., p. 36I4..)
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and suffer complete disillusion. Whatever the strength 
or weakness of this suggestion, it is certainly evident 
that a defense can be made for the Anglo-American policy 
makers of the I9I4.I-I9I+5 period. The sanest conclusion 
to this question of their "guilt" would therefore seem 
to be that they can be censured, but not unequivocally 
condemned.

In attempting to estimate the seriousness of the 
several conflicts discussed in this thesis, one risks the 
danger of being deceived by a plethora of isolated pieces 
of evidence. Certainly the accumulation of these, coupled 
with the accentuation placed upon the general theme by 
some few writers, would lead one to believe that a pro
longed and rather bitter debate on strategy and policy 
loomed large over the whole history of the Anglo-American 
alliance from 191+1 to 19U£* However, it is surely the 
truer course to accept in this matter the judgments of 
such as Secretary Hull, Secretary Stimson, and Mr. Churchill 
himself. The conclusion to be drawn from these high author
ities, and the one which must be taken as correct, is that 
the various conflicts did not substantially detract from, 
the general pattern of harmony. A clear perspective, more- - 
over, will place the partnership in its proper context, 
that of military history. Seeing it thus, and recalling 
that coalitions are always productive of disputes, one 
cannot regard the conflicts as having been of large pro
portions.
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What, however*, is to be s aid of these differences 
and disputes in the light of subsequent history? That is 
to say, does it appear that the Prime Minister was the 
wiser of the two men, and that the outcome of the war 
would have been happier had his been the deciding voice 
in framing Western policy and strategy? To answer this 
question satisfactorily is impossible, for in the realm 
of "might-have-been" there are no certain answers. Some 
speculation, nevertheless, may at least serve to bring 
the achievements and failures of the partnership itself 
into clearer focus.

To begin, therefore, with this question of the 
Balkans —  what presumably would have happened had British 
views prevailed in 191+3 and 191+1+? It must be accepted, 
first of all, that Churchill was not opposed to the cross- 
Channel invasion, and that he, did not intend to weaken it 
by diverting part of its essential strength elsewhere.
The basis of his thinking was that both Western and 
Southern operations could be carried on simultaneously, 
both effectively contributing to the German overthrow. It 
may also be accepted that Mr. Churchill's strategy, at 
least after April, 19kk> was directed against the political 
implications of Soviet advancement into East-Central Europe. 
But would this strategy have succeeded? While any consider
ation of this subject is necessarily guesswork, it is at 
least reasonable to assume that the specific proposals of 
the Prime Minister would have prolonged the war and required



the expenditure of added men and treasure. The Italian 
campaign had always been painfully slow, and it is diffi
cult to envisage Alexander's forces breaking into Yugo
slavia at a reasonably early date. Meanwhile, Russian 
advances would have continued, and Eisenhower's progress 
in the West would have been at least somewhat retarded.^
Of course, Hitler's strength, as well as that of the 
Anglo-Americans, would have been divided; but one must 
remember that the tactical advantages in Italy were defin
itely his.^ The conclusion would therefore seem to be that 
the advantages of maintaining full strength in Italy were 
not sufficiently certain to have justified the rejection 
of the obvious strategy. That strategy was to end the war 
as quickly as possible by concentrating on a single power- 
drive via the shortest route to Germany. It is always
conceivable that Alexander could have liberated several of►
the Balkan states without detriment to the French campaign 
and therefore without prolonging the war and allowing Russia 
to advance even further West. However, the burden of proof

1 0 J+

OIt has been suggested that Churchill's strategy 
would have so retarded Eisenhower as to allow the Reds to 
advance throughout the whole of Northern Europe. This, to 
me, seems exaggerated; but unquestionably there was grave 
danger that Eisenhower could not have reached the Elbe had 
part of his forces remained in Italy.

