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" HE UNITED STATES has called on its military forces to perform a

variety of missions in the post-Cold War world, many in post-conflict
settings with complex political, social, economic, and military dimensions.
The American military has quickly discovered that effectively addressing
these issues requires “interagency operations,” the coordinated employment
of multiple federal organizations, bringing all the instruments of national
power to bear on a problem. Unfortunately, after concentrating for a quar-
ter of a century on preparing for a war against the Warsaw Pact, the armed
services have found themselves largely unprepared for this task. With only
a modicum of doctrine, training, and expertise, the military has set about
learning interagency operations on the job. Although the U.S. military had a
long history of conducting assistance, it has not drawn fully and systemati-
cally on its historical legacy in preparing for an interagency effort, security
operations, and civil-military affairs in post-conflict settings.! This failure
is unfortunate. The post-World War II era in particular offers some valuable
lessons on the role of the military after battle.

Strong parallels exist between today’s post-Cold War world and the years
immediately following World War II. Both periods began with unsettled
regional security systems, ethnic and irredentist conflicts, significant regional
economic dislocation, and serious migration and refugee issues. In each
case, the world was an unsettled place, facing an ambiguous and uncertain
future. In each instance, the American military played a prominent role in
setting the conditions for regional stability, security, and progress. Finally,
on each occasion the U.S. armed forces began their efforts with a “learn as
you go” approach to interagency operations.

The experience of General Geoffrey Keyes, the American high commis-
sioner for occupied Austria from 1947 to 1950, is a case in point. General
Keyes’ term as high commissioner reflected the difficulties inherent in an
ad hoc approach to interagency operations. Most important, his campaign
for Austrian security demonstrated the great danger of approaching these
missions without a coherent, visionary regional strategy. The U.S. strate-
gic approach to Austria was essentially “backward looking,” designed to
redress prewar issues. The stated objective was to abolish the anschluss
that united Germany and Austria and recreate an independent Austrian
state.? Senior U.S. leaders, however, provided no guidance on how to face
the future and shape the development of a new postwar European politi-
cal, economic, and security framework. Without a common doctrinal base
and shared operational experience, the absence of a clear strategic vision
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exacerbated the challenge of har-
monizing interagency efforts for
the challenges ahead.

Lacking clear long-term guid-
ance on the U.S. role in Austria,
General Keyes developed his
own vision, shaping America’s
strategy from the periphery—a
Cold War version of “the tail
wags the dog.” The inverted
nature of General Keyes’ Aus-
trian strategy had its roots in
the government’s contentious
wartime planning for the postwar
world. Part of the Army leader-
ship wanted nothing to do with
civil affairs because it detracted
resources and effort from warfighting tasks. Others
countered that the military was the only organiza-
tion that could muster the vast capabilities needed
to support post-conflict missions. The Departments
of Treasury and State argued that civilians should
run the effort, but they were slow to organize or
propose a practical alternative.’

Despite controversy, in 1942 the Army began
training and planning for post-conflict reconstruc-
tion, establishing a rudimentary system in time
to support operations in North Africa and Italy.
Though field commanders complained of the
additional responsibility, the military became the
de facto leader for implementing post-conflict poli-
cies. As postwar planning accelerated, the Army
assumed the overall mission for America’s part in
establishing military governance in occupied ter-
ritories, including the reestablished state of Austria.*

The Occupation of Austria

The Army’s preeminence in occupation duties,
particularly in Austria, remained relatively unchal-
lenged until the onset of the Cold War. General
Mark Clark served as both the commander of U.S.
forces in Austria and the high commissioner of the
American occupied area. Occupying armies and
military commissioners from France, Great Britain,
and the Soviet Union joined General Clark’s forces,
dividing the country into four zones and ruling
Austria through an Allied council, an arrangement
similar to the one employed during the initial occu-
pation of Germany.
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At first, Austria appeared to
set the standard for interagency
cooperation, although there were
some complaints about the Army.
While General Clark had boasted
that the Austrian occupation
would have “the best troops in
Europe,” one State Department
observer protested:

The fact that the wrong army
arrived [in Austria] is very
definitely at the bottom [of our
problems], and almost all of the
incredible anomalies here are
traceable ultimately to that. It
must be kept in mind through-
out. In the first place it was a
combat army that had fought its way across
France and Germany, and its principal con-
cern is still with fighting and “occupying.”
Such things as MG [military government]
are a necessary nuisance and political con-
siderations are wholly submerged.’
Despite these criticisms, in the first years of the
occupation, reports from the theater generally sug-
gested that State and the Army were functioning
together quite well, following wartime precedents
with the Army in the lead and State in a supporting
role. John G. Erhardt, who also served as a political
advisor subordinate to General Clark, led the depart-
ment legation. By all accounts, Clark, Erhardt, and
their staffs functioned well together. One State
Department official called Austria a “model of
military and civilian cooperation.”®

Despite the reputation for close collaboration
and the fact that State had no objection to another
military high commissioner following him, Gen-
eral Clark’s departure in May 1947 revealed the
strain developing between the two. Clark’s fare-
well speech included a strong and unambiguous
statement of American support for Austria. The
State Department complained that Clark had not
properly cleared the pronouncement with them.
General Clark’s remarks seemed to suggest an
unrestricted, long-term commitment to Austria,
while in fact, the United States had not settled on
a clear strategy for the occupation or for negotiat-
ing a final treaty (called the state treaty) with the
other Allied powers over Austria’s status.” The
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Farewell reception and luncheon in honor of General
Mark Clark in Salzburg, Austria, 5 May 1947.

controversy surrounding Clark’s departing remarks
reflected a growing rift between the State Depart-
ment legation and the military high command over
setting the course for the U.S. position on Austria.

General Keyes’ Proposals
Responsibility for implementing whatever long-
term strategy the United States came up with fell to
Clark’s successor, General Geoffrey Keyes.* When
Keyes assumed command of U.S. forces in Austria
in the spring of 1947, American occupation policy
was at a crossroads. The Austrian government
wanted the United States to propose troop withdraw-
als even in the absence of a negotiated settlement by
the occupying powers. The Austrians argued with-
drawal would give them greater flexibility in dealing
with the Soviets over the contentious issues delaying
final treaty negotiations.” The legation wanted to
consider the proposal. General Keyes rejected the
idea outright and resented that the representatives
of the State Department did not give him their full
support. State’s approach, General Keyes’ chief of
staff Colonel Thomas F. Hickey reported, is “to
support the political advisor’s theory that the high
commissioner is just a figurehead.” The political
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adviser, he complained, had fallen for the Austrian
line that the whole idea was, “get the Army out, and
things will be easy in Austria.”!?

