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 Abstract 
 
This study started from a question that derived from studying the causes of the Korean 

War: Why did America decide to terminate the military occupation of Korea in 1948 

followed by complete withdrawal of forces in 1949, in the midst of heightening of the 

Cold War and Containment Policy? Through literature review, it was found that the 

scholars of the Korean War in Korea emphasize the domestic factors (internal 

attributes) in explaining the termination of occupation 1948 and withdrawal of 

American forces in 1949. Nevertheless, in view of America’s overall global strategy 

in the post war years and in 1948, while Korea’s domestic factors are sufficiently 

important, America’s global strategy, mainly Containment strategy and other military 

strategies that placed American forces on strategic areas, appear more important in in 

American decision to end military occupation of Korea in 1948. In particular, 

America’s rapid ‘demobilization and reconversion’ carried out during 1945 to 1947 

served as a cause overriding its Containment policy and other post-war global 

strategies. Consequently, the limited American defense resources played the most 

important role and the domestic demand for demobilization was placed before the 

global strategic interests. All these resulted in decision to terminate the military 

occupation in 1948 with the establishment of Republic of Korea and subsequent 
completion of withdrawal of all its forces by June 1949.    

In searching for the answer ‘why did U.S. terminate the occupation of Korea 

in 1948?’ the American policies on military occupation of Korea was primarily 

focused on the one hand. On the other hand, this study went further to find out whether 

Korea’s occupation was the only case affected by the demobilization and reconversion. 

This study compared the Korean case to the Austrian case because the historical data 

shows that Austria’s occupation was analogous to Korea’s in the beginning stage but 

the end results were different. Therefore, by comparing American policies on 

occupation, as well as effects of demobilization and reconversion on occupation of 

these two countries, this study tried to find answers to whether American policies to 
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end military occupation in 1948 were also considered in Austria. 

Through comparison, this study will argue that paradoxically, since the 

beginning stage of negotiating military occupation on Korea and Austria with the 

Allies, America agreed at the diplomatic and political level (though reluctantly) to 

engage in occupation duties, despite its plans for quick military demobilization and 

reconversion made at the domestic level, supported by the Congress, constituents and 

federal agencies. Since the wartime, America was pursuing a rapid post-war 

demobilization while simultaneously planning and implementing its participation in 

the post-war Allied occupation. From the beginning, the America’s international 

agreements on occupation commitments were already accompanied by an un-

matching demobilization schedule, which drove strongly for quick demobilization, 

overriding, offsetting, shifting, and changing the American Containment policy and 

post-war global strategies. 

America’s demobilization and reconversion that started on May 1945 and 

ended on June 30, 1947, established a ceiling of army strength of 1.5 million for 

peacetime and accordingly, accompanied massive defense budget cuts since FY 1947. 

In the pages that follow, this study will argue that faced by these realities of limited 

national defense resources, America had to make pragmatic choices with the 

occupation forces, leading to agreeing with the Soviets to withdraw completely from 
Korea by December 1948, despite unification of Korea has not been reached, contrary 

to its original plans for Korea. The US-Soviet agreement on withdrawal of troops was 

a necessary condition, while unification was not. Hence the establishment of the 

Republic of Korea in the southern half in 1948 was a sufficient condition for a 

decision to terminate occupation and withdrawal of American forces. On the other 

hand, due to lack of agreement with the Soviets, the termination of occupation and 

withdrawal of forces from Austria were delayed until 1955.    
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I. Introduction 
 

1. The Puzzle  
 

The Cold War ended with collapse of the Berlin Wall in 1989 

and the dissolution of the Warsaw Pact in 1991. However, the Korean 

War, what the U.S. Army considers as “the first major armed clash 

between Free World and Communist forces, as the so-called Cold War 

turned hot” (U.S. Army Center of Military History1  and Webb, 2000)2 

has not ended despite the end of the Cold War. It has been sixty-nine 

years since the Korean War ceased fire, yet the Armistice signed in 1953 

still remains intact without any signs or hopes for a peace treaty to end 

the war.  

After sixty-eight years of the Armistice, can the war be said to 

be still intact? Is there a need for a peace treaty? The very realities present 

in the Korean Peninsula seem to provide a positive answer to that 

question. The combined United States Forces in Korea, United Nations 

Command and ROK-U.S. Combined Forces Command is still guarding 

the peace of Korea (U.S. Forces in Korea, n.d). “One of the world’s most 

	
1 The U.S. Army Center of Military History is a Field Operating  

Agency. It reports to the US Army Training and Doctrine Command  
(TRADOC). It is a agency that records official history of the Army and Advises the 

Army Staff on historical matter. https://history.army.mil/html/about/overview.html    
2 While, William J. Webb is the editor of the this paper publication of the Army Center 

of the Military History. The quoted text was in the  
introduction of the publication written by John S. Brown Brigadier  

General, USA, Chief of Military History.  
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heavily militarized borders with 150-mile military border” (Philip, 2011) 

is placed in the middle of the peninsula dividing South and North Korea. 

The Military Demarkation Line, or the truce line “fortified with almost 

two million troops, backed by the United States to the hilt since the end 

of the Korean War in 1953, occasionally threatened by North Korea of a 

full-scale war and a sea of flames” (Philip, 2011) is what Foreign Policy 

evaluates of South and North Korean border. Recently, President Moon 

Jae In of the Republic of Korea (South Korea) has proposed for a 

declaration to end the war (Do, 2020) instead of signing a peace treaty 

to end the Korean War, despite different views from the American allies. 

The Korean War is very much intact, and “[t]he modern world still lives 

with the consequences of a divided Korea and with a militarily strong, 

economically weak, and unpredictable North Korea” (U.S Army Center 

of Military History and Webb, 2000)3 . 

Because of the ongoing existence, and a very long armistice 

period, it is still one of the widely researched topics. Academically or 

non-academically, by Koreans or by non-Koreans, by historians or by 

non-historians, the works on the history of the Korean War has been dealt 

in countless journals and books and even nominated among the finalist 

Pulitzer Prize in History.4  Through these various accounts, the studies 

tried to provide an answer to the causes and origins of the Korean war, 

most famous attempt by Bruce Cumings through his work, The Origins 

of the Korean War I published in 1981.  

	
3 Ibid. 
4 Book by David Halberstam titled “The Coldest Winter: America and the Korean Wa” 

was the finalist of the 2008 Pulitzer Prize in History.  
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The previous studies on the search for the causes of the Korean 

War were largely approached as a subfield of the Cold War studies. 

Hence, within the Cold War framework, in general, the Korean War was 

interpreted within the three perspectives of studying the Cold War history: 

traditionalism, revisionism and post-revisionism. The traditionalist 

interpretation was that the causes of the Korean War lie on the expansion 

of the Soviet Communism (Park 2012, 62-63) and their attempted armed 

invasion and war to conquer states (Brune 1998, 4). Then the revisionist 

interpretations appeared during 1970’s and 1980’s with the 

declassification of American documents on World War II and the Korean 

War. These approaches argued against the traditionalists based on the 

findings from the American archival data. Revisionists claimed that the 

causes of the Korean war lie on the American policies, much to American 

blame, and the origin of the causes of the war can be traced back to the 

end of World War II, when American and Soviets started the bi-partite 

military occupation of Korea (Brune 1998, 5; Chung 2018, 3-4, Lowe 

2014, 16). Finally, the post-revisionists providing new counterarguments 

appeared with the end of the Cold War, when the Soviet archives releases 

the documents related to the Korean War. Based on evidence from the 

new Soviet archival data, they argued especially against the previous 

clams of revisionists who placed heavy emphasis on the American policy 

for the causes of the war. Post-revisionists claimed Soviets’ stake on the 

start of the war (Brune 1998, 12-14; Park 2012, 73-76; Stueck 2002, 18).  

By and large, these perspectives prove useful in categorizing the 

Korean War studies in general, as they point to the American or Soviet 

contribution to the war, that is the international system and the 

international power structure or external factors or attributes that existed 
from 1945 to 1950 as the causes of the Korean War. This correlates with 
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the trend of international security studies that arose after the World War 

II, that tries to explain the international security structure and the Cold 

War using the international system and the power structure of the world 

(Buzan and Hansen 2009, 66-71).  

On the other hand, there is a group of Korean scholars that 

provide another way of looking at the causes and origins of the Korean 

War, the domestic attributes5 or the internal factors arising from Korea 

within. From the perspective of Koreans, the Korean scholars have 

categorized that the three perspectives of the Cold War studies can be 

categorized as the external i.e., international factors contributing to the 

causes and origins of the war (Park 2012 62-81). At the same time, there 

are domestic factors that work congruently with the external factors that 

have contributed to the war (Park 2012, 38-61) hence, the Korean War 

studies can be grouped into two attributes on the causes of the war: 

internal (domestic) and external (international).  

Scholars like Yong Wook Chung (2018), Tae Gyun Park (2012) 

and Chung Suk Seo (1993), Il Young Kim (2004), Sang Cheol Cha (2014) 

are leading Korean proponents in emphasizing the domestic attributes for 

the causes of the Korean War. The first three Korean scholars are main 

proponents that place heavy emphasis to domestic or internal causes in 

Korea. They attribute the failure to establish a trusteeship, failure to 

establish a unified Korean government and ultimately the failure to solve 

	
5 Tae Gyun Park discusses this trend in detail and he calls the domestic attributes, the 

nae-in theory (내인론), where nae-in means internal people or domestic people in 

Korean. Then, he calls the international attribues the woe-in theory (외인론), where 

woe-in means outside people or foreigner in Korean (Park 2012, 38-81)   



5	

the Korean issue through the US-Soviet Joint Commission to internal 

causes. Their arguments can be summarized as the following: due to 

these failures, Americans had to establish the Republic of Korea in 1948 

only in the southern half, not even through the Joint Commission, but 

through a UN resolution. As a consequence, they argue, American forces 

had to leave Korea by 1949 because there was no justification to station 

forces in Korea due to two reasons (Park 2012, 126-136). First, the UN 

resolution 195 urged withdrawal of occupational troops based on the 

grounds that since Republic of Korea was established and recognized by 

the United Nations. Second, Soviet occupation forces had in fact left 

North Korea in 1948.  

Yong Wook Chung is a leading Korean scholar that have used 

an extensive historical study of American’s declassified documents to 

study policies on Korea. In his book U.S. Policy on Korea, before and 

after liberation (2018), he proposes the necessity of looking at the 

domestic factors that influenced American policy in Korea because after 

all, the execution of occupation policy in Korea has to have 

characteristics of bilateral interaction between occupants and receivers 

(Chung 2018, 11). Based on this argument, he explains how America’s 

policy on Korea’s trusteeship and US-Soviet Joint Commission was 

strongly influenced by domestic reactions of Koreans (Chung 2018, 63-

152). He argues that the domestic political division among rightists and 

leftists Koreans in regards to establishment of trusteeship and 

establishment of a united provisional government contributed to failure 

of US-Soviet Joint Commission (Chung 2018, 119-200). Therefore, due 

to domestic reasons, America changed its policy to establishing a 

government in the southern half of Korea (Chung 2018, 153-200).          
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Another scholar, Tae Gyun Park, in his book The Korean War 

(2012), argues that the events that preceded the Korean War, such as the 

failure of establishing an allied trusteeship in Korea during 1945-1948, 

the division of Korea by establishing separate governments in South and 

North Korea in 1948 and the withdrawal of American forces in 1949 

were all strongly driven by the Koreans, hence the causes of the war can 

be attributed to domestic factors (Park 2012, 30-173).  

Chung Suk Seo also argues along the similar line in his book 

Research on the Modern Ethnic Movement of Korea (1993). The failure 

of establishing a united government for South and North Korea and the 

failure of UN-Soviet Joint Commission to establish trusteeship in the 

post-war years (during American occupation period) are attributed to 

domestic confrontation of rightist and leftists, and the failure reach a 

compromise (Chung 1993,88-112, 511-569).  

On the other hand, the late Il Young Kim and Sang Cheol Cha 

are two leading scholars that argue that the US-Soviet Joint Commission 

was in fact not functioning due to deepening of the Cold War and 

domestic resistance from Koreans. Hence, it was Koreans that took the 

lead and succeeded in establishing the Republic of Korea, which is the 

only government recognized by the United Nations in the Korean 

Peninsula. Sang Cheol Cha, in his book History of Civilizaitons (2014) 

argues that the division of Korea was induced by Americans, and 

trusteeship was also planned by Americans (Cha 2014, Chapter 3) 6 . 

Nevertheless, due to Koreans’ protests against trusteeship, the US-Soviet 

Joint Commission could not make any agreements. Then, Seung Man 

	
6 Cha’s book used here is a e-book with no page numbers hence chapters were marked 

instead according to the Chicago style of reference. 
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Rhee purported a government just for the the southern half of Korea in 

1946 and culminated in establishment in 1948 (Cha 2014, Chapters 3-4). 

The late Il Young Kim also argued along the similar lines. In his 

book Founding a Nation, Enriching a Nation (2004) he focused on the 

leadership of Seung Man Rhee in providing a foundation for 

establishment of a wealthy nation in the midst of US-Soviet conflicts. He 

made approaches to the division of Korea within the framework of the 

international system of the Cold War. Hence, he argued that in the midst 

of the Cold War, finding a solution of Korean issue through the US-

Soviet Joint Commission was not possible. 

By combining the domestic and internal factors as causes of the 

Korean War, these studies have expanded the traditional and revisionist’s 

view that narrowly interpreted the causes of the War within the 

international system only, that is the confrontation of Great Powers and 

the US-Soviet policies toward the peripheral states (Chung 2002, 6). 

Since the historical facts show that the Korean War involved pointing 

guns at other Koreans to win the war, and the fact that the belligerents to 

the war was South and North Korea in the beginning in June 25, 1950, 

studies that look into domestic factors have a strong point.  

Nevertheless, the weaknesses of these studies lie, first of all, in 

that the role of external powers are too much diminished into minuscule 

amount and the role of Koreans are too much emphasized. Inferring from 

their arguments, it appears that American policy on Korea were even 

shaped and changed in reaction to Koreans’ domestic opinion. These 

studies fail to weigh the role of America as one of the two global powers 

in the Cold War, the extent to which bipolarity of East-West 

confrontations were strong enough to influence global post-war years in 
the liberated countries lying in the periphery of these powers and whose 
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post-war futures were placed in the very hands of these two powers to 

negotiate and decide, Korea being one of these. These studies seem to 

diminish the great sponsor of Western front of economic and 

psychological Containment against the Communists, and the place of 

Korea within America’s global policies during the occupation years.  

Second of all, by perceiving Koreans as having a great role in 

making its destiny for post-war years and pointing to domestic factors as 

the major causes of the Korean war, an important factor, a very basic 

factor in international community and diplomacy is bypassed: Korea was 

not an sovereign and independent state under international law during the 

military occupation. Regardless of the oppressed and victimized history 

of Korea caused by Japan that started before the World War II, regardless 

of the sorrowful feeling of Koreans and injustice felt by occupation of 

great victorious powers of the post-war years, the cold fact is that from 

the perspective of the victorious powers of World War II, and especially 

from the American perspective, Korea was “technically enemy territory, 

being part of the Japanese Empire” (U.S. Department of State and 

Sappington et al 1967, FRUS 1945 vol.II doc.365).7  In other words, 

Korea was an annexed state to Japan during the war according to the 

international law (U.S. Central Intelligence Agency 1947, I-1)8. Hence 

	
7 This phrase is included in the FRUS 1945 vol.II doc.365, in a dispatch dated May 18, 

1945 and titled “The United States Representative, Committee of the  
UNRRA Council for the Far East (Acheson), to the United Kingdom Representative, 

Committee of the UNRRA Council for the Far East (Butler)  
8 The page number in the CIA document is labeled I-1, This cited page of the 

CIA document describes the genesis of the present political situation as the  
following: “Korea was opened to the outside world at a time when nationalism 
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the military occupation that was established to execute Japanese 

surrender terms in Korea (U.S. Department of State and Glennon et al 

1969, FRUS 1945 vol.6 doc.369, 776) 9 . The military occupation of 

Korea was very much established within international negotiations 

framework of the war time allies, according to their post-war world order. 

Their purpose of the occupation was not a benign occupation to just 

provide economic and military sponsor for the establishment of a united 

Korea. America and Soviets had a purpose for establishing and ending a 

military occupation, to execute Japanese surrender terms in Korea, hence 

their decisions to leave or terminate occupation in 1948 cannot be 

attributed to only Korea’s domestic factors.  

If Korea’s domestic factor is largely attributable for termination 

of military occupation in 1948, then, what about the military occupation 

	

and imperialism were at their height. Although Japanese were well acquainted  

with the application of Confucian ethics to international relations, they chose to 
regard Korea as a sovereign nation according to the Western definition. Japan  

therefore recognized the independence of Korea in the treaty of 1876 and  
proceeded to undermine the Chinese position of preference in the peninsula. In  

this maneuver, Japan could count on the support of the Western powers who  

could not conceive of independence apart from sovereignty. Once the barrier of 
isolationism was forced, Korea became the crossroads of international conflict in 

northeast Asia. […] For a time Russian influence replaced the Chinese at the  
court in Seoul and Japan did not secure uncontested control of Korea until the decisive 

defeat of Russia in 1905. Korea preserved a semblance of self-government under the 
Japanese protectorate until 1910, when the Korean king finally  

abdicated in favor of the Emperor of Japan. From then on, until her liberation  
by the Allies in August 1945, Korea was governed as a Japanese colony.”    
9 These documents are General Mac Arthur’s announced Proclamation No 1, 2, 3. On 
September 7, 1945 at Yokohama when taking the authority over the  

Korean peninsula.  
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of other countries that were established as post-war measures by the 

Allies (Park 2012, 77-81)? What if America and Soviets not wanted to 

end the occupation of Korea as in the case of Austria where occupation 

continued for ten years despite the establishment of a freely elected 

government and a draft for the state treaty was already in negotiation 

since 1946? Could the domestic factors have been enough to make 

Americans to end military occupation in South Korea? The case of 

Austria will be used as a comparison for this study, but briefly, Austria, 

for example, was annexed to Germany, just like Korea was annexed to 

Japan. Hence quadripartite-occupation by Allies, where Americans and 

Soviets were part of, was established after the war to execute German 

instrument of surrender, just like occupation of Korea was established to 

execute Japanese instrument of surrender. In fact, in already by 1945 

December, Austria had successfully established a united government 

through a democratic election and by January 1946, the four occupying 

powers had acknowledged the government and they just needed to sign 

a state treaty restoring the independence and terminating the occupation. 

Then, did Soviets cooperate with Americans in Austria in negotiating the 

treaty?  

No. According to the Austrian studies by scholars Bischof, 

Gehler, and Steininger, the effects of the Cold War was very much 

present, very much strong in the Austrian occupation by the victorious 

allied powers. Soviets were not cooperating with the other three 

occupying powers in negotiating and signing the treaty. Soviets 

persistently maintained non-cooperative stance until 1955. It was just in 

April, 1955 that Soviets suddenly changed and agreed to sign the treaty, 

and the treaty was signed within a month and ended the occupation. Even 
through these stalemate negotiations with Soviets, America did not end 
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the occupation on its part, for example, America did not make 

agreements with the other three powers in establishing Republic of 

Austria in their zones only, leaving out the Soviet Zone. No. That did not 

happen. So, how can you explain this discrepancy of Austrian case and 

the Korean case?  

This brings up another question, which leads to the third 

weakness of domestic attribute theory: why did Americans decide to 

terminate occupation of Korea in the year 1948 while not in Austria? In 

other words, just by considering the fact that the America immediately 

involved in the Korean War, and strongly urged the United Nations 

Command also came to Korea to fight the War do seem indicate that 

Korea was indeed an important place in American foreign policies, 

enough to participate in another war. The greatest fallacy of domestic 

factor theory that attributes the ending of occupation in 1948 by 

establishing the Republic of Korea in South and the subsequent leaving 

of American occupation forces in 1949 to domestic factors is that it 

cannot explain why Americans and Soviets ended the occupation and 

withdrew its troops from the peninsula in the first place in 1948 and come 

right back after a year or so? Why not just leave Koreans to fight 

themselves and leave it as a civil war? After all, when American forces 

and the UN forces came to Korea in 1950, Republic of Korea was not yet 

a member of UN and Chinese nor Soviet forces had been involved in the 

war yet. Technically, despite the fact that Republic of Korea was 

recognized by the UN, UN did not bear the responsibility of extending 

its collective security outlined in its Chapter VII article 51 of its Charter 

to its non-member state Korea.   

In this regard, some earlier studies by Bruce Cumings and 
Robert T. Oliver argued along the similar lines of the following comment 
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of Bruce Cumings: that America was “fixated wrongly on Europe, 

foolishly withdrawing troops from Korea and giving “the green light” to 

the Communists to attack…pushed an American withdrawal of troops 

from Korea, even at the cost of communization of the peninsula” 

(Cummings 2002, 379). They focus on the fact that America left Korea 

in the middle of security unrests along the 38th parallel and the military 

vacuum caused by withdrawal resulted in a war (Oliver 1950, 233-234). 

In addition, the announcement of Acheson line in January 1950 through 

Dean Acheson’s Press Club Speech which was pertinently made six 

months after American forces completely withdrew from Korea, which 

is interpreted as leaving out Korea from American defense perimeter, 

stirred a criticism and pointing at Acheson and the Department of State 

responsible for the start the Korean War (Matray 2002). The critics argue 

that Acheson further provided wrong message to Communists and gave 

“green light to pursue forcible reunification based on the premise that the 

United States had ruled out military intervention to defend South Korea” 

(Matray 2002) that Korea is not regarded as an strategic place, hence 

gave cause to communist invasion in Korea.  

The scholars like Bruce Cumings and Lewis Gaddis point that 

such decisions were result of the Cold War’s Containment policy pursued 

since 1947 in America. In 1948, that is the year when the government of 

the Republic of Korea was established and US and Korea signed 

agreement to end military occupation, the strategy of Containment 

designed by George Kennan was American’s containment policy and it 

was largely economic and psychological containment. According to the 

book Strategies of Containment (2005) by Gaddis, the Containment 

designed by Kennan focused on providing economic assistance to 
countries that are of importance to America’s national security and 
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allocating its limited resources to strategic areas: “we economize with 

our limited resources and that we apply them where we feel that they will 

do the most good” (Kennan’s Address to the Academy of Political 

Science in November 1949 in Gaddis 2005, 29-30). That is why the Joint 

Chiefs of Staff evaluated the ranking of countries that should receive 

assistance from the the standpoint of National Security in 1947 (Gaddis 

2005, 53) and the Truman administration and George Kennan thought 

that “those areas whose loss to Soviet control, however regrettable, 

would not immediately endanger American security. These comprised 

primarily the mainland of Asia, from Afghanistan around to Korea” 

(Gaddis 2005, 56). 

Then, American policy of Containment changed its course after 

American troops left Korea, that is during the second half of 1949 when 

the Soviets successfully tested the atomic bomb and the loss of China 

occurred (Gaddis 2005, 87). Thence, in 1950 a newly proposed 

Containment policy by Paul Nitze that focus on a large and direct military 

containment, which shifts away from its earlier focus on economic and 

psychological containment, was proposed. It is known as the NSC 68, 

one of the most famous military Containment documents that enabled 

mass military support and expansion of military budget was presented 

yet was pending for approval as American security policy in April 1950. 

Then, in just two months the Korean War started, and Truman approved 

the pending NSC 68. The changes to Containment policies occurred in 

between 1948 and 1950 and that is why American troops came back to 

Korea to fight is what scholars explain as reasons for American 

withdrawal in 1949 and subsequent return to fight the war in 1950 

(Gaddis 2005, 87-107).  
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These scholars have a point in that militaristically speaking, if 

the American forces had kept its large presence in Korea in 1950, the War 

could have been avoided in 1950, and that the shift of containment policy 

after American troops left Korea explain why Americans returned to 

Korea. In fact, this was the one of the main arguments of the American 

Republicans against President Truman and Democrats during 

Eisenhower’s presidential campaign in 1952, with his famous speech 

delivered in October 1952 called I shall go go Korea (Eisenhower 

1952)10.  

Nevertheless, the problem is that these arguments do not 

explain why America made decision to terminated occupation of Korea 

in year 1948 and why American pushed for withdrawal of troops from 

Korea, even at the cost of communization of the peninsula in 1949? The 

domestic factor theory of Korea rightfully recognizes that the withdrawal 

of troops in 1949 was the result of establishment of Republic of Korea 

that happened a year earlier in 1948. The American critics rightfully 

recognize that the military vacuum was attributable for the cause of the 

war. Yet, these studies do not question why then, in year 1948, 

specifically, America decide to end military occupation after 

establishment of Republic of Korea? After all, in Austria, the military 

occupation did not end, despite an elected government was established 

in 1945.  

	
10 During Eisenhower’s presidential campaign, his famous speech “I shall go to Korea” 

dated October 22, 1952 and created controversial debate between the Truman 
administration and the Republican Presidential Candidate Eisenhower on the American 

decisions to withdraw forces from Korea made during years 1947-1949.  
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An interesting brief digression. The combination of the 

unexplainable decision to terminate occupation in 1948 and subsequent 

complete withdrawal of forces in 1949 and beginning of the Korean War 

in 1950 stirred an interesting controversial debate. As it was mentioned 

in the earlier paragraphs, the first of these controversial debates occurred 

between the Truman administration and the Republican Presidential 

Candidate Eisenhower in 1952 on the American decision to withdraw 

from Korea in relations to causes of the Korean war.  

During Eisenhower’s presidential campaign, his famous speech 

“I shall go to Korea” dated October 22, 1952, and created controversial 

debate between the Truman administration and the Republican 

Presidential Candidate Eisenhower on the American decisions to 

withdraw forces from Korea made during years 1947-1949. Eisenhower 

pointed out in his speech that had not the forces withdrawn and had there 

not been a military vacuum in Korea and had there not been defense 

perimeter speech by Acheson, the Korean War could have been avoided 

(Eisenhower 1952). In response, President Truman defended by 

revealing the deep involvement of Eisenhower in the decision making of 

withdrawal of forces from Korea, for he was was Chief of the Army at 

the time. In fact, there are records of Forestall Diaries (Forrestal and 

Millis 2015, 366) where Eisenhower’s opinion on the withdrawal of 

troops from Korea. He said that “in his opinion, the Russians would not 

initiate a war, short of stupidity or blunder, short of five years” (Forrestal 

and Millis 2015, 366).  

While with the release of the Soviet documents after the end of 

the Cold War, the guilt placed on Dean Acheson’s speech was redeemed 

(Matryay 2002). Yet before the end of the Cold War, these scholarly 
arguments in conjunction with some other consecutive American 
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decisions taken in regard to Korea in the course of 1949 and 1950, have 

stirred an interesting academic contemplation (especially in Korea) that 

America induced the Korean War (Park 2012, 113). The arguments were 

that in 1950, American policy of Containment was very much active in 

Asia, hence American forces leaving Korea and announcing defense 

perimeter excluding Korea, then preparing for a massive militarization 

cannot be explained (Park 2012, 113-136). This is also referred to as a 

‘conspiracy’ theory or ‘myth’ that has been dealt academically by 

scholars such as James I Matray (2002), Myunglim Park (1998) and 

Hong-Kyu Park (1983).11  

Of course, these arguments were discarded after release of 

Soviet documents at the end of the Cold War. While domestic attributers 

like Tae Gyun Park have argued that much of the causes of the key 

argument against the induced war is found in domestic situation in 1949 

and 1950. Whereas the situation in 1948, when the occupation ended, 

clashes were common and internal political turmoil was strong, after the 

Republic was established, Korea was achieving political and military 

stabilization (Park 2012, 141-154). Yet he concludes that there are no 

right answers to the origin of the Korean war and much unanswered 

questions are pending to be answered, and while he looks at the domestic 

attributes strongly, the external attributes cannot be disregarded (Park 

2012, 172-173). While Tae Gyun Park rightfully provide sources to 

	
11 In their works, they explain that the conspiracy theory was spurred by arguments of 
I.F Stone in the book The Hidden History of the Korean War published in 1952. They 

explain and argue against the ‘myth’ or ‘conspiracy’ theory using evidence from the 
declassified American documents. that was spurred by arguments of I.F Stone in the 

book The Hidden History of the Korean War published in 1952. 



17	

answers to claim against American induced war theory, the fallacy of his 

argument lies in that above all things, the question of why America made 

decision to terminated occupation of Korea in 1948 still cannot be 

answered.   

 

Lastly, further elaboration on the short reference to the Austrian 

occupation by the Allied powers in the post-war years mentioned in the 

previous paragraphs will be made. Austria, as it was mentioned, received 

similar military occupation as in the case of Korea in the post-war years. 

Yet today, Austria is very different from Korea in that it has a neutral 

status maintained during the Cold War between NATO and the Soviet 

bloc at the geographical heart of Europe, whose enduring legacy of 

neutrality is reflected in the hosting of over 40 international organizations 

and NGO at its capital, is what BBC (2020) evaluates of Austria. Today, 

these two countries display a very different nature and state in terms of 

its place in international security. However, in 1945, at the end of World 

War II, they were not very much different in terms of its place in the post-

war status assigned by the victorious Allied Powers.   

The starting point of diverging status of these two countries, 

dates back to the World War II. In 1945, at the end of the war, Korea and 

Austria were among the sixteen states where victorious Big Allied 

Powers12  had established military occupation. In these occupations, the 

United States and Soviet Union had played major roles. The sixteen 

	
12 United States, Britain, Soviet Union were the three Big Powers of the Allied Powers 

during the war. China was considered the fourth Big Power, but did not participate as 
the other three in the post-war military occupations. France joined and formed the 

fourth Big Power in military occupations of only some countries after the war.  
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states were, seven belligerent Axis Power and German satellite countries 

where belligerent military occupations were established and peace treaty 

were signed after the war (Germany, Japan, Italy, Bulgaria, Finland, 

Hungary, Rumania)13. Seven liberated Allied countries and territories 

where Allied occupation for civil administration were established by the 

Big Powers (France, Belgium, Netherlands, Luxembourg, Denmark, 

Norway, Czechoslovakia)14 Finally, two countries, Korea and Austria15 

	
13 At World War II, the Allied Powers had installed belligerent military occupation and 
military government to carry out instrument of surrender and terms of  

armistice through a control machinery called Allied Control Commission and/or Allied 

Control Council at all the seven belligerent enemy countries upon their  
surrender and operated until the conclusion of peace treaty. In Japan, Allied  

Council for Japan under the Far Eastern Commission (Allied commission) was 
established under the Supreme Commander of Allied Power in Pacific, General 

MacArthur. In Italy, Allied Control Commission was established under Allied  
Force Commander-in-Chief (General Eisenhower). In Rumania, Bulgaria, Hungary 

Allied Control Commission was established under Allied (Soviet) High CommandIn 
Germany and Austria, Allied Control Council under Allied Commission was  

established and quadripartite military occupations of US, Soviet, France and  
British was installed.  
14 Czechoslovakia was a special case that were not exactly civil administration but 
rather similar to belligerent occupation, but for this paper, details were not  

discussed.   
15 Austria and Korea were not among belligerent countries but were categorized as 

annexed countries liberated from Axis dominations. Austria was annexed by Germany 
on March 1938. Korea was annexed by Japan on August 1910. Hence Austria and 

Korea did not sign unconditional surrender nor armistice terms  
with the Allied Powers at the end of the war. Treatment of Austria and Korea were 

rather analogous to other liberated countries in Europe. In Austria, Allied Control 
Council and Commission analogous to Germany were installed despite it was not an 
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were states where military occupations were established despite not 

being the former belligerent power16. These were special countries that 

had been annexed prior to the war to the axis powers.17.  

The beginning of the post-war status of Korea and Austria were 

same in that the allied-partitioned military occupations were installed for 

being the annexed state to the Axis prior to the war. Nonetheless, the 

status after the termination of the military occupation were not the same. 

The legacy of the status at the end of the occupation is what shaped their 

today’s status. What caused such difference and opposite results in Korea 

and Austria at the end of military occupation?  

In the literature, the studies on Austria show a very interesting 

pattern. The Austrian studies focus on domestic factors for success of 

	

enemy country for the reasons “to carry out instrument of surrender of Germany in 
Austria.” In Korea, US-Soviet bi-partite military occupations was 

installed, but they were not the type of Allied Control Council or Commission  
installed in Austria. In Korea, the military occupation was not of belligerent  

nature, but was similar, yet not the same as, “civil affairs administration” type  
of military occupation and military government under the Supreme Allied  

Commander being installed for a short period in liberated countries such as in  

France for the purpose of maintenance and restoration or order and peace and  
transfer of civil responsibility to the local government (for detailed information 

on belligerent and on belligerent occupation, see chapter 1, section 4 of this  
paper). 
16 Venezia Giulia is another territory that had received allied-partitioned military 
occupation, but since it was not a state, it was excluded from the list of militarily 

occupied states for this study.  
17 After the war, the only countries where “allied-partitioned” occupation (regardless of 

being belligerent of civil type of occupation) were installed were Germany, Austria and 
Korea. The occupation of other countries were not in the form of allied-partitioned 

occupation hence the were not included here. 
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their re-establishment as a state, while it was seen that the Korean studies 

focus on the domestic factors for the failure of re-establishment as an 

independent state. The studies on Austria’s re-establishment of 

independence and termination of quadripartite military occupation focus 

largely on the domestic factors, that is internal factors that overcame the 

Cold War situation as having the greatest contribution.  

For example, the studies by Gunter Bischof in the book Austria 

in the Twentieth Century, explains the situation of Austria in 1946 as the 

following: 

“the American-Soviet Cold War broke out in Austria a year 

before the larger eruption of East-West tensions. In the spring 

of 1946, in response to this Soviet economic pressure on an 

Communist propaganda war against the Figl government, 

General Clark put his foot down in Vienna and also warned 

Washington about Soviet intransigence and expansionist 

intensions in Centra Europe. Within a year year […] Clark made 

a dramatic turn-around from being a Soviet-friendly mediator 

in Austria to a leading cold warrior. Clark’s warning came right 

at the time when George Kennan’s famous “long telegram” 

from Moscow also arrived with a similar message” (Steininger 

et al 2009, 177). 

 

Then, he describes that during 1947 to 1953, the Austrian treaty 

negotiations did not progress due to Four Power’s uncompromising 



21	

stance in regard to the German Assets issue in Austria18 . Nevertheless, he 

explains, in 1953, under the leadership of the Chancellor Raab, of the 

elected government, Austria sought to negotiate directly with Soviets. 

Despite American, British and French oppositions, at Moscow in April 

1955, the promise for Swiss-type permanent neutrality and the amount 

of payments in return for German Assets were negotiated bilaterally with 

Soviets in favorable terms to Austrians and culminated in signing the 

Austrian State Treaty for the reestablishment of an independent Austria 

a month later in May. (Steininger et al 2009, 178-186). Bischof 

acknowledges that the deepening of Korean War, and the establishment 

of NATO and the policy of rearmament of Western Europe when the 

Korean War broke out were against the odds of its country. In fact the 

fear of Korea Nevertheless, the successful domestic political maturity 

that supported bilateral negotiations with Soviets, and payment for 

German Assets in return for a State Treaty was direct domestic attribute 

to successful termination of occupation.  

	
18 At the Potsdam Conference in July 1945, the allies decided that the German assets 

found outside the German borders, in the countries annexed or occupied  
by Germany will be considered “external German Assets” and Each occupying  

power will take them as war-booty whatever is in its zone. Accordingly, Soviets took oil 
fields, oil refineries, Danube shipping Company, and other industrial  

complexes in its zone of occupation in Eastern Austria claiming that they were 
“German Assets”. During treaty negotiations, Soviets requested large payments in 

return for these “German Assets” back to Austrians and an agreement on the  
amount of payment that Austrians should pay for the German Assets created  

stalemate through out the negotiations (details in chapter 4 of this paper).      
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Very interestingly, Gunter Bischof shortly mentioned in his 

work that Americans feared Austria might become Europe’s Korea19 and 

sped up the rearmament of Austria in 1951 Austria, through diplomatic 

success won its independence though without an explanation or 

interpretation (Steininger et al 2009, 181-182). Since these are works that 

focus on the Austrian’s history, little attention is paid to Korean and 

Austrian relations. In fact, the only attention is what as Bischof 

mentioned in the previous paragraphs that the Korean War started 

America’s secret rearmament in Austria in 1951 because America was 

fearing that Austria might become Europe’s Korea20 (Steininger et al. 

2009, 181). Nevertheless, what it mens to be Europe’s Korea21, or what 

led America to agree on accepting permanent neutralization of Austria in 

the midst of Cold war and American Containment strategy is not 

explored. In fact, it does not compare Austria as similar case as Korea in 

terms of receiving occupation The case of Korea’s occupation is simply 

not any consideration in its analysis.  

	
19 Details on this issue will be found in chapter 4 of this paper. Briefly, the  

reference to ‘Europe’s Korea’ seem to be paraphrasing the British and French  

saying of ‘fearing another Korea in Austria’ found in FRUS 1952-1954 vol.7  
pt.1 doc.378, It is included in the telegram titled ‘The United States Delegation 

at the Berlin Conference to the Department of State’ dated Berlin, January 29,  
1954-2pm. Please note that the date is 1951, which is in the middle of the  

Korean War. This phrase can be understood along the reference to the ‘danger  
of military vacuum on Austria’ found in same volume doc. 490 titled  

‘Memorandum of Conversation, by the Officer in Charge of Italian and Austria 
Affairs (Freund)’ dated Berlin, February 16, 1954.. Similar references on the  

military vacuum are found in the same volume, doc.84, 320 and 351.     
20 Ibid. 
21 Ibid. 
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On the other hand, Korean scholars did have focused and placed 

attention the the similarities that Austria share with Korea in terms of the 

beginning of post-war allied partitioned military occupation, yet the 

aftermath of the termination is very different. A leading Korean scholar 

that has placed attention the the case of Austria as a comparative case to 

Korea was Tae Gyun Park in his book the Korean War (2012). He argues 

that the causes and the origins of the Korean War cannot be explained by 

discarding the domestic factors (internal attributes) and focusing only on 

the external attributes of America and Soviet Union. In supporting his 

argument, he shows that the Austrian was comparable to Korea in that 

Austria was occupied by the allies in the immediate aftermath of Korea 

and that Austria received allied ‘trusteeship’, established a united 

government in 1945, maintained political and domestic unity throughout 

the ‘trusteeship’ and as a result, successfully was re-established as an 

independent state in 1955 (Park 2012, 77-78). In explaining the Austria’s 

successful case, he emphasizes the domestic factors, as opposed to Korea, 

that led to Austria’s termination of ‘trusteeship’. 

As the previous paragraphs showed that the Austrian scholars 

have argued likewise, Tae Gyun Park was right in that Austrians 

maintained political unity and domestic unity throughout allied 

occupation. Nevertheless, he’s reference to Austria having received an 

‘allied trusteeship’ is different from the fact. Austria did not receive an 

allied trusteeship after the war. Instead, Austria, received a quadripartite 

Allied controlled military occupation, that is almost identical to 

quadripartite Allied control of Germany. A Control Machinery of Allied 

Occupation of Austria (U.S. Department of State and Beavans 1970(m), 

TIAS 1931-1945 vol.3 p.1201-1203) was signed in 1945 before Potsdam 
Conference, by the same four powers that established occupation of 
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Germany. Furthermore, Allied Commission was established in Vienna by 

four powers, just like German Allied Commission was established in 

Berlin (details on Austrian military occupation are found in Chapters 3 

and 4 of this study).  

It’s a lament that Austrians had not received an Allied-

trusteeship as Allies planed for Korea in the post-war years. Had the 

Austrians received a trusteeship, it would have been a perfect case for 

comparative study supporting the internal factors that contributed to 

causes of Korean war. Even so, the Austrian case is still an important 

comparative case to Korea for post-war military occupation studies, 

especially for this paper, because in the end, a trusteeship was not 

installed in Korea. Most importantly, after all, the establishment of the 

independent Republic of Korea in 1948 was followed by the termination 

of the ‘military occupation’, just as Austrias re-establishment as an 

independent state was followed by the termination of military occupation. 

In other words, regardless of the fact that pre-war plans Allies had 

established for Austria and Korea were slightly different, since the final 

status of independence was followed by allied military occupation in 

both countries, hence they are good cases for comparing allied military 

occupation policy in non-belligerent countries in the post-war years, and 

to fine answers to the main question of this study, that is why America 

terminated occupation of Korea in 1948, while not in Austria.    

The history shows that the ending of military occupations in 

these countries displayed a very different complexion. First of all, Korea, 

the country was under bi-partite military occupations of the U.S. and the 

Soviet Union since 1945. The ending of the American military 

occupations in 1948 were subsequent to general democratic election and 
establishment of a legal government in Korea, though the election and 
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the establishment of the government was taken place only in the Southern 

half of Korea (the area occupied by Americans). The northern half of 

Korea went on its own separate way under the Soviet auspices. Then, the 

Korean war broke out in 1950. The war bought back the American troops 

to fight war. The armistice was signed in 1953 however, a peace treaty is 

still far from being concluded, hence American forces are are still 

stationed in Korea. In the case of Austria, the country was placed under 

quadripartite military occupations of the four powers: US, the Soviet, 

France and Britain. In 1955, the four powers signed the Austrian State 

Treaty, all the occupying troops of the four powers were withdrawn from 

Austria and partitioned Austria was reunited and re-established as an 

independent country. After independence, the new Republic of Austria 

declared permanent neutrality and remains so until today.  

The most interesting aspect of this complexion is that these two 

countries share similar characteristics and many common denominators 

in that both were annexed into axis powers before World War II started 

and were liberated by the victorious allied powers after the end of the 

war. Both are the cases of non-defeated enemy states that received 

multipartite-military occupation of the Big Powers (multi-occupying 

powers) at the end of the war. Most importantly, both are the first two 

cases in which the U.S. had fully involved itself with a large and direct 

stake within the framework of Big Power multilateral negotiations in 

formulating the ally’s post-war policy on the establishment of the 

military occupation. Then U.S. became a negotiating leader on the 

ending of the military occupation and complete withdrawal of occupation 

troops for their allies in the Western Bloc during the Cold War era. 

Nonetheless, the the future Austria and Korea experienced after the end 
of the military occupation were completely different. Korea went through 
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a war a year after complete withdrawal of troops and remains partitioned 

into two countries and is one of the most dangerous countries in the world. 

On the other hand, Austria was reestablished as a reunified country and 

became a permanently neutralized country, and its capital city of Vienna 

is ranked among the most livable places in the world (The Economist 

2018). 

 

Indeed, an additional intriguing historical fact that is involved 

in this complexion mentioned briefly in the earlier paragraphs should be 

noticed again, the Cold War and the beginning of American policy of 

Containment. The end of World War II also marked the beginning of a 

new war, the Cold War, between the former allies of World War II: the 

U.S. and the Soviet Union. During the beginning years of the Cold War, 

America’s security policy aligned predominantly in the global 

containment of communism and prevention of another war by restoration 

of peace, stability and freedom to the world Truman 1949) predominantly 

based on Realist school of thought in international relations (Wohlforth 

1995, 91). At least, for the years 1947-1955, that is from Truman 

Doctrine of 1947 to Austrian re-unification in 1955, the American 

Containment policy, mainly developed during the Truman 

Administration and continued well into the Eisenhower Administration 

runs along the four objectives originating from Truman’s four Cold War 

foreign policy objectives22 announced at the inaugural address of his 

	
22 Truman layout these objectives as four points, however, these objectives recurrently 

appeared in every State of the Union address of Truman’s 2nd term, beginning with his 
Inaugural address for the second term in Jauary 20, 1949. Hence, it is modified and 

renamed as “four objectives” in this study. 
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second term in 1949, which summarizes military and economic 

engagement policies pursued by Truman before 1949 (during his first 

term) and policies he pursued during his second term (1949-1953). The 

four objectives were (Truman, 1949): 1) programs for world economic 

recovery and European Recovery Program; 2) support of the UN and its 

agencies; 3) creation of regional joint agreements to strengthen the 

security and collective defense arrangements (e.g. Treaty of Rio de 

Janeiro, 1947; North Atlantic Treaty, 1949; SEATO, 1954; Baghdad Pact, 

1955,); 4) program for world economic progress through cooperative 

technical assistance to underdeveloped countries.  

In 1948, the year that military occupation ended in Korea, the 

global condition appears dark to American Containment policy makers. 

The communists had seized power in Czechoslovakia and the Soviets 

started the Berlin Blockade in Germany. Hence, in return, the U.S. was 

conducting the Berlin Airlift campaign in years 1948-1949 (U.S. 

Department of State and Slany et al. 1985, FRUS 1951 v4 p2). It was 

one of the first U.S-Soviet direct clashes during the Cold War (U.S. 

Department of State Slany et al. 1985 FRUS 1951 v4 p2). Then why was 

occupation of Korea decided to be terminated in 1948? In addition, after 

the end of occupation, why were troops reduced and completely 

withdrawn by 1949? When the troops were completely withdrawn in 

1949, Korea was as dangerous as other European countries in that it 

could be a subject to Soviet expansionist moves for it was bordering 

Soviet Union. Also, the communist takeover as in the case of 

Czechoslovakia was a possibility because the war clouds and clashes 

along the 38th parallel between South and North Korea were looming in 

1949. Was it really that as in the “historiography and bestiary of the 
American and Korean Right, MacArthur is the hero, defending the 
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interests of a threatened free Korean Republic; Acheson is the bête noire 

and Department of State were “fixated wrongly on Europe foolishly 

withdrawing troops from Korea and giving “the green lights” to the 

Communists to attack”? (Cumings 2002, 379). Or was it as Cummings 

argued through his findings that “the truth is quite the reverse. It was 

Rhee’s 23  champion MacArthur and elements in the Pentagon who 

pushed an American withdrawal of troops from Korea, even at the cost 

of communization of the peninsula, and it was the lily-livered State 

Department that continually sought to delay the moment when the Rhee 

regime would be left without the protection of American combat troops. 

But when the pressure for withdrawal could no longer be resisted, the 

troops came out”? (Cumings 2002, 379).     

At the time when the occupation ended and troops were 

completely withdrawn, the Korean economic status was not robust 

enough to resist Soviet influences. Korea was under hyper-inflation and 

severe food shortages between 1945-1949 (CIA 1948, 1949(a), 1949(c), 

1949(d)). The U.S. military government had to import metric tons of food. 

In addition, the situation in Korea is what Truman described as unsound 

economic condition where “the seeds of totalitarian regimes are nurtured 

by misery and want. They spread and grow in the evil soil of poverty and 

strife. They reach at their full growth when the hope of a people for a 

better life has died.” (Truman, 1947) Furthermore, in 1949, armed 

clashes. between South and North began along the 38th parallel, (CIA, 

1949(b)) but the US still had withdrawn its troops from Korea in 1949. 

In 1949, Korea did not have any bilateral security arrangements with the 

U.S. nor was associated to any regional security arrangements, nor was 

	
23 Seung Man Rhee, the first president of the Republic of Korea 
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a member of the UN hence not subject to Chapter VII Article 51 of the 

Charter for collective security. No wonder, some studies on the Koran 

war pose a question whether American withdrawal from Korea induced 

the Korean war in 1950. Then, why did the US end the military 

occupation and withdrew its troops despite the fact that fog of war was 

clinging over the peninsula without any security arrangements ensured 

to protect against communist? Hence, the consecutive policy actions of 

withdrawal and of troops by 1949, a year after the end of occupation from 

Korea create a puzzle within the context of the American containment 

policy of the early Cold War years.  

In addition, the the consecutive policy actions of withdrawal 

and reduction of troops from and agreement to the permanently 

neutralized unification of Austria in 1955 create another puzzle to the 

American Containment Policy of the Cold War. For instance, the case of 

Austria clashes with Truman’s third foreign policy objective. With the 

conclusion of the Austrian State Treaty, the Austria was prohibited from 

joining any direct or indirect military arrangements that may create 

political or economic union with Germany (Secretariat of UN 1955. 

Treaty Series 217(2949):233-381)24. This meant that Austria cannot join 

the NATO or Western Union, the most important anti-Soviet security 

arrangements at that time in Europe. It also meant that the close allied 

relationships Austria maintained with the U.S. and the Western Europe 

since the end of the War is to be severed. In addition, neutralized Austria 

cannot join any military alliances with other countries and cannot permit 

	
24 Treaty Series: State Treaty (with annexes and maps) for the re-establishment of an 
independent and. democratic Austria, Secretariat of the United Nations, Vol.217, No. 

2949, 1955. 
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any foreign military bases in the territory (U.S. Department of State and 

Baehler et al 1986(a), FRUS. 1952-1954 v.VII p.1 doc. 490). This meant 

that the U.S. cannot station its forces or conclude any bilateral security 

pacts with Austria, despite it is geopolitical location at the border of 

Soviet satellites in the easter and central Europe.         

Often times, the post-war alliance structure and behavior is 

explained within the Realist School of international studies because 

realist interpretation of the security arrangements was dominant in the 

Cold War. The neorealism, especially, can explain the bilateral and 

multilateral alliance arrangements that European countries and Asian 

countries were making with the U.S., if viewed in the light of great 

economic assistance and great advantage of America’s democratic 

system. Indeed, as Stephen Walt said, “the principal causes of alliance 

formation work to America’s advantage and isolate the Soviet Union 

from virtually all of the world’s strategically significant states” (Walt 

1985, 41) Accordingly, the Cold War alliance and security relations have 

often been dealt and explained using the theories of Realist school of 

international relations. According to Snyder, the issue of withdrawal of 

troops or neutralization under the alliance theories predict that under 

bipolar system, “neutralization are barely conceivable […] in an ultimate 

sense are illusions” because abandonment is “the most extreme 

conceivable approach to for the lesser states” due to fear of “being 

abandoned by the U.S. or, conversely, of being entrapped in a conflict 

between the superpowers” (Snyder 1984, 466). The lesser states may 

drift toward neutralization but will not completely neutralize. This is 

especially so under the conditions of NATO, because it “is essentially a 

guarantee of the lesser states by the superpower; as long as the guarantee 
holds, the alliance holds—whatever posture the smaller states may strike” 
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(Snyder, 1984 486). In addition, alliance formed under bipolar system, 

since the “obvious military surrogate for abandonment would be a partial 

U.S. troop withdrawal from Europe. A complete withdrawal is hardly 

conceivable” (Snyder, 1984, 487) due to abandonment anxieties that may 

be aroused in Europe.  

Nevertheless, when it comes to these anomalies that occurred, 

that is the ending of allied-partite military occupation in 1948 in Korea, 

while not in Austria, and withdrawal of troops from Korea in 1949 and 

from Austria in 1955, the alliance theory nor Realism nor any other 

traditional, revisionist, post-revisionist Cold War scholars can account 

for the decisions and negotiations US made. Neither can the decision by 

Austria to not establish an alliance, especially not to establish a military 

alliance with the US and become a permanently neutral state despite 

strong support and great economic assistance provided by the US to 

restore independence of Austria free from Soviet influence be explained. 

 

 

  

2. The Argument  
 

All the previous studies fail to answer the following question: Why 

did occupation of Korea terminate in 1948? Why did America decide to 

end military occupation in Korea in 1948 whereas Austria’s occupation 

ended much later in 1955? Any reason for that specific year?  

Moreover, new questions derive from the previous studies. Did 

domestic attributes of Korea and Austria override the external attributes 

specifically the Containment Policy and became the decisive factor in 
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American decision to end military occupation of Korea in 1948, while 

not in Austria? Perhaps, was there any other America’s domestic factor 

that served as a factor overriding its Containment Policy and other 

Grand Post-war global strategy? 

 

 Drawing from the last sets of questions that derived from the 

previous studies. This study will argue as the following:  

 

1) The previous studies focused on the domestic factors (internal 

attributes) in explaining: the termination of occupation 1948, 

withdrawal of American forces in 1949, the failure of placing a 

trusteeship, the establishment of separate governments in South 

and North Korea in 1948, and ultimately the failure of US-

Soviet Joint Committee that should have established a 

trusteeship and a unified provisional government in Korea. 

  

2) Nevertheless, in view of the America’s overall global strategy in 

the post war years and in 1948, while Koreas domestic factors 

are sufficiently important, America’s global strategy, mainly 

Containment strategy, that placed focus of American forces on 

strategic areas, appear more important in providing decisive 

factors in America decision to terminate military occupation of 

Korea in 1948.   

 

3) In addition, there appear to be another factor in America’s 

domestic policy, ‘the post-war demobilization and 

reconversion’, that served as a cause overriding its Containment 
policy and other grand post-war global strategies. Consequently, 
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the limited American defense resources (peacetime manpower 

and defense budget) played the most important role and the 

domestic demand for demobilization was placed before the 

global strategic interests. All these resulted in decision to 

terminate the military occupation in 1948 with the establishment 

of Republic of Korea and subsequent completion of withdrawal 

of all its forces by June 1949.  

 

4) Furthermore, in comparison of the Korean case to the Austrian 

case (the historical data shows that Austria’s occupation was 

analogous to Korea’s in the beginning stage but the end results 

were different), paradoxically, since the beginning stage of 

negotiating military occupation on Korea and Austria with the 

Allies, America agreed at the diplomatic and political level 

(though reluctantly) to engage in occupation duties, despite its 

plans for quick military demobilization made at the domestic 

level 

 

5) Hence, the US-Soviet agreement on withdrawal of troops was a 

necessary condition, while unification was not. Hence the 

establishment of the Republic of Korea in the southern half was 

a sufficient condition for a decision to terminate occupation and 

withdrawal of American forces. On the other hand, due to lack 

of agreement with the Soviets, the termination of occupation and 

withdrawal of forces from Austria were delayed until 1955.    
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In short, through the pages that follow, this study will first argue 

that the ending of military occupation of Korea, specifically in the year 

1948 was affected by America’s rapid demobilization and reconversion 

plans carried out during 1945 to 1947. Since the wartime, America was 

pursuing a rapid post-war demobilization while simultaneously planning 

and implementing its participation in the post-war Allied occupation.  

In searching for the answer ‘why America terminated 

occupation Korea in 1948?’ the American policies on military occupation 

of Korea was primarily focused on the one hand. However, this study 

went further to find out whether Korea’s occupation was the only case 

affected by the demobilization and reconversion. This study compared 

the Korean case to the Austrian case.    

For the reasons already stated, Austria’s occupation was 

analogous to Korea’s in the beginning stage, but the end results are so 

different. Therefore, by comparing American policies on occupation as 

well as effects of demobilization and reconversion on occupation of these 

two countries, this study will try to find answers to whether American 

policies to end military occupation in 1948 were also considered in 

Austria. 

Then, after the comparison, this study will argue that 

paradoxically, since the beginning stage of negotiating military 

engagement (occupation) on Korea and Austria with the Allies, America 

agreed at the diplomatic and political level (though reluctantly) to engage 

militarily despite its plans for quick military disengagement 

(demobilization) made at the domestic level, supported by the Congress, 

constituents and federal agencies. Since the beginning, the American 

agreements on engagement (to meet international demand) were 
accompanied by an un-matching disengagement plan. 
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One note on the scope of the research is that this study focused 

on American policies only. The primary reason is because the common 

Allied power that installed partite occupation in Korea and Austria were 

the Americans and the Soviets. After the end of World War II, the Cold 

War started between the former allies of World War II, the U.S. and the 

Soviet Union. Both on the allied negotiations over issue of establishment 

and ending of military occupations of Korea and Austria, the U.S. played 

a large role. Especially on the ending of the occupation and complete 

withdrawal of occupation troops from Korea, Americans played the sole 

role in negotiating with the Soviets. In the Austrian case, the U.S. was 

the chief negotiator for their allies in the Western Bloc (Britain and 

France). The secondary reason is that the American decision on ending 

military occupation of South Korea alone, without reuniting the country, 

followed by complete withdrawal of American forces from South Korea, 

creating a vacuum of military power has been argued as one of the 

reasons that led to the Korean War. Yet previous studies have not 

provided reasonable explanations or answers to why America ended 

occupation in 1948 in the first place. While the importance to provide 

comparison with the Soviet policies is acknowledged, it is left for future 

studies.  

