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PREFACE

In writing this thesis on the Potsdam Conference,
I have attempted to explain the significance and events 
of the conference from the point of view of the United 
States delegation. In particular, I have tried to show 
Harry S Truman's actions and reactions when it came to 
a confrontation with the Allied Powers. From my re
search, I have developed a profound respect for the ap
titude and leadership of this man. Therefore, I have \
devoted one chapter to a brief analysis of Truman's 
character, particularly as described by those around 
him. I have tried to show the characteristics which 
made Truman learn and develop leadership qualities 
especially needed in the world of diplomacy.

Since the Potsdam Conference was the last of the 
wartime conferences, it, more than any other conference, 
expressly reflects the end of cooperation between the 
United States, Great Britain, and the Soviet Union. And 
since it was Truman's first face-to-face confrontation 
with the Communist leadership, it could be cited as the 
starting point which was to lead to a much firmer 
United States stand toward the Soviet Union than prac
ticed by President Franklin D. Roosevelt. In fact, in
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one sense, the lessons learned by Truman at this confer
ence may have been the seeds that would later bloom into 
the Marshall Plan, NATO, and other post-war containment 
policies which are so closely associated with the Truman 
Administration.

I would have been -unable to have completed this 
thesis without the cooperation and assistance of many 
people who not only gave me technical and physical as
sistance, but also moral support. First of all, I would 
like to express my gratitude to Mister W. Averell Harri- 
man and President Harry S Truman who took time from 
their busy schedules to answer my letters of inquiry 
about their personal evaluation of the conference. I 
would also like to thank the Truman Library for allowing 
me to examine its documents and papers concerning 
Potsdam. Furthermore, I am grateful for the assistance 
of the Creighton Alumni Library which supplied me with a 
great deal of the material for my research.

My special thanks must be extended to Doctor Ross 
Horning, my adviser, who took the time to read and re
read the thesis, correcting my poor style and pointing 
out my innumerable shortcomings when it came to histori
cal writing. I would also like to express my gratitude 
to the entire History Department of Creighton Univer
sity. I am sure that I could not have found a more



vi

sincere, dedicated, friendly, and learned department any
where .

Finally, I would like to thank my fiance, Miss 
Eileen Downing, for assisting in the tedious task of or
ganizing my notes, and my learned colleague, Mister 
Erwin Grieshaber, who took time to read the manuscript. 
Both likewise provided an invaluable service in their 
constant moral support for the project. My thanks also 
go out to my typist, Miss Louise Meng, who did an ex
cellent job of preparing the final copy.

Without the help of the above-mentioned people, I
\

feel that it would have been much harder to have suc
cessfully completed this thesis.
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CHAPTER I
BACKGROUND

In 1939, the Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact was signed, 
giving Hitler a written invitation to invade Poland and 
touching off World War II on September 1, 1939. At the 
time, the Soviet Union felt that she was faced with two 
enemies, the Nazis and the Allied Powers. It therefore 
seemed to be most beneficial to the Soviet Union to 
sign an agreement with the Germans. But this assumption 
did not prove correct. Soon after this, Hitler ignored 
the pact and invaded the U.S.S.R. in June of 1941. Then 
the Soviet Union was forced to search elsewhere for 
security, and she found help for her cause among the 
Allied Powers. The Soviet Union still distrusted her 
new allies; for her leaders looked with suspicion upon 
anyone who opposed the Soviet aims. But it was for the 
benefit of their country to ally with the United States 
and Great Britain.^- This search for security by the 
Soviet Union initiated the shaky alliance which was to

^Herbert Peis, Between War and Peace, the Potsdam 
Conference (Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton Univer
sity Press, I960), p. 4.
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cooperate in defeating the Axis Powers and was later to 
lead to post-war problems and difficulties.

The Soviet Union opposed the advancing German ar
mies from 1941 until 1944, at which time she joined with 
the United States and Great Britain in establishing a 
two front war to oppose Hitler, a move which ultimately 
led to Germany's defeat. A series of conferences were 
held throughout this period to further coordinate the 
efforts of the Powers. Stalin, Churchill, and Roose
velt had led their respective countries in a unified ef
fort against Hitler. But during the last conference at \
the end of the European war, only one of these three 
leaders was to remain. In April of 1945, Franklin 
Roosevelt died. In July of 1945, Winston Churchill left 
the Potsdam Conference to be present in England when the 
results of the 1945 elections were announced; he never 
returned to sign the Potsdam agreement. His wartime 
government was defeated in the elections by the Labour 
Party candidate, Clement Attlee. So Stalin was the only 
wartime leader who remained in 1945. (Since Churchill 
was present at a good part of the Potsdam Conference, it 
was he more than his successor who formed British policy 
at the conference.)

It further became evident toward the conclusion of 
the war that the Soviet Union felt that she had played
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the greater role in defeating the Germans. And perhaps 
this was a just claim in certain respects. The U.S.S.R. 
was the only one of the major powers which had been 
physically invaded by the Germans. The British had 
■undergone a huge aerial bombardment by the Luftwaffe. 
but no German armies had stepped on her soil. And since 
the Germans had invaded the Soviet Union, thousands of 
her cities had been looted and destroyed. There was a 
great loss of life, not only in the ranks of the army, 
but among the civilian population. In 1946, Joseph
Stalin revealed that 1700 towns and 70,000 villages and
\

hamlets had been destroyed by the Germans. According 
to official figures, seven million Soviet citizens lost 
their lives as a result of the invasion. Of this num
ber, about three million died in combat, and four mil-

2lion were civilians who lost their lives.
To show that these figures may have been conserva

tive, one can look at the casualty lists of just one 
city, Leningrad. Although exact figures are not avail
able, it has been estimated that during the blockade, 
652,253 civilians died of hunger alone and another 
16,747 persons were killed by bombs and artillery 
shells. These figures do not take into account the

2Sidney Harcave, Russia: A History (New York:
J. B. Lippincott Company, 1968), p. 691-



4

troops who were dying in the front lines defending the
3city. Indeed the war had deeply touched the Russian 

people. So Marshal Stalin was able to find many points 
of justification for demanding considerable concesssions 
for his country.

As the war drew to an end, General Eisenhower and 
his staff tried to do all in their power to show the 
Soviet armies that the United States wanted to continue 
the same cooperation at the end of the war. Thus the 
United States promised the U.S.S.R. that there would be
unconditional surrender of Germany, that she would not

\

sign an armistice with Germany before one was signed with 
the Soviet Union, and that all fighting would stop on 
both fronts at the same time. Eisenhower wanted to pre
vent needless loss of life, but he also wanted to make 
sure that the United States would not give the Soviet 
Union reason to complain.^

Following the surrender of Germany on May 8, 1945, 
it became depressingly clear how much destruction had

3Harrison E. Salisbury, The 900 Days; The Siege 
of Leningrad (Hew York: Harper and Row, Publishers, 
1969), p. 514. Also, to get an account of the extensiveness of the German campaign in the Soviet Union and 
the Soviet interpretation of this invasion, see Vasili
I. Chuikov, The Battle of Stalingrad (New York: Holt, 
Rinehart, and Winston, 1963).

4Between tfar and Peace, p. 15.
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been imposed upon Europe by this war. "All who have 
visited Germany and the portions of Poland and Russia 
overrun by the war, testify to the great destruction 
visited upon these cities." The potential for re
building was still there, but it would take a lot of 
work and help to get the people back on their feet.

President Truman recognized this destruction and 
knew that, if the Allied Powers did not continue their 
cooperation in the post-war period and help the devas
tated nations to rebuild, the countries of Europe would
be open for exploitation by another tyrant like Hitler.

\

In his address to the American people upon his return
from Potsdam, Truman made this comment:

Any man who sees Europe now must realize that vic
tory in a great war is not something you win once 
and for all, like victory in a ball game. Victory 
in a great war is something that must be won and 
kept won. It can be lost after you have won it-7* 
if you are careless or negligent or indifferent.

5 U.S. Department of State, Foreign Relations of the 
United States. Diplomatic Papers, the Conference of 
Berlin (The Potsdam Conference), 1945. Vol. II (Washing- ton: Government Printing Office, I960), p. 755. 
(Hereinafter cited as Potsdam Papers).

^National Archives and Record Service, Public 
Papers of the Presidents of the United States: Harr.v S 
Truman. Containing the Public Messages. Speeches, and 
Statements of the President (April 12 to December 51. 
1945) (Washington: Government Printing Office, 1961), 
p. 211. (Hereinafter cited as Public Papers of Tru
man) .



6

He hoped that the Potsdam Conference was a positive step 
in keeping the war won.

After the surrender of Germany and especially dur
ing the Potsdam Conference, it became evident that there 
was developing slowly a rift in the wartime cooperation 
of the three Powers. James Byrnes attributed this grow
ing rift to two basic factors. First of all, the deci
sions which were made during the war were military

7rather than political. Militarily the Allied Powers
were of one mind, the need to destroy the Nazi power.
But as the Potsdam Conference unfolded, it became sadly
clear that the Powers were not united in their political
aims. Politically their intentions took different paths.

The lifting of wartime censorship was the second
factor which contributed to the growing gap in Allied co- 

8operation. Immediately following the war, there was 
quite a bit of good feeling on the part of the American 
people toward the Soviet Union. The Russian people had 
been allies, and they had suffered much at the hands of 
the German armies. But it did not take long for American 
public opinion to slowly begin to return to reality. The

nJames F. Byrnes, Speaking Frankly (New York and 
London: Harper and Brothers Publishers, 1947), pp. 59- 
60.

8Ibid.
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violation of the Yalta agreement over Poland was just one 
instance which showed Americans that the Soviet Union was 
not willing to carry on the cooperation which had char
acterized wartime policy. Many thought that the world
would be more than ready for a period of peace and co-

qoperation, but this feeling turned out to be false.
The distrust of the United States and Great Britain 

on the part of the U.S.S.R., which has already been men
tioned» led the Soviet Union to often fear that her wes
tern allies might be ganging up on her. Maybe these two
powers were cooperating and plotting against the Soviet
\

Union. This attitude on the part of the Soviet leaders 
may have been one reason which contributed to the decline 
in cooperation. Thus it was hoped by President Truman 
that a conference would get rid of a few of these 
doubts and suspicions.

Soviet foreign policy itself was one principle 
which complicated the relations of the three Powers.
This policy had not been suddenly developed following the 
war, but it had been subordinated to the more immediate 
needs of the military during the period of world emer
gency. V/. Averell Harriman saw that the foreign policy 
of the Soviet Union was developing along three lines:

^Ibid♦, p. 71.
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l) Collaboration with the United States and Great Britain 
for world security; 2) creation of its own band of se
curity with her border states; and 3) the penetration of 
other countries by using local Communist parties and ex
ploiting economic troubles.1  ̂ These aims were both tra
ditional Russian policies expressed in modern terms and 
contemporary Soviet policies. The only really new aspect 
was the effort to cooperate with the United States and 
Great Britain. There was ingrained in the nature of the 
Russian people a traditional fear and suspicion of the
foreigner. It was this peculiarity which led the Soviet

\

Union to seek isolation, at this time expressed in terms
11of a line of friendly states along her border. The 

primary interest of the U.S.S.R. was her own national 
security. For she had been invaded twice in the Twenti
eth Century by Western European nations. And this se
curity would be threatened by unfriendly border states. 
The invasion of the Soviet Union by Germany had taught 
Stalin that friendly nations and a strong economy were 
the best insurances of future security. The third as-

1^Herbert Feis, Churchill. Roosevelt, Stalin:
The War They Waged and the Peace They Sought (Prince- 
ton, Hew Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1957),
p. 597.

■^W. Averell Harriman, Peace With Russia? (New 
York: Simon and Schuster, 1959), pp. 11-12.
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pect mentioned, "by Harriman was Communist policy, re
flected in such terms as the Comintern.

Another principle which tended to complicate mat
ters was the Yalta Conference. Decisions made at Yalta 
were to be referred to again and again during discussions 
at Potsdam. Although many felt that Roosevelt had almost 
surrendered to the Soviet Union at this conference, it 
was believed by some that what was conceded by the United
States was really what almost surely had been lost any- 

1'5way. But the attitude of Roosevelt toward the Soviet 
Union did permeate all aspects of American foreign poli
cy. Roosevelt believed until a few weeks prior to his 
death that cooperation with the Soviet Union was the best 
policy and that it was the proper course for the United 
States to follow. President Truman felt this same way at 
the beginning, and he was not as pessimistic about rela
tions with the Soviet Union as was his ally, Prime Min
ister Churchill. But although he was hopeful of closer 
relations with the U.S.S.R., Truman slowly turned away 
from close adherence to the Roosevelt policy and began

13Edward R. Stettinius, Jr., Roosevelt and the Russians: The Yalta Conference, ed. by Walter Johnson 
(Garden City, New York: Doubleday and Company, Inc., 
1949), pp. 304-506.



to take a stronger position against Stalin’s demands.1  ̂
Two factors tended to make President Truman move 

more slowly and cautiously in his attempt to stand firm 
against the Soviet Union. First of all, many of the 
military advisers felt that it was definitely necessary 
that the Soviet Union enter the Pacific war on the side 
of the Allies. This would undoubtedly lessen Allied 
casualties and bring the war to an end more quickly. The 
Soviet Union had agreed at the Yalta Conference to enter 
the war, but Truman did not want to take any chances and 
anger the Soviet leaders before they fulfilled their

15military obligation in the Pacific. The second factor 
was the atomic bomb. As will be discussed later, Truman, 
before he became President, had no knowledge of the new 
bomb. In addition, the bomb was not tested and proved 
until just before the Potsdam Conference convened. This 
possibly could have been one factor which allowed Truman 
to enter his first Allied conference with a certain de
gree of self assurance. Still, the effectiveness of the

10

14Between War and Peace, p. 78; Gar Alperovitz, 
Atomic Diplomacy: Hiroshima and Potsdam: The Use of 
the Atomic Bomb and the American Confrontation with Sovi
et Power (hew York: Simon and Schuster, 1965), pp. 29- 30.

15Herbert Druks, Harry S Truman and the Russians: 
1945-1955 (New York: .Robert Speller and Sons, Inc., 
1966), p. 49; Harry S Truman, Memoirs: Year of Deci
sions (Garden City, New York: Doubleday and Company, 
19557, p. 402.
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bomb was not known; therefore, it was deemed necessary 
that the U.S.S.R. enter the Pacific war.

Sven in the preliminary stages of preparation for 
the Potsdam Conference, Truman's aims could be discerned. 
One of the greatest fears which the U.S.S.R. nurtured 
was that the United States and Great Britain would sign 
secret agreements contrary to her own interests. Truman 
set out to arrest this suspicion by sending one of his 
advisers, Harry Hopkins, to the Soviet Union in May of 
1945. Hopkins was not just a random choice, but he was 
one American who was on friendly terms with the leaders 
of the Soviet Union. In a message sent to Truman in June 
of 1945, Harriman made this comment about Hopkins1 rap
port with the Soviet leaders: "He /Stalin/ was clearly 
glad to see Harry /Hopkins/ and accepted unquestionably
the fact that you /Truman/ sent him as an indication of

16your desire to work with him." This was just the 
opinion which Truman wanted to create. Truman knew that 
Hopkins was a good man; and, although he was very cor
dial toward the Soviet leaders, he was not naive, but 
understood them.

Hopkins was a storehouse of information and was 
rarely at a loss for a word or a fact. Further
more, he was usually able to describe and char-

^ Potsdam Papers. Vol. I, p. 61.
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acterize the many important figures he had met. 
Certainly he understood the leaders of the Soviet 
Union.

"Stalin," he told me, "is a forthright, rough, 
tough Russian. He is a Russian partisan through 
and through, thinking always first of Russia.
But he can be talked to frankly."1 '
Truman hoped that by creating a good relationship,

there would be more of a chance of cooperation and the
Soviet Union would be more willing to compromise. In
particular, Hopkins was authorized to discuss Soviet
actions in Poland. The United States felt that the
U.S.S.R. had violated the promise of post-war cooperation
which had been agreed upon at Yalta. All the time he was
discussing this matter, Harry Hopkins was confident that
there could be a meeting of the minds with the Soviet
Union.

And he was right. A decision was made which was to 
be the basis for discussions later at Potsdam. Hopkins 
let the Soviet Union know that the American public was 
deeply distressed at recent moves made in Poland and that 
the Soviet Union should realize that such an issue could

19threaten all future relations between the two countries.
So after long justifications of the U.S.S.R.'s position,

Year of Decisions, p. 31.
"^Potsdam Papers, Vol. I, p. 57. 
19

17

Speaking frankly, pp. 63-64.
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Marshal Stalin compromised. The new Polish Government 
would he set up. But there would be a provision made in
the not too distant future for free elections in Po-

20land. As a result of this basic compromise over Po
land and this strengthening of American and Soviet rela
tions, it is quite clear that the Hopkins mission was a 
success and accomplished much of what President Truman 
had hoped it would.