General Keyes, on the other hand, was convinced
that the Soviets were intent on dominating Austria
as a springboard for further incursions into Western
Europe. His mistrust of the Soviets was legion.
In fact, suspecting a Communist-inspired attempt
to embarrass him the first day on the job, he had
ordered extra security measures. Early that morning
a general strike erupted, followed by an unprec-
edented 14 riots in General Keyes’ first month of
command, leaving him deeply suspicious that the
Soviets were behind all of Austria’s ills."

Soviet obstructionism, General Keyes concluded,
was part of a larger plan. He saw Austria as a key
piece in an emerging geo-strategic confrontation
between East and West. Although Austria had never
figured prominently in American strategic plan-
ning either during or after the war, Keyes believed
Austria was the linchpin holding back a concerted
Soviet scheme to take over Western Europe. Austria
should not be free, he argued, until it could resist
Soviet influence.'

Keyes believed U.S. forces should remain until
four conditions were in place:

e A state treaty.

e Aplan to ensure Austrian economic independence.

e A security force to insure the territorial and
political integrity of the country.

e The expeditious, simultaneous withdrawal of
all occupation forces."

He proposed a two-tracked approach of economic
assistance and military aid to accomplish these
goals and ensure U.S. interests in Austria.'*

In terms of economic assistance, General Keyes
envisioned a scheme that would piggyback off
the Marshall Plan. Shortly after Secretary of State
George C. Marshall announced the creation of
the European Recovery Program, General Keyes
began to argue that the initiative could be used to
ensure Austrian independence and fight off Soviet
influence in the country.!® In October 1947, Keyes
formally proposed a neutralization plan for Austria,
an economic assistance package that would estab-
lish a viable “neutral” Austrian economy that could
resist Soviet economic and political penetration.
The plan included specific objectives far over and
above the provisions of the European Recovery
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Program (which called for only a $185 million
investment in Austria). General Keyes believed that
those resources would be necessary just for food
imports; more funds were necessary for industrial-
ization and the other investments to jump-start the
Austrian economy.

The Keyes plan also called for undermining the
viability of Soviet-controlled industries, strangling
them by reducing access to rolling stock, energy,
and raw materials, as well as boycotting their
products. General Keyes estimated his plan would
require an additional $27 million. He concluded
that, without the neutralization plan, Austria would
succumb to Soviet economic domination within
six months after the withdrawal of U.S. forces.'®
During the next year, he constantly prodded the
Joint Chiefs of Staff and the State Department to
consider his initiative.'’

Keyes also felt that physical security was as
important as economic security. He believed that the
presence of British, French, and American forces
was the only thing blocking more aggressive Soviet
penetration of the country. However, in arguing for
maintaining troops in Austria, Keyes knew he had
to temper his desires in light of the stark realities
of the occupation as well as the views of the State
Department and the Austrian government. The
rapid demobilization after World War I1 strained the
Army’s limited resources and manpower. It could
spare few troops to garrison the country. In addition,
the economic burden of occupation by the few West-
ern forces already in the country was undercutting
efforts to resuscitate the Austrian economy. Still,
while his forces were limited and were becoming
tiresome to the Austrians, the general rejected the
notion that the troops could withdraw safely, unless
Austria first obtained military aid to establish its
own security force.

As confrontations with the Soviets over Greece,
Iran, Berlin, the Marshall Plan, and Yugoslavia
became more agitated, General Keyes’ confron-
tational approach seemed to dovetail well with

...rapid demobilization after
World War Il strained the Army’s
limited resources and manpower.

66

America’s emerging policy of containment. Keyes
continued to pepper Washington with assess-
ments demonstrating how conditions in Austria fit
clearly into the overall Soviet threat to Europe.'s
He saw a potential danger to Vienna similar to the
blockade of Berlin. American forces had identi-
fied 4,000 agents in the Western zones working to
expand Soviet influence in the country. There was
a legal, well-organized, and disciplined Communist
party—150,000 strong—directly responsible, Keyes
believed, to Moscow. General Keyes pictured an
Austria stranded in a “no man’s land” that was vul-
nerable to military, economic, and political isolation.

General Keyes also stressed the benefits of the
continued occupation of Austria in the event of
hostilities with the West, not only as an extension of
the position in Germany, but also for its own geo-
graphic and strategic advantages.'” As far as he was
concerned, the United States was “engaged in a type
of war with the Soviet Union,” and America couldn’t
leave the Austrian front until Austria was secure.?

General Keyes’ advocacy for more aggressive
measures received a considerable boost from the
February 1948 Communist takeover in Czecho-
slovakia. General Keyes called the Prague coup
“one of those events which from time to time
occur to change the course of history.””! The coup
demonstrated that the Soviets couldn’t be trusted,
strengthening his argument for a clear link between
negotiating the state treaty and Austrian defense. On
the heels of the coup, the Department of Defense
fought off an attempt by Secretary of State Dean
Acheson to weaken the linkage between security
measures and treaty negotiations.*

When the Allies prepared to resume negotiations
over the Austrian state treaty, General Keyes’ per-
sistent views on Austrian security won out. At the
treaty negotiations in the wake of the Communist
coup in Czechoslovakia, political adviser John
Erhardt supported Keyes. Parroting Keyes’ view,
Erhardt concluded there seemed little to recom-
mend giving up the position the United States held
in Austria without a firm guarantee of the country’s
security.” General Keyes’ ideas gained additional
support when the State Department asked the Joint
Chiefs to review the Austrian situation. In March
1948, the Joint Chiefs did little more than rubber
stamp the Keyes position, and the State Depart-
ment concurred.*
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Despite his apparent policy successes, U.S.-
Austrian policy continued to frustrate Keyes.
He was disappointed by the lack of American
knowledge and interest in Austrian affairs.”> He
also feared that the U.S. effort in Austria was the
poor stepchild of the German occupation.”® He
tried, without success, to persuade the Army staff
in Washington to lobby the Joint Chiefs of Staff
to sever all ties that subordinated his command to
U.S. forces in Germany.*’