Another note on the scope is that the analysis will be limited 

with in the time frame of years 1941-1955 and to American policies of 

withdrawal of troops during these years. The time scope is limited to 

these years because the U.S. became belligerent to the war in and started 

the discussions on the post war order in 1941 and the last occupation 

ended, Austria being the last one, in 1955. 

It is not the purpose of this study to examine every scope of 
occupational policies in each country conducted by the allied-military 
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governments (matters such as civil, legal, economic and social matters 

performed by the allied military government). This study focuses only 

on analyzing U.S. government’s occupation policies within foreign 

diplomatic relations, negotiated within the multilateral framework in 

regard to the establishment and the ending of the occupation, and 

subsequent withdrawal of troops in order to resolve enigma of the causes 

of difference on termination of military occupation and the resulting 

diverging political aftermath in Austria and Korea after the ending of 

military occupation in two countries.  

Through the research, this study tried to provide a sense of the 

whole story from the beginning of discussions on the post-war status of 

Korea and Austria in order to understand both the structure and 

significance of what led to policy decisions on the different years to end 

occupation. Hence, this study focused on the policies and negotiations 

process for military occupation, engagement and disengagements on 

Korea and Austria pursued by Roosevelt, Truman and Eisenhower 

administrations. Whilst every endeavor will be made to present a well-

rounded, and balanced perspective, the analysis limited to American 

documents naturally creates a limitation to a skewed view of American 

perspective. Nevertheless, the fact that military occupation issues were 

decided through multilateral negotiations naturally created documents to 

contain records, conversations and minutes of the meetings of the Heads 

of Governments, foreign ministers, and deputy meetings of the Four 

Powers. Hence diverging multilateral perspectives, agreements and 

disagreements were naturally exposed in American documents to 

supplement the limitations.  
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3. Research Methods  
 

This research is extensive qualitative historical research and a 

comparative case study to analyze the military occupation strategy and 

policy that was adopted through Big Power negotiations on Korea and 

Austria from the American (foreign) policy perspective. This will study 

the extent to which America’s role, policy and strategy had impact on the 

negotiations for occupation of the two countries occurring within the U.S. 

multilateral alliances with the U.K, France, Soviet and China called the 

Big Power alliance that existed since the World War II and through post-

World War II years until end of occupation of Austria in 1955. An 

extensive qualitative historical research method was conducted to gather 

empirical evidence. Since this study is an historical study that searches 

for the factors that affected the outcomes of the ending the occupation of 

Korea in 1948 retrospectively, this study will search for what 

independent variables (from the domestic politics) affected the 

dependent variables (the outcome of terminating occupation of Korea in 

year 1948). In other words, what were the America’s domestic factors 

standing behind and pressuring and shaping its policy decisions.  

Extensive qualitative historical research was conducted to gather 

empirical evidence. The historical evidence were gathered from various 

sources of declassified documents as primary sources: the documents of 

Foreign Relations of the US(FRUS); Historical records from the US Joint 

Chiefs of Staff office, the American Army and Navy’s declassified 

records and history documents from their historical office, documents 

and studies on World War II ; National Security Council (NSC) records 

and its previous State-War-Navy Coordinating Committee (SWNCC) 
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records; Congressional records on treaties, agreements, hearings and 

reports on occupation of Korea and Austria. The Current Bulletin series 

of U.S. Department of State; and CIA Current Intelligence Bulletin series; 

CIA NSC memorandums records; CIA National Intelligence Estimates 

series; and CIA Situation Reports series were also analyzed and used as 

secondary and supplementary material for analysis.   

This study’s places an important focus on the American military’s 

demobilization and reconversion of World War II. Hence, for the record 

and history of demobilization, a large works and publications from the 

U.S. Army Center of Military History (CMH) was used as primary source. 

The US Army Center of Military History is a field operation agency. It 

reports to the US Army Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC). It 

is an agency that records the official history of the Army and advises the 

Army staff on historical matter. Because the records used were from 

World War II and post-war periods, during which the military 

establishment-establishment of Department of Defense and combined 

command for Army, Navy, Air Force which was started by National 

Security Act of 1947- of America was not completed, hence the records 

used for this study were largely from the Department of War. Most 

records on the number, and dates of the demobilizations were checked in 

comparison to Demobilization hearings conducted by the Congress 

during years 1945 and 1946. Usage of these records are cited in 

respective chapters.    

  The official Foreign Relations of the United States documents 

on the Conferences that were held among the Big Powers published by 

the U.S. Department of State were used as primary sources to identify 

occupation policies. These documents contain official record and direct 
accounts of foreign policy papers, policy announcements, policy 
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explanations and policy results. In addition to this, U.S. Department of 

State Bulletin and declassified CIA documentation records provided 

through FOIA25 , the Forrestal Diaries and the Kennan Diaries were used 

as supplementary sources. These documents were used to gather the 

global conduct and issues of American foreign policy that were reported 

to the president of the U.S and were used for explanatory analysis of U.S. 

courses of actions on foreign policies taken during years considered for 

this study.  

The first primary source, the Foreign Relations of the U.S. (FRUS) 

are series released by the Office of the Historian (Bureau of Public 

Affairs) at the U.S. Department of States since 1861. This publication 

constitutes the official declassified records of the foreign policy of the 

United States, containing declassified diplomatic papers (memos, 

telegrams) and declassified foreign policy papers of the Central Files of 

the Department of states and files outside the department of state. The 

files from outside of the department used in the FRUS series include files 

from other departments; presidential papers archived in the presidential 

libraries, the Library of Congress, and the National Archives; British and 

Soviet foreign papers; and the Department of State Bulletin (official 

publications of the Department published weekly for years 1939-1989).          

The supplementary sources used for explanatory analysis of the 

FRUS series were the Department of State Bulletin and declassified CIA 

records. Since the FRUS series uses the Bulletin as one of its reference 

	
25 Freedom of Information Act of the United States is a federal law that requires 

disclosure of classified information and documents of the government upon request. 
Much of the pre and post WWII and Cold War documents have been disclosed through 

many agencies.   
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sources at times, separate extensive research on this source was 

conducted on all the weekly Bulletins for years 1941 to 1955 (33 volumes, 

780 weekly publications, average of 40 pages per volume). It was done 

to gather parallel primary source explanatory information on American 

foreign policy because the Bulletins are official weekly records of the 

department. It covers firsthand public accounts of foreign policies policy 

announcements, explanations and and evaluations through articles by the 

President, the Secretary of State, the Undersecretary, Assistant 

Secretaries, and other department of state officers and Ambassadors. It 

also covers global diplomatic news and issues dealt by the department, 

such as Soviet-US relations, United Nations affairs, situations in the 

allied-occupied countries etc. 

In addition, declassified CIA records were used as another 

supplementary source. These are CIA document records that have been 

declassified and approved for release by CIA Historical Collections 

Division. These documents contain the observation of the CIA agents on 

the global conduct and issues of American foreign policy that were 

reported to the president of the U.S. The main records used for this 

research were the Daily Summaries (daily reports to the President during 

1946-1951) created and reported by CIG-Central Intelligent Group 

(which became CIA in 1947); the Current Intelligence Bulletin (the 

weekly report by the CIA for years 1951-1955 on the most important 

issues around the world). Other irregularly published sources such as CIA 

Information Reports, CIA country studies were also used. The records 

used for this study cover only for the years 1946 through 1955 because 

the CIG, the predecessor of CIA was established in 1946 and it was 

changed to the CIA in 1947. Before continuing on the results of the 
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research, the next section will provide an explanation to the important 

and central concept of this study, the military occupation. 

Lastly, the Forrestal Diaries of the former Secretary of Defense 

James Forestal and the Kennan Diaries by George Kennan, the famous 

designer or the Containment Policy were used to gather direct 

conversation records and policy process making records on the 

withdrawal of forces from Korea and Austria in relations to American 

demobilization.   

 

 

4. Concept of Military Occupation  
 

This study analyzes the military occupation administered and 

terminated by the Allied Powers in the post-war years. In addition, this 

study places a special focus and emphasis on the termination of military 

occupation, especially the year of termination in Korea in 1948, why it 

was terminated in that year despite the odds of clouds of international 

Cold War tensions. Hence it is important to clarify what it means to 

establish or to end a military occupation in another state after a war. For 

this study, the most important aspect is the meaning of terminating 

military occupation and incomparable changes of status that brings to a 

state, for Korea and Austria, after the end of an occupation. This section 

will provide an explanation to the term military occupation within the 

context of international law and military law of war used by the United 

States during and after World War II. The explanations will show what 

was taken into consideration by the Allies and by the United States to 
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establish a military occupation and what it was required to end a military 

occupation in Austria and Korea.    

 

The term ‘military occupation’, also referred to as an ‘occupation’ 

of territory, generally enjoys its meaning and usage in the discourse of 

military conduct, especially in the ‘law of war’ (Law and customs of war 

on land Hague II and Hague IV) of international law (U.S. Department 

of State and Beavans26, 1968(a), TIAS 1776-1917 1:247-262, 1968(b) 

TIAS 1776-1917 1:631-654). By definition, it refers to military authority 

over hostile territory: a “[t]erritory is considered occupied when it is 

actually placed under the authority of the hostile army. The occupation 

applies only to the territories where such authority is established, and in 

a position to assert itself” (U.S. Department of State and Beavans, 

1968(a), TIAS 1776-1917 1:259, 1968(b) TIAS 1776-1917 1:651) 

Military occupation has been in practice for a long time in history 

during which war was not an illegal practice, and military occupation of 

belligerent territory was part of customary international law. 

(Department of Defense Office of General Council 2015, 755) However, 

as modern states appeared, and war was often conducted among states, 

the Law of War was established by states to codify the customary 

international law to overarch its area into vast issues on international 

armed conflicts and conflict resolution. Hence, the Law of War became 

“part of international law that regulates the resort to armed forces; the 

	
26 Charles I. Beavans, LL.B. is the Assistant Legal Adviser of the Department of State. 

The volumes of the Treaties and other International Agreements of the United States of 
America series (also known as TIAS, found in the Library of Congress digital records 

online) were compiled under his direction.    
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conduct of hostilities and the protection of war victims in both 

international and non-international conflict; belligerent occupation; and 

the relationships between belligerent, neutral and non-belligerent States” 

(Department of Defense Office of General Council 2015, 7). The term 

military occupation was officially codified and entered into the realm of 

international Law of War, at least since the Hague Convention of 1899 

(War Department 1947, III), which was the first peace convention (War 

Department, 1947, III) that has established the multilateral treaty on 

international laws and customs of law on war. Appearing in the Annex to 

the Convention titled, Regulations Respecting the Laws and Customs of 

War on Land (Section III on Military Authority over Hostile Territory) 

(U.S. Department of State and Beavans, 1968(a), TIAS 1776-1917 1:259, 

1968(b) TIAS 1776-1917 1:651), it has become a part of international 

law that was binding to the signatories to the Hague Convention. In 1907, 

the Convention and the Regulations were revised and were replaced by 

Hague IV and its Annex at the Second International Peace Conference of 

1907 (the two versions do not bear much difference). After World War II, 

its has become part of the customary international law (War Department 

1947, III). 

The Annex to Hague Convention on Laws and Customs of War on 

Land of 1907 titled Regulations Respecting the Laws and Customs of 

War on Land (hereafter, the Hague IV Regulations) address the military 

occupation in Section III on Military Authority over the Territory of the 

Hostile State, Articles 42 through 56 (See, Figure 1) (U.S. Department of 

State and Beavans, 1968(a), TIAS 1776-1917 1:247-262, 1968(b) TIAS 

1776-1917 1:631-654)  
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Figure 1. Comparison of Hague 1899 and 1907 on Annex of Regulations Laws 

and Customs of War on Land Military Authority over the Territory of the Hostile 

State (Art. 42-56) (U.S. Department of State and Beavans, 1968(a), TIAS 1776-

1917 1:247-262, 1968(b) TIAS 1776-1917 1:631-654) 

 
Hague II Reg. 1899 Hague IV Reg. 1907 

Article 42 

Territory is considered occupied when it is 

actually placed under the authority of the hostile 
army. 

The occupation applies only to the territory where 

such authority is established, and in a position to 

assert itself. 

Article 42.   

The Territory is considered occupied when it is 
actually placed under the authority of the hostile 

army. The occupation extends only to the territory 

where such authority has been established and can 

be exercised. 

Article 43  
The authority of the legitimate power having 

actually passed into the hands of the occupant, the 

latter shall take all steps in his power to re-

establish and insure, as far as possible, public 

order and safety, while respecting, unless 
absolutely prevented, the laws in force in the 

country. 

Article 43.  

The authority of the legitimate power having in 

fact passed into the hands of the occupant, the 

latter shall take all the measures in his power to 

restore and ensure, as far as possible, pubic order 
and safety while respecting unless absolutely 

prevented, the laws in force in the country 

Article 44  

Any compulsion of the population of occupied 
territory to take part in military operations against 

its own country is prohibited. 

Article 44  

A belligerent is forbidden to force the inhabitants 
of territory occupied by it to furnish information 

about the army of the other belligerent or about its 

means of defense 

Article 45  

Any pressure on the population of occupied 
territory to take the oath to the hostile Power is 

prohibited. 

Article 45  

It is forbidden to compel the inhabitants of 
occupied territory to swear allegiance to the 

hostile Power 

Article 46  

Family honours and rights, individual lives and 

private property, as well as religious convictions 
and liberty, must be respected. 

Private property cannot be confiscated. 

Article 46  

Family honours and rights, the lives of persons, 

and private property, as well as religious 
convictions and practice, must be respected. 

Private property cannot be confiscated. 
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Article 47  

Pillage is formally prohibited. 

Article 47  

Pillage is formally forbidden. 

Article 48 If, in the territory occupied, the 

occupant collects the taxes, dues, and tolls 

imposed for the benefit of the State, he shall do it, 
as far as possible, in accordance with the rules in 

existence and the assessment in force, and will in 

consequence be bound to defray the expenses of 

the administration of the occupied territory on the 

same scale as that by which the legitimate 
Government was bound. 

Article 48   

If, in the territory occupied, the occupant collects 

the taxes, dues, and tolls imposed for the benefit 
of the State, he shall do so, as far as is possible, in 

accordance with the rules of assessment and 

incidence in force, and shall in consequence be 

bound to defray the expenses of the 

administration of the occupied territory to the 
same extent as the legitimate Government was so 

bound. 

Article 49   

If, besides the taxes mentioned in the preceding 

Article, the occupant levies other money taxes in 
the occupied territory, this can only be for 

military necessities or the administration of such 

territory. 

Article 49  

If, in addition to the taxes mentioned in the above 

article [ Link ] , the occupant levies other money 
contributions in the occupied territory, this shall 

only be for the needs of the army or of the 

administration of the territory in question. 

Article 50  

No general penalty, pecuniary or otherwise, can 
be inflicted on the population on account of the 

acts of individuals for which it cannot be regarded 

as collectively responsible. 

Article 50  

No general penalty, pecuniary or otherwise, shall 
be inflicted upon the population on account of the 

acts of individuals for which they cannot be 

regarded as jointly and severally responsible. 

Article 51  

No tax shall be collected except under a written 
order and on the responsibility of a commander-

in-chief. 

This collection shall only take place, as far as 

possible, in accordance with the rules in existence 

and the assessment of taxes in force. 
For every payment a receipt shall be given to the 

taxpayer. 

Article 51  

No contribution shall be collected except under a 
written order, and on the responsibility of a 

commander-in-chief. 

The collection of the said contribution shall only 

be effected as far as possible in accordance with 

the rules of assessment and incidence of the taxes 
in force. 

For every contribution a receipt shall be given to 

the contributors. 
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Article 52   

Neither requisitions in kind nor services can be 

demanded from communes or inhabitants except 

for the necessities of the army of occupation. 

They must be in proportion to the resources of the 
country, and of such a nature as not to involve the 

population in the obligation of taking part in 

military operations against their country. 

These requisitions and services shall only be 

demanded on the authority of the commander in 
the locality occupied. 

The contributions in kind shall, as far as possible, 

be paid for in ready money; if not, their receipt 

shall be acknowledged. 

Article 52  

Requisitions in kind and services shall not be 

demanded from municipalities or inhabitants 

except for the needs of the army of occupation. 

They shall be in proportion to the resources of the 
country, and of such a nature as not to involve the 

inhabitants in the obligation of taking part in 

military operations against their own country. 

Such requisitions and services shall only be 

demanded on the authority of the commander in 
the locality occupied. 

Contributions in kind shall as far is possible be 

paid for in cash; if not, a receipt shall be given 

and the payment of the amount due shall be made 

as soon as possible. 

Article 53  

An army of occupation can only take possession 

of the cash, funds, and property liable to 

requisition belonging strictly to the State, depots 

arms, means of transport, stores and supplies, and, 
generally movable property of the State which 

may be used for military operations. 

Railway plant, land telegraphs, telephones, 

steamers and other ships, apart from cases 

governed by maritime law, as well as depots of 
arms and, generally, all kinds of munitions of 

war, even though belonging to companies or to 

private persons, are likewise material which may 

serve for military operations, but they must be 

restored at the conclusion of peace, and 
indemnities paid for them. 

Article 53  

Requisitions in kind and services shall not be 

demanded from municipalities or inhabitants 

except for the needs of the army of occupation. 

They shall be in proportion to the resources of the 
country, and of such a nature as not to involve the 

inhabitants in the obligation of taking part in 

military operations against their own country. 

Such requisitions and services shall only be 

demanded on the authority of the commander in 
the locality occupied. 

Contributions in kind shall as far is possible be 

paid for in cash; if not, a receipt shall be given 

and the payment of the amount due shall be made 

as soon as possible. 

Article 54  

The plant of railways coming from neutral States, 

whether the property of those States, or of 

companies, or of private persons, shall be sent 
back to them as soon as possible. 

Article 54  

Submarine cables connecting an occupied 

territory with a neutral territory shall not be seized 

or destroyed except in the case of absolute 
necessity. They must likewise be restored and 

compensation fixed when peace is made. 
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Article 55  

The occupying State shall only be regarded as 

administrator and usufructuary of the public 

buildings, real property, forests and agricultural 

works belonging to the hostile State, and situated 
in the occupied country. It must protect the capital 

of these properties, and administer it according to 

the rules of usufruct. 

Article 55  

The occupying State shall be regarded only as 

administrator and usufructuary of public 

buildings, real estate, forests, and agricultural 

estates belonging to the hostile State, and situated 
in the occupied country. It must safeguard the 

capital of these properties, and administer them in 

accordance with the rules of usufruct. 

Article 56  

The property of the communes, that of religious, 
charitable, and educational institutions, and those 

of arts and science, even when State property, 

shall be treated as private property. 

All seizure of and destruction, or intentional 

damage done to such institutions, to historical 
monuments, works of art or science, is prohibited, 

and should be made the subject of proceedings. 

Article 56  

The property of municipalities, that of institutions 
dedicated to religion, charity and education, the 

arts and sciences, even when State property, shall 

be treated as private property. 

All seizure of, destruction or willful damage done 

to institutions of this character, historic 
monuments, works of art and science, is 

forbidden, and should be made the subject of 

legal proceedings. 

 
 

 

In the United States, the term military occupation (also referred 

to as belligerent occupation) also enjoys its meaning and usage in the 

context of military conduct, especially in the Law of War (Department of 

Defense Office of General Council 2015, 755)27. As early as in the days 

of the War Department before World War II, field manuals for military 

occupation appeared in the War Department Field Manual on Rules of 

Land Warfare (FM 27-10) of 1940. The appearance subsequently 

followed in the field manuals of US Army and Navy Manual of Military 

Government and Civil Affairs (FM27-5) of 1943 for World War II period, 
	

27 This is the Department of Defense Law of War Manual June 2015 (Updated in 

December 2016) by the Office of General Counsel of the Department of Defense 
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US Army and Navy Manual of Civil Affairs Military Government (FM 

27-5) of 1947 in the post-World War II period, and it still appears in the 

Department of Defense Law of War Manual of 2015 in the modern days. 

According to the Department of Defense Law of War Manual of 2015: 

 

“Military occupation is a temporary measure, whereas cessation 

and annexation is permanent for administering territory [but not 

transfer of sovereignty over the territory] under the control of 

invading forces, and involves a complicated, trilateral set of 

legal relations between the Occupying Power, the temporarily 

ousted sovereign authority, and the inhabitants of occupied 

territory. The law of belligerent occupation seeks to account for 

both military and humanitarian imperatives. The Occupying 

Powers primary objective in conducting military occupation os 

to further the purpose of the war in which the occupying forces 

are engaged and to ensure the maintenance and security of those 

forces, but the Occupying Power is also bound to provide the 

interest and welfare of the civilian population of the occupied 

territory. The Occupying Power has obligations related to the 

maintenance of public order and safety, and the protection of 

civilians and property in occupied territories.[…] The conduct 

of military occupation has also been characterized as an 

exercise of ‘military government’ or ‘martial law’ (Department 

of Defense Office of General Council 2015, 754). 

 

After the end of World War II, the former enemy states of Germany 

and Japan, as well as territories that belong to them came under the 
military occupation of the Four Victories Allied Powers of the war which 
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were France, the United Kingdom the United States and the Soviet Union 

(also known as the Four Powers). With the main purpose of 

denazification of former German territories and rooting out German and 

Japanese military potentials that could cause another war (U.S. 

Department of State and Beavans 1970(a) TIAS 1931-1945 3:1102-1124, 

1251-1253) The four powers established military occupations and 

military governments in four countries: in two former enemy countries 

(Germany and Japan) and in two countries that were annexed by the 

enemy countries prior to the war (Austria and Korea).   

The military occupations occurred largely in the territories of 

belligerent Axis territories within the framework of carefully coordinated 

multi-partite occupation among the Allied victors of the war, 

accompanying establishment of allied-military government in the 

occupied territories. Although the actual running of military 

governments were in charge of military personnel of the allied occupying 

powers in each occupying territories (U.S. Department of Army and 

Coles et al 1986), the decisions on details of the establishment and 

administration of allied-military governments required continuous 

negotiations and agreements among the allied powers’s foreign ministers 

and foreign ministries. Consequently, the term military occupation has 

become a term that also takes an important place in political aspect, 

especially in the foreign policy (or diplomatic) aspect in the United States. 

Since then, the conduct of military occupation of post-World War II years 

has become an issue with politico-military aspect in the United States.   
  

The Annex of the The Hague Convention of 1899 on Regulations 

Respecting the Laws and Customs of War on Land (U.S. Department of 
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State and Beavans, 1968(a), TIAS 1776-1917 1:247-262) is very specific 

on the method of conducting the military occupation. According to 

Section III on Military Authority over Hostile Territory (Department of 

Defense, 2015), a territory of belligerent enemy power is considered 

occupied when a area (specifically defined territorial perimeter) of the 

enemy territory it is actually placed under the actual and effective 

authority of the hostile forces known as the Occupying Power(s) The 

military forces of the hostile power (the occupying force(s)) is present at 

least in the most important places to maintain the authority of the 

Occupying Power(s) (Department of Defense Office of General Council 

2015, 763) 

The occupation accompanies the suspension of the enemy’s existing 

authority over the territory and substitution with the authority of the 

Occupying Powers. The suspension of the enemy’s existing authority 

usually begins with military occupation is declared known to the residing 

population of the occupied territory, usually (but not necessarily) in a 

form of public declaration or issuance of a proclamation of military 

occupation (Department of Defense Office of General Council 2015, 763, 

767).28   

Once the military occupation begins, the Occupying Power(s) 

establishes its authority through a military government or martial law to 

exercise the functions of civil government looking toward restoration and 

maintenance of public order (Department of Defense Office of General 

Council 2015, 755-756, 767-768). A Military government is defined as 

“the supreme authority exercised by an armed occupying force over the 

	
28 At the end of World War II, the U.S. had declared proclamation (or notice of similar 

character) of occupation in Germany, Austria, Japan and Korea.   
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lands, properties and inhabitants of an enemy, allied or domestic territory. 

Military Government is exercised when an armed force has occupied 

such territory, whether by force or agreement, and has substituted its 

authority for that of the sovereign or previous government. The right of 

control passes to the occupying force limited only by the rules of 

international law and established customs of war” (Department of the 

Army and Navy 1947, 2-329).  

The military government (including the civil affairs) “encompasses 

all powers exercised and responsibilities assumed by the military 

commander in an occupied or liberated area with respect to the lands, 

properties, and inhabitants thereof, whether such administration be in 

enemy, allied or domestic territory[…] The theater commander takes full 

responsibility for military government hence is designated as military 

governor and has “supreme legislative, executive, and judicial authority, 

limited only by the laws and customs of war and by directives from 

higher authority” (Department of the Army and Navy 1947, 2, 4).      

While establishing military occupation involves transferring all 

administrative powers to the military government, the ending of military 

occupation involves an inverse transaction (Department of the Army and 

Navy 1947, 6). Upon completion of military government, all legislative 

and administrative powers are re-instated to the representative body of 

the state (Department of Defense Office of General Council 2015, 769-

770). A state independently takes its place in the international community. 

	
29 This definition which is in the cited source titled US Army and Navy Manual of 

Civil Affairs Military Government Department of the Army/Navy Field Manual FM 27-
5/OPNV P22-1115, dated 1947. The date indicates that this was the manual used during 

the military occupation of post-war Korea and Austria.    
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Since ending military occupation involves transfer of legislative and 

administrative power, there are methods or conditions to ending military 

occupation practiced in the customary international law. The article 53 

of the Annex of the Hague Convention of 1899 on Regulations 

Respecting the Laws and Customs of War on Land is very specific on 

only one method of ending the military occupation as well, that is upon 

conclusion of peace (U.S. Department of State and Beavans, 1968(a), 

TIAS 1776-1917 1:260-261). In other words, through an act of treaty 

making, often called a peace treaty. However, according to the Law of 

War Manual of the United Sates, other conditions also qualify for the 

ending of Military Occupation. The manual specifies that “the conditions 

for its applications are no longer met” (Department of Defense Office of 

General Council 2015, 769) that is when the Occupying Powers no 

longer has hostile relationship with the occupying territory through 

signing of a peace treaty or other conditions such as occupying powers 

no longer has effective governance over the territory, occupying power’s 

withdrawal or expulsion from the territory (Department of Defense 

Office of General Council 2015, 769). In the case of Austria, since it was 

not considered a belligerent country, a State Treaty for the re-

establishment, instead of a peace treaty was signed by the Four Powers 

administering quadripartite-occupation in Austria in 1955 to end the 

military occupation (Secretariat of the UN, 1955). In the case of Korea, 

an agreement on the financial and property settlement was signed 

between the government of the Republic of Korea (South Korea) and the 

government of the US to transfer all properties of US Army Military of 

Government in Korea to the South Korean Interim Government in 1948 

to end the military occupation (U.S. Department of State and Beavans 
1972(b), TIAS 1776-1949 9:492-499).   
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Chapter II. War time planning for 

demobilization and reconversion: conflicts 
with post-war allied occupation negotiations 

 
The primary purpose of this study was to answer: why in 1948, 

did the US make the decision to terminate the military occupation of 

Korea? Why did the US not end the occupation of Austria 1948 along 

with Korea? It was explained in the introduction that these questions 
arose from the previous studies on Korean War have posed arguments 

that the end of occupation in Korea in 1948 and the subsequent 

withdrawal of American troops is related to the initiation and causes of 

the Korean war, yet no studies have given clear link to support that 

proposition. Therefore, the point of departure of the research was the 

America’s formal military engagements and disengagements in Korea 

and Austria in the post-World War II era in the form of military 

occupation.  

The Allied occupation of Austria and Korea that occurred at the 

end of World War II was a part of the multiple Allied occupations 

installed in seventeen countries at the end of the war. In 1945, at the end 

of World War II, seventeen countries were occupied by the victorious 

Allied powers. These seventeen countries were: Germany, Japan, Austria, 

Korea, Italy, Venezia Giulia, Bulgaria, Finland, Rumania, Hungary, 
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Czechoslovakia, France, Belgium, Netherlands, Luxembourg, Denmark 

and Norway (U.S. Department of Army and Pogue 1989, 502-515)30.  

The decisions to establish these occupations were made through 

war-time negotiations conducted during conferences of Allied powers 

that took place after the US became belligerent to the war in December 

1941. The United States participated in the occupation of these countries, 

either directly through actual stationing and participation of American 

forces or indirectly through representation in the occupation machinery 

(i.e. Allied Control Commission). In Bulgaria, Finland, Rumania, 

Hungary, the US participated indirectly through delegate representation 

in the Allied Control Commission for occupation established under 

leadership of the Soviet Union (U.S. Department of Army and Pogue 

1989, 502-515).  

In the other thirteen countries, Germany, Japan, Austria, Korea, 

Italy, Venezia Giulia, Czechoslovakia, France, Belgium, Netherlands, 

Luxembourg, Denmark and Norway, the Americans forces directly 

participated in the actual military occupation (U.S. Department of Army 

and Pogue 1989, 502-515). These participations that occurred at the end 

of the war, including the occupation of Austria and Korea, however, were 

very different from America’s general policies for post-war military 

occupation that were planned and pursued at the early phase of the war 

driven by post-war demobilization planning.  

Hence, before continuing further with showing the results of the 

extensive historical research through American documents in search of 

	
30 The cited book is titled ‘US Army in World War II, The European Theater of 
Operations, The Supreme Command CMH Pub 7-1’ written by the US Army Center of 

Military History and Forrest C. Pogue.  
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the answers, this chapter will first look the at the early postwar planning 

of America’s Armed Forces in regard to the conduct of post-war 

occupation commitments and what was negotiated within the Big 

Power’s post-war planning framework. This section will show how the 

overall America’s post-war demobilization schedule planned since the 

early phase of the war affected the early American planning of all the 

post-war occupation of liberated and conquered states. In addition, it will 

also show how Anglo-American disputes over the post-war zones of 

occupation in Europe changed and reshaped America’s post-war 

occupation policy as the negotiations progressed through the war and 

how it collided with America’s demobilization schedule that began after 

the defeat of Germany. Finally, this section will show how the 

participation in the occupation of the thirteen countries that occurred at 

the end of the war resulted differently from the early American policies 

and plans for the post-war Allied military occupation made in 

conjunction with post-war demobilization and peacetime permanent 

army. With the overall post-war policies reviewed in this chapter, the 

following two chapters will show in detail how the occupation of Austria 

and Korea were very different from what America had anticipated and 

planned during the war.  
 

1. World War II mobilization and American 
conscription system 

 

Before talking about World War II demobilization, this section will 

first provide an information on America’s mobilization for World War II. 
The United States became belligerent to war at the end of 1941, after the 
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attack against Pearl Harbor in December. America declared war on the 

next day and officially mobilized for the war. In June 1941, the American 

military stood with an Army force of 1,460,998 (U.S. Department of 

Army 1950, 625)31  and Navy force of 383,150 men (U.S. Navy Naval 

History and Heritage Command, 2020), and the Army considered its 

strength was enough and ready to defend the western hemisphere. At the 

point of German Surrender in May 1945, the Army force stood at the 

highest point of 8,291,336 men (U.S. Department of Army 1950, 625). 

At the end of the war in 1945 August, when Japan surrendered, the 

American military stood with an Army force of 8,023,304 men and by 

December 1945, the Army stood at 4,228,936 men (U.S. Department of 

Army 1950, 625). The Army considered itself one of the world’s finest 

Army and ‘greatest military machine’ the world had ever known until the 

wartime drafted men’s demobilization was completed in June 1947 (U.S. 

Department of Army and Sparrow 1952, 29132 . When the demobilization 

	
31 The statistics on the Army strength used in this study is primarily based on the Army  
Almanac (1950), where the source of the statistics for years 1940 to 1948 is cited as the 

‘Annual Report of the Secretary of the Army, 1948.’ It should be noted that the statistics 
vary depending on the sources, even among many books published by the Department 

of Army. For example, in the book titled Army Historical Series, American Military 

History Volume II: The United States Army in a Global Era, 1917 to 2008 it is states 

that as of December 1940, there were 1 ,643,477 men (US Army and Stewart 2010, 77). 
32 The cited book is titled ‘History of Personnel Demobilization in the US  

Army’ The book was written and published by the Department of Army and   John C. 
Sparrow -Major, Quartermaster Corps, US Army- According to the  

forward of the book written by Chief Military History, Major, General, USA  
Orlando Ward in 1951, this book was created to provide reference to the 
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was completed in June 1947, the American military stood with an Army 

force of 989,664 men (U.S. Department of Army 1950, 625; U.S. 

Department of Army and Sparrow 1952, 265) and Navy force of 529,619 

men (U.S. Navy Naval History and Heritage Command, 2020). By 1948, 

the peacetime strength was 574,723 men for Army and 449,232 for Navy 

(See figure 2)33. What caused such a fluctuation of military personnel 

strength before and after the war, before and after mobilization and 

demobilization? 

 

 
Figure 2. Strength of American Military Personnel for World War II as of June 

of each year. (Source: *The Army Almanac, 1950); **U.S. Navy Naval History 

and Heritage Command, 2020)  

   

Year  Army* Navy** Total 

1940  
 

291,031 215,273 506,304 

1941 1,460,998 383,150 1,884,148 

1942 3,074,184 1,259,167 4,333,351 

	

records related to demobilization, and to stimulate research on demobilization. It also 
adds that writer of the book was very specifically selected to be a  

permanent officer higher than captain, educated from the Command and General Staff 
College and the Command General Staff School in addition to a graduate degree in 

social science field.   
33 Please note that starting from January 1948 a separate US Air Force statistics were 

counted, but it is not included here.  
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1943 6,993,102 2,381,116 9,373,218 

1944 7,992,868 3,201,755 11,194,623 

1945 8,291,336 (May) 

8,266,373 (June) 

8,023,304 (Aug.) 

4,228,936 (Dec.)   
 

3,405,525 11,671,898 

1946 1,889,690 2,150,467 4,040,157 

1947 989,664 529,619 1,519,283 

1948 574,723 449,232 1,023,955 

 

 
 

The reasons for fluctuation of total strength of military personnel 

lies in America’s conscription system. Through out America’s history, 

from Revolutionary Wars to the end of World War II, America never had 

a strong standing Army. Whenever a war started, and army was needed, 

the Armed forces was mobilized through voluntary conscription calls and 

after the conflict, most were demobilized (U.S. Department of the Army 

and Kreidberg et al 1955, 179, 377; Selective Service System 1949),34 

For example, during the Revolutionary War, the armed forces consisted 

	
34 This is document by Selective Service titled Reemployment and Selective  

Service Special Monograph No 13 Vol 1. 
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largely of militia, during the Civil War, large number of the Union Troops 

were also largely militia. Fortunately, after War with Spain in 1902, the 

US recognized the necessity for establishing a Regular Army. Hence the 

War Department urged the Congress and until 1916 several legislations 

were passed that equipped America with a small but regular army to 

protect the nation (U.S. Department of Army and Sparrow 1952, 5-11). 

Starting with the establishment of the Army General Staff and the Militia 

Act for establishment of the National Guard in 1903, The Army Act of 

1914 and ending with the National Defense Act in 1916, US finally had 

defined composition of the land forces (U.S. Department of Army and 

Sparrow 1952, 5-11).       

Hence, when World War I started, America started with a Regular 

Army force of 127,588 in 1917 (U.S. Army Center of Military History 

n.d.)35 and called for draft of troops and expanded the troops. However, 

after the war, the forces were demobilized to pre-World War I level (U.S. 

Department of the Army and Kreidberg et al 1955, 377). Again, the 

emergency mobilization upon start of a war and demobilization and 

mustering-out of all mobilized soldiers to pre-war level of very small 

number was the pattern of America’s military’s war mobilization until 

World War II (U.S. Department of Army and Sparrow 1952, 11-19).  

When the World War II started in Europe and threats in Pacific 

started to grow, American army started induction of the National Guard 

into the federal service and activation of the organized reserves. Then, 

for the first time, the US had passed a legislation for peacetime draft in 

September 1940 called Selective Service and Training Act of 1940 (U.S. 

	
35 The cited reference is titled “The U.S. Army in World War I Fact Sheet” found at 

www.history.army.mil 
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Army and Stewart 2010,72-73). This legislation was passed with to 

prepare America, in case it has to face the possible exigencies of the war. 

This was the “first peacetime draft of untrained civilian manpower in the 

nation’s history” (U.S. Army and Stewart 2010, 73). With this act, 

America was able to prepare with enough strength to guard its country 

before Pearl Harbor attack in 1941. The Joint Chiefs of Staff evaluates 

that had it not been the Selective Service Act of 1940, and the large 

mobilization that had started a year before Pearl Harbor, it is doubtful 

that US would not have been able to defend itself after the Pearl Harbor 

(U.S Department of Defense Office of Joint History and Rearden 1984, 

15).  

Nonetheless, when the mobilization started, did not consider 

keeping a large standing Army after the war (U.S Department of Defense 

Office of Joint History and Rearden 1984, 12). In fact, the traumatic 

experience after World War I urged American policy makers to start 

planning for demobilization as soon as it officially became a belligerent 

to the War. After World War I, America had experience of difficulties in 

demobilizing a large army, providing mustering-out payment, the 

unemployment of demobilized personnel, and the Great Depression. 

When the mobilization for World War II started, it was naturally expected 

by the policy makers that another economic depression or stagnation will 

follow after war, hence careful planning of demobilization to control 

unemployment rate was an important issue (Fodor, 1986)36 . Therefore, 

	
36 The article by Giorgio Fodor (1986) titled Why did Europe need the Marshall Plan 

in 1947, the author makes a very interesting connection to the European economy and 

Marshall Plan, and how the plan was directed for Britain for majority of assistance.  
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starting from a month after US entered the World War II, demobilization 

planing started. 

 

 

 

2. Contradictory planning:  
post-war demobilization and reconversion  
vs. post-war military occupation (January 

1942 – May 1945)  
 

 

The attack against America on Pearl Harbor on December 7, 1941, 

severed at once the twenty-two year long American isolationism, non-

entanglement, and neutrality that the US had maintained since the end of 

World War I. The next day, the US declared war and officially became 
belligerent to the war on the side of Allied powers (U.S. Department of 

State and Axton et al 1959, FRUS 1941 v.I doc.586-587). Starting from 

the First Conference at Washington that took place two weeks after the 

official entering of the war, US participated in a series of conferences 

until the final conference at the end of the war in Potsdam. Through these 

conferences, the matters of joint military operation and post-war 

settlements of the enemies and the countries of the United Nations that 

were to be freed from domination of Axis power during the war were 

discussed at the inter-governmental level. It was through these 

conferences that the joint Allied occupation of seventeen countries 

mentioned at the beginning of this chapter were decided. It was also 

through these conferences that the post-war treatments of Korea and 
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Austria including restoration of independence from Axis domination 

were decided. 

Nevertheless, the records show that the early American planning for 

post-war occupation of liberated and conquered states that took place 

during the period from 1941 to 1943 occurred separately from the Allied 

post-war planning. This period corresponds to the period before 1943, 

that is before the First Quebec Conference of August 1943. During this 

period, the allies had not started to discuss the details of the post-war 

policies on occupation at official inter-governmental level. (Although, it 

will be shown in the following chapters that, British-Americans, and 

British-Soviets, American-Chines, had bilateral conversation records on 

unofficial contemplation and discussions on the postwar issues for 

Austria and Korea.) Hence, during this period, America had started 

independently on its own extensive post-war demobilization plans based 

on its own calculations for the prospects of the war from the European 

theater and the Pacific theater. Another important factor was considered 

in planning demobilization: the size of the post-war permanent military 

establishment. (U.S. Department of War Special Planning Division 

1944,1; US Army Center of Military History and Stewart 2010, 240). In 

other words, “two basic War Department plans [were] being drafted: one 

for the demobilization period, and one for the postwar military 

establishment” (U.S. Department of War Special Planning Division 

1944,1) In conjunction, with demobilization, a post-war military 

establishment were being planed because “[T]he two plans are not 

separable, since (1) many parts of the postwar plans must be 

accomplished concurrently with demobilization planning, in order to 

provide a basis and guide for demobilization, and (2) demobilization 
plans merge chronologically into the postwar plans” (U.S. Department 
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of War Special Planning Division 1944,1). These were to develop a 

“system of gradual transition to an interim and then to a peacetime status 

of the standing army” (U.S. Department of Army and Sparrow 1952, 

54)37 was an important consideration. By 1943, the Army decided that a 

total of 1.5 million active personnel and a reserve of 3 million (National 

Guard, etc) was considered as a tentative figure for post-war permanent 

Army (U.S. Department of War Special Planning Division 1944, 7; U.S. 

Department of Army and Sparrow 1952, 243-244). Unfortunately, the 

active army personnel strength of 1.5 million this did not remain as a 

tentative number. It became the fixed figure and approved ceiling for 

army strength ceiling by legislation at the end of demobilization in 1947. 

This number war what led the US army to reduce its strength from 8 

million in 1945 to nearly 1 million by 1947 (U.S. Department of Army 

and Sparrow 1952, 256).           

Hence the demobilization plan naturally involved schedule for 

withdrawing forces from Europe and Pacific theaters after the war, based 

on the legal ceiling of post-war permanent Army figure. The later 

chapters will show that this demobilization affected the early American 

policy and planning for not placing its troops for post-war occupation of 

Europe, especially with the occupation Austria.   

	
37 The cited book is titled “History of Personnel Demobilization in the United States 

Army” this is a unique book by the Army that have gathered mass data on the 
demobilization issues during World War II from Army’s point of view. This book is 

often cited in other historical series of the Army, Department of Defense and the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff. There are two other books, (referenced in this dissertation) of Army’s 

historical studies series on the American mobilization issues titled “History of Military 
Mobilization in the United States Army 1775-1945” and the “Personnel Replacement 

system in the United States Army”. All of these are found at https://history.army.mil 
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American plans for the post-war demobilization started just a month 

after it became belligerent to the war. On 14 January 1942, the day the 

First Conference at Washington (code named, the Arcadia Conference) 

ended, President Roosevelt delivered a message to the Congress, in 

which the National Resources Planning Board38 was “charged with the 

preparation of long-range plans for the development of our national 

resources and stabilization of employment […] it is correlating plans and 

programs under consideration […] for post-war full employment, 

security and building America” (U.S. Congress, 1942, 35139; Message to 

	
38 According to the National Archive, Records of the National Resources Planning Board 

(www.archive.gov) the National Resources Planning Board (abbreviated NRPB) was 
originally called National Resources Board established in 1934 by  

National Industrial Recovery Act of 1933. President Roosevelt created the board of 
federal government advisory committee as national planning agency of public works, 

coordinate federal planning on conservation and use of natural resources. In 1939, by the 
Executive Office of the President by Reorganization Plan No. 1 of 1939, the National 

Resources Committee functions from Federal Employment  

Stabilization Office of the Department of Commerce were vested to NRPB and 
performed special duties related to the national defense. NPRB was abolished onAugust 

31, 1943 by the Independent Offices Appropriation Act of 1944 and  
the liquidation was completed by January 1, 1944. After abolition of the board, the post-

war planning roles were distributed to other government agencies,  
including the War Department. The post-war planning started as early as November 1940 

when the President requested the National Resources Planning Board to study on post-
defense planning, which later became post-war planning after American entered the war. 

(National Resources Planning Board 1942, 1-3)       
39Congressional Record: Proceedings and Debates of the Congress, volume 88, Part 1, p 

351, for January 14 
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Congress by Roosevelt on 14 Jan 1942 cited in U.S. Department of Army 

and Sparrow 1952, 24-25).  

After months, on September 1942 the board published Post-war 

Planning which contained importance of plans for demobilization as part 

of Post-War Agenda (National Resources Planning Board 1942(b)40, 5-

8). Then on November 1942, the board published a Post-War Agenda, a 

work that outlined solutions to problems to be faced by America after the 

war (National Resources Planning Board 1942(a)41; U.S. Department of 

Army and Sparrow 1952, 25). This agenda included plans for 

demobilization; plans for financing and fiscal policy; plans for effective 

administration and plans for international collaboration.  

In conjunction with the works of the Board, the Board also submitted 

a conference report on the study of plans on post-war readjustments of 

civilian and military personnel to the president on June 30, 1943. The 

report is titled Demobilization and Readjustment (National Resources 

Planning Board 1943). This contained an orderly and efficient 

readjustment of the post-war peacetime economy through a planned 

reabsorption of veterans. According to this report “the ideal objective of 

plans for military demobilization should be to effect a rapid and orderly 

status and to restore them to their homes and families and peaceful 

occupation” (National Resources Planning Board 1943, 23)42. The report 

included that such demobilization will be influenced by some ‘practical 

considerations’, which were national need for post-war preservation of 

	
40 This cited reference is the original Post-war Planning Agenda published by the 

NRPB in 1942 
41 This cited reference is the original Post-war Agenda published by the NRPB in 1942  
42  
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armed security; transport facilities for repatriation from war fronts; and 

availability of demobilization facilities and methods. In addition, the 

report proposed the requirements for discharging the soldiers, such as 

mustering out payments, unemployment insurances for period after 

demobilization, aids for readjustment and benefits for discharge.  

This report was made public on July 31, 1943 and had great impact 

on America’s post-war demobilization policy. On the federal level, it 

became a blueprint for America’s demobilization policies and many of 

the proposals were adopted by the federal agencies. On the 

Congressional level, the it caused the Senate and House to organize 

committee on demobilization and post-war problems and start hearings 

on the subject (U.S. Department of Army and Sparrow 1952, 21, 24-26). 

 

The War Department, under direction of the Office of War 

mobilization, also worked on the demobilization plans. By 1943, a 

detailed study with “recommendations on the total strength and 

composition by type units of the emergency interim forces required after 

cessation of hostilities” (U.S. Department of Army and Sparrow 1955, 

40). In joint consultation of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, five assumptions 

made in 1943, labeled, the “list of basic planning assumptions of a major 

character being currently used in work of the Special Planning Division” 

outlined on the Report on the Status of Demobilization Planning as of 31 

December 1943 (U.S. War Department Special Planning Division, 1943, 

6-17) were used as basis for recommendations.  

The three primary over-all assumption in the document were that 

defeat of Japan would require at lease one additional year after defeat of 

Germany; “possible requirements for a future international police force 
may be disregarded for the purpose of present demobilization planning 
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and that some form of universal military training will be maintained in 

the United States” (U.S. War Department Special Planning Division, 

1943, 6) and that German’s defeat would be completed at an earliest 

possible date that may be expected to be March 1, 1944 to earliest 

probable date that may be expected to be September 1, 1944. Then the 

expected date for defeat of Germany was changed to October 1, 1944 on 

the Report on the Status of Demobilization and Postwar Planning, of 30 

June 1944 and then changed to June 1 1945 on the Redeployment of the 

United States Army After the Defeat of Germany, of 15 January 1945 

(U.S. Department of War Special Planning Division 1944, 1; U.S. 

Department of War Planning Division 1945, 3). The report Report on the 

Status of Demobilization Planning as of 31 December 1943 indicate that 

the study was made:  

“in response to the directive contained in the memorandum of the 

Chief of Staff to the Commanding General, Army Services Forces, 

date 14 April 1943 […] submitted on 18 June 1943 a Survey of 

Demobilization Planning in broad outline, exploring the field of 

basic policy and broad planning for the demobilization of our 

military organization after the cessation of hostilities. The problems 

of demobilization outlined in the Survey of 17 June 1943 […] have 

been and are the subject of continuous study by this Division” (U.S. 

War Department Special Planning Division, 1943, 1).  

 

Then, by 1945, the War Department arrived on the following basic 

assumptions for planning the specific numbers for demobilization (U.S. 

Department of War Special Planning Division 1944, 7; U.S. Department 

of War Planning Division 1945, 3-5 U.S. Department of Army and 
Sparrow 1955, 46-47). First, after the defeat of Germany in Europe (V-E 
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day assumed to occur on 30 June 1945), at least one additional year will 

be required to defeat of Japan (V-J day). Second, after V-E day, but before 

V-J partial demobilization will be possible, with redeployment to pacific 

to begin a month after V-E trough December 331, 1946). Third, 

approximately 400,000 forces (air and ground) for emergency interim 

forces in Europe are required to maintain order and to guarantee adequate 

consideration of American peace aims. Fifth, in other areas of the world, 

(Africa, Middle and Near East, South America, Atlantic) all American 

forces will be withdrawn or reduced to a peacetime status except for 

those required for air transport routes or other contributions to the war 

with Japan. Lastly, demobilization discharges will be based on the 

following factors: requirements of the military forces; physical condition; 

length of service, combat service, dependence, and that some form of 

universal military training (UMT) will maintain the immediate post-war 

military requirements.  

Hence, during the period from July 1943 to May 1945, the War 

department carefully drafted a demobilization schedule with specific 

numbers and dates in coordination with the Joint Chiefs of Staff. During 

this period, many versions drafted and revised in consultation with the 

Joint Chiefs of Staff. Then by May 1945, approved plans were called 

Troop Schedule for Demobilization Planning for the Special Army Supply 

Program (submitted before June 30, 1944) on the demobilization and 

redeployment plans for the for the Period I, one year after V-E day but 

before V-J day (U.S. Department of War Special Planning Division 1944, 

2; U.S. Department of Army and Sparrow 1952, 59). Then was followed 

by Redeployment of the United States Army after the defeat of Germany, 

15 January 1945 (U.S. Department of War Planning Division 1945).  
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Accordingly, the War Department Budget Office made studies on 

the estimated annual cost of the post-war military establishment for the 

President and the Congress. On September 5, 1944, the War department 

made a press release on the phases of Army’s demobilization and 

redeployment plan and received a great attention of public and Congress 

with hopes for a quick victory and return of veterans (a copy of the War 

Department Press release in U.S. Department of Army and Sparrow 1952, 

103, 302)  

In summary, since 1943, this was the domestic status in America in 

regard to the conduct of war in Europe and Pacific and post-war 

demobilization and redeployment plans for troops. While international 

negotiations over allied-partite occupation and trusteeship for Korea 

were was being pursued, America was adamant against participating in 

placing American allied-occupation troops in Austria and eager to pursue 

quick withdrawal of US troops by quickly establishing a no-army-force 

required trusteeship in Korea to meet the numbers of the demobilization 

plan. This domestic demobilization plan that was receiving wide 

attention from the Congress, affecting the budget plans for paying and 

training the demobilizing forces. In addition, the great attention from the 

public, the soldiers’ families who are, the constituents of the Congress 

members are also emerging as a major domestic determinant affecting 

American negations in the international level to not negotiate any post-

war plans that require stationing of American forces for a long period 

that exceed the demobilization plan’s numbers that only considered 

expected military occupation of the defeated Axis power, Germany and 

Japan. 

On May 10, 1945, when the War Department, through a press and 
radio conference, publicly announced the plans for demobilization of 
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soldiers when the war with Germany ended in the European Front, even 

before the war in the Pacific ended (U.S. Department of Army and 

Sparrow 1952, 112). Then the situation of the war took dramatic change, 

after capture of Austria and April 1945, Germany surrendered a month 

later on May 8th. Then on May 21st, the War Department announced the 

beginning of partial demobilization and redeployment to the Pacific 

theater.  

 

One question that arises from the above actions taken by American 

federal government and the congress, is why did they start on post-war 

plans so early in the war? The reasons for this quick turn to post-war 

demobilization before deployment of troops to major fronts lies in the 

American conscription system that was employed in the World War II 

period. Since the era of Revolutionary War, the American government 

used the war time conscription system for the draft of soldiers. For 

example, during World War I, the soldiers were drafted when the war 

started, the draft system was dissolved at the end of the war. Even at 

World War II, the Selective Training and Service Act of 1940 (with its 

amendments in December 20, 1941) was passed used for the draft43 . 

However, after the U.S. became belligerent to the World War II, the 

amendment made on December 20 of 1941 included a special section on 

the status and term of service: “Persons inducted under the Selective 

	
43 Please note that the. Selective Training and Service Act of 1940 was created before 

US became belligerent to the War in 1941. In 1940, upon the development of war. Clouds 
in Europe and Pacific by the Axis Powers, the Selective Training and Service Act was 

passed to draft soldiers for possibility of military action. In December 20, 1941, two 
weeks after the US became belligerent to the war, the Act was amended (U.S. Congress, 

1940).     
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Training and Service Act of 1940 who are inducted into or assigned to 

the Navy, Marine Corps, or Coast Guard […] in time of war their periods 

of service or training and service may be extended by the President for 

such additional time. As he. May deem necessary in the interest of 

national defense: Provided, That the periods of service or training and 

service […]. Of men who are detained under this section shall be 

terminated not later than six months after the termination of the war 

which authorized their detention, unless such men voluntarily extend 

their period of service or training and service. [emphasis added]” (U.S. 

Congress 1940, US Code: Selective Training and Service Act of 1940, 

50a U.S.C. SS 302-301 Suppl.1 1940). Because of this requirement for 

the termination of service of soldiers drafted under the Selective Service 

Act of 1940 within six months of the end of the war, the U.S. had planned 

in advance to terminate the demobilization within the legal limit of six 

months after the war.  

In fact, the Truman administration’s demobilization implementation 

exactly fit the time period provided by the Act. In December 31 1946, 

President Truman declared the official end of World War II, upon Allies 

finalized agreement on the Treaty of Peace with Bulgaria, Hungary, 

Rumania, and Italy and decided to sign the treaty on February 10 1947. 

On June 31, 1947, exactly six months after Truman declared the official 

end of the war, the. World War II demobilization ended, and all soldiers 

drafted under the Selective Service Act of 1940 were discharged (except 

for those voluntarily extend their period of service).                

Hence, upon these legal limitations of mobilization and 

demobilization of soldiers, the American government started an early 

planning based on the blueprint provided by the National Resources 
Planning Board through the Post-war Agenda of 1942 and 
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Demobilization and Readjustment of 1943. Consequently, months before 

the First Quebec Conference44, starting from April 1943, a very important 

federal post-war policy began its preliminary stage. The War 

Department45 started to explore the basic policy and broad planning for 

demobilization of the American military organization after the war (U.S. 

Department of Army and Sparrow 1952, 25).46 The U.S. had experiences 

the problems of post-war demobilization after the World War I that was 

conducted “in hurried confusion by a group of harassed statesmen, 

working against time, pressed from one side by the popular demands for 

immediate demobilization and crowded on the other by the exigencies of 

domestic politics” (U.S. Department of State 1942, Bulletin of 

November 21 1942 7:941) 47 . The early planning started, and this 

planning becomes an important cornerstone shaping Roosevelt’s and 

America’s negative and resisting attitude toward the participation of 

post-war occupation of the enemy states in Europe including Austria and 

Korea by the Allied powers.  

	
44 The First Quebec Conference was held from August 14 to 24 in 1943. 
45 The War Department was established in 1789 and existed until it was dissolved in 

1947, during the Truman Administration, into the Department of Army, Department of 
Air Force. And Department of Navy. Then in 1949, they were converged into the 

Department of Defense and remained so until today.   
46 It was a planned reabsorption of war personnel into the post-war economy of the US. 