But as a result of this mission to the Soviet Un
ion, Truman found himself in a position which he would 
be in many times in the future. He had sent Hopkins to 
Moscow to reinsure Stalin. Now he had to do the same 
for Prime Minister Churchill in order to promote good 
relations with the British. So in June of 1945 while 
Hopkins was still in Moscow, Ralph Davies led a mission 
from President Truman to Churchill.

Davies tried to make Churchill aware of the purpose 
for sending Hopkins to Moscow. In addition, he at
tempted to explain the United States' point of view and 
make Churchill take a more lenient position in Anglo- 
Soviet relations. Davies found out that "the Prime Min
ister is a very great man, but there is no doubt that he 
is 'first, last, and all the time' a great English-

Atomic Diplomacy: Hiroshima and Potsdam, p. 76.20
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man." In order to preserve the position of his be
loved England in the European political world, Churchill 
felt that strong resistance would have to be put up 
against the advance of Communism.

Davies saw that the Prime Minister had very little
faith in his eastern ally and that this could lead to

22difficulty in negotiations. Truman was not as easy on 
the Soviet Union as was Roosevelt, but he did realize 
the need for flexibility and compromise in order to pre
serve some form of post-war cooperation. This mission 
was at least able to make Prime Minister Churchill under
stand where the United States stood on matters of diplo
macy. It was no longer to be assumed that the United 
States and Great Britain would stand staunchly together 
in foreign affairs.

As the three major Powers came together for the 
Potsdam Conference, there were diverse methods proposed 
for how the victorious countries would make decisions.
The Yalta Conference had called for the establishment of 
a new international organization to try to work for 
world cooperation. At Potsdam, which was to be a pre
liminary to the peace conference or some similar peace

^ Potsdam Papers, Vol. I, p. 77.
22Ibid.. p. 73.

21
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settlement, Marshal Stalin took the position that the 
terms of peace should be dictated by the three major 
Powers— Great Britain, the United States, and the Sovi
et Union. He felt that these three nations were repre
sentative of the interest of the world and that the fu
ture security of the world rested upon their shoulders. 
Although Truman did not deny that the three Powers bore 
the prime responsibility for world peace, he believed 
that it was necessary that all nations, no matter what 
their size, should play some part in the decisions made 
at the end of the war. To him, this would be a giant 
step in making the United Nations a functioning organi- 
zation which mirrored the will of all nations. v

Perhaps it was for this reason that many times dur
ing the Potsdam Conference, decisions were made on prin
ciples to be followed, but definite decisions on land to 
be transferred or reparations to be collected were post
poned until the peace conference could meet. The Pots
dam Conference represented the three major Powers, but 
the final decisions should be left up to the collabora
tion of all the nations.

Both Churchill and Truman hoped that a great deal 
could be accomplished at Potsdam. President Tinman felt

Tear of Decisions, p. 352.25
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that if Marshal Stalin were the one who proposed this
conference, there would be a better chance of succeeding
in negotiations. Thus, although the President was
anxious for an early meeting, he was willing to wait and
hope that Stalin would make the first move toward ini-

24tiating the meeting. But he told Churchill that if
Stalin did not propose such a meeting, he would join
with the British in a joint invitation to meet at a con- 

25ference.
In a further effort to cooperate with the Soviet 

Union, the conference was held at Potsdam, a city in the 
Soviet sector of Germany near Berlin. Although it would 
have been proper diplomatic courtesy for this meeting to 
be held in the "West since Yalta had also been held in 
the territory of the U.S.S.R., the British and Americans 
agreed to hold the meetings according to Stalin's

nr
wishes at Potsdam. They felt that there was an urgent 
need for a conference. Many diplomats, however, be
lieved that holding this conference under the auspices 
of the Soviet Union definitely changed their attitude

24Potsdam Papers. Vol. I, p. 8.
25Ibid., p. 13.
26Between War and Peace, p. 82.
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toward the Communists and their tactics.
Thus the groundwork and atmosphere for Potsdam were 

one of a confused mass of personal and national inter
ests. President Truman stepped into the diplomatic pic
ture faced with all of these problems. He was the only 
one of the three leaders to come prepared with an 
agenda. He hoped to make decisions on Poland, Germany,

OQreparations, and a future peace settlement. The con
ditions into which he was thrown were to quickly awaken 
him to the facts of foreign affairs and the tactics of 
the Soviet Union in particular.

27

27Ibid.. p. 151. 
28Speaking Frankly, pp. 67-68.



CHAPTER II
TRUMAN

Although many political speeches are cloaked in 
rhetoric and often do not really express the true feel
ings of a politician, there seems to he a personal re
flection of the kind of man Harry Truman was in his ad
dress to Congress on April 16, 1945. In this address, 
he recognized the tremendous burden which was being 
placed upon his shoulders, and he prayed that he would be 
the equal of these problems. In concluding, he asked 
only one thing, "to be a good and faithful servant of my 
Lord and my people."“*'

With this attitude, President Truman took over 
leadership of the nation. He followed Franklin Roose
velt, perhaps one of the most popular presidents in the 
history of the United States. And here was a local 
politician from Missouri who had made it to Congress and 
as a result of political expediency had been nominated to

■*“Leland M. Goodrich and Marie J. Carroll, ed., 
Documents on American Foreign Relations. July 1944-June 
1945. Vol. VII (Norwood, Massachusetts: Published for 
the World Peace Foundation by Princeton University Press, 
1947), p. 44. (Hereinafter cited as Documents on American. Foreign Relations, Vol. VII).
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run with President Roosevelt on the Democratic ticket. 
Here was a man who had had little formal education and 
was far from the best qualified man in the United States 
in the field of foreign affairs, a field which demanded 
special attention during this crucial time toward the end 
of the war. But fate had thrown this man into the office 
of President. And now that he was confronted with the 
responsibility, he was ready to do the best he could to 
lead the country through this period. But this assign
ment was far from an easy one; for Dean Acheson re
flected that there was one great task which lay before 
President Truman: "To help the free world emerge from 
the chaos without blowing the whole world apart in the
process. To this task, Mr. Truman brought unusual 

2qualities."
Other factors also complicated the atmosphere when 

Truman took office. The Soviet Union was all but un
known to the American people. There was very little 
knowledge of what the Communist doctrine stood for; 
therefore, there was very little realization that the 
Communist system was opposed to the capitalistic system 
of the United States. There was still confidence that 2

2Dean Acheson, Present At the Creation: My Years 
in the State Department (Hew York: ¥. ¥. Norton and 
Company, 1969), p. 730.
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much could be accomplished by befriending the Soviet Un
ion and taking a conciliatory approach in American nego
tiations with them. Truman himself was just as guilty 
of this naivete. Acting Secretary of State at the time, 
Joseph Grew saw the situation and firmly believed that 
President Truman must see the true picture and act ac
cordingly if he was to have any success in his foreign 
policy. It took Roosevelt a long time to realize this; 
and, even at the time of his death in April of 1945, he 
still had not been firmly convinced.-'3 * 5

As previously mentioned, Truman was not really pre
pared to assume the duties of President, nor had Presi
dent Roosevelt made any effort to further inform the 
Vice President of the situations in the world and his 
negotiations with the U.S.S.R. When he became Presi
dent, Truman had to rely upon his advisers such as James 
Byrnes to inform him of what the situation was in for
eign affairs. He knew nothing of the atomic bomb until 
he became President. In fact, President Roosevelt had 
seen Truman privately only three times since his in
auguration in January of 1945. Everything Truman knew 
about foreign affairs when he took over the office of

3Joseph C. Grew, Turbulent Era: A Diplomatic Re
cord of Forty Years (1904-1945). Vol. II. ed. bv Walter 
Johnson (Boston:Houghton Mifflin Company, 1952), pp. 1447-1448.
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President had been gained by papers and gossip floating 
around the Senate chambers. He was almost totally iso
lated from the decisions made by the executive branch 
itself.^

Presented with the fact that he was ill-informed 
about Russia, that he was ill-advised in matters con
sidered by the executive branch, and that he was sudden
ly thrown into the office, there seemed to be a great 
deal of doubt whether Harry Truman could succeed as 
President. But some qualities of character tended to 
offset the difficulties and gradually developed the 
leadership ability in him. He was determined and simple 
in his decisions, straight-forward in his discussions 
with people he met. The men around him saw that these 
qualities could help Truman learn and develop quickly, 
especially since the pressure of the office would force 
these qualities to the fore. From the beginning, since 
he had little formal education beyond high school, he 
often failed to realize the implications behind many de-

4The Harry S Truman Library, Independence, Mis
souri, copy of an oral interview with General Harry H. 
Vaughan in Alexandria, Virginia, taken by Charles T. 
Morrissey, 14 and 16 January 1963, p. 36. (Hereinafter 
cited as Vaughan Interview); see also Cabell Phillips, 
The Truman Presidency: The History of a Triumphant Suc
cession (New York: The Macmillan Company, 1966), p. 52.

5Present at the Creation, p. 104.
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cisions he made. He was inclined to he hasty in these 
decisions because he seemed to believe that people would 
equate deliberateness with indecisiveness. But it did 
not take long for him to change his approach and take 
all the time available to him before he made a decision. 
However, when it came time for him to decide, he was 
resolute in his decisions.^

General Harry H. Vaughan, a former comrade in 
World War I and an adviser to President Truman, re
flected upon the Truman Presidency. And in doing so, he 
reached the conclusion that in the first few months of 
the Administration, as a result of the factors which 
have already been mentioned, Truman was to a certain 
extent feeling his way. The man who would later be a 
strong leader in the face of the Communist threat did 
not begin that way at all. While Truman was Vice Presi
dent, he really gave little thought to becoming Presi
dent. He knew that Roosevelt was not well and could die
at any time, but he took the attitude that "if you

7don't think about it it won't happen." With such an 
attitude, it was definitely hard to begin to function as

^Ibid.. pp. 730-731; Harry S Truman and the Russians . p. 33.
7'Vaughan Interview, p. 36; see also p. 65.
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President in an orderly fashion. Potsdam was really the 
first confrontation with the Soviet diplomats and their 
tactics. But General Vaughan later observed that by 
1948, Truman had found his way and developed his own 
policy.®

In considering President Truman and his actions in 
relation to the Potsdam Conference, one thing becomes 
exceedingly clear. Prom the beginning of his Adminis
tration until Truman was finally decisive enough to take 
over leadership on his own initiative, he was influenced 
by Roosevelt's policy. And he was determined to carry 
out this policy until the time came when he decided that 
this policy was no longer beneficial. He was President 
Roosevelt's heir, so it was only right that he should
pursue the same course. Besides, many of his advisers

qwere carry-overs from the Roosevelt Administration. At 
Potsdam, he was constantly limited by or guided by de
cisions which had previously been made at Yalta, all

OIbid.. p. 65; in a questionnaire sent to ¥. 
Averell Harriman, this author received a conflicting 
reply (Washington, D.C.: January 12, 1970). When 
asked whether Truman was unsure of himself at the be
ginning, Harriman replied, "Ho." For a copy of this 
letter and the questionnaire, see Appendices I and II.

qChurchill. Roosevelt. Stalin: The War They 
Waged and the Peace They Sought, p. 599; Jonathan 
Daniels, The Man of Independence (New York: J. B. 
Lippincott Company, 1950), P* 349.



24

products of Roosevelt's policy.
Time and again, Truman's memoirs reflect the fact 

that this trip to Potsdam was not a joyous occasion for 
the new President. In letters to his mother and sister, 
he often alluded to the fact that the trip was an un
pleasant necessity: "Wish I didn't have to go, hut I 
do and it can't be stopped now."1^ This was his com
ment on July 3, 1945, before he embarked. Again in a 
letter on July 12, 1945, in the middle of the journey, 
he wrote: "I wish this trip was over. I hate it. But 
it has to be done. This was Truman's private atti
tude throughout the whole ordeal.

Although he was not elated over the journey, he 
was determined to do his very best in representing the 
United States. The voyage over was the first chance he 
really had to study material pertinent to the confer
ence. Every day he spent time with Secretary Byrnes, 
Admiral Leahy, and other advisers, discussing matters
which would possibly arise at the meetings and preparing

12an agenda for the conference. He was the only member 
of the Big Three who arrived at the conference with a

loYear of Decisions, p. 331*
11lbid.. p. 338.
12Ibid., p. 335
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prepared agenda, a sign of Truman's conscientiousness 
and desire to get things accomplished. These meetings 
on the ship most likely did a lot to develop Truman’s 
knowledge and poise, for as Joseph Grew commented on 
Truman's willingness to accept advice and study the per
tinent material: "I have served few chiefs who were more 
genuinely considerate and willing to discuss a problem 
even when initial differences arose in our respective 
views. His mind was always open." v As a result of this 
diligence, Truman arrived at Potsdam much better pre
pared to cope with diplomacy than when he left Washing
ton. He did not have the foresight of Prime Minister 
Churchill (Por Truman was not so definitely convinced 
that the Soviet Union would be the future threat to 
Europe at this time), but he came to Potsdam "firmly re
solved to try every means possible to achieve an 'under
standing with Stalin.

At the Potsdam Conference, Truman also expressed 
his reluctance to use his war powers. He looked upon 
himself as the representative of the American people, and 
as such, he felt that he should conform to the dictates of 
the Constitution and follow proper legislative channels

^ Turbulent Era, pp. 1449-1450.
14Harry S Truman and the Russians, p. 47.
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to obtain proper ratification of the treaties and agree
ments. However, he informed Stalin that he would do all
in his power to secure ratification of all the agree-

15ments made at the conference.
In his first encounter with diplomacy, Truman 

seemed a little bit disturbed. As will be seen later, 
President Truman was not narrow minded in his views, nor 
did he attempt to stand stubbornly on his decisions. He 
made up his mind what he wanted to accomplish at the 
conference and how far he was willing to compromise his 
position. Then he would seek decisions and agreements, 
blending his objectives with those of Marshal Stalin and 
Prime Minister Churchill. This should be evident in the 
discussions of the German and Polish problems.

But he was rather impatient and angry with the way 
business was carried on in general at the plenary ses
sions. He had come to Potsdam armed with an agenda 
which he hoped to cover and was willing to sit down, 
get to work, make decisions, and leave as soon as pos
sible. But this was not the approach taken by Stalin 
and Churchill. These two seasoned diplomats knew that 
the wheels of diplomacy rotate exceedingly slow and 
there must be a great deal of argument and discussion * II,

15Year of Decisions, p. 389; Potsdam Papers, Vol.II, p. 642.
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before any real decisions are made. Although he was
able to slowly adapt to this situation, Truinan did not
like this manner of carrying on discussions. He made the
following comment to Stalin and Churchill during one of
the plenary meetings: "I said I did not want to discuss.
I wanted to d e c i d e . T i m e  and again in his memoirs,
he mentions his impatience with the "endless debate" and

17the "petty bickering" he was forced to put up with.
George Kennan has criticized American diplomacy at this
time for being played with less coolness, skill, and
competitiveness than the Russians, although the Russians

18had the weaker hand. At least in the Truman Admin
istration, this criticism could be attributed to the im
patience and lack of familiarity with the diplomatic 
process on the part of the President. There is little 
doubt that this situation improved as Truman's famili
arity with the nuances of diplomacy improved.

On the more personal level, President Truman was 
able to fit in very well with both Churchill and Stalin. 
Perhaps one would expect that Churchill and the Presi-

Year of Decisions, p. 349.
J-7Ibid.. pp. 359-360, 369-370, 410.
18George P. Kennan, Russia and the West Under 

Lenin and Stalin (New York: The New American Library, 
Mentor Books, I960), p. 330.
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dent would find it easier to reach friendly terms. For 
although the Prime Minister was a stubborn man who in
evitably thought of England first, he often during this 
conference held the same views and opinions as Truman, 
more often than did Marshal Stalin. At a luncheon on 
July 18, 1945, at Potsdam, Churchill was impressed with 
Truman and became confident that he and Truman would be
able to carry on in the same friendly atmosphere as had

iqcharacterized the Roosevelt Administration. This con
fidence seemed to have been fulfilled. For example, at 
a dinner a day or so before Churchill's departure for 
London, he proposed a toast to President Truman. In 
this toast, he said that

. . .  he was sure that everyone present had been 
as impressed as he had with the firm, decisive 
and business-like direction of their delibera
tions. He said that they had all been struck 
also with the PresidentIs sincerity, frankness 
and powers of decision.

It was clear that President Truman was able to pick up 
where President Roosevelt had left off in the relation
ship between the United States and Great Britain.