In addition to his running battle with the
military government in Germany, General Keyes
had continuing clashes over the administration
of the European Recovery Plan, arguing that it
did not provide enough economic aid to ensure
Austrian independence and was poorly managed.
He wanted the Economic Cooperation Authority
mission in Paris that administered aid to work
through that office.?®

Keyes’ Proposals Rejected

General Keyes’ proposal was ignored, and not
long after the Economic Cooperation Authority
began operations, trouble started. John Erhardt
believed the Army became obstructionist, creating
a “tempest in a teapot” with the Economic Coopera-
tion Authority management team. By 20 October
1948, he reported conclusively, “The honeymoon
is over.” He argued that if General Keyes would
not cooperate with the Economic Cooperation
Authority, the State Department should take over
the high commissioner post from the Army. The
Marshall Plan, Erhardt argued, should not be under
the Army anyway. The program needed to be set up
so that authority could be progressively turned over
to the Austrian government. “As I have explained
to General Keyes,” Erhardt stated, “Our policy is
... to let the Austrian Government have more and
more authority and to progressively diminish the
authority of the Army. Under that formula, whether
the Army likes it or not, the authority of the legation
would also progressively increase.”” The Army’s
leadership in Austria, Erhardt argued, was becoming
an obstacle to further progress.

Not only were General Keyes’ recommenda-
tions to subordinate the Economic Cooperation
Authority to the high commissioner rejected, but
his economic plan floundered in Washington. The
Joint Chiefs of Staff referred the Keyes plan to the
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Logo used on aid delivered to European countries during
the Marshall Plan, starting about 1948. The labeling was
deemed necessary when Congress became concerned
that the Soviet Union was taking credit for the poorly
marked U.S. foreign aid donations to European countries.
The logo for the USAID (the current incarnation of the
same programs) is descended from this logo.

State-Army-Navy-Air Force Coordinating Com-
mittee’s Subcommittee for Europe as a priority
project. The subcommittee convened a working
group from the Department of the Army and the
State Department to study the proposal. The State
Department in Washington, however, was wary that
any additional investments in Austria might only
complicate the challenge of getting the Soviets to
agree on a state treaty. In addition, State wanted to
focus resources where it thought they would do the
most good. It preferred to keep the priority of U.S.
effort on supporting Germany, France, and Britain.
On 30 April 1948, the State Department succeeded
in having the Keyes plan removed from the com-
mittee’s agenda and it was never revived.** As long
as the State Department held preeminence in setting
the agenda for foreign economic aid, there was little
prospect that General Keyes’ proposal would ever
be implemented. While General Keyes’ economic
initiatives went nowhere, his plans for an Austrian
security force made more progress. Here he had the
full backing of the military in Washington. In fact,
the Joint Chiefs had declared that “general agree-
ment exists that the most urgent problem involved
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in the conclusion of the treaty is the creation of
an Austrian army capable of maintaining internal
order during the period immediately following the
withdrawal of the occupation forces and pending the
expansion of the army to the full strength authorized
by the treaty.”!

The military had preeminent influence on tradi-
tional national security issues. With the full support
of the Pentagon, security preparations in Austria
continued, including measures to establish a covert
Austrian army.*?

...Security preparations in
Austria continued, including
measures to establish a
covert Austrian army.

While the Austrians enthusiastically supported
the secret rearmament program, they pushed equally
vigorously for an end to the occupation. They, too,
were often at odds with General Keyes’ view that
the utility of the occupation had to be “measured
in terms of western political and strategic gains.”
General Keyes told the Joint Chiefs that the occu-
pation was essential and there was “no obligation
or need to make excuses for or further justify an
occupation which is the mildest in history.”** Keyes
worried that Austrian demands and public opinion
would sway the United States. “Having strongly
rejected a policy of appeasement toward the Rus-
sians,” he complained, “we are now tending to adopt
a policy of appeasement toward the Austrians at
the expense of our national aims in the struggle for
world peace when no appeasement is called for.”*
The Austrian view, General Keyes concluded, was
less important than U.S. security interests were.

Keyes feared manipulation by Austrian politi-
cians as much as Soviet penetration. In particular,
he complained that the Austrian foreign minister
Karl Grubber was pushing too hard for a treaty.
Grubber, General Keyes concluded, was “play-
ing both ends against the middle . . . a dangerous
approach in dealing with the welfare of a country.””*®
The foreign minister, Keyes believed, could not be
pro-Western and, at the same time, claim the Austri-
ans could negotiate in good faith with the Soviets.
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While General Keyes continued his battles with
Austrian officials, the military government in Ger-
many, the Economic Cooperation Authority, and the
State Department, State renewed its effort to take
control. In 1947, the department had developed a
proposal to civilianize the high commissioner’s
position, but later decided to wait until a resolution
of the state treaty before making its case. Francis
Williamson of the Department of State’s Central
European Division, however, wrote John Erhardt
that if relations with General Keyes became too
bad, “we will take the memorandum out and wave
it under the noses of selected people in the Depart-
ment of the Army.”*” When treaty negotiations
collapsed in 1949, the State Department decided
to renew that effort.

The military reaction to the State Department’s
initiative was equivocal. On 15 June 1949, the
Joint Chiefs of Staff offered no objection to lim-
iting or civilianizing the position of high com-
missioner.*® Likewise, General Keyes raised no
specific complaints to the recommendation, but
renewed his overall concern with U.S. policy,
arguing it overly focused on appeasing Austrian
desires for a treaty at the expense of U.S. national
security interests.>’

General Keyes continued to believe that the real
problem was the State Department’s tendency to
soften Austrian policy. When the treaty negotia-
tions completely collapsed, he vigorously renewed
his attack on the State Department. Now that the
treaty seemed a dead-letter issue, General Keyes
declared, “It is essential that we have singleness
of purpose, united effort, and unified control.” The
Department of State and the Army were pulling at
cross-purposes. General Keyes complained that
the political adviser was supposed to work through
him, but now, “he [the political adviser] feels he
is justified in withholding or acting upon, certain
matters, thus limiting or restricting his value to the
high commissioner in his capacity as political advi-
sor.” Solving the problem by curtailing the authority
of the military high commissioner, Keyes argued,
would only worsen the problem. “The success of
the west in holding the line in Austria these past
five years,” Keyes declared, “should invite grave
study before a decision is taken to the procedure
of normal peace time diplomacy.” Rather than
weakening the commissioner or replacing him with
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a civilian, Keyes believed the position should be
strengthened and the Army’s policy of “firmness
and benevolence” endorsed.*
Keyes wrote to NATO commander General Gru-
enther that a choice had to be made:
My only desire is for the matter to be
settled on a cold and factional basis free
from personalities and inter-departmental
jealousies. I have absolutely no interest
in a personal row with either Erhardt or
his organization. I do hope in the solution,
the factor of National Defense is given its
rightful weight.*!
The general argued that his main fear was that
intergovernmental politics would cloud the issue
of what is in America’s best interest.