The work culminated as a report titled “Demobilization and Readjustment.” The report 
was submitted to the President on June 1943 and made public by the President a month 

later in July. Hence, inevitably, the issue of post-war demobilization became a central 
issue of America’s post-war preparation.  
47 At the Department of State Bulletin issue of November 21, 1942 This was reprint of 
the Address by the Under Secretary of State Sumner Welles at the New York Herald 

Tribune Forum of November 17, 1942.  
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In regard to the demobilization plan, the War Department had 

established the Special Planning Division by July 1943 to plan for the 

post-war military and related industrial demobilization. The Joint Chiefs 

of Staff48  (JCS) had already approved the plan and the Congress had 

already approved allocation of funds in August 1943 (U.S. Department 

of Army and Sparrow 1952, 46-47, 35, 52). The War Department, The 

White House, the Congress, and the military staff JCS had all approved 

and working towards policy planning of quick demobilization of 

personnel from Europe and Asia as soon as the war is over, just months 

before Cairo and Tehran Conference49 . This will surface to cause 14 

months of direct trouble with Britain (and Soviets as well in 1944) 

starting from the eve of Cairo conference in November 1943 until 

Conference of Malta and Yalta at January 1945.  

 

After the First Quebec Conference50 , in September 1943, in 

joint consultation with the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the War department 

decided on the basis of discharge of soldiers (mustering out plans) after 

defeat of Germany and specific numbers and dates for step-by-step 

demobilization schedule (reduction of soldiers) as soon as Germany and 

Japan are defeated (Department of War Special Planning Division, 1943). 

By a month after the First Quebec Conference and months before the 

Tripartite Conference Foreign Ministers at Moscow, the War Department, 

	
48 The Joint Chiefs of Staff was created in 1942 as a counterpart to British Chiefs of Staff 

to work together on the joint US-UK Combined Chiefs of Staff that coordinated military 
activities for World War II. The US-UK Combined Chiefs of Staff was created in 1941, 

at the First Conference of Washington in December 1941 (Aandahl et al, 1958).     
49 The Conference at Cairo and Tehran was held in November 22 to December 7 in 1943.  
50 The First Quebec Conference was held from August 14 to 24 in 1943.  
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the White House, the Congress and the top military staff JCS had all 

approved and working towards policy planning of quick demobilization 

of personnel from Europe and Asia as soon as the war is over (U.S. 

Department of Army and Sparrow 1952, 52-101). This, however, comes 

in direct encounter with Chief of Staff to Supreme Allied Commander 

(COSSAC)51 and British Chiefs of Staff’s plans to place America to be 

solely in charge of physical military occupation of Southern Europe 

(which includes Austria) after the war right before the next conference, 

which is the Conference of Cairo in November 1943. 

 

So far, this issue of America’s demobilization had not caused 

trouble with other Allied countries because they were not openly 

discussed. Nevertheless, following paragraphs will show that starting 

from the period after the end of the Moscow Conference and pre-

Conference negotiations for the Cairo Conference, America’s 

demobilization plans come in direct encounter with COSSAC and British 

Chiefs of Staff’s plans to place America to be solely in charge of physical 

	
51 COSSAC was created after successful Allied campaign in North Africa in 1943. At 
Conference in Casablanca in January 1943, US and UK Combined Chiefs of Staff 

decided to establish Combined Commander and chiefs of staff to the combined 
commander. During the period of 1943 to 1944 COSSAC was in charge on planning 

Allied full-scale attack on Europe, known as the Normandy Landing (Operation 
Overlord) and a contingency plan called Operation RANKIN to be adopted in case 

Germany is defeated before Normandy Landing is carried out. The Operation Rankin 
contained plans to station allied troops in various parts of Europe, to occupy the land and 

to prevent chaos from collapse of Germany. This ultimately becomes the basis for the 
post-war Allied occupation delineation of Europe, where the southern Europe, France 

and Austria were designated as burden of occupation of the American forces.       
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military occupation of Southern Europe (which includes Austria) after 

the war. From November 1943 until January 1945, President Roosevelt, 

Prime Minister Churchill, the US Joint Chiefs of Staff and the British 

Chiefs of Staff will enter a long battle through diplomatic dispatch on 

who will occupy and reconstruct Austria and Southern Europe after the 

war at first and will transform into a new phase of US-British-Soviet 

diplomatic battle over tripartite occupation of Austria in February 1944, 

just two months after the Conference of Tehran. 

Immediately after the Conference at Cairo and Tehran. January 1944, 

The European Advisory Commission was established at London 

according to the terms of Reference of the European Advisory 

Commission (EAC) that was previously agreed at the Tripartite 

Conference of Foreign Ministers at Moscow in November 1943 (U.S. 

Department of State and Beavans 1970(c), TIAS 1931-1945 3:816-834), 

a Ministerial conference held a month before the Cairo and Tehran 

Conference. This European Advisory. Commission replaced the direct 

inter-foreign ministerial level negotiations over European matters, such 

as surrender terms for Germany and Italy, establishment of Military 

Governments and machinery of control in enemy states and Civil Affairs 

occupations in the Liberated Countries of United Nations that were under 

Germany control. Details of the major issues, such as Allied occupation 

of Austria and Germany were decided through the EAC until its was 

dissolved and replaced by the European Council of Foreign Ministers at 

the Potsdam Conference.      

 During inter-conference period of between the Cairo and Tehran 

Conference on November 1943 and 2nd Quebec Conference on 

September 1944, for nearly 11 months pre-conference negotiations 
through European Advisory Council in regard to Austria, according to 
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delineation of Allied occupation proposed by operation RANKIN was 

held in London (U.S. Department of State and Franklin et al 1963, FRUS 

1943 v1 doc 710-728; U.S. Department of State and Perkins et al 1966, 

1944 v1 doc 1-256). Nevertheless, President Roosevelt, had a strong 

preference over not placing American troops in Austria (or any other 

Southern European area) after the war (U.S. Department of State and 

Dougall et al 1972, FRUS 1944 Conference at Quebec doc. 94)52 . The 

issue over occupation of Austria took a slight turn of events at the 

European Advisory Council on May 1944 (U.S. Department of State and 

Perkins et al 1966, FRUS 1944 v.1 doc. 248) President Roosevelt 

approved in principle on the military occupation of Austria by Allied 

Powers after the war, yet for the actual occupation, he was adamant on 

that American forces will not be placed for further post-war occupational 

duties. Any American forces under Mediterranean Command that may 

enter Austria to conduct Operation RANKIN, they were only authorized 

for the purpose of immediate seizure and control in the enemy territories 

but not for post-war occupational duties (details in the next chapters). 

However, Regardless of the decisions on European occupation taking 

place at the European Advisory Council, which President Roosevelt to 

	
52 This document is titled Memorandum by the Assistant to the Presidents Naval Aide 
(Elsey). This memorandum was a briefing paper on the issues between British and the 

Americans on the zones of occupation for Germany and Austria. It was said to be 
prepared before the Second Quebec Conference for President’s Naval Aide Brown 

based on the Map Room files, Harry L. Hopkins, Admiral Leahey and the Presidents 
files in the historical office. This was prepared because the subject of zones of 

occupation was expected to be a central agenda of the conference.  According to the 
foot note of the document, Naval Aide Elsey informed the Historical Office of the 

Department of the State on 1955 that he had prepared this memorandum.   
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agree in principle of the allied military occupation of Austria (for war 

time seizure of enemy territory purpose only but not for post-war 

occupation) and the European regions after the war, the U.S. War 

Department continued on the detailed planning of demobilization of 

military personnel after the war to rapidly and orderly restore veterans to 

homes, families and peaceful jobs (U.S. Department of Army and 

Sparrow 1952, 29-97).  

On January 1944, right after the end of the Cairo and Tehran 

Conference, the War Department announced that two-thirds of the US 

Army would be overseas by the end of the year, then on February 1944, 

President Roosevelt approved a law providing payment of mustering-out 

soldiers (U.S. Department of Army and Sparrow 1952, 348). On May 

1944, a plan titled “Troop Schedule for Demobilization Planning for the 

Special Army Supply Program” was approved by the Joint Chiefs of Staff 

(Department of War Special Planning Division, 1944). This was plan on 

the demobilization and redeployment for the period after the defeat of 

Germany until defeat of Japan with the assumption that Germany would 

be defeated by October 1, 1944, just five months from the period of the 

approval of the plan (Department of War Special Planning Division, 1944, 

6). On August 1944, just a month before the 2nd Quebec Conference, the 

JCS had already approved, and the Congress had already approved 

allocation of funds. On September 6, 1944, just a week before the 2nd 

Quebec Conference, the War Department made a public press release on 

the specific phases of Army’s demobilization and redeployment plan for 

over one million soldiers upon defeat of Germany on the European 

theater (yet it would be before defeat of Japan in the Pacific). This press 

release is titled War Department Demobilization Plan After Defeat of 
Germany (A copy of War Department Press Release, Statement by the 
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Secretary of War on War Department’s Demobilization Plan is in the 

Congressional Record, US. Congress 1944, 7703; a copy of the press 

release is also in the Appendix of U.S. Department of Army and Sparrow 

1952, 311).  

In other words, a very specific plans and legal basis to implement 

the plans as to who will be discharged first and target numbers of military 

personnel to be demobilized upon Germany’s defeat were being made 

along with other accompanying details that involves demobilization such 

as camps to prepare military personnel before demobilization. The War 

Department, the White House, the Congress, and the military staff, and 

JSC had all approved and working towards policy planning of quick 

demobilization of personnel from Europe before war in Asia was over. 

With these active post-war demobilization preparations President 

Roosevelt attended the 2nd Quebec Conference.   

Hence, regardless of the negotiations at the international level 

among the Three Powers, at the European Advisory Council and at the 

Mediterranean Command on the possibility of American troop’s 

participation on the military occupation of Austria after the war, the U.S. 

War Department continued the planning of demobilization of military 

personnel after the war to rapid and orderly to restore to homes and 

families and peaceful jobs. After the 2nd Quebec Conference, the Office 

of War Mobilization and Reconversion was established by an act of 

Congress in October 1944 (Department of War Special Planning 

Division, 52) and continued on detailed planning for demobilization 

upon defeat of Germany, even though the military personnel estimated 

that the war with Japan would take at least a year after defeat of Germany. 

The War Department, the White House, the Congress, and the military 
staff JSC had all approved and working towards policy planning of quick 
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demobilization of personnel from Europe first, then from Asia as soon as 

the war is over  

In addition, estimates and annual costs for the post-war military 

establishment were calculated by the Budget Office (U.S. Department of 

Army and Sparrow 1952, 60). It was based on the assumption that 

universal military training would be enacted in the US, and that an 

idealistic world situation may be obtained approximately within a year 

after the completion of the war, a fully stabilized peacetime world with 

an effective world security organization (i.e. United Nations fully 

functioning). Now, with these estimates discord started to arise between 

the War Department and the Joint Chiefs (especially the Air Forces), 

where the latter claimed that the estimates were too idealistic not 

reflecting the actual post-war military necessities around the world that 

US was committed to the allies, especially the post-war military 

occupation duties. Hence on January 1945, President Roosevelt, 

recognizing the problem of global post-war military commitment that 

might arise from the current demobilization planning had urged the 

Congress to enact a National Service Act, drafting of nurses and 

Universal Military Training at his State of the Union address. This was 

the situation on the process of demobilization planning after the 2nd 

Quebec conference and just before the Malta and Yalta Conference. 

Throughout the war, in the midst of war with Germany and Japan, 

the U.S. War Department continued on the planning of demobilization of 

military personnel. Specific plans as to who will be discharged first and 

target numbers of military personnel to be demobilized by 1947 were 

made and details that involves funding of demobilization and camps to 

prepare military personnel before demobilization were advancing (War 
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Department Planning Division 1945, 1-49)53. The War Department, the 

White House, the Congress, and the military staff JSC had all approved 

and working towards policy planning of quick demobilization of 

personnel from Europe and Asia as soon as the war is over. Moreover, 

the domestic situation in between the period of 2nd Quebec Conference 

and Malta and Yalta Conference was that the post-war military 

establishment and the annual costs were calculated by the Budget office 

based on assumption that the world situation would be peaceful 

approximately by a year after the end of the war. These estimates started 

discord between the War Department and the Joint Chiefs. 

On January 1945, President Roosevelt, recognizing the problem of 

global post-war military commitment that might arise from the current 

demobilization planning had urged the Congress to enact a national 

service act and universal military training at his State of the Union 

Address (Roosevelt and Peters et al. 1945).  

After Malta and Yalta Conference ended in February 1945, 

three unexpected turns of events happed which complicated the 

demobilization in relations to occupation duties. First, President 

Roosevelt died on April 12, 1945. He who had initiated the whole post-

war demobilization since the early period of the war died upon the rising 

problem of discord between the domestic demobilization planning and 

international commitments for post-war military occupation. Also, he 

who had adamantly opposed, and resisted the occupation of Austria by 

	
53 This document prepared by the Planning Division of the Office of Director of Plans 

and Operations Army Service Forces of the War Department. dated 15 January 1945 is 
titled Redeployment of the US Army after the defeat of Germany, plans, policies and 

logistical data affecting the army service forces.   
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the US at the top most heads of government level died after accepting 

participation of partite-occupation of Austria, yet without completing the 

zones of occupation negotiations at the top level. Second, the day after 

he died, Soviet Army captured Vienna and refused to allow American 

and British forces from entering Vienna on the grounds that occupation 

zones had not reached an agreement. Third, when the V-E day came just 

a month after Roosevelt’s death, and the War Department publicly 

announced the demobilization and discharge policy of soldiers. The war 

department started to accept the applications for discharge based on the 

age limit (enlisted men of 40 years of age and above). The partial 

readjustment and demobilization actually began in the US, despite the 

fact that war with Japan was still not finished in the Pacific  

This was the situation President Truman was faced upon when 

he assumed the presidency and when he attended the Potsdam 

Conference on July 1945. Despite the fact that the war is practically not 

over yet because Allies are under armistice with the enemy states and the 

peace treaties with the enemy has not been signed and the troops are still 

under operation at “enemy states” and the war in the Pacific front is not 

over yet, the families of solders and the soldiers who had been long at 

war are waiting to be demobilized and this becomes a powerful 

determinant influencing the Congress and the White House and even the 

conduct of war in Pacific in regards to difficulties with redeployment of 

troops to the pacific theater to fight the unfinished war.   

While Secretary Byrnes was attending the First Session of the 

Council of Foreign Ministers in London to negotiate the issues to 

officially conclude the war and armistice situation with the enemy state 

from September 11 to October 2, drastic moves on demobilization was 
occurring in the US simultaneously. On September 17, General 
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MacArthur had announced without coordination with the Department of 

State or the War Department that drastic discharge of troops as planned 

is possible in the Pacific theater within six months of occupation of Japan. 

Then on September 19, President Truman announced that “there will be 

no padding in our armed forces and that men. They are coming back 

home as fast as the services can get them out. No one can accurately 

forecast our future needs for occupation and other forces and that 

estimates were being revised constantly” (U.S. Department of Army and 

Sparrow 1952, 351) On September 20, the Army Chief of Staff George 

Marshall told the Senate and House of Representatives that starting from 

October, the discharge score limits will be further reduced and that by 

late winter of 1945, the Army could discharge men with two years of 

service. On September 25, President Truman asked the Congress to 

reduce appropriations for the War Department for he expected the Army 

to be reduced drastically by July 1, 1946, with the target number of 

soldiers of 1,950,000 men, which is 1/4 of the strength of the Army from 

the V-J day (US had 8 million soldiers in August, 1945) (U.S. Department 

of Army and Sparrow 1952, 351).  

 

All these were occurring before any peace settlement was decided 

with the war time enemy of Germany and its satellites at the First Session 

of the Council of Foreign Ministers. Unless a peace settlement (i.e. peace 

treaty) was signed and in effect, the withdrawal of American troops 

holding the duties of the military occupation of the belligerent states and 

other liberated areas from all over Europe during the armistice period is 

far from happening. In order to accelerate the demobilization and keep 

on the pace with the demobilization plan, it appears that a fast completion 
of peace treaties was necessary so that troops could withdraw from all 
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occupations of the enemy states and from other liberated countries where 

the troops were holding civil affairs occupation, including Austria and 

Korea. 

 

After the First Session of CFM, the War Department continuously 

lower the requirements to discharge the soldiers and accelerated the 

demobilization throughout 1945. By the end of 1945, the fast 

demobilization caused problem because the troops required for 

occupation jobs overseas during the next months exceed the rate at which 

the Army was replacing them with newly enlisted soldiers through 

Selective Service. This was due to the fact that no peace settlement had 

culminated with the Germany and its Satellites nor with Japan, hence 

withdrawal of troops (whether complete or partial in great number) from 

Europe and Pacific were not possible yet. In addition, the US was 

replacing the discharged soldiers from Europe and Pacific with newly 

enlisted soldiers through Selective Service. The enlisted soldiers had to 

go through at least a year in training before deployed, however due to the 

fast rate of discharging of soldiers, the training had been reduced to three 

months. Even with such reduction of training time, the US could not keep 

with the pace of providing replacement soldiers for the discharging of 

soldiers. Hence, on January 4, 1946, the War Department announced to 

slow down the rate of demobilization. The soldiers that were in waiting 

to be discharged overseas started demonstrating against demobilization 

slowdown and the morale of the soldiers overseas were low. The fast rate 

of discharging of soldiers and the low morale of soldiers in the occupied 

areas caused protests from Allied governments. Meanwhile, the Senate 

demanded more speed of demobilization, because the rate was not 
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matching up the plans (U.S. Department of Army and Sparrow 1952, 

352).  

Another legal problem arose that hindered supplying soldiers to 

occupation duties overseas. The Selective Service Act (the full name, the 

Selective Training and Service Act) that was passed by Congress in 1940 

and amended in 1941) was extended in 1945. However, the Act was to 

expire on 15 May 1946 hence President Truman asked for an extension 

of the Act for one year. The Congress did agree for the expansion, 

however, under under condition that limited the Army’s strength to 1.55 

million on 1 July 1946 and 1.07 million on 1 July 1947. The Act also 

banned induction of fathers and 18- and 19-year-old youths. On May 14, 

1946, the act was passed and enacted. (U.S. Department of Army and 

Sparrow 1952, 352). 

All these were occurring before any peace settlement was decided 

with the war time enemy of Germany and its satellites at the First Session 

of the Council of Foreign Ministers. Unless a peace settlement (i.e. peace 

treaty) was signed and in effect, the withdrawal of American troops 

holding the duties of the military occupation of the belligerent states and 

other liberated areas from all over Europe during the armistice period is 

far from happening. Hence in order to accelerate the demobilization and 

keep on the pace with the demobilization plan, it appears that a fast 

completion of peace treaties was necessary so that troops could withdraw 

from all occupations of the enemy states and from other liberated 

countries where the troops were holding civil affairs occupation, 

including Austria and Korea. 

So far, between the First and Second Session of the Council of 

Foreign Ministers (First Session took place on September to October 
1945, Second Session took place on January to July 1946) drastic moves 
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on demobilization was occurring in the US simultaneously. President 

Truman. And the War Department had confirmed the Congress the Army 

is expected to be reduced drastically by July 1, 1946, with the target 

number of soldiers of 1,950,000 men, which is 1/4 of the strength of the 

Army from the V-J day (US had 8 million soldiers in August, 1945). In 

between August 1945 and May 1946, the War Department accelerated 

the demobilization throughout, and all overseas commanders were 

directed to reduce the troops requirements to the bone. By the end of 

1945, the fast demobilization caused problem because the troops 

required for occupation jobs overseas during the next months exceed the 

rate at which the Army was replacing them with newly enlisted soldiers 

through Selective Service. In addition, the legal problem arose that 

hindered supplying replacement soldiers to occupation duties overseas 

due to the expiration of the Selective Service Act on 15 May 1946. Hence 

the Congress extended the act on May 14, 1946, for one more year under 

condition that limited the Army’s strength to 1.55 million on 1 July 1946 

and 1.07 million on 1 July 1947, and that no fathers and 18 and 19 year 

old youths were to be inducted to service (Office of Joint History 

Schnabel 1996, 109). 

 

A brief, but important digression is that the first Director of the 

Office of War Mobilization was James F. Byrnes. During the Roosevelt 

Administration, he was the Supreme Court Justice (nominated by 

Roosevelt in 1941) (U.S. Department of Army and Sparrow 1952, 29) 

Then he became the director of the Office of Economic Stabilization 

from its establishment in 1942 to 1943. Then he became the director of 

the Office of War Mobilization on 1943 upon its establishment and 
served until 1945 when he became the Secretary of State just two weeks 
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before the Potsdam Conference. Since July 1945, he stayed as the 

Secretary of State until January 1947 and was succeeded by Gorge 

Marshall. During his term as the Secretary of State, he attended the 

Potsdam Conference, the Tripartite Conference in Moscow of Foreign 

Ministers in 1945, the first four Council of Foreign Ministers Meetings 

during 1945-1946 and the Paris Peace Conference in 1946. It was during 

his term that Allied Council in Austria was established, and efforts to 

establish Trusteeship in Korea were pursued, though unsuccessfully.  

 

 

3. The end of war: the conflicts of demobilization 
and military occupation duties begin (May 
1945 – June 30 1947)  

 
The V-E day arrived on May 8th, 1945, two days after unconditional 

surrender of Germany on the 6th. Two weeks after the V-E day, on May 

21st, the War Department announced that enlisted men of 40 years of age 

can start apply for discharge from the army and that further reduction 

will be made in the future when the war situation permitted (U.S. 

Department of Army and Sparrow 1952, 350). The beginning of the 

World War II demobilization began. At the time of V-E day, it was War 

Department’s plan that the discharged men will be replaced with newly 

drafted soldiers through the Selective Service to fill in the just enough 

number of required troops to maintain peace and security in the occupied 



87	

areas (U.S. Congress 1945, 65)54 . Meanwhile, the overall number of the 

soldiers were be reduced drastically by 1946 (U.S. Department of War 

and Planning Division 1945, 17). After Germany’s surrender, 

demobilization along with redeployment of soldiers to Pacific began in 

the European Front (U.S. Congress 1945, 13), despite war was 

continuing the Pacific Front. The War Department made plans on 

discharge of soldiers based on the Service Rating Scores. By computing 

scores of service rating, the criteria being age, year of service, etc., will 

give discharge priorities for persons with high scores, starting with 85 

points (U.S. Congress 1945, 13-14). It was expected that and by June  

1946, the Army would be reduced to a minimum strength of 1,550,000 

men by July 1, 1946 and decreasing further to reach a minimum of 

1,070,000 by July 1 1947 (U.S. Congress 1946, 1116)55. 

Then came the sudden V-J day with the unconditional surrender of 

Japan in August 1945. Upon the arrival of the V-J day, “the instructions 

have been given that the high-point men shall be sent back and given 

priority in transpiration of the European theater back to this country” 

(U.S. Congress 1945, 13). The War Department announced on September 

3, that enlisted soldiers of 38 years of age can apply for discharge 

regardless of service length, and those of 35 years of age and minimum 

	
54 This cited source is titled the Demobilization of the Armed Forces hearings  

by the Committee on Military Affairs of the US Senate at the 79th Congress 1st session 
on S.1355, a Bill to provide for the speedier return of veterans to  

civilian life, for the immediate military need of the US and for other purposes. The 
hearing took place on September 12, 13, 17, 18, and 19 of 1945. 
55 This cited sources is titled Military Establishment Appropriation Bill for 1947, 
hearings before the subcommittee of the committee on appropriations House of  

the Representatives, 79th Congress 2nd Session in 1946 
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of 2 years of services can apply for discharge. Then on September 19, 

1945, President Truman made a public statement concerning 

Demobilization of the Armed Forces: 

“An impression has spread that the speed of demobilization is 

governed by our future needs for occupation and other forces. That 

is, of course, not true. No one can accurately forecast what those 

needs are going to be. Our earlier estimates are being constantly 

revised. For example, [emphasis added] General MacArthur this 

week stated that he would be able to handle the occupation of Japan 

and Korea with half the troops that only a month ago he estimated 

he would need for that purpose. Carrying on our demobilization as 

rapidly as we can—which we are now doing—we shall not really 

face the problem of the size or makeup of the occupation forces until 

next Spring. By that time, we ought to know how many men we shall 

need for occupation and to what extent that need can be met through 

volunteers. […] The Army plans call for the return to their homes of 

more than 2,000,000 soldiers between V-J day and Christmas, 1945. 

[…] the discharge rate will steadily rise from the present daily figure 

of 15,2000 to not less than 20,000 per day and by January 1946, to 

more than 25,000 per day. The Army and Navy mean to do the task 

set for them with the minimum number of men. There will be no 

padding in our armed forces. America is going to keep the full 

strength she needs for her national commitments. But the rest of the 

men are coming back home and coming as fast as the Services can 

get them out [emphasis added]” (Truman 1945; U.S. Department of 

Army and Sparrow 1952, 351). 

The numbers on the demobilization rate, the need for 
demobilization, in the light of the occupation were being made in 
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conjunction with carrying out occupational duties in Korea Austria 

and others (Germany, Japan, Italy, Bulgaria, Finland, Hungary, 

Rumania). This was possible because the War Department was 

planning the rate of demobilization based on the following 

assumptions at the point of November, according to memorandum 

from the Secretary of War to the Secretary of State dated November 

29, 1945.56 (U.S. Department of State and Goodwin et al 1972, 

FRUS 1946 v.1 doc. 583, also appendix to U.S. Department of Army 

and Sparrow 1952, 330): 

1. Despite decreasing in forces, the stabilization will increase 

in the occupied areas over seas 

2. Germany will be controlled in four zones, US with only one 

zone in occupation 

3. The British and Chinese will eventually take part of the 

occupation of Japan 

4. Manpower requirements overseas will be met by use of 

civilians and foreigners in the respective countries  

5. The Department of State and War Department will 

negotiate with the Allied Council at Vienna for reduction of 

occupation forces in Austria, transposed into a policy type 

force by July 1946, and withdraw entirely by January 1947 

	
56 This memorandum titled The Secretary of State (Byrnes) to the Secretary of War 

(Patterson) is dated November 29, 1945. The memo states that this memo was prepared 

as a reply for memo received on November 1, 1945 sent from the Secretary War to the 
Secretary of State. The memo of November 1 had questions regarding requirement of 

global occupation forces and requested answers by the Department of State.  
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since the recognition of Renner Government in Austria is 

the first step in this direction (assumed in November 1945) 

6. Will be relieved of occupation responsibilities in Austria 

and Italy in the course by conclusion of peace treaties 

7. It is hoped that by. July 1, 1946, an international trusteeship 

will be in operation in Korea (assumed in November 1945) 

Then, only those armed forces requested by the High 

Commissioner for Korea provided for in the trusteeship 

draft and approved by the proposed Executive Council for 

Korea for the maintenance of international law and order. 

Will remain in Korea, and it should not be necessary for the 

High Commissioner. To request that large number of troop 
 

Hence, the War Department’s demobilization continued and by 

January 1946, the rate of discharge was exceeding the capabilities of 

maintaining the replacement solders through Selective Service, because 

the newly admitted solders had to receive at least a year of training before 

being deployed, yet the soldiers returning home were increasing in 

number. At the rate of demobilization, the US could not meet the 

minimum strength required for the Army (Truman 1946(a))57 . The War 

Department announce on January 4th, that the rate of demobilization will 

slow down, and this spurred large demonstrations by solders in Korea, 

Philippines and other parts of the world, who were waiting to be 

	
57 Same record on the State of the Union address also found in the Department of State 

Bulletin Volume XIV No 433, 135 (for the week of February 3, 1946) 
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discharged (Trumbull 194658; U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff Office of Joint 

History and Schnabel 1996, 102; U.S. Department of Army and Sparrow 

1952, 166-167, 32259).  

General Eisenhower, as the Chief of Staff of the Army made 

statement before the 79th Congress on the hearing on Demobilization of 

the Armed Forces on this issue. On January 17, 1946, he came to the 

hearing and stated on situation of slowdown and even warned on the 

speed of demobilization being conducted too speedily:  

“this spectacular success of demobilization between V-J day and the 

first of the Year, the Army was rapidly approaching the foreseen 

juncture of two incompatibles: the speed of demobilization and our 

duties at home and overseas—the occupation mission delegated to 

us by higher authority and the protection and disposal of millions of 

tons of Government property throughout the world […] If we were 

to continue shipping men home at the rate we reached during the 

past few months, about April we would have nothing left but a 

woefully inadequate number of volunteer—we would literally have 

“run out of Army.” That is the reason for the slowdown. There is no 

change in policy—there is no change in plan. We have merely 

reached a point in the pursuance of our plans and policies which we 

knew we must face when the time came. That time is now. We took 

all possible steps to meet inescapable needs without slowing the 

	
58 This source is a New York Times article dated January 8 1946, the title is “20,000 

Manila GI’s Boo General; Urge Congress to Speed Sailings; Homesick: American 
Soldiers in Philippines Protest Delays in Demobilization  
59 U.S. Department of Army and Sparrow 1952, p.322 is a copy of War Department 
Press Release on January 9, 1946 in regards to soldier demonstrations in Manila on the 

slowdown of demobilization 
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pace of demobilization. We pressed the recruiting campaign to the 

upmost in order to bring volunteers into the Army who could take 

the place of those overseas. We urged that positive steps be taken to 

provide us our full quotas of 50,000 men monthly through the 

Selective Service System. We required all theater commanders 

overseas to institute the most searching drive to cut down their 

estimates in manpower needed for occupation duties, for supply and 

for the extensive personnel required to close up overseas depots, 

ports, warehouses bases. We had also to cooperate with the 

designated disposal agencies in disposing of Government property 

as expeditiously as possible while still taking all necessary 

precautions to protect it. Similar instructions were issued to all 

commanders at home.” (U.S. Congress 1945, 341)  

 

Nevertheless, the Senate demanded speedy demobilization, while 

expressing discontent and opposition on drafting of the soldiers through 

Selective Service in the peacetime (U.S. Congress 1946(b), 211) based 

on the grounds that the “It is contrary to the custom and spirit of 

American life and the American Constitution to maintain armies of 

conscripted soldiers except in the dire emergency of war” (U.S. Congress 

1946(b), 158-160) 60 , expressing doubts extend the legislation for 

Selective Service of 1940, that was to expire in 1946, for one more year.  

Through negotiations, President Truman did manage to extend the 

Selective Service Act in May 1946 to draft replacement soldiers for 

discharging soldiers, but under the conditions that fathers and men of 18 

	
60 This source is the Selective Service Extension Hearings before the Committee on 

Military Affairs Senate 79th Congress 2nd session in April 1946.  
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and 19 years of age would not be drafted (U.S. Congress 1946(b) 121, 

1946(c), 1946(d)61; U.S. Director of Selective Service and Kirchner 1951, 

3-5). Thence, after June 1946, the War department continue the 

announcement for reduction in discharge criteria of Service Rating 

Scores, and the demobilization continued. In October 1946, the War 

Department announced that all men drafted into the Army during 1945 

would be discharged by the end of 1946 (U.S. Department of Army and 

Sparrow 1952, 320, 322, 354). 

 

In summary, throughout the war, in the midst of war with Germany 

and Japan, the U.S. War Department continued on the planning of 

demobilization of military personnel. Specific plans as to who will be 

discharged first and target numbers of military personnel to be 

demobilized by 1947 were made and details that involves funding of 

demobilization and camps to prepare military personnel before 

demobilization were advancing (War Department Planning Division 

1945, 1-49)62. The War Department, the White House, the Congress, and 

the military staff JSC had all approved and working towards policy 

planning of quick demobilization of personnel from Europe and Asia as 

soon as the war is over. Moreover, the post-war-peacetime military 

establishment and the annual costs were calculated by the Budget office. 

Then the peacetime budget with drastic cuts were announced through 

	
61 U.S. Congress 1946(c) and 1946(d) are texts of Service extension act in 1946 and 

Supplement to the Act from the Library of Congress 
62 This document prepared by the Planning Division of the Office of Director of Plans 

and Operations Army Service Forces of the War Department. dated 15 January 1945 is 
titled Redeployment of the US Army after the defeat of Germany, plans, policies and 

logistical data affecting the army service forces.   
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President Truman’s Message to the Congress on the State of the Union 

and on the Budget for 1947 delivered on January 21 1946 (Truman, 

1946(b)) based on assumption that the world situation would be peaceful 

approximately by a year after the end of the war. These estimates started 

discord between the War Department and the Joint Chiefs. As the 

complexity of the demobilization was explained through Eisenhower’s 

statement on the Hearing of Demobilization of Armed Forces that took 

place in January 1946, Joint Chiefs and the Army claimed that the 

estimates were not reflecting the actual post-war military necessities 

around the world that US was committed to the allies, especially the post-

war military occupation duties (U.S. Congress 1945, 341; U.S. 

Department of Army and Sparrow 1952, 43).  

All these were occurring before any peace settlement was decided 

with the war time enemy of Germany and its satellites at through the 

Council of Foreign Ministers. Unless a peace settlement (i.e. peace treaty) 

was signed and in effect, the withdrawal of American troops holding the 

duties of the military occupation of the belligerent states and other 

liberated areas from all over Europe during the armistice period is far 

from happening. Hence in order to accelerate the demobilization and 

keep on the pace with the demobilization plan, it appears that a fast 

completion of peace treaties was necessary so that troops could withdraw 

from all occupations of the enemy states and from other liberated 

countries where the troops were holding civil affairs occupation, 

including Austria and Korea. 

So far, it was seen that in between the First and Second Session of 

the Council of Foreign Ministers (First session was September to 

October 1945, and Second session was January to July 1946), drastic 
moves on demobilization was occurring in the US simultaneously. 
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President Truman and the War Department had confirmed the Congress 

the Army is expected to be reduced drastically by July 1, 1946, that is 

during the Second Session of the Council of Foreign Ministers. In 

between August 1945 and May 1946, it was seen through Eisenhower’s 

statement that the War Department accelerated the demobilization 

throughout, and all overseas commanders were directed to reduce the 

troops requirements. By the end of 1945, the fast demobilization caused 

problem because the troops required for occupation jobs overseas during 

the next months exceed the rate at which the Army was replacing them 

with newly enlisted soldiers through Selective Service. In addition, the 

legal problem arose that hindered supplying replacement soldiers to 

occupation duties overseas due to the expiration of the Selective Service 

Act on 15 May 1946. Hence the Congress extended the act on May 14, 

1946, for one more year under condition that limited the Army’s strength 

to 1.55 million on 1 July 1946 and 1.07 million on 1 July 1947, and that 

no fathers and 18- and 19-year-old youths were to be inducted to service 

(Office of Joint History Schnabel 1996, 109). 

  

 

 

4. Balancing post-demobilization authorized 
strength of armed forces and the supply of 
occupation forces (July 1 1946~June 30 1948) 

 

The Second Council Session ended in July 1946 with the Paris Peace 

Conference of twenty-one nations to begin at the end of July, with the 

hopes for signing of a peace treaty with satellites countries of Germany 
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(Bulgaria, Hungary, Italy, Finland, Romania) by early 1947 (U.S. 

Department of State and Slany 1970, FRUS 1946 v.II doc. 64-281). In 

addition, with the peace treaty, the withdrawal of troops within 90 days 

of the ratification of the treaty by the Allied powers were to be possible.  

Accordingly, the Paris Peace Conference took place from the end of 

July to October 1946, successfully (U.S. Department of State and 

Petersen et al 1970(a), FRUS 1946 v.III; U.S. Department of State and 

Petersen et al 1970(b), FRUS 1946 v.IV). Then, the Third Session of the 

Council of Foreign Ministers began on November 4, 1946 and ended on 

12 December during which the text of peace treaties with five Satellite 

countries of Germany were actually completed, which included the 

article on the withdrawal of occupation troops from these countries upon 

signing and ratification of the treaty by the signatory states (U.S. 

Department of State and Slany 1970, FRUS 1946 v.II doc. 282-420). 

Also, the Council decided to discuss peace settlements with Germany 

and Austria starting from the next council meetings (U.S. Department of 

State and Slany 1970, FRUS 1946 v.II doc. 416), which upon completion, 

the troops can be withdrawn from Austria.  

Since the Peace Treaties with these five nations were to be 

signed in February 1947, and after ratification of the US. Congress 

(which was ratified in September 1947 in the US), the American 

occupational forces from all these five nations will be withdrawn along 

with allied forces. According to the treaty text, after the signing and 

coming into force of the treaty, “all armed forces of the Allied63 and 

	
63 The Big Powers being US, UK, Soviet, France and China 
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Associated64 Powers shall be withdrawn […] as soon as possible and in 

any case not later than 90 days from the coming into force of the present 

Treaty”65 (U.S. Department of State and Beavans 1970(a) TIAS 1931-

1945 3:769-770) This enabled the forecast of a large withdrawal of 

American troops from Europe by late 1947 possible.  

 

On 31 December 1946, President Truman announced 

proclamation 2714, which claimed the official “cessation of hostilities of 

World War II” (Truman 1946(a)). The War officially ended. The War 

Department, in preparation for the expiration of the Selective Service 

System on 31 March 1947, ordered preparation of release of all draftees 

to all domestic and overseas commanders (U.S. Department of Army and 

Sparrow 1952, 357). At this point, the next Fourth Session of Council 

met at Moscow in March 1947. While the Fourth Council Session was 

being held in Moscow, the Selective Services Act expired on 31 March 

1947 and the US was well headed to completion of the demobilization of 

the Army to the target number of soldiers of 1,550,000 men which is 

more than 1/5 of the strength of the Army from the V-J day (US had 

approximately 8 million soldiers in August, 1945) and was expected to 

be accomplished in two months (U.S. Congress 1946(a), 4). In addition, 

it was expected to decrease further to 1,070,000 by June 1948 (U.S. 

Congress 1946(a), 4), which is nearly 1/8 of the army from the V-J day 

in just three years, yet without the withdrawal of troops from occupation 

	
64 The other signatories of the Treaties, being the countries that were inflicted. By Italia 

during the War such as Belgium, Czechoslovakia, Netherlands, Poland, etc.    
65 The same applied to Italy, Rumania, Bulgaria, Hungary and Finland.  

UN Treaty Series vol 41, 42, 49 and 50  
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duties still held in Germany, Japan, Austria, Korea, Czechoslovakia, and 

Venezia Giulia.   

 

 In summary, the following are the situation until July 1948 in 

relation to occupation duties and demobilization (the details will be 

discussed in the coming chapters). After completion on drafting of the 

peace treaty with the above five nations, the Council of Foreign Ministers 

agreed to work on peace settlements with Germany and Austria, starting 

from 1947, which means it will also include terms of withdrawal of 

troops from Germany and Austria as well. Meanwhile the negotiations in 

Korea regarding establishing a trusteeship was not progressing (U.S. 

Department of State 1947, 3-9). This was stumbling the demobilization 

through troop reduction plans in Asia, the troops withdrawal in the 

European front were progressing according to the demilitarization 

schedule through negotiations of the Council of Foreign Ministers. The 

demobilization continued in large numbers throughout 1946. The period 

of implementing Machinery control and zones of under occupation by 

four powers in Austria started in late July 1945 and after election in 

November 1945, in, and after the democratically elected government 

recognized by all Four Powers were established, and the procedure of 

restoration progressed smoothly. The only things left for the restoration 

of independence was to continue the peace settlements of Austria by Four 

Powers. 

 

With the cessation of hostilities made on December 31, 1946, the US 

officially turned into a non-war, peacetime economy and a military 

budget for a small standing army of 1.5 million ceiling (U.S. Congress 
1945, 354) The US was faced with one major domestic hindrance in 
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maintaining occupation troops in Europe and Asia (Germany, Japan, 

Austria, Korea, Czechoslovakia, and Venezia Giulia): the supplying of 

military (personnel) budget to maintain a large number of army strength 

to provide occupation troops in Europe and Asia became a burden to the 

peacetime army budget. Even with the conclusion of peace expected in 

1947 with the four enemy states of Italy, Bulgaria, Hungary, Rumania 

and Finland, the American forces were only stationed in Italy, hence, it 

was only small withdrawal from the entire European theater. In the war 

time, the American Congress and the constituents were willing to 

maintain a large army strength despite financial and social burdens 

caused by such large army strength. However, once the hostilities end, 

the Congress and the constituents would not agree to maintain a 

peacetime large army strength for “political purposes alone” (Office of 

Joint History and Schnabel 1996, 91)66. 

In addition, the Selective Services Act expired on 31 March 1947 and 

by June 30 1947, the US completed the demobilization of the Army 

according as planned. The target number of soldiers of 1,550,000 men 

was accomplished however, as General Eisenhower s said, there was a 

shortage to fulfill replacement soldiers for occupation duties just by 

voluntary enlistment (U.S. Department of Army and Sparrow, 1952, 352) 

It appears that the US had no alternative but to accelerate peace 

settlements in places where America was holding occupation duties in 

order to withdraw forces. Hence after signing of peace treaty with Italy, 

Bulgaria, Rumania, Hungary and Finland in February 1947, the 

American government seem to focus on drafting peace settlements on 

	
66 This is the History of the Joint Chiefs of Staff: the Joint Chiefs of Staff and National 

Policy 1845-1947 Volume 1.  
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Germany and Austria through Council of Foreign Minsters starting from 

March 1947. In addition, for the Korean settlement, America tried to 

come to terms with Soviets on establishment of provisional government 

in Korea and allied-trusteeship in the country (details are in the next 

chapters). Nevertheless, all the allied negotiations for Germany, Austria, 

and Korea were at stalemate and could not progress and the soldier had 

to be maintained for occupation duties were proposed to be reduced (See 

figure 3 and 4)  
 

 

Figure 3. U.S. Forces in Europe as of February 1, 1947 (U.S. Department of 

State and Goodwin et al 1973, FRUS 1947 v.I, doc 64) 

 

US 202,000 

- Germany 150,000  

- Austria 11,500 

- Venezia Giulia 5000 (for indefinite period) 

British 247,000 

French  80,000 

Soviets 1,110,000 
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Figure 4. U.S. proposal for Limitation of European Occupational Forces (troop 

ceilings in Europe for allied occupation for 1947) proposed to the Council of 

Foreign Ministers on December 6, 1946 (U.S. Department of State and Slany 

1970, FRUS 1946 v.II, doc.393) 

 

Germany (for Allied Occupation) 

US 140,000 
Br 140,000 

Fr 70,000 

Sov 200,000 

Austria (for Aid of re-establishment  

of Independence) 

 

US 10,000  
Br 10,000 

Fr 10,000 

Sov 10,000 

 

 

For 1947, a year when the Selective Service Act of 1940 will expire 

on March (U.S. Director of Selective Service and Kirchner 1951, 3) and 

the WWII demobilization will be completed, the War Department had to 
reduce US forces in occupation, especially in Europe to a minimum 

strength because “concern over budget and manpower restrictions has 

caused a concentrated effort to reduce U.S. forces in occupation areas to 

a “bed-rock” minimum which is consistent with the accomplishment of 

occupational objectives” (U.S. Department of State and Slany 1970, FRUS 

1946 v.II, doc.393). It was the view of the War Department that this force 
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might be unable to maintain order in the event budgetary restrictions 

force a drastic reduction in the food which is supplied to the German 

people. Assuming that conditions continue to be most favorable, however, 

some reductions in troop strength might be possible by abandoning or 

reducing such activities as: “a commitment to displaced persons for 

occupation of Austria […] this analysis is premised on continued 

occupation of Germany for a considerable period or until a treaty is 

concluded along the lines of the text of the US Draft Treaty on the 

Disarmament and Demilitarization of Germany announced on 30 April 

1946 […] It is considered that is such a treaty were concluded the troop 

strength shown herein will still apply during the interim period until the 

treaty takes effect.” (U.S. Department of State and Goodwin et al 1973, 

FRUS 1947 v1). 

Hence, due to shortage of supplying troops for occupation duties, the 

Truman administration requested reenactment of Selective Service Act 

of 1948 (U.S. Director of Selective Service and Kirchner 1951, 3-10). 

The Selective Service Act was reenacted on June 24, 1948. Now with the 

reenactment of Selective Service Act, the drafting of manpower to supply 

replacement soldiers for occupation duties were not a problem. However, 

now the new problem was that the manpower supplied through the 

Selective Service Act was not only for the occupation duties. The reason 

behind the passing of Selective Service Act in 1948 was not due to 

supplying soldiers to occupation duties, but to guard national security 

against Soviet threat (U.S. Director of Selective Service and Kirchner 

1951, 3; US Army Center of Military History and Stewart 2010, 212).  

Since the end of the World War II, America was in close monitoring 

of Soviet Union’s expansionist activities that are of threat to global peace 
and security. During the military occupation of Rumania, Hungary, 
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Czechoslovakia, Soviets backed the establishment of communist regimes 

in those countries. In addition, the Iran Crisis during November 1945 to 

December 1946, the Greek Crisis since 1946 led Truman to announce 

Truman Doctrine of March 12, 1947, in defense of global peace and 

security for securing American National interest. This shifted the 

American National Security Policy to Containment of Soviets (US Army 

Center of Military History and Stewart 2010, 212).  

The National Security Act of 1947 became effective on September 

18, 1947. This brought major changes to American military system (U.S 

Department of Defense Office of Joint History and Rearden 1984, iii)67. 

First, it created a major reorganization of foreign policy and military 

establishments of the US Government, including the creation of the 

National Security Council and the Central Intelligence Agency. The 

National Security Council (NSC) replaced SWNCC (State-War-Navy 

Coordinating Committee) that provided politico-military advice and 

policy decisions on the allied-occupation and peace settlement of enemy 

and liberated states since 1944. In other words, the National Security Act 

they were for global maintenance of American forces for national 

security including the security of the continental U.S. The US forces 

were stationed in other foreign countries, besides the occupation forces 

stationed in Europe and Asia. US had strategic reserves in the continental 

US as well as in Alaska, Atlantic (Greenland, Iceland, Azores), Latin 

America (Galapagos Islands and Panama) (Office of Joint History and 

Schnabel 1996, 160). In addition, the operation of the Selective Service 

	
67 This reference is the History of the office of the secretary of defense series volume I, 
titled Secretaries of Defense Historical Series, The Formative Years 1947-1950, History 

of the Office of the Secretary of Defense  
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System around the whole country required a large budget supplied 

through military budget, as it was mentioned earlier. Hence it was 

necessary for the US to reduce troops as much as possible to reduce 

Military budget wherever possible.   

 

Though it will be discussed in detail in the coming chapters for years 

1948 and beyond, shortly, the US did manage to make a way for complete 

the withdrawal of American troop s from Korea by establishing an 

independent Republic of Korea (in South Korea) in August 1948, 

although without reunification of Korea. Indeed, in June 1949, in the 

middle of the Sixth Council Session was being held in Paris, and 

lingering stalemate over the same issues of Austrian State Treaty was 

continuing, US completed withdrawal of its forces from Korea. Now, 

only Germany, Austria, and Venezia Giulia were left, and it is so close to 

completion of the Austrian State Treaty, but it is not until 1955 that a 

treaty with Austria is completed. On May 15, 1955, a State Treaty for Re-

Establishment for Austria was signed by the Allied powers. The treaty 

came into force on July 27, 1954, and within 90-day period, Allies had 

to withdraw the occupation troops. On September 14, 1955, the Vienna 

Patrol of the Allied forces closed, and American troops completely 

withdrew from Austria on September 30, 1955.  

 

5. Conclusion:   
 

This section tried to show how the participation in the occupation of 

the thirteen countries that occurred at the end of the war resulted 

differently from the early American policies and plans for the post-war 
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Allied military occupation made in conjunction with post-war 

demobilization and legal ceiling for personnel strength established for 

peacetime permanent army. With the overall post-war policies for 

reviewed in this chapter, the following two chapters will show in details 

of the research in answering the questions: why in 1948, did the US make 

the decision to end the military occupation of Korea? Why did the US 

not end the occupation of Austria 1948 along with Korea? In following 

section will show how the results on how the occupation of Korea and 

Austria were very different from what America had anticipated and 

planned during the war. The coming chapter will also show how and how 

post-war demobilization and reconversion and the limit of the peacetime 

permanent army affected America’s decision for termination of 

occupation in Korea and Austria in the post-war years was based upon a 

domestic military policy’s exigency.  
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Chapter III. Demobilization and effects on 

post-war occupation of Korea and Austria 
(December 1941 – December 1945)  

 
This study started from the puzzling question of situation of two 

countries, Korea and Austria, that seemingly shared similar beginning as 

allied-occupied countries at the end of the World War II, yet the aftermath 

of the occupation was different in terms of the year of ending the 
occupation and country fate that followed: still partitioned Korea and 

permanently neutralized Austria. This study placed focus on comparing 

the case of these two countries because both have received similar 

treatment of post-World War II status assigned by the victorious Big 

Allied Powers. At the end of the war, both analogously received 

partitioned-allied occupation as non-enemy nations. Nevertheless, the 

history shows that the aftermath of occupation, in terms of the year of 

termination of the occupation and the country’s fate that followed were 

not similar at all. The election for the establishment of the new 

government was held only in the southern half (American occupation 

zone) of Korea then the occupation ended after the establishment of the 

elected government. A separate government was established in North 

Korea under Soviet auspices. Then, the country remained partitioned at 

the end of occupation in 1948, then experienced the Korean War which 

is often referred to as the first hot war during the Cold War, or “the first 

major armed clash between Free World and Communist forces, as the so-

called Cold War turned hot” (Webb, 2000, 2). Today, Korea still remains 

partitioned under the Armistice terms signed in 1953. It was seen at the 
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introduction that the previous studies on Korean War have raised 

arguments that the end of occupation in Korea in 1948 and the 

subsequent withdrawal of American troops is related to the causes of the 

Korean war.  

On the other hand, Austria, the election for the establishment of 

the new government was successfully held nationwide within all the 

allied occupied zones of American, Soviet, British and French. However, 

the allied-occupation did not terminate when a democratically elected 

government was established in 1945. The occupation continued for ten 

more years, and it ended in 1955 upon signing a State Treaty for Austria 

by the Four Powers. When the occupation ended, however, all the allied 

occupation zones in Austria were restored to form a unified state. Then, 

when all the allied-occupation forces left Austria, it became a 

permanently neutralized state and did not go through a war and the legacy 

of its neutrality during the Cold War still remains today. Austria, placed 

in the middle of NATO and Warsaw Pact countries in central Europe 

during the Cold War, was exempted from the dark clouds of war 

surrounding it.  

 

Hence this is where this study departed. This and the next 

chapter will focus solely on comparing the America and Allies’ 

negotiations for occupation of Korea and Austria. Through these 

negotiations, it will be seen how American foreign negotiations to avoid 

military engagement involving stationing of troops or participation of 

American troops after the cessation of hostilities and termination of 

occupation at an early date are strongly insisted. Furthermore, how these 

reflect, or how the dots connect, to the grand post-war demobilization 
schedule and plans for reconversion to peacetime Army that America was 
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planning since 1942. In other words, American post-war occupation 

negotiations for Korea and Austria (as well as all other post-war occupied 

countries) were done in light of the demobilization schedule, trying to fit 

the post-war duties into its grand demobilization and not the other way. 

America was not planning demobilization schedule in light of the 

expected post-war foreign policy since the beginning of War.  

Before continuing, one important note on the terminology. The 

American documents often do not use the word demobilization directly 

(whereas the War Department and Army documents use them directly as 

we have seen through the previous chapter). Instead, synonyms and 

phrases referring to the demobilization such as withdrawal; 

redeployment; deployment; troops come home; reduction in troop 

strength; limitation on occupational forces; avoid the possibility of an 

extended period of occupation etc. are used.  

    

Thus, starting from the initial negotiations on status of Korea 

and Austria in 1942 by America and Allies’, which is almost two years 

before Cairo Conference, the first section of this chapter will first try find 

reasons that led to: Why in 1948 did the US make the decision to 

terminate the military occupation of Korea? Then, continuing on with 

the study of negotiations for the post-war status of Austria that started in 

December 1941 by British and Soviet’s lead, the second section of this 

chapter will try to find reasons that led to: Why was the occupation of 

Austria not terminated in 1948 along with Korea?  

Since this chapter will deal with the time period of December 1941 

to December 1945, it will largely on gathering the evidence from the war 

time negotiations leading and indicating to termination of occupation 
from Korea and Austria. It will be difficult to provide complete answers 
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to the questions with evidence gather in this chapter. Then the evidence 

gathered in this chapter will be used jointly with the evidence gathered 

in the next chapter (that deals with time period of January 1946 to 1948 

and beyond) to provide actual answers to the two questions.  
 

 

1. Korea: America’s wartime planning for post-
war treatment of Korea and demobilization 
schedule   

 

The issue of Korea’s post-war status, and its independence, and 

especially the issue of the recognition of the provisional government was 

first considered by America in 1941. The next section will show that this 

is different from the Austrian case. The issue of Austrian independence, 

and recognition of the illegality of annexation to Germany was first 

considered by British and Soviets and not by Americans.  

 Regarding Korea’s post-war status, it is commonly known as 

the first time the issue of granting independence of Korea was considered 

by the Big Allied Powers during World War was at the Cairo Conference 

in 194368. On the Declaration of Cairo, it stated that the powers are 

“mindful of the enslavement of the people of Korea, are determined that 

	
68 In many post-war documents published by the Department of State that talk on 
Korea’s occupation or Korea’s independence all start with the story of Cairo 

Declaration. See publications by the Department of State titled The Problem of Peace in 
Korea (an oral report by Dean Acheson in 1952), Korea’s Independence of 1947 which 

is the Department of State Publication 2933 Far Eastern Series 18.     
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in due course Korea shall become free and independence.” (U.S. 

Department of State and Beavans 1970(e), TIAS 1931-1945 3:85869). If 

considering the first official agreements made by the World War II Allied 

Powers through a high-level Conference during the war, without any 

objection, this was the first official record. It is probably why American 

records mention Cairo Conference as the inception of international 

discussion of Korea70 .  

While the official international discussions among World War 

II Allies started from the Cairo Conference, the America’s internal 

discussions and considerations started much earlier, independently from 

the Allied negotiations. In this regard, Yong Wook Chung and Bruce 

Cumings provide separate dates for the beginning of American planning 

for Korea’s post-war status. Chung argues that Korean issues first came 

up within the Advisory Committee for Post-war Foreign Policy around 

mid 1942 to late 1943 (Chung 2018, 23-25). On the other hand, Bruce 

Cumings argues that at discussion held with British Foreign Minister 

Anthony Eden during his visit in March 24, 1943, Roosevelt first 

mentioned the trusteeship of Korea (Cumings 2002 (a), 104-105).         

However, the American diplomatic records show a different 

date. The earliest record in which the American government had 

reviewed and considered the post-war status of Korea, specifically 

	
69 The reference is the document of the First Cairo Conference Declaration at  
TIAS.  
70 In many post-war documents published by the Department of State that talk on 
Korea’s occupation or Korea’s independence all start with the story of Cairo 

Declaration. See publications by the Department of State titled The Problem of Peace in 
Korea (an oral report by Dean Acheson in 1952), Korea’s Independence of 1947 which 

is the Department of State Publication 2933 Far Eastern Series 18. 



111	

regarding the recognition of Provisional Government of the Republic of 

Korea and granting independence of Korea, was December 20, 1941. 

