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PREFACE
This thesis is intended to bhe primarily an exposition and analysis
of the Truman Administration's policies towards Korea, The greater part
of the work deals, of couvrse, with the Korean war and the response of the
United States Government to that confliet, I have also made some attempt
to fit President Truman's Korean policy within the framework of his over-

all forelign poliey.

The traditional erdticism directed against those who write about
recent history is that one must inevitably lack sufficient perspective.
While acknowledging the wvalidity of this chavge, I feel that a start must
be made somewhere, and that those who write first on a teple perform some
gervice, even if it is only the dublous one of stimulating a desire in
others to improve on such inadequate beglonnings. A more serious problem
in doing research on recent events is the limited quantity of source
material available., I did not, however, find this & great handicap,
thanks to the speed with which the United States government releases
documents, and the general opennass of the Ameriecan system of government.

As Max Freedman, the Washington correspondent of the Manchester Guardian

has said, "Bverything that a reporter wants to know about the United
States Government is spread out openly bafore him in tﬁe racords of
committea hearings, Congressional debates and transcripts of press
conferences. There's no such complete freedom from mystery in the rest

of the world."
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I should like to thank Dr. E.T. Salmon and Dr. J.P. Camphell
of the History Department of McMaster University, both of whom read the
complete manuscript and made many valuable suggestions. Because of the
freedom allowed me in writing this thesis, however, full responsibility

for its defects vemains with me.
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CHAPTER I

THE TRUMAN ADMINISTRATION'S OVERALL FOREIGN POLICY
PRIOR T0 THE KOREAN ATTACK

I

In a dynawic world, a country's foreign policy is, of necessity,
constantly in transition. As the factors influencing foreipgn policy
change, so must the policy. For example: policy-makers may die or f£ail
to be re-elected; friendly nations may become cool, while former foes
seek & rapprochement: new states appear, as old ones shrink or vanish;
public opinion at home may change, forcing the nation's leaders to alter
their pelicies accordingly. It is, therefore, difflcult and probably
insccuvrate to say that "ou Jun 24, 1950 this was the foreign policy of
the United States." Insgtead, what I shall do is cutline some of the
salient features of United States foreign poliey as it developed from the

end of World War I1 to the outbresk of the Korean conflict.

The end of the war against Japan in Sep, 1945, marked the final
achievement of what had been the United States' primsry foreign policy
ohjective during the past four years, the defeat of the enemy. This
objective was replaced by other, relatively short-term goals concerning
reconstruction and peace settlements, and by a long-term objective which
had already achieved prominence during the past war, viz. establishment
and support of a system of international co-eoperation to provide perm-
anent stability, security, and pegee.

1
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In 1945 the overall goal of United States forelgn policy was the
achievement of the kind of world described in the Atlantic Charter Aug 14,
1941 and reaffirmed in the Declaration by the United Nations Jam 1, 1942.%
This was a worid in which eountriss sought no aggrandizement and desired
no territorial changes not in aceordance "with the freely expressed
wishes of the peoples concerned®™; a world ip which "the vight of all
peoples to choose the form of government under which they will live®
would be respected, and in which all States would enjoy "access, on
equal texms, to the trade and to the raw materials of the world which ave
needed for theilr prosperity’. In their idesl world the Americans suvi-
saged "the fullest ecollaboration between 3ll nationg in the economic
Field with the object of securing, for all, improved labour standards,
economic adjustment and social security”., Finally, this world would rest
upon a peace which would “afford all nations the means of dwelling in
safety within their own boundgrvies, and . . . afford assurance that all
the men in all the lands may livg out their lives in freedom from fear
gnd want'. This peace could only be achieved if "all the nations of the

world . . . (came) to the abandonment of the use of §arc@“uz

7 1W‘A. Reitzel, M.A., Kaplan, C.CG. Coblenz, United States Foreipn
Policy 1945-1955 (Washington, 1956}, 30-32, ’ S '
2

Fifey Major Documents of the Twentieth Century (Princeton, W.J., 1953),
92-93, )

"The Atlantic Charter' Aug 14, 1941, text in Louis L. Suyder (ed.),
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On Oct 27, 1945, Navy Day, President Harry 8. Truman delivered his
first major address on foreign affairs.3 In it he listed his twelve
"fundamental principles of righteousness and justice" which he later
reiterated in his Jan 14, 1946 Message to Congress, this time calling
them, less grandiloquently, his "understanding of the fundamental foreign
policy of the United States". Since they represent the general position
of the United States in the early post~war peyviod the twelve points merit

reproduction in their entirety.

1. We seek no territorial expansion or selfish advantage.

We have no plang for aggression against any other

state, large or small., We have no objective which need
clash with the peaceful aims of any other nation.

2, We believe in the evantual return of sovereign rights
and self-government to all peoples who have been
deprived of them by force,

3. We shall approve no terrvitorial changes in any
friendly part of the world unless they acecord with
the freely expressed wishes of the people conecerned.

4. We believe that all peoples who arxe preparved for self-

government should be permitted to choose thelr own
form of government by their own freely expressed choice,
without interference from any foreign source. That is
true in Burope, in Asia, in Africa, as well as in the
Western Hemisphere.

5. By the combined and co-operative action of our war
allies, we shall help the defeated enemy states
egtablish peaceful democratic governments of their own

free choice, And we shall try to attain a world in
which nazism, fascism, and military aggression cannot
exist,

3Council on Foveign Relatiens The United States in World Affairs
1945-1947 (New York, 1947),

B 1O
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6. We shall refuse to vecognize any govermment imposed

upon any ngtion by the foree of any foreign power.
In gome cases it may be impossible to prevent foreceful
imposition of such a government. DBut the United States
will not recognize any such government.

7. We believe that all nations should have the freedom

of the seas and equal vights to the navigation of
boundary rivers and water-ways and of rivers and watex-
ways which pass through more than ong country.

8, We believe that all states which ave sccepted in
the soclety of nations should have aeccess on egqual
terms to the trade and the vaw materilals of the world.

9., ¥We balisvae that the sovereign states of the Western
Hemisphere, without interference from outside the
Western Hemisphere, must work together as good neighbours

in the solution of their common problema.

10. Wa believe that full seonomic collsboration between
a1l nations, great and amall, i¢ essentiasl to the
improvament of living eonditions all over the world,
- aud to the establishment of freedom from fear and
freedom from want.

il. We shall continue to strive to promote fresdom of
axpression and freedom of religion throughout the
peace-loving areas of the world.