The personal encounter between Truman and Stalin 
was even of more significance. Truman had gone to Pots
dam with the purpose in mind of persuading the Soviet

"^Potsdam Papers. Vol. II, pp. 80-81.
20Ibid.. p. 320.
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Union to enter the war against Japan and finding out
first hand really what kind of a force the United
States was going to face in the future. Prior to this
time, he had had very little personal knowledge of what
type of a man Stalin was and what the nature of the
Soviet Union was. He was determined to find this out

21at the Potsdam Conference.
Truman was impressed with Stalin's similarity to 

his old political boss in Kansas City, Tom Pendergast. 
Stalin not only had physical similarity, but he also re
flected a decisive personality who knew what he wanted, 
was willing to give his word, and attempt to carry it
out. These were characteristics which would attract

22Truman to Stalin. But Truman felt that Stalin was
limited because he was responsible to the Politburo. As
the President said in a speech in 1948:

. . .  I got very well acquainted with Joe Stalin, 
and I like old Joe. lie is a decent fellow. But 
Joe is a prisoner of the Politburo. He can't do 
what he wants to do. He makes agreements, and if 
he could he would keep them; but the people who 
run the government are very specific in saying that he can't keep them.0

22The Man of Independence. pp. 278-279.
23Stanley S. Jados, Documents on Russian-American 

Relations: Washington to Eisenhower (Washington. D.C.: 
Catholic University of America Press, 1965), p. 202. 
(Hereinafter cited as Documents on Russian-American Relations ).
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However true this observation was, Truman still had the 
feeling that Stalin as a person was sincere. What the 
United States had to oppose was not Stalin himself, hut 
the whole Soviet system. Another example of Truman's 
confidence in Stalin was also brought out in his 
memoirs. He felt that Foreign Secretary Molotov was 
much harder to discuss matters with than Stalin. It 
seemed that Molotov was the sly one, the tricky one, in 
the Soviet delegation. Stalin was the one who was always

OAwilling to discuss the matter and reach agreement.
Truman also learned another lesson from his initial 

encounter with the Soviet diplomats, a lesson which 
would be a principle in his future foreign policy. He 
realized that the relationship between the United States 
and the Soviet Union could no longer be based entirely 
upon cooperation and conciliation. He slowly concluded 
that the only method which the U.S.S.R. understood was 
force. And he felt that sooner or later, the United 
States was going to have to stand firm in opposition to 
the Soviet Union. If the United States stood firm, per
haps the Soviet Union would be compelled to give in and

orcooperate to obtain world peace.

24Year of Decisions, p. 386.
25Ibid., p. 412.
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Thus the Potsdam Conference was a classroom of di
plomacy for President Truman, lie met the most import
ant men in the world, who had directed the world 
through a war; and he finally had some personal con
tact with the Soviet Union, a nation which would estab
lish itself as the primary threat to the security of the 
United States in the years to come. Kennan is critical 
of what Truman accomplished at the Potsdam Conference. 
"The use in an agreement with the Russians of general 
language— such words as ’democratic,' 'peaceful' and 
'justice'— went directly counter to everything I had 
learned, in seventeen years of experience with Russian 
affairs, about the technique of dealing with the Soviet 
government!'^ This is a valid criticism. But after 
considering particular examples of decisions made at 
Potsdam, perhaps one will realize that maybe these deci
sions are not as general as the Soviet delegation would 
have hoped, a partial victory for the United States. W. 
Averell Harriman commented that the results achieved at
Potsdam were "probably as much as could have been ex-

27pected, considering the circumstances of the times."

^George F. Kennan, Memoirs (1923-1950) (Boston: 
Little, Brown and Company, Bantam Books, 1967), p. 272.

27This statement was taken from the answer to a 
questionnaire sent to ¥. Averell Harriman (Washington,
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Also, although ignorance is no excuse for failure, 
President Truman had entered this conference with a cer
tain degree of ignorance. Considering this fact, one 
might conclude that the results were definitely more 
than could he expected. Indeed the Truman Administra
tion was the first to really recognize the Communist

23menace and do something about it. And as the time
passed after the Potsdam Conference, the Truman policy
became more bold and staunch in the field of foreign 

29relations.
After examining two of the major arguments before

the Potsdam Conference, one definitely can see many
flaws in the American policy; but also one can see the
beginnings of a foreign policy based more on a pragmatic
appraisal of the Soviet menace, a policy based upon the
ideas of President Truman himself, not just a carry-over

30from the Roosevelt Administration.

D.C., January 12, 1970). For a copy of this question
naire, see Appendix II.

^ Turbulent Era, p. 1448.
29Present at the Creation, p. 731*
30 ̂In a letter received from President Truman in an

swer to a questionnaire sent to him asking about his feel
ings and opinions of the Potsdam Conference, this author 
received a reply stating that Truman's views may be found 
in his Memoirs. Therefore, many of the observations about 
Truman's character taken from his Memoirs have further 
backing from Truman himself. For a copy of this letter, 
see Appendix III.



CHAPTER III
GERMANY

The groundwork for the Allied attitude toward Ger
many and its subsequent treatment of this defeated 
nation was laid at the conference held at Yalta in 
February of 1945. The Communique of this conference 
made the following summary statement:

It is our inflexible purpose to destroy German 
militarism and Nazism and to ensure that Germany 
will never again be able to disturb the peace of 
' the world. We are determined to disarm and dis
band all German armed forces. . . .4

Truman was now the President who would have to decide how 
best to implement or bring to fruition the stated aims of 
this agreement, an agreement which still kept the hope 
for future Allied cooperation and unity alive.

Reflections of this basic attitude toward Germany 
are found in many contemporary documents and directives 
released by the United States Government. A Briefing 
Book Paper, written to guide negotiators and State De
partment officials in the coming negotiations, echoed

U.S. Department of State, Foreign Relations of 
the United States, the Conference at Malta and Yalta. 
1945 (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 
1955), p. 970. (Hereinafter cited as Yalta Papers).
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the Yalta decision when it stated that complete military 
disarmament must be carried out in Germany. In addition, 
industrialization and other measures were to be taken in 
other-parts of Europe in order to make these other na
tions less dependent on the German nation and the German 

2economy. This paper emphasized that such moves would 
both rebuild the security of Europe and at the same time 
would tend to rebuilt the economy.

A parallel attitude was reflected in many of the 
military directives issued to the American commanders and 
troops who were to occupy the German nation. In a direc
tive from the Joint Chiefs of Staff to the Chief of the 
United States Forces of Occupation in April of 1945, the 
following statement was made:

It should be brought home to the Germans that Ger
many's ruthless warfare and fanatical Nazi re
sistance have destroyed the German economy and 
made chaos and suffering inevitable and that the 
Germans cannot escape responsibility for what 
they have brought upon themselves.^

The directive went on to say that Germany was not to be
occupied as a liberated state, but as a defeated nation.
No longer was Germany to be a threat to the security of
the world. Again, there was the beginning of a hard

"'Potsdam Papers, Vol. I, pp. 452-453.
3̂Documents on American Foreign Relations. Yol.

VII, p. 195.
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line attitude that was to permeate Allied decisions re
garding the Germans. Army personnel were not to fra-

4ternize with German citizens.
Such attitudes were a legacy left to Truman by the 

late President's negotiations with the Allies. Although 
Truman had a certain obligation to carry on the policies 
of his former leader, he was still in a way limited in 
his own actions. He was reluctant to deviate too far 
from what he believed would have been Roosevelt's deci
sion in many of these matters. Often these policies 
which had been adopted by Roosevelt developed as a re
sult of an effort not to anger the other Allied Powers. 
They neither reflected American desires, nor American 
best interests. As Truman became more adept in his 
diplomatic moves, these legacies from Roosevelt became 
less and less a part of his policies.

Soon after the troops had moved into Germany, the 
United States faced a conflict with Great Britain. In 
this encounter, Truman was forced to take a stand 
against a proposal put forward by Churchill. The Prime

^Raymond Dennett and Robert K. Turner, ed., Docu
ments on American Foreign Relations, July. 1945-Decem- 
ber, 1946, Vol. VIII (Norwood, Massachusetts: Pub- 
lished for the World Peace Foundation by Princeton Uni
versity Press, 1948), pp. 197-198 (Hereinafter cited as 
Documents on American Foreign Relations, Vol. VIII); 
see also Vol. VII, pp. 195-196.
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Minister saw that the Russian troops were moving from 
the East into Germany and with the help of Polish troops 
were driving German citizens in these eastern terri
tories claimed by Poland toward the West. At the Yalta 
Conference, it had been decided that there would be 
four occupying forces, with each force having its own 
specified zone of occupation. Truman vías determined to 
fulfill this doctrine. Churchill tried to make Truman 
keep the American troops at peak force in Germany and 
also wanted American troops to keep moving and occupying 
areas in Germany which were not included in the American 
zone. The Prime Minister felt that this would leave the 
western states with a strong bargaining point with which 
to compel the Russians to comply with the terms of the 
Yalta Conference. For the Russians were definitely vio
lating the Yalta spirit of cooperation by driving German 
citizens out of the East and in turn over-crowding the

C.5western sectors.
But President Truman would have no part of this sug

gestion and decided to move his troops back to their 
line of occupation. He made this move not only because 
he was dedicated to the terms of the Yalta agreement,

5Winston S. Churchill, Triumph and Tragedy: The 
Second World War (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 
1953), p. 672.
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not only because the sooner he retired to the American 
zone, the sooner the troops could be evacuated from 
Europe and sent to the Pacific front, but because here 
again was a chance for him to prove to the Soviet Union 
that her fear that the Americans and British were gang
ing up on her was unfounded and had no basis in fact.^ 

Ganging up was a very immediate fear of the Soviet 
leaders. And if the President in any way provoked an 
increase of this fear, he definitely would be undermin
ing the spirit of cooperation among the Allies and thus 
would place the success of the Potsdam Conference in 
jeopardy. General Eisenhower and other American mili
tary leaders also saw the need to be careful in American 
dealings with the U.S.S.R. at this time if the United 
States had any hopes of continuing the spirit of cooper
ation. In Crusade in Europe, Eisenhower wrote:

From the record of Russian contacts with the 
western Allies during the war, Generals Smith,
Clay, and I believed in the early summer of 1945 
that success in joint government of Germany 
would be measured almost exclusively by the de
gree to which the Western Allies, both generally 
and locally, overcame Russian suspicion and dis
trust. There was a vast gulf to be bridged be
tween governmental systems, and manifestly it 
could never be crossed unless on highest poli-

Between War and Peace. pp. 75-76.



38

tical levels, mutual confidence and trust were
achieved.

'These are the words of a man who had direct and pro
longed contact with the Soviet military forces during 
World War II. His feelings and judgments should de
finitely stand on an equal par with those of Prime Min
ister Churchill who had a record of being an anti
communist of the highest degree. In this instance, 
President Truman was able to make a sound judgment and 
resist pressure by the British Government, thus creating 
a chance for closer and more amiable negotiations with 
the Soviet Union.

Perhaps the United States delegation led by Truman 
wished to achieve and to promote the attitude which was 
best expounded in a statement made in a Briefing Book 
Paper concerned with the German merchant fleet and its 
relation to reparations. In this paper, the State De
partment spoke of the American hope that it could lead 
the other Allied Powers to negotiate with the purpose of
arriving at "rational and judiciously moderate de- 

8mands." The new blood brought to the negotiations in 
the person of President Truman could possibly soften the

n‘Dwight D. Eisenhower, Crusade in Europe (Garden 
City, New York: Doubleday and Company, 1948), p. 438.

8Potsdam Papers. Yol. I, pp. 570-571.
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hard line against Communism often taken by Churchill and 
temper the demands made by Marshal Stalin who repre
sented a nation which had felt the full fury of the Nazi 
plague on her soil.

In general, when one wants to categorize the issues 
brought before the Potsdam Conference with regard to 
Germany, they can be broadly classified as l) terri
torial or national issues and 2) economic issues. Al
though in many instances these two classifications over
lap and are hard to distinguish from each other, they
form the basis for the disputes and misunderstandings

\

that arose.
To discuss the category of territorial or national 

issues, in the early phases of the discussions, the 
United States met opposition from the Soviet Union. 
Truman presented his proposals concerning Germany in 
which he stressed the fact that the United States felt 
that the Allied Powers should definitely work for an 
eventual rebuilding of the German political and economic 
life. This would include setting up a government on a 
democratic basis and eventually placing Germany back in 
the mainstream of peaceful international relations. To 
do this, Truman felt that Germany should be considered 
as an economic and political unit, not as four separate
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states occupied by the Allied nations. To bring this 
desire to fruition, Truman believed that negotiations 
should center around the Germany as of 1937, the German 
nation prior to the expansion it underwent during the 
period of Hitler's blitzkrieg.

Stalin, however, argued that "Germany was a country 
with no government and with no definite frontier. It 
had no frontier guards, no troops. The country was 
thus broken up into four occupation zones."1^ In this 
instance, standing firm against Stalin, with the British
on his side, Truman was able to make Stalin give in and

\

at least tacitly grant the concession that Germany would 
hereafter be considered in context of her 1937 border.

Moving to a more significant national and terri
torial issue, the Allies were faced with deciding how 
this system of occupation zones, which had been agreed 
upon at the Yalta Conference, was going to be put into 
a working order.11 When the Allies met each other at 
Yalta, they were still involved in a war with Germany. 
The cooperation among the powers was still at a very 
high point. Besides, Roosevelt was still alive to keep

QYear of Decisions, p. 345- 
1QIbid., p. 353.
11For a map of Germany's zones of occupation, refer 

to Appendix IV.

9
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the decisions vague so that the .Russians were not really 
given any concessions, but they were in turn not denied 
anything either. In this atmosphere, the three leaders 
made their plans for the future occupation of Germany. 
Drawing from the experience they had encountered during 
the prosecution of the war, the Allies were very confi
dent that this wartime cooperation would continue into 
the period of occupation after the defeat of Germany. 
Therefore, the Allies probably relied on this as a guide
and did not carry their explanation of the occupation

12zones to any great extent.
\

It was thus left up to the Potsdam Conference, now 
filled with the spirit of a deteriorating sense of co
operation, to come to some working solution of how the 
zonal system was going to be put into effect. Besides, 
the zones were to be allocated to four* powers instead of 
three. The French Government was to enter into the pic
ture of occupation, although the French had not been in
vited to the conference. Charles DeGaulle1s demands 
also tended to further confuse a decision on how to put 
the zones of occupation into a viable and working sys- * 15

Between war and Peace, p. 73.
15Ibid., pp. 137-138.

12
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Fear of Germany was a strong force during this per
iod, a fear which was not as personally felt hy the 
United States. The British and French were fully en
twined in European politics and could clearly recall 
what had taken place in Europe during the not too dis
tant past. In 1871, Otto von Bismarck had established 
the German Empire in the Hall of Mirrors at Versailles, 
having won decisive victories over the French. Germany 
had built up its military power and had come to dominate 
Europe. Also Germany's actions had been a strong con
tributing factor in leading Europe into a war in 1914.

\

Again Great Britain and France felt the full force of the 
German military machine, and at times the rabid national
ism which inspires the German people.

Nationalism affected other countries besides Ger
many; but the superiority of the Aryan race and Darwin's 
theory of survival of the fittest, as applied to the 
human race, were incorporated into Germany's extension 
of military and economic power, factors which con
tributed a great deal to her nationalism. Ralph Flenley 
made this comment about German nationalism:

The relative suddenness of industrial and commer
cial growth, added to the similarly sudden achieve
ment of political unity, bred not merely a wholly 
legitimate pride, but also with some an over
weening and overbearing conceit. The result was 
that German nationalism and imperialism became 
impregnated with conceptions of German racial
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superiority, and of her destiny-, to cultural, poli
tical, and economic leadership.-
True, the United States had entered World War I in 

1917 and had emerged as the savior of Europe (at least 
in the eyes of many American leaders), hut the United 
States had not experienced the brunt of the German war 
machine, how World War II was coming to an end in Eur
ope. Were the European Allies easily willing to allow 
Germany to be rebuilt again quickly as a strong nation, 
perchance to rise and conquer again?

The Russians in particular had borne the fury of in
vading German armies. Their attitude has already been 
alluded to, when Stalin said that there was really no 
longer a Germany, and thus opposed Truman's proposal to
accept the Germany of 1937 as a starting point and to

15proceed from there. This could possibly be a reason 
why the United States was able to be so objective and 
reasonable when it came to discussing the future re
establishment of Germany as a nation, at least more ob
jective in comparison to her Allies. The British were 
willing to go along with the American plan, but the Rus
sians were more firmly opposed to the eventual reunifi- * 15

■^Ralph Flenley, Modern German History (New York:
E. P. Dutton and Company, 1959)', pp. 315-316.

15Year of Decisions, p. 353.
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cation of Germany.
The United States believed that there definitely 

would have to be a period of military control during 
which time Germany was to be demilitarized. And the 
United States also agreed that the future Germany 
should be restricted and watched so that her military 
potential could not arise again. But the State Depart
ment foresaw

that the victor powers by adding the enforcement 
of partition to the enforcement of the basic de
militarization controls would be assuming an un
necessary burden— unless it could be foreseen 
that, in time, partition would be accepted by the 
German people and could be considered assured 
grounds for relaxing otherwise necessary measures.

From this emerged the appeal for more unity in the con
trol of Germany. The partitioning among zones should not 
be considered permanent because it was felt that it just 
would not be practical. German national unity would 
never stand for its country being divided unless there
was an undue amount of force and effort expended by the

17occupying powers.
"Partitioning of Germany into several German states 

would not be fully effective in breaking down the ag
gressive nationalism which has characterized the German * *

^ Potsdam Papers. Vol. I, p. 457.
"^Ibid.
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people during the past century." Truman and his dele
gation realized that the past history of Germany proved 
more than the mere fact that Germany was prone to be a 
military power. It proved that German nationalism was 
a strong force which would have to be considered. In 
considering her nationalism, it became clear that Ger
many would not remain placid for any extended period 
under the restraints of a divided nation.