(U.S. Department of State and Noble et al, 1960, FRUS 1942 v.I doc 748). 

This is two weeks after the US became belligerent to the war.71 

This date point out two important facts. First, the issue of Korea 

was considered by the America since the beginning of its belligerent 

involvement with Japan in the Pacific theater. Second, this date does not 

correlate with the working dates of the Advisory Committee for Post-war 

Foreign Policy as Chung argued, for the records show that this 

organization met for the first meeting on February 12, 1942, at 3:00 p.m. 

at the Department of State (U.S. Department of State and Notter 1975, 

78). The preceding organization was the Advisory Committee on 

Problems of Foreign Relations that existed from 1939-1942. In that 

organization, the officials of the Department of State were working in the 

committee (U.S. Department of State and Notter 1975, 3). This 

organization was responsible for the “first effort of preparation for the 

postwar period […] begun during the late autumn of 1939” (U.S. 

Department of State and Notter 1975, 3). The date of the earliest record 

in which the American government had reviewed and considered Korea’s 

post-war issue was December 20, 1941 (U.S. Department of State and 

Noble et al, 1960, FRUS 1942 v.I doc. 748). Therefore, it is most likely 

that the Advisory Committee on Problems of Foreign Relations of the 

Department of State was involved in that time period.  

 

	
71 No records on the considerations for the post-war status of Korea was found in 

volumes of FRUS.  
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The document records show that on December 20, 1941, just 

two weeks after the U.S. became belligerent to the war, the American 

Ambassador in China, Gauss sent a dispatch on December 20 regarding 

the Provisional Government of Republic of Korea (U.S. Department of 

State and Noble et al, 1960, FRUS 1942 v.I doc. 748). Two days later, on 

December 22, the Secretary of State Hull sent a dispatch to the American 

Ambassador in China, which reads as the following:  

“The Department desires that you make very discreet inquiries 

of the National Government 72  in regard to the so-called 

provisional government of the Republic of Korea, claiming to 

have its seat in Chungking. Information as to the extent of the 

physical following and organization of the so-called 

government, as to the number and sphere of operations of its 

armed volunteers, as to its contracts with any revolutionary 

forces that might exist in Korea and Manchuria, and as to the 

attitude of the National Government toward it and relations with 

it would be of interest” (U.S. Department of State and Noble et 

al 1960, FRUS 1942 v.I doc. 745).  

 

On January 3, 1942, Ambassador Gauss in China replied to the 

Secretary Hull:  

“The result of investigation and study which the Foreign Office 

is now making with regard to the Provisional Government of 

the Republic of Korea will determine the future attitude of the 

Chinese Government. I gather that the present attitude is not 

enthusiastic. Information with regard to the physical following 

	
72 The National Government refers to the Chinese government.  
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and organization of the Provisional Government is not yet 

available here” (U.S. Department of State and Noble et al 1960, 

FRUS 1942 v.I doc.746).  

 

One month after, on February 12 Ambassador Gauss sent a 

report on the meeting he held with Tjo So Wang, the Minister of Foreign 

Affairs of the Provisional Government of the Republic of Korea. Gauss 

reported that during the meeting Tjo So Wang:  

“sought American recognition and financial and military aid for 

the Provisional Government, but was most vague and 

unsatisfactory in his presentation of the case for his government” 

(U.S. Department of State and Noble, et al 1960, FRUS 1942 

v.I doc.748).  

 

This telegram states that at the meeting, Ambassador Gauss 

asked Tjo So Wang for a written statement or information on the 

Provisional Government. He received copies of a Provisional Draft of 

the Constitution of the Korean Republic and the Principles and Plans for 

National Reconstruction of the Provisional Government and forwarded 

to the Department of State. After these dispatches, the rest of the FRUS 

volume I of 1942 shows that Department of State made a close 

correspondence with the Chinese government on the status of the 

Provisional Government of Korea in Chungking. Special attention is paid 

to its relations with the Chinese National Government, the recognition 

by the Chinese Government, the financial status, the political and 

military activities, and Korean liberty movements in the US etc. In regard 

to the Korean Provisional government, the Department of State paid a 
close attention on the attitude of the Chinese National Government and 
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Chang Kai-shek to the Korean question and tries to figure out whether 

they are in line with the American policy on Provisional Governments 

and independence to nations under tyranny.  

 

By March 25, the American Embassy in China gathered 

information that:  

“some months ago, Dr Quo Tai-chi, then Minister of Foreign 

Affairs had recommended recognition of the Korean 

independence movement, but that General Chiang Kai-shek 

vetoed the recommendation and counseled delay” (U.S. 

Department of State and Noble, et al 1960, FRUS 1942 v.I doc. 

752)73.  

 

Then, on April 8, 1942, the American government received a 

memorandum by the Chinese Minister for Foreign Affairs, T.V. Soong 

on the issues on Korea that Soong wanted to discuss with Roosevelt. The 

memorandum contained two measures to foster Korean independence 

through the Pacific Council of the United Nations:  

“If the United Nations, Particularly the members of the Pacific 

Council, desire to foster Korean independence, two measures 

are indicated 1) After promoting a fusion of the two rival 

	
73 The American investigation of the Chinese attitude toward the Korean Provisional 
government and the independence movement was conducted in conjunction with its 

investigation for Chinese attitude toward the other Asiatic colonial peoples including 
the Indians. America was approach to China appeared to be considering it as a Big 

Pacific Power, comparable to Britain or Soviet in Europe. Throughout the war, America 
consults Chinese government to discuss the post-war settlement of the Asia-Pacific 

Area, especially the issue of the independence and trusteeship of Korea. 
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revolutionary parties74 by promising help to a united Korean 

revolutionary organization, which appears easily feasible, 

undertake to raise, arm and support a Koran irregular army of, 

say, 50,000 men, which will be located in the guerrilla areas of 

North China, and which will be located in the guerrilla areas of 

North China, and which will be the rallying center for all Koran 

revolutionary activities both within and outside Korea. The 

purpose of such an army would be (a) to operate in Korea at 

some opportune moment to be selected by the United Nations;75 

(b) to be headquarters for sabotage activities by Korean workers 

in munition works and vital communications centers in Korea 

and Japan (b) to be headquarters for sabotage activities by 

Korean workers in munition works and vital communications 

centers in Korea and Japan; (c) to constitute an intelligence 

service through Koreans working in the lower ranks of civil 

servants and police in Korea, North China and Japan. […] 2). 

As a political measure, in order to encourage Korean aspirations 

at some opportune moment the Pacific Council could announce 

	
74 In the earlier section of the letter from Soong described that two rival revolutionaries 

in Chungking are the Korean Provisional Government Party (the historic party of 
Korean disaffection and the Korean) and the Revolutionary Party (made up of younger 

and supposedly left-wing elements). He added that Korean revolutionaries in the US are 
adherents of one of these two parties. He also added that a a few thousand Korean 

Peoples Army, receiving limited aid of the Chinese Government, exists and operates 
with Chinese guerrillas in North China.     
75 The United Nations here is not the United Nation created I 1945. This is the United 
Nations of Allies (the governments in exile) formed during World War II by signing the 

Declaration by United Nations in January 1942.   
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its determination to effect the independence of Korea after the 

war. Recognition of Korean Provisional Government might be 

affected either simultaneously or at some time later [emphasis 

added].” (U.S. Department of State and Noble, et al 1960, 

FRUS 1942 v.I doc. 755). 

  

The rest of the documents that follow in the volume I of FRUS 

1942 show that after receiving Soong’s letter in April, the Secretary of 

State gave comments to Roosevelt that assisting the equipping and 

organizing a Korean irregular army through the UN (Pacific War Council) 

is necessary. However, he was negative on the fusion of the two rival 

Koran revolutionary parties (Korean Provisional Government Party and 

Revolutionary Party). It was due to the fact that the principal Korean 

revolutionary organization existing in Chungking and supported by 

Koreans in the US, Manchuria and other parts of China is the Korean 

Provisional Government Party. On the other hand, Revolutionary Party 

has no close connection with the organization at Chungking. In addition, 

he was negative on granting recognition of a Koran Provisional 

Government at an appropriate time and announcing on its determination 

to independence of Korea through the Pacific War Council. Hull 

commented that he agrees in principle but added that the time of making 

the announcement should be postponed until the independence of India 

is settle with the British government and announce Korean independence 

together as a broader policy of general liberation for Pacific (U.S. 

Department of State and Noble, et al 1960, FRUS 1942 v.I doc.758).              

Meanwhile, on April 18, Chinese government informed that 

Chiang Kai-shek has turned to extend recognition of the Korean 
Provisional Government in Chungking and asked for American opinion. 
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In response, the American government clarified its policy position that 

the whole issue of Korean independence and recognition of Provisional 

Government has many complicated and delicate aspects related to China 

and Soviets geographical position and historic associations with its 

neighbors. Hence it is doubtful whether the American government should 

provide strong objections. However, it should outline its policy on the 

recognition of provisional government of liberated countries, that 

America desires to provide full freedom to liberated people to choose and 

select and set up their governments after the victory. (U.S. Department 

of State and Noble, et al 1960, FRUS 1942 v.I doc.760).  

The dispatches in FRUS in volumes of years after 1942 show 

that this remained as the position of American policy toward recognition 

of Korean independence and Korean Provisional Government until the 

Cairo Conference in 1943. Furthermore, this was the American policy 

toward any other provisional governments of the liberated countries 

including the Austrian provisional government until the end of war in 

1945. It is well portrayed in a letter sent to Rhee Syngman in June 1945 

by the Acting Secretary of State and Acting Director Office of Far 

Eastern Affairs Lockhart clearly outlining its policy on non-recognition 

of the existing Korean Provisional government and the refusal to a seat 

in the San Francisco Conference in 1945:  

“The United Nations which are represented at the San Francisco 

Conference all have legally constituted governing authorities, 

whereas the Korean Provisional Government and other Korean 

organizations do not possess the qualifications requisite for 

obtaining recognition by the United States as a governing 

authority. The Korean Provisional Government has never had 
administrative authority over any part of Korea, nor can it be 
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considered representative of the Korean people of today. Its 

following even among exile Koreans is limited. It is the policy 

of this Government in dealing with groups such as the Korean 

Provisional Government to avoid taking action which might, 

when the victory of the United Nations is achieved, tend to 

compromise the right of the Korean people to choose the 

ultimate form and personnel of the government which they may 

wish to establish. Such a policy is consistent with this 

Government’s attitude toward all people under Axis domination 

or liberated therefrom. For these reasons, then, among others, 

the Department has not recognized the Korean Provisional 

Government (U.S. Department of State and Glennon, et al 1969, 

FRUS 1945 v.VI doc.756).                              

 

Hence, until Cairo Conference in November 1943, the 

Department of State and the American Embassy in China, as well as the 

American and the Chinese governments discussed further on the issue of 

the independence of Korea through diplomatic channels. Such activities 

culminated as the declaration for the independence of Korea and 

discussion on the trusteeship of Korea (without recognition of 

provisional government) in the Cairo Conference.  

At the Cairo Conference, the record of meetings of JSC and 

President Roosevelt that took place prior to Roosevelt’s meeting with 

China’s Generalissimo Chang Kai-shek hints how America still 

considered Chinese attitude importantly in approaching the issue of 

Korea. President Roosevelt told his Joint Chiefs that China wants 

trusteeship over Korea (U.S. Department of State and Franklin et al 1961, 
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FRUS Conference at Cairo and Tehran 1943 doc.238)76 . After this 

discussion with his chiefs, Roosevelt held a meeting with Generalissimo 

and the record of the meeting shows that at the meeting Chang Kai-shek 

specifically mentioned the necessity of granting independence to Korea 

(U.S. Department of State and Franklin et al 1961, FRUS Conference at 

Cairo and Tehran 1943 doc.259). Then, the independence of Korea was 

shown as a resolution in the Declaration of the Cairo Conference.  

During this Conference at Cairo, negotiations over status of Korea 

was discussed officially by the governments of U.S., U.K., and China for 

the first time during the war. At the time of this Conference, President 

Roosevelt’s policy on Korea meeting with Chang Kai-shek was that 

China and the U.S. should reach a mutual understanding on the future 

status of Korea, to which, Chang stressed on the necessity of granting 

independence to Korea and that it should be also recognized by China, 

U.K. and the U.S. and Soviets. Under America’s first draft of the 

Declaration, US indicated on Korea that at the earliest possible moment 

after the downfall of Japan shall become a free and independent 

Country77 Then, it was revised on the same day to at the proper moment 

after the downfall of Japan, shall become a free and independent 

	
76 This document is JCS file in FRUS Conference at Cairo and Tehran 1943 titled 
Minutes of the Presidents Meeting with the JCS, November 19, 1943, 2PM Admiral’s 

cabin, USS Iowa dated November 19, 1943. .  
77The whole sentence at the first draft Communiqué reads: “We. Are mindful. Of the 

treacherous enslavement of the people. Of Korea by Japan, and are determined that that 
country, at the earliest possible moment after the downfall of Japan shall become a free 

and independent Country.” 
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country78 The draft of the Declaration by British on the part of Korea is 

as follows. British drafted: The aforesaid three Great Powers, mindful of 

the enslavement of the people of Korea, are determined that in due course 

Korea shall become free and independent. The final text of the 

Declaration states: “The aforesaid three great powers, mindful of the. 

Enslavement of the people of Korea, are determined that in due course, 

Korea shall become free and independent” (U.S. Department of State and 

Franklin et al 1961, FRUS Conference at Cairo and Tehran 1943 doc.308, 

309, 343).    

The issue of Korea came up as a necessity of discussing the 

treatment of Japan after the defeat, that is dismembering Japan of all its 

annexed and occupied states around the Pacific Area. (The next section 

will show that this is like the Austrian case, for Austrian issue was part 

of discussing post-war treatment of Germany). Although the Declaration 

of Cairo (1943) stated that the powers are ‘mindful of the enslavement 

of the people of Korea, are determined that in due course Korea shall 

become free and independence’ that process of discussion shows that it 

was not out of sympathy, but out of necessity to decapacitate Japan from 

anything that could help start another war. This is how the Big Powers, 

mainly America, Britain, Soviet and China came to a resolution to grant 

independence to Korea. In fact, the American perspective on Korea was 

that Korea was “technically enemy territory, being part of the Japanese 

Empire” (U.S. Department of State and Sappington et al 1967, FRUS 

	
78  whole sentence at the revised draft Communiqué reads: “We. Are mindful. Of the 

treacherous enslavement of the people. Of Korea by Japan, and are determined that that 
country, at the. proper moment after the downfall of Japan shall become a free and 

independent Country.” 
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1945 vol.II doc.365). This phrase was in a dispatch dated May 18, 1945 

titled The United States Representative, Committee of the UNRRA 

Council for the Far East (Acheson) to the United Kingdom 

Representative, Committee of the UNRRA Council for the Far East 

(Butler) (U.S. Department of State and Sappington et al 1967, FRUS 

1945 vol.II doc.365).79 After this Declaration at the Cairo Conference of 

	
79 This was the view of America in regard to Korea’s status, when considering 
military occupation and other postwar status. In other words, Korea was an   

annexed state to Japan during the war according to the international law (U.S. Central  

Intelligence Agency 1947, I-1). This cited page of the CIA document describes the 
genesis of the present political situation as the following: “Korea was opened to  

the outside world at a time when nationalism and imperialism were at their  
height. Although Japanese were well acquainted with the application of  

Confucian ethics to international relations, they chose to regard Korea as a  
sovereign nation according to the Western definition. Japan, therefore, recognized  

the independence of Korea in the treaty of 1876 and proceeded to undermine  
the Chinese position of preference in the peninsula. In this maneuver, Japan  

could count on the support of the Western powers who could not conceive of  
independence apart from sovereignty. Once the barrier of isolationism was force 

Korea became the crossroads of international conflict in northeast Asia. […] For 
a time Russian influence replaced the Chinese at the court in Seoul and Japan  

did not secure uncontested control of Korea until the decisive defeat of Russia  
in 1905. Korea preserved a semblance of self-government under the Japanese  

protectorate until 1910, when the Korean king finally abdicated in favor of the  
Emperor of Japan. From then on, until her liberation by the Allies in August  

1945, Korea was governed as a Japanese colony. 
Hence the military occupation that was established to execute Japanese surrender 

terms in Korea (U.S. Department of State and Glennon et al 1969, FRUS 1945 vol.6 
doc.369, 776). These documents are General Mac Arthur’s announced Proclamation  
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1943, the Big Powers started to negotiate on establishing trusteeship on 

the road to restore independence to Korea for the next two years, which 

never culminated in an actual establishment of post-war trusteeship in 

Korea.  

 

Whereas the issue of granting independence to Korea and 

recognition of provisional government were contemplated through 

negotiations between the American and Chinese governments since 

December 1941, the American diplomatic records show that the issue of 

Korea’s trusteeship was first mentioned in March 1943. It was during 

British Foreign Minister Anthony Eden’s visit to Washington in March 

1943, concurring with Bruce Cumings’s findings in the first volume of 

his book The Origins of the Korean War (Cumings 2002, 104-105). 

Nevertheless, whereas Cumings pointed to date of March 24 with his 

sources referenced as being Eden’s Memoire: The Reckoning (Cumings 

2002, 104, 484), the American diplomatic records show a much later date. 

The date is March 27, 1943, according to memorandum of conversation 

by the Secretary of State Hull (U.S. Department of State and Franklin et 

al 1963, FRUS 1943 v.I doc.22).  

	

No 1, 2, 3. On September 7, 1945, at Yokohama when taking the authority over the 
Korean peninsula.  

The military occupation of Korea was very much established within international 
negotiations framework of the war time allies, according to their postwar world order. 

Their purpose of the occupation was not a benign occupation to just provide economic 
and  

military sponsor for the establishment of a united Korea. America and Soviets had a  
purpose for establishing and ending a military occupation, to execute Japanese  

surrender terms in Korea 
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American diplomatic records show that during March 12 to 30 

of 1943, Eden visited Washington for a general conference with 

Roosevelt. Though it was not an official intern-governmental conference 

for Anglo-American discussions on the general subjects of the wartime 

and post-war issues. The first records of Anglo-American discussion on 

the trusteeship of Korea first came up at a meeting held on March 27 as 

a discussion on “joint or respective post-war policies relating to 

Manchuria, Korea, Formosa and Indochina” (U.S. Department of State 

and Franklin et al 1963, FRUS 1943 vol.I doc.22). It is recorded that at 

this meeting, Roosevelt “suggested that a trusteeship be set up for 

Indochina; that Manchuria and Formosa should be returned to China and 

that Korea might be placed under an international trusteeship, with China, 

the United States and one or two other countries participating […] Mr. 

Eden indicated that he was favorably impressed with this proposal” (U.S. 

Department of State and Franklin et al 1963, FRUS 1943 vol.I doc.22). 

The document then further elaborates on the internationalization of the 

Japanese mandated islands and a ‘policy of trusteeship’ of dependent 

peoples after the war.  

After this record, there are no other records on Anglo-American 

discussions on the issue until Cairo Conference in November 1943. The 

diplomatic records show that after Eden’s visit to Washington in March, 

the Anglo-Americans officially met three more times before the 

Conference at Cairo and Tehran in November 1943: at the Third 

Conference at Washington in May 1943, the First Conference at Quebec 

in August 1943, and the Tripartite Ministerial Conference at Moscow in 

October 1943. Nevertheless, there were no Anglo-American discussions 

on Korea.  
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However, very interestingly, the records show that America did 

place efforts before the Cairo, though it was not successful, to bring up 

the Korean issue at the Anglo-American heads of government level at the 

First Quebec Conference in August 1943 (U.S. Department of State and 

Slany et al 1970, FRUS the Conferences at Washington and Quebec 1943 

doc.364)80. Although no official discussions on the post- war treatment 

of Korea was discussed at the conference, the U.S. Department of State 

had prepared pre-conference preparatory papers that contained 

information on Korea as possible topics for discussion and decision. It 

was preparatory papers for possible discussions on the post-war 

organizations of countries liberated from Japan in Asia Pacific. In the 

paper, Korea is specifically mentioned as a country to be anticipating 

independence from Japan. In regards, Korea’s post war status of 

temporary administration by a Council or Trusteeship possibly in close 

economic ties with China. The Department anticipated an independence 

of Korea in close economic ties with China, conducted by a Regional 

Supervisory Council consisting of China, Soviets and the US as members. 

At the actual conference however, America’s agenda on the Council or 

Trusteeship issue of Korea were never presented. Consequently, no 

negotiations on Korea took place and it should be noted that no 

discussions on the specific topic of military occupation of Korea were 

discussed throughout the wartime conferences. 

	
80 This document dated August 18, 1943, titled the Secretary of State’s Special 
Assistant (Pavolsky to the Secretary of State is a memorandum for the Secretary going 

to the Quebec Conference on the subject of trusteeship and colonial problems. In the 
attached document titled Draft of a Declaration by the UN on National Independence 

the attachment contains information on trusteeship of Korea 
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As it will be shown in the next section that while the resolution 

of Allies on granting independence to Austria was made at the Tripartite 

Ministerial Conference at Moscow on October 1943, the resolution of 

Allies on granting independence of Korea was made at the Conference 

of Cairo in November 1943. It was mentioned in the previous paragraphs 

that American and Chinese governments have been in close contact on 

the issue of Korea since 1942. Such contacts culminated when Roosevelt 

and Chang Kai-shek met at Cairo and discussed the issue on Korea’s 

post-war treatment. Though the Declaration of the Conference only 

included resolution on Korean independence, the records of conference 

in the preceding paragraphs showed that Roosevelt and Chang Kai-shek 

had discussed and agreed on the issue of trusteeship. This was the first 

time that the matter on Korean trusteeship was discussed at the level of 

heads of government during the war.   

A few days after the Conference at Cairo, a Conference at 

Tehran was held by Roosevelt, Churchill and Stalin in December. At this 

conference, no specific declaration on Korea was made, however, an oral 

agreement (recorded in the minutes of the conversations of the 

conference) on Korea’s independence was made by Roosevelt and Stalin. 

The record reads:  

“The Prime Minister asked Marshal Stalin whether he had read the 

proposed communiqué on the far East of the Cairo conference. 

Marshal. Stalin Replied that he had and that although he could make 

no commitments, he thoroughly approved the communiqué and all 

its contents. He said it was right that Korea should be independent, 

and that Manchuria, Formosa and the Pescadores Islands should be, 

returned to China. He added, however, that the Chinese must be 
made to fight, which they had not thus far done. The Prime Minister 
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and the President expressed agreement with Marshal Stalin’s views.” 

(U.S. Department of State and Franklin et al 1961, FRUS 

Conference at Cairo and Tehran 1943 doc.371).  

 

A brief but important digression on the Korean issue discussed 

between Roosevelt and Stalin at Tehran Conference. According to 

accounts of President Roosevelt to the meeting of the Pacific War 

Council held in January 12, 1944 (U.S. Department of State and Franklin 

et al 1961, FRUS Conference at Cairo and Tehran 1943 doc.545), Stalin 

had specifically agreed to the idea that Koreans are not yet capable of 

exercising and maintaining independent government and that they should 

be placed under a 40-year tutelage, but no record from the Cairo or 

Tehran conference minutes were found on this Roosevelt-Stalin 

conversation record of the Department of State Foreign Relations Series 

 

Post-Cairo Discussions until Potsdam Conference 

 

After the Conference of Cairo and Tehran in 1943, no negotiations 

on the issues of Korean independence, nor trusteeship nor military 

occupation, hence no reference to demobilization were discussed until 

Conference at Malta and Yalta in early 1945, near the end of the War. 

Then, on the issue of Korea, an oral discussion of President Roosevelt 

and Stalin on establishing a trusteeship of Korea exist at Conference at 

Yalta (U.S. Department of State and Barron 1955, FRUS Conferences at 
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Malta and Yalta doc.393)81. This record of oral discussions will serve as 

an important record to discuss Korea’s future status after the war at the 

Potsdam and at the end of the war. Furthermore, it will be shown that it 

was in the preparatory papers of Malta and Yalta Conference titled Inter-

allied Consultation Regarding Korea that the issue of military 

occupation and trusteeship are discussed in light of reference to 

demobilization.  

Prior to the Malta conference, American government had prepared a 

briefing book paper titled Inter-Allied Consultation Regarding Korea 

(U.S. Department of State and Barron 1955, FRUS Conferences at Malta 

and Yalta doc.247). The American policy was to discuss or reach an 

understanding with the British and Chinese Governments, and possibly 

with the Soviet Government on the issues post-war status of Korea, 

specifically on who would be participating in the military occupation of 

Korea and whether to place an interim international administration or 

trusteeship in Korea. The U.S. Department of State’s position was that:  

“the problems of Korea are of such an international charter that with 

the completion of military operations related to Japan in Korea, there 

should be an Allied representation in the army of occupation and 

military government in Korea, the representation should be by those 

countries which have a real interest in the future status of Korea such 

as US, UK, China and Soviet Union” (U.S. Department of State and 

Barron 1955, FRUS Conferences at Malta and Yalta doc.247).  

 

	
81Very interestingly, the previous oral record of Roosevelt Stalin conversation from the 
Tehran conference (FRUS Conference at Cairo and Tehran 1943 doc.371) is not  

considered at Potsdam 
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In addition, the same document also showed that the U.S. 

Department of State wanted a type of an interim international 

administration or trusteeship under the authority of some type of 

international organization or under administration of US, UK China and 

the Soviets. While, admitting the necessity of administering an 

international military government or trusteeship in Korea, the U.S. 

Department of State clearly states that:  

“the studies on problems of post-war Korea have not yet progressed 

far enough to enable the recommendations on the exact structure or 

any interim international supervisory authority for Korea, or the time 

when Korea should be granted independence. However, it is the view 

of the Department (of State) that an agreement should be reached at 

any early date among the principal interested powers on the question 

of whether an interim international supervisory authority is to be 

established for Korea and if so what powers are to be represented 

thereon in order to avoid the possibility of an extended. Period of 

occupation [emphasis added] and to prevent an unnecessary. 

Postponement of Korean independence.” (U.S. Department of State 

and Barron 1955, FRUS Conferences at Malta and Yalta doc.247). 

 

At the Malta and Yalta Conference, unlike the Conference of 

Cairo, there were no communiqué or official understanding of the Big 

Powers declared in regard to the future status of Korea. There were only 

oral discussions with Roosevelt and Stalin on the issue of trusteeship of 

Korea. Roosevelt proposed the composition that he had in mind a: 

“trusteeship composed of Soviet, American and Chinese 

representative in the form of trusteeship, and Roosevelt thought 
that he personally did feel It was necessary to invite the British 
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to participate but [concerned] that British might resent this (U.S. 

Department of State and Barron 1955, FRUS Conferences at 

Malta and Yalta doc.393) 

 

In regards, Stalin replied that he thinks that British should be 

invited. In addition, Stalin asked whether any foreign troops would be 

stationed in Korea, and Roosevelt “replied in negative, to which Marshal 

Stalin expressed approval” (U.S. Department of State and Barron 1955, 

FRUS Conferences at Malta and Yalta doc.393). In regard to the duration 

of the trusteeship, Roosevelt proposed that the period be from 20 to 30 

years, based on the experience that American had administered 

trusteeship in the Philippines for 50 years until the people had prepared 

for self-government. In reply Stalin did not make any comment on the 

duration of the trusteeship, but just that the shorter the period the better.  

 

The war in European Theater ceased when Germany 

surrendered in May 1945. Hence when the Potsdam Conference war 

gathered in July 1945, to discuss on the post-war settlement of Germany 

and European Axis countries. In between Malta and Yalta Conference in 

January 1945, and Potsdam Conference in July, no discussions on Korea 

took place among the Allies and the issue of Korea laid dormant from 

negotiations due to quick progress of war and the defeat of the Axis 

power in the European Front.  
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Nonetheless, the documents showed that the U.S. Department 

of State, throughout 194582, was working on the studies to carry on the 

negotiations on the possible trusteeship establishment in Korea after the 

fall of Japan, along the agreements made previously at Cairo and Yalta. 

The US was still on the position of establishing a trusteeship by states 

interested in the future of Korea, that is the US, China and Soviets. While 

preparing pre-conference papers for discussion on Korea at the Potsdam 

Conference, however, the issue of military occupation and military 

government come up along with plans to establish a trusteeship. It was 

seen in the previous paragraphs that in a pre-conference paper prepared 

by the U.S. Department of State titled Inter-Allied Consultation 

Regarding Korea the question of what countries should participate in the 

military occupation of Korea and an interim international administration 

or trusteeship for Korea is listed as topics that need an understanding to 

be reached by the British, Chinese and Soviet Governments (U.S. 

Department of State and Barron 1955, FRUS Conferences at Malta and 

Yalta doc.247).  

The above paper included the U.S. Department of State’s 

position on the topics in regards to the military occupation of Korea, the 

Department states that Korean problem is of an international character 

hence after the completion of military operation in Korea (i.e. after 

finishing the fights with Japanese in the Korean Peninsula) there should 

be an Allied representation in the army of occupation and military 

government by the countries with real interest in the future of Korea in 

	
82 For American policies on Korea made during 1945, see FRUS 1945 v6. The British 
Commonwealth, The Far East doc.756-851 on Korea. (section titled Policies of the 

United States toward Korea) 
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the army of occupation and military government. These countries are 

America, Britain, China. It adds that Soviets would be included it has 

entered the war in the Pacific:  

“The military government should be organized on the principle 

of centralized administration with all of Korea administered as 

a single unit and not as separate zones […] an important 

element in American participation consists of the trust which 

Koreans will place in the United Sates not to harbor imperialist 

designs. The United States, therefore, should play a leading role 

in the occupation and military government […] the entrance of 

the Soviet Union in the war against Japan would result in the 
presence of Soviet forces in Korea which would be an important 

factor in determining the composition of the occupational forces 

and the traditional interest of the Soviet Union in Korea raises 

the possibility that it will wish to participate in the military 

occupation of Korea even though the Soviet Union may not 

enter the war in the Pacific […] The position of the Soviet 

Union in the Far East is such that it would seem advisable to 

have Soviet representation on an interim international 

administration regardless of whether or not the Soviet Union 

enters the war in the Pacific” ” (U.S. Department of State and 

Barron 1955, FRUS Conferences at Malta and Yalta doc.247). 

 

Then on the issue of trusteeship or an interim international 

administration of Korea, the paper articulates that “following the period 

of occupation and prior to the establishment of Korean independence, 

some form of international administration or trusteeship to function until 
[…] such time as the Koreans are able to govern themselves” (U.S. 
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Department of State and Barron 1955, FRUS Conferences at Malta and 

Yalta doc.247). The Department adds that it should be established under 

the authority of the international organization or independently. But 

either way, America, Britain China and Soviets should be included in the 

administration because America feared negative consequences of any 

military occupation of Korea by any single power. Furthermore, the 

paper, stresses the importance the necessity for an agreement that should 

be reached at an early date among the principal interested powers and to 

to avoid the possibility of an extended period of occupation and to 

prevent unnecessary postponement of Korean independence.  

 

From this paper, and other on American policy on Korea 

mentioned in the above paragraphs, several things can be inferred. First, 

American forces will enter Korea to liberate from Japanese, just as 

American and Allied forces entered European countries (Austria, France, 

Benelux to liberate them etc.) as the war progresses. Second, just as 

Allied forces established military occupation and military government 

(of Civil Affairs) in European liberated countries, as Japanese surrender 

in Korea, an allied military occupation and government (Civil Affairs) 

will be established to prevent chaos in Korea for an interim period until 

trusteeship is established. Third, the articulation that any extended period 

of occupation in Korea should be avoided and that any unnecessary 

postponement of Korean independence this position reflects and 

correlates with the demobilization schedule American’s avoidant policy 

toward military occupation issues in Europe, especially Austria. After 

Japanese Surrender, it means all the hostilities will cease and the 

demobilization should finish soon. Hence, any delay in the establishment 
of trusteeship means that American forces of occupation, that America 
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stresses that must take a leading role in Korean occupation, will not be 

able to be demobilized, or not be able to be replaces with newly enlisted 

soldiers. Fourth, military occupation of Korea should be established as a 

single zone (like liberated France, Benelux etc.) and not as separate zones 

(Austria).  

It appears that the Department very concerned with possible 

Soviet interests and activities or effects of presence of Soviet forces or 

entering of Soviet forces into the Peninsula near the end of the war and 

in the liberation period in the Korean Peninsula. This reverberates 

American experience with the Soviets in Austria, Hungary, Bulgaria and 

Romania after it reached the country first, and established military 

occupation by single Soviet power (U.S. Department of State and Perkins 

et al 1966, FRUS 1944 v.I doc 253). In fact, in Austria, Soviet entered 

and capture Vienna first, and established military occupation on its own 

for more than three months even though it was already agreed to establish 

a partite occupation (U.S. Department of State and Slany et al, FRUS 

1945 v.III doc.42, 43). Then the Soviets refused the entrance of the forces 

from other Three Powers claiming that zones of occupation were not 

completely settled and agreed by the heads of the governments. The U.S. 

Department of State seems very concerned that Soviet could repeat its 

behaviors in the Korean peninsula if they reach the country first, or if 

decisions on Korean status is not officially concluded and signed by the 

heads of the governments before Japan surrenders.     

Consequently, negotiation on Korea did take place at the 

Potsdam Conference. It was on the same line as the American pre-

conference policy, that is settling the issues of establishing a trusteeship 

of Korea by states interested in the future of Korea. Nevertheless, as it 
was seen through the previous paragraphs, the only international 
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agreement on Korea was on restoring independence to Korea and no 

agreement on trusteeship was made on Korea throughout the war. It was 

seen that the discussions on the trusteeship were done orally between 

Roosevelt, Chang Kai-Shek at Cairo in 1943, and Roosevelt and Stalin 

at Yalta in 1945. However, the discussions on trusteeship with Stalin 

were without any declaration or official agreement among the Heads of 

Government. Hence without any concrete documents on the issue of 

trusteeship of Korea before Potsdam, Harry L. Hopkins, the adviser and 

assistant to the President asked Stalin for confirmation of an unofficial 

oral agreement that was made at Malta during his pre-Potsdam mission 

to Moscow. At a meeting that took place on May 28, 1945, at Moscow, 

Stalin did agree to the existence of an oral discussions with Roosevelt: 

“Mr. Hopkins said there remained one question in regard to the 

Far East, namely that of the status of Korea. He said at Yalta 

there had been some informal discussions of that subject and 

that after careful study the United States Government had come 

to the conclusion that it would be desirable to have a trusteeship 

for Korea made up the Soviet Union, the United States, China 

and Great Britain. The period of trusteeship had bot been fixed. 

It might be twenty-five years; it might be less, but it would 

certainly be five or ten. Mr. Stalin said he fully agreed with the 

desirability of a four-power trusteeship of Korea (emphasis 

added)” (U.S. Department of State and Dougall et all 1960. 

FRUS The Conference of Berlin (The Potsdam Conference), 

1945 v.I doc.26) 
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Nevertheless, nothing on the issue of Korea was included in the 

final documents of the Potsdam (i.e. Potsdam declaration). The war in 

Pacific with Japan was still being fought. Hence at the Potsdam 

Conference, the discussion on the issue of Korea was still contemplative 

without concrete decisions and was being agreed along the American 

policy of post-war independence and allied-trusteeship, as it had been 

agreed so far. Since the American government and the Department of war 

expected that at least a year would take to win Japan in the Pacific83, it is 

not until the sudden surrender of Japan in August 1945 that the post-war 

treatment of Korea develop in an unexpected and complicated manner 

and post-war demobilization schedule become a problem in the post-war 

treatment of Korea as well.   

 

Post-Potsdam efforts on trusteeship and demobilization schedule 

 

As it will be shown in the next section on Austria, unlike the 

Austrian issue where the allied military occupation was discussed since 

1943, no issue or discussions on the military occupation of Korea was 

perceived nor discussed by the Allies throughout the war at 

intergovernmental level even at the Potsdam Conference. Hence, 

throughout the war, the issue of America’s post-war demobilization was 

not a problem so far, though with some worries existing, in considering 

the post-war status of Korea because an allied trusteeship without any 

foreign armed forces was expected to be established after the war, 

followed by a short interim military government and occupation until 

trusteeship is established. Then came the surrender of Japan in August 

	
83 See last chapter for details on this 
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1945, two weeks after the Potsdam Conference. The war in the Pacific 

Theater terminated and American forces, under General MacArthur 

entered the Korean Peninsula and started military occupation.   

In between the period of Yalta and Potsdam Conference in 1945, 

the European front was rapidly developing in an unexpected manner 

hence no specific preparations for Korea’s trusteeship were decided by 

the Big Powers when they met at the Potsdam. While details of the 

procedure for restoration for Austria were discussed since long before 

Potsdam (as it will be seen in the next section) on the details of allied-

partite control machinery and zones were being negotiated and divided 

into four parts to each of the Four Powers, the details of trusteeship for 

Korea were not making any progress.  

Several reasons could be inferred from the situation and the 

progress of World War II. First, after Conference of Malta and Yalta of 

1945, the European front of the war was nearing the end and the allies 

were very focused with drafting surrender terms for Germany and control 

of Germany in conjunction with terms for Austria. Then, on April 13, 

1945, just two months after the end of Malta and Yalta Conference, 

Vienna was captured by the Soviet Army, and the Soviet Army was 

refusing to let allied forced to enter the city of Vienna on the grounds that 

zones of occupation among the Four Powers had not been decided. Then, 

came the surrender of Germany a month later in May, and the Four 

Powers were preparing the Potsdam Conference to settle the war of the 

European Front in July. Due to swift and unexpected decline of the war 

situation in the European front, there are no records of the Four Powers 

negotiating over the issue of Korea.  

It was seen that the only time after the Conference of Yalta and 
Malta, in which the record of Korea was found was at the Hopkin-Stalin 
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conversation during Hopkins’s mission to Moscow before the Potsdam. 

Then, Japan suddenly surrendered on August 15 and the American forces 

in the Pacific under General MacArthur took authority over the Korean 

peninsula (U.S. Department of State and Glennon et al 1969, FRUS 1945 

vol.VI doc.369, 776) 84 . At first, American forces entered for interim 

period to conduct military operations based on the terms of surrender of 

Japan and to root out Japanese and install an interim civil military 

government for civil order of the Korean Peninsula (temporary only) 

until a final settlement is reached on the trusteeship of Korea by the Big 

Powers. Nevertheless, the trusteeship was never established, and 

American forces remained unexpectedly for four years until 1949, 

against its demobilization plans. This section will show American 

struggles and failures to establish a trusteeship in Korea, that ran against 

the post-war demobilization schedule in Korea planned during the war. 

 

After Potsdam, and after the surrender of Japan, the next time the 

issue of Korea’s trusteeship appeared officially at Conference was at the 

Moscow Meeting of Council of Foreign Ministers in December 1945. 

However, it was four months after Japanese surrender and the temporary 

military government under General MacArthur had been established in 

Korea. The issue of trusteeship had not reached a concrete international 

negotiations and agreement. Before the Moscow Conference of Council 

of Foreign Ministers in December 1945, there were only three bilateral 

oral agreements on installing trusteeship in Korea until restoration of 

independence. The first was between Roosevelt and Chang Kai-shek at 

	
84 These documents are General Mac Arthur’s announced Proclamation No 1, 2, 3. On 

September 7, 1945 at Yokohama when taking the authority over the Korean peninsula.  
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Cairo Conference in 1943, and the second was between Roosevelt and 

Stalin at Conference of Yalta in 1945 and the third was between Truman 

and Stalin at Potsdam in 1945.  

 

Meanwhile, as it was seen in chapter 2, in the United States, the 

drastic moves on demobilization were occurring and it was 

accompanying difficulties and problems with the fast rate of 

demobilization and replacement of discharged troops for occupation 

duties. In the US after the surrender of Germany in May and the surrender 

of Japan in August 1945. After the surrender of Germany, the US 

announced partial demobilization from the European front and 

deployment of forces to Pacific front, and the demobilization began85. 

Then, after the surrender of Japan, the demobilization from the Pacific 

front also began. President Truman and the War Department had 

confirmed the Congress the Army is expected to be reduced drastically 

by July 1, 1946 with the target number of soldiers of 1,550,000 men, 

which is nearly 1/4 of the strength of the Army from the V-J day (US had 

8 million soldiers in August, 1945) (see chapter 2 for details).  

At the end of 1945, despite difficulties with the fast rate of 

demobilization and shortage of manpower, US still positively and very 

hopefully expected that occupation duties in Korea (Austria and other 

countries’ occupation duties as well) would be only temporary to be 

finished soon after establishment of independent states. America never 

thought of prolonged occupation in Korea and Austria and America never 

thought of increasing the army strength.  

	
85 See last chapter for details on demobilization planning 
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Such attitude is shown in a memorandum sent from the Secretary of 

War to the Secretary of State on November 1, 1945 (U.S. Department of 

State and Goodwin et al 1972, FRUS 1946 v1 doc 583). The 

memorandum was on the estimate of prospective requirements of 

occupation forces for Korea, Austria, Germany, Czechoslovakia, Italy, 

Venezia Giulia and Japan as of 1 July 1946 (end of FY 1946 and 

beginning of FY 1947), 1 January 1947 (time to propose budget for FY 

1948) and 1 July 1947 (end of FY 1947 and beginning of FY 1948). The 

memorandum showed that the withdrawal or reduction of forces were 

considered in all occupation zones, including Germany and Japan, except 

for Italy and Venezia Giulia. It said that for Korea, it was hope that a 

trusteeship will be in operation by July 1, 1946, then only those armed 

forces requested by the High Commissioner for Korea for maintenance 

of law and order will remain. Then, as of January 1 and July 1 1947, 

Department of State hoped that native police force in Korea will assume 

responsibility for law and order. Then, only a small number of troops of 

policy force type will be required (U.S. Department of State and Goodwin 

et al 1972, FRUS 1946 v1 doc 583). As it will be seen in the sext section, 

this memorandum shows that similar considerations were given to 

Austria, that the Department of State projected that since they are 

preparing proposals to be presented in the Allied Council of Austria for 

reduction of Allied occupation forces, hence only policy type occupation 

could be needed by July 1, 1946, and if possible, the forces withdrawn 

entirely by January 1947.  

 

Hence, by the time Tripartite Ministerial Conference at Moscow 

began in December 1945, the fast demobilization caused problem 
because the troops required for occupation jobs overseas during the next 
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months exceed the rate at which the Army was replacing them with 

newly enlisted soldiers through Selective Services86. This was due to the 

fact that no peace settlement had culminated with the Germany and its 

Satellites nor with Japan, and the issue of trusteeship in Korea was not 

settled among the Big Powers. Hence withdrawal of troops (whether 

complete or partial in great number) from Europe and Pacific were not 

possible yet. In addition, the US was replacing the discharged soldiers 

from Europe and Pacific with newly enlisted soldiers through Selective 

Service. The enlisted soldiers had to go through at least a year in training 

before deployed, however due to the fast rate of discharging of soldiers, 

the training had been reduced to three months. Even with such reduction 

of training time, the US could not keep with the pace of providing 

replacement soldiers for the discharging of soldiers (see chapter 2 for 

details and sources).  

Another legal problem arose that hindered supplying soldiers to 

occupation duties overseas. The Selective Service Act (the full name,  

the Selective Training and Service Act) was passed by Congress  

in 1940. In 1945, the draft was expanded to include female  

nurses. However, the Act was to expire on 15 May 1946 hence  

President Truman asked for an extension of the Act for one more 

year. (see chapter 2 for details and sources).    

All these were occurring before any peace settlement was decided 

with the war time enemies. Unless a peace settlement with Japan, Korea 

and other parts of the world (i.e. peace treaty) were decided and in effect, 

the withdrawal of American troops holding the duties of the military 

occupation of the belligerent states and other liberated areas from all over 

	
86 See last chapter for details and sources 
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the world during the armistice period is far from happening. Hence in 

order to accelerate the demobilization and keep on the pace with the 

demobilization plan, a fast completion of peace settlement with Japan 

and establishment of trusteeship in Korea was necessary so that troops 

could withdraw from all occupations and keep up with the pace of War 

Department’s target demobilization number for the coming year as 

promised to the Congress. 

 

With these backgrounds on demobilization issues, the Tripartite 

Ministerial Conference at Moscow was held for a week and a half from 

16 December to 26 December 1945. At the Tripartite Ministerial 

Conference at Moscow, a total of seven formal meetings and seven 

informal meetings were held by the foreign ministers. Starting from the 

first session on December 16, Secretary Byrnes tried to discuss the 

Korean matter, particularly on the ‘independent government for Korea’ 

as it was informed to the Soviets through a letter of November 8 U.S. 

Department of State and Sappington et al 1967, FRUS 1945 v2 doc.23187; 

U.S. Department of State and Glennon et al 1969, FRUS 1945 v.6 

doc.80888). It appears that the U.S. was with the intention of establishing 

	
87 First Session of Moscow Conference of Tripartite Foreign Ministers in December 

1945.  
88 This document is titled The Secreatary of State to the Ambassador in the Soviet 

Union (Harriman) dated November 3, 1945 6pm. This letter instructs Ambassador 
Harriman to send [Enclosure 4] attached to the First Session of Moscow Conference in 

1945, dated November 8, 1945. The document is totled. The American Ambassador in 
the Soviet Union (Harriman) to the People’s Commissar for Foreign Affairs of the 

Soviet Union (Molotov) 
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a government and independent Korea as soon as possible even if it could 

occur before establishment of trusteeship.  

  Then, Molotov denied further discussions on the Korean issue, 

based on the argument that Korean government issue was not included 

in the November 8th letter. Hence, during the second meeting on 

December 17, Secretary Byrnes submitted a proposal prepared by the US 

for discussion for the establishment of a united administration for Korea 

(U.S. Department of State and Sappington et al 1967, FRUS 1945 v2 

doc.233. In this meeting, he stated two principles in the proposal. First, 

the acceptance of the principle of trusteeship as agreed at the Yalta 

Conference Second, the immediate establishment of a unified 

administration. At this 2nd session, Secretary Byrnes proposed that the 

three powers assign specialists for complete implementation of the 

Korean issue. Nevertheless, Soviet Foreign Minister Molotov 

(Commissar for Foreign Affairs) continuously deferred the discussions 

based on the argument that he’s government has not made enough 

consideration on the matter.   

Then, finally, at the fifth formal session on December 20, 1945, 

Soviets submitted a very detailed proposal regarding Korea. The 

proposal included four issues. First was the creation of a provisional 

democratic Korean government to take measure for the administration of 

Korea. The second was the creation of a Joint Commission of 

representatives of the command of American troops in southern Korea 

and the command of Soviet troops in northern Korea and assistance the 

formation of provisional government for Korea in consultation with 

Korean political parties and social organizations. Third, the Joint 

Commission of representatives of US and Soviet command would work 
with the Korean provisional government on proposals to establish 
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trusteeship and the independent state of Korea. The proposals would be 

submitted to the quadripartite government (US, UK, Soviet, China) for 

consultation. Then the four-power trusteeship of Korea for a period of up 

to five years would be approved by the four powers. Fourth, the Joint 

Commission would meet in two weeks to discuss on measures for Korean 

issues (U.S. Department of State and Sappington et al 1967, FRUS 1945 

v2 doc.240)  

Then on December 21, at an informal meeting of Foreign Ministers, 

Secretary Byrnes (US) and Minister Bevin (UK) accepted the proposal 

with some minor request for change of wordings. Minister Molotov 

(Soviet) accepted the changes at the next informal meeting of Ministers 

held on December 22. The amended proposal on Korea was included in 

the communiqué of the Conference (Sappington, et al 1967).  

At the Conference, it was officially declared by the communiqué 

that:  

“with a view to the re-establishment of Korea as an independent 

state, the creation of conditions for developing the country on 

democratic principles and the earliest possible ;liquidation of the 

disastrous results of the protracted Japanese domination in Korea, 

there shall be set up a provisional Korea democratic government […] 

in order to assist the formation of a provisional Korean government 

and with a view to the preliminary elaboration of the appropriate 

measures, there shall be established a Joint Commission consisting 

of representatives of the United States command in southern Korea 

and the Soviet command in norther Korea […] shall be the task of 

the Joint Commission, with the participation of the provisional 

Korean democratic government and of the Korean democratic 
organizations to work out measures also for helping and assisting 
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(trusteeship) […] the development of democratic self-government 

and the establishment of the national independence of Korea” (U.S. 

Department of State and Beavans 1970(r), TIAS 1931-1945 3:1341-

1350)   

 

Consequently, at the Tripartite Ministerial Conference at Moscow 

held from 16 December to 26 December 1945, The Secretary of State 

James F. Byrnes and the Foreign Ministers for other Powers, Ernest 

Bevin (UK), V. Molotov (Soviet) were agreed and declared a 

communiqué on the future of Korea. This communiqué was not what 

Secretary Byrnes had intended, for he had attended the conference with 

the policy that as he had told Ambassador Harriman in his dispatch of 

November 3, 1945 6 pm. American “government favors termination of 

military government Korea as soon as possible and establishment of an 

international trusteeship pending complete circumstances […] that such 

a trusteeship will be within framework of UNO[rganizations] (Emphasis 

added)” (U.S. Department of State and Glennon et al 1969, FRUS 1945 

v.6 doc. 81289).  

 

 While these struggling negotiations with Soviets on the issue of 

Korea was continuing, the drastic moves on demobilization continued in 

the United States since the surrender of Japan. As it was seen in chapter 

2, President Truman and the War Department had confirmed the 

	
89 This document is titled Memorandum by the. Director of the Office of Far Eastern 

Affairs (Vincent to Colonel Russel L. Vittrup, War Department, dated November 7, 
1945 which mentions 7 drafts of trusteeship existing in regards to Korea, that have been 

drafted by the Department prior to the Moscow Conference of 1945.   
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Congress the Army is expected to be reduced drastically by July 1, 1946, 

with the target number of soldiers of 1.5 million men, which is 1/4 of the 

strength of the Army from the V-J day (US had 8 million soldiers in 

August, 1945). By the end of 1945, the War Department all overseas 

commanders were directed to reduce the troops requirements as much as 

possible. By the time Tripartite Ministerial Conference at Moscow began 

in December 1945, the fast demobilization started to cause problem 

because the troops required for occupation jobs overseas during the next 

months exceed the rate at which the Army was replacing them with 

newly enlisted soldiers through Selective Service. This was due to the 

fact that no peace settlement had culminated with the Germany and its 

Satellites nor with Japan, and the issue of trusteeship in Korea was not 

settled among the Big Powers. Hence withdrawal of troops (whether 

complete or partial in great number) from Europe and Pacific were not 

possible yet. In addition, the US was replacing the discharged soldiers 

from Europe and Pacific with newly enlisted soldiers through Selective 

Service. The enlisted soldiers had to go through at least a year in training 

before deployed, however due to the fast rate of discharging of soldiers, 

the training had been reduced to three months. Even with such reduction 

of training time, the US could not keep with the pace of providing 

replacement soldiers for the discharging of soldiers.  

Another legal problem arose that hindered supplying soldiers to 

occupation duties overseas. The Selective Service Act (the full name, the 

Selective Training and Service Act) was passed by Congress in 1940 that 

was to expire in May 1946. When the first US-Soviet Joint Commission 

for Korea was held in March 1946, it was in the middle of the process of 

asking an extension for one more year. President Truman asked for an 
extension of the Act on March 18, and the act was extended in May. 
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When extending the act, the Congress attached conditions that limited 

the Army’s strength to 1.5 million on 1 July 1946 and 1.07 million on 1 

July 1947. The Act also banned induction of fathers and 18 and 19 year 

old youths (See chapter 2 for detailed information and referenced 

sources). 

 With these issues in the background, US-Soviet Joint 

Conferences will be held in Korea on January 16 to February 5, 1946, to 

negotiate the establishment of allied trusteeship in Korea. This will be 

included in the next chapter. Meanwhile, the Austrian case for America’s 

war time planning for the post-war treatment of Austria and how the 

demobilization affects the negotiations will continue in the next section.  

 

 

 

2. Austria: America’s war time planning for post-
war treatment of Austria and demobilization 
schedule   
 

 
The period in which America involved in the official 

international negotiations to find a resolution on securing independence 

to Austria ran from March 1942 to October 1943.90 Unofficially though, 

the international discussion on the need for granting restoration of 

	
90 Recall that in the last section on Korea, the period in which America involved in the 
international negotiations to find a resolution on securing independence to Korea ran 

from 1942 to 1945.  
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independence to Austria actually first came up during a meeting between 

the British Foreign Minister Eden and Stalin in 1941 (at an unofficial 

discussion, hence no official resolutions or communiqué are found).  

Although there is no official record of memoranda of the 

meeting or declaration after the meeting, the record of the conversation 

is found in the minutes of discussions of Minister Eden’s visit to 

Washington in March 1943. Also, it is included in an aide-memoire sent 

from the British to American U.S. Department of State on August 1943 

to discuss the future of Austria with the US and to include the matter of 

independence of Austria in the declaration of the coming Tripartite 

Ministerial Conference at Moscow in October 1943. This were times 

when British were approaching the Soviets to form an alliance for the 

war hence, when Minister Eden visited Moscow in 1941, Stalin told him 

that “Austria should be restored as an independent state” (U.S. 

Department of State and Franklin et al 1963(b), FRUS 1943 v.I doc 521; 

v3 doc.15).  

According to these records of the visit of British Foreign 

Minister Anthony Eden to Washington in 1943, the unofficial discussion 

of contemplative matter on the general future of Austria including the 

independence of Austria started during this visit. The discussions were 

held as a part of discussions on the post-war geographical problems of 

Europe. During the discussion that took place on March 14, 1943, Eden 

mentioned the discussions on the post-war geographical organization he 

held with Stalin in December 1941, during his visit to Moscow (U.S. 

Department of State and Franklin et al 1963(b), FRUS 1943 v.,III doc.13). 

He told Roosevelt that during Eden’s visit, the issue of Austria also was 

discussed, and Stalin proposed the need to establish an independent state 
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of Austria separate from Germany after the war. Hence Roosevelt was 

asked for agreement on the issue, and he expressed agreement.  

This was the first time Anglo-American agreement on the 

independence of Austria was agreed, though unofficially, as prospective 

agenda for post-war treatment of Austria as US, Britain and Soviets 

progress discussions on the plans for post-war Europe throughout the war. 

Besides these discussions, there were no documents on the issue of 

Austria’s independence nor military occupation being discussed within 

the American federal department level until preparatory papers for the 

First Quebec Conference for August 1943.   

 After Minister’s Eden’s visit, the American government started 

preparing for the First Conference at Quebec that took place in August 

1943. During the conference preparations, the British government sends 

an aide-memoire on the Austrian matter (U.S. Department of State and 

Franklin et al 1963(b), FRUS 1943 v.I doc 521). The aide-memoire 

indicates that the British government has been working on the Austrian 

issue and has drafted a paper titled The Future of Austria. This paper was 

drafted and submitted by Sir Geoffrey Wedgewood Harrison of British 

Foreign Office on July 12, 1943 (Steininger et al eds. 2002, 168).  

The paper shows two staged plans for the Austria in the post-war 

period. First, it accentuates the re-creation of an independence Austrian 

State (as Stalin had mentioned). Second, it mentions the subsequent 

association of Austria with some form of Central or South-Eastern 

European confederation as in creation of federation embracing Austria, 

Poland, Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia, Greece and Hungary. This creation 

of Austria and creation of a federation of Central European Countries 

came up as an idea of how to dismember Germany after the war, since 
Germany at the time had annexed Austria and Czechoslovakia and were 
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occupying Hungary, Poland and many other countries in Europe. Hence, 

as a post-war treatment of Germany, the Allies were considering 

liberation of those formerly independent states that had been occupied 

annexed by Germany. (U.S. Department of State and Franklin et al 

1963(b), FRUS 1943 v.I doc.521).  