^The Italian war, like the Korean war, was literally 
an up-hill fight for the Anglo-Americans. Thus Field Marshal Albert Iiesselring, German commander in Italy, made less of a 
sacrifice than did Alexander when he sent some of his divisions 
to France. In France, the logistical situation (England itself 
was a nearby base for activities) and the terrain rendered the 
odds more equal.
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lies with those who believe that he could have done so*
What is disappointing in this whole affair is the 

apparent fact that President Roosevelt gave no thought to 
political aims in devising strategy. His whole concern, 
as a strategist, was to crush German, Italian, and Japanese 
resistance by the most effective means. Thinking as he did, 
he supported the decisions of his generals, whose considera
tions were military rather than political, and tactical 
rather than strategic. This fact also explains Mr. Roosevelt’s 
decision to forego the final capture of Berlin —  insofar 
as that decision was his. More important, it s uggests the 
most logical explanation of his Russian policy, for given the 
paramount importance of military victory, almost any risk 
taken toward maintaining Big Three Unity was justified.

It is bootless to argue about the matter of Berlin, 
for it cannot be known what advantages would have followed 
the prestige of having reached Berlin before the Russians.
In all probability, the Kremlin would not have been impressed, 
and certainly the division of Germany into zones of occupa
tion would have been much as it actually was.^ There is good 
reason, however, to question Mr. Roosevelt’s attitude on Big

•̂The decision to let the Russians, and only the 
Russians, "liberate" Czechoslovakia is, however, a different 
matter. It is hard to excuse the kind of thinking which 
apparently assumed that no particular advantage would accrue 
from liberation by the West rather than by the Russians.
This particular case, though, evidently did not arise until 
after Roosevelt had died. The decision to stay out of 
Czechoslovakia was made early in May, President Truman 
approving of the plan. Here, too, Churchill pleaded in vain 
with Washington.
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Three Unity, and his consequent policy of adopting an al
most cringing attitude toward Russia. Certainly the Presi
dent had reasons for not wanting to antagonize the Soviets.
He believed it highly desirable to coax Stalin into the 
Japanese war, and he could well fear the results of Russia's 
withdrawal from the German conflict. The fact is, however, 
that neither consideration was ever valid.% On the other 
hand, a strong accord between the Western powers, based 
upon a more realistic concern for post-war problems and 
presenting a bolder front to Stalin, would all but certainly 
have resulted in a happier outcome of the war. Unfortunate
ly, Mp. Roosevelt elected instead to bid upon a miserable 
pair of deuces, the United Nations and t he hope of converting 
Stalin. Mr. Churchill, despite misgivings which developed 
during the last year of the war, was forced to play the game
in the suit which his partner evidently preferred.*

^This, of course, can be debated. However, there 
are surely good reasons for accepting the statement, partly 
in consideration of the following points: 1) Russia had 
everything to gain by entering the Asiatic conflict, parti
cularly since she could do so only when Japanese defeat was 
virtually assured. It seems more likely that Roosevelt 
would have found it hard to keep her out of that war.
2) Washington should have known what great damage American 
naval and air power could do, and actually did do, to vital 
Japanese shipping and to Japanese morale. Thus it should 
have been known that the Japanese could be defeated at a 
reasonably early date without either Russia or the atomic 
bomb, particularly had the unreasonable demand of uncondi
tional surrender been dropped. Ij.) In the matter of a separate Russian-German peace, it is difficult to see what 
Hitler stood to gain by it prior to 19i|-3, or what Stalin 
had to gain by it after 19^3•

So perspicacious a critic as William Langer believes 
that the West could have been "tougher" with Stalin. ("Poli
tical Problems of a Coalition," Foreign Affairs, Vol. 26,
pp. 73-89.)
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The foregoing considerations suggest a fundamental 

difference in the outlooks of the two statesmen. Roosevelt, 
that is to say, regarded the war as an ideological struggle, 
a war for the better world which would follow the utter 
destruction of Fascist slavery.^ This conflict was there

fore to be fought in the quickest and surest way, its sole 
object being the annihilation of the enemy. Churchill, 
on the other hand, or at least so it would seem, looked 
upon the war as simply an instrument of national policy.
As such it was to be directed to the attainment of specific 
and practical political ends, and any alliance with a power 
opposed to the interest or ideals of Great Britain was 
purely a pragmatic arrangement. But just how accurate is 
this explanation of the minds of both leaders? To begin 
with, it must be recalled that Churchill helped to endow
the war with the character of a crusade. He a ccepted, at*
any rate, the formula of unconditional surrender, and he 
let pass no opportunity to expound upon the justness of 
his cause and the iniquity of his foes.^ The Prime Minister,