The United States State Department seemed to recog
nize the fact that much of what her European Allies
felt and tried to do regarding Germany was brought on by

\

fear and hatred of the country which had plunged Europe 
into such misery. It was hoped that, as time passed, 
the fear and hatred brought on by war would subside and 
these nations would eventually return to a more moder
ate and reasonable view of the German threat. One State 
Department memorandum compared the plight of Germany to 
the plight of a criminal in a modern penal institution.
A criminal is condemned to life imprisonment for a crime 
while the demand of the public is still highly in favor 
of severe punishment. But after a few years, the fury 
of public anger subsides, and the prisoner is soon 
paroled and later completely released. Such, the 18

18

18

Ibid., p. 461
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United States felt, could be the case with Germany.
This same memorandum pointed out that the principal 

war potential of Germany was not the country itself— her 
raw materials and industry— as the European Allies be
lieved; but the true war potential of Germany was her 
people who had the scientific know-how to prosecute a 
war and the docility to accept military and social dis
cipline. Partition would only control the material as
pects of Germany. The German people themselves just as
easily could be watched from without instead of parti-

20tioning and occupying the country indefinitely.
\

With these facts in mind, many of Truman's advisers 
encouraged him to take a more lenient stand when it came 
to the occupation of Germany. One example of this ad
vice was a memorandum from Secretary of War Stimson to 
the President. In this memorandum, Stimson declared:

I therefore urge that the principles stated in my 
paper to you on the administration of Germany of 16 
July be kept in mind, which recommends that Ger
many shall be given an opportunity to live and 
work; that the controls be exercised over the Ger
man people only in so far as our basic objectives 
absolutely require, and; that the ethnological 
and economic groupings of Germany should be dis- 
turbed only where conditions make it inescapable. 19 * 21

19

19Ibid., Vol. II, p. 781.
2QIbid.. pp. 781-782.
21Ibid., p. 808.
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The ethnological and economic groupings of Germany would 
definitely be disturbed if the Allied Powers were to set 
up a permanent partition of the German territory.

Another factor which Truman possibly came to real
ize after his initial encounter with the Soviet Union 
was that in the debate over whether Germany should be 
partitioned permanently or not, one would eventually 
have to consider what should be put in the place of the 
German nation if there was to be a permanent partition 
and what the United States personally hoped to accom
plish with her occupation of the German state. "You \
cannot replace something with nothing in the mind of an

22individual or the mind of a nation." The something 
the Germans had had was a strong sense of nationalism, 
perhaps blown out of proportion by Hitler. But there 
now would exist a vacuum in the minds of the Germans af
ter they were occupied. The Soviet leaders knew what 
they wanted to replace in the vacuum; Communism could 
pretty easily be put in the place of Nazism. For the 
Communist governmental system organized a tighter and 
more determined system of control than did democracy.
The Communist leaders were less interested in the welfare 
and freedom of the masses and more concerned with the

22 Ibid., Vol. I, p. 502.
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well-being of the state. This became another strong ar
gument why Truman should push for a unified and unparti
tioned Germany. The best future for Germany lay in be
coming an independent state with the "ideas of liberty 
and justice and human dignity" in the place of Communism 
or Nazism.

At this point, an aspect of the Potsdam Conference 
should be discussed which could really fall either into 
the category of national or economic issues. This in
volved the question whether the German state should be
treated as one economic unit during the period of occu-

\

pation and division.
The United States Government took the position that 

the physical division of Germany into zones did not 
necessarily mean that the German economy should also be 
divided. In fact, the United States saw many advantages 
which could be derived by all powers concerned if Ger
many's economy were treated as a unit. Such a unified 
economy would make it easier for the Allies to mobilize 
the German resources to help the nations which had been 
devastated by the German armies. In addition, this sys
tem would not place the bulk of the burden on one power 
and the bulk of the benefit on another; all would share 23

23Ibid., p. 503.
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equally in both. Imports would be held to a minimum, and
the subsistence standard of living would be maintained
equally throughout Germany. Finally, the Powers could
more easily work together to destroy the military might 

24of Germany. Again the Secretary of War backed this
policy and advised the President that he should "urge
the adoption by the Great Powers at the Conference of a
policy which would treat Germany as an economic unit so
as to permit her to contribute to her own and to gen-

25eral European rehabilitation."
The United States and Great Britain also had a very

\

practical and immediate reason for seeking a -unified 
German economy. As has been mentioned, when the Russian 
and Polish armies swept into eastern Germany, they drove 
a large German population out of the eastern zone and 
into the western zone. But the natural resources of 
Germany were not equally divided among the zones. The 
eastern zone held by the Russians (and Poland) had the 
bulk of the agricultural produce needed to feed the Ger
man population. The British and American zones were de
ficient in agricultural goods, but they had an advantage 24 *

24Ibid., p. 447; for further information, see p.
441.

25Ibid., Yol. II, p. 757.
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in industrial resources. ' However, with a defeated and
poor population, the immediate need of the western
powers was more for agricultural supplies than indus- 

27trial supplies. This was an urgent problem.
The stand taken by the U.S.S.R. was reflected in a 

statement made by Marshal Zhukov. He said that "now 
that the American and British authorities were occupying 
their sectors of Berlin, they had assumed responsi
bility for the feeding of the German civilian population

28in those areas." Thus the Soviet Union came out in 
opposition to operating the zones of Germany as a unit. 
This clash was to be resolved only after an agreement 
was reached regarding how reparations should be taken: 
if they should be taken from each zone independently, or 
if reparations should be removed by all nations from Ger
many as a unified territory.

In the category of economic issues which developed, 
one could list many. However, only a few instances are 
needed to show how the Allies lined up on the opposite 
sides in their economic disputes. * 28

°For figures on the distribution of resources in 
the German zones of occupation, see Appendix V.

^ Potsdam Papers, Vol. I, pp. 606-607.
28

26

Ibid.. p. 632.
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One of these economic issues was a relatively minor 
issue over semantics. The argument revolved, around the 
definitions of the words "restitution" and "war booty." 
The Soviet Union had been devastated by the German army, 
so she tended to define these terms quite broadly.
Great Britain tried to define the terms in a more nar
row sense since she did not have as urgent a need for 
these materials as did her eastern ally. The United 
States took a fluctuating stand.

The U'.S.S.R. listed four criteria for determining
what was to be considered "restitution" and thus what

\

could be removed without being charged as reparations.
One of these points was the following:

1. Restitution is limited to property which can 
be identified as having existed at the moment of 
enemy occupation of the territory from which 
this property was removed, as well as property 
which came into existence on the said territory 
during the period of enemy occupation, if this 
can be established and irrespective of the manner 
in which it fell into the hands of the enemy. y

The second half of this definition left plenty of room 
for broad interpretation of what is or is not "resti
tution. "

To bring this contrast more into focus, the follow
ing is an excerpt from the British definition of "resti
tution" : 29

29Ibid., Vol. II, p. 847.
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In the view of the U.K. Delegation Restitution 
should be confined to the restoration of identi
fiable property existing at the date of the in
vasion of the territories from which the property 
had been removed. in so far as it can be re
covered and irrespective of the form of dispos^  
session by which it had come into enemy hands.J

There was no clause in this British definition having to 
do with other property which came into existence while 
the territory was occupied by the enemy. Both defini
tions also had clauses which defined what could be 
taken as "restitution" in place of works of art and 
other items which had been destroyed by the enemy. Again
the Soviet definition was much more open for interpréta-

\

tions than the British version.
The United States proposed a definition for "resti

tution" which seemed to mediate between the two posi
tions. On the one hand, it did gravitate more to the 
British view than to the Soviet view. For it re
stricted restitution to "identifiable property" taken 
by the enemy; and it also listed four categories of 
property which could be considered "restitution." But 
on the other hand, it made a concession to the U.S.S.R. 
Whereas the British had limited the replacement of de
stroyed property to the replacement of works of art, the 
United States proposed a broader basis for restoring 30

30Ibid., p. 848
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destroyed property. "Works of art, religious or cultur
al objects, libraries, scientific equipment, and other 
laboratory or research materials" could also be re
placed as "restitution" if they had been destroyed by 

31the enemy. Therefore, the United States tended 
toward the British in this minor issue, but she was 
willing to make concessions to the Soviet Union in 
order to progress with the work at hand.

In defining "war booty," the British took a stand 
beside the United States and again hoped that the Sovi
et leadership would be limited in their objectives.

\

The United States hoped that she could get a limited 
definition of "war booty" because otherwise the U.S.S.R. 
would remove as "war booty" many items which would

32usually be classified in the category of reparations. 
Thus the United States made this definition of "war 
booty":

War booty shall consist of all finished war 
material, but shall not include equipment used 
to produce war material. What constituties war 
material shall be defined by Military repre
sentatives of the three powers represented on 
the Allied Commission of Reparations.^ 31 32 33

31Ibid., pp. 848-849.
32Ibid.. p. 853.
33Ibid., Vol. I, p. 543.
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This definition closely limited the term "war booty" to 
only finished war material, not raw materials used to 
make these items, and not machines and other industrial 
goods used to produce these items.

Again the Soviet Union defined what she called 
"war trophy" in a manner which would leave the way open 
for broad interpretations. To her, "war trophy" meant

1) . All military property of Germany, including 
all military property, which belongs, is being 
used or was intended to be used by the military 
and para military 'units of the enemy or by mem
bers of these units.
2) . Property which was used by the enemy for 
military purposes and which in the course of the
' war was removed from Germany to serve the mili
tary needs of the Allies.

If a factory had been intended to be used by the mili
tary forces, then by the Soviet definition this could be 
removed from Germany as "war booty" and would not be 
charged to her account of reparations. Numerous paths 
were opened for the U.S.S.R. to remove German property.

The United States realized that if she was going 
to fit any definition of "war booty" into the general 
scheme of the economic settlement with regard to Ger
many, there would have to be some limits placed on the 
definition. Perhaps there should be a time limit 
placed on how long one could remove property and call

34Ibid., Vol. II, p. 888.
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it "war booty" or have an established amount of material
which could be removed and called "war booty" instead of
reparations. In some way, the abstract definition had 

55to be limited.
The United States did not want the whole economic 

negotiations to fail because there was bickering over a 
couple of definitions. So the decision was made to 
stop arguing about "restitution" and "war booty" in iso
lation and to try to negotiate over these concepts si
multaneously with the reparations issue.^ This was
another step away from the United States' idea of con-

\

sidering the German state as one economic unit. But 
when it became clear that war booty, restitution, and 
reparations would basically be taken by each country 
from their own zone rather than from Germany as a whole, 
the need to worry about the definition of these two 
terms was no longer necessary; and this argument was 
left hanging without any final decision being made.^

The more significant economic issue at hand during 
the conference dealt with how to collect and how to 
divide the reparations to be taken from Germany. Much 35 * 37

35Ibid., pp. 850-851.
i6Ibid.. p. 852.
37Between War and Peace, p. 257.



of the discussion and background decisions made came 
from the Allied Reparations Commission which had met in 
Moscow. What was done at this Moscow meeting inte
grally tied in with the economic discussions carried on 
at Potsdam. The head of the United States delegation 
to the Reparations Commission was Edwin Pauley, an "or
ganizer and owner of oil properties in the Par West,

■5 «and a skilled and aggressive negotiator."
In May of 1945, President Truman made a statement 

in which he declared that he and Pauley both agreed upon 
the basic aim the United States should have in seeking 
reparations. As previously mentioned with regard to the 
American general aims in her policy toward Germany, the 
reparation policy primarily was supposed to be based on 
an attempt to prevent the rearmament of Germany. In ad
dition, reparations in kind were supposed to be taken by 
the Allies and used to rebuild and restore the areas 
overrun by the German armies. Truman at this time was
confident that the other Allies would continue in a co-

xqoperative mood in order to further these objectives.
Added to these controls which were supposed to 

limit the German economy, Truman still believed, along

38Ibid.. p. 253.
39Public Papers of Truman, p. 207; see also p. 32.
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with Secretary Stimson, that eventually the German 
economy would have to be rebuilt because a strong German 
economy was essential for European stability.^0 Gen
eral Eisenhower, having seen first hand what the Germans 
were like and how they were affected by the war, issued 
almost the same admonition to President Truman. Eisen
hower said that he "informed the President of my be
lief that we should handle the German economy, and par
ticularly the problem of reparations, in such a way as 
to insure Germans an opportunity to make a living, pro
vided that they were ready to work."^1 And from his ob
servation, Eisenhower was sure they were ready to work. 
They had the energy and drive to rebuild and strengthen 
their economy for the future. Such was the advice 
given to Truman. But it would be a difficult task for 
him to carry out such a plan in the face of the Allies 
who had been devastated by Germany during the war.

Again the groundwork for the discussions held at 
Potsdam came from the Yalta Conference. At Yalta, the 
Allies had decided that they should receive reparation 
in kind from the Germans, each country receiving a 
share according to how much she had contributed to the 
war effort and how much she had been devastated at the * 41

^ Atomic Diplomacy: Hiroshima and Potsdam, p. 79.
41Crusade in Europe. p. 442.
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hands of the Germans. There were to be three means of 
collecting this reparation in kind. One was to take 
reparation in kind from Germany's national wealth and 
from her outside territories for a period of two years.
An essential aim of this removal was to eliminate Ger
many's potential to make war. Other reparations in 
kind were to come from annual deliveries of goods from 
current productions for an agreed upon period and also 
the use of German labor. Again the Yalta Conference
built a framework but left a lot of questions unan- 

42swered.
\

Regarding reparations, a set of eight principles was 
set down by the State Department and President Truman to 
guide both the Reparations Commission and the talks at 
Potsdam. In these eight principles were included the 
two United States aims already declared: to destroy the 
military potential of the Germans and to use the repara
tions to rebuild the devastated areas of Europe. Other 
principles included the desire that reparations should 
be taken mostly from the existing national wealth and 
that care should be taken when stating reparations in 
terms of money; that long run claims on German manu
factured products should be kept at a minimum; that 42

42Yalta Papers, pp. 982-983.
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enough must be left in Germany to enable the people to
subsist without outside assistance; that the living
standard in Germany must not be allowed to rise beyond
that of her neighboring nations; and that reparations
should be fairly distributed. All of these principles
were enumerated with the purpose in mind of punishing
the Germans for what they had done, but also being fair
to the people and giving them a chance to rebuild and 

45start anew. ^
One other principle among the eight was of very

urgent concern to President Truman. He alluded to this
problem in his address to the nation on August 9, 1945:

We do not intend to make the mistake of exacting 
reparations in money and then lending Germany 
the money with which to pay. Reparations this 
time are to be paid with physical assets from 
those resources of Germany which are not re
quired for her peacetime subsistence. ^

After World War I, the United States was supporting the 
Weimar Republic in her effort to rebuild herself. But 
actually the only thing being accomplished was that 
America was sending over money that the Germans used to 
pay their reparations. The United States was deter
mined that she was not going to pay the bill this time.

^ Potsdam Papers. Vol. I, p. 546.
^ Public Papers of Truman, p. 207.



60

This American concern was rather humorously and 
simply expressed by Ambassador Pauley to Ambassador 
Maisky, the head of the Allied Commission for Repara
tions. He likened Germany to a cow. The Allied Powers 
wanted to milk the cow for all they could; but it was 
necessary to feed the cow in order to get the milk. The 
fodder was to take the form of imports and other neces
sary supplies needed to keep the German economy func
tioning to pay the reparations (the milk). It was evi
dent that the cow would have to get mighty thin; but 
still enough fodder would have to be kept for the cow. 
And this fodder had to be paid for by some of the milk 
from the cow, because the United States was not about to 
put up the fodder as she had done after World War I. In 
effect, Pauley was pleading with the Russians to allow 
the Germans to pay for their immediate imports and 
build up their economy before so many reparations were 
taken that the Germans could no longer pay.

The attempt by the United States to avoid the above 
mentioned situation soon began to center around whether 
the imports into Germany or the reparations to be 
assessed would constitute the first charge on the Ger
man economy. The United States naturally contended 45

45Potsdam Papers. Vol. I, p. 547.
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that the necessary imports should constitute a first 
charge. But the Soviet Union took the opposite position 
and expressed "the view that reparation deliveries 
should have priority and that imports into Germany, 
should, if necessary, be confined to the amount that can 
be paid for by exports from Germany after reparation 
schedules have been met."4^

Eventually, the United States under President Tru
man was able to get her way on the issue of first 
charges. But there still remained the way of express
ing this principle in a manner so that the Soviet Union \
would be compelled to use exports from Germany first to 
pay the charge for imports and only secondly to collect 
reparations. The diplomats began to negotiate over the 
wording of Article 19 of the Communique, the article 
which would state this first charge principle. The pro
posal considered by the United States said specifically
that the cost of the imports would be the first charge

47against exports from the zones of Germany. At the
same time, the British took a similar view to the Ameri-

48cans and also stated the first charge principle. But 46 47 48

46Ibid., Vol. II, p. 795.
47Ibid.. p. 812.
48Ibid., pp. 811-812.
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the Soviet Union proposed a draft of Article 19 which
said that "imports will have priority over Reparations

49and internal consumption." This was less specific 
terminology than first charge, and it would leave many 
places open for the Soviet leaders to violate the first 
charge principle if their draft of Article 19 were ac
cepted. After much negotiation, the United States was 
able to get the first charge principle included in the 
Communique. The Communique states that "the proceeds of 
exports from current production and stocks shall be
available in the first place for payment for such im-

50ports." The words "first charge" were not used in the 
Communique, but the wording of the principle was far more 
specific than the U.S.S.R. would have wished. Again 
President Truman showed some skill in confronting the 
Soviet opposition and emerging from the affair with con
cessions favoring the United States.