Keyes’ Approach Approved

In the end, General Keyes’ approach triumphed
and set the tone for U.S. policies until the state
treaty was approved in 1955, but while he won
the war, he lost the battle. On 12 October 1950,
President Truman transferred high commissioner
authority to the Department of State.** In addition,
the President’s order stipulated that in the future,
State and Defense would have to jointly agree to
military instructions for Austria and submit them
to the president for approval.* Despite President
Truman’s decision, U.S. policy towards Austria
changed little in the years following General
Keyes’ retirement.

While General Keyes succeeded in putting
his stamp on Austrian policy, his legacy in help-
ing establish America’s Cold War strategy is
more ambivalent. Geoffrey Keyes was a man of
vision, determination, and conviction, serving
in a critical, sensitive overseas post at a time of
transition and turmoil in U.S. foreign policy. In
this environment, it is not surprising that a mili-
tary commander would become a de facto policy
maker. What is disturbing was that in the policy
vacuum of the early Cold War years, U.S. strat-
egy in Austria appeared to emerge from below,
instead of emanating from above. General Keyes
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promoted his neutralization economic plan before
the final form of the Marshall Plan had even been
settled upon. The general advocated rearming
former enemies before the creation of NATO.
He forcefully pushed for U.S. national interests
over nation building (and would have risked the
division of Austria) long before the division of
Germany. General Keyes’ Cold War strategy was
truly cutting-edge.

The Keyes strategy also seemed to be working.
Western forces appeared to have blunted the Soviet
penetration of Austria. Along with the successes of
containing the communist insurgency in Greece,
holding fast in Berlin, providing military aid to
Turkey, and securing the withdrawal of Soviet
troops from Iran, U.S. efforts suggested that a
“stand tough” approach worked best, and that
Soviet power could be contained with tolerable
risks at a reasonable cost. To the national leader-
ship, Keyes’ pioneering Cold War tactics seemed
to be the right way to deal with the Soviets in
Western Europe.

Keyes’ Policy Helps Precipitate
the Cold War

Rather than reflecting a positive and proactive
approach to the postwar world, however, General
Keyes’ policies and his ongoing conflict with the
Austrians and other federal agencies demonstrated
the weakness of the American approach to transi-
tioning the use of national power from war to peace.
Soviet behavior in Austria always demonstrated
elements of ambiguity and inconsistency. At times,
the Soviets appeared reasonable and cooperative, at
others irrational and conspiratorial. This ambivalent
behavior reflected, in part, an ongoing debate with
the Soviet leadership over the value of maintain-
ing a presence in Austria.** U.S. policymakers,
however, failed to recognize and exploit the Soviet
position. Keyes’ forceful influence imposed clarity
at the expense of analysis and understanding. The
United States never seriously questioned whether
its success was the product of U.S. resolve or Soviet
caution and restraint and if alternative policies could

The general argued that his main fear was that intergovernmental
politics would cloud the issue of what is in America’s best interest.
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...the United States lacked an
effective, visionary strategic frame-
work to set the “ground rules” and
harmonize interagency efforts.

have produced better options. While the Americans,
without question, contributed immeasurably to
establishing an independent, democratic state, the
Keyes strategy also helped precipitate the growing
cycle of mistrust and confrontation with the Soviet
Union that evolved into a decade-long Cold War
occupation of Austria.

The failure to provide coherent, strategic guid-
ance at the outset added ambiguity and confronta-
tion to the already difficult tasks of meeting the
challenges of the postwar world. Keyes’ views
triumphed because he moved quickly and forcefully
to fill a policy vacuum. His proposals were readily
accepted because they reinforced the administra-
tion’s preference for a strategy of containment. On
the other hand, the lack of effective interagency
coordination discouraged the consideration of other
policy options. Rather than representing reason-
able, alternative proposals, State-Army initiatives
appeared as assaults in a “turf-battle” over control

of U.S. policy. In addition, Keyes’ approach stifled
continuous and serious reassessments of American
preconceptions and assumption.

From the outset, the United States lacked an
effective, visionary strategic framework to set the
“ground rules” and harmonize interagency efforts.
A common interagency operational doctrine or
shared practices might have overcome the absence
of strategic direction by providing an effective
system for vetting policy options and facilitat-
ing trust, confidence, and cooperation among the
members of the interagency team. Without these
mechanisms, however, policymaking devolved into
a process of intergovernmental squabbling.

This is a lesson worth remembering. Nations
unite during wars by clearly articulating and focus-
ing on their strategic aims—setting out a suitable,
achievable end-state. Their efforts in peace deserve
no less unity of effort. While the American occu-
pation of Austria suggests no simple prescription
for conducting interagency operations, the Keyes
initiatives demonstrate the danger of entering an
operation without a guiding strategy or shared
doctrinal approach to harmonizing and integrating
efforts during post-conflict operations. In such an
environment, national policies, rather than evolving
from collective effort, may appear from unintended
places—with unintended consequences. MR

NOTES

1. Many of the United States’ post-conflict operations are discussed in an
only recently published volume of official history. See, Andrew J. Birtle, U.S. Army
Counterinsurgency and Contingency Operations Doctrine 1860—1941. However, the
Army never fully incorporated this experience into its doctrine, military education, or
professional development programs. The U.S. official report on the occupation of
Germany after the First World War reported, for example, “The history of the United
States offers an uninterrupted series of wars, which demanded as their aftermath, the
exercise by its officers of civil government functions. Despite the precedents of military
governments in Mexico, California, the Southern States, Cuba, Porte Rico, Panama,
China, the Philippines and elsewhere, the lesson seemingly has not been learned.”
Quoted from American Military Government of Occupied Germany, 1918—-1920. Report
of the Officer in Charge of Civil Affairs and Armed Forces in Germany, 64. Similarly,
in preparing for post-conflict operations after World War Il, the U.S. Army found it
had ignored past efforts in building a doctrinal foundation and operational concepts
for post-conflict operations. Its preparations included studying the lessons learned
reports from the post-World War | occupation in Germany. See Letter, Russell Snook to
John D. Hartigan, 14 August 1946, box 7, John D. Hartigan Papers, Hoover Institute,
Stanford University, Palo Alto, California (hereafter cited as HlI).