12, We ave gconvinced that the preservation of peace

batween nations vequires a United Natlions Opganisze
ation composed of all the peace-loving nations of the
world who ave willing jointly to use force, if necessary,
to insure peace.%

éﬁrem Measage of the President on the State of the Union and
Transmitting the Budget" Jan 14, 1946, The Budpet of the United Stateg
Coverament for the fiscal vear ending Jen 30, 1947 (H&shiagten, 19&6),
xiv-mv. ’

ot



These principles indicate that My, Truman inteunded te fulfil his
assurances that he would continue the policies of his predecessor,
Points 1, 2, 3, 4, 7, 8, 10, ave slmply a restatement, using in several
places the identical wording, of the principles laid down in the Atlantic
Charter. Point 9 is a traditional element of United States foreign
policy, and the use of the words 'good neighbours" stresses the continu~
ity of policy between Mr. Trumsn and his ilnmediate predecessor in this
area of Iinterpational affairs., Point 11 ewbodies the first two of the
famous “four Ffreedoms” specified by Franklin D. Roosevelt in 1941. The
twelfth point, support of an international orgsnization for the preserva-
tion of peace; was, of course, a cavdinal feature of President Roosavelt's

foreign policy.

Point 6 veflected the decision of the Truman Administration not
to vecognize the Communist-dominated goveroments of Bulgsria and Romania,
because the a@nwrggzeseﬁgaziée chargoter of these governments violated
the ¥alts Declaration on Liberated Europa., Ewen this stand marked a
continuation of the previous Administration's poliey; after the
Commumists gained control of the Romanisn Government in early Mar, 1943
the United States Government inveked the Yalta Deslarstion and requested
consultation and joint action on the Rowanian guestion. Receiving ve
satisfaction the Roogevelt Government ?enewed its requests and reduced to

a bare minimum its contacts with the new Romenian ragime,S

JSee TUSINA 1945-1947 pp. 53-61 on the Balkans in 1943,

© e



It wag a logical continuation of Mr. Roosevelt's policy, therefore, for
the Truman Administration to withhold recognition when the Soviet Union

proposed it in May, 19435.

The first part of the fifth point, which promised that the recently
conquered nations would eventually be allowed to elect their own govern-
ment, was also existing United States policy. A Department of State
briefing hook paper entitled "The Treatment of Germany', prepared for the
Malta and Yalta conferences in early 1945, recommended that it should be
United States policy to prepare the German people for self-~government as
soon as possible,.6 And according to Chlang Kai-shek, President Roosevelt
at the Cairo Conference Nov, 1945 "fully appreved" of the Ggnerallssimo'’s
idea that if the Japanese paople overthrew their milivarist government

they should be allowed to choese their own form of gevernment.7

It seems clear, then, that the guidelines laid down for United
States foreign policy towards the end of 1943 were the same onesg used
by President Franklin D. Roosevelt. This is not surprising in view of
the manner in which Mr. Truman became President, his inexperience in

foreign affairs, and his concurrence with Mr. Roosevelt's ideas on

Snited States Department of State, Foreign Relations of the United
States: Diplomatic Papers: The Conferences at Yalta and Malta 1945
(Washington, 1953), 186.

7Message of Generaligsimo Chiang Kai~shek to the Chinese People Jan
1, 1944, text in Documents on American Foreign Relations (Boston, 1939)
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international relatians;g in fact, Mr. Truman had promised, in his Ffivst
address to Congress as President, that he would carry out the war and

peace policiles of Franklin Roasevelt.g

However, during this immediate post-war period, while keeping to
the gouls set forth by Mr., Truman in his Navy Day speech, Amevican
leaders were considering a basic reinterpretation of American foreign
policy.l

This exploration of possible alternative policies stemmed from the
difficulties met by the United States in ite relations with the Soviet
Union. Dealings with the Soviet Union had never proved easy, but during
the war the American Government had interpreted Russian motives and
gctions in the most favourable way possible, Towards the end of the war,
however, doubts as to Soviet objectives began to develep within the
Adminisﬁzagion.ll This concern, and the wide range of friction points in
Soviet-American relations at this time are shown in a State Department
report whigh Mr. Truman ordered prepaved for him as soom as he became
Prasident. This summary, dated Apr 13, 1945, was supposed to ocutline
the prineipal problems faced by the American CGovernment in its dealings
with other states; it gave the followisng information under the subtitle

SOVIET UNION;

sﬁatry S. Truman, Memoirs {(Garden City, N.¥., 1955-1956) I, 12.
91bid., 1, 42,
IOBA?E

Boal mé ol P an_os
RELRESL 8¢ &5, OP. CiL., TI-OU.

U1pid., 85,
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Since the Yalta Confevence the Soviet Government
has taken a fivm and uncompromising position en
nearly every major question- that has arisen in
our relations. The more imporiant of these ave
the Polish question, the application of the
Crimes agreement on liberated aveas, the agree-
ment on the exechange of liberated prisoners of
war and civilians, and the San Franeisco
Conference, In the liberated aveas under
Soviet econtrol, the Soviet Covernment is
proceeding largely on a unilateral basis and
doas not agree that the developments which have
taken place justify application of the Crimea
agreement. Permission for our contact teams to
g0 into Poland to assist in the evacuation of
liberated prisonevs of war has been vefused
although in general our prisoners have baen
reasonably well treated by Soviet standards.
The Soviet Government appears to deslre to
procead with the Samn Prancisco Cenference but
was unwilling to send theilr Foreign Minister.
They have asked for g lavge post-war credit

and pending 2 decision on this matter have so
far been unwilling to conclude an agreement
providing for the orderly liquidation of lend-
lease aid. In the politigo-wilitary fileld,
gimilar difficulties have been encountered in
collaboration with the Soviet authorities.12

The report also wentioned the interference of the Soviet

UMD T

Union in the polities of the Balkans, in viplation of the ¥Yalta
Declaration on Liberated Europe, and the subseguent unsuccessful

proteste by the Upited States.

2pey, 1, 15.

epemy vy



Diffieulties with the Soviet Union tended to incrvease rather than
diminigh in the next vear and a half. Frustrated in their ralations with

the Soviet Union, American officials came to view that country as an

expansionist state which was seilzing every possible opportunity to advance

itg own intevests, attempling to disrupt the international system agreed
upon, and which was also appavently adhering once more to the thesils of

world revolution which its war-time allies had hoped had been discarded.