^1 have always wondered why "liberals'’ prefer the 
word "Fascist" when referring to the totalitarianism of either Hitler or Mussolini. Perhaps they feel uneasy with the term 
"National Socialist," which betrays the fundamental left-wing 
orientation of the Nazis. Being left-wingers themselves, 
they are bent upon proving that Hitler and his rabble were 
partisans of the right.

^The merits or demerits of unconditional surrender 
have been debated, and no doubt the question is an open one. 
The present writer believes that the policy accomplished 
nothing worthwhile, that it was a mistake in principle, and 
that it was clearly impolitic in the case of Japan.

It may here be noted that on May 2¡4, 19kkr Churchill 
delivered an interesting speech in the House of Commons, in
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moreover, as well as the President, made the original 
decision to concentrate upon winning the war and to post
pone the settlement of political problems until after vic
tory. It would be a mistake, finally, to lay too much 
emphasis upon the wedge which Stalin supposedly drove 
between his two allies, or to believe that the difference 
between the policy of Big Three unity and belief in the 
balance of power ever became a clear-cut issue. On the 
other hand, it is evident that the last-named difference 
did exist. It is also clear that Roosevelt and Churchill 
differed in their concept of the fighting as a military 
or political-military venture. Neither divergence seriously 
Impaired Allied unity, if only because Mr. Churchill was 
unable or unwilling to stand his own ground. They are, 
however, of considerable interest, and thus a brief digres
sion upon both subjects is not out of place.

The preservation of the balance of power had been 
the basis of England’s foreign policy since the days of 
Cardinal Wolsey. Perhaps it had not always been a deliberate 
policy, but it certainly appeared in relief when the his
tory of English politics came to be written. It was not 
unnatural, therefore, that British statesmen in World War II 
should have sought a solution to their problems in terms 
of that tried, though only partially true, formula. Un
fortunately, however, the world of 19h5 was not the world
which, among other things, he implied that the was had 
lost its Ideological character. (Cf. John Lukács, op. cit.,
p p . 5 8 9 -5 9 ° t  8 0 8 .)



of William III, or even of Sir Edward Grey. The entire 
earth, and not just Europe, must now he reckoned with and 
divided between the two sides of the balancing scales.
Wars would no longer be confined to Europe; they would be 
world wars, and they would be far more terrible than any yet 
dreamed of. The old policy, moreover, had conceived of 
Britain as allied with a continental nation possessing 
great land-power potential. But the United States was now 
the only powerful ally which Great Britain could expect; 
belonging to another continent, she could not be asked to 
supply the requisite land forces in return for British 
help bn the seas. Churchill was quite right in foreseeing 
the struggle between East and West. He erred, however, by 
accepting the prospects of German and Japanese diminution; 
for only Germany and Japan could act as counterweights to 
Soviet might in a satisfactory power-balance system. Had 
Churchill carried the principle of the balance of power to 
its logical conclusion, he would have explored the possi
bilities of an early peace. Such a peace would no doubt 
have been difficult to effect; ideally, it would have en
visaged a denazified Germany and a non-aggressive Japan, 
both of them friendly to Britain but still quite strong.
It must be said for Churchill, of course, that he was at 
least more realistic than Roosevelt. The President appar
ently believed that the system of the balance of power was

Onow a thing of the past.
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®0n March 1, 191+5» Roosevelt addressed Congress in
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A few words may now be said on this matter of 
military versus political-military strategy. If Presi
dent Roosevelt was loathe "to hazard American lives merely 
for political reasons,"9 it may be asked just how he defined 
the terms "war" and "politics". For war is simply "the 
extension of diplomacy by other means," and as such has 
the same political objectives as peacetime foreign policy.
It may be, of course, that Roosevelt thought of Churchill’s 
political-minded strategy in terms of nationalistic politics, 
and he was not inclined to fight for the honor and glory
of the British Empire. It is also possible, however, that