2. JCS guidance laid out Objectives for the occupation. See SHAEF, subject, Pro-
visional Directive for Military Government in Austria-Period and Area of Responsibility,
23 April 1945, U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff, Geographic Files 1942-1945, Box 3, RG
218, National Archives, Washington, DC (Hereafter cited as NA); Joint Chiefs of Staff
Directive to Commander in Chief U.S. Forces of Occupation Regarding the Military
Government of Austria, U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff, Geographic Files 1942—1945, sec-
tion 9, Box 6, RG 218, NA; Headquarter, U.S.FA, Directive for Military Government in
Austria, July 27, 1945, Flory Papers, Military History Institute (hereafter cited as MHI),
Carlisle Barracks, PA; see also The Treatment of Austria: Policy Recommendations,
The Inter-Divisional Committee on Germany, PWC-217(CAC-219) June 8, 1944,
(Secret), box 1, David Harris Papers, HI. See also, Robert H. Keyersling, Austria in
World War Il: An Anglo-American Dilemma.

3. Ralph E. Pearson Papers, MHI; Eric James Bohman, “Rehearsals for Victory:
The War Department and the Planning and Direction of Civil Affairs, 1940-1943,”
Ph.D, Yale University (1984); Harry L. Coles and Albert K. Weinberg, Civil Affairs:

70

Soldiers Become Governors.

4. For an overview of planning and the establishment of the U.S. occupation of
Austria see Frank McSherry Papers, MHI; Velma Hastings Cassidy, “The U.S. in
the Allied Administration of Austria,” The Department of State Bulletin, XVI (March
9, 1947); Donald R. Whitnah and Edgar |. Erickson, The American Occupation of
Austria; Ralph W. Brown llI, “A Cold War Army of Occupation? The U.S. Army in
Vienna, 1945-1948,” Ph.D, University of Tennessee (1995).

5. Letter Erhardt to Adams, June 1, 1945, box 1, Records of the Office of West
European Affairs, 1941-1950, RG 59, NA; Handwritten manuscript, Erhardt let-
ters, dated June 13, 1945, box 1, Records of the Office of West European Affairs,
1941-1950, RG 59, NA.

6. Letter Williamson to Erhardt, December 10, 1945, box 1, Records of the Office
of West European Affairs, 1941-1950, RG 59, NA. See also letter Erhardt to Wil-
liamson, November 3, 1945, box 1, Records of the Office of West European Affairs,
1941-1950, RG 59, NA, letter Erhardt to Mathews, June 3, 1945, box 1, Records of
the Office of West European Affairs, 1941-1950, RG 59, NA,; letter Erhardt to Wil-
liamson, September 19, 1945, box 1, Records of the Office of West European Affairs,
1941-1950, RG 59, NA; Letter Williamson to Erhardt, October 4, 1945, box 1, Office
of the Assistant Secretary State for European Affairs, 1941-1950, RG 59. Erhardt's
instructions as the political adviser for Austrian Affairs are contained in letter to Erhardt,
March 27, 1945, box 1, Records of the Office of West European Affairs, 1941-1950,
RG 59, NA. See also Meeting of the Secretaries of State, War and Navy, November
13, 1946, box 3, RG 335, NA. Eleanor Lansing Dulles, an economic analyst in the
Legation recalled in an interview that for the most part Erhardt “handled Mark Clark
quite well once in while he would say ‘Mark Clark you are kind of an idiot you know,
you shouldn’t do that,’ but by and large he went along with Mark Clark.” See Sorenson
Interview, Eleanor Lansing Dulles Papers, Dwight David Eisenhower Presidential
Library, Abilene, Kansas (hereafter cited as DDE).

7. Memorandum for the State Member, SWNCC, Subject: United States Future
Policy toward Austria, 14 May 1947, box 2, JCS Geographic Files 1946-1948, RG
218, NA.

8. General Keyes had taken a long road from his birthplace in Fort Bayard, New
Mexico on October 30, 1888 to the front lines in the Cold War. Graduating from West

January-February 2010 ¢ MILITARY REVIEW



Pointin 1913, he took a commission in the cavalry and served on the Mexican border,
participating in the punitive expedition into Mexico. He spent his World War | years
teaching at West Point. After a second teaching tour at West Point in the 1920s,
he attended the Army’s Command and General Staff College, followed by tours in
the Midwest and the Canal Zone and further schooling at the Ecole Superieure de
Guerre in 1933 and the Army War College in 1937. During World War I, after an
assignment on the General Staff in Washington, he reported to the newly formed 2d
Armored division at Fort Benning, Georgia where he served under General George
S. Patton. He became one the early pioneers of the armor corps and briefly took
command of the 9th Armored Division from June to September 1942. Promoted to
Major General, he served under Patton in North Africa and Sicily as Deputy Com-
mander of | Armored Corps and later commanded the U.S. Il Corps in Italy during
the ltalian campaign. After breaking through the Gothic Line, his corps was attached
to the British 8th Army and remained astride the Yugoslavian border until the end of
the war. In July 1945, the corps headquarters moved to Salzburg, Austria where it
inactivated. General Keyes remained in Europe to command the 7th and then the 3d
U.S. Army. As for his experience with the State Department, General Keyes received
his first political advisor, John Erlington Utter, when the General was serving as the
Commander of the 7th U.S. Army in occupied Germany. See Alfred D. Chandler, Jr.
etal, Eds. The Papers of Dwight David Eisenhower, Occupation, 1945, vol. VI, 326-7.
Before being assigned to Austria General Eisenhower briefly considered assigning
Keyes to command the U.S. Military Advisory Group for China. See Louis Galambos,
et al, Eds., The Papers of Dwight David Eisenhower, The Chief of Staff, vol. VII, 762.