When Ambassador Pauley went to Moscow to begin the 
discussion of reparations, he suddenly was made aware of 
the Soviet demand that the sum of twenty billion dollars 
should be removed from the German state as reparation.
Of this sum, ten billion was to go to the U.S.S.R., * 50

^Ibid. , p. 810.
50Ibid., p. 1505.
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eight billion was to go to the United States and Great 
Britain, and two billion was to go to the other claim
ants. The Soviet negotiators had arrived at this figure
since this was used as a basis for discussion during the

51reparations discussions that had taken place at Yalta.
Pauley did not believe that it was time to fix a

definite figure, and he tried to lead the discussions in
52the direction of percentages rather than totals. How

ever, to satisfy the U.S.3.R., Acting Secretary of 
State Grew informed Pauley that the United States
would be willing to use totals as a basis for discus-

\

sion for the time being— although twelve or fourteen
53billion would be a more appropriate figure.

This argument continued when the reparations issue 
was considered at the Potsdam Conference. During meet
ings of the Foreign Ministers, Molotov would often de
clare that the Soviet Union had suffered physical in
vasion at the hands of the Germans and was thus en
titled to receive a definite answer on how much repara-

54tions the Soviet Union would receive from Germany. 51 52 53

51Ibid., Vol. I, pp. 510-511.
52Ibid.
53Ibid., pp. 519-520.
54Ibid., Vol. II, p. 431.
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Secretary Byrnes always replied that there was no basis 
for giving the U.S.S.R. an estimate in dollars since 
there was not yet enough information on how much equip
ment and goods would be available for reparations. Un
til then, the Soviet leaders would have to be content

55with percentages. Byrnes definitely was puzzled as to 
where the great volume of reparations which the Soviet 
Union demanded was to come from, since so much of the 
German capital equipment and property had been de
stroyed . ̂

Molotov and Stalin also were perplexed. According
\

to them, they had reached the conclusion that the United 
States favored the Soviet view at Yalta when the U.S.S.R. 
requested a definite figure of reparations. Again,
Truman and his delegation were faced with an attitude 
which had developed from Franklin Roosevelt's earlier 
dealings with the U.S.S.R. Secretary Byrnes replied to 
the Russians that many situations had changed since the 
time of the Yalta Conference. The devastation of Ger
many and the situation in Poland were just two examples

57of this new situation. * 56 57

•^Ibid.. pp. 486-487.
56Between War and Peace, p. 256.
57Potsdam Papers, Vol. II, p. 451.
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When it came to discussing percentages, the United 
States recognized the sacrifice which the Russians had 
made. The United States was not arguing with the fact 
that the Soviet Union was entitled to the largest part 
of reparations. In fact, the American delegation was in 
sympathetic agreement with a decision made earlier by the 
Reparations Commission which stated that the Soviet Union 
should receive fifty-six percent of the reparations, of 
which a portion would be used to satisfy the reparations 
claims of lesser nations. According to this agreement, 
the United States and Great Britain would each receive 
only twenty-two percent of the reparations, part of 
which would go to the reparations claims of smaller na
tions . 98

So Truman and his advisers were more than willing to 
grant at least fifty percent of the total figure of rep
arations to the Soviet Union. But they did feel that 
more reparations should be allotted to the claimant 
powers other than the United States and Great Britain, 
especially since it had been agreed that Prance would be 
included among the occupying powers as an equal.99

In the end, Truman again succeeded in getting his 58 59

58Ibid., p. 834.
59Ibid., Voi. I, p. 521.
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way, with reservations, ho definite figure was decided 
upon. And the United States proposed that "available 
reparations shall be divided among claimant nations to 
the extent that they have borne the burden of the war, 
have suffered losses, and organized victory over the 
enemy. In the Protocol and Communique of the Potsdam
Conference, no definite figure of total reparations was 
stated. It was felt that perhaps this question could be 
approached again at the meeting of Foreign Ministers.

Regarding percentages, there arose the previously
mentioned problem of the inequality of resources between\
eastern and western Germany. The Americans and British 
were willing to trade manufactured products and other 
products which their areas had in abundance in return 
for food and other supplies which were in abundance in 
the eastern zone. The Ruhr area, in particular, cre
ated a definite problem for the British. This was one 
of the richest industrial areas, but the people were 
starving. The Soviet negotiators in turn wanted some 
of the industrial equipment in the West, but they 
claimed that the balance of industrial goods was so 
strongly in favor of the Western Powers that they 
should share some of these with a devastated Russia.

60Ibid., Vol. II, p. 858.
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Here is one example of where Soviet leaders were deter
mined to support a policy only as far as it was to 
their advantage. They wanted to keep the zonal econo
mies separate and drain their eastern zone as much as 
they could, yet they demanded that the United States and 
Great Britain share the wealth of the western zones with 
them.

The United States delegation was considering several 
proposals to solve this problem. They once thought that 
twenty-five percent of the industrial capital equipment
not needed for a peace-time economy should be removed

\

from the Ruhr and given to the Soviet Union in return for 
twenty-five percent of the excess food, coal, timber, and 
other products the Western Powers needed from the Soviet 
zone. For the United States and Great Britain had less 
need for industrial equipment than the U.S.S.R. Another 
fifteen percent of this excess capital equipment was to 
be removed from the Ruhr and given to the Soviet Union 
without any return payment.^

The British, however, felt that this burden should 
not be restricted to the Ruhr area alone and that the 
percentages should not be so conciliatory to Stalin.
The British felt that they definitely should receive

61Ibid., pp. 926-927.
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some compensation for the industrial equipment taken 
from their zone, especially since these goods were going 
to the Soviet Union. Stalin also felt that his country 
should receive her pick of industrial goods and equip
ment, not just from the Ruhr Valley, hut from the whole

, 62 western zone.
So the United States incorporated the British and 

Soviet demands into her plan and eventually reached the 
agreement which was stated in the Protocol. By its 
terms, the Soviet Union was to receive fifteen percent
of the excess industrial and other capital equipment\
from all of the western zones in return for fifteen per
cent of the excess agricultural goods and natural re
sources from the eastern zone. Another ten percent of 
excess industrial and capital equipment was to be re
moved from the western to the eastern sector free of 
charge.^

Thus what seemed to be a fairly equitable compro
mise on reparations was reached, and no mention was made

62Ibid.. p. 487.
f) ̂•̂Ibid., pp. 1485-1486; for an account of some of 

the arguments involved in what percentages of goods were 
to be transferred to the Soviet Union and for an example 
of the varying views of the attending nations, see the 
Minutes of the Department of State for the Tenth Meeting 
of the Foreign Ministers, July 30, 1945, pp. 487-491.
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of a definite sum— hopefully eliminating the fate that 
faced Germany and the problems it caused the United 
States following the Treaty of Versailles.

President Truman made a valiant effort to punish 
and at the same time to preserve the German state at the 
Potsdam Conference. To a certain extent he was suc
cessful, but even today the German nation is divided be
tween East and West. Truman was not entirely successful

r ain checking the selfish designs of the other powers.
As these other powers saw it, "the problem is how to
make use of Germany and the former satellites or at

\

least how to prevent her and them from being used by po-
65tential enemies." But this is looking at the confer

ence with hindsight, and perhaps there was nothing else 
which Truman could have done to help Germany. As a re
sult of Potsdam, the zones of occupation became almost 
separate entities, with each occupying power developing 
its own zone along the lines of progress at a different 
rate of speed and even in different directions. There

C /HThe United States could be more objective in her 
approach to the problems at hand since she had not been 
as closely affected by the German war machine as had 
been the United Kingdom and the Soviet Union. For 
example, the United States had never been invaded by Ger
man troops, nor had she been bombed by the Luftwaffe.

65Edward S. Mason, "Has Our Policy in Germany 
Failed?" Foreign Affairs, XXIV (July, 1946), 588.
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really existed no true unity in the German state as had 
been hoped by President Truman and others.^0 The Com
munique declared that the German economy would be

r rj

treated as a unit, but in actuality it was not.
Herbert Feis seems to feel that this was due to the fact 
that the Allied Powers tried to forge the German economy 
out of their own desires and interests rather than allow
ing it to develop from the resources and the needs of
the people of Germany. The Allies were faced with off-

68setting needs and aims which had to be balanced. Tru
man tried to balance these needs and aims, but his solu-

\

tions only worked in the short run. In the long run, 
more problems developed. Therefore, the basis was laid 
for many later tensions which developed around the Ger
man nation and the zones of occupation.

66Ibid., 585.
^ Potsdam Papers, Vol. II, p. 1504. 
68'Between War and Peace, p. 246.



CHAPTER IV
POLAND

Perhaps the most crucial problem faced at the Pots
dam Conference was the issue of Poland. Herbert Peis 
feels the quarrel over Poland was the "most taut and 
trying" of all the quarrels which arose between the Al
lied Powers.1 The United States and Great Britain 
realized that the U.S.S.R. had a very strong interest
in what was to be the fate of Poland. At all of the

\

conferences which took place between the Allied Powers, 
Stalin had stressed again and again the necessity of the

OSoviet Union having friendly nations on her borders.
It could possibly be compared to the United States' ada
mant adherence to the Monroe Doctrine during the Nine
teenth and early Twentieth Century. It was natural that 
the Soviet Union desired friendly nations on her border, 
and she was willing to use any means at her disposal to 
make sure that Poland and all other neighboring govern
ments were friendly to her cause. Besides this aspect,

^Between War and Peace, p. 31.
2Chester Vilmot, The Struggle for Europe (St. 

James's Place, London: Collins Clear-type Press, 1952), 
pp. 712-713.
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a friendly Poland that could be maneuvered by the Soviet 
Government could serve as an exit route from the Soviet 
Union to Central Europe. The Polish citizens had a tra
ditional fear of the U.S.S.R., so this worked into Rus
sian hands. They could dominate Poland and spread Com
munist influence into Europe through Poland if they 

3wished.
From his point of view, President Truman had hopes 

that through negotiations and effort the United States 
could iron out the differences between the East and Vest 
on this issue. He believed that a compromise settlement 
with the U.S.S.R. was not out of the question.^

Prime Minister Churchill took a more unrelenting 
stand on the Polish issue, perhaps even a more pessi
mistic stand. He felt that the Polish issue, and in 
particular the controversy over the western border of 
the Polish state, was a force which might ultimately
decide whether the conference would be a success or a 

3failure. His views were quite similar to Truman's, but 
they were more forcefully presented. And he was less 
willing to yield and compromise.

3̂Zbigniev K. Brzezinski, The Soviet Bloc: Unity 
and Conflict (New York: Frederick A. Praeger, Pub
lishers, I960), p. 9.

^Public Papers of Truman, p. 123-
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The Soviet Union came to Potsdam with her own plan 
of action and purposes. Although she definitely had her 
own self-interest to consider when it came to Poland, 
she expressed her aims regarding this nation to he 
bringing about the liquidation of the London Government 
which was then the Polish government in exile and the 
establishment of a western frontier for the nation. She 
supported the boundary line which was proposed by the 
Polish Provisional Government of National Unity.^

The members of the Polish delegation that came to 
Potsdam perhaps echoed a concern of all the Allied na
tions which would remain in the back of their minds 
while considering the Polish issue. Harking back to the 
Yalta Conference, the Polish delegation made this state
ment :

Only a Poland that is economically strong will 
contribute to a lasting peace. On the contrary 
a Poland economically weak, and that necessarily 
implies her military and political weakness, 
would only tempt the Germans to a recognition of 
this very truth that made the three leaders of 
the Allied Nations declare in Yalta they de
sired to see, as a result of this war, an in
dependent, sovereign, and powerful Poland.'
Having generally explained the attitude of the Al

lied Powers toward Poland, one can now turn to a con- 6

6Ibid., pp. 1152-1153. 
^Ibid., p. 1142.
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sideration of the Polish problem itself and how these 
attitudes were reflected in the proceedings. This con
troversy can be divided and considered in two broad 
categories: the discussion of the future form of gov
ernment in Poland, and the discussion of exactly what 
should be the boundary of the Polish state.

The issue which developed around the make up of the 
Polish government had many of its origins in the Yalta 
Conference. At this conference, two decisions were made 
which had a bearing on the Polish government. The first 
was the Declaration on liberated Europe. This was a pet 
proposal of Secretary of State Hull which President 
Roosevelt had adopted and pushed through to acceptance 
during the conference. According to Herbert Peis, this 
Declaration sponsored by Roosevelt was an idealistic 
hope clung to by the United States and for that matter 
the British Government. "The American Government 
clutched at this wan promise as though it were a strong

Oobligation."
The Declaration on Liberated Europe itself promised 

that the three Allied Powers would work together to as
sist liberated nations, such as Poland, to return to in
ternal peace, to help distressed populations, to set up

QBetween War and Peace, p. 62.
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a governmental system which would be broadly based and 
would inculcate the ideals of democracy, and to arrange 
for free elections which would allow the people to de
termine how they wished to be governed.^ It is strange 
that President .Roosevelt would put so much faith in such 
an idealistic document in the light of what the Com
munist leadership had done in the past. George Kennan 
believes that this document was "a futile effort . . . 
which would have been better avoided. Churchill and 
Roosevelt had no excuse for not knowing, by this time, 
that all this vague and general political terminology 
had one meaning to them and an entirely different one to 
Stalin. Nevertheless President Truman was left with 
this legacy from the Roosevelt Administration and, since 
it was a signed agreement, would have to incorporate it 
in some way into his program.

The Yalta Protocol and Communique also contained 
clauses dealing with the Polish government specifically. 
In these declarations, the Allied Powers agreed that 
there should be free elections in Poland by which a per
manent government would eventually be set up which would 
include not only the Polish leaders who were now in * 10

Ŷalta Papers, p. 861.
10

359
Russia and the West Under Lenin and Stalin, p.
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power within Poland, most of whom were Communists, hut it
would also include Polish leaders with differing views
and those who were not at the time in the country.11 To
facilitate these elections and to govern the Polish
state until a permanent government could he organized,
a Polish Provisional Government of National Unity was
also to he established and was to include all elements
in Polish politics except the Nazi parties. This gov-

12ernment was to be set up as soon as possible. Once 
this clause had been fulfilled and the Provisional Gov
ernment of National Unity had been set up, the United 
States and Great Britain promised to join with the Sovi
et Union in granting diplomatic recognition to the new 

13government. These provisions were vaguely worded and 
could be interpreted in various ways, leaving the way 
open for the Soviet Union to justify many of the moves 
which she made in Poland. Admiral Leahy, an adviser to 
both Roosevelt and Truman, felt that the agreements 
were so vague that they could be stretched from Yalta 
to Washington without the terms ever technically being 
violated. This was at least partially due to Roose
velt's subtle and somewhat half-hearted attempt to 11 12 *

11Yalta Papers, p. 980.
12Ibid.
15Ibid.
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satisfy Stalin by placing more emphasis on the Lublin 
Government than the Polish leaders who were oriented 
more toward the West.1^

Soon after the Yalta Conference had made its deci
sion on the future of the Polish government, the Allied 
Powers met in Moscow along with representatives from 
various factions in the Polish political field to try to 
carry out the terms of the Yalta accord and establish a 
provisional government. The main force and the estab
lished group which had to be contended with by the
western diplomats was the Lublin Government, or the War-

\

saw Provisional Government, which had been organized with 
the help of the Soviet Union on January 5, 1945, as 
Soviet troops drove through Poland to liberate her from 
the Nazi forces. This government was in sympathy with 
the Soviet point of view and felt that, being the estab
lished group in power at the time, it should receive 
special consideration when establishing a new government 
for Poland.