However, the issue of Austria was very delicate and ambiguous 

because the other annexed countries and occupied countries all had 

governments in exile and joined the united nations91  to fight against 

Germany and to restore their country’s independence. Nevertheless, 

Austria, had been annexed to Germany by referendum in 1938, the First 

Republic of Austrian that had been formed after World War I and 

abolition of Hapsburg monarchy drafted constitution stating that Austria 

is part of Germany and wish to form part of Germany. Austrian 

government never formed an exile government, and Austrians 

participated in the World War II as part of Nazi Germans, unlike other 

European countries (House Document No. 477 of 78th Congress 2nd 

Session, 1944, by Herbert Wright). 92  Hence, drawing upon the 

discussions of US and UK on Austria, it appears that the restoration of 

Austria came up as a method to dismember and decapacitate Germany 

from starting another war, in joint hand with Austria. After all, even 

World War I was started by Austrians and Germans. 

	
91 This is not the united nations that was established in 1945. This is the an alliance of 
united nations of allied powers that existed during the war 
92House Document No. 477 of the American Congress shows that at the 78th Congress 
2nd Session that took place in 1944 that was reviewing the legal status of Austria as a 

legislation. The document titled “Attitude of the US toward Austria: Study of the 
Legality of the Annexation of Austria by Germany under International Law and 

Austrian Constitutional Law and the Policy of the US toward the Annexation” 
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Therefore, based on these discussions between the British, Soviets 

and the US that took place before the Tripartite Ministerial Conference 

of Moscow in 1943, the minsters of the three countries met at Moscow. 

At Moscow, Foreign Ministers officially decided on their desire to 

dismember Germany and in the process to break Austria away from 

Germany to prevent another war being started in join hands of the two 

countries (U.S. Department of State and Beavans 1970(d), TIAS 1931-

1945 3:835-844).93  . 

This Conference at Moscow in 1943 was the first time Austria’s 

independence came as an official international negotiation agenda to 

America’s Conference papers. During the pre-conference negotiations 

period that started from July 1943, the US and British foreign ministries 

discus on the future status of Austria, while preparing the negotiation 

agenda. Although it was the British Foreign Office that first sent the 

paper titled The Future of Austria and draft of declaration for the 

conference and the US appears to agree in general with British’s point 

that Austria should become independent, and it should serve form a 

federation with other central European countries. After the Moscow 

Declaration of 1943 (also known as the Secret Protocol of the 

Conference), the issue of restoring independence to Austria becomes 

resolute fact confirmed officially by the Three Powers (US, UK, Soviet). 

Very interestingly, America, at least officially at international level never 

questioned or opposed on the issue of restoring independence to Austria 

during international negotiations until its actual restoration of 

independence in 1955.  

	
93 Also, see the documents on Tripartite Conference in Moscow in FRUS 1943 v.1 doc 

518-685) 
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In the case of Austria, it appears that the primary reason why only a 

short period was required to achieve an international resolution of 

independence was due clear agreement between the British and Soviets 

had on the necessity to separate the German-Austrian annexation. British 

and the Soviets have been fighting German Nazis and Austrian Nazis in 

the European front long before the US became a belligerent to war in 

December 1941 and during this period, contemplation for the post-war 

treatment of Germany and Austria naturally were discussed. It is 

important, why then, the resolution of restoration of independence of 

Austria had to be discussed among the three powers. Austria had a 

troublesome nature to its status in regard to the War, whether it is part of 

the enemy (Axis) or not. Austria was annexed to Germany, the Axis 

Power countries prior to the war, and participated in the World War II in 

their part. Austria had been annexed to Germany in 1938. From the 

documents, it appears that the issue of independence of Austria came up 

as an agenda, not because the enslavement of Austrians to Nazis, but 

because out of political necessity to physically separating Austrians and 

Germans through granting independence and restoration to Austria. In 

addition, Soviet Union, facing border with German occupied territories 

in the eastern European front, Soviets were very keen of dismembering 

German Occupied territories to decapacitate Germany from starting 

another war, and requesting war payments from countries that had 

participated in the war and fought with Soviets jointly as part of Axis 

power. Hence, it was Stalin that first mentioned the independence of 

Austria to British Foreign Secretary Eden in his visit to Moscow in 1941 

December. Due to these reasons, without American rejection of Austrian 

Independence, the three powers were naturally on the same line on the 
issue of Austria. Hence there were no problems in early forming Three 
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Power resolution on the independence of Austria written in the 

declaration of Moscow in 1943. Hence the only factor that could have 

disturbed the British and Soviet oral agreement on the Austria was 

disapproval of policy from Roosevelt or the Department of State. 

However, the diplomatic documents show that the Department of State 

was in concordance and President Roosevelt never objected.  

Furthermore, off the Three Power framework, the records of the US 

Department of State show, that there was also an additional international 

factor affecting American’s policy making on the Austrian issue. It is the 

Archduke Otto von Hapsburg, the heir claimant to the Austrian throne 

abolished after World War I. He was in contact with the Department of 

Stat, requesting the three powers to make an declaration of Austria as an 

occupied country and a declaration for liberation from Germany (U.S. 

Department of State and Slany 1970, Conferences at Washington and 

Quebec doc.518)94 . In addition, he requested to recognition by the United 

Nations of a provisional Austrian authority, Austria’s claims for 

territorial authority of South Tyrol, and other Austro-German boundary 

issue.  

In fact, the American Foreign Relations documents shows that 

Archduke’s opinion contained in the above aide-memoire on the Austro-

German boundary was reflected in the American policy document on the 

Boundary delineation of Germany in the policy paper prepared for the 

First Conference at Quebec in 1943. While with these complex crossing 

	
94 This document dated August 20, 1943 is titled Archduke Otto of Austria to the 

Secretary of State. This document encloses an aide-memoire titled the Austrian 

Question which states on the necessity of declaration by the powers on independence of 

Austria, as well as the border issue on the question of Souther tyrol 
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of international interests occurring in the background, the American 

government and the Senate also conducted a study on the legal status of 

Austria under the United States law. The record House Document No. 

477 of the American Congress shows that at the 78th Congress 2nd Session 

that took place in 1944 that was reviewing the legal status of Austria as 

a legislation. The document titled Attitude of the US toward Austria: 

Study of the Legality of the Annexation of Austria by Germany under 

International Law and Austrian Constitutional Law and the Policy of the 

US toward the Annexation by Herbert Wright in 1944 was submitted to 

the congress (the document indicates at the end that it was written before 

the Tripartite Moscow Conference of October 1943, hence it was not yet 

prepared at the time of First Quebec Conference in August 1943). Hence, 

these legal review and complex international interests for recognition of 

independence of Austria intertwined, American attended the First 

Conference of Quebec in August 1943.  

 

After the U.S. became a belligerent to War in 1941, President 

Roosevelt had participated in a series of four official conferences during 

December 1941 to May 1943 to discuss the matters of conduct of war 

and post war settlements for Germany, Japan and other belligerent 

satellites countries. These conferences were: The First Washington 

Conference (December 1941 to January 1942), the Second Washington 

Conference (June 1942), the Conference at Casablanca (January 1943) 

and the third Washington conferences (May 1943). The records of these 

conferences of the Foreign Relations documents show that so far, during 

these four conferences no discussions on independence nor the allied 

military occupation of Austria were held officially as an agenda. Nor 
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were there agenda to discuss these issues were prepared by the American 

government in preparations to the Conferences.  
Then on the First Quebec Conference of August 1943, for the first 

time, issues and policies on Austria appeared in the pre-conference 

preparatory papers of the US as proposed topics for discussion and 

decision at the conference by the president and JCS.95  Austria issue 

appeared in the American preparatory papers for tentative agenda of 

Churchill-Roosevelt discussions on the post-war treatment of Europe. 

The Austrian issue ran along the lines of unofficial Roosevelt-Eden 

discussions on the post-war geographical or territorial problems of 

Europe after the war at a document on the subject of boundary problems 

of Germany (U.S. Department of State and Slany et al 1970, FRUS 

Conferences at Washington and Quebec 1943 doc.366). The issue of 

Austrian border (but not on the matter of restoring independence) first 

appears on this document dated August 18, 1943, dispatched to Secretary 

of State at Quebec in the middle of Quebec Conference. It is included as 

enclosure 5, dated August 18, written by Division of Political Studies.96 

The document shows that the issue of territorial detachment upon 

dismemberment of Germany after the defeat and possible border 

delineation along the Austrian boundary that existed before its 

	
95The documents on the Conference at Washington and Quebec 1943 appear at FRUS 

Conferences at Washington and Quebec 1943 documents 164-650 
96 At the present conference the pre-conference win-sets on Austria and prepared an 

internal organizations within the Department of State at the time called the Division of 
European Affairs, Division of Far Eastern Affairs, and Division of Political Studies. This 

organization focused on studying, formulating, and. proposing policies on Austria and 
Korea, and presenting them as agendas for American chiefs of negotiators to bargain at 

the conference.  
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annexation to Germany in 1938 were prepared by the U.S. Department 

of State as a possible agenda for discussion (U.S. Department of State 

and Slany et al 1970, FRUS Conferences at Washington and Quebec 

1943 doc.366). The document makes reference to comments made by 

Archduke Otto von Hapsburg97 on Austrian border issues. These issues 

are same as the document sent directly from Archduke Otto of Austria to 

the Secretary of State on August 20, 1943, on the Austrian Question and 

the Question of Southern Tyrol (Alto Adige).   

These two documents both contain claims by Archduke requesting 

declaration of Austria as an occupied country and declaration for 

liberation from Germany. In addition to recognition by the UN of a 

provisional Austrian authority, claims for territorial authority over South 

Tyrol and related Austro—German boundary solutions (U.S. Department 

of State and Slany et al 1970, FRUS Conferences at Washington and 

Quebec 1943 doc 518). Consequently, it appears that this was indeed 

reflected in the policy document on the Boundary problems of Germany 

presented by the Division of Political studies, though no specific 

indication of restoring independence of Austria is stated in the paper. The 

rest of the records of the conference show that no official Heads of 

Government level discussions on this topic actually took place at the 

conference. 
The reason why US had not included the matter of independence of 

Austria in the above paper could be inferred from Roosevelt-Eden 

discussions that took place before the Quebec Conference, early in 1943, 

during his visit to Washington on March 22, 1943. At a discussion that 

took place on March 22, Eden asked Roosevelt for his constitutional 

	
97 the Heir Claimant to the Austrian throne abolished after World War I 
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power to formally agree diplomatically (or give formal guarantee) on the 

independence of Austria (U.S. Department of State and Franklin et al 

1963(b), FRUS 1943 vol.III doc.20). In the document, Roosevelt replied 

that he did not have power to guarantee it before consulting to the Senate. 

    After this March visit, the record of the 78th Congress, 2nd Session, 

House Document No. 77 shows that the Senate had dealt with the legality 

of the issue of Austria’s annexation. Hence connected to granting 

American recognition of independence of Austria after the war. The 

Congress document titled Attitude of the United States Toward Austria: 

study of the Legality of the Annexation of Austria by Germany under 

International Law and Austrian Constitutional Law and the Policy of the 

United States Toward the Annexation dated 1943 clearly defined that the 

illegality of annexation of Austria to Germany. But it is not until just 

before the Moscow Conference in October that this paper was presented 

to the Senate. Hence, as of the First Quebec Conference, it appears that 

the US is avoiding in discussing any legal status of Austria internationally, 

for it is not within the constitutional power of the President to decide or 

judge such matter.  

 

While no specifics on the post-war status of Austria was discussed 

officially as a proceeding of the First Quebec Conference, the conference 

focused on military strategies for the war, especially a major plan for 

Normandy Landing called the Operation OVERLORD, and a 

contingency plan to Normandy called Operation RANKIN that includes 

zones of allied occupation for post-war Europe was being discussed as a 

central topic (U.S. Department of State and Slany et al 1970, FRUS 

Conferences at Washington and Quebec 1943 doc.448).  
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The Operation RANKIN was first presented at the First Quebec 

Conference in August 1943. According to document 448 of the 

Conference Records, It was originally an emergency contingency plan 

for Normandy Landing. In other words, it was a plan to deal with Europe 

from various circumstances that can happen during the war, such as the 

weakening or fall of Germany before (or after) Normandy landing is 

successfully carried out. The document shows that the Chief of Staff to 

the Supreme Allied Commander (COSSAC) presented plan to place 

Allied troops in parts of Europe. This was made in case German collapses 

or German resistance suddenly weakens in Europe as allies are preparing 

the Normandy Landing or before large troops of allies enter France 

through Normandy Landing. In this original plan proposed at the 

Conference of Quebec on August 14, 1943, the areas Southwest of 

Europe, including France, Belgium, Luxembourg and the Rhine Valley 

to Düsseldorf be under American sphere of control, while areas 

Northwest of Europe, including Holland, Denmark and Northwestern 

Germany from the Ruhr Valley to Lübeck to be under British control.  

According to the accounts of Naval Aide Elsey (U.S. Department of 

State and Dougall et al 1972, FRUS Conferences at Quebec 1944 doc.94) 

the main purpose of the plan was to place as many allied troops to the 

Europe to prevent chaos from fall of Germany and to possibly to reach 

Berlin before or as soon as did the Russians. This plan was made with 

Operation OVERLORD (the Normandy Landing) and were presented to 

President Roosevelt and Prime Minster Churchill, and the Combined 

Chiefs of Staff of US and UK and it was confirmed at the First Quebec 

in 1943 The document by COSSAC (doc.448) At the First Quebec 

Conference shows that the Operation RANKIN did mention Austria 
among areas for emergency placing of allied troops.  
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According to the accounts of Naval Aide Elsey in the document 94 

mentioned above, since it was an emergency plan, the US did not give 

much consideration and there were no official discussions on the actual 

occupation of Austria in the US nor at Anglo-American negotiations (U.S. 

Department of State and Dougall et al 1972, FRUS Conferences at 

Quebec 1944 doc.94). Then, after three months in November 1943, when 

President Roosevelt and JSC was on the route to Conference at Cairo, 

the discussion on the revision of Operation RANKIN and the zones of 

occupations it proposed were discussed in detail, the discussion spurred 

by the revision of RANKIN submitted by COSSAC, which contained a 

major plan for American occupation of areas in Europe including Austria.  
The history shows that ten days after the First Quebec Conference 

of August 1943, Italy had surrendered unconditionally to the Allied 

forces under General Eisenhower. Italy had signed the terms of Armistice 

on September 3 and Instrument of Surrender on September 29 (U.S. 

Department of State and Beavans 1970(a), TIAS 1931-1945; U.S. 

Department of State and Beavans 1970(b), TIAS 3:769-770; 775-784). It 

appears that with the surrender of Italy, the situation of the European Axis 

has been weekend in 1943, hence spurring the American and British 

governments to discuss on the post-war situations in conjunction with 

Soviets as part of the Three Big Powers. During previous conferences, 

there were no specific inter-governmental pre-conference negotiations 

over agenda of discussion. However, starting with Tripartite Ministerial 

Conference coming in October in Moscow, and the subsequent Three 

Power’s heads of government Conference of Cairo and Tehran in 

November, the three governments started to work on pre-conference 

negotiations over the agenda. During these conferences, the issue of 
Austria’s independence issues surfaced and clearly came up for 
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discussions and Three Power (or inter-state) agreements were reached for 

the first time. 

 

The coming paragraphs will first discuss on the pre-conference 

negotiations over issues on Austria that took place from the end of 

August 1943 (right after the first Quebec Conference), through the 

Moscow Conference in October 1943 and to the beginning of Cairo 

Conference between the three governments on the issue over Austria. 

Then, the negotiations of the Tripartite Conference of Moscow and the 

resulting agreements will be discussed, followed by Conference of Cairo 

and Tehran negotiations and resulting agreements in the next section.  
The Tripartite Conference in Moscow 1943 was on foreign 

ministerial level of the Three Powers, and only foreign ministers met to 

discuss and negotiate on the final protocols of the Conference, since pre-

conference negotiations had already taken place through telegrammed 

documents between the three countries (U.S. Department of State and 

Franklin et al. 1963, FRUS 1943 v.1 doc. 518-685). During preparation 

for the Conference, the British Department first sent the Aide-Memoire 

on the Future of Austria to U.S. Department of State in July 1943 (U.S. 

Department of State and Franklin et al. 1963, FRUS 1943 v.1 doc. 521). 

This Aide-Memoire included a draft declaration to be included in the 

protocol of the Tripartite Moscow Conference to be held in October. The 

declaration was regarding granting independence to Austria. In return, 

the American government replied in general agreement to the proposal 

with minor changes of the wordings, but even during this time, no 

specific American policy about the future of Austria was found. Even at 

the Conference in Moscow, the US did not make any proposal on Austria, 
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but only British made proposals on Austria (U.S. Department of State 

and Franklin et al. 1963, FRUS 1943 v.1 doc. 518-685).  
Consequently, at the final documents resulting as a final agreement 

three countries contained matters on Austria. The agreement titled the 

Secret Protocol, containing 20 topics of negotiated agreement on the 

conduct of war and post-war political issues, include Austrian matters 

proposed by the British Delegation as a subtopic of treatment of enemy 

countries in Europe at peace settlement including military occupation of 

territory under Axis control. Specifically included as Annex 6 to the 

Protocol titled Declaration on Austria the three governments had agreed 

to grant liberation and independence to Austria based on the recognition 

as the first country to become a victim to Nazi aggression, hence making 

the 1938 Anschluss (annexation) of Austria null and void (as proposed 

by the British). However, based on Soviet proposal over Austria’s 

responsibility of having participated in the War on the side of Germany, 

the three powers had included an additional sentence. Saying that, after 

the end of the war, the amount Austria contributed to fighting of Germany 

during the war will be counted towards waging final settlement on the 

responsibility of Austria (U.S. Department of State and Beavans 1970(c), 

TIAS 1931-1945 3:816-834).   
In this conference, the issue on the international military control 

over Germany and its occupied countries, including Austria were 

discussed but not settled hence it was left to be under study by the 

European Advisory Commission established by the protocol agenda no 

2 of this conference. The European Advisory Commission met from 1944 

to 1945 at its permanent seat in London. Until its dissolution at the 

Potsdam Conference in 1945, it oversaw continuous negotiations over 
military occupation and Allied Council of Four Power governments that 
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was established in Austria (U.S. Department of State and Franklin et al. 

1963, FRUS 1943 v.1 doc. 710-728).  
Meanwhile the American Congress was reviewing the legal status of 

Austria for the 78th Congress 2nd Session in 1943 as a legislation. 

Presented as the house document no. 477, the document titled the 

Attitude of the US toward Austria study of the legality of the Annexation 

of Austria by Germany under International Law and Austrian 

constitutional law and the Policy of the US toward the Annexation. The 

document was written before the Tripartite Moscow Conference of 

October 1943, which reflects the legal, political and constituent opinion 

(as represented. By the congress) on the most fundamental issues about 

the status of Austria from legality of Annexation. In 1938 to 

independence of Austria from Germany after the end of the war. The 

document stated that the US had de jure not recognized the annexation 

of Austria hence the diplomatic legal status of Austria (established after 

World War I) between the two countries are still existent.  
It appears that the reasons to why US had not directly proposed or 

discussed on the matter of independence of Austria at the First Quebec 

Conference in August and had not prepared an agenda for the Moscow 

Conference in October can be inferred from Roosevelt-Eden discussions 

that took place during his visit to Washington in March 1943. At a 

discussion that took place on March 22, Eden asked Roosevelt for his 

constitutional power to formally agree diplomatically (or give formal 

guarantee) on the independence of Austria (U.S. Department of State and 

Franklin et al 1963(b), FRUS 1943 vol.3 doc.20). Roosevelt had replied 

that he did not have power to guarantee it before consulting to the Senate.  

After this March visit, the record of the 78th Congress, 2nd 
SessionHouse Document No 477 shows that the Senate had dealt with 
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the legality of the issue of Austria’s annexation, hence connected to 

granting American recognition of independence of Austria after the war. 

The Congress document titled the Attitude of the United States Toward 

Austria: study of the Legality of the Annexation of Austria by Germany 

under International Law and Austrian Constitutional Law and the Policy 

of the United States Toward the Annexation by Herbert Wright (1943) 

clearly defined that the illegality of annexation of Austria to Germany.  

The document argues that: the attitude of the US toward Austria 

depends upon a number of factors, namely, (1) the legality of the 

annexation of Austria to Germany under international law; (2) the 

legality of the annexation under the Austrian constitutional law; (3) the 

traditional attitude of the United States toward the acquisition of territory 

by force in general; and (4) the application of this traditional policy 

specifically toward Austria (78th Congress, 2nd Session 1943, House 

Document No 477 p.22)98 Through the document, the author Herbert 

Wright, a professor of International Law at the Catholic University of 

America, argues that “the occupation of Austria by Germany never has 

been recognized de jure by the United States Government and that the 

Austrian Nation still continues to exist…the fact that the de jure 

recognition of Germany’s annexation of Austria had never been accorded 

by the United States” (Wright 1944, 22).  

By looking at the dates in order of occurrence, after this document 

was presented in the Senate, the Tripartite Conference of Foreign 

Ministers at Moscow was held in October 1943, whose secret protocol 

released at the end of the Conference included a tripartite claim on the 

victimization of Austria to German Nazi, the illegality of annexation and 

	
98 78th Congress, 2nd Session, House Document No 477. (1943) p.22 
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the guarantee on the restoration of independence of Austria. Hence, after 

the Tripartite Moscow Conference of October 1943, the official decisions 

by the Big Three of the Allied powers, that is the US, British and the 

Soviets had come to an agreement without any conflicts in interests. 

Starting from the next conference on Cairo, the Anglo-American 

discussions on the military occupation of Austria will start. However, the 

negotiations on the military occupation of Austria will not come easily, 

for it will directly counter the domestic interests of America on its plans 

and schedules to post-war demobilization and withdrawal of troops from 

the European continent.  

 

After official resolutions to restore independence to Austria was 

made at the Tripartite Ministerial Conference in Moscow of 1943, the 

Big Three powers worked to find machinery by which the independence 

could be restored to Austria. The discussions will start on the route to 

Cairo, until Conference at Malta and Yalta in January 1945. The 

negotiations for the allied-occupation of Austria was ignited by the 

British, when British revised version of Operation RANKIN (the original 

version was presented at the First Quebec Conference in August 1943) 

with new delineation of occupational zones of Europe that makes the US 

to take the burden of occupying the entire Austria. America will resist, 

due to its domestic plans and schedules for post-war demobilization until 

America gets pressed to accept it in January 1945. This section will show 

how the Anglo-American’s negotiations ons on restoration of 

independence enter a turbulent stage for both countries and it will 

become a “bone of contention between Great Britain and the United 

States which [will] not get buried (emphasis added)” (U.S. Department 
of State and Dougall et al 1972, FRUS Conferences at Quebec 1944 
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doc.94) until America agrees to accept the burden of participating in the 

Allied-partite occupation of Austria in January 1945.  

The Conference of Cairo and Tehran was Head of Government 

level Conference among the three powers, US, UK and Soviet Union 

(U.S. Department of State Franklin et al 1961, the Conferences at Cairo 

and Tehran 1943). This conference involved negotiations on combined 

allied military planning of the course of the war and the post-war policy 

planning as well. Officially, however, no discussions nor decisions on the 

post-war treatment of Austria was made. Unofficially however, just 

before this Conference started a long Anglo-American quarrel over who 

will participate in the occupation of Austria.   

The Foreign Relations documents on the Cairo and Tehran 

conferences show that In preparation of the Conference, the US did not 

even make any policies or papers for topic of discussion in regards to the 

post-war treatment of Austria. On the other hand, it appears that British 

had paid great attention on the post-war allied occupation based on the 

operation RANKIN presented at the First Quebec Conference. By the 

request of the British Chiefs, COSSAC British Lieutenant General 

Morgan (who has a permanent seat in London) withdrew the plan and 

replaced with a new plan reflecting British plans for Allied Government’s 

effective control and disarmament of Germany and the task of restoration 

of liberated countries for post-hostilities period. Hence revised document 

on Operation RANKIN, containing the major changes in the delineation 

of spheres to be controlled by British and American troops, and post-

hostilities zoning or areas of occupation of Europe, where the American 

spheres for zoning Austria, Southern Germany and entire France (U.S. 

Department of State Franklin et al 1961, the Conferences at Cairo and 
Tehran 1943 doc 477). This new RANKIN proposed that with 
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consideration of the effective control of Germany in the post-hostilities 

period, the American forces should control Southern Germany Austria 

and France and the British forces should control Northwest Germany, 

Belgium, Luxembourg, Holland and Denmark, and the Soviets. Should 

control eastern territories. This new RANKIN was dispatched to the 

American Chiefs of Staff in November. 1943, on route to the Cairo and 

Tehran Conference.  

Upon receiving this British revised edition of RANKIN en route 

to Cairo Conference in November, the U.S. Joint Chiefs and US Joint 

Staff Planners, and President Roosevelt had replied and indicated that 

Americans do not agree to the zoning, and Americans wished to occupy 

norther Europe that includes Netherlands, Northern Germany, Denmark, 

Norway and Sweden, not southern Europe as proposed by COSSAC and 

British Staff (U.S. Department of State Franklin et al 1961, the 

Conferences at Cairo and Tehran 1943 doc 238). This remained as the 

official American position on occupation of Austria and Europe in 

General until 1945.  

Very interestingly, while the COSSAC’s plan of placing Austria 

along with France and Southern Europe under American sphere of 

occupation zone were under direct conflict between US and British 

Chiefs of Staff, none of it were mentioned officially during US-British 

meetings at Cairo Conference (U.S. Department of State Franklin et al 

1961, the Conferences at Cairo and Tehran 1943 doc 499). Nevertheless, 

throughout Cairo and Tehran Conference, the U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff 

and U.S. Department of State were continuously exchanging on the 

policy of impossibility and unwillingness of American’s occupation of 

Austria and Southeastern Europe. Though at Tehran conference, the issue 
of Austria was mentioned on difference issues, that is within discussion 
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on dismemberment of Germany, Austria had existed as an independent 

state and should again become independent along with independence of 

Hungary, Rumania and Bulgaria was only thing that was briefly touched 

upon. Nothing was concluded on the issue of military occupation of 

Austria and the Cairo Conference. The start of a four-month long 

stalemate negotiation battle over who’s sphere of control should 

Southern Europe be (mainly France, Austria, and Balkans) based on 

RANKIN becomes a critical Anglo-American issue.  

After the Conference at Cairo and Tehran, starting on February 

7, President Roosevelt started on a four-month long telegram dispatch 

quarrel of negotiations with Prime Minister Churchill over placing 

Austria along with France and Southern Europe under the American 

sphere of military occupation. On February 7, Roosevelt dispatched 

outlining the situation over placing Austria under American sphere of 

occupation and that US wants to have northern Europe under its sphere 

instead. He clearly stated that “I am absolutely unwilling to police France 

and possibly Italy and the Balkans as well. After all, France is your baby 

and will take a lot of nursing in order to bring it to the point of walking 

alone. It would be ver difficult for me to keep in France my military force 

or management for any length of time” (U.S. Department of State and 

Perkins et al 1966, FRUS 1944 v.1 doc 89; U.S. Department of State and 

Dougall et al 1972, FRUS Conferences at Quebec 1944 doc.94). 

Churchill replied to Roosevelt’s February 7 letter, on February 

23rd (U.S. Department of State and Perkins et al 1966, FRUS 1944 v.1 

doc 95; U.S. Department of State and Dougall et al 1972, FRUS 

Conferences at Quebec 1944 doc.94), however, before Churchill’s reply 

arrived, the negotiations on the issue of Austrian occupation take a turn 
to a new face of Events on February 16, 1944, as British at the European 
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Advisory Committee. While President Roosevelt and the US Chiefs of 

Staff were in quarrel over occupation of Europe after German collapses, 

the British and Soviets were working bilaterally at the European 

Advisory Council since February 1944 on placing military occupation of 

Austria and other zones in Europe.  

The European Advisory Council (EAC) was established in 

London in January 1944, as it was agreed. At the Moscow Tripartite 

Conference in 1943. EAC immediately involved with the questions. Of 

zones of occupation and control machinery for Austria and Germany, as 

the Normandy Landing was coming soon. It was revealed on February 

16, 1944, at the EAC that British and Soviet foreign Secretaries 

bilaterally (without agreement of the US) had agreed to the zoning of 

ares before EAC had organized and operating (U.S. Department of State 

and Perkins et al 1966, FRUS 1944 v.I doc 94; U.S. Department of State 

and Dougall et al 1972, FRUS Conferences at Quebec 1944 doc.94). 

Hence on February 16, both had proposed the same zones of occupation 

recommending that Austria and Berlin be occupied jointly by U.S., U.K. 

and Soviet forces. Facing the identical proposal, Ambassador Winant at 

the European Advisory Council asked the U.S. Department of State for 

advice, and instruction and the U.S. Department of State asked President 

Roosevelt for advice (U.S. Department of State and Dougall et al 1972, 

FRUS Conferences at Quebec 1944 doc.94).  

President replied by outlining American policy with respect to 

post war occupation of Europe (U.S. Department of State and Dougall et 

al 1972, FRUS Conferences at Quebec 1944 doc.94). He first denounced 

the British proposal on placing southern Europe under the US zones of 

occupation. Based on the grounds that “the burden of reconstruction of 
those areas is not our natural task at a distance of 3500 miles or more.” 
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(U.S. Department of State and Perkins et al 1966, FRUS 1944 v.1 doc 97) 

He states that the principal objective of the US as not to take part in 

internal problems in southern Europe but rather to take part in 

eliminating Germany as a possible and even probable cause of a third 

world war and we could do. This best from the northwest Europe. 

Although the current plan of Normandy Landing places the American 

forces to have easier access to southern Europe but the US can solve the 

crossing over of military forces into the northern Europe. He s said that 

“If anything further is needed to justify this agreement with the British 

line of demarcation, I can only add that political considerations in the 

U.S. make my decision conclusive” (U.S. Department of State and 

Franklin 1963, FRUS 1944 vI ; U.S. Department of State and Dougall et 

al 1972, FRUS Conferences at Quebec 1944 doc.94). 

After this proposal being made at the European Advisory 

Commission, Churchill finally replied on February 23 to the February 7 

dispatch from Roosevelt (U.S. Department of State and Perkins et al 

1966, FRUS 1944 v.I doc 95). In the letter, Churchill repeated the same 

position of the COSSSAC and British Chiefs of Staff and refused to let 

Americans to occupy northern Europe on the grounds that British need 

to control German naval ports on the Baltic and stated that he cannot 

understand why President Roosevelt does not want to police France. He 

added that the US and UK should focus on the success of the coming 

Normandy Landing (Operation OVERLORD).  

Roosevelt replied on February 29 and stated that “Do please 

don’t ask me to keep may American forces in France. I just cannot do it! 

I would have to bring them all back home. As I suggested before, I 

denounce and protest the paternity of Belgium, France and Italy. You 
really ought to bring up and discipline your own children. In view of the 
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fact that they may. Be your bulwark in future days, you should at least 

pay for their schooling now.” (U.S. Department of State and Perkins et 

al 1966, FRUS 1944 v.1 doc 99; U.S. Department of State and Dougall 

et al 1972, FRUS Conferences at Quebec 1944 doc.94). 

Churchill did not reply to this dispatch, for two months. Hence 

in May, President Roosevelt ordered General Marshall of the Joint Chiefs 

of Staff to prepare a directive to General Eisenhower which stated that 

“You are hereby directed to make such plans as are practicable to send 

American troops to the Netherlands and northwest Germany as forces of 

occupation when hostilities. With Germany cease. For planning purposes, 

the area in Germany to be occupied by US Forces will comprise the states. 

Of Schleswig, Hanover, Brunswick, Westphalia, Hesse-Nassau and 

Rhine. It will. Be assumed in this plan that France, Austria and the 

Balkans will not be included in an American zone of responsibility and 

that Berlin will be occupied jointly by the US, British and Soviet Forces” 

(U.S. Department of State and Perkins et al 1966, FRUS 1944 v.1 doc 

113; U.S. Department of State and Dougall et al 1972, FRUS 

Conferences at Quebec 1944 doc.94). 

The U.S. Department of State forwarded the strong instructions 

from the President, together with a copy of the JSC proposal (CCS 220/4) 

on America’s request for the occupation of northern Europe, and not 

southern Europe that had been submitted to the British Chiefs at the Cairo 

Conference. Upon receipt of this strong instructions from President 

Roosevelt, Ambassador Winant at the European Advisory Council 

replied that he cannot present the instructions of the President nor the 

boundary position insisting America’s occupation of the northern Europe 

to British and Soviet delegations. That issue is now out-dated by the 
Soviet and British delegation proposals delineating American 
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participation in the partite occupation of Austria and Germany. American 

position adhering to occupation of norther Europe only would only 

jeopardize relationship with the Soviets. Instead, he needs new and 

restated instructions on the American position based on, or along the 

lines the occupation boundaries as proposed by British and Soviets 

submitted on February 16, both of which had proposed the same zones 

of occupation recommending that. Austria and Berlin be occupied jointly 

by US, UK and Soviet forces (U.S. Department of State and Dougall et 

al 1972, FRUS Conferences at Quebec 1944 doc.94).  

Upon Ambassador Winant’s reply, President Roosevelt 

approved Winant’s opinion and American government prepared and sent 

a new statement of policy on May 1, 1944 (one month before Normandy 

Landing-Operation OVERLORD) (U.S. Department of State and Perkins 

et al 1966, FRUS 1944 v.1 doc 110). However, the new statement, though 

was accepting the proposed British and Soviet proposals of the boundary 

lines (mainly the area for Soviet occupation), American government’s 

position was to occupy the northwestern European area (which was being 

claimed by the British) and recommended that Austria be occupied by 

British forces alone (reversal of American and British zones of 

occupation). In other words, U.S. was in agreement on the post-war 

occupation of Austria by the Allies, and the U.S. was also in agreement 

of the proposed area for Soviet occupation of Austria. Nonetheless, the 

U.S. will not participate in the post-war military occupation of Austria.   

At this point, the stalemate negotiation reached a minor 

settlement when American Ambassador and representative at European 

Advisory Committee Winant visited Washington D.C and had a personal 

meeting with President Roosevelt on May 26, 1944 (U.S. Department of 
State and Perkins et al 1966, FRUS 1944 v.I doc 230; U.S. Department 
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of State and Dougall et al 1972, FRUS Conferences at Quebec 1944 

doc.94). At the meeting, Ambassador Winant convinced President 

Roosevelt and received permission to accept the Soviet proposal for tri-

partite occupation of Austria (at the time, France had not been liberated 

hence it was only Three Powers at the European Advisory Commission). 

However, under the condition that only a token of American force would 

be stationed in Vienna only and not other places in Austria. With 

President’s approval, Ambassador notified the British and Soviet 

delegations at the European Advisory Commission. (This change of 

American stance was approved by President Roosevelt without 

consultation or notification to U.S. Department of State and the U.S. 

Department of State was notified later by the British government on the 

issue). This semi-concluded the seven-month long battle of America 

against resisting the participation in the tri-partite control of Austria, 

though America is still insisting on not participating in the physical 

participation of tripartite occupation of the whole Austria beyond the 

limits of Vienna. 

While the issue of tri-partite control of Austria is settled, the 

American JCS and President Roosevelt still insisted on not participating 

in the occupation of other parts of southern Europe, especially France. 

Hence, on May 27, it was mentioned in the previous paragraph that 

Roosevelt sent a copy of the directive to Churchill, this directive being 

the one America had prepared to be sent to Eisenhower in April. To this 

dispatch, Churchill replied disapprovingly on May 31, that “A change of 

policy such as you now propose would have grave consequences” (U.S. 

Department of State and Perkins et al 1966, FRUS 1944 v.I doc 114; U.S. 

Department of State and Dougall et al 1972, FRUS Conferences at 
Quebec 1944 doc.94). President Roosevelt replied in June. 2, saying that 
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“In view of my clearly stated inability police the south and southwestern 

areas I really think it is necessary that General Eisenhower should even 

now make such plans as are practical to use American forces of 

occupation in northwestern Europe during the occupation period. There 

is ample time for this unless Germany suddenly collapses under my plan 

all of your needs can and will be taken care of in the northwest area, but 

I hope you will realize that I am in such a position that I cannot go along 

with the British General Staff. Plan. The reasons are political, as you 

well know, though, as a. result, they enter necessarily into the military” 

[emphasis added] (U.S. Department of State and Franklin 1963, FRUS 

1943 v1, FRUS 1944 v.I doc.117). Churchill never replied and the quarrel 

between the heads of government stopped here on June 2. of 1944, just 

four days before the Normandy Landing (Operation OVERLORD).    

After Normandy landing on June 6, 1944, the delegations of the 

three Big Powers at the European Advisory Committee kept on 

negotiations on the tripartite control of Austria, for Soviets are insisting 

on American participation beyond the control of Vienna. The matter 

stayed unresolved and in August 1944, a month before the 2nd Quebec 

Conference, and two months after the Normandy Landing (Operation 

OVERLORD), Soviet delegation gave ultimatum to walk out of the 

European Advisory Commission, unless American and British reach an 

agreement on occupation zones, Soviet delegation will refuse to continue 

discussions on surrender terms and machinery for post-war control of 

Germany, Austria, and for other European nations at the task of European 

Advisory Council (U.S. Department of State and Perkins et al 1966, 

FRUS 1944 v.I doc 136). Hence, Secretary of the State Stettinus 

suggested to President Roosevelt, to make a compromise and end the 
long controversy on the zones of occupation (U.S. Department of State 
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and Perkins et al 1966, FRUS 1944 v.1 doc 137). Secretary Stettinus 

suggested that British should agree to occupy France, Italy, and the 

Balkans, it those areas need occupation after the end of the war. In regard 

to the northwestern Europe, the American and British forces should have 

joint use or control of northwest German ports, and American forces 

should occupy southwestern Germany. Basically, Secretary Stettinus’ 

suggestion of placing American forces is against the position that has 

been protested for the past nine months, nevertheless, this compromise 

was supported by Secretary of War Stimson and Secretary of Navy 

Forrestal (U.S. Department of State and Dougall et al 1972, FRUS 

Conferences at Quebec 1944 doc.94).  

Nevertheless, President rejected the compromise and stated that 

“it is essential that American troops of occupation will have no. 

responsibility in southern Europe and will be withdrawn from there 

[Europe] at earliest practicable date. [sic]. President said, “we would 

police only Northwestern Germany and I see no reason why the sSoviets 

should express concern at this time since their area was agreed upon” 

(U.S. Department of State and Dougall et al 1972, FRUS Conference at 

Quebec 1944 doc 94). 

At this point of time, in August, just before the Second Quebec 

Conference between Roosevelt and Churchill, General Eisenhower, the 

Allied Military Commander in the field, reported that he might be faced 

with the occupation of Germany sooner than expected (U.S. Department 

of State and Dougall et al 1972, FRUS Conference at Quebec 1944 doc 

94). He proposed that since there is no agreement on the decision on 

zones of occupation upon defeat of the enemy at the moment, but he has 

to make plans for the occupation, he sees that southern Germany be 
occupied by American troops and northwestern Germany by British 
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when he is faced with occupation of Germany. This was on a purely 

military basis of current stationing of British and American forces in the 

European Front, that is British troops were on the northern flank and the 

American troops were on the southern flank. In addition, General 

Eisenhower projected that as aAllied forces enter Germany, the country 

could be in a chaotic situation (even civil wars can be expected in certain 

areas) without any central Germany authority in control. Hence, 

occupation of Germany will be a continuation of active war operation so 

there can be no question of establishing central tripartite control until 

Germany is occupied and order is established. With this in mind, 

President Roosevelt and Prime Minister Churchill attended the Second 

Quebec Conference in September 1944. 

 

At the Second Quebec Conference, on the issue of Austria, 

America attended the conference with the position same as that of the 

previous nine-month long controversy over American stance of 

impossibility of including of Austria and southern Europe in the 

American zone of occupation. Decision has been reached at the 

presidential level, on zones of occupation of Germany only. Hence. 

Based on this difficult Anglo-American situation over the zoning of 

Europe, the US-UK Combined Chiefs of Staff decided that for the other 

areas of Europe, operation RANKIN, was authorized to the 

Mediterranean theater for the purpose of immediate seizure of control in 

the enemy and enemy occupied territories only (U.S. Department of State 

and Franklin 1963, FRUS 1944 v.I) and British forces nor American 

forces will not be placed for further occupational duties after the war. 

The directive states that directions for the final occupation of Europe 
after establishment of control will be issued later. Hence. At the end of 
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the conference, the decision on the military occupation of Austria was 

agreed in principle, but the decision on which country will take the 

occupation of Austria was left open ended. This decision stays open 

ended and the quarrel over who will participate in the occupation of 

Austria continued and was tossed to the European Advisory Commission 

to discuss until the next conference at Malta and Yalta in January 1945 

(U.S. Department of State and Franklin 1963, FRUS 1944 vI).  

Even after the Normandy landing in June and the Second 

Quebec Conference in September 1944, American government remained 

adamant despite Soviet’s strong preferences and insistence on America’s 

actual and physical participation in the tri-partite occupation of the entire 

Austria. This strong position against participating in the tri-partite 

occupation take another turn of the event when Ambassador Winant 

again convinced the U.S. Department of State to reconsider the issue of 

participating at the tripartite control of the whole Austria in December 9, 

1944, just before the Conference at Malta and Yalta (U.S. Department of 

State and Perkins et al 1966, FRUS 1944 v.I doc 253). Winant argued 

that at the present situation of the war, if Americans do not participate in 

the military occupation sharing equal parts with British and Soviets, the 

international security can be at great danger. Just by looking at what 

happened after Soviet entered first and sign the armistice with Bulgaria, 

Romania, Hungary and Finland during the fourth quarter of 1944 showed 

that without presence of physical occupation, the paper agreement on 

partite control has no effect and Soviet dominance will prevail. Without 

American forces’ physical participation on post-war occupation, the 

post-war Europe will inevitably be shaped with British and Soviet intents, 

which could lead to unrests in Europe, and possible start of seeds to 
another. War as it has happed before World War II. In addition, at present 
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condition of the war, it is most likely hat Soviet forces (already in eastern 

Europe) will enter Austria first, and Germany is bordering Austria hence 

it is important to clarify that America will participate so that Soviets will 

not dominate Austria and Germany in case they arrive there first.  

After receiving Winant’s opinion on the the need for America’s 

physical participation in the control of whole Austria in the post-war 

period, President Roosevelt the U.S. Department of State and the Joint 

Chiefs of Staff finally accepted and decided on January 3, 1945, that 

there is no option but to actually, physically and equally participate in the 

tri-partite occupation of Austria. Thence, at the Conference of Malta and 

Yalta the same opinion was expressed by President Roosevelt on Soviet’s 

proposal on Austria’s partite occupation by the Allied powers (U.S. 

Department of State and Perkins et al 1966, FRUS 1944 v.1 doc 254; U.S. 

Department of State and Slany et al, FRUS 1945 v.3 doc.3).  

 

This finally concluded the quarrel over decision on the tri-

partite occupation of Austria. The fifteen-month long negotiations on 

occupation of Austria that unexpectedly began in November 1943 as 

British proposal of America’s occupation of whole Austria was changed 

and concluded by the Conference of Malta and Yalta. The occupation of 

Austria is to be conducted in the format proposed by the Soviets, the tri-

partite occupation.  

The whole fifteen-month long quarrel and negotiations over 

occupation of Austria that ran from eve of Cairo Conference in 

November 1943 to Conference at Malta and Yalta in January 1945, raises 

a question on why America is very strongly resisting. The hint to reason 

why America is very negatively reactive to British’s proposal of revised 
RANKIN and insisting on not taking the burden of occupation of Austria 
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stationing of troop for a long period of time after the war in Austria and 

Korea (foreign country in general, except for Germany) is found in a 

memorandum from the Secretary of State to Ambassador Winant sent on 

December 5, 1944. It reads:  

“Russian proposal for US zone in western Austria has been  

discussed with War Department where we were informed that  

the use of additional forces for occupational purpose in Austria  

would require a reconsideration of the entire program of the use  

of US forces after German defeat. The whole question was  

therefore, submitted to the President who has now requested 

that  

you be instructed to state in the European Advisory  

Commission that this government does not wish to extend its  

undertaking with respect to the number and location of  

American troops to be used in Austria. Although we appreciate  

the force of the arguments enunciated in your 1073299 of  

December 4, you should maintain your original attitude on this  

question in view of the President’s reply to us.” (Department of  

State and Perkins et al 1966, FRUS 1944 v.1 doc 252)   

 

This entire program of the use of US forces after German defeat 

mentioned by the War Department in reply to U.S. Department of State’s 

inquiry on use of additional forces for occupational purpose in Austria 

appears to be referring to the demobilization, that is the War Department 

Demobilization Plan After Defeat of Germany. This program, as it was 

	
99 The telegram document number sent from Ambassador Winant to Secretary of State 

in December 4 1944 
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discussed in the last chapter, was a work for post-war agenda prepared 

by President Roosevelt’s authorization. It was explained in the last 

chapter that the report on the issue of demobilization titled 

Demobilization and Readjustment was made public by the President in 

July 31, 1943. The report was on orderly and efficient readjustment of 

national economy by a planned reabsorption of war-specialized 

personnel into the normal economy after the war, and in conjunction the 

phases of demobilization were discussed after the abolition of the board 

in 1943, the role of the Planning Board was replaced by the Office of War 

Mobilization established in 1943100, and under its coordination, the the 

works on demobilization continued by the War Department, the Special 

Planning Division. The War Department continued the work on 

demobilizing the Army of the United States. In the middle of the war, far 

from the end of the war in the European Theater, the War Department 

was dispatching Directives for Redeployment to Generals of the 

European Theater, which included how to organize soldiers into 

categories to be discharged or redeployed to the Pacific Theater. The 

Directive also included what military assets to leave in Europe, what to 

ship back home and what to ship to Pacific Theater. Any delays in the 

redeployment or discharge of troops will delay the demobilization 

schedule, the War Department was pressed in time, for it had to 

demobilize 8 million soldiers after the war ends. 

	
100 The first director of the Office of War Mobilization was James F. Byrnes, who later 
became the Secretary of State in July 1945, just before the Potsdam Conference and left 

office in January 1947. He, worked during the. first two years of the post-war years 
through the Moscow Conference of Council of Foreign Ministers in 1945, and the 

Council of Foreign Ministers in Europe dealing with Austrian issue.   
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The following paragraphs will discuss on the aftermath of 

deciding on the tri-partite control in Austria as proposed by the Soviets 

at European Advisory Commission (EAC). At the EAC, the Big Three 

powers concentrated on negotiating and designing of details the 

procedure allied-occupation, a machinery of allied-control. For Austria, 

the EAC worked on the details of the allied-partite control of Austria. It 

was explained in the previous paragraphs that at the Tripartite Ministerial 

Conference in Moscow in October 1943, the EAC was decided to be 

established and to have a permanent seat in London and decide on the 

machinery of control and a governing body (an Allied Council) to be 

placed in Austria and Germany to oversee the machinery of control. The 

chief negotiators at the EAC were ambassadorial level and starting from 

January 1944 until its dissolution at Potsdam Conference in 1945, the 

Commission negotiated and completed the works for Control Machinery 

in Austria and signed the Machinery as representatives of the Allied-

powers to be in partite-control of Austria.  

During the process of negotiating the the machinery for Austria, 

France was liberated after the Normandy Landing in 1944. Then, France 

was recognized by the other Three Big Powers to participate in the post-

war negotiations on and was given the seat of one of the Fourth Big 

Power of the Allies. Thence, the Four Powers negotiated and signed the 

zones of occupation and control machinery for Austria. Consequently, 

instead of tri-partite occupation, Austria was partitioned into four parts 

(quadri-partite control) and the city of Vienna was also partitioned into 

four parts.  

Upon America’s Agreement to accepting the allied-partitioning 
of Austria, the negotiations at the EAC seemed to be progressing. EAC 
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really tried to complete machinery of control and the decisions on zoning 

of Austria before Germany was defeated, as the tides of war seemed close 

to Allied victory. Nevertheless, the next paragraphs will show that the 

negotiations at the EAC reached a stalemate once again due to several 

disagreements among the Four Powers and it was continuously at 

stalemate until two weeks before the Potsdam in July when the final 

agreements on the machinery of control and zoning of Austria was signed. 

Then the Big Powers gathered at Potsdam on July 16, 1945, for the final 

negotiations and settlement of the post-war treatment.  

 

After the Conference at Malta and Yalta held from January 30 

to February 11 in 1945, the negotiation of agreements regarding the 

zones of occupation of Austria, in particular with the zones of occupation 

of Vienna and the control machinery for Austria were left at the hands of 

the European Advisory Commission to reach a deal (U.S. Department of 

State and Slany et al, FRUS 1945 v.3 doc.381-485). The European 

Advisory Commission kept on negotiations for two months after the 

Malta and Yalta Conference yet were still at a stalemate on drafting an 

agreement on control machinery of Austria due to uncompromising 

agreement on the zoning of Vienna between the Three Powers. In the 

midst of negotiations, President Roosevelt died in April. 12, 1945 and the 

Vice President Truman assumed the presidency the same day. On the next 

day, 13 April 1945 Vienna was captured by Soviet Army, yet were 

refusing to let American or British forces from entering Vienna on the 

grounds that no agreement on the control machinery and the zones of 

occupation were made (U.S. Department of State and Slany et al, FRUS 

1945 v.III doc.42, 43). In the midst of this impasse over Austrian issue, 
Germany surrendered at Caserta two weeks later in April 27, 1945, 
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unconditional Surrender of Germany was signed on May 7th, an V-E day 

(Victory in Europe Day) was announced on May 8th (U.S. Department of 

State and Slany et al, FRUS 1945 v.3 doc.566, 569).  

Still without a conclusion on an agreement on a Control 

Machinery of Austria, the Potsdam Conference, the final conference on 

World War II settlement for Europe and Germany started on July 16 at 

Potsdam (U.S. Department of State and Dougall 1960, The Conference 

of Berlin (the Potsdam Conference), 1945 v.2). The Potsdam Conference 

was participated by Three Powers, the US, the UK and the Soviet Union. 

This Conference was a long and complex conference that involved 

meetings at various levels of governments in various combination of 

chief negotiators to settle all remaining matters of World War II that 

needs discussion at the Heads of Government level.   

 

As it was seen in chapter 2, through out the war, in the midst of 

war with Germany and Japan, the U.S. War Department continued on the 

planning of demobilization of military personnel after the war. Specific 

plans as to who will be discharged first and target numbers of military 

personnel to be demobilized by 1947 were made and details that involves 

funding of demobilization and camps to prepare military personnel 

before demobilization were advancing. It was seen in the previous 

chapter that the War Department, the White House, the Congress, and the 

military staff JSC had all approved and working towards policy planning 

of quick demobilization of personnel from Europe and Asia as soon as 

the war is over. Moreover, it was mentioned in the last section that the 

domestic situation in between the period of 2nd Quebec Conference and 

Malta and Yalta Conference was that the post-war military establishment 
and the annual costs were calculated by the Budget office based on 
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assumption that the world situation would be peaceful approximately by 

a year after the end of the war. These estimates started discord between 

the War Department and the the Joint Chiefs (especially the Air Forces), 

where the latter claimed that the estimates were too idealistic not 

reflecting the actual post-war military necessities around the world that 

US was committed to the allies, especially the post-war military 

occupation duties. Hence in January 1945, President Roosevelt, 

recognizing the problem of global post-war military commitment that 

might arise from the current demobilization planning had urged the 

Congress to enact a national service act, drafting of nurses and universal 

military training at his State of the Union address (please see Chapter 2 

for details and sources). 

 

After Malta and Yalta Conference of January 1945, three 

unexpected turns of events happed which complicated and accelerated 

the demobilization. First, President Roosevelt died on April 12, 1945 

(U.S. Department of State and Slany et al, FRUS 1945 v.III doc.43). He 

who had initiated the whole post-war demobilization since the early 

period of the war died upon the rising problem of discord between the 

domestic demobilization planning and international commitments for 

post-war military occupation. Also, he who had adamantly opposed, and 

resisted the occupation of Austria by the US at the topmost heads of 

government level died after accepting participation of partite-occupation 

of Austria, yet with out completing the zones of occupation negotiations 

at the top level. Second, the day after he died, Soviet Army captured 

Vienna and refused to allow American and British forces from entering 

Vienna on the grounds that occupation zones had not reached an 
agreement (U.S. Department of State and Slany et al, FRUS 1945 v.III 
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doc.42, 43). Third, when the V-E day came just a month after Roosevelt’s 

death, and the War Department publicly announced the demobilization 

and discharge policy of soldiers. The war department started to accept 

the applications for discharge and the partial readjustment and 

demobilization actually began in the US, despite the fact that war with 

Japan was still not finished in the Pacific.  

These were the paralleling situations of American 

demobilization and the allied occupation policies when President 

Truman was faced upon when he assumed the presidency and when he 

attended the Potsdam Conference on July 1945. Despite the fact that the 

war is practically not over yet because Allies are under armistice with the 

enemy states and the peace treaties with the enemy has not been signed 

and the troops are still under operation at enemy states and the war in the 

Pacific front is not over yet, the families of solders and the soldiers who 

had been long at war are waiting to be demobilized and this becomes a 

powerful determinant influencing the Congress and the White House and 

even the conduct of war in Pacific in regards to difficulties with 

redeployment of troops to the pacific theater to fight the unfinished war.   

 

In summary, it was explained in the earlier paragraphs that after 

the Yalta and Malta Conference, due to unaccomplished agreement 

among the Heads of Government on the issue of zoning of Vienna Austria 

among the three powers, the European Advisory Commission continued 

the work on the negotiation. The negotiation ran on the same lines of 

stalemate, on how to decide and divide the Greater Vienna on sections 

administered by each of the Three Powers. The U.S., under the 

representative of Ambassador Winant, stayed along the lines that least 
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troops as possible will be stationed in Austria. The EAC was not able to 

reach a decision for two months on the Zoning.  

In addition, the EAC was also negotiating on the Control 

Machinery for Austria simultaneously, however, due to Soviet insistence 

on the request for war repayment from Austria the negotiation was also 

dead-locked and not progressing (U.S. Department of State and Slany et 

al, FRUS 1945 v.III doc.39-40). On the issue of war repayment, the 

American and British governments were in stance of not receiving any 

repayment from Austria according to the framework of the 1943 Moscow 

declaration on Austria included in the Secret Protocol. Nevertheless, 

Soviets were requesting at least in-kind war reparations (U.S. 

Department of State and Slany et al, FRUS 1945 v.III doc.39, 325). The 

stalemate continued for two months until April, when Vienna was 

suddenly captured by Soviet Army, and the Soviet Army was refusing to 

let American and British troops from entering the city on the grounds that 

no agreement has been made on the zoning (U.S. Department of State 

and Slany et al, FRUS 1945 v.III doc.42-47). Then, the unconditional 

surrender of Germany was signed after two weeks and the Allies 

Declared V-E day on May 8, 1945 (U.S. Department of State and Slany 

et al, FRUS 1945 v.III doc.566-567). 