\his thinking was guided by a belief that war is justified 
only as a defense against prior aggression. Thus he may 
have argued: Russia has committed no aggression against

the following language:
"The Crimea Conference —  ought to spell the end of 
the system of unilateral action, the exclusive alli
ances, the spheres of influence, the balances of 
power, and all the other expedients that have been 
tried for centuries - and have always failed,"
(The Public Papers and Addresses of Franklin D.Roosevelt, iyl|i4.-l945, Iliew York':" Harper and' Brothers,
T ^ D T T i T  586.)

^The words are General Marshall’s, but they ex
press the mind of the President as well. Contrast this to 
the statement of General Eisenhower, written on April 7, 19^5, and explaining his attitude regarding the Berlin dispute. 
Eisenhower wrote:

"I am the first to admit that war is waged in pursuance 
of political aims, and if the Combined Chiefs of Staff 
should decide that the Allied effort to take Berlin 
outweighs purely military considerations in this theater, 
I would cheerfully readjust my plans and ray thinking 
so as to carry out such operation." (Quoted in E. E. 
Robinson, op. clt., p. 315«)
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the Balkans or Germany; it Is not justifiable to expend 
lives simply to prevent a possible future aggression.
Such an argument, though certainly humanitarian, fails to 
realize that a preventive military action can surely be 
justified if the danger to be averted is sufficiently prob
able and sufficiently grave. It also fails to take into 
account the facts of political life. Perhaps the basic 
cause of the post-war disaster was the fact that Stalin 
waged a political war, while the idealistic Mr, Roosevelt 
did not.

Continuing, however, and concluding this discussion 
of the over-all responsibility for the conduct of the war, 
it must be acknowledged that no perfect solution Is to be 
found. Both partners, along with others, had their share 
in making the fundamental mistakes of Western policy. And
if it appears that Churchill was the more strategic-minded*
of the two statesmen, at least in the final year of hostili
ties, it cannot be stated with certainty that he was right 
in the Berlin and Balkan disputes. One fact, however, 
emerges as clear. During the years 1943 to 1945> when the 
Soviet peril should have been increasingly manifest, Roosevelt 
was the dominant figure in the partnership. It is reason
able to assume, therefore, that he should have taken the 
initiative in attempting to foresee and forestall the diffi
culties* soon after to plague the world.

What has been said, of course, must not be taken 
as denying that both statesmen always acted with the best
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Intentions. Neither must it obscure the fact that their 
problems were virtually unimaginable. It is in the light 
of those intentions and those problems that we must judge 
what we believe to have been the errors of World War II.
It would be a great pity if the evident costliness of 
those errors were allowed to diminish, unjustly, the stature 
of the men who made them. The statesmen and generals of 
preceding generations frequently erred no less; that they 
could do so with less tragic consequences makes them no 
more worthy of esteem, and no loss deserving of criticism, 
than their present-day successors. The war and its after- 
math, be it remembered, were simply the results of a whole 
series of errors begun long before Roosevelt and Churchill 
appeared on the scene. The blood of the prophets was re
quired of their generation.

Nor must these considerations of responsibility 
seem to discount all but unpleasant facts; for, militarily, 
the war was a very great success. Two powerful enemies, 
at opposite corners of the globe, were reduced to complete 
submission. They were so reduced, moreover, despite their 
tremendous logistical advantages and despite their having 
won great initial victories. To Roosevelt and Churchill, 
perhaps more than to anyone else, must go the credit for 
this accomplishment.10

10This does not mean to say that there were not, 
during the course of the war, tactical as well as strategical 
and political mistakes. As has been said before, this 
thesis has only attempted to discuss those apparent mistakes which involved Anglo-American differences and which 
seem to relate to the subsequent problem of Russian ex
pansion.