9. Memorandum to the secretary, subject: Difference between German Assets
in Austria and reparations from Germany, 12 December 1947, box 7, Records of
the Office of European Affairs 1934—1947, Files of John Nickerson, RG 59, NA, 4.

10. Message to Keyes from Hickey, Thomas Hickey Papers, MHI. Perhaps one
reason that the State Department became more aggressive with the Army was Gen-
eral George C. Marshall's appointment as Secretary of Defense in January 1947.
Charles E. Bohlen suggested Marshall’s appointment improved morale because
former Secretary James F. Byrnes tended to ignore the department. See Charles E.
Bohlen, Witness to History 1929—1969, 258. General Keyes was equally indignant
when General Clay the commander of U.S. forces in Germany suggested troop
withdrawals in Austria. When General Clay argued that withdrawal of troops from
Germany would be a disaster, but that the withdrawal of troops from Austria might
be all right, Keyes reaction was vehement. He declared on 10 November 1947,
“Cannot agree that what is being done in Germany is a determining factor here.” See
message from COMGENUSFA, Vienna sgd Keyes to EUCOM, 19 November 1947,
box 2 JCS Geographic Files 1946-1948, RG 218, NA; Message from HQS EUCOM,
Frankfurt, Germany Personal For Clay and Huebner to Dept of the Army Personal
for Eisenhower, 5 November, 1947, box 2, JSC Geographic Files, 1946-1948, RG
218, NA; Message from CSGPO, 30 October 1947, box 3, JCS Geographic Files
1946-1948, RG 218, NA.

11. Alexander Samouce, “| Do Understand the Russians,” unpublished manu-
script, MHI, chapter XXI, 3-6. In fact, food shortages largely inspired the riots, not
an organized Soviet plot.

12. General Keyes’ Chief of Staff summarized the military’s view writing, “It must
not be overlooked from the political standpoint that anti-Communist forces are not
necessarily strengthened by the sovereign state of Austria.” Comments to Keyes,
11 February 1948, Thomas Hickey Papers, MHI. See also Memorandum for the
Commanding General, subject, Austrian state treaty, 11 February 1948, Thomas
Hickey Papers, MHI.

13. Memorandum for the Secretary, subject: The Austrian Problem, signed Geof-
frey Keyes, high commissioner, box 7, RG 59, NA; Message from COMGENUSFAS
Vienna Austria PERSONAL from Keyes cite PACG, to Dept of Army for JCS, 29
September 1948, box 11, JCS Geographic Files 1948-1950, RG 218, NA, 2.

14. General Keyes’ proposals for economic and military initiatives exceeded his
charter as commander of forces in Austria and high commissioner. See Directive to
Commanding General, United States Forces, Austria, and the United States high com-
missioner for Austria, box 7, Office of West European Affairs, 1945-1950, RG 59, NA.

15. Memorandum for the Secretary, Subject: The Austrian Problem, signed Geof-
frey Keyes, high commissioner, box 7, RG59, NA.

16. State-Army-Navy-Air Force Coordinating Committee, Neutralization Plan for
Austria, Appendix, box 2, JCS Geographic Files 1947-8, RG 218, NA; Memorandum
for the Secretary, Subject: The Austrian Problem, box 7, Hickerson Files, RG 59, NA;
Message from Vienna Austria sgd Keyes, 10 November 1947, box 2, JCS Geographic
Files 1946-1948, RG 218, NA. Erhardt also believed that the U.S. needed a more
proactive economic policy for Austria. See letter Erhardt to Williamson, 26 July 1946,
box 1, Office of the Assistant Secretary of European affairs, 1941-1950, RG 59, NA.
Eleanor Lansing Dulles, a senior economic analyst for the Legation, actually devel-
oped General Keyes’ economic plan. Dulles envisioned that the plan was required
not to block Soviet penetration, but to ensure a viable Austrian economy. In 1947, she
proposed an aid package of $127 million. See U.S. Economic Policy, Austria 7/25/46
prepared by Eleanor Lansing Dulles, box 12, Eleanor Lansing Dulles Papers, DDE.
The analysis in Dulles’ report suggests the threat of Soviet economic penetration far
less serious than General Keyes suggested. See Russian Seizures Effects on the
Austrian Economy prepared by Eleanor L. Dulles, Financial Attaché, 21 March 1947,
box 12, Eleanor Lansing Dulles Papers, DDE. This contrasts Dulles’ recollections in
memoirs in which she claims to have thoroughly concerned herself with the threat of
Soviet penetration and stressed as much in her reports. See Eleanor Lansing Dulles,
Eleanor Lansing Dulles, Chance of a Lifetime, 207-10.

17. Message from COMGENU.S.FA Vienna Austria sgd Keyes to JCS pass to
State, 13 February 1948, box 2, JCS Geographic Files 1946-1948, RG 218, NA
Commanders Estimate of the Situation, 20 May 1948, box 10, Geographic Files,
1948-1950, RG 218, NA, 25-6, 29-30.

18. For example, on 29 September 1948 General Keyes sent a seven-page cable
to the Joint Chiefs of Staff outlining his views on resuming negotiations for a state
treaty. He warned that negotiating, rather than making the Soviets more accommodat-
ing might encourage the Soviets to cut-off Vienna, as they had Berlin and pressure the

MILITARY REVIEW e January-February 2010

INTERAGENCY IN AUSTRIA

Austrian government to push for a state treaty at any price. General Keyes warned
that Vienna could be more easily isolated than Berlin and the problems of feeding
the populace would be far greater. See, Message from COMGENUSFAS Vienna
Austria PERSONAL from Keyes cite PACG, to Dept of Army for JCS, 29 September
1948, box 11, JCS Geographic Files 1948-1950, RG 218, NA, 1. General Keyes staff
also provided a detailed analysis of the pros and cons of the proposed Austrian state
treaty. Many of the arguments used by General Keyes reflected in their work. See
Headquarters, United States Forces in Austria, Memorandum for the Commanding
General subject: Austrian state treaty, 11 February 1948, Thomas Hickey Papers,
MHI; Comments on Memorandum to Commanding General 11 Feb-Austrian Sate
Treaty, Thomas Hickey Papers, MHI; Advantages and Disadvantages of Concluding a
Treaty with Austria and Terminated Four Power Occupation, Thomas Hickey Papers,
MHI; Strategic Aspects of the Austrian State treaty, Thomas Hickey Papers, MHI.