Even after the V-E day, several disagreements still existed 

without any compromise on the Austrian issue and they were as follows. 

First, the division of the city of Vienna was at stalemate because the issue 

of who will occupy the inner (central) city. The inner city had many 

administrative facilities, included airfield facilities, hence all Powers 

wanted control of the inner city. Second, the Soviet insisted on inserting 

Austria’s war reparation responsibilities. Then suddenly came the 
capture of Vienna by the Soviet Army in April 13, 1945 (the day after 
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President Roosevelt died) and the Soviet forces were not letting 

American nor British forces from entering Vienna on the grounds that 

zones were not decided among the Big Powers. Because of this sudden 

fall of Vienna into hands of Austria, and because of Soviet’s actions in 

the previously captured countries of Bulgaria, Hungary and Romania 

where Soviet took control of the country in the absence of physical 

presentation of the US and British forces, the American government 

rushed for conclusion of a control machinery and an agreement on the 

zones of occupation.  

Since the issue involved strictly working level negotiations on 

the details of delineation of the city and the country, the negotiations 

were urgently being carried out at the EAC. Ambassador Winant at EAC 

was reacting quickly and rapidly to changing situations and making new 

proposals to settle out the stalemate, while promptly dispatching the 

situation report and at times through transatlantic telephone conversation 

with the U.S. Department of State. Finally, on early July (U.S. 

Department of State and Slany et al, FRUS 1945 v.3 doc.123), just before 

the Potsdam Conference, an agreement was reached. The inner city was 

to be used jointly by all occupying powers as proposed by Ambassador 

Winant. On the zones of occupation of Vienna, British, American and 

French zones were spreading outward from the inner city of Vienna, 

nevertheless, the Soviet acquired a large zone, spreading almost entire 

eastern Vienna and the southwestern Vienna (U.S. Department of State 

and Beavans 1970(n), TIAS 1931-1945 3:1201-1203). The zoning of 

Vienna appeared as if Soviets were surrounding the American, British, 

and French zones from the outside. On the dividing the entire country 

into occupation zones, Soviet took the eastern Austria, bordering 
Hungary, Czechoslovakia, and eastern Germany under Soviet control. 
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Most importantly, just like Berlin, Vienna was situated in the middle of 

Soviet controlled area of Austria. Western Austria was divided into zones 

for the other three powers, and America occupied the zone bordering 

American zones of occupation in the southern Germany and 

northwestern side of the Soviet zones. British occupied southwestern 

side of the Soviet zones, not bordering Germany since British occupied 

northwestern Germany (U.S. Department of State and Beavans 1970(n), 

TIAS 1931-1945 3:1201-1203). 

In the phase of detailing out the zones of allied occupation, the 

situation was precipitated by the fall of Vienna into Soviet hands and 

previous month’s experience of Soviet behavior of taking control of. 

Bulgaria and Rumania upon their seizure (U.S. Department of State and 

Perkins et al 1966, FRUS 1944 v1 doc 230). Hence it was Ambassador 

Winant at the EAC who took the leading role as the chief negotiator for 

the US in reacting quickly to soviet proposals and instantly providing 

and negotiating proposals that could best suit American interest in 

Europe which resulted favorably in terms of fitting American interest in 

diplomatic sense. American is faced with occupation of Austria requiring 

troops at the face of rapid rate of demobilization that had started after V-

E day in May.   
 

Two weeks before the Potsdam Conference began on July 16, 

1945, an agreement on the Machinery of Control for Austria was reached 

and signed by granting German property to Allies which included oil 

repository, industrial facilities and Danube Shipping Company located 

on the Soviet zones at Soviet hands. Subsequently an agreement on the 

zones of occupation in Austria and Vienna was signed (U.S. Department 
of State and Beavans 1970(m), TIAS 1931-1945 3:1196-1200; U.S. 
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Department of State and Beavans 1970(n), TIAS 1931-1945 3:1201-

1203). 

At the Potsdam Conference, the EAC reported on completion 

of its mandated jobs and was dissolved and replaced by the Council of 

Foreign Ministers for the post-war negotiations by Three Powers (U.S. 

Department of State and Dougall 1960, The Conference of Berlin (The 

Potsdam Conference) 1945 v2 doc.711-721). Until its dissolution at 

Potsdam Conference in 1945, the European Advisory Commission 

negotiated and completed the works for Control Machinery in Austria 

and the Commission also signed ad referendum, the Machinery as 

representatives of the Allied-powers to be in partite-control of Austria in 

July 4th, 1945. Then on July 9th, 1945, the EAC signed the Zones of 

Occupation in Austria; Administration of Vienna 101  Then these 

documents were transmitted to the four governments for consideration, 

approval and signing.  

When the Potsdam Conference began, detailed negotiations on 

two documents of the Big Four agreement on the control machinery and 

the zones of occupation in Austria had to be finally agreed at the heads 

of the government level. In addition, the entrance of American, British 

and French forces to Vienna and the establishment of Allied Control 

Commission of Austria had to be discussed. While the two documents on 

	
101 During the process of negotiating the machinery and zones for occupation 

for Austria, after the Normandy Landing of 1944 and liberation of France, France was 

recognized by the other Powers to be participating as one of the Four Power negotiating 
and signing the zones of occupation and control machinery for Austria. Hence, Austria 

was partitioned into four parts into American, British, French and Soviet zones of 
occupation of the country, and the city of Vienna was also partitioned into four parts. 
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the machinery and zones of occupation were approved by the four 

governments during the conference, no detailed negotiations on the allied 

control of Austria could be done because Soviets were keep insisting on 

requiring recognition and extension of the authority of Provisional 

government of Austria to to the Renner government (Soviet sponsored 

communist-dominated regime established after Soviets entered Vienna 

in April). In addition, Soviets were insisting to request for war repayment 

from Austria. This was the situation in European Advisory Commission 

before Potsdam conference, and the same arguments presented by the 

Soviets still caused a deadlock to negotiation. On the issue of war 

repayment, the American and British governments were in stance of not 

receiving any repayment from Austria according to the framework of the 

1943 Moscow Declaration on Austria included in the Secret Protocol 

(U.S. Department of State and Slany et al, FRUS 1945 v.III doc.39-40).  

Nevertheless, Soviets were requesting at least in-kind war 

reparations. The Potsdam Conference ran for three weeks, and the 

stalemate continued. Throughout, the American stance on the negotiation 

was still the same against recognizing provisional government under 

Renner and no reparations should be extracted from Austria because it 

has to receive UNRRA aid as a liberated country (The Potsdam 

Conference) 1945 v2 doc.710 (#121)). The Extraction of war reparations 

meant recognition of Austria as an enemy state; hence it disqualifies 

Austria from receiving UNRRA aid. The American policy of Austria 

receiving UNRRA was based on the grounds that unless Austria 

recuperates quickly on the economic grounds, there is a great potential 

of starting the seeds for another world war. Hence it is necessary to aid 

the country to recuperate its economy as soon as possible, not repeat 
economic difficulties experienced after. World War I that caused 
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Austrians to desire annexation to Hitlerite Nazi and subsequently the 

beginning of World War II. At the Communique of the Conference, also 

known as the Potsdam Declaration, the Three Powers only stated tat the 

three governments will examine the question of extension of authority of 

the Austrian Provisional Governments to all of Austria, after the entry of 

the American, British and French forces into the city of Vienna. 

In order to understand America’s position in the Potsdam, it is 

important to understand the basic American policy toward Austria. Since 

the acceptance of participating in the actual occupation of Austria in 

January 1945, the America’s aim of policy toward Austria that was sent 

to EAC as U.S. Department of State’s instruction 5017 dated January 1, 

1945 (but sent to London on February 15). According to the instruction 

titled Treatment of Austria-Summary the policy was reorganized as the 

following (U.S. Department of State and Slany et al 1968, FRUS 1945 

vIII doc 5). The document states that the treatment of Austria should be 

different from Germany to foster “restoration of self-government as 

rapidly as military exigencies and internal political conditions permit; 

revival of a sound Austrian economy within the framework European 

reconstruction; prompt establishment of an independent Austrian state” 

(U.S. Department of State and Slany et al 1968, FRUS 1945 vIII doc 5, 

6). In another dispatch sent to EAC on January 5, 1945, from the 

Secretary of State concerning the views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 

contains explanations on the part on “restoration of self government as 

rapidly as military exigencies and internal political conditions permit” 

(U.S. Department of State and Slany et al 1968, FRUS 1945 vIII doc.3).  

JCS, upon acceptance by the US of a zones of occupation in 

Austria expressed that:  
“there are no military objections to any occupations of Austria  
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by US forces. Should it be decided […] to have US forces  

occupy a zone in Austria, an area bounding Bavaria102 would 

 be preferable, particularly from a logistical point of view […]  

Assignment of zones in the Vienna area should insure adequate  

administrative and transportation (water, rail and air) facilities  

[…] practically all of the municipal and federal headquarters are  

located in the Innere stadt103 which is included in the Soviet  

zone. It is believed that the Innere Stadt may have to be divided  

among the three powers […] the US zone in Vienna must extend  

[…] to provide adequate air facilities for US forces within the  

zone. Acceptance of the Soviet proposal will not increase the  

number of US forces remaining in Europe for at least the first  

year after hostilities cease, since availability of shipping will  

preclude their earlier withdrawal. After that time, the exact  

strength and duration of the US commitment will depend upon  

Austrian reactions and future political decisions, which cannot  

now be determined” (U.S. Department of State and Slany et al 

 1968, FRUS 1945 v.III doc.3) 

 

The reason to the above American policy aims from the U.S. 

Department of State and Joint Chiefs of Staff, especially on the part on 

no increase on the number of US forces appear to reverberate come from 

the American Selective Service Act of 1940 and the demobilization 

schedule was created accordingly, as mentioned in the last chapter, which 

was running parallel to the allied occupation negotiations. According to 

	
102 Southern Germany, an area assigned for American zone of occupation 
103 The administrative center area in Vienna  
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the Selective Service Act, as explained in detail in the last chapter, all the 

forces enlisted under the Act must be discharged after the end of 

hostilities. Hence the War Department have scheduled the 

demobilization plan accordingly. In addition, after the cessation of 

hostilities, the Selective Service Act will terminate, and in the US, the 

soldiers had to be replaced through all voluntary enlistment. At the time 

of planning demobilization, the War Department expected that after 

cessation of hostilities in Europe, the hostilities in the Pacific theater will 

terminate within a year, and from the point of V-J day, all soldiers enlisted 

under the Selective Service Act of 1940 have to be discharged. Hence, 

from the point of end of hostilities in Europe, within a year and a half all 

the solders had to be discharged and any replacement soldiers for 

occupation duties will be filled in by voluntary enlistment which cannot 

be forecasted. Hence, with all these problems of Selective Service and 

demobilization, the American policy that presses for rapid restoration of 

self-government and prompt establishment of an independent state is 

explained.  

It was explained in the last chapter that after V-E day, the War 

Department announced in May that enlisted men can start applying for 

discharge from the army and that further reduction will be made in the 

future when the war situation permitted. It was War Department’s plan 

that the discharged men will be replaced with newly drafted soldiers 

through the Selective Service to fill in the just enough number of required 

troops to maintain peace and security in the occupied areas, however 

meanwhile, the overall number of the soldiers will be reduced drastically 

by 1946. Just thirteen days after Germany’s surrender, demobilization 

began in the European Front, despite war was still continuing the Pacific 
Front. After that, the War Department made announcements on discharge 
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of soldiers based on the scores for the next year’s discharge. By 

computing scores of service rating, the criteria being age, year of service, 

etc., will give priorities for persons with high scores. The War department 

promised that by June 1, 1946, the Army would be down to 1.55 million 

soldiers. However, in the immediate aftermath of V-E day, the discharge 

were only to be given to the soldiers with high points, due to the fact that 

war was still not over in the Pacific. With all these parallel problems of 

demobilization, selective service, and an undefined period of allied-

occupation of Austria that is expected to start soon, the cessation of 

hostilities in European theater was announced on the V-E day, and the 

demobilization in the European theater began as planned on May 1945.  

 

At the Potsdam Conference detailed negotiations on approval of 

machinery of control and zones of occupation that was approved ad 

referendum at EAC in early July had to be discussed. In addition, 

allowing the entrance of American, British and French forces to Vienna 

and the establishment of Allied Control Commission of Austria had to be 

discussed. Nevertheless, no detailed negotiations on the allied control of 

Austria could be done because Soviets were keep insisting on requiring 

war repayment (or at least “in-kind reparation”) from Austria as well as 

recognition and extension of the authority of Provisional government of 

Austria to to the Renner government. The negotiations were deadlocked 

at the Potsdam, for American, British and French governments were 

against receiving any repayment from Austria for it runs counter to the 

framework of the Moscow declaration of 1943. 

At the communiqué of the Conference, also known as the Potsdam 

Declaration, the Three Powers only stated that the three governments will 
examine the question of extension of authority of the Austrian 
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Provisional Governments to all of Austria, after the entry of the American, 

British and French forces into the city of Vienna (U.S. Department of 

State and Beavans 1970(o), TIAS 1931-1945 3:1207-1223). 

After Potsdam conference, American and British governments 

did not recognize the Renner’s Provisional Government, however passed 

the ball to the Austrian people to recognize the government through a 

meeting of all districts (U.S. Department of State and Slany et al 1968, 

FRUS 1945 v.III doc.386). Since the Provisional government was 

recognized, Austria held national wide free election in November 1945 

to elect the government (U.S. Department of State and Slany et al 1968, 

FRUS 1945 v.III doc.462). An Austrian Government recognized by the 

Four Powers were elected, and the Second Republic of Austria started 

(Karl Renner, the former chancellor of the First Republic before 

annexation to Nazi Germany was elected as the president, and Leopold 

Figl as the chancellor). The Second Republic of Austria did not need to 

draft a new constitution, because the. Constitution drafted in 1920 

(revised version of 1929) was readopted as the constitution of the Second 

Republic (U.S. Department of State and Slany et al 1968, FRUS 1945 

v.III doc.429).  

 

It appears that the reason why US passed the ball of the recognition 

of the Renner’s government to the Austrian people was due to the rapid 

rate of demobilization, occurring in conjunction with high hopes for 

international peace settlements that are projected to enable withdrawal of 

troops from Austria, the US efforts through negotiations to design the 

detailed-out schedule to restore independence to Austria. Despite 

problems that occurred in the negotiations to draft the Control Machinery 
and Zones of Occupation in Austria upon completion of the agreement, 
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the Four Powers implemented the signed Machinery of Control, and the 

Allied Control Council was installed in Austria, which was the first step 

of implementing the procedure for restoration. The next step was to 

install a democratically elected government. Since the provisional 

government under Renner was opposed by the Three Western Powers on 

the grounds that it was formed under Soviet auspices and support. During 

soviet control of Vienna after capture of Vienna in April 1945, before 

entrance of the the other allied forces of US, UK and France  

Hence the Allied Council decided to hold a general election on 

November 1945 (CIA, 1955). At the general election, Karl Renner was 

elected president of the Republic. Then, based on the principle of 

proportional representation that was established in the First Republic 

after World War I, a coalition government was formed in proportion to 

the percentage of votes received. Hence, Leopold Figl of the Austrian 

People’s Party (right wing) who received the majority of. Votes (85%) 

became chancellor of a coalition cabinet. (CIA, 1955) With the election 

and establishment of a government in recognition of all Four Powers, the 

Allies signed a separate agreement between the Four Powers to 

according to Article 14 of the Control Machinery in Austria signed in 

July 4, 1945, which. said: “the nature and extent of the Allied direction 

and guidance which will be required after the establishment of a freely 

elected Austrian Government recognized by the four Powers will form 

the subject of a separate agreement between those Powers” (U.S. 

Department of State and Beavans 1970(m), TIAS 1931-1945 3:1196-

1200)     

By the end of 1945, Austria had formed a democratically elected 

government that is recognized by all Four Powers. Hence in the four 
Powers signed a new agreement replacing the Machinery of Control (of 
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July 24, 1945). The new Machinery is called the Control Machinery in 

Austria: Allied Commission and this agreement “redefined the nature and 

extent of the authority of the Austrian Government and the functions of 

the Allied organizations and forces in Austria” (U.S. Department of State 

and Beavans 1970(s), TIAS 1946-1949 4:79-86). This document 

clarified authorities that should be extended to then new government, as 

well as reserved authorities that should be under the Allied Commission 

during the allied—partite occupation, mainly enforcement in Austria of 

the provisions of the Declaration on the Defeat of Germany signed at 

Berlin on. June 5th, 1945, such as complete separation of Austria from 

Germany, demilitarization and disarmament.    

After a provisional government was established, the next step was 

for the Four Powers to start the negotiations on the Austrian State Treaty 

within the framework of Council of Ministers. Nevertheless, it was not 

until 1947 that the negotiations for Austrian State treaty started. During 

1945 to 1946 December, the Council of Foreign Ministers were busy 

with negotiating Peace Treaty with Bulgaria, Finland, Hungary Italy, and 

Romania in 1946, the Council did not work on the peace settlement terms 

for Austria until 1947. With the rapid rate of demobilization, occurring 

in conjunction with high hopes for international peace settlements that 

are projected to enable withdrawal of troops from Austria, the U.S. place 

great effort through negotiations to design the detailed-out schedule to 

restore independence to Austria.  

Since the end of the Potsdam Conference, it was seen in the last 

chapter that the War Department’s demobilization continued and by end 

of 1945, the rate of discharge was exceeding the capabilities of 

maintaining the replacement solders through Selective Service, because 
the newly admitted solders had to receive at least a year of training before 
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being deployed, yet the soldiers returning home were increasing in 

number. At the rate of demobilization, the US could not meet the 

minimum strength required for the Army. Nevertheless, despite 

difficulties with the fast rate of demobilization and shortage of manpower, 

US still positively and very hopefully expected that occupation duties in 

in Austria (and Korea and other countries’ occupation duties as it was 

seen in the previous section) would be only temporary to be finished soon 

after establishment of independent states. America never though of 

prolonged occupation in Austria nor Korea and America never thought 

of increasing the army strength.  

Such attitude is shown in a memorandum sent from the Secretary of 

War to the Secretary of State on November 1, 1945 (U.S. Department of 

State and Goodwin et al 1972, FRUS 1946 v1 doc 583). The 

memorandum was on the estimate of prospective requirements of 

occupation forces for Korea, Austria, Germany, Czechoslovakia, Italy, 

Venezia Giulia and Japan as of 1 July 1946 (end of FY 1946 and 

beginning of FY 1947), 1 January 1947 (time to propose budget for FY 

1948) and 1 July 1947 (end of FY 1947 and beginning of FY 1948). The 

memorandum showed that the withdrawal or reduction of forces were 

considered in all occupation zones, even including Germany and Japan, 

except for Italy and Venezia Giulia. It said that for Austria, the 

Department of State projected that since they are preparing proposals to 

be presented in the Allied Council of Austria for reduction of Allied 

occupation forces, hence only policy type occupation could be needed by 

July 1, 1946, and if possible, the forces withdrawn entirely by January 

1947. Memorandum shows that this argument was based on the fact that 

a newly elected Renner Government of Austria (election done in 
November 1945, US officially approved recognition on December 20, 
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1945) will be recognized by all four powers, hence the restoration of 

independence will happen soon, and the withdrawal without policy force 

type is very likely (U.S. Department of State and Goodwin et al 1972, 

FRUS 1946 v.I doc 583). In fact, since the first Council of Foreign 

Ministers Session held in September 1945, the peace settlements for Italy, 

Bulgaria, Hungary Finland, Rumania was being negotiated at the same 

time and were high hopes to sign peace treaties soon. Then, the Austrian 

State Treaty and German peace settlement was next in line to be settled 

by the four powers (it will be seen that this is what happed at the end of 

Third Council of Foreign Ministers Session, when the peace treaty 

negotiations with these five countries were all settled). It is worth 

mentioning that the memorandum states that besides Austria, other 

countries, even Germany, the occupation forces were expected to be 

required on until July 1, 1947. However, if the process is made on the 

German Control Council on the reestablishment of German agencies, a 

limited police type occupation force was expected to be sufficient. In fact, 

the memorandum states that the War Department was already making 

plans for police type occupation force (U.S. Department of State and 

Goodwin et al 1972, FRUS 1946 v.I doc 583).   

 

Despite these hight hopes for early termination for occupation duties 

overseas, by the end of 1945, the problem of with the rate of 

demobilization required some actions (See Chapter 2 for details and 

sources). Hence, the War Department announced on January 4th of 1946 

that the rate of demobilization will slow down, and this spurred large 

demonstrations by solders in Korea, Philippines and other parts of the 

world, who were waiting to be discharged. The Senate also demanded 
speedy demobilization, while expressing drafting of the soldiers through 
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Selective Service in the peacetime and refused to extend the legislation 

for Selective Service for one more year. Through negotiations, President 

Truman did manage to extend the Selective Service Act in May 1946 to 

draft replacement soldiers for discharging soldiers, but under the 

conditions that fathers and men of 18 and 19 years of age would not be 

drafted Thence, after June 1946, the War department continue the 

announcement for reduction in discharge criteria of Service Rating 

Scores, and the demobilization continued. In October 1946, the War 

Department announced that all men drafted into the Army during 1945 

would be discharged by the end of 1946 (See Chapter 2 for details and 

sources). 

 

 

3. Conclusion 
 

This chapter tried to show how the beginning of demobilization 

right after the surrender of Germany, at first appeared to be in schedule, 

as the War department planned. Nevertheless, the unexpected surrender 

of Japan came too earlier than the War Department had planned. During 

the war, it was expected to redeploy the newly inducted soldiers to 

Pacific front and occupation duties until the end of the war with Japan. 

In addition, the entrance of Soviets in the Pacific front was hoped to aid 

the demobilization, for less soldiers would be required in the Pacific front. 

Then, the demobilization of the soldiers that had been inducted earlier 

were to be mustered out as scheduled. Nevertheless, the surrender of 

Japan that came too soon, just 3 months after German’s surrender. Then, 

the War Department, the Army and the Joint Chiefs of Staff had to change 
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the plans to bring the boys back home. Nevertheless, the situation were 

not very good and America is to face the overwhelming task of balancing 

the post-war demobilization schedule and Containment at the same time, 

maintaining the occupation duties. Hence, US will turn to Korea, Austria, 

and other possible territories of occupation that are at the list for quick 

peace settlement.  
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Chapter IV.  

Balancing post-war demobilization and 
Containment: influence on the termination of 

occupation in Korea and Austria (January 

1946-June 1948 & beyond) 
 
 On January 22, 1946, the Acting Secretary of State (Dean 

Acheson) sends a telegram to the Secretary of State (James Byrnes) who 

was in London to attend the Council of Foreign Minsters at London and 

Paris Sessions that took place from January 18 to July 12:  

 

“In view of the extremely difficult nature of the problem of 

surplus disposal throughout the world and of the pressure by 

the Army to be relieved of the necessity of guarding and 

otherwise taking care of U.S. property abroad so that the troops 

may come home [emphasis added], foreign governments, 

including the Soviets, know that we are at a tactical 

disadvantage in the sale of surplus which increases with the 

passage of time. Therefore, I believe that surplus property is the 

poorest type of economic arrangement with the Soviets to 

which to attempt to tie satisfaction of any or all of our own 

desiderata. They would, I think, want to tie in a loan to such 

broad negotiations” (U.S. Department of State and Churchill et 

al, FRUS 1946 vol 6, doc 568)   
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The property abroad refers to the disposition of Lend-lease 

supplies that were given as aid to Soviets during the war. In October 15, 

1945, an agreement was signed between the US and Soviets to deliver 

the lend-lease goods that were undelivered before the war ended, and 

Soviets are to pay for the supplies. Nevertheless, the delivery and 

payments were being delayed, and the goods at the supply route had to 

be guarded by the American troops overseas. As the Army was reducing 

to the bones the number of troops due to fast demobilization, even 

guarding these in unwanted posts had to be settled so that the troops 

return to America and be mustered-out.   

The Secretary Byrnes received this telegram when he was in 

London to attend the Council of Foreign Minsters at London and Paris 

Sessions that took place from January 18 to July 12. The purpose of the 

Council meeting was to settle the peace settlements and peace treaty with 

Italy Bulgaria, Hungary, Finland and Rumania. This situation illustrates 

that US-Soviet relations were more complicated than just Cold War 

tensions. They were closely connected, economically (lend-lease 

settlement) and diplomatically (post-war occupation) and had to 

negotiate in hurry whichever that involves American troops stationed 

overseas and preventing their demobilization. Hence the Secretary had 

to cooperate, appease them for better or worse on the one hand, while 

had to Contain them on the other hand. Secretary of the State had to face 

Soviet Foreign Minister to discuss the peace terms in favorable terms to 

the US, that is quick peace settlement to withdraw forces as soon as 

possible on the one hand, while economic negotiations had to be done 

with Soviets, by appeasing them to pay for the undelivered lend-lease. 

All these complex situations, if not awkward situation was caused by the 
rapid demobilization of the U.S. Army.  
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As the previous chapter, this chapter will continuously focus 

solely on comparing the America and Allies’ negotiations for occupation 

of Korea and Austria for years after 1948. Through these negotiations, it 

will be shown how American foreign negotiations continued to avoid 

military engagement involving stationing of troops or participation of 

American troops and termination of occupation at an early date. In 

addition, it will show how these reflect, or how these connect the dots to 

the grand post-war demobilization schedule for reconversion to 

peacetime Army that America that began in 1945.  

In other words, American post-war occupation negotiations 

were still, if not more rigorously done in light of the demobilization 

schedule, trying to fit the post-war duties into its grand demobilization 

and not the other way, that is it was not planning demobilization schedule 

in light of the post-war foreign policy. As in the last chapter, one 

important note on terminology is that the American documents do not 

use the word demobilization directly. Instead, synonyms and phrases 

referring to the demobilization such as troops come home, redeployment, 

deployment, withdrawal or avoid the possibility of an extended period of 

occupation are used.     

Hence, in continuation from the last chapter, this chapter will 

first try to answer: why in 1948 did the US make the decision to end the 

military occupation of Korea? Then, continuing on with the negotiations 

on the post-war status of Austria the second section of this chapter will 

try to answer: why was the occupation of Austria not terminated in 1948 

along with Korea? 
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1. Why 1948? Post-war demobilization and 
decision to terminate occupation in Korea in 
1948 

 
At the end of the last section on Korea (Chapter 3 section 1) that 

stopped at the end of the Tripartite Ministerial Conference at Moscow 

held from 16 December to 26 December 1945, The Secretary of State 

James F. Byrnes (U.S.) and the Foreign Ministers for other Powers, 

Ernest Bevin (U.K.), V. Molotov (Soviet) were agreed and declared a 

Communiqué on the future of Korea (U.S. Department of State and 

Beavans 1970(r), IAS 1931-1945 3:1341-1350). The Communiqué 

stated that within two weeks after the Moscow conference, a Joint 

Commission of representatives of the command of American troops in 

southern Korea and the command of Soviet troops in northern Korea 

would assist establishment of a provisional democratic Korean 
government in consultation of the political parties and social 

organizations in Korea. Then, according to the Communiqué the Joint 

Commission of representatives of US and Soviet command would work 

with the Korean provisional government on proposals to establish 

trusteeship and the independent state of Korea. The Communiqué stated 

that the proposals would be submitted to the quadripartite government 

(US, UK, Soviet, China) and a trusteeship of Korea for a period of up to 

five years would be approved by the four powers.  

 Meanwhile, as it was seen on the chapter 2 on American 

demobilization, the drastic moves on demobilization continued after the 

surrender of Japan. President Truman and the War Department had 

confirmed the Congress the Army is expected to be reduced drastically 
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by July 1, 1946, with the target number of soldiers of 1,550,000 men, 

which is 1/4 of the strength of the Army from the V-J day (US had 8 

million soldiers in August, 1945). It was also seen that by the time 

Tripartite Ministerial Conference at Moscow began in December 1945, 

the fast demobilization started to cause problem because the troops 

required for occupation jobs overseas during the next months exceed the 

rate at which the Army was replacing them with newly enlisted soldiers 

through Selective Service. This was due to the fact that no peace 

settlement had culminated with the Germany and its Satellites nor with 

Japan, and the issue of trusteeship in Korea was not settled among the 

Big Powers (U.S Director of Selective Service and Kirchner 1951,3-5). 

 Consequently, the withdrawal of troops (whether complete or 

partial in great number) from Europe and Pacific were not possible yet. 

In addition, the US was replacing the discharged soldiers from Europe 

and Pacific with newly enlisted soldiers through Selective Service. The 

enlisted soldiers had to go through at least a year in training before 

deployed, however due to the fast rate of discharging of soldiers, the 

training had been reduced to three months. Even with such reduction of 

training time, the US could not keep with the pace of providing 

replacement soldiers for the discharging of soldiers. Another legal 

problem arose that hindered supplying soldiers to occupation duties 

overseas. The Selective Service Act (the full name, the Selective Training 

and Service Act) was passed by Congress in 1940 that was to expire in 

May 1946 (Director of Selective Service and Kirchner 1951, 3-4).  

When the first US-Soviet Joint Commission for Korea was held in 

March 1946, American government was in the middle of the process of 

asking an extension of the Act for one more year. President Truman asked 
for an extension of the Act on March 18, and the act was approved and 
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extended on May. When extending the act, the Congress attached 

conditions that limited the Army’s strength to 1.55 million on 1 July 1946 

and 1.07 million on 1 July 1947. The Act also banned induction of fathers 

and 18- and 19-year-old youths.  

  

 With these demobilization issues and Army manpower shortage 

in the background, on January 16 to February 5 of 1946, a Joint 

Conference of US and Soviet was held in Korea. The American 

Command sought solutions that would permit normalized economic 

operation for the whole Korea. These were operation of railroad, electric-

power, communication facilities, uniform fiscal policies on banking, 

currency, foreign-exchange and commerce, free flow of goods and 

persons upon permission, and an establishment of a joint control posts 

on a non-fortified 38th parallel (U.S. Department of State 1947, 1-7). 

Nevertheless, the soviet delegations limited the discussion on electric 

power, and rail and automotive traffic between the two zones. Hence, the 

joint conference only achieved limited agreement on the exchange of 

fails, rail, and movement of people between the zones (U.S. Department 

of State 1947, 3-9). 

At the Joint Conference, US and Soviet decided to have a first Joint 

Commission meeting of US and Soviet for Korea met for on March 20 to 

May 6, 1946, at Seoul (U.S. Department of State 1947, 4-5). The 

Commission held twenty-four sessions to discuss the issue of a 

establishing provisional government of Korea and establishment of a 

four-power trusteeship. However, at the beginning of the meeting, 

Soviets raised the issue of anti-trusteeship activities by Koreans and 

insisted that a Korean provisional government should be formed with 
parties that agree with the Moscow Agreement. Although US was against 
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this position, the two countries issued Communique No. 5 to consult with 

Koreans who agree with the Moscow decisions and Joint Commission 

for Korea (U.S. Department of State 1947, 5, 19).  

The first US-Soviet Joint Commission for Korea was held in March 

20, 1946. Preparing for this conference, the US wanted to discuss on the 

establishment of Provisional government for Korea and to proceed on to 

establishment of trusteeship in Korea so that the occupation troops in 

Korea could withdraw (U.S. Department of State 1947, 4). At the time, 

the civil affairs military government for maintainance of peace and order 

until the end of the war with Japan (i.e. signing of surrender) and further 

actions were instructed was established into two zones along the 38th 

parallel in Korea upon surrender of Japan on August 1945. America 

wanted quick withdrawal from Korea by establishing a provisional 

government and a trusteeship under civilian control (U.S. Department of 

State and Glennon et al 1969, FRUS 1945 v.V doc. 808).  

A brief but important digression on the birth of division of Korea 

along 38th parallel: in August 1945, upon Japan’s surrender, MacArthur 

and the Pacific Command’s was preparing an entry into Korea and 

requested instructions to establish an occupation of Korea on quadri-

partite basis (as in Germany and Austria). Nevertheless, the Joint Chiefs 

of Staff replied to Mac Arthur on August 22, 1945, that no quadri-partite 

occupation of Korea would be established, but a temporary international 

trusteeship will be established according to the oral understanding 

reached at the Conference of Yalta. Nevertheless, JCS added that 

although there is no agreed view on civil affairs administration on Korea, 

the U.S. Department of States advised that the US and Soviet forces are 

to keep the administration of civil affairs by dividing Korea into two 
Commanding zones, and the US responsibility falls with the southern 
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half of Korea (U.S. Department of State and Glennon et al 1969, FRUS 

1945 v.V doc.771). The document shows that this decision is based on 

the US-Soviet agreement made on the night of August 10-11. That night, 

the sudden surrender of Japan forced SWNCC to make emergency 

considerations for the maintenance of peace and order in Korea (this is 

analogous to RANKIN plan for Europe). At the time, the US SWNCC 

thought that in order to evade Soviet entering into Korea and taking 

control of the Area before American forces reached the region, US 

proposed to Soviets that 38th parallel be the limit, south of which would 

be administered by the U.S. and the north would be administered by 

Soviet upon emergency occurring form sudden surrender of Japan. The 

US had proposed the 38th parallel to include capital of Korea within its 

control incase Soviets wants to push its control further down south (U.S. 

Department of State and Glennon et al 1969, FRUS 1945 v5 doc 771) 

(recall difficulties Americans, British and French had on taking control 

of Berlin and Vienna after Soviet’s entering of the region first, hence, the 

America wanted to get to Berlin before Soviets when Germany was 

nearing surrender. Also, recall Soviet actions on taking control of 

Hungary, Bulgaria and Romania upon receiving their surrender). To 

America’s surprise, nonetheless, Soviets just accepted the 38th parallel 

without objection and without request for control of capital of Korea.  

Hence Korea was divided at the 38th parallel. Hence on September 7, 

1945, General MacArthur announced Proclamation No.1 which cited 

that territory of Korea south of 38th parallel would be under his military’s 

authority. On the same day, he announced Proclamation No 2 on Crimes 

and Offenses and No 3 on Currency. That marked the beginning of civil 

affairs military government in Southern Korea under US Command (U.S. 
Department of State and Glennon et al 1969, FRUS 1945 v.V doc.776).                   
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 The second meetings for the Joint Commission of Korea met in 

May. 21, 1947. Thirty-eight organizations from northern Korea and 422 

organizations from southern Korea submitted application for 

consultation with the Joint Commission to discuss the future of Korea. 

However, US and Soviet delegations could not reach an agreement on 

forming the framework for provisional government for all Korea. and the 

meeting adjourned in July (U.S. Department of State 1947, 7). After the 

second meetings for the Joint Commission for Korea, US delegations 

continued to contact soviets to meet and resolve the issues for Korea’s 

independence. Nevertheless, position of the Soviet remained unchanged, 

and the Department of State and the Secretary of State directly contacted 

the Soviet Foreign Minister to resolve the issues. But due to Soviet’s 

objections, the Joint Commission could not hold another meeting.  

Therefore, on August 26, 1945, the US. Department of States 

proposed that the four powers meet in a conference to consider the issue 

of Korea’s provisional government and trusteeship and to decide on a 

date by which all occupation forces in Korea would be withdrawn (U.S. 

Department of State 1947, 10-11). While British and Chinese 

government expressed agreement, Soviet objected hence no conference 

of four-power was held. Therefore, on September 17, 1947, the Secretary 

of State George Marshall presented the problem of Korean independence 

to the General Assembly, after which a separate government was 

established in South and North Korea and remains so until today. Thence, 

the issue of independence of Korea left the framework of Moscow 

Conference and Joint Commission after September 17, 1947 (U.S. 

Department of State 1952, 7).  
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Accordingly, despite the communique signed at Moscow, in 

1945, the US-Soviet Joint Commission in Korea never realized in actual 

signing of a document to hold an election to select the provisional 

government for whole Korea and no agreement on the establishment of 

trusteeship was signed in Korea. In other words, unlike Austria, details 

the procedure of restoration were never designed or negotiated in Korea. 

Unlike Austria, where a war-time temporary military government was 

terminated and replaced by the post-war Machinery of Control and 

partite-control of the country, the temporary war-time military 

government in Korea established under General MacArthur for 

maintenance of civil order and prevention of chaos was never replaced 

by any post-war machinery by September 1947.      

Furthermore, despite continuous efforts of the US-Soviet Joint 

Commission through years, no concrete agreements on specific 

mechanisms or machineries to implement trusteeship in Korea were 

created. On the issue of Korea, the Four Powers concentrated on 

negotiating and designing of details the procedure of restoration since the 

Moscow Conference of 1945. That is how to establish a Korean 

provisional government, followed by negotiating an agreement on four-

power trusteeship of Korea as declared through the Moscow Declaration 

of 1945. Nevertheless, progressed was never made to signing of an actual 

and official agreement of the four powers and time passed without any 

success until 1947.  

Recall that the third section of the Moscow Declaration of December 

1945 states four points, which corresponds to four steps to be taken to 

restore independence on Korea. The first and second sentence states that 

the first step is the establishment of provisional government with the help 
of a joint US-Soviet joint commission: “with a view to the re-
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establishment of Korea as an independent state, the creation of conditions 

for developing the country on democratic principles. [….] there shall be 

set up a provisional Korean democratic government […] in order to assist 

the formation of a provisional Korean government and with a view to the 

preliminary elaboration of the appropriate measures, there shall be 

established a Joint Commission consisting of representatives of the US 

command in southern Korea and the Soviet command in northern 

Korea[…] The recommendations worked out by the Commission shall 

be presented for the consideration of the Governments of the USSR, 

China, the UK an the US. Prior to final decision by the two Governments 

represented on the Joint Commission” (U.S. Department of State and 

Beavans 1970(r), TIAS 1931-1945 3:1341-1350).   

The establishment of the Korean provisional democratic 

government was necessary condition to carry out the rest of the work 

stated on the declaration in regard to designing the details of restoration 

methods. That is the trusteeship by four powers subsequent to which 

independence will be restored which would allow American forces to 

withdraw from Korea. However, it could not be done because no 

provisional government was established:  

“It shall be the task of the Joint Commission, with the participation  

of the provisional Korean democratic government […] to work out  

measures also for helping and assisting (trusteeship) […] the  

democratic self-government and the establishment of the national  

independence of Korea […] the proposals of the Joint Commission  

shall be submitted, following consultation with the provisional  

Korean Government for the joint consideration of the governments  

of the U.S., U.S.S.R., U.K. and China for working out an agreement  
concerning a four-power trusteeship of Korea for a period of up to  
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five years […] for the elaboration of measures establishing  

permanent coordination […] a conference of the representatives of  

the US and Soviet commands in Korea shall be convened with a  

period of two weeks” (U.S. Department of State and Beavans  

1970(r), TIAS 1931-1945 3:1341-1350) 

 

Meanwhile, in 1947, in the midst of U-S Soviet stalemate on Joint 

Commission negotiations for Korea’s independence and trusteeship 

establishment, interesting moves by American government took place in 

the U.S. As it was seen, during 1947, the demobilization was at the final 

stage of being completed by June 30, 1947. Hence American government 

was preparing post-demobilization plans, trying to cope with occupation 

duties, the manpower limitation and peacetime military budget 

limitations for FY 1947 and beyond. In addition to demobilization, the 

year 1947 was when important documents that marks the beginning of 

Soviet Containment are released by JCS and SWNCC, in conjunction 

with series of JCS and War Department documents and plans in regard 

to completing the withdrawal of from Korea, despite stalemate of the US-

Soviet negotiations.  

Starting from April 1947, series of memorandums between 

Department of War and Department of State and the JCS papers urging 

complete withdrawal of troops from Korea appear. On April 4, 1947, in 

a document from the Secretary of War (Patterson) to the Acting Secretary 

of State, it is indicated that the Secretary of State is trying to discuss “the 

Korean problem with the Soviets before the end of the present Moscow 
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Conference104 and hope he will achieve a definite solution of the current 

stalemate” (U.S. Department of State and Goodwin et al. 1969, FRUS 

1947 v.VII doc.478). However, the document continues with Secretary 

of War saying on the Korean issue This document summarizes very well, 

the complexity demobilization and reconversion, and the stalemate of 

US-Soviet negotiations causing troubles with the need for quick 

withdrawal of occupational troops from Korea due to reasons of limited 

defense resources: 

“The current situation in Korea is potentially explosive. There 

exists always the danger of the development of an internal situation 

which would force our precipitate withdrawal under conditions 

gravely detrimental to our position in the Far East and in the world. I 

feel that this danger will remain to a certain degree so long as we 

continue to occupy Korea […] On the basis of equivalent strengths of 

occupation forces, Korea is the most difficult occupation area to 

maintain. From the standpoint of U.S. Security, the probabilities of 

long-term remunerative results are low particularly if some solution is 

not achieved with the Soviets which unites the country in the near 

future. I am convinced that the United States should pursue forcefully 

a course of action whereby we get out of Korea at an early date and 

believe all our measures should have early withdrawal as their 

overriding objective. In urging this course of action, I appreciate the 

view that it is important to attain a solution of the Korean problem in 

some form other than abandoning Korea to the Soviets. […] A high 

	
104the 4th Conference of Foreign Ministers at Moscow held from March to April 1947, 

that was gathered to discuss on the Austrian and German issues, though finished  

unsuccessfully	



213	

proportion of the Army’s available means are not directly so engaged. 

This support is definitely limited by the resources of men and money 

made available by the Congress. It is to be expected that decreasing 

funds and manpower will, in the near future, result in material 

reduction in the Army’s capability to continue present programs of 

support.” (U.S. Department of State and Reid. 1972. FRUS 1947 v.VI 

doc. 478).  

 

Then a month later in May 12. 1947, Joint Chiefs of Staff sends a 

memorandum to the SWNCC, enclosing JSC 1769/1 titled US Assistance 

to other countries from the standpoint of National Security Report by the 

Joint Strategic Survey Committee (U.S. Department of State and 

Goodwin et al 1973, FRUS 1947 v.I doc 386). This asserts that from the 

viewpoint of national security, the assistance to sixteen foreign countries 

should be listed in order of importance. For example, in order of the 

desirability of aid based on the urgency of need, Korea is ranked 4th, and 

Austria is ranked 6th. (Greece is 1st, Italy 2nd, Iran 3rd, France 5th, China 

7th, Turkey 8th Britain 9th, Belgium and Luxembourg 10th, Netherlands 

11th, The Philippines 12th, Portugal 13th, Latin America 14th, Canada 15th). 

However, on the category that ranks the desirability of aid because of the 

importance to the American national security, Austria is ranked 6th, 

Korea is ranked 15th, next to the last. (Britain 1st, France 2nd, Germany 

3rd, Belgium 4th, Netherlands 5th Italy 7th, Canada 8th, Turkey 9th, Greece 

10th, Latin America 11th, Spain 12th, Japan 13th, China 14th, The 

Philippines 16th). Then, on the category that ranks the desirability of aid 

because of importance to national security and the urgency of need in 

combination, Korea is ranked 13th, Austria 7th (it is marked that this is 
based on the assuming conclusion of peace treaty!) The rest of the 
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rankings are as follows: Britain is ranked 1st, France 2nd, German 3rd, Italy 

4th, Greece 5th, Turkey 6th, Japan 8th, Belgium 9th, Netherlands 10th, Latin 

America 11th, Spain 12th, China 14th, The Philippines 15th, Canada 16th)    

On consideration for the importance of aid, very interestingly, three 

things should be noticed. First, these rankings were made in May 1947, 

that is before loss of China, hence China is ranked low in terms of 

national security to America. Second, May 1947 is the time when 

complete withdrawal from Korea was being considered and implemented 

subsequently during years 1947 to 1949 by the Army, JCS, and 

Department of War, and the succeeding Department of Defense.  

Third, it should also be noticed that General Eisenhower was Chief 

of the Staff of the Army, when this JSC 1969/1 was drafted and 

distributed. These countries appear to resemble the bottleneck strategy of 

containing European continent that General Eisenhower tells the Cabinet 

years later on January 31, 1951 (U.S. Department of State and Stauffer 

et al 1981, FRUS v3 p1 doc 248). At then, General Eisenhower being the 

Commander of NATO describes his strategic concept of the defense of 

Europe. He explains that: 

“Europe appears […]to be shaped like a long bottleneck. The wide 

part of the bottle is Russia, the neck is Western Europe, stretching 

down to the end of the bottle, Spain. On either side of this neck, are 

water that we control with land on the far side of the water which is 

good for air bases. The North Sea with England behind it, is on the 

one side and the Mediterranean with the Near East and North Africa 

is on the other. We must apply great air and sea power on both these 

sides, and we must rely on land forces in the center. I Want to build 

a great combination of sea and air strength in the North Sea […] I’d 
make Denmark and Holland a great hedgehog and I’d put 500 or 600 
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fighters behind them and heavy naval support in the North Sea. I’d 

do the same sort of thing in the Mediterranean; I’d put a great fleet 

of air and sea power in the Mediterranean and I’d give arms to 

Turkey and the Jugs. Then, if the Russians tried to move ahead in 

the center, I’d hit them awfully hard from both flanks, I think if we 

built up the kind of force I want, the center will hold and they’ll have 

to pull back” (Department of Defense and Stauffer, et al 1981, FRUS 

1951 v2 p1 doc 248).  

 

Therefore, in August 1947, the US Department of State sends a letter 

to all Four Powers signatories to the Moscow Declaration proposing a 

conference meeting of the Four. Powers to draft an agreement on 

provision for early election in Korea to establish a provisional 

government for a united Korea, and to workout measures of assistance 

the provisional government to restore independence and decide a date by 

which all occupation forces in Korea would be withdrawn (U.S. 

Department of State 1952, 6). To American proposal, the UK and China 

accepted, however, the Soviet government rejected the proposal saying 

it is not within the framework of the Moscow Declaration, for it states 

the US-Soviet joint Commission to decide on those issues and submit to 

the Four Powers for approval.  

On September 1947, due to the unresolving stalemate of US-Soviet 

negotiations in Korea, the Department of State asked JCS on the issue of 

maintaining the occupation troops in South Korea. The Secretary of 

Defense James Forrestal replied in a memorandum titled The interest of 

the United States in military occupation of South Korea from the point of 

view of the military security of the United States (U.S. Department of 
State and Reid. 1972. FRUS 1947 v.VI doc 624). In this document, which 
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enclosed SWN-5694105 said that “the Joint Chiefs of Staff considers that 

from the stand point of the military security, the United States has little 

strategic interests in maintaining the present troops and bases in Korea 

[///] In light of the present severe shortage of military manpower, the 

corps of two divisions, totaling some 45,000 men, now maintained in 

south Korea could well be used elsewhere, the withdrawal of these forces 

from Korea would not impair the military position of the Far East 

Command” (U.S. Department of State and Reid. 1972. FRUS 1947 v.VI 

doc 624). 

 Following these considerations, the Department of State proposed 

the termination of the military occupation by both sides and presented 

the Korean problem to the United Nation in October 1947, in order to 

withdraw from Korea despite considerable loss of prestige and political 

standing in the Far East and the world due to limits of defense resources 

(U.S. Department of State and Reid. 1972. FRUS 1947 v.VI doc 626). 

Hence the UN General Assembly passed the Resolution 112 in 

November 1947, calling for free election in Korea. It appears that since 

1947, General Eisenhower, the JCS and SWNCC were all reorienting 

their strategies according to the realities faced by the demobilization and 

the limited resources of national defense budget and army strength 

ceiling for peacetime106, in addition to the beginning of deepening Cold 

	
105	 SWN 5694 is in U.S. Department of State and Reid. 1972. FRUS 1947 v.VI doc 606, 

607, it is memorandum bu the SWNCC to the Secretary, Joint Chifs of Staff dated 15 
September 1947. 
106 Still today, as shown in the FY 2021 and FY 2022 Defense budget appropriations, 
American military manpower still limited with end strength around 1.5 to 2 million. For 
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War and the Containment of the Soviets. In 1947, General Eisenhower,107, 

the Chief of Staff at the time, approved the withdrawal of American 

Forces from Korea proposed by the Secretary of War when he was asked 

for opinion on the issue. It was based on the grounds that: “U.S. had little 

strategic interest in maintaining our troops and bases in Korea […] our 

limited manpower could be better used elsewhere, and that the 

withdrawal of our forces from Korea would not injure the military 

position of the Far East Command unless, as a result, South Korea were 

used by the Soviets to build up strength for a major offensive against 

Japan […] Taking all the factors together, the JCS recommend 

withdrawal” (Truman, 1952).  

Hence the US Secretary of State presented this stalemate problem to 

the UN General Assembly on September 1947, after which UNGA 

Resolution 112 on The Problem of the Independence of Korea was 

adopted on November 1947 (U.S. Department of State 1952, 8). From 

this the point US Secretary of State addressed the Korean issue to the UN 

and the UNGA adopted resolution. 112, the issue of Korea left the 

framework of the Moscow Declaration. The efforts needed to restore the 

independence to Korea, that is holding a general election, establishment 

of a provisional government, withdrawal of troops and restoration of 

independence all worked within the framework of the UN.  

	

FY 2021, active end strength of 1,348,375 and reserve end strength of 802,000 were 
authorized. For FY 2022, active end strength of 1,346,400 and reserve end strength of 

799,500 were requested and pending for appropriation approval. (U.S. Congress 2021, 
13).      
107 General Eisenhower was Military Governor of the U.S. Occupation inEurope-
SHAEF (May 1945-Nov. 1945) Chief of Staff of the Army (Nov. 1945- Feb. 1948) the 

1st Supreme Allied Commander Europe-NATO (Apr. 1951- May 1952) 
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With UNGA Resolution 112, a temporary commission under UN to 

monitor free elections on Korea was established. Although the intention 

was to monitor election for the whole Korea, nevertheless, the UN 

authorities were never allowed to enter the Northern part of Korea past 

38th parallel. Therefore, the election was only taken place in Southern 

Korea in 1948 and the Korean Government under President Rhee was 

established, and it became recognized as the only legitimate government 

in Korea. Hence UNGA. passed Resolution 195 on December 1948 

declaring that three has been a lawful government established in Korea 

through election of 1948, hence recommended that the occupying powers 

to withdraw its forces from Korea (U.S. Department of State 1952, 9). 

 

After leaving the framework of the Moscow Declaration and 

presenting the Korean issue to the UN, the restoration of independence 

skipped the middle phases of designing and implementing the process of 

restoration of independence within the framework of the Four Powers 

and just jumped to the final stage, the completion of restoration of 

independence and complete withdrawal of all occupational troops from 

Korea by 1949. The last of American occupation troops left Korea in 

1949. The independence of Korea without foreign troops were restored, 

though only partially since Koreans never reunified (U.S. Department of 

State 1952, 10). 

Also, after the issue of Korea was presented to the UN, the U.S. 

passed NSC 8 on Korea in April 2, 1948. (U.S. Department of State and 

Reid et al. 1974, FRUS 1948 v.VI doc 776), which among many 

objectives and policies on Korea such as establishment of sovereign 

Korea, etc., the withdrawal of troops is mentioned again. The document 
states that “the U.S. Government through all proper means to effect a 
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settlement of the Korean problem which would enable the U.S. to 

withdraw from Korea as soon as possible with the minimum bad effects 

[…] the U.S. should be prepared to proceed with the implementation of 

withdrawal, following the formation of government in South Korea […] 

Every effort should be made to create conditions for the withdrawal of 

occupation forces by 31 December 1948” (U.S. Department of State and 

Reid et al. 1974, FRUS 1948 v.VI doc 776). The NSC 8 indicates that 

the occupation forces in Korea was at an approximation of 20,000 troops. 

Recalling that there were 45,000 troops in September 1947. the troops 

were halved during the past 7 months.   

Hence, after election took place in Korea in August 1948, and after 

the Republic of Korea was established in South Korea, US and Soviets 

agreed on complete withdrawal of forces from Korea. On a document 

dated September 19, 1948, indicates that the Embassy in Moscow 

received a text from the Soviet Foreign Office, indicating that in response 

to the “Supreme National Assembly of Korea in September 10, 1948 

addressed itself to Government of the USSR and to Government of USA 

with a request for the simultaneous and immediate withdrawal of Soviet 

and American troops from Korea […] having considered this appeal of 

Supreme National Assembly of Korea […] have given appropriate 

instructions to the Council of Ministers of USSR concerning evacuation 

of Soviet troops from Northern Korea so that the evacuation would be 

concluded at the end of December 1948. At the same time, […] hope that 

Government USA will also agree to evacuate American troops from 

Southern Korea within this period” (U.S. Department of State and Fine 

et al. 1975, doc.894). Then the Department of State Replied positively 

on September 20, 1948. (U.S. Department of State and Fine et al. 1975, 
doc.896)    
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Then the UN resolution 195 on December 12, 1948, urged 

withdrawal of occupational troops based on the grounds that since 

Republic of Korea was established and recognized by the United Nations. 

Second, Soviet occupation forces had in fact left North Korea in 1948. 

Hence after Financial and Property Settlement was signed between the 

US and the Provisional Government of Republic of Korea (South Korea) 

in September 1948, the forces the forces were gradually withdrawn and 

reduced.  

During 1948, US forces were withdrawn and reduced further to 

7,500. Then, on March 1949, the JCS decided and urged withdrawal not 

later than June 30, 1949. On the issue, General MacArthur advised the 

National Security Council and concurred with the withdrawal that 

“combat readiness of the South Korean forces was such as to warrant 

completing withdrawal” (Truman, 1952). One may argue that starting 

from 1947, the National Security Act was passed and large budget to 

conduct Containment was approved. Nevertheless, the budget had to 

cover the global defense line of American interest, and apparently, Korea 

and Austria were not among the priorities for direct military defense 

against Soviets, but should be supported for self military defense with 

military and economic aids.  

Korea was not the only case where termination of occupation and 

withdrawal of forces were pushed for negotiations. It will be seen in the 

next section that in Austria, the Soviet’s continuous and persistent 

blocking of the completion of a State Treaty for Austria, whose draft 

created by the United States was already up for signing since 1946, was 

the direct reason for the delay of termination of occupation.      

 Unlike the case of Austria, where America’s negotiations over 
the independence of Austria went along the lines of British policies, the 
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issue of returning independence to Korea was contemplated by the 

Department of State as early as the preparation period for the First 

Quebec Conference in 1943. It first appears on the pre-conference paper 

drafted by the Department of State that independence should be restored 

in Korea, along with other territories detached from Japan and American 

plan was very specific as to anticipating independence close economic 

ties with China. Although never discussed at the First Quebec 

Conference, the US stands by the same stance as to granting 

independence and succeeded in inscribing a sentence on the 

independence of Korea to the Declaration of Cairo in 1943, bringing up 

the issue and achieving an oral agreement in a conversation with Stalin 

at Malta (though no official declaration on the issue was made) during 

the Roosevelt Administration. Then, during the Truman administration, 

Truman acquired oral confirmation from Stalin at Potsdam Conference 

on the previously made oral agreement. Between Stalin and Roosevelt 

made during Malta and Yalta Conference Even after the defeat of Japan, 

America maintains its stance on administering a trusteeship and restoring 

independence to Korea until it was officially agreed and resolution by 

the Four Powers was made at Moscow Conference of Council of 

Ministers in 1945, and continues with the negotiations on it throughout 

the post-war period negotiations through US-Soviet Joint Commission 

until the issue was resolved by the UN resolution and independence of 

Korea was actually and finally restored after a general election was taken 

place in South Korea in 1948.   