The primary spokesman for the Polish leaders in 
exile was Stanislaw Mikolajczyk. Although he was the 
leader of the opposition group and was strongly nation- 14

14Atomic Diplomacy; Hiroshima and Potsdam, p. 21.
^ Ibid.. p. 246.
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alistic, he was not too far away from coming to some ag- 
greement with the Lublin Government. He felt that 
closer friendship with Russia was a necessity if Poland 
was to take her place among the family of nations. Fur
thermore, he made it clear to the Allied Powers that he 
accepted the decisions made at Yalta and was willing to 
attend a meeting of leading Polish personalities who 
truly represented the varying opinions of the Polish 
people. His primary concern was that the state of Po
land would once again be unified under one government
without outside control.*^

\

When Harry Hopkins went to Moscow to talk with 
Marshal Stalin, one of the main points on his agenda 
was Poland. What exactly was the Soviet attitude toward 
Poland? What did the Soviet Union actually want to ac
complish in her diplomatic maneuvers in conjunction 
with the establishment of a Polish Government? Stalin 
voiced the old Russian, and for that matter European, 1

1 Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the U.S.S.R., Cor
respondence Between the Chairman of the Council of For
eign Ministers of the U.S.S.R, and the Presidents of the 
U.S.A. and the Prime Ministers of Great Britain During 
the Great Patriotic War of 1941-1945, Vol. I, "Corres
pondence with Winston S. Churchill and Clement R. Attlee 
(July 1941-Hovember 1945)" (Moscow: Foreign Language 
Publishing House, 1957), pp. 522-323- (Hereinafter 
cited as Stalin's Correspondence).
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fear that Germany would one day rise again and present 
itself as a threat to the security of Europe. If a 
strong and friendly Poland were on the border of the 
Soviet Union, this would lessen the likelihood that the 
German state would once again rise. Stalin pointed out 
that the Soviet Union was not trying to establish a gov
ernment in Poland which was in complete accord with the 
Soviet views. He stated that even many of the Communist 
leaders within Poland were advocating policies which 
were contrary to what was the policy in the U.S.S.R.
From what he said, the main reason for concern over Po-

17land was security. And this seems to be borne out by 
the fact that the Soviet Union and the Polish Govern
ment signed a treaty calling for mutual assistance and 
collaboration in case of attack or aggression. This 
treaty was signed on April 21, 1945-

But then again, if this allegation rare true, why 
did the Soviet Union make the stipulation that the basis 
and starting point of the new government which was to 
emerge from the conference in Moscow should be the Lub
lin Government which she herself had set up? In a 
letter which Stalin sent to Roosevelt on April 7, 1945,

“̂ Potsdam Papers. Vol. I, p. 39*
“I O Documents on American Foreign Relations. Yol.

VII, p. 857.
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he stated the support he would give to the Lublin Govern
ment. Of the Polish representatives asked to appear at 
the conference, five were to be from Poland and only 
three from the exiled government in London. Finally, 
he wanted to make sure that the Lublin Government was 
consulted before any decisions were made since that gov
ernment had the support of the Polish people.19 20 James 
Byrnes declared that what Stalin wanted was to make the 
Lublin Government the "kernel" of the new Provisional 
Government of National Unity. This whole problem
stemmed from what had developed at Yalta; Roosevelt had

\

knowingly worded this agreement in such a way that the 
Soviet Union could justify her contentions when it came 
to setting up a new provisional government.

Therefore, the United States Government was forced 
to counter this trend in Soviet policy. In a letter 
from Roosevelt to Stalin on April 1, 1945, the President 
attempted to refute the Soviet position. According to 
him, using the Lublin Government as the basis of the 
Polish Provisional Government of National Unity was not 
in keeping with the spirit of the Yalta accords. He 
felt that the Lublin Government should be granted cer—

19Stalin's Correspondence. Yol. I, pp. 315-316.
20Speaking Frankly, p. 54.
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tain special recognition, such as being invited to ap
pear at the meeting first, but there should be no sepa
rate agreement made with this body. The purpose of this 
meeting was to attempt to set up a new government which 
truly represented all the Polish people. To do this, 
all of the Polish leaders must be accorded an equal
chance to make their bid for support of the people and

21should be treated equally by the Allied Powers. This 
objection was echoed again by Truman after he took of
fice when on April 23, 1945, in a letter to Stalin, he
stated that the Yalta decisions could only be carried out

\

"if a group of genuinely representative democratic Polish
22leaders are invited to Moscow for consultation." Re

garding this position taken by the United States Govern
ment, Stalin made this comment to Truman:

I have a feeling that you are unwilling to con
sider the Polish Provisional Government as a 
basis for the future Government of National 
Unity and object to the Polish Provisional Gov
ernment occupying in the Government the place 
to which it is entitled. I am obliged to say 
that this attitude ruleg^out an agreed decision 
on the Polish Question.  ̂* 22

Stalin's Correspondence. Vol. II, "Correspondence 
with Franklin D. Roosevelt and Harry S Truman (August 
1941-December 1945)," pp. 202-203-

22Ibid.. p. 218«
^Documents on Russian-American Relations, p. 211.

21

23
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Thus within weeks after President Truman took office, he 
was faced with a crisis, arising from the Yalta accords 
which had been signed by the former President, which 
could potentially spell the end to Allied wartime co
operation.

The British took a position quite similar to the 
United States, and Stalin's correspondence with Churchill 
reflects the same distrust that he expressed to Truman. 
However, the British may have been taking a harsher 
stand against the Soviet position because Stalin not
only accused Churchill of not being willing to accept

\

the Lublin Government as the basis of the Provisional 
Government of National Unity, but he went on to state 
that the British were opposed to the Soviet Union seek
ing friendly nations on her border. He appealed to the 
fact that the Soviet citizens had shed their blood to at
tain the right of security, so it was unjust for the
British to be hostile to attempts by the Soviet Union

24-to seek a friendly government in Poland.
Finally, on June 22, 1945, agreement was reached 

among the Allied Powers. Although many elements of the 
various political groups were represented in the Polish 
Provisional Government of National Unity, the two top

24Stalin's Correspondence. Vol. I, pp. 530-531.
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positions were held by former officials of the Lublin 
Government. Boleslaw Bierut was appointed the Presi
dent, the same position he had held in the Lublin Gov
ernment; and Edward Osobka-Morawski was appointed Prime 
Minister, the same as in the Lublin Government. Miko
la jczyk, the most popular of the Polish leaders, was 
made Deputy Prime Minister and Minister of Agriculture, 
but his position was so limited that he had very little 
power in the government. He was merely placed in the 
government to show that it had admitted various elements
in the political life. He was a symbol that the Western

\

Powers supposedly would stand behind him and make sure 
that the new Provisional Government continued to fulfill

25the Yalta agreements.
On July 5, 1945, President Truman announced the ini

tiation of diplomatic relations with the new Polish Pro
visional Government of National Unity. Perhaps with 
more hope than confidence, he made the statement that 
"the establishment of this Government is an important 
and positive step in fulfilling the decisions regarding
Poland reached at Yalta and signed on February 11,

261945." For Ambassador Harriman had sent a report 25 26

25The Soviet Bloc: Unity and Conflict, p. 11.
26Public Papers of Truman, p. 166.
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back to Washington in which he declared that the accords
were "murky and frail." He felt that Stalin and Molotov
were opposed to clarifying some of the verbal under-

27standings reached. Therefore, the United States was 
preparing to renew this controversy at Potsdam and try 
to get some of these murky agreements clarified, hope
fully in favor of the Western Powers.

When the Allied Powers met at Potsdam, this problem 
was far from over. And the leaders realized this. The 
new government which had been set up in Poland was
merely provisional and fulfilled only part of the Yalta

\

agreement. Acting Secretary of State Joseph Grew said 
that "the creation of the new Government does not alone 
discharge us from the responsibilities assumed at

pOYalta." The question of what should be done with the 
property belonging to the previous Polish government, 
and also how to implement the Yalta decree to set up 
free and unfettered elections as soon as possible now 
arose.

The main concern of the Soviet leaders was centered 
around acquiring property and equipment for the Polish 
army and government. When President Truman brought up 27

27Between War and Peace, p. 211.
2®Potsdam Papers, Vol. II, p. 1105.
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the Polish question at the conference, the U.S.S.R. de
manded that all former Polish holdings should be turned 
over to the new Provisional Government. And, in addi
tion, she wanted the Polish forces to maintain control
of equipment and supplies which had been given to them

29by the British and Americans. These were the main 
demands made by the Soviet Union.

Such demands raked upon the nationalism of Prime 
Minister Churchill. He quickly brought up the fact that 
these demands by Stalin would fall most heavily on the
British since they were the ones who had taken in the

\

members of the exiled government when they had fled Po- 
30land. In addition, he saw that the moves being made 

by the Polish Provisional Government of National Unity, 
such as driving the German people out of their terri
tory and into the British zone, was creating an undue 
hardship for the British in that area. The British were 
not desirous of standing in the way of the new govern
ment. They merely wanted agreements which would pro
tect the British interests while at the same time ful-

31filling the wishes of the Poles.

Year of Decisions, pp. 353-354.
3°Ibid.

29

31Triumph and Tragedy, pp. 666-667.
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The United States had attitudes based less on self- 
interest when it came to considering the new government. 
The State Department realized that the new government 
was influenced and supported by the Communists; there
fore, it felt that the best policy would be to lend its 
support to the elements in Polish society which had 
views contrary to the Communists. In addition, the 
promotion of such policies of allowing the newspapers 
and radios in the West to report on the free and un
fettered elections which were supposedly to be held 
would be another way of keeping an eye on Communist 
activities and thus being able to guarantee the freedom 
of the Polish people. The United States was not 
against the Soviet Union seeking friendly governments 
on her border. She merely felt that the Soviet Govern
ment should seek the friendship of the Polish people 
rather than fostering the friendship of a small group 
of people within the government.^ The United States 
distrusted the Soviet leaders, but she wanted to ful
fill the Yalta agreements because she hoped this would 
lead to the free elections. At the same time, she 
recognized the justification of the British claims that 
moves made by the Polish Government in collaboration

'•̂ Potsdam Papers. Yol. I, p. 716.
" Z  *ZSpeaking Frankly, p. 73.
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with the U.S.S.R. would impose undue hardships on the 
British. Again the United States was caught in the 
middle.

The drafts of the proposals made by the British and 
Soviet Governments as the statement of the Allied posi
tion on the Polish Government seems to reflect the dif
fering sides at the Potsdam Conference. The Soviet 
draft was a strongly worded document. It repeated that 
the Provisional Government was recognized by the Allies 
and was fulfilling the decisions reached at Yalta. Pro
ceeding from this, the Soviet Union believed that the \
Allies should "sever all relations" with the exiled Po
lish Government. The U.S.S.R. used very strong and

■5 4.definite words in her statement. Furthermore, she 
went on to say:

We deem it imperative to render the Provisional 
Government of Rational Unity the necessary as
sistance in the immediate transmission to it of 
all stock, assets and all other property belong
ing to Poland, which still is at the disposal of 
the government of Arciszewski /the exiled gov
ernment/ and of its organs in whatever form this 
property may be and no matter where or at whose 
disposal this property may prove to be at the present moment.

There was to be no question whether Polish property 
would be turned over to the new government, and there

';̂ Potsdam Papers. Vol. II, p. 1110.
35 ibid.
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was no provision made for paying for the goods supplied 
by the United States or Great Britain, finally, the 
declaration strongly emphasized that the navy, merchant 
marine, and army should be "subordinated" to the new

■56government. Again the terms were strong and adamant.
The strange part is not in what the declaration said, 
for this was expected in the light of previous Soviet 
demands, but in what was omitted. There was an allu
sion to the Yalta agreement in the beginning of this 
proposed declaration, because this justified the govern
ment now in existence in Poland; but later in the paper, \
there was no mention of the other part of the Yalta 
agreement which called for free and unfettered elec
tions. This clause was not in the personal interest 
of the Soviet Union.

The British proposal also reflected their personal 
point of view. In contrast to the strong words of sup
port given the Provisional Government in the Soviet pro
posal, the British simply stated that they "have taken 
note with pleasure of the agreement reached among repre
sentative Poles from Poland and abroad which has made 
possible the formation . . .  of a Polish Provisional 
Government of National Unity recognized by the Three

5 6ib±d.
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Powers." Regarding the return of property to the new 
government, Great Britain stated that she and the United 
States were "willing to discuss" the matter "with pro
perly accredited representatives of the Polish Provi
sional Government," emphasizing that they were not de
sirous that the Poles receive the property and bene
fits, but that they be held in liability for the "credits 

38advanced." The British did not want a sudden and un
qualified relinquishing of property to Poland, and they 
wanted to make sure that the debts incurred by the Poles
during the war were taken into consideration. This pro-

\

posal also emphasized the need to guarantee the security 
of troops and other Polish citizens who wished to return 
to Poland from abroad, even if they had been connected 
with the exiled government. Finally, the British in
cluded a restatement of the Yalta declaration that there 
should be free and unfettered elections. And this pro
posal was made further agreeable to the American position
when it stated that the Allied press should be given the

39right to cover these elections to be held in Poland.
Thus the sentiment of the United States tended to gravi-

57Ibid., p. 1111.
58Ibid.
59Ibid., pp. 1111-1112.

37
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tate toward the British proposal.
Again the final declaration which came from Potsdam 

contained a combination of the two views. This could 
possibly be attributed to the American delegation 
headed by President Truman. The United States was not 
as intimately involved in the issue as were the British 
and Soviet Governments. Por Poland was not on the 
border of the United States, and the United States had 
not become as involved in supporting the exiled govern
ment as had the British.

The first paragraph of the decisions on Poland,
\

which is found in the Communique and Protocol, is taken 
from the British proposal already mentioned. The next 
paragraph is a combination of the two proposals. The 
rights of the new Polish Provisional Government were 
affirmed regarding the right to the property of the 
former Polish state. But these rights were not stated 
in as definite terms as the Soviet proposal. However, 
to compensate the Soviet leaders, no mention was made of 
discussions or liability for debts and credits. The 
right of the Polish Government to control the army and 
navy was affirmed, but a guarantee of the security of 
those returning to Poland from abroad was also contained 
in the agreement. Finally there was a restatement of 
Poland's obligation to hold free and unfettered elec-
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tions, and Allied press coverage was to be permitted.^ 
At least on paper, this decision seemed to be more of a 
victory for the United States and Great Britain than it 
was for the Soviet Union. However, the wording of the 
document still left some room for the U.S.S.R. to 
maneuver in the future.

An even more immediately critical issue facing the 
representatives at Potsdam was the establishment of a 
boundary for Poland, a country which had so recently 
been removed from Nazi control. Again the Yalta Confer
ence had discussed this issue, but no really definite \
decision was made. President Roosevelt was willing to 
defer the point until a later date in the hope of pre
serving Allied unity. But prior to the Potsdam Confer
ence, problems began to enter the picture. As agreed at 
Yalta, the Soviet Union had advanced her border to the 
Curzon Line. This eastern boundary was never in dis
pute by the Allied Powers. But this move forced many 
Poles to be moved from the eastern area toward the West. 
In turn the Polish forces moved their western boundary 
from the Eastern Neisse River to the Western Neisse 
River. This caused a great many Germans to flee from 
this area and seek refuge in the western zones which 40

40Ibid., pp. 1491 and 1508.
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were occupied by the United States and Great Britain.^
Thus at Potsdam, the Allied Powers in the West were
faced with a fait accompli. The Yalta declaration had
stated that the final settlement of the western boundary
of Poland would be reserved for the peace conference;
but the Soviet forces along with their Polish allies had
taken the -unilateral initiative to move the boundary to

42the West prior to an agreement being reached. So de-
4_3veloped the controversy over the Polish border.

The British position taken at Potsdam was based 
upon several objections they had to the move made by the 
Poles in collaboration with the U.S.S.R. In the first 
place, Stalin agreed with both Truman and Churchill that 
the final boundary settlement should be made only at a 
peace conference. But now the Polish troops were oc
cupying a western boundary which they seemed to be in
tent on establishing permanently. In the second place, 
the British felt that this was too large an area for 
the Polish Government to handle at the present time.
In the third place, at that time the economy of Germany 
was not too sound; and the occupation of this area to * 43

^ Triumph and Tragedy, p. 648.
 ̂̂ S peaking Frankly. pp. 79-80.

43Por a map of Poland and the disputed boundaries, 
refer to Appendices VI and VII.
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the West of Poland would throw a huge burden on the west
ern zones, since there would be a shortage of food and 
fuel. A fourth objection was that the British people 
had strong moral objections to the mass movement of a 
jjopulation from one area to another. Perhaps it would 
be necessary to relocate two or three million Germans 
to compensate for the two or three million Poles enter
ing the country from East of the Curzon Line, but the 
movement of eight to ten million Germans was more than 
could be accepted. Finally, information on the area was
not clear. The Soviet Union claimed that there was not

\

as great a number of Germans in the disputed area as the 
British understood to be there. The British felt that 
there were still millions of Germans in this area that 
would eventually have to be relocated if the western
boundary of Poland were set along the Oder-Beisse
, . 44line.