One more word is necessary to bring this study to 
its termination. It has several times been pointed out 
in the preceding pages that the Roosevelt-Churchill part
nership was something almost without parallel in political 
history. Here were the two heads of two powerful nations, 
working closely together in the direction of history's 
greatest conflict, and taking between them the major 
responsibility for decisions affecting millions. Can it 
be said that this singular phenomenon achieved its purpose? 
And does it have any particular significance for the his
torian, if only as somehow symbolic of the era which pro
duced it?

As for the achievement of the partnership, that 
question has already been answered in part by implication.
To the extent that the war was a success, the collaboration
of President and Prime Minister succeeded? to the extent*
that the war wa3 a failure, it failed. Undoubtedly it 
contributed to military victory, if only by facilitating 
the military coalition of the British and American armed 
services. Yet this should not have been its sole, or even 
its principal raison d'etre, any more than the object of 
the war itself should have been the mere annihilation of 
German and Japanese might. Had the Anglo-American alli
ance met the challenge of a third, sinister ally, then 
the partnership which represented and cemented that alli
ance could truly be called successful. This, for whatever 
reasons, it failed to do. As a result Soviet Russia emerged
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as the only real victor of World War II* The Communists 
are no less a threat than were their Nazi brothers in 
revolution to the Western traditions of civility which 
Roosevelt and Churchill tried so hard to preserve.

To judge properly the success or failure of the 
partnership it is necessary to speculate about the outcome 
of events had the two principals worked more independently 
of each other. Here it is at least conceivable that several 
of the more fundamental mistakes of the war actually re
sulted from the very circumstances which the intimate 
relationship created. It must be remembered that Mr. 
RooseVelt's great prestige as a war leader sprang from the 
fact that he appeared to dominate the high councils of 
the Allied rulers. He could, therefore, speak with greater 
authority to his own countrymen on the matter of the conduct 
of the war. To all appearances he could speak with the not 
inconsiderable authority of Mr. Churchill added to his own. 
With the support of Churchill, Roosevelt could, moreover, 
enter into an "understanding" with the Russians, establish 
the principle of unconditional surrender, and trust the 
United Nations to solve the many problems brought about by 
the war. He could, in short, do all those things which 
were precisely the errors in his policy. Now let us suppose 
that the partnership had not existed; that is, let us sup
pose that Washington and London had acted as more or less

-^E. E. Robinson, op. cit., p. 322.



independent belligerents. Had this been the case, it is 
at least conceivable that the American people would have 
been less willing to allow their President such unques
tioned authority. It is not unlikely that Mr. Churchill 
would have been less trusting in American support and 
would have awakened earlier to the dangers following upon 
a complete Russian victory. It is not improbable that 
Roosevelt would have been less sanguine about Big Three 
Unity. As a result of the foregoing effects, it is quite 
possible that no attempt would have been made to wage a 
total war, trusting almost implicitly in Russia and planning 
the utter defeat of Germany and Japan. ^  Of course, Anglo- 
American military co-operation probably would not have been 
affected to the extent that it was, but even this may have
discouraged the West from planning a ’’fight to the finish."

* - •-> In other words, had the West been less capable of utterly
defeating its enemies, it may have been inclined to seek
a less drastic, and in the long run a more realistic,
objective. It may therefore be argued that the Roosevelt-
Churchill partnership was not an unmixed blessing.

In attempting to ascertain the historical signifi
cance of the partnership, one faces the obvious danger of 
distorting or discoloring the facts in order to support a 
"pre-fabricated" theory. Nonetheless, it would seem to be 
clear that the famous relationship symbolized two dominant

•^ideas not unlike these are offered in E. E. 
Robinson, Ibid., p, 302.
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characteristics of twentieth century politics. These are 
first, the almost total hegemony of the great powers in the 
management of world affairs, and second, the actual or 
apparent domination of government by one man. Some brief 
reflections upon each of these points may serve as a fitting 
conclusion to this thesis, which shall thus end on the same 
note with which it began.