The Soviet Union established and directed the Communist regimes
in Bulgaria, Huungsry, Poland, and Romania; it supported the self-
installed Communist governments in Albania and Yugoslavia. The 1loeal
Communist parties in France, Czechoslovskia, Italy. and Korea were encou-
raged to sabotage their nations' politics, and indivect support im open
civil war was provided to the Greek and Chinese Communists., Turkey and
Ixan ecame under dirvect Russgian pressure. In the enemy states joiunt
control was being made unworkable, and cccupation policies became more

distinctly nation31,13

During 1946, therefove, 3 new position was bullt up by the
American policy-makers: a firmér iine wag to be adopted towards the
Soviet Union;, to be used only in specific issues as they arose. It was
hoped that the Soviet Union would thereby be made to feel that its own
interests would be best served by carvying ocut its internatiocnal obliga~

tions as the United States and most Western nations undarstood them=1&

ISReiazel gt al, op., evit., 87,

Yrnia,, 88-89.

T
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The new course of action and the changed analysis of Soviet alms

on which it was based were summarized in the famous "X" article in
Porelezn Affaixs of Jul, 19&?.15 The authoy €.F. Kennan, stated that the
Soviet Union continued to believe that capitalism was doomed to eventual
destruction and that it was the duty of the proletariat to hasten this
destruction and assume power. HMorveover, Mr, Kennan believed that one of
the basic concepts governing Soviet action was a belief in an innate
antagonism between capitalism and Communism and that this "has profound
implications for Russia's conduct as a member of interpational society.
It means that there can never be on Moscow's side any gincere assumption
of a conmunity of aims between the Soviet Unlon and pcwers which are
regarded as capitalism . . . and from it flow many of the phenomens
vhich we find disturbing in the Kremlin's conduct of foreign policy;

the secretiveness, the lack of frankness, the duplicity, the war

suspiciosness, and the basic unfriendliness of purpose. These phenomena

: , : 16
are there to stay, for the foreseeable future."

Another basic Soviet concept, wrote Mr. Kennan, was the infall~

ibility of the Kremlin. All Communists were obliged to believe in and

1SBy X, "The Sources of Soviet Conduct", Foreim 5, Vol. 25
(July, 1947), 566-582. "The Article was written by George Kennan,
formerly the United States Charge d’Affaivres in Moscow, and had official
blessing; hence its significance." Reitzel gt al, op, ecit., %m.

16“The Sources of Soviet Conduct®, reprinted in George F. Kennan,
American Diplomacy 1900-1950 (New York, 1951), 109.

B 1))
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follow the party line. This meant that the Commnist subordinates couid
not be swayed from their view by any logical arguwments the Westerwm
representatives might make. All that the Westexner could hope for was
that his views would be tranemitied to the Kremlin where they might have
affect, and to be affective these views must be backed by unchallengeable
f&ﬁgs.17 Since there was no time-limit en the vltimate Soviet goals, tha
Soviet leaders were willing to vetreat, without panie¢, in the faece of

superior foree. Their main concewrn was "that thers should always be

. 2 sk
pressure, increasing constant pressure, toward the desired gosl.” 3

Proceeding from analysie of Soviet aime to the lesson that
must be learned from them, Mr. Kennan went oo to cutline what Ameriesn
policy towards the Soviet Union should be: ¥

. « the main element of any United States policy
toward the Soviet Union must be that of a long-
term, patient but fivwm and vigilant contalvmentld
of Russian expansive tendencies. It ig impertant
to note, however, that such s poliey has nothing
tp do with cutward hiserionics: with thrasts or
blustering or superfluous gestures of outward
'toughness'., While the Kremlin is basically
flexible in its veaction te political realities,
it is by no means unamenable to considerations of
prestige . , . it is a sine qua non of successful
dealing with Russia that the foreign goverament in
queation should remain at all times cool and
eollected and that its demands on Ruzsian poliey
should be put forward in such & manner as to lsave

17

Ibid., 110-112

18
Ibid., 112

19;215,;)....14.‘._ doae Then f fa 2 s o 2l B meme ¥ o Ve meam e £t ST Ea.
R UERLIRE LW LA A BL Gl, IRAY 4L LIGIE WaAP LI

& £
egy of containment. gp. c¢it., 105

h

: 4
public presentation of the sirat
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the way open for a compliance not too detrimental
to Russian prestige.’20

Ong faetor which enabled the Truman Administration to adopt a
policy of containment, despite the serious weakness of ¢on§eaﬁicna1
Ampyican military forces, was sole possession of the atomic bomb. Im
1945 and 1946 there was no consensus on the use of the atomic bomb as an
instrument of paliay; Monopely of nuclear weapons was simply regarded
as a type of insurance which allowed the United States to take greater

rigks in international affairs than otherwise would have been pessibla,Zi

The preceding views on the function of the atomic bomb were

developed more fully in the next three years. The weapon was seen as a

+ e

part of the containment programme. The SovietiUnion, the American
policy-makers theorized, would be deterved from aggression by the atomic
rvetaliatory power of the United States. At the sawme time, the United
States must use this period of safety, when the Soviet Union was without
the atomic bomb, to build wp its eénvantianai forceg so that a non~atomic

Soviet threat could also be wet effectiveiy.gz

The first big step in the new containment policy was taken

ZOKannan, op, cit., 113.

2lpeitzel, et. al., op. cit., 109-110.
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with the enunciatlon of the Truman Doctrine Mar 12, 1947, In his address
to Congress on that date, President Truman announced that the United
States.was taking over Great Britain's role as the patron of Greece and
Turkey. *. . . Fully awave of the broad implications involved 1f the
United States extends assistance Lo Greece and Turkey”™ Mr. Truman
dellared that "We shall not vealize our objectives, however, unléss we
are willing to help free people to maintain theilr free insfitutiens and
their ﬂatiohal integrity against aggressive movements that seek to imposa
upon them totalitarian rvegimes. This is no more than a frank recegnition
that totalitarian rvegimes iwpesed on free peoples, by direet or indirect
agression, widermine the foundations of international peace and hence the
security of the United States . ; . I believe that it must be the policy
of tbe United States to support peoples who are vesisting attempted

subjugatiﬁns by armed ‘minorities or by eutside pressures,

"I believe that we muét assist free paéplés to work out thelr own

destinies in their own way.”zg

It was thus spnounced that the United States had an important

24 ,
intevest in countries threatened by Soviet expansion  and would help

them to resist Communist domination. This help was to be "primavily

ZBText of address in Snyder, op. eit., 134-135.