19. In the end, General Keyes argued, “The advantages and disadvantages
of an extended front cannot be determined without weighing the advantages and
disadvantages of Austria’s own critically important political and geographic position.
The value of an unoccupied Austria or a neutral Austria must be considered only
when and if there is sufficient reason to believe her neutrality would be respected.”
See Message from COMGENU.S.FAS Vienna Austria PERSONAL from Keyes cite
PACG, to Dept of Army for JCS, 29 September 1948, box 11, JCS Geographic Files
1948-1950, RG 218, NA, 6.

20. Handwritten notes, Thomas Hickey Papers, MHI.

21. Memorandum for the Secretary, Subject: The Austrian Problem, signed Geof-
frey Keyes, high commissioner, box 7, RG 59, NA, 10.

22. For an excellent history of the debate between the military and the State
Department over Austrian policy, see Audrey Kurth Cronin, Great Power Politics and
the Struggle Over Austria, 1945-1955.

23. Message from London, To Secretary of State, 27 February 1948, box 11, JCS
geographic files 1948-1950, RG 218, NA.

24. The JCS begrudgingly concluded that “although from the military point it was
undesirable at that time to withdraw the occupation force from Austria, the Treaty
should be concluded if political and economic considerations were overriding,” but
that even so, effective steps had to be taken by western powers to organize train
and equip Austrian security forces, forestalling a treaty until Austrian security could
be assured. See Letter signed Robert A. Lovett, Acting Secretary, 7 December
1948, Box 11 JCS Geographic Files, RG 218, NA; Memorandum and enclosure,
21 September 1948, box 5, Office of the Assistant Secretary of State for Occupied
Areas, 1946-1949, RG 59, NA.

25. He argued, “Strategically it [Austria] has always been of extraordinary
importance to Europe in all phases of history and would be no less so today even
without the rise of the Russian problem.” The United States had never recognized the
importance of Austria. It was a mistake after World War | that overstressing “ethical
considerations” did much to destroy an economically and politically viable region of
Europe. Letter Keyes to Joseph E. Ridder, Thomas Hickey Collection, MHI, 1. See
also letter Erhardt to Vedeler, 15 October 1947, box 2, Office of West European
Affairs, 1941-1950, RG 59, NA.

26. “There has been increasing evidence of a tendency in the American Govern-
ment in Germany to resist all transactions with Austria,” General Keyes complained,
"except deals where Germany gets something for nothing.” Austria needed an inde-
pendent policy on parity with the occupation of Germany. In addition, the Austrian
situation was unique and the political settlement for Austria had to be “cleaved from
negotiations on a German settlement.” General Keyes was determined to establish
an independent policy for Austria. Official briefings argued that the Austria situation
was unique and should not be lumped with the German problem. Austria, briefers
pointed out, already had a federally elected government and their emphasis was on
rebuilding the country and assisting the government. Germany had no federal govern-
ment and “the primary emphasis is placed on destroying once and for all the German
military potential.” Memorandum to Mr. Erhardt from Mr. Mclvor, subject: OMGUS
Resistance to Austria, 13 July 1947, Thomas Hickey Papers, MHI. See also Briefing,
Thomas Hickey Papers, MHI, 3-4 Letter Keyes to Joseph E. Ridder, Thomas Hickey
Papers, MHI, 3; Message from COMGENU.S.FA, Vienna sgd Keyes to EUCOM, 19
November 1947, box 2 JCS Geographic Files, 1946—-1948, RG 218,NA; Message
from HQS EUCOM, Frankfurt, Germany Personal For Clay sgd Huebner to Dept of
the Army Personal for Eisenhower, 5 November 1947, box 2, JSC Geographic Files,
1946-1948, RG 218, NA; Message from CSGPO, 30 October 1947, box 3, JCS
Geographic Files, 1946-1948, RG 218, NA.

27. Letter Keyes to Wedemeyer, 13 December 1947, Albert C. Wedemeyer
Papers, box 98, Hoover Institute, Stanford University, Palo Alto, California; Jean
Edward Smith, eds., The Papers of General Lucius D. Clay, Vol 1., 508-9, 519-22.

28. Draft letter, Thomas Hickey Files, MHI.

29. Letter Erhardt to Kidd, 22 January 1948, Office of the Assistant Secretary for
European Affairs, 1941-1050, box 1, RG 59, NA; Letter Erhardt to Williamson, July 16,
1948, Office of the Assistant Secretary for European Affairs, 1941-1050, box 1, RG
59, NA; Letter Erhardt to Williamson, 21 July 1948, Office of the Assistant Secretary
for European Affairs, 1941-1050, box 1, RG 59, NA; Letter Erhardt to Williamson,
20 October 1948, Office of the Assistant Secretary for European Affairs, 1941-1050,
box 1, RG 59, NA.

30. Memorandum for Holders of SANACC 393 Neutralization Plan for Austria, 4
June 1948, box 105, RG319, NA; Disposition Form, Subject Neutralization Plan for
Austria, 25 February 1948, box 105, RG319, NA; Neutralization Plan for Austria, 18
February 1948, box 105, RG 319, NA.

31. A Report to the President by the National Security Council on the Future
Courses of U.S. Action with Respect to Austria, 17 November 1949, File 1574, MC.
See also Cronin, Great Power Politics and Struggle over Austria, 1945-1955, 76-85.

32. Message from COMGFU.S.A Vienna Austria from PGC sgd Keyes to Dept
of Army for JCS Pass to State, 6 January 1949, box 11, JCS Geographic files
1948-1950, RG 218, NA, 2.

33. Message from COMGENUSFA Vienna Austria sgd Keyes, to Dept of Army for
JCS Pass to State, 19 May 49, box 10, JCS Geographic Files 1948—-1950, RG 218, NA.

71



34. Message from COMGENUSFA Vienna Austria sgd Keyes, to Dept of Army
for CSGPO for Bolte and Maddocks, 14 June 49, box 10, JCS Geographic Files
1948-1950, RG 218, NA.