To a certain extent, of course, the world had always 
been "managed” by the large countries. After World War I, 
however, two factors rendered the system of great power 
hegemony all the more inclusive and all the more meaningful.
In the first place, there were, after 1919» more small 
countries. This meant, in effect, that a smaller portion 
of the earth's population would be represented among the
powers. In the second place, the breakdown of such inter-

*national law as had previously existed deprived the smaller 
nations of any protection not based upon force. As a re
sult, they were left wholly dependent upon the friendship 
of the powers, who could not fully appreciate their problems,
and whose chief responsibility, in any case, was not and

1

could not be to them. During the 1920's and 1930's this 
deplorable situation cast a heavy shadow over the continent 
of Europe. England and Prance had placed an intolerable 
burden upon the German Weimar republic and had dismembered 
Austria-Hungary. Yet after 193b England and Prance reversed 
their roles, allowing Hitler to unseat Weimar and swallow 
the former Hapsburg larids. During World 'War II the omnipotent
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sway of the great powers continued, having as its logical 
consequence the veto provision of the United Nations char
ter. It can only be hoped that a different order of things 
is already in the making. Perhaps the hegemony of the 
great powers entered its decline when, in the summer of 
1953# the United States found itself incapable of terminating 
the Korean war without the consent of Syngman Rhee.

It is strange that Roosevelt, of all people, should 
have appeared as one who "lorded it over" smaller countries. 
In theory he deprecated nationalism, and his hope was for a
world in which the rights of all states would be safeguarded.

\

His methods, however, were definitely those of a ruler en
gaged in the familiar game of great power politics. ̂
Nothing so clearly betrays this as do his relations with 
Churchill and Stalin. For all its alleged idealism the 
Big Three was, in fact, a clique which imposed its will 
upon the twenty-six countries who comprised the Grand 
Alliance. What made this all the more tragic was the fact 
that Britain and America could not, or would not, assume 
the duties that went with their leadership. From 19^5 to

119̂ .7 they repeated the "about-face" of \93h and declared 
themselves unable to halt the aggrandizement of the Soviets.

fhe second principal significance of the Roosevelt- 
Churchill partnership is the fact that it illustrates the 
phenomenon of "the great leaders". It is not necessary to
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state that Roosevelt and Churchill were not dictators. 
Obviously, they were constitutional rulers who remained 
liable to the loss of elections and who shared with sub
ordinates the task of framing and executing national 
policies. Nevertheless, as the first section of this 
study endeavored to show, their personal power and in
fluence were tremendous. That power and influence not 
only helped to create their partnership, but, perhaps, 
in no small measure increased it. In the opinion of 
this writer, that phenomenon, too, must be regarded as 
an unhealthy symptom of the age. Whatever the talents 
and the fine intentions of Franklin Roosevelt and Winston 
Churchill, the fact remains that they were incapable of 
handling the situation which faced them. This is not 
necessarily a deprecating remark; it is simply a recog
nition that no two men could,have handled the responsibility 
which was theirs. May we not suppose that the two men 
erred in trying to accomplish too much? Is it not likely 
that a greater diffusion of responsibility would have 
brought about wiser policies? It is surely probable that 
more cautious policies would have resulted. I believe 
that this criticism should be a imed at President Roosevelt 
in particular. Had the President more fully shared with 
Congress the function of devising policies, it is not 
unlikely that those policies would have been more cautious 
and more conservative.^- Had he spared the country that

^ It is argued, of course, that such devices of 
policy as the Yalta Far Eastern agreements had to be kept
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fascinating but costly glamour of the great personal con
ferences, it is conceivable that pro-Russian sentiment in 
America would have kept within bounds. A fully informed 
and critical Congress could well have off-set the influence 
of the "brave-new-worldlings" who were myopic on the sub
ject of Russia and who were not the officially responsible 
guardians of American policy!^ Diplomatic relations of the 
more conventional type would necessarily have meant greater 
deliberation in diplomatic agreements. The fact of the

secret. I fail to understand why any secrets could not have been shared with the Senate, for example.
\ ^The Roosevelt administration was not the first 

government of a Western power apparently to misjudge the 
results of allowing Russia to win a total war. Consider 
these words of John, Lord Morley, who resigned from the British government when it entered World War I:

"Have you ever thought, I put to them this 
fellow cabinet members, who were contemplating 
joining Prance and Russia in the war against 
Germany and Austria], what will happen if Russia 
wins? If Germany is beaten, and Austria is beaten, it is not England and Prance who will 
emerge pre-eminent in Europe. It will be Russia.
Will that be good for Western civilization? I 
at least don't think so. If she says she will go 
to Constantinople, or boldly annex both northern 
and neutral zones in Persia, who will prevent her: 
Germany is unpopular in England, but Russia is 
more unpopular still. And people will rub their , 
eyes when they realize that Cossacks are their 
fellow victorious champions for Freedom, Justice, 
Equality of man (especially Jew man) and .respect 
for treaties (in Persia for instance.)"— Quoted 
in Ellen Rose Pearey "The British Cabinet Crisis 
of August, 19lli-'’ (Unpublished M. A. thesis, Dept, of History, Creighton University, 195D*

Yet despite this warning, Britain undertook a war 
whose logical result would have been the upset of the 
European balance in favor of the least liberal, and poten
tially the most dangerous, power in Europe. The same problem faced the West in Yiforld War II, the same warnings were 
sounded and went unheeded.
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matter was that the United States was swimming in waters 
utterly strange to her; if only for that reason, the 
greatest caution and the full consideration of both 
legislative and executive branches of the government 
were required« Once again, there can be no doubt about 
the good intentions of both the President and his partner. 
But the terrifying problems of the times cannot be solved 
by a few exceptional leaders. They can only be worked 
out by the common effort of many, guided by the wisdom 
of the past and looking forward to a better, but definitely 
a non-Utopian, future.
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New York: Harper and Brothers, 1953.

This is quite the best of the several biographies 
of Churchill which have appeared to date. While 
not definitive, it did contain an interesting 
Chapter on Churchill’s relations with Roosevelt and 
Stalin, written, so to speak, from Churchill's point of view.
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Drummond, Donald P. The Passing of American Neutrality, 
1937-19̂ 1-1» Ann Arbor: Michigan University Press,1950.

Mr Drummond’s work Is a concise account of 
American foreign policy as it developed during 
those meaningful and controversial years.

Dulles, Poster R. America’s Rise to World Power. New York: Harper and brothers, 1955.
Part of the new American Nation series, this 

serves as fine background reading for any study 
pertaining to American foreign policy. It seems 
to be written from an internationalist point of view, but must be termed objective for the most 
part. It contains a comprehensive bibliography.

Eade, Charles, (editor) Churchill, By His Contempories.New York: Simon and" 'Schuster, 195’~
Here is a collection of informal sketches on the 

great man by persons who knew him. Notable is a piece by Eisenhower on Churchill as an ally, and one 
by Mrs. Roosevelt on Churchill as guest at the White House.

Flynn, John T. The Roosevelt Myth. New York: Devin-Adair,
191+8.

While this canpot be called objective history, 
it does exemplify a certain point of'view with re
gard to the Roosevelt administration. It offers 
no particular help on the subject of this thesis, 
and was used only as background material.

Preidel, Prank. Franklin D. Roosevelt: The Apprenticeship. Boston: Little, Brown arid Company, 1952»
The first of an intended six-volume life of 

Roosevelt, this book tells the story of that life 
until 1920. It is excellent, and the entire work 
is generally recognized as promising to be the definitive life of Roosevelt.

Puller, J. P. C. The Second World War. New York: Duell, 
Sloan and Pearce",' 191+9".

Described as a ’’strategical and tactical his
tory," General Puller’s book is too short to lay claim to being a comprehensive history. However, 
it is interesting as a critique of the war. The 
author would appear to be a conservative, taking 
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implications.
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a collection of anecdotes; it is superficial and 
unobjective.

Hutchison, Bruce. The Incredible Canadian. New York: 
Longmans, Green and Co., 1953»

This biography of Wm. L .  M . King, longtime 
Canadian premier, recounts his career during the 
war. It suggests the position of small nations 
in the anti~Axis alliance.