nghe U.5.8.R. was not mentioned by name, but it was quite clear

from other parts of the speeeh what countyy was thraatening "the frae
pecples?,
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through economic and financial aid which is essential to economic

stability and orderly political pracesses.“zS

Before Congress had approved the Greak-Turkish sid bill zhe
Administration took the first step towards another major foreign policy
conmitment. In a little~noted speech at Cleveland, Mississippi on May 8,
1947, Under Secretary of State Dean Acheson presented what, according to
Mr. Truman, “might be called the prologue teo the Marshall Pian,“26
Defending Amevican expenditures on foreign relief and reconstruction as
commitments requived by national self-interest, Mr. Acheson said, "We
know now that further financing, beyond existing authorization, is going
to be aeeded.“Z? The United States could not supply all the goods and
services desired by the world; it must, therefore, concentrste its
agsistance on areas where ocutside aid would most effectively increase
world political and economic stability, promote democratic institutions,

and foster liberal trading policies. Western Europe, obviocusly, was

28
such an ares.

Mr. Acheson's speech indicated the Government's continuing concern
with Europesn aconomic conditions. During the winter of 1946-47 the
State Department received alavming reports from Burope. The Administra-

tion became convinced that action must be taken quickly; if the European

ZSSnyder, op. cit., 136,

fzﬁs’f, IT, 113,

“/Quoted in TUSIWA 1947-1948, 57.
281pid., 57.

B 1)
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econcnies collapsad the Unived Stares’ econonic objective of multilateral
warlé‘trade woirld ba unattainable, and the political cbjective of a
Rurope free from Communist control weuld be sericusly thfe&teneﬁazg Ga
Jun 5, 1947 Secretary of State (eorge Marshall gave the speech at Hsrvard

which initiated the Government's action on the Buropean problems.

M, Marshall opened his speech on s sombre note: I need not tell
you, gentlemen, that the world zituation is very serlous.” He went on to
deseribe the critieal state of the Zwropean scoenomies, and concluded that
“¢he United States should do whatever it is able o do to assist in the
veturn of normal eseonomic health to the world, without which theve can bhe
no political stebility and no assured peace.” Avolding the overtones of

ideological conflict found in the Truman Beﬁﬁrin¢§35 Mr, Marshall

1) 4 g

declared, 'Our policy is directed not agsinet any country or dectrine but
againgt hunger, poverty, desperation and chaos. Its purpose should be
the revivel of & working economy in the world se as to permit the
smergence of political and social conditions in which free institutions

can exist.” The Seevetary of Btate then cams to the heart of hie proposal:

yp1d., 54-55. Also WST, II, 111-113.

30&3, Truman had said in his speech Mar 12, 1947: "At the present

moment in history nearly cevery nation must choose between alternative ways
of 14fe . . .

"One way of 1ife is based upon the will of the majority, snd is
distingulished by free institutionsg, representative govermment, free elec-
tions, guarvantees of individual liberty . . .

“The secend way of life is based upon the will of a minovity
foreibly imposed upon the mwajority., It velies upon terror and oppression
a controlied press and radie, fixed elections and the suppression of
parsenal freedom.®
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Any assistance that this government may develop in
the future should provide a cure rvather than a mere
palliative.

Any government that is willing to assist in the task
of recovery will find full co-operation, I am sure,
on the part of the United 8tates Goverament . . .

It is already evident that, before the United States
Government can proceed much further in its efforts
to alleviate the situatlon and help start the
European world on its way to reeovery, there must be
some agreement among the countries of Furope as to
the requirements of the situation and the part those
countyies themselves will take in order to give
proper effect to whatever action wmight be undertaken
by this Government. It would be neither fitting nor
efficacious for this Government to undevtake to draw
up unilaterally a programme designed to place Europe
on its feet economically. This is the business of
the Eurcpeans. The initiative, I think, must come
from Burope. The role of this country should consist
of friendly aid in the drafiting of a European prog-
ramme and of latex support for us to do so, The
programme should be a joint one, agreed to by a
number, if not all European nations. 31

The offer had been made; the United States would help those who
helped themselves. Mr. Marshall's speech dealt sclely with éapna@ics;
Communism wag mentioned enlf abliquely,Awhen the Secvetary said that
YAny government which mancsuvres to block the recovery of other
countries cannot expect help from us. Furthermore, governments,
political parties or groups which seek to perpetuste human misery in
order to profit therefrom politically or eotherwise will encounter

the opposition of the United States.“sg In a subseguent press conference

31Que&atiaas £rom text of address in Snyder, gp., ecit., 138-141.

32yp1d., 141.
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Mr. Marshall said that his vemavks applied to all Europesn countries that
were willing to co-~operate, thus leaving the way clear for participation

by the Soviet Union and the Communist-ruled countries in Easterp Eurape.33

The Seerstary of State had shown copslderable shrewdness in casting

his programme sclely in economic terms. Without sacrificing any objectives,

he succeeded both in gvolding and wmitigating much of the eriticism
aroused by the Truman Doctrine. Many who had éisliked the wmilitary and
anti-Soviet aspects of Mr. Truman's doctrine, and its unilateral
chavacter, welcomed the Marshall Plan as a step in the opposite, and
right, dizvection. Those who had criticized the Administration's past
lending policy as wasteful and piecemeal praised the businesslike,
gsensible nature of Mr. Marshall's proposition. In Euvope, governments
guch as the Fremch 8nd British, which still hoped that it might be
pogsible to secure the friendship and co-operation of the Saviat‘ﬁnién;
ware pleased that.the American offer applied to Communist and nené

34
Communist states alike. 4

The difference in tone and content between the Truman Deoctrime and
the Marshall Plan indicates, perhaps, that the United States policy-
makers wexe not quite suve of the approach which they should take towavds
the Soviet Union - implacable opposition or reneswed efforts to win Soviet

friendship and co~operation. On the other hand, it iz pessible that the
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34qUSTWA 1947-1948, 417-420.
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two speeches merely veflected differences in personality and ocutlook
between Mr. Truman and Mr. Marshall, for less than two weeks after the
Haxvard Address, Mr. Truman reiterated the views that he had expressed

in Mavech:

Weakness on our pavi would stir feay among swmall
or weakened natione that we were gilviang up our
world leadership. It would ssem &0 them that we
lacked the will to fulfil our pledge to aid free
and independent mations to maintain their freedom
or our commitwents o aid in restoring war-torm
seonomies. In such an atmosphere of uncertainty,
these nations wight wnot be able to resist the
encroachments of totalitavian pressures,

We must not Jet frlendly nations go by defauit.gﬁ

The Soviet poliecy-makers might find some evidence of the Mavshall
helping hand in the phracse "our commitments to aid in restoring war-torn
economies", but the whele tone of the passsage is that of the Truman

Bostrine.