35. Message from COMGENUSFA Vienna Austria sgd Keyes, to Dept of Army
for CSGPO for Bolte and Maddocks, 14 June 49, box 10, JCS Geographic Files
1948-1950, RG 218, NA.

36. Handwritten notes, Thomas Hickey papers, MHI; Message to MA FRANCE,
15 June 49, box 11, JCS Geographic files 1948-1950, RG 218, NA, 2; Message from
COMGENUSFA (Forward) Vienna Austria sgd Keyes to Dept of ARMY for CSGPO,
19 October 1949, box 11, JCS Geographic files, 1948-1950, RG 218, NA. For an
overview of Karl Gruber’s foreign policy initiatives see, Gunter Bischof, “The Making
of a Cold Warrior: Karl Gruber and Austrian Foreign Policy, 1945-1953,” Austrian
History Yearbook XXVI (1995): 99-127. For example, of Gruber’s manipulative
approach to the Allied powers see Cronin, Great Power Politics and Struggle over
Austria, 1945-1955, 65-6.

37. Letter Williamson to Erhardt, 10 August 1948, Office of the Assistant Secretary
of State for European Affairs, 1941-1950, box 1, RG 59, NA. For a recommendation
the shelve the earlier proposal to transfer the high commissioner authority for the
Army to the State Department see, Administrative Responsibilities for Austria, box
5, Office of West European Affairs, 1941-1954, RG 59, NA.

38. Letter to the Honorable Secretary of State, signed Louis Johnson, box 11,
JCS Geographic files, 1948-1950, RG 218, NA, 2.

39. Message to MA FRANCE, 15 June 49, box 11, JCS Geographic files
1948-1950, RG 218, NA, 2; Letter to the Secretary of State signed Louis Johnson,
Secretary of Defense, 15 June 1949, box 11, JCS Geographic Files, 1948—1950,
box 11, JCS Geographic Files, 1948-1950, RG 218, NA. In September and October
of 1949, Keyes continued to register his reservations with the JCS, mustering every
argument he could think of. He doubted Austria had either the economic capacity
or sufficient security mechanisms to survive as an independent nation without the
West. He cited the Soviet-inspired overthrow of governments in Romania, Hungary,
and Czechoslovakia. He argued that even if it signed a state treaty, the Soviet Union
would pressure Hungary and Rumania to allow the troops, authorized by treaty to
maintain the line of communication to the Soviet occupation force in Austria, to remain
in their countries. General Keyes also feared the loss of Austria would create a Soviet
salient in the east-west line of demarcation and jeopardize the gains made in trying to

pull Yugoslavia into the western block. “Austria security forces,” he concluded,” are
not now in existence in sufficient strength to insure internal security or guard against
border raids. It would be a vital mistake to withdraw western troops of occupation
prior to the existence of a stable trained Austrian Army in being.” See Message from
COMGENUSFA (Forward) Vienna Austria sgd Keyes to Dept of ARMY for CSGPO,
19 October 1949, box 11, JCS Geographic files, 1948-1950, RG 218, NA.

40. Quotes in this paragraph are from Message from COMGENU.S.FA (forward)
Vienna Austria to Dept of the Army for JCS Wash DC, 23 Mar 1950, box 11, RG 218, NA.

41. Letter Keyes to Gruenther, 17 March 1950, box 2. Gruenther Papers, NATO
series, Dwight David Eisenhower Presidential Library, Abilene, Kansas. General
Keyes reported that the Austrian political leaders were in favor of the U.S. retaining
a military high commissioner.

42. General Keyes retired in October 1950, though the Army recalled him to
active duty briefly as the Director of the Weapons System Evaluation Group. He died
at Walter Reed Army Hospital on 17 September 1967 and is buried at West Point.

43. Letter to the Honorable Secretary of Defense, signed Truman, 12 October
1950, box 10, RG 218, NA. General J. Lawton Collins wrote General Keyes that
summer explaining the conditions for his relief and that General Hickey, the U.S.FA
Chief of Staff would also moved out. General Keyes requested a delay of the transfer
until the fall. See letter Collins to Gruenther, 13 June 1950, box 17, DDE. For a dis-
cussion on the transfer of high commissioner authority see; Memorandum, subject:
Directive to the civilian high commissioner for Austria, G3 Operations Decimal File,
box 71, RG 319, NA. The State Department also tried to influence the appointment
of future military commanders in Austria. General Stafford Leroy Irwin (16 October
1950 to April 1952) and General George P. Hays (April 1952 to May 1953) followed
General Keyes as USFA commander. When General Hickey (Keyes former Chief of
Staff) was proposed to succeed Hays, Francis Williamson from the State Department
and others argued against the appointment. General William H. Arnold was eventually
selected. See Memorandum to Perkins, 15 October 1952, Miscellaneous Office Files
of the Assistant Secretary of European Affairs, 1943-1957, box 25, RG 59, NA; See
Memorandum to Perkins, 14 October 1952, Miscellaneous Office Files of the Assistant
Secretary of European Affairs, 1943-1957, box 25, RG 59, NA.

44. For a discussion on the ambiguities in Soviet policy revealed by recently
released Soviet archives see William C. Wohlforth, “New Evidence on Moscow’s
Cold War: Ambiguity in Search of a Theory,” Diplomatic History 21 (Spring 1997): 237.

COMBAT STUDIES INSTITUTE

FORT LEAVENWORTH, KANSAS

i
g

*CSI Publications are provided free of charge to military organizations

72

* Publish books and monographs covering current doctrinal
¢ Assist, plan, and conduct staff rides around the world for

* Develop, maintain, and coordinate an integrated progressive

* Conduct the annual CSI/TRADOC Military History Symposium

WHAT WE DO:

issues from a historical perspective
U.S. Army units and agencies

program of military history instruction in the United States
Army Training and Doctrine Command service school system

For more information about CSI publications
or assistance to your organization,
contact the following:

CSI Publications and
Military History Symposium:
Dr. Donald P. Wright
donald.p.wright@us. army.mil

Staff Rides:

Mr. Robert T. Ramsey
bob.ramsey@us.army.mil

Military History Instructional Support:
LTC Scott Farquhar
scott.farquhar@us.army.mil

January-February 2010 ¢ MILITARY REVIEW