Furthermore, unlike the case on Austria, the period of America’s 

consideration and appeal of the need for international negotiation over 

the issue of Korea ran for a long time from 1943 to restoration of 

independence in 1948. America brought the issue as an international. 
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Negotiation agenda from Roosevelt Administration until the end in 

Truman administration. The difference appears to arise in the period of 

America’s international negotiations over finding resolution of Korea’s 

independence because on the issue of Austria, the other Powers, that is 

British, and Soviets were already in agreement in regard to restoring 

independence to Austria after the defeat of Germany and it was easy for 

the three powers to form a resolution. However, no concrete agreement 

was reached by the three powers on the issue of Korea. While China had 

expressed clear position on the restoration of independence of Korea at 

the Cairo Conference, which led to Declaration of Cairo on the 

independence of Korea, nevertheless, the documents on Foreign Relation 

records show that in other conferences where China’s Chang Kai-shek 

was not present, there no other countries, except for the US expressing 

clear position on the issue of Korea. 

 
 
2. Why not 1948? Post-war Demobilization & push for 
termination of occupation of Austria since 1946   

 

 

It was seen in chapter 2 on American demobilization that since the 

end of the European front of the war in 1945, the War Department’s 

demobilization continued. Thence, by January 1946, the rate of discharge 

was exceeding the capabilities of maintaining the replacement solders 

through Selective Service, because the newly admitted solders had to 

receive at least a year of training before being deployed, yet the soldiers 

returning home were increasing in number. At the rate of demobilization, 
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the US could not meet the minimum strength required for the Army. 

Hence, the War Department announce on January 4th, that the rate of 

demobilization will slow down, and this spurred large demonstrations by 

solders in Korea, Philippines and other parts of the world, who were 

waiting to be discharged. (U.S. Department of Army Center of Military 

History and Stewart 2010, 205) The Senate also demanded speedy 

demobilization, while expressing drafting of the soldiers through 

Selective Service in the peacetime and refused to extend the legislation 

for Selective Service for one more year.  

Through negotiations, President Truman did manage to extend the 

Selective Service Act in May 1946 to draft replacement soldiers for 

discharging soldiers, but under the conditions that fathers and men of 18 

and 19 years of age would not be drafted Thence, after June 1946, the 

War department continue the announcement for reduction in discharge 

criteria of Service Rating Scores, and the demobilization continued. On 

October 1946, the War Department announced that all men drafted into 

the Army during 1945 would be discharged by the end of 1946 (U.S. 

Department of Army and Sparrow 1952). 

Fortunately, by November 1946, the negotiations at the Council of 

Foreign Ministers of the Four Powers finally completed on the text of the 

Treaties of Peace with Italy Rumania, Bulgaria, Hungary ad Finland. The 

Peace Treaties with these five nations were to be signed in February 1947, 

and after ratification of the US. Congress (which was ratified in 

September 1947 in the US), the American occupational forces from all 

these five nations will be withdrawn along with allied forces. According 

to the treaty text, after the signing and coming into force of the treaty, 
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“all armed forces of the Allied108 and Associated109  Powers shall be 

withdrawn […] as soon as possible and in any case not later than 90 days 

from the coming into force of the present Treaty” (U.S. Department of 

State ad Beavans 1970(b), TIAS 1931-1945 3:775-784)110 This enabled 

the forecast of a large withdrawal of American troops from Europe by 

late 1947 possible.  

After completion completing on drafting of the peace treaty with the 

above five nations, the Council of Foreign Ministers agreed to work on 

peace settlements with Germany and Austria, starting from 1947, which 

means it will also include terms of withdrawal of troops from Germany 

and Austria as well (U.S. Department of State and Slany 1972, FRUS 

1947 v.II). While the negotiations in Korea in regard to establishing a 

trusteeship was not progressing, stumbling the demobilization through 

troop reduction plans in Asia, the troops withdrawal in the European 

front were progressing according to the demilitarization schedule 

through negotiations of the Council of Foreign Ministers.   

The Big Four Powers started to discuss on the peace settlement 

terms for Austria, since the beginning of 1947 through the Council of 

Foreign Ministers in Europe. At the Potsdam Conference of July 1945, 

the three powers reached an agreement to dissolve the European 

Advisory Commission established by agreement at Moscow Tripartite 

Conference in 1943 based on the consideration that it has finished its job. 

	
108 The Big Powers being US, UK, Soviet, France and China 
109 The other signatories of the Treaties, being the countries that were inflicted. By 

Italia during the War such as Belgium, Czechoslovakia, Netherlands, Poland, etc.    
110 The same applies to Italy, Rumania, Bulgaria, Hungary and Finland.  

UN Treaty Series vol 41, 42, 49 and 50  
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The European Advisory Commission was composed of Ambassadorial 

level representatives of the three Powers (US, UK, Soviet) and was 

charged with negotiating the issues connected with the termination of 

hostilities such as terms of surrender, machinery to be implemented on 

European states (both enemy and liberated states), zones of occupation 

for Germany and Austria (U.S. Department of State and Slany 1972, 

FRUS 1947 v.II).  

Then the three Powers establish the Council of Foreign Ministers of 

Five Powers (France and China was included to the Council) to work on 

the peace settlements and post-war negotiators for European front. 

Originally, the Council were to be represented by the Foreign Ministers 

of the Five Principal Powers (US, UK Soviet, China and France). While 

the European Advisory Commission was stationed permanently in 

London for continuous negations, the Council of Foreign Ministers were 

to meet from time to time (although the permanent seat of the joint 

Secretariat was formed at London for high-ranking deputy to continue 

on the negotiations in between meetings of the Foreign Ministers).  

After the establishment, the Council of Foreign Ministers met for six 

meetings (which were called Sessions, and all met during the Truman 

Administration only) in between 1945 to 1949. In all these meetings, the 

issue related to Austria end allied-partite military occupation and to re-

establishment as independent countries were discussed. The First Session 

was held in London from September 11 to October 2, 1945 (U.S. 

Department of State and Sappington 1967, FRUS 1945 v.II). The Second 

Session was held in Paris in two parts from April 25 to May16, 1946 and 

resumed on June 15 to July 12, 1946 (U.S. Department of State and Slany 

1970, FRUS 1946 v.II). This finished with the Paris Peace Conference of 
21 nations on July, 1946 and then Third Session was held in New York 
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from November 4 to December 12, 1946. The Fourth Session was held 

at Moscow from March 10 to April 24, 1947 and the Fifth Session was 

held at London from November 25 to December 15, 1947 (U.S. 

Department of State and Slany 1972, FRUS 1947 v.II). The Sixth Session 

was held at Paris from May 23 to June 20, 1949 (U.S. Department of 

State and Sampson 1970, FRUS 1949 v.III). No CFM sessions were held 

in 1948. After June 1950, the Council of Foreign Ministers did not have 

any meetings during the Korean War. The next Foreign Ministerial 

meeting, though not technically as a Council meeting, was held at 

Conference of Berlin during Eisenhower Administration in 1954 (U.S. 

Department of State and Baehler et al 1986, FRUS 1952-1954 v.VII pt.1).  

 

The First Session of the Council of Foreign Ministers was held in 

London for three weeks from September 11 to October 2, 1945 (U.S. 

Department of State and Sappington 1967, FRUS 1945 v.II). As pre-

conference preparations, the US Department of State, in joint 

consultation with the British Foreign Office through Ambassador Winant 

in London111  had decided that it was US policy to not recognize the 

Renner Government as a central government of the whole Austria (the 

current Provisional Government of Austria established in Vienna in April 

1945 with Soviet approval after Soviets captured Vienna (U.S. 

	
111 Ambassador Winant was the one who persuading President Roosevelt and 
Department of State to agree to participate in the allied-partite occupation of Austria. 

He played an active, major, and decisive role in deciding and negotiating the future of 
Austria to be allied-partite occupation with America’s participation within the European 

Advisory Commission during the World War II since its establishment by the Moscow 
Conference of Foreign Ministers of 1943 to its dissolution and replacement by the 

Council of Foreign Ministers at the Potsdam Conference in 1945.   



227	

Department of State and Sappington 1967, FRUS 1945 v.II doc.43). This 

provisional government was established without consultation with the 

other Allies hence the American position was that a democratically 

elected government should be established after holding a nationwide 

election in Austria. If Karl Renner’s government is elected, then it can be 

recognized by the allies, but the current Provisional government 

established by Soviet support should not be recognized.       

At the First Council Session, a total of thirty-three meetings were 

held by the foreign ministers to discuss on all the issues of European 

matters on post-war settlement such as signing peace with five countries 

that are under armistice with the Allies. However, during all these 

meetings, the only issue on Austria dealt at this Session was the issue of 

extension of recognition and authority to the Austrian Provisional 

Government as a central government to all of Austria. Soviet government 

had submitted proposals for the extension of the authority of the Austrian 

Provisional Government to all of Austria at the Potsdam Conference. 

During the Conference the American and British Foreign Ministers 

succeeded in delaying the recognition of the Provincial government by 

reaching an agreement to make Allied Council in Vienna (that just met 

for the first meeting for operation on September 12) to examine the issue 

and report to the Council. The Allied Council reported that it had 

received a memorandum from Karl Renner that a Conference of 

Provincial representatives to discuss the matter of the Provincial 

Government of Austria will be held soon. Hence the Council decided to 

not discuss the subject in the First Session any further (U.S. Department 

of State and Sappington et al 1967, FRUS 1945 v.II).    
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It was seen in the chapter 2 on American demobilization that while 

Secretary Byrnes was attending the First Session of the Council of 

Foreign Ministers in London to negotiate the issues to officially conclude 

the war and armistice situation with the enemy state from September 11 

to October 2, rapid demobilization was occurring in the US 

simultaneously. On September 17, 1945, General MacArthur had 

announced without coordination with the Department of State or the War 

Department that drastic discharge of troops as planned is possible in the 

Pacific theater within six months of occupation of Japan (U.S. 

Department of Army and Sparrow 1952, 145) Then on September 19, 

President Truman announced that “there will be no padding in our armed 

forces and that men were coming back home as fast as the services can 

get them out. No one can accurately forecast our future needs for 

occupation and other forces and that estimates were being revised 

constantly” (Truman 1945; U.S. Department of Army and Sparrow 1952, 

351) On September 25, President Truman asked the Congress to reduce 

appropriations for the War department for he expected the Army to be 

reduced drastically by July 1, 1946 with the target number of soldiers of 

1,550,000 men, which is 1/4 of the strength of the Army from the V-J day 

(US had 8 million soldiers in August, 1945).  

Then, on November 1, 1945, Secretary of War sent a memo to 

Secretary of State on the issues concerning the interdependence of 

demobilization and U.S. foreign policy and occupation duties and 

mentioned that due to the drastic demobilization that are expected to be 

completed by 1946, American “forces in Europe will be reduced form 

the strength of about 1,600,000 to less than 400,000. Similarly, the 

1,150,000 in the Pacific will be reduced to about 400,000, with 
approximately half of them in Japan and Korea” (U.S. Department of 



229	

State and Goodwin et al. 1972, FRUS 1946 v.I doc.579) and asked for 

specific numbers of requirement for occupation forces in Austria along 

with other occupation countries (Germany, Korea, Japan, etc.) until 1 

July 1946, 1 January 1947, and 1 July 1947. (U.S. Department of State 

and Goodwin et al. 1972, FRUS 1946 v.I doc.583). The Secretary of State 

Byrnes answered that for Austria, reduction of Allied occupation forces 

will be proposed to the Allied Council in Vienna, and occupation forces 

in Austria is hoped to transpose into a police type by July 1, 1946, and 

possibly withdraw entirely by January 1 1947 because the democratically 

elected Renner Government in Austria was soon to be recognized 

officially by the Allied Powers (U.S. Department of State and Goodwin 

et al. 1972, FRUS 1946 v.I doc.583). Then on January 5, 1946, the 

Department of State memo shows that the Department should consider 

making American proposals for reduction of occupation forces as soon 

as the elected Austrian Government is recognized by the allied powers112. 

(U.S. Department of State and Sappington et al. 1969, FRUS 1946 v.V 

doc.187).  

The dates indicate that all these were occurring at the background of 

shortage of manpower causing slowdown of demobilization during the 

end of 1945. Hence, before any peace settlement was decided with the 

war time enemy of Germany and its satellites through the Sessions of the 

Council of Foreign Ministers, the termination of occupation and 

withdrawal of troops were being considered in Austria. It appears that 

	
112	 Similar	remarks	on	pursuing	reduction	and	withdrawal	of	troops	from	

Austria	are	mentioned	several	times	in	the	Foreign	Relations	Series	from	1945	

to	1947:	FRUS	1945	v.III	doc	464,	483,	485,	459,	460;	FRUS	1947	vII	doc.31,	64,	

556.	 	
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unless a peace settlement (i.e., peace treaty) was signed and in effect, the 

withdrawal of American troops holding the duties of the military 

occupation of the belligerent states and other liberated areas from all over 

Europe during the armistice period is far from happening. In order to 

accelerate the demobilization and keep on the pace with the 

demobilization plan, a fast completion of peace treaties was necessary so 

that troops could withdraw from all occupations of the enemy states and 

from other liberated countries where the troops were holding civil affairs 

occupation, including Austria and Korea.      

Six months after, the Second Session was held in Paris from April 

25 to July 12, 1946. The session finished with Paris Peace Conference of 

21 nations on July, 1946. It was seen in the previous paragraphs that at 

the First Session in 1945, the issue of extension of authority to Renner 

Provisional Government on Austria had been deferred for next session 

until Austria holds Provincial Conference to decide on the issue of 

provisional government. In September 1945, a conference of 

representatives of all provinces of Austria extended the authority of the 

Renner government to all parts of Austria. The Western Allies reluctantly 

recognized the Renner Provisional Government under the condition that 

a national wide general election to be held and form a coalition. 

Government based on the results. On November 1945, a general election 

was held and based on the election results, Austria formed a coalition 

government in proportion of votes received through the election. 

Leopold Figl of the Austrian People’s Party (the rightist party) took the 

seat of the chancellor of a coalition cabinet since his party received the 

highest percentage of votes. Karl Renner of the Socialist Party was 

elected as the new President of Austria. (CIA, 1948).  
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The US had approved the recognition of the newly democratically 

elected government on December 20, 1945, British followed. The 

Soviets recognized on January 4, 1946 (U.S. Department of State and 

Slany et al 1968, FRUS 1945 v3, doc 480, 485). Now that the the whole 

Austria is occupied by the. four allies, the Machinery of Control has 

started functioning, and the democratically elected government was 

recognized by all allies, the US focused on drafting and signing of the 

Austrian State treaty to end military occupation and withdraw all 

American forces from Austria as soon as possible. While the issue on the 

peace settlement with Austria lay dormant due to the absence of a 

democratically elected government until 1946, the US Department of 

State prepared as pre-conference preparations to discuss the peace 

settlement with Austria at the Second Council of Foreign Ministers in 

April 1946, and if possible, to make an agreement on the reduction of 

occupation forces of all Allies from Austria (U.S. Department of State 

and Slany 1970, FRUS 1946 v2 doc 43). At the Second Council Session, 

a total of forty—two official meetings and nine informal meetings were 

held during by the foreign ministers to discuss on all the issues of 

European matters on post-war settlement such as signing peace with five 

countries that are under armistice with the Allies.  

It was during the second meeting on April 26 when Secretary Byrnes 

submitted a proposal for discussion with an outline of the subjects to be 

included in the treaty and which should be considered by the Deputies of 

the Council on Austria (U.S. Department of State and Slany 1970, FRUS 

1946 v2 doc 43, 70, 71). The Council requested that a draft be submitted 

for the Deputies to consider hence. The US submitted a draft treaty with 

Austria on June 1, 1946. Then on the Forty-First Meeting of the Council 
held on July 12, 1946, the treaty with Austria was discussed by the 
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Council (U.S. Department of State and Slany 1970, FRUS 1946 v2 doc 

276). Nevertheless, due to the Soviet refusal to continue on the 

discussion on Austrian treaty unless the issue of the displaced persons113 

in Austria are settled first, the Secretary Byrnes and the Western Allies 

protested that the issues were unrelated but due to Soviet insistence to 

discuss the issue on Austria Treaty after the settlement of displaced 

persons the negotiations did not make any progress during this Second 

Session.    

It was explained in the last section that while Secretary Byrnes was 

attending the First Session of the Council of Foreign Ministers in London 

to negotiate the issues to officially conclude the war and armistice 

situation with the enemy state from September 11 to October 2, drastic 

moves on demobilization were occurring in the US simultaneously. 

President Truman and the War Department had confirmed the the 

Congress the Army is expected to be reduced drastically by July 1, 1946, 

with the target number of soldiers of 1,950,000 men, which is 1/4 of the 

strength of the Army from the V-J day (US had 8 million soldiers in 

August, 1945).  

The dates of demobilization matched with the council sessions show 

that after the First Session, the War Department continuously lower the 

requirements to discharge the soldiers and accelerated the demobilization 

throughout 1945. By the end of 1945, the fast demobilization caused 

problem because the troops required for occupation jobs overseas during 

	
113 In the Austria and Germany, the UN Relief and Rehabilitation Administration 

established refugee camps for persons that were displaced during the war until they 
were repatriated to the countries of origin. A large number of them were Jewish 

refugees.   
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the next months exceed the rate at which the Army was replacing them 

with newly enlisted soldiers through Selective Service. This was due to 

the fact that no peace settlement had culminated with the Germany and 

its Satellites nor with Japan, hence withdrawal of troops (whether 

complete or partial in great number) from Europe and Pacific were not 

possible yet. In addition, the US was replacing the discharged soldiers 

from Europe and Pacific with newly enlisted soldiers through Selective 

Service. The enlisted soldiers had to go through at least a year in training 

before deployed, however due to the fast rate of discharging of soldiers, 

the training had been reduced to three months. Even with such reduction 

of training time, the US could not keep with the pace of providing 

replacement soldiers for the discharging of soldiers. Hence, on January 

4, 1946, the War department announced to slow down the rate of 

demobilization. The soldiers that were in waiting to be discharged 

overseas started demonstrating against demobilization slowdown and the 

morale of the soldiers overseas were low. The fast rate of discharging of 

soldiers and the low morale of soldiers in the occupied areas caused 

protests from Allied governments. Meanwhile, the Senate demanded 

more speed of demobilization, because the rate was not matching up the 

plans (US Army Center of Military History and Stewart 2010, 204-205)..  

Chapter 2 on American demobilization also showed that another 

legal problem arose that hindered supplying soldiers to occupation duties 

overseas. The Selective Service Act (the full name, the Selective Training 

and Service Act) was passed by Congress in 1940. In 1945. However, the 

Act was to expire on 15 May 1946 hence President Truman asked for an 

extension of the Act for one year. The Congress did agree for the 

expansion, however, under under condition that limited the Army’s 
strength to 1.55 million on 1 July 1946 and 1.07 million on 1 July 1947. 
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The Act also banned induction of fathers and 18- and 19-year-old youths. 

On May 14, 1946, the act was passed and enacted against the advise of 

the President and the War Department. (U.S. Department of Army and 

Sparrow, 1952)    

 

All these were occurring before any peace settlement was decided 

with the war time enemy of Germany and its satellites at the First Session 

of the Council of Foreign Ministers. Unless a peace settlement (i.e. peace 

treaty) was signed and in effect, the withdrawal of American troops 

holding the duties of the military occupation of the belligerent states and 

other liberated areas from all over Europe during the armistice period is 

far from happening. Hence in order to accelerate the demobilization and 

keep on the pace with the demobilization plan, a fast completion of peace 

treaties was necessary so that troops could withdraw from all occupations 

of the enemy states and from other liberated countries where the troops 

were holding occupation duties in European countries, including Austria. 

Thence, in between the First and the Second Council Sessions 

(September 1945 to July 1946), a general election was held in Austria in 

November 1945, and based on the election results, Austria formed a 

coalition government in proportion of votes received through the election. 

Leopold Figl became the chancellor and Karl Renner was elected as the 

new President of Austria. (CIA, 1948). By January 1946, The US, British, 

French and the Soviets had all approved the recognition of the newly 

democratically elected government. With the democratically elected 

government, the US focused on drafting and signing of the Austrian State 

treaty to end military occupation and withdraw all American forces from 

Austria as soon as possible.  



235	

The US Department of State prepared and proposed a treaty with 

Austria at the Second Council of Foreign Ministers in April 1946, and if 

possible, to make an agreement on the reduction of occupation forces of 

all Allies from Austria (U.S. Department of State and Slany, 1970) but 

due to the Soviet refusal to continue on the discussion on Austrian treaty 

unless the issue of the displaced persons 114  in Austria are settled. 

Secretary Byrnes the western Allies protested that the issues were 

unrelated but due to Soviet insistence to discuss the issue on Austria 

Treaty after the settlement of displaced persons the negotiations did not 

make any progress during this Second Session nor during the inter-

Council Session period, due to the fat that the Allies were occupied with 

completing the drafting of peace treaties with five satellite nations of 

Germany. At the Third Council Session, a total of twenty-three meetings 

were held to negotiate draft of peace treaty with five satellite countries 

of Germany countries that are under armistice with the Allies. Since the 

conference was focused on finalizing the drafting of peace treaties with 

Bulgaria, Hungary, Italy, Finland and Romania, discussions on treaties 

for Austria and Germany were not held throughout the conference (U.S. 

Department of State and Slany 1970, FRUS 1946 v2 doc 293-420)   

Then at the end of the Council Session at the eighteenth meeting 

held in December 7, 1946, now that the drafting of peace settlement for 

the five German Satellite countries were agreed for signing in February 

1947, the Council decided to negotiate on the peace settlement for 

	
114 In the Austria and Germany, the UN Relief and Rehabilitation Administration 

established refugee camps for persons that were displaced during the war until they 
were repatriated to the countries of origin. A large number of them were Jewish 

refugees.   
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Austria and Germany (U.S. Department of State and Slany 1970, FRUS 

1946 v2 doc 395, 396). It was agreed to appoint a Special Deputies for 

Austrian and German treaties to work on drafts to be submitted to the 

Council for decisions on the next session, the Fourth Council session. 

The US. Proposed that a peace treaty for Austria should be 

considered by the Deputies and recommendations should be presented to 

the Council’s next Session in 1947. In addition, the US requested that a 

limitation of maximum of 10,000 occupation forces per each power on 

Austria, including the earlier withdrawal from be discussed at the next 

session (U.S. Department of State and Slany 1970, FRUS 1946 v2 doc 

410). Then, the Council adjourned and met in April 1947 to focus on 

Austrian and German treaty matters.    

Very interestingly, on December 6, 1946, a document titled U.S 

Proposal for Limitation of European Occupational Forces which was 

proposal for troop ceilings in Europe for allied occupation for 1947 were 

proposed to the Council of Foreign Ministers. (U.S. Department of State 

and Slany 1970, FRUS 1946 v.II doc393). This proposal showed that for 

Austria, the American forces in Austria were to be reduced to 10,000 

troops from the figure that was 11,500 at the point of February 1, 1947 

(U.S. Department of State and Goodwin et al 1973, FRUS 1947 v.I doc 

64) (See figure 3 and 4 Chapter 2).   

The Second Council Session (the Paris Peace Conference of twenty-

one nations), ended in July with hopes for signing of a peace treaty with 

satellites countries of Germany. (Bulgaria, Hungary, Italy, Finland, 

Romania) on early 1947 and withdrawal of troops within 90 days of the 

ratification of the treaty by the Allied powers. The dates of the 

demobilization compared with the Council Sessions show that since late 
July, 1946, the War Department again accelerated the demobilization 
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process. But by September 1946, the budgetary problems of the War 

Department (there was a large budget cut for fiscal year of 1946). By 

October 1946, all men that were called for service in the Army during 

1945 were to be discharged in two months by the end of 1946. At this 

point the Third Session of the Council of Foreign Ministers began on 

November 4, 1946, and ended on 12 December during which the text of 

peace treaties with five Satellite countries of Germany were completed, 

which included the article on the withdrawal of occupation troops from 

these countries upon signing and ratification of the treaty by the signatory 

states. Also, the Council decided to discuss peace settlements with 

Germany and Austria starting from the next council meetings, which 

upon completion, the troops can be withdrawn from Austria.  

 

Three months after the Third Council Session, the Fourth Session 

was held at Moscow from March 10 to April 24, 1947. At the Third 

Council Session in New York that ended in December 1946, after the 

drafting of peace settlement for the five German Satellite countries were 

agreed for signing in February 1947, the Council decided to negotiate on 

the peace settlement for Austria and Germany. It was agreed to appoint a 

Special Deputies for Austrian and German treaties to work on drafts to 

be submitted to the Council for decisions on the next session, the Fourth 

Council session (U.S. Department of State and Slany 1972, FRUS 1947 

v.2). 

Hence the Deputies for Austria for Four Powers met in London on 

January 14 to February 25, 1947 (U.S. Department of State and Slany 

1972, FRUS 1947 v.2 doc 26-39). The first Meeting of the Deputies for 

Austria was held on January 16. Prior to the meeting, the US proposal 
for a Draft Treaty with Austria that was created by the US and already 
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presented in the Second Council Meeting in 1946 was reviewed by the 

Deputies. At the first meeting, deputies decided that the title of the treaty 

should not be a Peace Treaty since Austria was not an enemy state. The 

Agreed title was Treaty for the Re-establishment of an Independent and 

Democratic Austria (shortly referred to as the Austrian State Treaty). In 

addition, the parties to the treaty were limited to Big Four and Austria. 

On. February 25, The Deputies for Austria submitted a report to the 

Council of Foreign Ministers. The report stated that the Deputies 

prepared a draft Treaty for the Re-establishment of an Independent and 

Democratic Austria to be considered by the Ministers. The report stated 

the articles which were agreed, which were partially agreed, which were 

not agreed, and which were not discussed (U.S. Department of State and 

Slany 1972, FRUS 1947 v.2 doc 26-39). Then with the report, the Fourth 

Council Session at Moscow began in March 1947.  

The Fourth Council Session at Moscow began in March 10, 1947 

and ended on April 24, 1947. During the Council, on the issue of holding 

responsibility for the Participation in the war as part of Nazi Germany, 

US and UK claimed that Austrian State should not be charged with the 

responsibility because it can make Austria to be considered as an ex-

enemy state (U.S. Department of State and Slany 1972, FRUS 1947 v.2 

doc .93, 204). Nevertheless, Soviet claimed that Austria bears a 

responsibility for participation in the war on the side of Germany should 

be included in the treaty. In relation to Austria’s independence, US 

claimed that an article declaring all Allied and Associated Powers shall 

respect the independence and territorial integrity of Austria should be 

included. In regards, France proposed that it wished to neutralize Austria 

permanently and keep it from having ties with any other country, 
especially Germany (U.S. Department of State and Slany 1972, FRUS 
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1947 v.2 doc.204). Nobody’s win-sets won at the conference. The 

deadlock remains for the rest of Council meetings on Austria until 1955.        

Comparing the demobilization schedule shown in chapter 2 with the 

third session of the Council of Foreign Ministers show that drastic moves 

on demobilization occurred. And after the end of The Third Session, on 

31 December 1946, President Truman announced the official cessation 

of hostilities of World War II. The War officially ended in the US. The 

War Department, in preparation for the expiration of the the Selective 

Service System on 31 March 1947, ordered preparation of release of all 

draftees to all domestic and overseas commanders. At this point, Fourth 

Session of Council met at Moscow in March 1947. While the Fourth 

Council Session was being held in Moscow, the Selective Services Act 

expired on 31 March 1947 and the US was well headed to completion of 

the demobilization of the Army according to the plan without delay. The 

target number of soldiers of 1,550,000 men, which is 1/4 of the strength 

of the Army from the V-J day (US had 8 million soldiers in August, 1945) 

was expected to be accomplished in two months, even without 

withdrawal of troops from Austria and Korea. 

Also, recall from the last section on Korea that in 1947, while post-

demobilization was being pursued, the Army was trying to cope with the 

manpower limitation and peacetime military budget limitations for FY 

1947 and beyond. In addition, in the year 1947, important documents that 

marks the beginning of Soviet Containment are released by JCS and 

SWNCC reflecting the urgency and the necessity of providing assistance 

to countries to prevent Soviet expansion, there is an oddity in that the 

assistance is ranked according to importance to national security.  

In May 12. 1947, Joint Chiefs of Staff sends a memorandum to the 
SWNCC, enclosing JSC 1769/1 titled US Assistance to other countries 
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from the standpoint of National Security Report by the Joint Strategic 

Survey Committee (U.S. Department of State and Goodwin et al 1973, 

FRUS 1947 v.I doc 386). This asserts that from the viewpoint of national 

security, the assistance to sixteen foreign countries should be listed in 

order of importance. For example, in order of the desirability of aid based 

on the urgency of need, Korea is ranked 4th, and Austria is ranked 6th. 

(Greece is 1st, Italy 2nd, Iran 3rd, France 5th, China 7th, Turkey 8th Britain 

9th, Belgium and Luxembourg 10th, Netherlands 11th, The Philippines 12th, 

Portugal 13th, Latin America 14th, Canada 15th). However, on the 

category that ranks the desirability of aid because of the importance to 

the American national security, Austria is ranked 6th, Korea is ranked 

15th, next to the last. (Britain 1st, France 2nd, Germany 3rd, Belgium 4th, 

Netherlands 5th Italy 7th, Canada 8th, Turkey 9th, Greece 10th, Latin 

America 11th, Spain 12th, Japan 13th, China 14th, The Philippines 16th). 

 Then, on the category that ranks the desirability of aid because 

of importance to national security and the urgency of need in 

combination, Korea is ranked 13th, Austria 7th, but very interestingly, next 

to Austria, there is an added comment: it is marked that raking of Austria 

is based on assuming conclusion of peace treaty. This reference to peace 

treaty was made at the point of May 1947. The period after the 4th CFM 

in Moscow, when there was no progress on the Austrian issue. Also, this 

is after March 31, 1947, when the Selective Service Act expired, and 

demobilization was about to be completed by June 1947.  

 

Then, seven months after the Fourth Council Session, the Fifth 

Session was held at London from November 25 to December 15, 1947 

(U.S. Department of State and Slany 1972, FRUS 1947 v.2 doc. 243-314). 
American deputy and the Department of State focused on drafting and 
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negotiations on the Austrian State Treaty. The goal of the Fifth Session 

was concluding the Austrian State Treaty with guarantees on the effective 

participation of Austria in the European Recovery Program, the 

maintenance of territorial, political and economic integrity, and the 

withdrawal of occupation troops (U.S. Department of State and Slany 

1972, FRUS 1947 v.2 doc 532).     

It was shown in the previous paragraphs that the U.S. Department of 

State drafted the first long draft of the State Treaty in 1946 and during 

the First Deputy meetings for Austria held in January 1947 and the 

Fourth Council Sessions at Moscow on April, the overall treaty was in 

general agreement by all four powers, except that the issue on the 

Austrian responsibility of the war and the actual establishment of an 

completely independent State of Austria was in disagreement. If these 

two issues are settled, there were high hopes for signing of the Austrian 

State Treaty and withdrawal of troops.   

Hence at the Fifth Council Session, the US maintained its pre-

conference win-sets. Nevertheless, Soviets presented new problematic 

proposals in regard to the Austrian State Treaty. The Soviets did not agree 

on complete withdrawal of troops and the Soviets refused to settle the 

Austrian issue unless its claims on German asses are paid properly for 

returning to Austria. The Soviets claims on the “German Assets in 

Austria” that it had received as a kind of war reparation from Austria was 

one of the major obstacles of the negotiations. Soviets wanted these 

Assets to be exchanged for an enormous cash payment from the Austrian 

government that will be newly established. The American Stance was 

that the so called german Assets in Austria are in fact not German asses 

but Austrian assets for these were facilities such as oil reserve and 
refineries, chemical industrial complex, and Danube Shipping Company. 
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Hence American stance was that it was essential to return these facilities 

to Austria for economic recovery after independence (U.S. Department 

of State and Slany 1972, FRUS 1947 v.2 doc. 236). In order to reach a 

quick agreement on the Austrian State Treaty from Soviets, the US had 

prepared a shortened draft without including German Assets issue, but 

Soviets still not agreed to signing. The stalemate continued over the same 

issue throughout the conferences until the Korean war started in 1950. 

After 1950, there were no other Council of Foreign Ministers Sessions 

on the issue of Austria for the rest of the Truman Administration. 

With these realities, it appears that American government is faced 

with two important domestic hindrances that are of important issue to the 

nation interest: first, supplying budget to a large number of occupation 

troops in Austria, Germany, Japan and Korea became a burden to the 

peacetime army budget; second, the peacetime US economy would face 

serious balance of payment problem that can endanger US economy (U.S. 

exports) in the long run due to torn economic conditions and expected 

trade imbalances (large export surplus and import deficit) with the rest 

of the world, especially with Europe (Acheson 1949). The US, more than 

ever is very much interested in “the creation of a politically and 

economically sound community of free nations” (Acheson 1949) for the 

sake of American economy. When the 5th Council Session was Convened 

in London, the was preparing the Marshall Plan (European Recovery 

Plan) that would be effective of April 1948 which would ultimately 

benefit the US economy by ensuring the European Export market for 

American products (Fodor, 1986).  

 In addition, more importantly, the Cold War and Containment 

policy started to gear up. With the Iran Crisis of 1946, and the Greek 
Crisis led to the Truman Doctrine of March 12, 1947, shifted the 
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American National Security Policy to Containment of Soviets. The 

National Security Act of 1947 became effective in September 18, 1947, 

which created a major reorganization of foreign policy and military 

establishments of the US Government, including the creation of the 

National Security Council and the Central Intelligence Agency. The 

National Security Council (NSC) replaced SWNCC (State-War-Navy 

Coordinating Committee) that provided politico-military advice and 

policy decisions on the allied-occupation and peace settlement of enemy 

and liberated states, including Austria and Korea since 1944. The NSC 

was under the President and only six Secretaries were permanent 

members: Secretary of State, Secretary of Defense, Secretary of Army, 

Secretary of Navy, Secretary of Air Force and the Chairman of the 

National Security Resources Board. 

 

After the Fifth Session held in 1947, no Council sessions were held 

in 1948. The Sixth Session of the Council of Foreign Ministers was held 

at Paris from May 23 to June 20, 1949 (U.S. Department of State and 

Sampson 1975, doc 435-522). American deputy and the Department of 

State focused on drafting and negotiations on the Austrian State Treaty. 

It was the Department of State that Drafted the first long draft of the State 

Treaty in 1946. However, due to Soviet claims to not stepping down over 

the claims on German assets in Austria that it had received as a kind of 

war reparation from Austria the negotiations were not progressing. 

Soviets wanted these Assets to be exchanged for an enormous cash 

payment from the Austrian government that will be newly established. 

The American Stance was still the same that the so called these are in 

fact not German asses but Austrian assets for these were facilities. such 
as oil reserve and refineries, chemical industrial complex, and Danube 
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Shipping Company. Hence American stance was that it was essential to 

return these facilities to Austria for economic recovery after 

independence (U.S. Department of State and Sampson 1975 FRUS 1949 

v3 doc.496). In order to reach a quick agreement on the Austrian State 

Treaty from Soviets, the US had prepared a shortened draft without 

including German Assets issue, but Soviets still not agreed to signing 

(U.S. Department of State and Slany 1972, FRUS 1947 v.2 doc .563). 

The stalemate continued over the same issue throughout the conferences.  

The Sixth Session of Council of Foreign Ministers was held in Paris 

from May 23 to June 20, 1949. There was a total of twenty two meetings. 

During this Session, some progress was made on the negotiations on the 

Austrian State Treaty. The US’s position was same as it was since the 

beginning of discussion for post-war status on Austria. US. Policy was 

that Austrian State Treaty should be concluded as soon as possible, all 

the occupation troops should be withdrawn from Austria as soon as 

possible, and reparations shall not be extracted from Austria (U.S. 

Department of State and Sampson 1975 FRUS 1949 v3).  

At the end of the Sixth Session, the Communiqué on Austria showed 

that the Four Powers have agreed that Austria’s frontiers shall be those 

of January 1, 1938 (before Anschluss to Germany), the Treaty shall 

provide Austria’s guarantee to protect the rights of Slovene and Croat 

minorities in Austria; reparations shall not be extracted from Austria but 

the Soviet shall receive from Austria $150,000,000 in freely convertible 

currency to be paid in six years in return for German asses in Austria 

(U.S. Department of State and Slany 1972, FRUS 1947 v.2 doc .93, 522). 

The Sixth Session finished after charging the Deputies to meet and finish 

the draft of the treaty with agreements on the draft Treaty as a whole 
made by September 1, 1949. On September 2, 1949, however, the draft 
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Austrian Treaty was suspended once again due to small portion of Article 

16 of the treaty on displaced persons and the article 35 on German asses, 

where some properties to be transferred to the Soviet Union from Austria 

were not agreed (U.S. Department of State and Slany 1972, FRUS 1947 

v.2 doc.563). Then came the Korean war in 1950, and the next Council 

did not meet again. The next time Foreign Ministers met was in 1954, a 

half year after the completion of the Korean War, but it was not as a 

Council of Foreign Ministers framework.    

The dates of demobilization explained in the last section showed that 

while the sessions were progressing, the Selective Services Act expired 

on 31 March 1947 and by June 30, 1947, the US. completed the 

demobilization of the Army according as planned. It appears that the US, 

more than ever is very much interested in “the creation of a politically 

and economically sound community of free nations” (Acheson, 1949) for 

the sake of American economy the Marshall Plan (European Recovery 

Plan) was initiated in 1948 to ultimately benefit the US economy by 

ensuring the European Export market for American products (Fodor, 

1986).  

In addition, series of politico-military crisis with the Soviet placed 

the US to shift its national Security into Containment of Soviet expansion. 

With the Truman Doctrine of March 12, 1947, and the National Security 

Act of 1947 the antagonism with the Soviet Union was deepening. In the 

midst of this Cold War, the US did manage to make a way for complete 

the withdrawal of American troops from Korea by establishing an 

independent Republic of Korea (in South Korea) in August 1948, without 

reunification of Korea. Indeed, in June 1949, in the middle of the Sixth 

Council Session was being held in Paris, and lingering stalemate over the 
same issues of Austrian State Treaty was continuing, US completed 
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withdrawal of its forces from Korea. Now, only Austria was left, and it 

is so close to completion of the Austrian State Treaty. It just needed 

Soviet agreement to returning the the German Assets to Austria.      

This was the last Council session on Austria held during the Truman 

Administration, and the last Council sessions on Austria until the signing 

of the State Treaty of Austria on 1955 because after June 1950, the 

Council recessed during the Korean War. The next Foreign Ministerial 

meeting on the issue of Austria, though not as a Council of Foreign 

Ministers meeting, was held in 1954 at Conference of Berlin during 

Eisenhower Administration. Also, after this Sixth Session, the seat for 

China at the Council (given to Chang Kai Shek’s administration) was left 

empty after loss of China to communists in 1949 because US did not 

recognize the new communist Chinese government.  

 

At the Sixth Session of Council of Foreign Ministers in 1949, it 

seemed so close to completion of the Austrian State Treaty. It just needed 

Soviet agreement to returning the the German Assets to Austria. That is 

where the negotiations on Austrian State Treaty stopped and the Foreign 

Ministers of Four Powers of once again agreed to meet at Berlin to 

finalize Austrian State Treaty (U.S. Department of State and Baehler et 

al. 1986, FRUS 1952-1954 v7 p1). Then, after long break, due to the 

Korean war that took place from 1950 to 1953, the Berlin Conference of 

Foreign Ministers was held from January 25 to February 18, 1954 (U.S. 

Department of State and Baehler 1986, 1952-1954 v.7 pt.1 doc.257-531). 

For the Berlin conference, the preparations period started in July 15 1953 

until the beginning of the Conference on January 25, 1954. The 

preparations occurred in the form of exchange of notes (i.e., exchange of 
diplomatic dispatches). The U.S. Department of State, in joint 
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consultation with. UK. And France, drafted a note to be sent to Soviet 

Union calling for a meeting of Foreign Ministers of Four Powers to 

conclude Austrian State Treaty and German PeaceTreaty. The note was 

sent by America to Soviets on July 15, 1953, and a reply from Soviet 

Foreign Ministry was received on August 4, 1953, stating that the success 

of the Austrian State Treaty depended on the success of negotiations on 

the German problem, that is the restoration of German unity and a 

conclusion of a peace treaty. (U.S. Department of State and Baehler 1986, 

1952-1954 v.7 pt.1 doc.257, 259) Through out the pre-conference 

negotiations that took place for almost half a year, the US and the 

Western power’s position was that Austrian State Treaty should be 

negotiated separately from German peace settlement. On the other hand, 

Soviet’s position unchanged through out the pre-conference negotiations 

that Austrian matter should be settled only after German matter is settled. 

Despite the differences on positions, the Four Powers did manage to 

reach an agreement to hold on a Four-Power Conference of Foreign 

Ministers on January 1954.  

Three months Prior to the conference, however, the US Department 

of State, the American Embassy in Austria and the American Embassy in 

the Soviet Union acquired two rumors, first being that the Austrian 

Government is Contacting Soviets on its own and providing concessions 

to Soviet demands in return for completion of the State Treaty. The 

second was that Soviets were preparing to propose neutralization of 

Austria as an option to agree to the Austrian State Treaty. Hence the 

National Security Council, after consultation with the American 

Embassy in Austria and the American Embassy in the Soviet Union 

prepared a Statement of Policy in regard to U.S. Objectives and Policies 
with respect to Austria known as for its document number, NSC 164/1 of 
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October 14, 1953 (U.S. Department of State and Baehler et al 1986(b), 

FRUS 1952-1954 v7 pt2 doc.895).  

The NSC 164/1 stated that on September 23, 1953, the Austrian 

Government contacted the Soviet Government expressing its willingness 

to accept the draft of treaty without revision of Article 35 on the German 

Assets (as Soviets wishes) that had been on stalemate through out the 

negotiations on Austrian State Treaty. In return, Soviet showed positive 

reply. The US stated in NSC 164/1 that this showed “a combination of 

Austrian anxiety to conclude a treaty and the apparent Soviet view that 

it has nothing to gain from” (U.S. Department of State and Baehler et al 

1986(b), FRUS 1952-1954 v7 pt2 doc.895) insisting on the stalemate. 

The US US also noted that there is a danger that Austria will continue to 

contact Soviets and give additional concessions on the articles of the 

State Treaty as Soviet wishes. Hence when treaty negotiations resume at 

the Conference of Four Powers, Soviets may propose neutralization of 

Austria as a condition for agreeing to sign the treaty, and Austrians might 

accept it. In such case, the US should vigorously resist the neutralization 

in joint support from British and French government (for it is contrary to 

the US interest, particularly as it can be a possible precedent for a 

German settlement). It is interest and policy of the US that Austrian 

Armed Forces should be established to maintain internal security after 

the signing of the State Treaty. US views that withdrawal of Western 

forces, would be disadvantageous until Austrian security forces are 

complete.  In case Soviets use armed forces to initiate a general war, or 

start a blockade of Vienna, the US authorities in Austria (occupation 

forces) should. Follow a directive issued to the Commanding General of 

U.S. Forces in. Austria. With these pre-conference win-sets the US and 
the Western Powers attended the Conference of Berlin in January 1954.   
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The Conference of Berlin met on January 25, 1954 and for almost 

four weeks. Aside from the Four Powers, the Austrian Delegation and 

German Delegation attended the conference for the first time. The 

Austrian Delegation attended the conference with hopes for completion 

of its State Treaty at the Berlin, even to signing the State Treaty (U.S. 

Department of State and Baehler et al 1986(a), FRUS 1952-1954 v7 pt1 

doc.457). Nevertheless, at the conference, Soviets insisted on Austrian 

neutrality as a condition for signing the treaty. Austrians were quite 

prepared to agree to even the neutralization of their country, in return to 

sign the treaty and get rid of occupation forces from their country. 

Nevertheless, Soviets displayed a very different attitude toward the 

Austrian issue at the Berlin Conference (U.S. Department of State and 

Baehler et al 1986(a), FRUS 1952-1954 v7 pt1 doc.491, 494). At the last 

meeting on February 19, where Austrians were present along with the 

other Four Powers to discuss on the Austrian issue, the Austrian 

delegation “strongly hinted Austria’s willingness to to neutralize itself” 

(U.S. Department of State and Baehler et al 1986(a), FRUS 1952-1954 

v7 pt1 doc.505, 529) as Soviets had proposed. Nevertheless, Soviet 

Foreign Minister Molotov ignore Austrian comments and did not come 

to an agreement to sign the Austrian State Treaty with neutralization 

clause. Austrian “Chancellor Figl and the delegation walked out of the 

room almost in tears” (U.S. Department of State and Baehler et al 

1986(a), FRUS 1952-1954 v7 pt1 doc.529). Instead, Molotov proposed 

that further study of the peace treaty at the Ambassadorial level is needed.  

Due to stalemate on the views on the German questions, and Soviet 

insistence on attaching the. Conditions for Austrian Treaty to German 

issues continued the stalemate. The conference ended with out any 
progress on the Austrian issue. The Final Communiqué of the Conference 
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clearly and directly stated that “The Four Minsters have had a full 

exchange of views on the German question, on the problems of European 

security and on the Austrian question but they were unable to reach an 

agreement upon these matters” (U.S. Department of State and Baehler et 

al. 1986, FRUS 1952-1954 v7 pt.1 doc.525)  

  

After the Conference of Foreign Ministers at Berlin in 1954, the US 

and the Western Powers had some more exchanges of notes, but not on 

Austrian issue. The notes were on European security, German question, 

and NATO. On August 4, 1954, Soviets proposed another four-power 

meeting for August or September on the security conference for Europe. 

The US and the Western Powers replied on September 10, 1954, that they 

would agree to a four-power meeting if the Soviets signed the Austrian 

Treaty and agree to hold a free election in the whole Germany. Soviets 

sent more notes throughout the year until November proposing four-

power conferences but to every note, the US and the Western Powers 

replied in the same manner, in that the only precondition is signing of the 

Austrian Treaty and holding a free election in Germany.The year ended 

without any more progress (U.S. Department of State and Baehler et al. 

1986, FRUS 1952-1954 v7 p1).  

The Austrian Delegation return without any progress on the signing 

of a State Treaty. The Austrian government received negative publicity 

and was pressured to take more actions to complete the treaty. Hence, 

Austrians sought a way to conduct negotiations with Soviets through 

Indian Prime Minister Nehru, without prior consultation with Western 

Powers. Then on April 1955, Soviets agreed to have a bilateral 

negotiations in Moscow with Austrian government. At the Moscow 
meeting, Soviets proposed Austria to adopt a Swiss-type neutrality after 
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signing of the State Treaty, and that Austria should pay for the German 

Assets Danube River fleet, wharves and other installations for a total of 

$150,000,000 divided into 6 years, and the payment can be in cash or in 

kind. In addition, all oil properties, refineries etc that Soviets had taken 

as German Assets will be returned to Austria in return for 10 million toms 

of oil to be delivered over 10 years. All these were agreed and included 

in the Moscow. Memorandum signed at Moscow on April 15, between 

Soviet and Austrian government (U.S. Department of State and Baehler 

et al. 1986, FRUS 1952-1954 v7 p1). 

One month later, the Four Powers met at Vienna on May 2 to May 

15 for an Ambassadorial Conference and the Signing of the State Treaty 

for establishment of a reunified Austria. The treaty with the agreements 

contained in Moscow Memorandum of April 15 was signed by Four 

Powers and Austria. On July 27, the Austrian State Treaty came into force. 

On October 25, the last foreign troops (occupation troops) left Austria. 

The next day, on October 26, 1955, Austria enacted a Permanent 

Neutralization of its country through a constitutional act of parliament. 

The Constitution of Austria was amended to include: “Pursuant to 

resolution of the Federal Assembly of Parliament following the State 

Treaty, Austria declared its permanent neutrality of its own accord. In all 

future times, Austria will not join any military alliances and will not 

permit the establishment of any foreign military bases on her territory” 

(Austrian Federal Chancellery, 1955). With this, the United States has 

finally concluded the long-sought withdrawal of occupation troops from 

Austria, ten years after the V-E day. The US finally terminated its 

negotiations on restoration of independence to Austria.  
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3. Balancing occupation, post-war demobilization 
and Containment after 1948 

 
So far the previous chapters considered the effects of demobilization 

on the termination of military occupation and the complete withdrawal 

of American troops from Korean and Austria in the post-war years 

separately. This chapter will try to provide a wholistic picture on the 

effect of demobilization and Containment on occupation of Korea and 

Austria at the same time. Such attempt will show how America tried to 
balance these complexities to the best of its national security interest for 

years after 1948.  
In 1945, at the end of World War II, the victorious Big Allied Powers 

installed an allied military occupations to two countries that were 

liberated from Axis annexations: Austria and Korea. In both countries, 

American forces took the leading role in the occupation. After four years, 

in 1949, American and Soviet occupation forces completely withdrew 

from Korea. After ten years, in 1955, American and the other three allied-

occupation forces completely withdrew from Austria. From the 

beginning of post-war allied-occupation to withdrawal, Korea and 

Austria seem to share a similar history. Nevertheless, the story and the 

future of two countries after the withdrawals were completed differ, if 

not completely opposite from each other.    

On June 25, 1950, only one year after the American occupation 

troops completely withdrew from Korea, the Korean War started. The 

war continued for three years and in 1953 an Armistice was signed, and 

the war remained in state of cease fire for the past 68 years. On the other 

hand, Austria, 10 years after allied-occupation started, a State Treaty for 



253	

the re-establishment of an independent and democratic Austria was 

signed in May 15, 1955. After the treaty came into effect, the allied-

occupation troops left the country and Austria declared permanent 

neutrality as a constitutional act and remained so until today.    

This study started from the question, why is the future of Korea and 

Austria differed after withdrawal of allied-occupation forces? What 

caused or triggered termination of occupation from Korea in 1948 and 

not in Austria? The year of withdrawal of these countries are peculiar 

because the period in which the withdrawal from Korea was enforced 

and completed coincide with the period of Berlin Blockade, that is 1948 

to 1949. It was at the time of high military tension with the Soviet Union 

in the Cold War. The year of withdrawal from Austria, 1955, was when 

the East-West military tension was rising, and the Warsaw Pact of Eastern 

Block was found. In fact, the Austrian State Treaty was signed the day 

after the Warsaw Pact was found on May 14, 1955.    

Through the comparative analysis of American occupation policies 

provided in this study, this study, first of all, found that the since the 

beginning, the formulation of American Policy for post-war allied-

occupation was greatly influenced by the American post-war 

demobilization schedule and the plans for post-war permanent military 

establishment. During wartime, 1942 to 1945, the plans for post-war 

demobilization schedule with specific target number to be demobilized 

and remain for peacetime standing army after the war, shaped the 

American policy decisions on deciding allied-occupation, as well as the 

the duration and the size of occupation force. From V-E day in 1945 to 

1947, the rapid rate of demobilization scheduled to be completed by June 

30, 1947, along with the peacetime defense budget cut and the end of 
Selective Service Act on March of the same year pressed for withdrawal 
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of forces both from Austria and Korea by quickly restoring its 

independence or trusteeship. After July 1947, the need for withdrawal of 

forces in occupation duties were results of the damaging effects of 

demobilization, if not side-effect caused by the shortage of replacement 

troops. Hence, this left American Army with no option but for pressing 

for means to achieve further reduction and withdrawal from Austria and 

Korea.  

The immediate damaging effect was felt first in Korea as American 

decided to terminate military occupation, accompanied by withdrawal of 

troops from Korea for reasons of “not having enough bodies to go 

ground”115(U.S. Senate 1950, 81st Congress 2nd Session on S3010 p.361)  

The largest reason for the termination of military occupation in Korea 

was to withdraw occupation forces. After all, the forces placed in Korea 

were intended to be stationed for a very short interim occupation to 

maintain peace and order before establishment of trusteeship. As it was 

agreed orally by Roosevelt and Stalin in Yalta Conference in 1945, no 

foreign troops were to be stationed in the Korean Peninsula.  

In 1947, General Eisenhower, 116, the Chief of Staff at the time, 

approved the withdrawal of American Forces from Korea proposed by 

the Secretary of War when he was asked for opinion on the issue. It was 

based on the grounds that “U.S. had little strategic interest in maintaining 

our troops and bases in Korea […] our limited manpower could be better 

	
115 Testimony at the Hearing of the Committee on Foreign Relations, U.S. Senate, 81st 
Congress 2nd Session on S.3010, p.361.   
116 General Eisenhower was Military Governor of the U.S. Occupation inEurope-
SHAEF (May 1945-Nov. 1945) Chief of Staff of the Army (Nov. 1945- Feb. 1948) the 

1st Supreme Allied Commander Europe-NATO (Apr. 1951- May 1952) 
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used elsewhere, and that the withdrawal of our forces from Korea would 

not injure the military position of the Far East Command unless, as a 

result, South Korea were used by the Soviets to build up strength for a 

major offensive against Japan […] Taking all the factors together, the 

JCS recommend withdrawal” (Truman, 1952). Hence after Financial and 

Property Settlement was signed between the US and the Provisional 

Government of Republic of Korea (South Korea) in September 1948, the 

forces the forces were gradually withdrawn and reduced. During 1948, 

US forces were withdrawn and reduced from about 40,000 to 7,500. On 

March 1949, the JCS decided and urged withdrawal not later than June 

30, 1949. On the issue, General MacArthur advised the National Security 

Council and concurred with the withdrawal that “combat readiness of the 

South Korean forces was such as to warrant completing withdrawal” 

(Truman, 1952). One may argue that starting from 1947, the National 

Security Act was passed and large budget to conduct Containment was 

approved. Nevertheless, the budget had to cover the global defense line 

of American interest, and apparently, Korea and Austria were not among 

the priorities for direct military defense against Soviets but should be 

supported for self military defense with military and economic aids. 

Very interestingly, these decisions on the complete withdrawal of 

forces that occurred during years 1947 to 1949 have stirred an interesting 

political debate in 1952, during Eisenhower’s campaign for Presidency. 

During presidential campaign, Eisenhower delivered his famous speech 

“I shall go to Korea” dated October 22, 1952, and this created a very 

controversial debate between the Truman administration and the 

Republican Presidential Candidate Eisenhower on the American 

decisions to withdraw forces from Korea made during years 1947-1949. 
 Eisenhower pointed out in his speech that had not the forces 
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withdrawn and had there not been a military vacuum in Korea and had 

there not been defense perimeter speech by Acheson, the Korean War 

could have been avoided (Eisenhower 1952). In response, President 

Truman defended by revealing the deep involvement of Eisenhower in 

the decision making of withdrawal of forces from Korea, for he was the 

Chief of the Army at the time. In fact, there are records of Forestall 

Diaries (Forrestal and Millis 2015, 366) where Eisenhower’s opinion on 

the withdrawal of troops from Korea. He said that “in his opinion, the 

Russians would not initiate a war, short of stupidity or blunder, short of 

five years” (Forrestal and Millis 2015, 366).  