All of these British complaints led to the fear 
that what was happening in essence was that a fifth 
power was being admitted to occupy a zone of Germany. 
Churchill wondered whether the Poles would be under the 
control of the Soviet military commanders, or whether 
they would be left on their own. British fears were *

^ Triumph and Tragedy, pp. 656-659.
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further compounded when reports reached them that Mar
shal Zhukov had made the statement that the U.S.S.R. 
had no authority to demand food and fuel from outside 
her zone of occupation, referring to the area to the
East of the Russian zone which was occupied by the 

45Poles. Churchill was quite indignant at these pros
pects; he feared that if Poland were admitted as a fifth 
occupying power, the success of the conference would be 
doomed. For the economic condition of the British 
sector would definitely be in jeopardy.^

Finally, the British were able to make a decision\
on what they were willing to grant to the Poles and what 
they were not willing to grant. Field Marshal Alexander 
summarized the British position in this way: "The 
British are willing to see East Prussia, Danzig, the 
most eastern part of Pomerania (not as far as the Oder 
River) and Upper Silesia placed under permanent Polish 
administration now; if Russia insisted upon a larger
area going to Poland, she should accept a proportion-

4-7ate reduction in her share of German reparations."
It was felt that maybe this last clause would force the 45 46 47

45Potsdam Papers. Vol. II, pp. 1136-1137.
46Triumph and Tragedy, pp. 670-671.
47Potsdam Papers, Vol. I, p. 781.
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Soviet leaders into compromise since they would definite
ly not wish to have their share of reparations reduced.

Just as the British had reasons for taking the 
stand they did in the boundary dispute, so too did the 
U.S.S.R. Soviet desires became closely entwined with 
the demands of the Polish delegation itself. Among the 
Soviet reasons was the fact that compensation in the West 
would make the Polish people less resentful of losing a 
good deal of their territory in the Bast to the Soviet 
Union. Also, the Soviet Union wanted to make the Polish 
people more dependent upon her and perhaps hoped that the 
Polish state eventually might become a satellite of the 
U.S.S.R. Por if a great number of Germans were displaced 
by the western boundary of Poland, eventually a movement 
might arise which would seek to return this area to Ger
many. When this happened, it was thought likely that 
the Poles would turn to their eastern neighbor for pro
tection. Another reason why the U.S.S.R. backed the Po
lish demands was that, if the United Nations failed, the 
Soviet Union would have only her own initiative to rely 
on for security. If a Polish state could be set up 
which relied on the Soviet Union and eventually became 
controlled by her, this country, which had a frontier 
extending pretty far into Western Europe would be of
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ARdefinite advantage to the Soviet cause. h Thus the Sovi

et Union, stating also that she took into consideration 
the historical background of the Polish state, proposed 
that the western boundary of Poland should be estab
lished and that it should follow the lines outlined by 
the Polish delegation.48 49 50

Stalin tried to take a noble stand, acting as the 
protector and friend of the Polish people. For exam
ple, in answer to the British statement which said that 
if the Poles were to get additional territory, the 
Soviet Union for her part would have to take a cut in 
reparations, a position also held by President Truman, 
Stalin nobly declared that the U.S.S.R. was not afraid
of this consequence and if necessary would renounce

50reparations entirely.
In previous controversies which had cropped up at 

the Potsdam Conference, there was a three party discus
sion of the problem. However, the dispute over the 
western boundary of Poland at least implicitly admitted 
the fact that there was a fourth power concerned who 
should be heard from, a fact which would almost recog-

48Ibid., pp. 744-745.
49Ibid., Vol. II, p. 1138.
50Year of Decisions, p. 367.
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nize the fait accompli of a fifth occupation power in 
Germany. For the Allied Powers invited a delegation 
from the new Polish Provisional Government of National 
Unity to attend the conference and present a defense of 
their demands. It was clear that the Polish Government 
was being used by the Soviet Union, that the U.S.S.R. 
was posing as the sole supporter of the Polish people, 
in order to gain the confidence of the Poles. How
ever, this was not the only, and probably not the main 
reason, why the Polish delegation came and pleaded its
case at Potsdam. For the Poles were nationalistic and

\

had a unified attitude about their demands. Both Bierut 
and Mikolajczyk worked together in defense of the Polish 
demand that the Polish western boundary should extend 
along the Western Neisse and Oder Rivers. On this is
sue, the Poles had common cause and were of one mind.

Several arguments were raised by the Poles to sub
stantiate their position. First of all, the Yalta 
agreement made it clear that the Polish territory in 
the West would be substantially increased. Besides, 
the establishment of the Curzon Line forced the Poles 
to worry about resettlement of their population. If

51Edward J. Rozek, Allied Wartime Diplomacy: A 
Pattern in Poland (New York: John Willy and Sons, Inc., 1958), pp. 405-406.
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their territory were not extended, there would be a ser
ious problem of overpopulation in Poland in the near fu-

52ture. Consequently, they demanded that they should 
have a western boundary, "beginning in the south, the 
former frontier between Czechoslovakia and Germany, 
then the nausitzer Reisse river, then runs along the 
left bank of the Oder, and leaving Stettin for Poland 
reaches the sea west of the town of Swinemunde.

Such a boundary line would reduce the area of Po
land from 338,000 square kilometers to 309,000 square 
kilometers. But it would present several advantages.
Bor one thing, it would be the shortest boundary line 
possible between Germany and Poland. This would be an 
advantage for defense if hostilities should once again 
break out with Germany. Secondly, the population and 
area may have been reduced, but the population now 
would be more homogeneous. The Ukrainians and White 
Russians had been removed from Polish territory when the 
boundary along the Curzon Line had been established in 
the East; and almost all the Germans had fled from the 
Polish territory claimed in the West when the Polish and 
Russian forces were advancing. A third advantage which

52Potsdam Papers. Vol. II, p. 1144.
53Ibid.. p. 1 1 3 9 .
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would be realized by the western boundary they proposed 
was that Poland would now have the potential to become 
an industrial nation. Until now, Poland was a backward 
agricultural nation and had no real potential for be
coming industrialized. But the addition of Upper 
Silesia and the city of Stettin would be potential areas 
where Poland could begin industrialization and relieve 
her overburdened agricultural population. These rea
sons, along with an appeal that this would partially 
restore the Polish territory to the size it had been be
fore it almost continually had been occupied for 150 \
years, were the personal arguments presented by the Po
lish delegation for an extended western boundary. These
reasons were not really tied in with the Soviet national

54interest, but rather with Polish national interest.
The United States under Truman again was caught in 

the middle, perhaps leaning a little toward the British 
opinion. Once again, Truman was limited by the Yalta 
agreement which had often haunted him before. It had 
been stated at Yalta that Poland should receive sub
stantial territory in the North and West, but that a 
definite decision on what territory she was to be given

54Ibid.. Vol. I, pp. 758-759; Vol. II, pp. 332- 333 and p. 1521.



was not to be made -until the peace conference. From 
this declaration and from the events which had occurred 
since the signing of the document, Truman had become 
concerned about several things. First it seemed as 
though, as Churchill had feared, the Polish Government 
was being admitted as a fifth occupying power. But even 
of more concern to Truman than this was the fact that 
it had been done without the consultation of all the 
Allied Powers and was thus a sign of a breakdown in Al
lied cooperation. To the President, the Soviet leaders
had violated the trust which had been prevalent at the

\

time of the signing of the Yalta accords.
President Truman was in sympathy with the Polish 

cause. He was torn between showing sympathy for this 
down-trodden nation and standing firm against her spon
sor, the Soviet Union. Several times, Stalin pointed 
out that it was right for the Poles to take over this
territory and gain some revenge for what they had suf-

56fered at the hands of the German armies. But Tru
man's reply to Stalin was this: "If the Poles were to 
have a zone, they were responsible to the Soviet Union * II,

^ Year of Decisions, pp. 366-367 and 372; Potsdam 
Papers, Vol. II, pp. 208 and 251.

pr CJ Year of Decisions, p. 388; Potsdam Papers. Vol.
II, pp. 383-384.
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for it. He wanted to be as helpful as he could and the
position he had taken was that the frontier should be

57fixed at the peace conference. . . ." Although he was
willing to discuss the western boundary with the Soviet
Union and Poland, he wanted it made clear that he would
uphold the Yalta declaration and refuse to make any
boundary lines definite prior to the peace confer- 

58ence. Truman, in his words and actions, did not take 
a stand as firm as Churchill, but he basically did try 
to gain advantages over Stalin while conciliating the
Marshal on several occasions.

\

The final proposal presented by the United States 
delegation reflects Truman's turn of mind. He was 
willing to allow the Poles to take over administration 
and control of the part of eastern Germany which they 
had desired to annex. But he made it clear that this 
would not be considered a part of the German occupation 
zones. And he emphatically asserted that the definite 
and final boundaries would not be set until the peace 
conference. He was, therefore, giving in to the demands 
of the Soviet Union for the time being, thus delaying 
the question until later; but he was not knuckling under

^ Potsdam Papers. Vol. II, p. 384.
58Triumph and Tragedy, p. 657.
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the pressure and granting the Poles definite and lasting 
control which could not be reclaimed if the Allies de
cided to do so. Therefore, Stalin did not obtain all

59of his objectives.
This final American proposal was ultimately ac

cepted as the basis for settlement at Potsdam. The 
Poles were granted temporary administrative rights over 
the area which they claimed, and this was not to be con
sidered a part of the Soviet zone of occupation. But 
one statement was added to this decision which did not 
give the U.S.S.R. a complete victory. For the Protocol 
and Communique stated that the "three heads of Govern
ment reaffirm their opinion that the final delimitation
of the western frontier of Poland should await the

60peace settlement." In effect, the whole problem was 
essentially put aside to be taken up again at a later 
date. James Byrnes saw that this statement really kept 
the United States from being bound to any definite de
cision which could give the upper hand to the Soviet 
Union in the future.

In the light of this history, it is difficult to 
credit with good faith any person who asserts 
that Poland's western boundary was fixed by the

•^Potsdam Papers. Vol. ll, pp. 1150-1151. 
6QIbid., pp. 1491-1492 and 1509.
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conferences, or that there was a promise that 
it woû tjl be established at some particular 
place.
George F. Keiinan feels, contrary to Byrnes, that 

this decision sanctioned and further refined the deci
sions made to sever East Prussia from Germany. But he 
felt that Truman could not really be blamed for this.
For these decisions "had found at an earlier date the 
approval in principle of FDR and of Winston Churchill. 
But the casualness and frivolity with which these deci
sions were made, the apparent indifference on the Ameri
can side, then and ever since, to their real economic \
and other effects, and the misimpressions conveyed at
the time to the American public have all seemed hard to 

62excuse." Truman was living and acting in the shadow 
of Franklin Roosevelt; he was acutely aware of the re
strictions this placed on his diplomatic maneuvers.

Ambassador W. Averell Harriman made the observation 
that the Soviet Union was following two separate poli
cies in her foreign relations. On the one hand, she was 
trying to cooperate with the United States and Great 
Britain; on the other hand, she was trying to extend her 
control and influence throughout Central Europe. This

^ Speaking Frankly, p. 81.
^Kerman's Memoirs. pp. 276-277.
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was the foreign policy which Truman had to face. The Po
lish questions were a showdown which could ultimately set 
a pattern for future United States diplomacy.^

Truman took a relatively firm stand and won vic
tories, at least on paper, both in regard to the govern
ment in Poland and in regard to getting tied down to a 
definite decision on the Polish boundaries. These vic
tories were not won without consideration of the Soviet 
situation; but they did not sacrifice the United States' 
position in the face of Soviet pressure and demands.

President Truman had some hard decisions to make.
\

He was facing an experienced diplomatic foe in the per
son of Joseph Stalin; but he was also filled with con
cern for the Polish state, the first state to have put 
up opposition to the invading German armies. As he told 
Deputy Prime Minister Mikolajczyk, he made his decisions 
out of "friendship toward Poland," since he himself was 
greatly concerned about that country, and he "hoped that 
Poland could be free and h a p p y . P o l a n d  received con
cessions for losing her territory in the East, and there 
at least was tacit agreement that there would be free 
elections. So Poland emerged from the conference in a

^Atomic Diplomacy: Hiroshima and Potsdam, p. 22. 
^ Potsdam Papers. Vol. II, p. 1541.
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better position than she had entered it.
If one looks at the overall accomplishments of the 

Potsdam Conference regarding Poland, one is surprised 
how much really was accomplished. The transfer, at 
least temporarily, of areas of East Prussia to Poland 
definitely fulfilled the Allied desire to weaken the 
German war potential. The Soviet Union was satisfied 
because there was reason to hope that she would have a 
friendly nation on her border, a move which would bol
ster her national security. And finally, the Soviet 
Union, United States, and Great Britain again stated
their desire that there should be free and unfettered

65elections held in Poland. Thus the Potsdam Confer
ence, at least for the moment, was successful in its 
dealing with Poland without requiring President Truman 
to sacrifice any substantial part of the diplomatic 
policy of the United States.

^Sidney B. Pay, "The Outlook in Europe," Current 
History. IX (October, 1945), 288.

65



CHAPTER V

CONCLUSION

Probably the crux of the whole problem which cre
ated dissension at the Potsdam Conference was the con
flict of foreign policies. The United States and Great 
Britain had a policy opposed to the Soviet Union; how
ever, Great Britain emphasised aspects different from 
the United States. On another diplomatic level, the
nations discussed but not represented at the Potsdam

\

Conference likewise had their own foreign policies.
As one example, Poland sent representatives to try 

to convince the three Powers that she should receive 
concessions. Controversy arose over what should be done 
with Germany. Although Germany was defeated and divid
ed, someday, as a sovereign state, she would develop 
her own foreign policy once again; and perhaps the 
spirit of this policy was already fermenting among the 
German people.

Foreign policy is hard to define. But Ambassador
Davies, the Chairman of the War Belief Control Board,
gave a very good definition:

The foreign policy of any country is nothing 
more or less than setting rules to govern its 
relations with nations and peoples outside of
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its own borders. The purpose of these rules, 
whether the country be great or small, is to 
protect the people from the outside, and then to 
promote the general welfare of the world and the 
administration of justice, consistent with its 
own well-being.

The primary concern is to prevent physical 
invasion, attack, or enslavement— Freedom from 
Fear. The next purpose is to preserve the 
standard of living and the way of life of its 
own people— Freedom from Want, and other free
doms .

Foreign policy is basically self-interest. The good of 
the particular country is placed above the general wel
fare of the world. The concern for the immediate needs 
of a country's own people is placed before a more long 
range consideration of the conditions of all mankind. 
Acting and thinking in this subjective sphere of inter
est seems to always be in the background of the contro
versies which arose at Potsdam. The United States was 
just as guilty of this, mistake as was the Soviet Union 
and Great Britain.

The nation's attitude toward her relations with 
other states is reflected in the means used to carry out 
her foreign policy. To many Americans, there was a feel
ing of friendship toward the Soviet Union. As General 
Eisenhower observed, there was a marked resemblance be
tween the people of the Soviet Union and the people of 
the United States. In many ways, the Russian people

^Potsdam Papers. Vol. I, p. 249.



108

could be compared to average Americans. Thus in the 
beginning, the United States pursued a policy of friend
ship and cooperation with the U.S.S.R. in order to pro
mote the American foreign policy. It took President 
Truman and the State Department essentially from April 
to August of 1945 to reach the conclusion that this 
policy of friendship and cooperation would eventually 
have to be replaced with a policy of force and a firmer 
stand if the American foreign policy was going to avoid 
being swallowed up by Soviet aims.

On the other hand, the Soviet Union from the begin-
\

ning was trying to take advantage of the American desire 
for friendship and cooperation. Imperialism and the de
sire to get all she could controlled the policy of the 
U.S.S.R. She was driven on by the imperialistic poli
cies which dated back through the tsarist period and had 
been revised and implemented by the Communist regime.^ 
Thus the Soviet Union had a foreign policy which ran 
counter to that of the United States in her aims. The 
U.S.S.R. was willing to cooperate with the United States

2Crusade in Europe, pp. 473-474.
3Churchill. Roosevelt. Stalin: The War They Waged 

and the Peace They Sought, pp. 637-638.
^Clement Richard Attlee, As It Happened (New York: 

The Viking Press, 1954), p. 205.
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only in so far as cooperation worked to her advantage. 
Although this is hindsight, and the effort should have 
been made at least to try cooperation, perhaps condi
tions might have been different and the results of the 
Potsdam Conference might have been more favorable to the 
Western Powers if more heed had been given to 
Churchill's call to a stronger stand against the Soviet 
Union. But this is only a thought; and Truman did not 
quickly evolve to a firmer stand against the U.S.S.R. in 
his initial caution.

Very little has been said in this paper about what 
actually was the relationship between the United States 
and Great Britain. There is little controversy over the 
fact that relations between these two nations were closer 
than those between either of them and the Soviet Union. 
When the agenda for the Potsdam Conference was being 
discussed, Prime Minister Churchill's suggested topics 
for discussion were much the same as President Truman's. 
But here is also where the differing policies of the two 
nations were clear.

Churchill was more forceful and stern in his ap
proach. He leaned less to a spirit of friendship and 
cooperation with Stalin than did Truman. As Acting Sec
retary of State Grew observed after reading the list of 
British topics for discussion, "Mr. Churchill's list is
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so drawn as to give the appearance largely of a bill of 
complaints against the Soviet Government, which seems

5hardly the proper approach to the forthcoming meeting.' 
This differing approach recurred again and again through
out the conference. Churchill was less willing to con
cede a large part of the reparations to the Soviet Un
ion. He was more opposed to the way that the Polish 
Government had been established than was Truman. Presi
dent Truman was much more willing to discuss meaning
fully and compromise than was Churchill.