These three speeches in 1947 - Mr. Truman's address to the
Congress Mar 12, 1947, ¥Mr. Marshall's Harvard speech Jun 5, 1947, snd Mr.
Truman's rewmarks of Jun 17, 1947 - demonstrate that the Administyation

was following the policy of “containment" described by Mr. George Kemman

BRI T

Bsﬁddrass by President Truman at Princeton University, Princeton,
N.J., Jun 17, 1947, Text in DOAFR, IX, 289,
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in the "I grticle. Me, Truman bad made it clsar that the Ynited States
would vesist Soviaet attempts to take over CGreece, Turkey, and other
"Priendly nations” (Mr. Kennan's "firm and vigilant containment of
Pusgian expsnsive tendencles™). At the same time, Mr, Mavshall's offer
left the door open for a Soviet return to reasopably friendly relations
with the United States, and partially offset theeffect of the President's
more hostile public attitude (in accordance with Mr. Rennan’s view that
“demands on Russian noliey should be put forward in such a monner as to
leave the way open for a compliance not too detrimantal to Russisn

prestige™).

in the second half of 1947 and the esrly wonths of 1948, Commmist
pressure in Burope increased. The govermment of Hungary was taken ovex
by the Communists, Czechoslovakia and Poland wera forced to withdraw from
participatien fn the Marshall Plan, Czechoslovakia was the ohject of a
suecessful Communist goup, Alarmed by this evidenece of Soviet expansion,
r. Truman felt 1t neceessary teo deliver a special address to Congress
Yar 17, 19&8.36 In this speech the President attacked the Soviet Uanion

wore diveetly and specifically than uwsual.

+ . « the situation in the worid today is not
primarily the result of the natursl difficulties

3per 11, 241.
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which follow 4 great war. It iz chiefly due to ths
£act that ope nation has not only refused to co-
operate in the establishment of a just and honourable
paace, but - even worse ~ has actively sought te
pravent it.

One nation, has persistently obstructed the work of
the United Nations by ceonsitant abuse of the veto.
That nation has vetoed 21 propessle for actiom in a
1little over two years.

But that is not all, Since the close of hostilities,
the Soviet Union and its agents have degtroyed the
indépendence and democratie chavacter of a whola
series of natiens in eastern and central Europe.

It is this ruthless eourse of action, and the alear
desizn to extend 1t te the rewainlng free nations of
Burope, that have brought about the critical situation
in Buzope today.

{The) significance {(of the signing of the Brussels
treaty) 37 goes fay beyﬁnd the getual terms of the
agreement itself. It i3 a notable step in the
direction of unlty in Europe for the protection and
presevvation of iits civilization. This development
degerves ouy full support. I am confident that the
United States will, by appropriate means, extend to
the free nations the support which the situation
requires. I am sure that the determinstion of the
free countries of Europe to protest themselves will
be matched by an equal determination on our part te
help them to do so.

The time has come when the free men and women of the
world must face the threat te their liberty squavely
and courageocusly.38

3?A Western Union was established by the Brussels treaty of Max

17, 1948, signed by Britain, France, Belgium, Netherlands, and lLuxembourg.
The treaty promised co-ordination of the efforts of the five signatories
in the spheve of collective wmilitary defence, and in sconomic, sacial

and cultural fields,

38Message of President Truman to a Joint Bession of the Congress,
Mar 17, 1948, text in DOAFR, X, 5~9.
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In this address My, Truman abondonad the general phrases which he
had used up to this time - "way of life . . . based upon the will of a
minority", "totalitarian pressure” - and in a major foreizn policy
address laid the blame for curvent international tension squarely upon
the Soviet Government. He combined this with an assurance that Soviet
attenmpts to extend Communist control in Europe would be resisted by the
United States. Clearly and publicly, the United States was commitied to

a policy of containing the Soviet Union in Europe.

Evidence of the contaimment policy is found not only in the
speeches, but alse in the actions, of the Américan leaders. High-ranking
American military “obgervers™ were sent to the wmeetings of the Western
Union military organs and took an active part in the discusgions thete.3§
And in Jul, 1948 informal talks on a North Atlantic defence treaty were
begun at Washington by representatives of the United States, Canada, and

the Western Union powers., After months of difficult negotiations, the

North Atlantic Treaty was signed Apr &, 1949.

The key article of the North Atlantic Treaty, Article 5, states,
in part, that "The parties agree that an armed attack zgainst one or more
of them in Europe or North American shall be considerad an attack against

them all; and consequently they agree that, if such an armed attack

3rus A 1948-1949, 515.
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oceurs, each of them . . , will assist the Party or Parties so attacked
by taking forthwith, individually and in concert with the other parties,
such action as it deems necessary, including the use of armed force, to

restore and maintain the security of the North Atlantic area.”ao

To put it simply, the signing of the North Atlantic Treaty made
it clear, to the Boviet Unicn and everyene else, that the Truman
Administration meant what it said; the United States would not passively
accept Soviet expansion into Eurovpe and other non~Communist areas of the

world.

The participation of the United States in the North Atlantie

Treaty Organization veflected another aspect of American foreign poliey;
a new emphasis on collective security, on the need for allies. In Jun,
1947 Mr. Truman spoke of the "peace-loving uatisns”;41 modifying the
word "mationg” with an adjective indicates that the American Government
felt a sense bf association with some countries and not with others, but
there was no suggestion at this time of military co-operation for the
mutual protection of the peace~loving nations. Where military defemnce

wag mentioned or alluded to, the imape created was that of a styong

United States, world leader in the quest for peace, supporting weaker

égText of North Atlantic Treaty in DOAFR, XX, 613.