Korea was not the only case where termination of occupation and 

withdrawal of forces were pushed for negotiations. In case of Austria, the 

Soviet’s continuous and persistent blocking of the completion of a State 

Treaty for Austria, whose draft created by the United States was already 

up for signing since 1946, was the direct reason for the delay of 

termination of occupation. In fact, this experience in difficulties and 

stalemates in negotiations with the Soviets on the State Treaty of Austria 

appear analogous to Soviet’s obstruction and uncooperative attitude in 

Joint US-Soviet Committee for the settlement of the Korean issue from 

1946 to 1947. Even the years are same with Soviet’s uncooperative years 

with respect to completion of Austrian State Treaty in European Council 

of Foreign Ministers. This uncooperative behavior of the Soviets in both 

Austrian and Korean settlement negotiations appear to be a have 

influenced American policy makers decisions when the Korean issue left 

the framework of 1945 Moscow Communique and was sent to the United 

Nations for decisions in September 1947. The Korea’s bi-partite military 

occupation was not bound by any officially signed agreement hence it 
was easy to leave the negotiations framework. On the other hand, the 
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Austria’s quadri-partite military occupation was officially bound by two 

separate agreements signed by the four powers: Agreement of Control 

Machinery in Austria of 1945 and 1946 and Agreement on Zones of 

Occupation in Austria and the Administration of City of Vienna of 1945. 

Another agreement, hopefully and most likely the State Treaty of Austria 

was to be signed in order to terminate the occupation bound by these two 

agreements. In fact, that is exactly what happened. Both agreements were 

terminated in 1955. The Control Machinery was terminated in July 27m, 

1955 upon entry into force of the Austrian State Treaty. The Zones of 

Occupation and Administration of Vienna was terminated in October 25, 

1955, the 90 day deadline for the withdrawal of all occupation troops 

specified by the Austrian State Treaty upon its entry into force.  

 

Austria had the treaty been signed in 1946, the troops would have 

been withdrawn and military vacuum would have been created and the 

future would have been shaky like the one Korea had experienced. 

Nevertheless, Austria’s treaty signing was delayed for 10 years, due to 

Soviet’s persisting claims for payment for German Assets it was 

possessing in Eastern Austria. All the claims and payments Soviet 

wanted to receive was written as the ‘article 35’ in the original draft of 

the treaty. After ten year long negotiations for settlement of satisfactory 

terms for payment in return for German Assets in Austria, Austria’s State 

Treaty was finally signed. However, this is not the end of story. Whereas, 

before 1948, the fate of Korea and Austria appeared only similar, and 

slightly affecting each other, in terms of uncooperative behavior 

displayed by the Soviets in both negotiations and the experience America 

acquired on negotiating with the Soviets.  
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After 1948, the fate of Korea and Austria started to affect each other 

even more. First, the Korean War affected Europe in terms of creation 

America’s deeper involvement in Western European Security framework 

through NATO, which in turn affected Austria’s became strategically 

important to the US and the allied treaty negotiations ceased until 1954, 

until the end of the Korean War. On the other hand, the importance of 

security of Europe and rearmament of Europe in turn affected the 

American considerations over the permanent neutrality of Korea that was 

proposed and considered throughout the war by the American National 

Security Council since the beginning phase of the Korean War. National 

Security Council dropped the plan for permanent neutralization of Korea, 

over the possible negative spillover effects it can have in European 

rearmament.   

In January 1951, six months after the Korean War started, General 

Eisenhower, now the Supreme Commander of NATO at the time, 

expressed the same strategy that American military divisions should be 

sent to Europe to encourage the Europeans and to boost morale. He said 

Once an adequate force it built and reserves are trained, the Americans 

can come home. Eisenhower explained his strategic defense of Europe. 

He said that “Europe is shaped like a long bottleneck. Russia is the side 

part of the bottle; Western Europe is the neck and Spain is the end of the 

bottle[..] Providing heavy navy power and control of the bodies of water 

on either side of the neck (the Mediterranean and the North Sea) and air 

forces would be enough. Using Denmark and Holland as hedgehog with 

fighters and heavy naval support and fleet of air in Turkey and North 

Africa and Near East would be enough to hold the center (Europe) make 

Russians to pull back (Department of Defense and Stauffer, et al 1981, 
FRUS 1951 v2 p1 doc 248).  
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All these were said against the backdrop of the ongoing Korean War, 

the European fear for Soviet invasion and the despite the fact the NATO 

was accelerated to defend Western Europe from Soviets. This attitude of 

the Defense of Europe continued until completion of Austrian State 

Treaty in 1955.  

The records of documents on NATO show that at the beginning of 

establishment of NATO, America was against direct military 

participation in the organization. America welcomed European’s own 

initiative for self-defense, encouraged and was willing to provide 

military assistance (money and arms). Nevertheless, despite British 

pressures for America’s direct participation, the US held on to not 

approving NATO the Korean War started in 1950. After the Korean war, 

American actively participated in NATO along with decision to German 

rearmament and promotion of European Defense Community. Along 

with the course of the Korean war, the experience of American direct 

military engagement with the Communists in East, made the US to 

redefine the importance of Korea, Austria, Germany and Indochina as the 

sore spots (U.S. Department of State and Rose et al 1984, FRUS 1952-

1954 v.2 pt.2 doc.113). The Korean war showed the dangers of military 

vacuum (U.S. Department of State and Baehler et al 1983, FRUS 1952-

1954 v.7 pt.1 doc.84,320,351,490) even to the point that French and 

British were “fearing another Korea in Austria” (U.S. Department of 

State and Baehler 1986, FRUS 1952-1954 v.7 pt.1 doc.378) that Austria 

and direct military defense of these four countries became important. 

This is contrary to American Army’s position previously held before the 

Korean War, especially during the period of withdrawal of forces from 

Korea.  
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The importance of direct military assistance is displayed through the 

Joint Chiefs of Staff’s adamant objection to the idea of permanent 

neutrality of Korea when the idea was first proposed in September 1950 

as NSC 81/1 titled United States Courses of Action with Respect to Korea. 

The paragraph 30 of the paper says “The U.S. should recommend that 

the U.N. Commission should consider the desirability or permanent 

neutralization of Korea accompanied by political undertakings by the 

ROK and by other states separately, including the USSR, to refrain from 

any aggression. The question of UN guarantee should be studied but no 

US commitment on this point should be made at this state” (U.S. 

Department of State and Glennon, et al 1976, FRUS 1950 v7 doc.910) 

The NSC 81/1 showed that this was proposed with the background that 

“urgent consideration was being given to the problem of providing 

reasonable assurances to the Soviet Union and to Communist China that 

the United States did not intend to make Korea a base from which hostile 

operations could be carried on against either of those two countries” (U.S. 

Department of State and Glennon, et al 1976, FRUS 1950 v.7 doc.910).  

This was proposed as a political consideration, not as a military 

consideration. Its objective was primarily to stop communist 

intervention or activities. Secondarily, it was to propose in conjunction 

to provide gesture or possibilities of making the Republic of Korea to 

guarantee that it would not use force or engage in aggressive actions 

against its two belligerent neighbors (communist Soviet and China) in 

return for same promises temporarily for the short run to stop the war. 

Since they are the only countries that would have to guarantee the 

neutrality and they would be the signatories to Armistice, it seemed as 

an quick and easy solution to cease hostilities. America was aware that 
neutralization itself does not guarantee peace of security of Korea in the 
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long-run and it can cause conflict with the UN Charter’s collective 

security (U.S. Department of State and Glennon, et al 1976, FRUS 1950 

v7).  

Despite the awareness on the negative effects of Korean neutrality, 

this remained as a possibility until 1953, as a card to conclude a peace 

treaty for the Korean War after armistice. It is contained in NSC 154 and 

157 in June 1953 titled U.S. Objectives with Respect to Korea Following 

an Armistice. The paper states that “an independent and united Korea has 

been a constant US objective. This objective can now feasibly be 

achieved only through the neutralization of Korea. The relinquishment 

of its military position in Korea which would result from neutralization 

would be critical for the US […] The unification of Korea under the ROK, 

even on neutralized basis, would probably also be widely regarded as a 

more constructive result of the war and more to the credit of the US than 

the restitution of the status quo ante” (U.S. Department of State and 

Keefer 1984, FRUS 1952-1954 v15 p2 doc.602).                     

However, that was the last time the policy of neutralization appeared 

or considered in the NSCs on Korea. The end to all the discussion came 

from Joint Chiefs of Staff, who on this time, surprisingly, opposed the 

neutralization of Korea, on the military grounds. Joint Chiefs of Staff was 

asked for its view on NSC 157, and responded on June 30, 1953, that the 

two assumptions on which the concept of neutralized Korea is based for 

NSC 157 is unrealistic. “First, that North Koreans would acquiesce in 

such an arrangement; and second, that the Communists would observe 

the provisions of an arrangement or political settlement of this nature. 

The JCS believe that both of these assumptions are unrealistic” (U.S. 

Department of State and Keefer 1984, FRUS 1952-1954 v15 p2 doc.674). 
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JCS adds on that the belief that the Communists117 would abide by the 

spirit of neutrality is doubtful. JCS articulates that “neither an armistice 

agreement nor a political settlement based on a unified, neutralized 

Korea should be viewed as an indication that the Communists have 

changed or abandoned their objective to bring the Korean Peninsula 

under their domination” (U.S. Department of State and Keefer 1984, 

FRUS 1952-1954 v15 p2 doc.674). The JSC believed that if Communists 

agree to such an arrangement, it would be just a temporary concession to 

wait for an ideal situation of vacuum crated by neutralized Korea to seize 

and control, just as it did in Czechoslovakia. JCS concludes the paper by 

saying that neutralization of Korea could set a bad precedent and 

hazardous example to Germany, Australia and Indochina hence it is 

“undesira[ble] from a military point of view” (U.S. Department of State 

and Keefer 1984, FRUS 1952-1954 v15 p2 doc.674). After this, the 

Armistice is concluded for the Korean war in July 27, 1953, in which 

nothing of neutrality is mentioned. After the Armistice, the next NSC 

paper on Korea, NSC 170 of November 9, 1953, does not include or 

mention anything about neutrality. It is dropped from policy 

considerations for Korea (U.S. Department of State and Keefer 1984, 

FRUS 1952-1954 v15 p2 doc.797).    

It appears that in between JSC’s commend on NSC 157 on June 1953 

and NSC 170 on November 1953, the events in Germany and Austria 

have led to discarding the policy on neutralization of Korea. On July 

1953, right after NSC 157 was being considered in June, Soviet Union 

sends a note calling for a 4-Power (America, Soviet, France, Britain) 

	
117 Communists in this report by the JCS refers to Communists in North Korea, the 

belligerents to the Korean War at the time who have to sign the armistice.  
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conference to discuss Austrian and German matter and the Berlin 

Conference of Foreign Ministers is held in January 1954. Hence for six 

months, from July 1953 to January 1954, the US prepares for the 

conference and gathers information on possible Soviet intentions for the 

Conference. By August 1953, the information gathered appeared that the 

Soviets are considering neutralization of Austria, so that same pattern 

could be applied to neutralization of Germany. The Soviet’s ultimate 

purpose of German neutralization was to prevent German rearmament 

and to prevent European Defense Community from being ratified by the 

Western European countries. The situation was exactly as it was 

predicted by JSC when discussing permanent neutrality for Korea. Hence, 

on October 14, 1953, NSC 164/1 on Austria was approved. The paper 

clearly states that US is aware of the possibility that Soviets would 

propose neutralization as a condition to sign the Austrian State Treaty. It 

also states that the US is aware that Austrians are willing to accept some 

limited degree of military neutralization to get the Treaty signed. 

Nevertheless, US draws the line of its position as the following: “Should 

the treaty negotiations be resumed, the Soviets may propose Austria’s 

neutralization. In their anxiety for a treaty, the Austrians are probably 

prepared to accept some form of military neutralization, provided 

Austria’s economic, and possibly political association with Western 

Europe is not precluded […] Vigorously resists the neutralization of 

Austria as contrary to the US interests. However […] the US may be 

required to make some concessions to avoid the onus of unilaterally 

blocking a Treaty. Nevertheless, the US should refuse to sign a Treaty 

which would preclude Austria’s association with the economic 

community of Western Europe” (U.S. Department of State and Baehler 
et al 1986(b), FRUS 1952-1954, v7 p2 doc.894, 895).  
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Indeed, at the Berlin Conference of 1954, Soviets at first appeared 

as if they would sign the Austrian State Treaty right at the Conference, 

for the draft of the Treaty draft was already done. Nevertheless, Soviets 

mentioned to insert a neutrality clause into the Treaty of Austria as a 

condition to sign the Treaty. This neutrality clause was presented in the 

proposal by Soviet Delegation presented for discussion on February 12, 

at the Conference. It reads: “to insert in the text of the State Treaty with 

Austria the following additional article: ‘Austria undertakes not to enter 

into any coalition or military alliance directed against any Power which 

participated with its armed forces in the war against Germany and in the 

liberation of Austria. Austria undertakes further not to permit the 

establishment on its territory of foreign military bases and not to permit 

the use of foreign military instructors and specialists in Austria” (U.S. 

Department of State and Baehler et al 1986(b), FRUS 1952-1954, v7 p1 

doc. 479,519). The Austrian delegation points that it was more neutrality 

than they expected and that it was beyond the power of delegation to give 

an opinion on such clause being inserted into the Treaty. Hence the 

Conference adjourned without any progress on signing the Austrian State 

Treaty.  

 

An interesting point of comparison is that while America pursued 

neutrality of Korea during the Korean War to conclude an armistice and 

a peace treaty, America resisted vigorously to not neutralize Austria. It 

was mentioned already that one of the reasons why the discussion on 

neutralizing Korea was discarded was to prevent it from being a 

precedent to the Austrian Treaty in the short-run and the German peace 

treaty in the long run. Nevertheless, another important point related to 
the legal nature of a neutrality exists as a reason why it was pursued in 
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Korea and not in Austria. It is in regard to the recognition of neutrality 

by the neighboring states.  

In drafting NSC 81 on neutrality for Korea, the American 

government used the legal concept of permanent neutralization that was 

existent in international law. A paper prepared by Snow, the Acting 

Assistant Legal Adviser for Far Eastern Affairs of the U.S. Department 

of State, explains the following. The permanent neutralization is defined 

using Oppenheim’s 118  definition “a State whose independence and 

integrity are for all future time guaranteed by an international convention 

of the Powers, under the condition that such State binds itself never to 

take up arms against any other State except for defense against attack, 

and never to enter into such international obligations as would indirectly 

involve it in war” (U.S. Department of State and Glennon et al 1976, 

FRUS 1950 v7 doc 687). At the time of proposal for Korean 

neutralization, the only example of neutral states was Switzerland, 

Belgium, and Luxembourg. The prominent case of Switzerland that was 

neutralized by the Congress of Vienna in 1815 after Battle of Waterloo. 

The concept of permanent neutrality existed before; however it was 

legalized in the international society after the Napoleonic Wars when the 

Great Powers at the time officially and legally accepted the permanent 

neutralization of Switzerland (Neutralité Perpétuelle de la Suisse by 

signing the Paris Peace Treaty in 1815 (Koeck, 1973). A permanent 

neutrality is the result of creation of a treaty between states to accept the 

terms of neutrality on the state it is imposed. Hence “a state cannot 

	
118 A renown legal scholar. Regarded as the father of international law. Oppenheim’s 
book, International Law, that was first published in 1905 wis one of the prestigious 

legal reference books for the International Law.     
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become permanently neutral in international law by its own unilateral 

declaration” (Kunz, 1956). It requires a treaty and only signatories to the 

treaty abide by the neutrality. The other states that are non signatories do 

not recognize, de jure, the neutrality as binding to them (Kunz, 1956) .  

In case of Austria, America vigorously resisted inserting a neutrality 

clause on the State Treaty. Hence when the four powers signed the Treaty 

therefore there exists no treaty on Austrian permanent neutrality. Then 

how did Austria gain its neutral status internationally? Because of its 

desire to sign the State Treaty and regain its independence, Austria made 

a bilateral negotiation with Soviets and announced a memorandum that 

containing declaration to adopt on its own a Swiss-type permanent 

neutrality. The memorandum is called that Moscow Memorandum of 

April 15, 1955. One month after this memorandum was announced, the 

Austrian State Treaty was signed and the day after all the occupation 

troops left its territory, Austria declared neutrality by inserting neutrality 

clause through constitutional amendment (Kunz, 1956). The amended 

constitution of Austria stated: “For the purpose of the permanent 

maintenance of its external independence and for the purpose of the 

inviolability of its territory Austria, of its own free will, declares herewith 

its permanent neutrality. Austria will maintain and defend it with all 

means at its disposal. In order to secure these purposes Austria will never 

in the future accede to any military alliance nor permit the establishment 

of military bases of foreign states on its territory” (Federal Chancellery 

of Austria, 2021)   

Austria announced the permanent neutrality on its own through a 

constitutional act, that is, it changed its own constitutions and self-

declared that it is a neutral state. It declared along the terms that Soviets 
originally proposed as neutrality clause at the Berlin Conference in 1954. 
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“Austria will not enter into any coalition or military alliance directed 

against any Power which participated with its armed forces in the war 

against Germany and in the liberation of Austria. Austria also declared 

that it will not to permit the establishment on its territory of foreign 

military bases and not to permit the use of foreign military instructors 

and specialists in its territory” (Federal Chancellery of Austria, 2021).            

After Constitutional amendment, in order to gain international 

recognition Austria, Austria sent diplomatic notes to all the countries that 

it has diplomatic relations for the recognition of its neutrality. All the 

permanent members of the UN Security Council (Four existed at the time 

with exclusion of China, and they were the signatories of the Austrian 

State Treaty as well) and many UN members recognized the neutrality. 

Hence despite non-existence of a treaty of neutrality on Austria, it has 

acquired de facto diplomatically recognitions. (Kunz, 1956). 

Hence with these legal facts, America knows that it is clear that 

under international law, the only way for neutrality of a State to be 

actively recognized by all the neighboring states, it requires some form 

of legal agreement, such as signing a treaty. In case of Korea, by inserting 

neutrality clause in the Armistice, the signatories that are also the only 

neighbors bordering Korean peninsula, China and Soviets, would be 

signatories to a treaty in recognition of neutrality. Nevertheless, Austria 

being located in the center of Europe surrounded by so many countries, 

its neutrality has to be recognized by all of them to be in effect. Even if 

State Treaty was signed with a neutrality clause, the signatories are only 

Four Powers, and they are not even bordering neighbors. Hence their 

recognition of neutrality has no practical implications. In order for 

Austrian neutrality to be recognized, there needs to be another treaty 
where all European states signed to acknowledge and abide by the terms.   
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It appears that these practical difficulties or differences between Austria 

and Korea in application of neutrality affected the America’s different 

attitudes on two countries.  

After all, Korean and Austria were non-exclusive to each other. The 

two seemingly unrelated countries actually inversely affected each 

other’s post-war destiny. At first, American experience with Soviets in 

Austria affected America’s negotiations over Korean settlement in the 

US-Soviet Joint Commission for Korea. After the Korean War, the war 

ultimately affected in shifting America’s strategy for Europe and 

decisions to its policy for non-neutralized re-establishment of Austria 

clearly stated in the document NSC 164. The Korean War served as a 

turning point for American policy on Austria and prolonged delay for re-

establishment of Austria.   

 

Reactions of Austrians and Koreans to Big Powers’ decisions  

 

This study would conclude with making remarks on the reactions of 

Austrians and Koreans to Big Powers’ decisions on all the wartime and 

post-war decisions. It can be noticed that this study did not include the 

reactions of Austrians or Koreans in the analysis. It was done so for two 

reasons. First, in order to provide clear focused on American policy. 

Second, for the period covered for Korea and Austria in this study, both 

countries did not bear much effect on changing or shaping American 

Policy. However, its worth looking at what their reactions were because 

after all it was their destiny and future at stake.  

Since this study’s intention was to look at the relationship of post-

war demobilization and America’s allied occupation policies, on how 
demobilization affected the ending of military occupation and complete 
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withdrawal of troops from Austria and Korea. For both countries, the 

analysis stoped when the American occupation finished, and troops 

completely withdrew as a consequence from each country. In the case of 

Korea, the period this study covered was from 1942 to 1949. On the 

Korean issue, study stopped at the point with when all the American 

occupation troops withdrew completely from the territory. In the case of 

Austria, this study covered from 1942 to 1955 and stopped at the point 

when all the American occupation troops withdrew completely.      

For Korea, the records show that it has vigorously raised claims and 

requests for its independence and recognition of its provisional 

government through out the war. In fact, the history of Korean endeavor 

started since its annexation to Japan in early 1900’s, throughout World 

War I and long before World War II. Nevertheless, the official actions 

taken by Allied powers for the liberation, recognition and restoration of 

independence of Korea as a State started in early 1942, when American 

started contemplating the issue with China. The record shows that as 

early as February 1942, the Koreans of Korean Provisional Government 

in China contacted American Embassy for the recognition of its 

provisional government and promise for restoration of independence. 

The records also show that Rhee Syngman, the Chairman of Korean 

Committee in the US persistently contacted President Roosevelt and 

Secretary of States since he presented his credentials issued by the 

Provisional Government in early 1942 (U.S. Department of State and 

Noble et al 1960, FRUS 1942 v1 doc.747ff) Koreans persistently asked 

for recognition of the Provisional Government, asked for declaration by 

the Allies on the recognition throughout the war. When the war finished, 

Korean Provisional Government and Rhee Syngman diligently requested 
authorization to enter Korea, for Korea was under American military 
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government at the time. Koreans also diligently requested its 

participation at the San Francisco Conference for the United Nations in 

1945 and protested for not granting its provisional government.  

After the war ended, and US-Soviet started the Joint Commission to 

establish trusteeship and a democratically elected provisional 

government in Korea, Koreans vigorously reacted, though some were 

pro-trusteeship and some were against-trusteeship. This reaction, in a 

way seeded an excuse for the Soviets to refuse and delay the negotiations 

on the Korean issue through the Joint Commission. Though the records 

show that Soviet attitude of non-cooperation was already prevalent in 

every way in the European Council of Foreign Ministers on negotiating 

peace settlements with German, Austrian, the five enemy states and all 

other issues in Europe and Middle East. Until the end of withdrawal of 

American occupation troops, Koreans were vigorously protesting in 

every American policy on Korea. However, it is interesting how despite 

these persistent and clear protests, American policies on Korea did not 

change. The only change that was made could be not establishing a 

trusteeship, but the decision to discard the policy of trusteeship came as 

a result of Soviet’s un-cooperative attitudes in all post-war global issues 

they were entitled to negotiated with America. The records show that 

American reaction to Korean responses, that is shift in American policies 

came after South Korea regained its independence after all the powers 

were handed over to Koreans through signing of Military and Security 

Measures in August and Financial and Property Settlement in September. 

Only after Korea became an independent country with elected 

government, then the US seem to be responding to the voices and signed 

the Economic Cooperation agreement in December 1948 and US-ROK 
Defense Treaty in 1953. But before 1949, the records seem to show that 
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the voice of Koreans did not have much effect. Only American policy of 

demobilization and Cold War containment was top priority, even on the 

decisions that applied to Korea.               

On the other hand, for Austria, a very opposite picture was displayed. 

Austrians were ‘nearly’ silent through out the war on Allies’ decisions on 

its status. They were ‘nearly’ silent because the records showed in the 

previous sections that the dethroned Empress Zita and Archduke Otto of 

the House of Hapsburg-Lorraine 119  continuously contacted U.S. 

Department of State and even held conversations with President 

Roosevelt at the Second Quebec Conference, requesting the restoration 

of independence of Austria after the war, and restoration of the former 

Austrian-Bohemian territory after German defeat. Americans provide 

occasions for conversations to the former monarch, nevertheless, they 

were never considered as a legitimate Austrian voice for future Austria. 

Although the information on territorial issue were used as a reference by 

the U.S. Department of State for post-war delineation of boundaries of 

European countries, Americans never asked the House of Hapsburg-

Lorraine to organize an Austrian resistance force against Germany in the 

mainland Austria. Besides the House of Hapsburg-Lorraine, the 

Austrians from the mainland Austria in Europe were silent on the 

declarations of Moscow, even at the entrance of Soviet forces to capture 

Vienna in 1945 and even upon the establishment of Allied-Council and 

quadripartite zones of occupation in Austria. When the Western Powers 

adamantly opposed the approval of Renner Provisional Government 

established by Soviets after their entrance to Vienna in 1945, Austrians 

	
119 The House of Hapsburg-Lorraine was dethroned by law of April 3 1919 after World 

War I.  
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did not complain. Instead, when the Western Powers required a new 

government to be democratically elected through election in October 

1945, Austrians accepted without any complains. The reason for this 

could be attributed to their silence by “bearing the responsibility which 

she cannot evade for participation in the war on the side of Hitlerite 

Germany” (U.S. Department of State and Beavans, 1970(c)) as it was 

written in the Moscow Declaration on Austria in 1943.   

In the literature on Austria’s history on post-war independence, 

it is widely written that a victimization discourse was prevalent until 

1980’s due to Moscow Declaration of 1943. The Declaration stated that 

Austria was “the first free country to fall a victim to Hitlerite aggression, 

shall be liberated from German domination. They regard the annexation 

imposed upon Austria by Germany on March 15th, 1938, as null and void. 

They consider themselves as in no way bound by any changes effected 

in Austria since that date. They declare that they wish to see reestablished 

a free and independent Austria” (U.S. Department of State and Beavans, 

1970(c), TIAS 1931-1945 3:816-834). Nevertheless, the reactions of 

Austrians seem to be well aware of its responsibilities for participation 

on the Nazi side until the end of the war. 

Just as in the case of Korea, it appears that it is only after a 

democratically elected government was elected and a State Treaty was 

being negotiated that Austrians and the Austrian government raised its 

voice to the Allies about its future and these responses are recorded in 

American documents on Austria. The first time, they publicly raised their 

voice to Americans was on the problem of occupation costs. Just as 

Germany did, Austrians were to pay the occupation costs of occupation 

to the four nations. Nevertheless, the cost was majority of the Austrian 
government expenditure that it was not giving the change for Austrian 



273	

post-war economy to recover. In addition, all cash making industrial 

sectors including the oil fields and oil refineries in the Soviet zones were 

under Soviet possessions on the grounds that they were “German 

external assets” that are to be under Soviet possession as war repairmen 

from Germans as agreed by the Potsdam agreement. In addition, there 

was a serious shortage of food during several years after the war in 

Austria (and entire Europe as a whole). So food were being delivered by 

the UNRRA or American aids. The minimum kilocalories per person was 

calculated and delivered at the time. Nevertheless, most of the food 

delivered were used to feed Soviet forces in their zones of occupation in 

Austria (and in other parts of Europe as well). Hence Austrian 

government’s overall financial and economic situation was not great and 

tried to get relieved of the occupation cost burdens. Nevertheless, the 

Department of State firmly restated that it was the burden that Austrians 

has to bear. Although at the time, America was aware of the burden of 

occupation costs and were planning on Marshall plan and economic aids 

to alive them of costs for American troops, the costs for the other three, 

the British, French and Soviet forces was not in the position of America 

to decide or change.  

As the State Treaty on Austria were being negotiated since the 

beginning to end, the participation of Austrians was excluded. It was only 

the Four Powers, through the Council of Foreign Ministers, that drafted 

and negotiated the terms of the treaty. When the treaty was first drafted 

by the Department of State in 1946, Austrians were never consulted, they 

were never allowed to participate, not even as observers to the 

negotiations. Then, when the treaty negotiations were on stalemate for a 

long time since 1947 to 1955, Austrians, burdensome by the occupation 
costs and especially Soviet forces in Austria, started to press Americans 
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to proceed with negotiations and conclusion of a treaty. When the Berlin 

Conference of 1954 was nearing, Austrians very carefully asked for 

American opinion on Austrian delegations’ participation at the 

Conference, for it was very hopeful that a treaty were to be signed at the 

Conference. Nevertheless, Americans denied their participation at first, 

on the grounds that permission for Austrian participation has to be agreed 

by all four powers. In the end, Austrians were granted for the 

participation, but were more as observers, for the official negotiations 

and proceeding of the conference were limited to the Four Powers. At the 

Berlin Conference, Austrians, despite the opposition of the Western 

Powers, tried to accept the Soviet proposal on the neutrality clause in 

return for signing of a State Treaty. When the Secretary of State spoke 

with the Austrian delegation, whether they knew the entailments of being 

permanently neutral, on the economic and military limitations, Austrians 

replied that they did not think thoroughly on the consequences of being 

neutral. They just though it was a bargain chip to get foreign forces out 

of their country and regaining independence by signing a treaty.  

After failure of the Berlin Conference, Austrians, despite full 

awareness of the entailments of permanent neutrality, actively but 

secretively approached Soviets on their own, without consultation to the 

Western Powers. Then, without consultation to the Western Powers, it 

concluded the bilateral negotiations by promising to become 

permanently neutralized after the State Treaty is completed and 

occupation troops leave the country. The Moscow Memorandum of April 

15, 1955 was declared without consultation to the Western Powers. It was 

in a way backstabbing to the Western Powers, for they were resisting 

permanent neutrality of Austria for the security benefit of Austrians, to 
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protect them from possibility of future Soviet domination as it did in 

Czechoslovakia.  

In the end, the Austrian State Treaty was signed a month later 

in May 15, 1955. The studies on Austria’s efforts to completing the State 

Treaty almost uniformly describe the Moscow Memorandum as a 

diplomatic success story on part of the Austrians. The studies often 

reiterate that the Soviets made great concessions in return for permanent 

neutrality. This was the story that was released to the public after 

Moscow Memorandum because of some “concessions” Soviets made on 

the articles 35 on the German Assets of the Treaty. For example, Soviets, 

originally requested single cash payment in return for German assets 

such as oil fields, oil refineries, and Danube Shipping Company in 

Eastern Austria it has possessed during Austrian occupation. But 

Moscow Declaration states that Soviet’s concession was made to allow 

for the in-kind payment distributed over six years instead of a single 

cash-payment. Also, in return for the oil refineries and the oil fields, 

Soviets made “concessions” from the original proposal on 30-year 

supply of crude oil in return of the assets to 10-year supply of 1 million 

tons.   

Nevertheless, according to the analysis by the CIA that was 

made immediately after the Moscow Memorandum, it is very doubtful 

whether there was a great concession, if any, made from the Soviets for 

the following reasons. First, for Soviets, the overhead costs of oil 

business operation in a foreign country (Austria) would cost more. Hence, 

by receiving crude oil, Soviet’s net takings are more beneficial. Secondly, 

the change from 30 supply of crude oil to 10-year supply of crude oil is 

not a concession. Because as of 1955, the size of the Austrian crude oil 
reserve and the remaining potential oil resources in Austria is estimated 
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to be left for 12 years at the current rate of annual output. Third, Soviet’s 

offer to receive in-kind payment, instead of cash-payment, it was already 

being mentioned at the Berlin Conference in 1954. Hence Soviet 

concession is not as great as it is said to be. (CIA, 1955). For a country 

that was declared a victim liberalized from Nazi domination and for a 

country who did not have to make war repayments according to the 

Potsdam Declaration of 1945, Austria paid too much in return for re-

establishment.  

 

 

4. Conclusion: Four reasons for ‘1948’ in Korea and 
not in Austria 
 

 Drawing from the finding in this chapter, four reasons can be 

purported for the question on American decision for termination of 

military occupation, Why 1948 in Korea and not 1948 in Austria? The 

first reason is that America is experiencing a trilemma of domestic 

conflicts with post-war demobilization-shortage of Army manpower 

(army strength ceiling set by the defense budget)-and internationally 

promised occupation duties. During wartime, America expected that 

occupations duties would not last long, hence only established a small 

peacetime military force for the post-war period: 1.5 million manpower 

as legal ceiling for annual defense budget. The reason for planning such 

a swift demobilization and reconversion since 1942 was t prevent post-

war economic depression and stagnation that could appear after 

demobilization, which is exactly what America experienced after World 
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War I. Nevertheless, by the end of 1945, the War Department faced 

problems caused by too rapid demobilization.  

By December 1945, “demobilization has progressed to the point 

where troop requirements overseas have become the governing factor in 

the rate at which the Arm can return men to the US for discharge. […] 

Troop requirements overseas during the next six months (first half of 

1946) will exceed the rate at which the Army is capable of maintaining 

them through replacements. […] Troops will be brought back at an 

average of approximately 300,000 men a month for next six months until 

the Army reaches a planned minimum oversea strength of 797 on July 1, 

1946 (the first day of FY 1947 running from July 1947 to June 30 1948)” 

(War Department Press Release for January 1946 annexed to U.S. 

Department of Army and U.S. Department of Army and Sparrow 1952, 

320) This meant that total planned strength of 1.5 million included forces 

in the continental US, the staff forces and the forces in training for 

oversea deployment for occupation duties. Nevertheless, despite these 

problems with demobilization, the War Department continued with the 

fast rate because of the oppositions to slowing down the demobilization 

from the Congress and American troops around the world waiting to get 

back home.  

The second reason is that even at the end of 1945, despite 

difficulties with the fast rate of demobilization and shortage of manpower, 

US positively and very hopefully expected that occupation duties in 

Korea and Austria would be only temporary to be finished soon after 

establishment of independent states. America never though of prolonged 

occupation in Korea and Austria and America never thought of 

increasing the army strength. Such attitude is shown in a memorandum 
sent from the Secretary of War to the Secretary of State on November 1, 
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1945 (U.S. Department of State and Goodwin et al 1972, FRUS 1946 v1 

doc 583). The memorandum was on the estimate of prospective 

requirements of occupation forces for Korea, Austria, Germany, 

Czechoslovakia, Italy, Venezia Giulia and Japan as of 1 July 1946 (end 

of FY 1946 and beginning of FY 1947), 1 January 1947 (time to propose 

budget for FY 1948) and 1 July 1947 (end of FY 1947 and beginning of 

FY 1948).  The memorandum showed that the withdrawal or reduction 

of forces were considered in all occupation zones, including Germany 

and Japan, except for Italy and Venezia Giulia. It said that for Korea, it 

was hope that a trusteeship will be in operation by July 1, 1946, then only 

those armed forces requested by the High Commissioner for Korea for 

maintenance of law and order will remain. Then, as of January 1 and July 

1, 1947, Department of State hoped that native police force in Korea will 

assume responsibility for law and order. Then, only an small number of 

troops of policy force type will be required. For Austria, this 

memorandum shows that the Department of State projected that since 

they are preparing proposals to be presented in the Allied Council of 

Austria for reduction of Allied occupation forces, hence only policy type 

occupation could be needed by July 1, 1946, and if possible, the forces 

withdrawn entirely by January 1947. This argument was based on the 

fact that a newly elected Renner Government of Austria (election done 

in November 1945, US officially approved recognition in December 20, 

1945) will be recognized by all four powers, hence the restoration of 

independence will happen soon, and the withdrawal without policy force 

type is very likely. In fact, peace settlement for Italy, Bulgaria, Hungary 

Finland, Rumania was being negotiated and were hoped to sign peace 

treaties soon. Then, the Austrian State Treaty and German peace 
settlement was next in line to be settled by the four powers. Therefore, 
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the Department of State made a draft State Treaty for Austria and 

circulated to allies for discussion in June 1946. For other countries like 

Germany, the occupation forces were expected to be required on until 

July 1, 1947, however, if process is made on German Control Council on 

the reestablishment of German agencies, a limited police type occupation 

force was expected to be sufficient. In fact, the War Department was 

making plans for policy type occupation force.    

 The third reason that made US to decide on the termination of 

occupation of Korea in 1948 was for reasons very specific to Korea that 

enabled an early (if not earliest among occupying countries) termination 

of occupation. Korea was the only country with no binding obligation for 

official allied military occupation. It was the only country, also a non-

belligerent country, where no official agreement for post-war allied 

machinery for occupation nor civil affairs agreement was made. In case 

of Austria there were two signed agreements called the Allied Control 

Machinery-the Allied Commission and another agreement on the Zones 

of Occupation of Austria, Administration of Vienna. Also, in case of 

Korea, Roosevelt-Stalin made an oral agreement in Malta, in 1945 on 

establishing a trusteeship with no stationing of foreign forces, while it 

was agreed to establish a military occupation with forces present in 

Austria. Furthermore, it was only agreed at Moscow Conference in 1945 

to establish a Joint Commission to assist formation of a provisional 

Korean government, to assist and consult with provisional government 

to setup a trusteeship. The U.S.-Soviet agreement on withdrawal of 

troops was a necessary condition, while unification was not. Hence the 

establishment of the Republic of Korea in the southern half was a 

sufficient condition for a decision to terminate occupation and 
withdrawal of American forces.   
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Lastly, the Soviet factor, an external factor, was an important 

and even one of the most decisive variables in termination of occupation 

of Korea on the one hand, and prevention of termination of occupation 

in Austria on the other hand. In Korea, Soviets did not have much to gain 

economically through occupation of Korea. Above all, the cost of 

occupation was Soviets to pay for them. On the other hand, Austria, 

Soviets had a lot to gain economically hence, the signing of State Treaty 

for Austria was continuously turned down since 1946. (Since June 1946, 

a for the Austrian State Treaty was ready). First of all, Austria paid for 

the occupation based on the Moscow Declaration of 1943 that said: 

“Austria is reminded […] that in the final settlement, account will 

inevitably be taken of her own contribution to liberation” (U.S. 

Department of State and Beavans, 1970, TIAS 3:827). Soviet forces were 

also feeding from American and UNRRA food aid sent to Soviet zones 

in Austria. In addition, Austria was one of the oil producing countries in 

Europe and Soviets had confiscated the oil fields and refineries in Eastern 

Austria (those in the Soviet Zones) based on the claim that they were 

“External German Assets” and it was agreed at Potsdam Conference that 

occupying countries would take them. In addition to economic gains, 

Soviets had political and military gains through occupation of Austria. 

Austria was used as pawn to propose package deals with German issue. 

Furthermore, it was means to bring Western powers to the negotiations 

table as well. In addition, even if the negotiations failed, the burden of 

stalemate was always placed on the Western powers by claiming they did 

not accept Soviet request for the article 35 on the settlement (payment) 

for the return of German Assets to Austria. In the end, in 1955, Austria, 

in order to terminate the occupation and get the Soviets to sign the treaty, 
Austria paid Soviets US$ 150 million for return of Danube Shipping 
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Company, a 10 million tons of crude oil for 10 years for return of oil 

fields, properties, and refineries (CIA reported that only 12 years of oil 

reserve was left in Austrian basin as of 1955 due to 10 years of soviet 

excavation). Lastly, Austria paid heavy cost for security. Austria agreed 

with the Soviets to self-proclaim the Swiss-type permanent neutrality 

upon signing the Austrian State Treaty and agreed to not station any 

foreign forces (in addition to disabling military and air clause already in 

the State Treaty). For these reasons, Soviets was an important variable in 

Austria for preventing the termination of occupation and withdrawal of 

forces, while in Korea, Soviet was an important catalyst in pushing for 

early termination of occupation and withdrawal of forces.      

In conclusion, in 1948, at the fact of manpower shortage, the 

condition under which military occupation was established in Korea 

were less entangling and less binding than any other countries. Hence it 

was terminated first among other occupied countries to use 45,000 forces 

in Korea elsewhere in the world. On the other hand, Austria’s occupation 

did not terminate in 1948, because Soviets were persistently preventing 

the signing of the State Treaty since 1946. Had the negotiations with the 

first draft State Treaty been concluded in 1946, Austria would have been 

the first to terminate occupation, even before Korea. Furthermore, had 

the Soviets agreed to sign the State Treaty, any time after 1946, allied 

occupation of Austria would have terminated at any time before 1955.        
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Chapter V. Conclusion and Implications 
 
  

This study tried to find answers to the enigma of the causes of 

resulting diverging political aftermath in Austria and Korea after the 

ending of military occupation in two countries. This research concerns 

two questions. The first question and the primary purpose of this study 

was to answer: Why did the U.S. decide to terminate the military 

occupation of Korea in 1948? The second question that runs in 

conjunction with the first question and leads to the secondary purpose of 

this study was: Why did the occupation of Austria not terminate in 1948 

along with Korea?  

This study started from these puzzling questions surrounding 

the situation of post-war military occupation of two countries that 

seemingly shared similar beginning as allied-occupied countries, yet the 

aftermath of the occupation was different in terms of the year of ending 
the occupation and country fate that followed: still partitioned Korea and 

permanently neutralized Austria. In search of the Answers to these 

questions, this study paid attention to the fact the American forces were 

playing leading roles in both countries and tried to find answers from 

American military occupation policies and parallel army demobilization 

policy on Austria and Korea from the inception of these policies during 

the wartime. 

 The pages of this dissertation tried to show that paradoxically, 

since the beginning state of negotiating military occupation on Korea and 

Austria with the Allies, America agreed at the diplomatic and political 

level to engage in occupation duties, despite its plans for quick military 

demobilization and reconversion made at the domestic level. From the 
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very beginning, the America’s international agreements on post-war 

occupation commitments were already accompanied by an unmatching 

demobilization and reconversion schedule. The demobilization and 

reconversion schedule drove strongly for quick demobilization, 

overriding, offsetting, shifting and changing the American Containment 

policy and post-war global strategies.   

 As Secretary of War Robert P. Patterson said in a memorandum 

to the Secretary of State James F. Byrnes sent on November 1, 1945, 

“because of the interdependence of demobilization and U.S. foreign 

policy” (U.S. Department of State and Goodwin et al. 1972, v.I doc.589) 

the over-all demobilization plans of the Army and the drastic 

demobilization was an integral part of the military occupation duties in 

the post-war years. In fact, it was integral part of shaping occupation 

policies for Korea and Austria, for the soldiers that were on overseas 

duties at the point of November 1945 were to be discharged prior to 

September 1946 and the forces in both Europe and Pacific were to be 

reduced drastically.  

 The American efforts to pursue termination of military 

occupation of Korea and Austria in the post-war years were largely the 

result of army manpower shortage caused by rapid demobilization and 

reconversion. To the United States, peacetime standing army (i.e the 

manpower) and peacetime military budget have always been limited 

resources. Before the end of World War II, it was not a problem to 

American national security, for it was not a world power. Nevertheless, 

with the end of the war, America became a global power and the burden 

of maintainance of global peace rested on its shoulder, for the reasons 

that global peace was essential for the economic security and national 
security in general for America. America had to make pragmatic choices 
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with the occupation forces, hence it led to agreeing with the Soviets to 

withdraw completely from Korea by December 1948, despite unification 

of Korea had not been reached. This paper concluded that the US-Soviet 

agreement on withdrawal of troops from Korea was a necessary 

condition, while unification was not. Hence the establishment of the 

Republic of Korea in the southern half in August 1948 was a sufficient 

condition for a decision to terminate occupation and withdrawal of 

American forces. On the other hand, due to lack of agreement with the 

Soviets, the termination of occupation and withdrawal of forces from 

Austria did not occur along with Korea but were delayed until 1955.   

It was mentioned in the introduction on the point of departure 

of the researched into the America’s formal military engagements and 

disengagements in Korea and Austria in the post-World War II era in the 

form of military occupation. It was due to the fact that the previous 

studies on Korean War have posed arguments that the end of occupation 

in Korea in 1948 and the subsequent withdrawal of American troops is 

related to the initiation and causes of the Korean war, yet no studies have 

given clear link to support that proposition.  

By comparing the America’s policy decisions that led to 

termination of occupation of Korea and Austria, this study contributed to 

the literature of politico-military aspect of military engagement and 

disengagement in general, and military occupation in particular. This 

study tried to supplement the view that the previous studies on military 

engagement and occupation fail to explain. That is the enigmatic 

behavior of America’s (and the other three allied powers’) decision of 

ending of military occupation and withdrawal of forces from Austria and 

Korea in the midst of the Cold War and the resulting diverging political 
aftermath in Korea and Austria. 



285	

It is acknowledged that there is a clear limitation to looking only 

at the American policy for the answers. It may not provide the whole 

picture of the withdrawal of forces, for there were other allied countries 

involved. Nevertheless, because America took the leading role, this study 

paid attention to the fact that its decisions were taken in relation to other 

allied forces. Hence, despite the limitations, it would still be an important 

Army side of the story for the study of the reasons for America’s decision 

of termination of military occupation of Korea in 1948.  

One note on the scope of the research is that this study focused 

on American policies only. The primary reason is because the common 

Allied power that installed partite occupation in Korea and Austria were 

the Americans and the Soviets. The secondary reason is that the 

American decision on ending military occupation of South Korea alone, 

without reuniting the country, followed by complete withdrawal of 

American forces from South Korea, creating a vacuum of military power 

has been argued as one of the reasons that led to the Korean War. Yet 

previous studies have not provided reasonable explanations or answers 

to why America ended occupation in 1948. While the importance to 

provide comparison with the Soviet policies is acknowledged, it is left 

for future studies.  

This study tried to provide a sense of the whole story from the 

beginning of discussions on the post-war status of Korea and Austria in 

order to understand both the structure and significance of what led to 

policy decisions on the different years to end occupation. Hence, this 

study focused on the policies and negotiations process for military 

occupation, engagement and disengagements on Korea and Austria 

pursued by Roosevelt, Truman and Eisenhower administrations. Whilst 
every endeavor will be made to present a well-rounded, and balanced 



286	

perspective, the analysis limited to American documents naturally 

creates a limitation to a skewed view of American perspective. 

Nevertheless, the fact that military occupation issues were decided 

through multilateral negotiations naturally created documents to contain 

records, conversations and minutes of the meetings of the Heads of 

Governments, foreign ministers, and deputy meetings of the Four Powers. 

Hence diverging multilateral perspectives, agreements and 

disagreements were naturally exposed in American documents to 

supplement the limitations.  

 

This study will conclude by making some remarks on the two 

implications of the study. As this thesis was being written for about a year 

or so, the withdrawal of troops from Afghanistan was being completed. 

This withdrawal of troops was decided during the Trump Administration 

and was implemented in the Biden Administration in 2021. In addition, 

the previous Trump Administration had pursued withdrawal of American 

troops stationed in Germany and Korea as well (Stewart and Ali 2020). 

The issue that tipped over the alliance was the unfair share of the burden 

on American security commitment in these countries (Blake 2017; 

Gordon 2020). However, the incoming of the new Biden Administration 

had reversed the course and announced that reduction of U.S. troops in 

Germany and South Korea, and tense talks over defense cost sharing 

(Biden, 2021) will not be pursued.  

The unfair share of the burden, or the defense cost sharing all 

point to America’s limited military resources. The American policy of 

retrenchment, at the face of its limited military resources, has been 

continuously pursued since the end of World War II, one of the first being 
the case of Korea and Austria. This study showed that the termination of 
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military occupation of Korea and Austria back in 1948 was greatly 

affected by the military budget and legal limitations for the ceiling of 

military personnel. However, even today, every year, the Congress 

determines the authorized officer strength for each military service 

branch has to be authorized before any approval for budget proposals. 

For FY 2021, and FY 2022, the Defense budget appropriations Bill 

showed that American military manpower is s till limited with the end 

strength around 2 million. For FY 2021, an active end strength of 

1.348,375 and a reserve end strength of 802,000 were authorized. For FY 

2022, an active end strength of 1,346,400 and a reserve end strength of 

799,500 were requested and pending for appropriation approvals (U.S. 

Congress, 2021, 13)  

America is one of the most advanced democracies in the world. 

Depending on the tax revenues and balances the budget and authorized 

strength fluctuate. In fact, the modernization of the army further supports 

for smaller army strength. This was exactly same supporting argument 

for reduction of army personnel in the post-World War II period, besides 

the reduction of the military budget. In considering America’s behavior 

in retrenchment in the past such as from Vietnam or in the present such 

as from Afghanistan, this paper showed that the key is America’s 

considerations for allotment of limited military resources. The shifting of 

America’s national security interest will accompany re-allotment and 

shifting of its military resources, just as America’s security interests that 

shifted from Asia (Korea) to Europe due to deepening Cold War around 

1947 caused considerations for withdrawal of its forces even at the risks 

of sovietization. As I am writing this conclusion, the American 

government announced deployment of 3000 U.S. forces in Germany to 
Eastern European countries due to possible invasion of Russia into 
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Ukraine at any time. Due to its manpower ceiling, the sending forces to 

somewhere of national interest requires subtracting forces from 

somewhere of less national interest. This time, it was from Germany. 

Next time it could be from Korea. No one can ensure that had it not been 

the US-Chinese tensions, the American forces from Korea could have 

been deployed to Eastern Europe.         

Second remark on the implication relates to what it was 

mentioned in the literature review on the trend for looking at the Austrian 

model for the permanent neutralization of Korea. In the end, the Austrian 

Sate Treaty was signed, and the studies on Austria’s efforts to completing 

the State Treaty almost uniformly describe the Moscow Memorandum as 

a diplomatic success story on part of the Austrians. The studies often 

reiterate that the Soviets made great concessions in return for permanent 

neutrality. Nevertheless, this study has showed that Soviets did not make 

great concession at all, and that Austria has paid too cash in return for re-

establishment in return for what was rightfully Austrians in the first place. 

In addition, Austria’s permanent neutrality did not serve as a safety net 

to its national security as it is known to the world. Whereas it is known 

that the “neutralization clause” was not included in the State Treaty, if 

one looks carefully, the treaty article 13 titled “Prohibition of Special 

Weapons” is nearly as neutralization clause. The Article 13 prohibits 

Austria from possession, construct or experiment with any atomic 

weapons, any other major weapon adaptable now or in the future to mass 

destruction, any self-propelled or guided missile or torpedoes, sea-mines, 

submarines, motor torpedo, boats, assault craft, guns with range of more 

than 30 km, biological weapons, or any apparatus designed to produce, 

project or spread for war purposes. In conjunction with the great cash 
Austria paid to the Soviet in return for German Assets to sign the State 
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Treaty, this article 13 on prohibition of special weapons should be 

carefully considered by the Koreans within the context of Korea’s 

economic and military place in the international community when 

arguing for permanent neutralization of Korea. Today, Korea is ranked 

among top 10 economies of the OECD countries. In addition, Korea is 

also raked among top in terms of traditional weapons strength. Today, 

Korea’s top ranked production of memory semi-conductors and other 

war weapons will most likely become prohibited if Korea signs an 

permanent neutrality treaty with where US, China and Soviets will most 

likely be included as signatories. There are many methods a country can 

adopt to achieve unification, yet if the Austrian style permanent 

neutrality is to be adopted in Austria much more careful legal 

considerations seem necessary (Park, 2021). Furthermore, besides 

looking at the successful reunification cases for answers, more research 

in the opposite case, such as the 1993 Velvet Divorce of Czechoslovakia 

where the country was willingly separated into two seem more 

appropriate to be considered in view of the current partitioned status of 

Korea after a civil war. After all, Austria’s State Treaty was signed and 

permanent neutrality was achieved to end post-war allied military 

occupation, not an armistice as in Korea. 
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Abstract in Korean 

 
미국의 전후 동원해제가 1948 년 한국점령 종료 결정에 미친 

영향: 오스트리아 사례와 비교분석을 통한 연구 

 

서울대학교 국제대학원 

국제학과 

박수희 

 

본 논문은 6.25 전쟁의 (한국전쟁) 원인에 대한 연구로부터 파생된 

질문에서 출발했다: 왜 하필 냉전과 봉쇄 정책이 고조되고 있는 

1948 년에 미국이 한국에서 군사점령을 종료하고 1949 년에 군대를 

완전 철수 시키기로 결정했을까? 본 고는 문헌검토를 통해 한국의 

6.25 전쟁 학자들은 1948 년 점령종료와 1949 년 미군 철수를 

설명하는 과정에서 국내적 요인(내적 속성)을 강조하고 있는 것으로 

보았다. 그러나, 1948 년 및 전후 미국의 전반적인 세계 전략을 볼 

때 한국의 국내 요인이 충분히 중요한 반면, 같은 시기 전략 지역에 

미군을 배치하는 등의 봉쇄 전략들이 미국의 1948 년 한국 

군사점령 종료 결정 과정에서 더 우위시 되는 요인인 것으로 

보았다. 특히, 미국의 국내 정책에서는 1945 년부터 1947 년까지 

급속히 진행된 ‘전후 동원 해제와 평시 병력 재전환’이 봉쇄정책과 

전후 세계전략보다 우선시되며 더 강력하게 작용했기 때문이라고 

보았다. 결국은, 미국의 국방자원이 부족한 것이 가장 중요하게 

작용했고, 동원해제라는 국내적 요구가 세계 전략적 이익보다 더 
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앞섰기에 1948 년 남한에 대한민국 정부 수립과 함께 미군 철수를 

시작해서 1949 년 6 월 완전 철수를 했다고 보았다.  

본 연구는 ‘왜 하필 1948 년에 미국이 한국에서 군사점령을 

종료했나‘ 에 대한 답을 찾기 위해 미국의 한국 군사점령 정책에 

초점을 맞추는 한편, 더 나아가 한국의 점령이 동원해제와 평시병력 

전환의 영향을 받은 유일한 사례인지도 검토했다. 오스트리아는 

전후 한국과 유사한 점령을 받았지만 최종 결과는 달랐다는 역사적 

사실을 참고하여 미국이 오스트리아와 한국에 적용한 군사점령 

시작과 종료에 대한 사례를 비교하였다. 따라서 미국의 동원해제 및 

평시병력 전환이 두 나라에 적용된 미국의 점령과 점령 종료 

정책에 미친 영향을 비교함으로써 1948 년 군사 점령을 끝내기 

위한 미국의 정책이 오스트리아에서도 고려되었는지에 대한 답을 

찾고자 하였다.  

 비교 연구를 통하여 미국은 한국 및 오스트리아 양국에 

대한 연합국 군사 점령 협상의 시작 단계부터 미국 의회와 유권자 

및 연방기관의 신속한 동원해제 계획 촉구에도 불구하고, 외교적, 

정치적 차원에서 이에 반하는 점령 의무에 참여에 합의했다고 

(마지못한 합의) 보았다. 이미 전쟁 초기부터 미국은 전후 연합국의 

군사점령에 대한 참여를 계획하고 실행하는 동시에 빠른 전후 

해산을 계획하고 있었다. 그렇기에 점령에 대한 국제합의는 이미 

처음부터 미국이 전후 국제적 차원에서 추진할 봉쇄정책과 세계 

전략을 상쇄시키고, 변화시키고, 변경시키게 될 미국 국내의 신속한 

동원해제 계획에 반하는 합의였던 것으로 보았다.   

이 후 1945 년 5 월 21 일에 본격 시작하여 1947 년 6 월 

30 일에 끝난 미국의 ‘동원해제 및 평시병력 재전환’은 평시에 
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150 만 명의 육군 병력의 법정 한도를 설정하였고, 이에 따라 

1947 년 회계연도 이후 국방 예산의 대규모 삭감을 수반하였다. 

이러한 제한된 국방 자원의 현실에 직면한 미국은 점령군 관련 

실용적인 선택을 해야 했고, 비록 원래 계획과는 달리 한국이 

통일되지 않았음에도 불구하고 1948 년 한국에서 완전 철수하기로 

소련과 합의하고 점령을 종료하였다. 미국에게 소련과의 철군 

합의는 점령 종료와 철군을 위한 필요조건 이었던 반면 통일은 

필요조건이 아니었기에 남한 정부 수립은 미군의 점령 종료와 

철군을 위한 충분조건이었던 것으로 보았다. 한편, 

오스트리아에서는 소련과 합의가 이루어 지지 않아 1955 년까 점령 

종료 및 점령군 철수가 지체되었다고 보았다.  

 

 

주요 단어: 전후의, 오스트리아, 한국, 동맹국 분할점령, 군사점령 

학번: 2012-30684 
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Appendix I.  

 
Comparison of schedule of demobilization and reconversion with 
the schedule for termination of military occupation and withdrawal 
of forces from Korea and Austria (years 1942-1955) 
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