Herbert Feis sees three main differences between\
the official main objectives of interest of the United 
States and Great Britain. In the first place, the 
United States was more eager to set up a means for 
carrying out the eventual peace talks, but the British 
were more eager to discuss the immediate problems and 
situations. They felt that through discussions of the 
problem at hand, the format of the peace talks would 
evolve naturally. In the second place, the British were 
much more willing to discuss specific territorial ques
tions and decide upon them. The United States wished to 
put off definite territorial settlement and refer it 
either to a peace conference or to the Council of For-

^Potsdam Papers, Yol. I, p. 164.
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eign Ministers. Finally, the United States wanted to 
discuss what would happen to Japan once she was de
feated. The British had no topics prepared for the 
Japanese problem, except those military topics neces
sary to defeat Japan.^ Thus the foreign policy of the 
United States and Great Britain were definitely not 
synonymous and interchangeable.

While speaking of the British, one other aspect 
should be mentioned. After July 28, Prime Minister 
Churchill and Anthony Eden were replaced by Prime Min
ister Clement Attlee and Ernest Bevin. Prime Minister \
Churchill had been the leader throughout much of the 
meaningful discussions during the conference. Therefore, 
when he was replaced, this did not signal a change in 
British official policy. "Britain's stand on the issues 
before the conference was not altered in the slightest, 
so far as we could discern, by the replacement of Mr. 
Churchill and Mr. Eden by Fir. Attlee and Mr. Bevin.
The change of British leadership, consequently, was of 
little significance to the outcome of the Potsdam Con
ference .

Potsdam was the last of a string of wartime confer-

^Between War and Peace, pp. 155-156.
7 Speaking Frankly, p.. 79.
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ences, and it was supposed to eventually lead to a peace 
conference. The last war had shown how hopeless a peace 
conference could be, especially if it were run in the 
same way as Versailles. For this reason, President Tru
man was eager to devise some other means to carry on the 
peace negotiations. After consultation with his ad
visers, he was able to decide upon a plan which had been 
suggested by James Byrnes and Ben Cohen. This plan was 
incorporated in the Communique and became the means of 
deciding the issues of the peace settlement after the 
war. By this plan, rather than have a peace conference 
where all the nations would meet and draw up a treaty, 
there would be meetings of the Foreign Ministers from 
the leading countries, and they would discuss and try to 
reach agreement on problems which arose at the end of 
the war. It was agreed that the Council of Foreign Min
isters would be made up of the United States, Great

OBritain, the Soviet Union, France, and China. Truman 
hoped this would be a means of reaching a just and 
equitable peace settlement.

Although this paper has considered issues of the 
conference in isolation from each other, this is not how 
these controversies were finally resolved. The Polish

&Year of Decisions, pp. 344-345; Speaking Franklv. 
pp. 70-71.
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and German issues were not settled in two different dis
cussions with two separate agreements. Rather, when the 
United States realized that the discussions were drag
ging on without any substantial results, President Tru
man and Secretary Byrnes decided to try a new approach 
and present a "package deal." This they did on July 31, 
194-5. In presenting the plan, Byrnes said "that our aim 
remained the same and all that he was trying to do was 
to find a way which would on the one hand be acceptable
to all and would on the other take cognizance of exist- 

9ing realities." It was a reality that the Polish were
\

firmly entrenched in eastern Germany with the support of 
the U.S.S.R. It was also a reality that the Soviet Un
ion could not hope for a definite agreement on how much 
she would receive in reparations.

Therefore, the "package deal" contained three im
portant points, points which Truman and Byrnes demanded 
should be accepted in toto or not at all. Two of these 
points have already been discussed, the final agreement 
on the Polish boundary question and the final agreement 
on establishing percentages rather than totals for repa
rations. The third point had to do with Italy, a coun
try which had broken away from the Axis and had joined

^Potsdam Papers, Vol. II, p. 451.



114

the Allied Powers.^ The Soviet Union had wanted to 
treat Italy as a defeated power, exacting reparations 
and exerting military control over her territory. The 
U.S.S.R. also wanted to restrict Italian admission to 
the United Nations. But President Truman was more in
terested in Italy's "early political independence and 
economic r e c o v e r y . H e  demanded that Italy's contri
bution to the war effort, her strides toward a new gov
ernment, and her ultimate admission to the United Nations 
be recognized and accepted at the conference. This he 
was able to obtain in the "package deal." Although the 
terms of the Communique were stated in generalities, 
there still remained certain guarantees that Italy would
be treated as a liberated and free nation, not as a de-

12feated Axis Power.
The "package deal" itself was not a clear victory 

for any one country. In the first place, it was a sign 
that President Truman now recognized the importance of 
compromise in diplomacy and was willing to give in on 
one point in order to obtain another demand. In the 
second place, this deal enabled the Allies to act upon

^ Speaking Frankly, p. 85; Potsdam Papers, Vol.
II, p. 512.

11Year of Decisions, pp. 346-547.
12Potsdam Papers, Vol. II, p. 1509.
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some of the important issues which were before the con
ference, issues which, up to this point, seemed to be 
doomed to oblivion as the conference drew to a close.
All three Powers gave in a little bit, and all three ob
tained some concession which they wanted. Therefore, 
the Potsdam Conference was not doomed to a stalemate.

Another point which should be mentioned about the 
conference is how the leaders of the three Powers fin
ally implemented the Declaration on Liberated Europe 
which had been signed at the Yalta Conference. This
agreement has been mentioned before in connection with

\

Poland. But it did not apply just to the larger nations. 
At Potsdam, President Truman hoped to get support for 
the Declaration not only in the larger liberated coun
tries, but also in the smaller nations which had come 
under Communist domination. He realized that

While Stalin was capable of making speeches about 
the German satellites— Bulgaria, Italy, Hungary—  
he always had his iron heel on those satellites 
which his army had occupied so they could not 
turn around. His iron-heel policy had been ex
tended to Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, 
Bulgaria, Hungary, Rumania, and Czechoslovakia.1^

What Truman hoped to avoid was an extension of this
iron-heel policy. He knew that the Soviet Union was
more interested in controlling than liberating these

13Year of Decisions, p. 364.
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small nations.
Furthermore, the President knew that it would be 

futile to entirely remove the Soviet influence from 
these nations, but he hoped at least to check this in
fluence. Thus a proposal was made, and at least verbal
ly accepted, which retained the principle that these na
tions would permit free and unfettered elections with 
participation by all democratic elements in the govern
ment. Recognition of Bulgaria, Finland, Hungary, and Ru
mania depended on how well they were able to implement 
the Declaration on Liberated Europe.1^

The atomic bomb was another factor which influenced 
the Potsdam Conference proceedings, at least behind the 
scenes. President Truman believed that one reason for 
this conference was to gain support for the continuation 
of the war against Japan. Two factors became important 
in the prosecution of this war: the participation of 
the Russians and the atomic bomb. He was hesitant to 
join a meeting with the Three Powers early in his Admin
istration because he had had no report on the progress of

15the atomic bomb. This bomb, if successful, would bring

^ Ibid., p. 346; Speaking Frankly, pp. 72-73; Pots
dam Papers, Vol. II, pp. 1509-1510.

15v Atomic Diplomacy: Hiroshima and Potsdam, pp. 128 
and 231.
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about two important results. First of all, the United 
States would not have to depend upon the Soviet Union as 
much for support in the Pacific war. The bomb could 
conceivably end the struggle before the U.S.S.R. entered 
the conflict. In the second place, the bomb would give 
the United States a bargaining point, a source of confi
dence which would enable the Americans to stand up and 
face the Russian negotiators, putting forth stronger op
position to Soviet demands. But this bomb did not ful
fill its full expectations at Potsdam. It was success
fully tested just prior to the conference's beginning,

\

but it was not utilized and demonstrated to the world 
until August 6, after all the negotiations at Potsdam 
were completed.

The atomic bomb was also a factor which prompted 
President Truman to issue an ultimatum of surrender to 
the Japanese during the Potsdam Conference. This con
ference possibly would show the Japanese that the Allied 
Powers were united in their purpose to defeat the
Japanese in the Pacific. A successful test of the

1 f)atomic bomb added further force to the ultimatum.
But if there was to be true unity and confidence 

among the Allies, President Truman would at some time

loYear of Decisions, p. 417.
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have to inform Marshal Stalin of the existence of the 
atomic bomb. Secretary Stimson and others were cautious 
about advising the President to inform the Marshal of 
the bomb. Stimson warned Truman to be careful and to

17divulge only what was necessary about the new weapon. 
With this advice in mind, President Truman decided to 
inform Marshal Stalin of the successful test of the 
bomb on July 24, 1945. After a plenary session, he went 
around the table to Stalin and quietly informed him of 
the new weapon. Stalin was delighted, but he did not 
become overly excited at the disclosure. Perhaps it was 
because Stalin was playing the diplomat and did not want 
to release his true feelings; or perhaps, as Prime Min
ister Churchill suggests, he did not realize the true 
significance and potential of this bomb. At any rate, 
President Truman had attempted to keep the confidence 
of the Soviet Union by informing that delegation of the 
atomic bomb.

James Byrnes did not show as much cautious opti
mism about the bomb as did Secretary Stimson. He took 
"an extremely tough-minded view of the weapon's role in

^ Potsdam Papers. Vol. I, p. 942.
18Triumph and Tragedy, pp. 669-670.
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diplomacy." This weapon was definitely an important
factor in diplomacy, not a weapon which should he
guarded carefully and secretly. He felt that this bomb
would enable the United States to dictate its own terms

20at the end of hostilities. Perhaps it was Byrnes who 
shaped Truman's way of thinking about the bomb; or per
haps Byrnes was only a reflection of what his chief had 
already decided. At any rate, in the hands of men who 
were not afraid to use the bomb to their diplomatic ad
vantage, the bomb could be a beneficial source of confi
dence .

\

"Thus the first effect of the atomic bomb was a 
simple, yet profoundly important one— it confirmed the 
President's belief that he would have enough power to re
verse Roosevelt's policy and attempt actively to influ-

2ience events in the boviet sphere of influence." Maybe 
the bomb was the weight that tipped the scale away from 
the conciliatory policy of Roosevelt and toward the 
harder line policy which would be adopted in the later 
years of Truman's Administration.

As a whole, the Potsdam agreements did not try to

19̂Atomic Diplomacy; Hiroshima and Potsdam, p. 63.
20Harry S Truman and the Russians, p. 35.
Atomic Diplomacy: Hiroshima and Potsdam, p. 151.

19
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oppress the German state unjustly. True, there was an 
attempt to reduce her military potential and make the 
German people experience the same hardship they had im
posed upon the conquered nations. Attempts were made to 
redevelop the politics and even the national feeling of 
the nation.

But the nature of the effort needed to effectuate 
them was not appreciated: the sturdy intent, the 
patience and superior skill and character that 
would he required of all four executors. They 
were defying the past and trying to change the 
pattern and values of German national life. To 
do that they would have to dominate their own 
fears and rivalries, be true to their common 
vows, live in unassailable trust and mutual 
regard.

The Allied Powers were not able to accomplish this.
There developed a lack of unity and trust among the oc
cupying powers soon after the Germans had been defeated. 
The United States in particular had made an effort to be 
just to the defeated nations. But her efforts proved 
futile in the long run. Even today, Germany is still 
divided, with the eastern sector blocked off from the 
western sector.

George P. Kennan was active in the diplomatic corps 
at the time of this conference. He saw what the pos
sible results of the United States' actions could be.
He saw that it was futile to try to carry on a policy

22Between War and Peace, p. 272.
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of complete cooperation with the Soviet Union. In the 
first place, the U.S.S.R. slowly extended her control 
over certain areas of Europe (the iron-heel policy men
tioned by Truman?), and the Western Powers could not 
hops to have any significant influence in areas con
trolled by the Soviet Union. Secondly, by attempting to 
conciliate and carry on collaboration with the Soviet 
Union in these areas, the Western Powers were neglecting 
the areas in which they did have influence, areas which 
could be improved by actions and work. It was for these
basic reasons that Kennan proposed that the United States

\

and other European nations work more in the area of de
veloping their own spheres of influence favorable to 
their own view, spheres which would become strongholds 
against Communist expansion.

The Potsdam Conference had taught President Truman 
that unlimited cooperation would not work in diplomatic 
dealings with the Soviet Union. Thus he ultimately 
turned to these more positive and forceful measures such 
as the ones suggested by George Kennan. The Potsdam Con
ference was the springboard for Truman's future foreign 
policy.

The conference ended in a friendly air, but the

Kennan's Memoirs. pp. 266-269.23
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atmosphere was not one of overconfidence or naivete.
Truman had learned a lot from his first encounter with
Marshal Stalin. He was glad that certain objectives had
been accomplished, but he was also more cautious and re-

24alistic about how to deal with the Soviet Union. He 
was slowly developing his own ideas and turning away 
from the foreign policy which had been set down by 
President Hoosevelt, a policy which Truman felt for a 
long time that he was obligated to follow.

George Eennan made this observation of the wartime
conferences, conferences which seemed to have accom-\
plished little in the long run:

But we must remember . . . that these conferences 
had a distinct value as practical demonstrations 
of our readiness and eagerness to establish bet
ter relations with the Soviet regime and of the 
difficulties we encountered in our effort to do 
so. Like other evidence of patience and good 
will, they were important for the record. Had 
we not gone into them, it is my guess that we 
would still be hearing reproachful voices say
ing: "You claim that cooperation with Russia is
not possible. How do you know? You never even 
tried."25

Truman continued the effort of cooperation begun by the 
Three Powers. The Potsdam Conference taught him that

^ Speaking Frankly, pp. 86-87.
George F. Herman, American Diplomacy: 1900-1950 

(New York: The New American Library, Mentor Books, 
1951), p. 75.

26
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this could not work. It further educated Truman in the 
facts of how diplomacy and negotiations worked. Ideal
ism has limits when it comes to bargaining. Truman 
learned that one has to give up some demands in order 
to obtain others. The Soviet negotiators and leaders 
were no longer names on a sheet of paper to the Presi
dent. They were human beings, likable at times, and 
shrewd and hard bargainers at other times. Truman 
learned for himself what these men were like and how 
they thought. The Potsdam Conference in the brief per
iod it was in session did a great deal to form President \
Truman's future outlook on foreign affairs and the 
United States' relations with the U.S.S.R.
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3 0 3 S  N S T R E E T  

W A S H I N G T O N ,  D. C. 2 0 0 0 7

January 12, 1970

Dear Mr. Ruddy:
I am afraid your letter of October 15, 

forwarded to me from Harriman, New York., 
got set aside during the year-end rush.^ I 
am interested that you are doing a thesis 
for your master's degree on President Truman 
at Potsdam.

I am enclosing the answers to your 
questions. I am sorry that they are so 
brief but I either have to write a chapter 
or state my conclusions. I assume that you 
were in touch with the Truman Library at 
Independence, Missouri for detailed informa
tion.

I wish you well in your thesis.
Sincerely

W. Avere11 Harriman

Mr. T. Michael Ruddy 
915 North 41st Street 
Omaha, Nebraska 68131
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APPENDIX II

THE HONORABLE MISTER Vi. AVERELL HARRIMAN:
Washington, D.G. 
January 12, 1970

1. In the light of his later dealings with the Soviets, do you feel that 
President Truman may have been a little unsure of himself in his 
first encounter with the Soviets at the Potsdam Conference?

2. Did President Truman often have to act as mediator between the opposing 
views of Great Britain and the Soviet Union during the conxercnce*

3. Did knowledge of the atomic bomb or any other condition or situation 
reassure President Tinman to a certain extent and lead him to take a 
firmer stand in his diplomatic negotiations at Potsdam?

U. Were the results of the Potsdam Conference all that had been expected, 
or could more have been accomplished?

S  i f s l . i l  Su. .JTU/*>-•*'X * i t w
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APPENDIX IV
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H is to r y  o f  the American P eo p le . )

~Postu)a.r ’Partition,
o f Cjermany



128

APPENDIX V
(Source: Herbert Peis, Between war and. Peace, the 
Potsdam Conference, who obtained his figures from the 
Economist, June 16, 1945.)

The following figures represent the distribution of 
output for the year 1937 in Germany:

Russian Zone Western Zones
Rye 60.5% 39.5%Wheat 50 50Barley 50 50Oats 52 48Potatoes 60 40Sugar Beets 69 31Cattle 49 61Pigs 50 50Coal 18.7 81.3Brown Coal 69 31Steel 14.5 85.5
The corresponding percentages of population in the 
area comprising the two zones as of 1937 was 42% in the 
Russian Zone and 58% in the Western Zones. But the 
fact must be considered that there was a vast migration 
of German citizens from East to West as the Russian 
armies advanced. Also, the western sectors had felt 
more of the devastation of war than had the eastern 
sector. The figures show that the two areas were mu
tually dependent, with the eastern zone having agri
cultural products needed in the West and the western 
zones having an abundance of manufacturing and indus
trial needs which were not only needed by the Germans 
in the East, but also needed by the Russians who 
wanted to build up the industrial potential of their own country.

I
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