élAﬁéress at Princeton University, Princeton, N.J., Jun 17, 1947,

DOATR. IY. 280
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countries, rather than that of a United States which vealized the need
for allies., The benefits of association flowed in one divection, from

the United SBtates to her friends,ég

The Inter~-American Treaty of Beciprocal Assistance (Rio Pact)
signed Sep 2, 1947, with its collective security clause, might seem to
contradict the above views, However, the Rioc Pact should not be
considered part of American action to thwart the aims of the Soviet Union
ia'partieﬁlar. This treaty was, instead, in the tradition of the Monroce
Doctrine; in the sense that it was meant to deter gny outside power from
attempting to penetrate the Western Hemisphere. Proof of this lies im
the statement of the Chalrman of the United States Delegation at the

conference that drew up the Rio Pact:

B 1) M

The inmediate task we face at this conference is to
draft the treaty contemplated in the Aet of
Chapultepec Mar, 1945. In that act we jointly
declared that every attack by a state against an
American state shall be considered as an act of
aggression against all . . . This principle of
collective vesponsibility for our common defense

is a natural development of inter-American cgllaboratian.&g

ézFor example, in his speech at Princeton University Jum 17, 1947,
Mr. Truman said that: ‘Weakness on our part would stir fear among small
or weakened nations that we were giving up our world leadership. It
would seem te them that we lacked the will to fulfil our pledge to aid
frea and independent nationgs to maintain their freedoms ..." In a8 radio
address Oet 24, 1947 the President said, "We are following a definite and
clear foreign policy. That poliey...i8...to assist free men and free
nations to recover from the devestation of war, to stand on their own
feet;, to help one another, and to contvibute their share ko 2 Ffull and
iasting peace.®

“Spext in DOAFR, IX, 532-533.
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The American Goverrnment thus considered this instrument of
collective security to be the divect descendant of an agreement signed

in 1945, before the cooling-off of Soviet-American relations.

An American need for colleetive security in the East-West struggzle
was recognized by the United Btates Government by the middle of 1948, for
this was when informal talks on an Atlantic pact were begun. One finds
in the speeches of American leaders a shift from an emphasis on American
support of other states to an affirmation of the need for mutual support
among the United States and other non-Communist states, In his inavgural
address Jan 20, 1949 President Truman announced that the Government was
negotiating "a collective defence arvangement™ whieh was intended oo
strengthen the security of the Novth Atlantic area.” 'The primary
purpose of these agreements“, said M. Truman,

is to provide unmistakable proof of the joint

determination of the free countries to resist

armed attack from any quarter. Each ecountry

participating in these arrangements musi

contribute all it can to the common defense.

If we can make it sufficiently clear, in

advance, that any armed attack affecting our

national security would be met with over-

whelmiaé foree, the armed attack might never
occur 4

ii"é"llinamguz:’a1 Address of President Truman Jan 20, 1949, text in
DOAFR, XI, 9-10,
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In June of the same year the President declaxed, "We need other
nations as our allies in the cause of human freedem.“as Almost exactly
cne year later Mr. Truman listed the advantages of American participation
in a system of eonllective security:

Such a balanced collective defenmse as WATO will be

stronger and less costly than the old system of

completely separate defense establishments. It

will make it possible to provide the necessary

military protection without improsing an unman-

ageable burden upon the economies of the membey
countries, %6

There remains to be mentloned one other feature of American policy
from the end of World War II to the begiloaning of the Korean confllet:

throughout this period the Truwan Administration steadily supporied the

T

United Nations Organization.

As we have seen, in Jan 1946 Mr. Truman expressed, as part of his
"ynderstanding of the fundamental foreign policy of the United States,

the conviction

that the preservation of peace betwesn nations
requires a United Nations Organization composed
of all the peace-loving nations of the world who
are willing jointly to use force, if nacessary,
to insure paace.

Bt 141} s

&5Address by President Truman at Little Rock, Ark., text in the
New York Times, Jum 12, 1949.

aéAddress by President Truman st St. Louis, Missouri, Jun 10, 1950,
text in DOAFR, XII, 8-9

M”Messag& of the President om the State of the Union and Trans-
mitting the Budget"., Jan 14, 1946, in Budget 1947, op. cit., =xiv-xv.
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One year later, the President still saw the United Natlons as "man's hope

48 In

of putting out, and keeping out, the fires of war for all time.”
his 1948 State of the Union Message to the Congress Mr. Truman stated,
We arve glving, and will continue to give, our full support ko the United
Natigns”;ég in the inaugural address for his second term in 1949 he
listed strong and consistent backing of the United Nations and related
agencies aé the fivst of the four major courses of action that his
Administration would pursue in its foreign poliey.so And in May, 1950
Mr, Truman sald that “As long as I am President, we shall support the

United Wations with every means at ouy csmmand.“gi

This continvous backing of the United Natlons Organization was
awply vepaid after the outbreak of the war in Korea. The United States
was then able to present its intervention as the action of & loyal
member of the international body, vesponding to the requests of the
Generai Assewbly; and the American Covernment could point to its
congistent support of the United Nations as proof of its selfless motives

in the Korean War.

QSAddress by President Truman at Washington Apr 5, 1947, text in

4
‘gAnnual Message of the President (Truman) to the Congress on the

State of the Union Jan 7, 1948, text in DOAFR, X, 3.

20 v : ]
3 Inaugural Addyess of President Truman Jan 20, 1949, text in
DOAFR, XI, 9.
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Examining Mr. Truwan's overall foreign poliey prior to the Korean
attack one finds that at the beginning of his presidential career he
continued, not surprisimgly, the policies of his predecessor, Franklinm b,
Roosevelt. By the end of 1946, however, Amevican policy was revised as
the resuit of a new analysis of the aims of the Boviet Government. The
new policy called for a “firm and vigilant contaioment of Russian
expansive tendencies.” Support of Greece and Turkey under the Truman
Dootrine, and the strengthening of Western Ewrops's economies through the
Marshall Plan were major steps in thisg new contalnment policy. In the
face, hawever,(ef the apparently growing Coomunist threat, the United
States Government began to emphasize the wvalue of collective security;
it spoke less of its suppert of other nations and more of "common
defensa’™, Finally, throughout this period the Truman Administration

gave congsistent support teo the United Nations Urganization.