Kennan, George P. American Diplomacy. 1900-1950« Chicago: 
University of Chicago Pres s', l'951«

A noted diplomat investigates the underlying 
principles of American foreign policy during the 

x past fifty years.
Langer, William L., and Gleason, S. Everett. The Challenge 

to Isolation. 1937-19UO. New York: Harper and 
Brothers, 19^2 •

It would be hard to find a better history of 
American foreign policy as made and executed dur
ing these years. It is objective, well-documented, 
and detailed. While the outlook of the authors is 
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of having written a mere apologia for Roosevelt.
A companion volume, The Undeclared War, accords the 
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Lukács, John A, The Great Powers and Central Europe.
Chicago: Henry Regnery Co., '1953.

The writer attempts to explain the fate of those small European countries now satellites of 
Russia. It is a well-documented and sizable book, 
whose anti-Communist bias does not lead it to ex
treme criticism of those who failed to see the Russian 
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themes of the book, and Churchill emerges as some
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Mr. Manly is highly critical of the Roosevelt 
administration. His attitude can be ascertained 
from the title of one chapter: "'Unconditional 
Surrender’ - To Stalin."

Mowrer, Edgar A. The Nightmare of American Foreign Policy. 
New York: Alfred A. Knopf' Co. , T9Ud . &
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of American foreign policy in our day, the object 
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Nevins, Allen. The New Deal and World Affairs. New Haven: 
Yale University Press, 1950.

This is a short, "elementary" history of the 
Roosevelt administration.

Robinson, Edgar E. The Roosevelt Leadership. Philadelphia: 
J. B. Lippinco'tt Co., 19^*'

This book has been deservedly called the indis- 
pensible conservative book upon Roosevelt. It is 
a study rather than a biography, with an excellent 
bibliography. It was of considerable help to me 
in attempting to evaluate the significance of the Roosevelt-Churchill partnership. Its bibliography 
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Sherwood, Robert E. Roosevelt and Hopkins. An Intimate 
History. New York: Harper and' Brothers,

A "must" for any student of Roosevelt, this 
sizable volume traces the history of a famous relationship. A large part of the work is devoted 
to the war years, and it is full of information 
appropriate to this thesis. Sherwood was able to use the notes of Hopkins, who was present at 
many of the scenes where the partnership was at 
work.

Wilmot, Chester. The Struggle for Europe. New York:
Harper and Brothers7 195>2.

Mr. Wilmot, an Australian, has contributed 
a large and scholarly book to the literature of 
the war. It treats, of course, the Normandy in
vasion and all that followed therefrom.
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New York: Harper and Brothers, l'95'l'«

The "seven decisions" involved American foreign policy during the Roosevelt administra
tion. Welles, Under-Secretary of State at the 
time, believes the decision to postpone the 
settlement of political problems until after the war was a mistake.

U m i a s t o w s k i ,  R. Poland, Rus^° and Great Britain. London:

A Polish gentleman traces the events leading 
to the present tragic situation of his country. 
The period covered is I9I4.I to 191+5» and several excerpts from primary sources are included.

Baldwin, Hanson. "Churchill Was Right," Atlantic Monthly, 
x Vol. CXCIV (July, 1951+), P. 23.

This article deals with the "Balkan invasion" 
question, in respect to which Mr, Baldwin believes 
that the Americans erred in not listening to Churchill.

"Our Worst Blunders in the War," Atlantic 
"Monthly, Vol. CLXXXV (January and February, 1950), 
-p— O of each number.

Mr. Baldwin here devotes two articles to the 
same subject treated in his book, and, in part, in the aforenamed article.

Berlin, Isaiah. "Roosevelt Through European Eyes," Atlantic Monthly, Vol. CXCVI (July, 1955), p. 67. ------
A retrospective and sympathetic view of Roosevelt is offered in this essay.

Bullitt, William C. "How We Won the War and Lost the Peace," 
Life, Vol, XXV (August 30 and September 6, I9I+8), 
p. 03 and p. 86, respectively.

A veteran American diplomat considers the war
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seeking to learn how victory led so soon to a sit
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This article is a consideration of the ideological aspect of the war, suggesting that exper
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