CHAPIER II

THE TRUMAN AMMINISTRATION'S FAR EASTERW POLICY
PRIOR 70 THE KOREAN ATTACK

i

The Truman Administration's poliey towards Korvean will be more
intellieible 1f it is sgen in perspective, azainst the braéd ploture of
United States e§éra11 foreign policy efAtha same pevied; it ie for that
reason that I attewpted in the last chapter to outline the main featuves
of general American poliey from 1945 to the outbreak of hostiliciesz in
Korea in 1950. With the sawe motive in wind, I propose now to examine
the most important characteristics of American Fav Eastern policy from
1943 to 1950. A brief exposition of this poliey will, I hope, throw
light on thé Truman Administration'’s Korean poliey, and will serve ag a
basis for comparison later on when I ekamine the effects of the Korean

War on American foreign poliey.

American Far Hastern poliey during the period 1945-1950 can be
divided for comvenience into three main sections dealing with China,

Japan, sad the Celonial EErriz@riaa.l

I
From the end of World War II to the beéginning of the Korean

confliict the situation in China was probably the greatest problem faced

11 omit Korea because I will be studying it in deteil in the next
chapter.

28
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by the State Department’s Division of Far Eastern Affairs; certainly it
was the aspect of Far Eastern affairg which commanded most attention in
Congress and in the American press. Much of this scrutiny was highly
gritical, and as the situation in China deteriorated the Administration
came under heavy fire from its'politcal''opponents who accused it of
having the wrong China policy, or no policy at all. While the State
Department had in 1945 certain specific objectives and policies with
regard to China, the march of events made many of them unvealistic.
Because of this transitional state of affairs In China, the State
Department appeared to be controlled by events, rather than controlling
them. While understandable, and often unavoidable, this situstion does

not signify successful foreign policy.

T

In Apr, 1945 the United States had two mailn objectives in Chinas
effective Sino-Amevican co-operation in the war against Japan, and, as a
long=range objective, the establishment of a strong, united China that
would act as a stablizing factor in the Fayr East. While supporting the
government of Chiang Kai-shek, for the time being, the State Depavtment
proposed to keep 1lts policy sufficiently flexible to dllow co-operation
with other leaders in China who might better be able to achieve unity

and supply the desired stability in the Far East. 8Similarly, it was

e

hoped that after the war China would develop an effective military
organization, but because of the danger of ecivil way and complications
with Soviet Russia the United Stagtes did not want to promise post-way

military assistance to the Chisng Kai-shek regime until it was certain



that that government was making progress in unifying China and gaining
strong support from the people of China.gﬁ‘Th@ Truman Administration had

no intention of engaging American troops in a Chinese civil wars3

While attempting to avoid baing too firmly committed to Chiang
Kai-ghek, the United States Goverument was apxious to prevent Communisg
expansion in China. Thus when the war with Japan ended, steps were taken
to ensure that Kuomintang rather than Communist troops would cccupy the
areas vacated by the withdrawving Japenese armies. The Japenese were
ordered to stay where they were and maintain order untll Natdonalist
troops appeared to take control; the United States flew many of the
Kuomintang forces to their destination and used American warines to
cceupy several important seaports. In this way the Communists were
prevented from extending thelr control in the confusion of the Japanese
surrenderéé These tactiecs fitted im with the American policy of
supporting Chiang Kai-shek for the tiwme being. ?ﬁe United States
Government was able to hide its motives by claiming that it was simply
providing the normal aid an ally would give under the circumstances to

the recognized government of China.

ZStaze Bepartment memcraadu& on basic United States policy towards
China, prepared for Mr. Truman when he first became President. Text in
HST, I, 102-104,

3bid., - TI, 63.

“Ibid., 1I, 62, 65.



On Dee 15, 1945 President Truman stated the policy of his country
towardg China. He said that a strong, vnited, democratic China was
vitally important; it was essentilal, therefore, that the Nationalist and
Communiet armise in China stop fighting cach other, and participate
instead in a national conference to bring China's internal strxife to an
end. Since the National Government was the only legally recognized
government in China, 1t was the proper instrument to unify Chisa. How-
ever, the United States felt that pesce, unity, and demoeratic reform
would be furthered if other political elements were to be included in the
National Government. Unity was ifmpossible as long as autonomouns armies
existed, and the formation of a more representative government should be
followed by the elimination of autonomous armies and the integration of

all armed forces into the Chinese Nationalist Army. Mr. Truman noted

B 1)

that United States Fforces were helping the Nationalist Goverament to
disarm and evacuoate Japenese troops, but he promised that American troops
would not take part in a Chinese civil war. In closing, the President
gaid that the Chinese political and military groups had & vesponsibility
to the other United Nations to end armed strife in China, and that as

China moved towards peace and unity the United States would be willing to

assist her In every reasonable way.5

ST T

EIex& in United States Department of State, United States

Relations with China (Washington, 1949), 607-609. Hereafter cited as
Relations with Chipa.
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In an effort to briang about peace and unity in China, President
Truman dispatched General George €. Marshall on a speeial mission to
China. Cevneral Marshall was instructed o attempt Lo persuade the
Chinese Government o gather the major political groups together in a
national conference to bring sbout the wnification of China and the end
of civil hostilities, particularly in North China. The General was told
that he could use, as a lever, the warning that the United States would

grant no economic or military aid to a disunited ﬂhina.é

During the first half of 1946 General Marshall lsbeured to bring
the Kuomintang and Communist leasders to agreement on an effective cease-
fire. Each apparent advance towards this objective was soon frustrated

by the outbreak of new military eonflice, for which the Nationalists

B

blamed the Comwunists, and the Commnists the'Natianaiists, thus
exacerbating the distrust and anger that the two groups felt towards eaeh

other.

As the situation worsened in mid-summer 1946, My, Truman,
believing that @hiang Kai-shek was no longer willing to listen to

General Marshall's‘advices sent 2 warning message to the Generalissimo.

6
letter of Harry Truman to George Marshall Dee 15, 1945, text in
HST, Iig 67"63l
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Hoting the disappointment of the American people over the faillure of the
Chinese to settle thelr diffevences - and his personal conclusion that
the blame for this failure rested as much with the Kuomiuntang as with the

Communists ~ President Truman declared ominously that:

There exists in the United States an inecreasing
body of opinion which holds that our entire policy
toward Chind must be re-examined in the light of
spreading strife . . . Unless convincing proof is
shortly forthooming that genuine progress is made
toward a peaceful settlement of China's internal
problems, it must be expected that Ameviean opinion
will not continue in its generous attitude towards
your nation, It will, furthermore, be nscessary
for me to vedefine and explain the position of the
United States to the Amevican people.

The threat was obvious; if Chiang Kai-shek did not malke a preater effort
0 eco~operate with CGeneral Marshall and bring peace to China, there would
be a change in United States'’ policy towards China, What the new poliey
would be was unot specified, but one possibility, suggested by Mr. Truman's
next letter to Chisng Kail-shek, was that the United States weuld
raconsidey its programwe of ald to the Wationalist Government. In this

second letter, Aug 31, 1946, the President said,

%I hope it will be feasible for the United States to
plan for assisting China in its industrial economy
and the rehabilitation of its agrarisn reforms.

This ecan be rendered feasible, I believe, through
the prompt remcval of the threat of widespread Civil
War in China.8

Tpexe 1n ibid., 82-83.
8Presiﬁant Truman to President Chiang Kai-shek Aug 31, 1946, tewt

§ ; e Pldne AL
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it cannot have been too difficult for the Gemervalissiwo and his foraign
affairs advigers to infer from this that it was an economic weapon that

President Truman was threateniog them with.

Dgspita ﬁr; Truman's personal intervention and coniinued efforts
by General Marshall, the mutual distrust of the two main opposing
Chinese parvties made a peaceful settlement impossible. Finally, on Jan 3,
1947 President Truman imstructed the Sacretary of State to reeall Ceneral
Marshall for consultatian,g and then before the General reached the
United States the President amnounced the nomination of General Marshall

10
as Secretary of Statea. The Marshall Mission had ended, in failure.

During 1947 the position of the Nationalist CGovernmeat steadily
deteriorated; reports from the American Ambassador to China, Jehn
Isighten Stuart, sand the special report of Lisutenant Genersl Albert C.
Wedemeyer palnted a gloomy picture., The Nationalist grmies were a@%
succeading in their efforts to destrey the Commnist forces; the morale
and efficiency of the latter appeared to be improving as the spirit and
gapabilities of the Nationalilst troops declined., Economically, the
Nationalist Government was faced with hyper-inflation and disinvestment;

the execution of remedial measures was hampered by the low worale and

onsT, 11, 89,

Ope1ations wich Chipa, 219
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paniec of government officisls 4in the Ministry of Finanee and the Central
Eank,ll The. poltical scene was equally bleak; the Ruomintang was shot
through with corruption, and any creative effort was paralyzed by a

pervading mood of dafaatism.lz

American policy towards China appeared publiely during 1947 to be
unchanged from that outlined by President Truman at the end of 1945,
However, remarks made by Ambagsador Stuart to President Chiang Kai-shek
Aug 6, 1947 suggest that the United States was adopting a firmer anti-
Communist policy in China. Mr. Stuart said that China should join the
democratic group of natilons in opposition to spgressive Communism. He
noted that his country had been consistently ready to aid China,
provided that the Nationalist Government effected reforms which would
recover the support of the non~Communist Chinese; such réforms should
include reduction of the Kuomintang to the status of any other party in
ademocraey, reorganization of the army, and improvement of the
administra&ieﬁ.ig The position of the United States Governwent thus
appears to have changed! a united China was still desived, but this

unity apparently was to be achieved by the military and political victory

7 llTheir'fears were understandable since, aceording to General
Wedeweyer, "personal responbibility is frequently assigned and scapegoats
found, partly for poligical reasens...” Text in Relations with China, 781.

1gwedemeye; Report and reports of John Leighton Stuart, texts in

ibid., 729-834,

IBFrom‘repert of Ambassador John leighton Stuart to the Secretary

of State Aug 11, 1947, text in ibid., 822,
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of the Chinese non-Compmunists, rather than by the co-operative effervte of
non-Communists and Communists. This shift probably resulted not only
from the failure of General Marshall and others to byring about a peaceful
agreement between Nationalists and Communists, but also from the State

Department's new appreciation of the wenace of world Communism.

There is other evidence that the Truman Adwministration adopted a
stronger anti-Communist policy in China after 1946, A press release

issued by the State Depariment Mar 11, 1948 sald in pavt:

When asked specifically whether broadening the base
of the Chinese Covernment meant we favoured the
inclusion of the Chinese Comnunist Party, (Ceneral
Marshall) replied that the Communists were now in
open rebellion against the Governmentl® and that this
matter (the determination of whether the Communists
should be ineluded in the Chinese Government) was for
the Chinese Government to decide, not for the United
States Government to dictate.l5

At a press conference on the same day, Mar 11, 1948, Mr. Truman
wag asked about the inclusion of Chinese Commumists in the Government of
China. The President said that it was not Amerxican policy to urge the
Nationalist Govarnment to take Communists inte the Government; the

policy of the United States further carried out by General Marshall

Y400 Jul 4, 1947 the Chinese State Council had proclaimed the

Chinese Communists to be in open rebsllion against the Nationalist
Government. Ihid., 251.

15 .
Toxe in ibid

a0
ry L&
i

T

B 11|



37

during his special mission, was to help the Chiang Rai-shek regime to
cope with the situation confronting it. Mr. Truman stated that he hoped
Chinese liberals would be incliuded in the Govermment, but that "we did
not want any Communists in the Govermment of China or anyvhere else if

we could help it."lﬁ

The press velease and Mr, Truman's remarks are open to various
interpretations. The United States in 1945 and 1946 obviously did not
want the Chinese Communists to galn ground; as we have seen, the
American Government carvied out the capture and evacuation of the
Japanese troops in CGhina in such a way as to prevent the Comounists from
exten&ing their control. Nonethelsss, in public and in the instructions
given to Ceneral Marshall for his mission to China there was no suggestion
that the United States was opposed to the inclusion of Communists in the
Chinese Govermment; In fact, quite the opposite impression was given.
To have done otherwise would have made Ceneral Marshall's mission as an
“"honest brokex" completely senseless. Thus General Marshall's statement
that "the Communists were now in open rvebellion against the Government™
(had they not, in fact, always been s0?7), and Mr. Truman's public expre-
ssion of his disapproval of Communist participation in the Chinese
Government, when compared with earlier public and private expression of

United States policy, indicate that the Administration was now taking a

165,4a., 272-273.
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more forceful stand agsinst the Chinese Communists than it had twe yesrs

before.

One last bit of evidence can be adduced. On Apr 12, 1948 the
Secretary of State sent a policy dirvective to the American Embassy in

Ghina. If said in paxi:

1. The United States Government must not directly

or indirectly give any implication of support,
encouragement or acceptability of cealition govern~
mant in China with Communist pavticipation.l?

This was a far differvent position from that held by General Marshall

during his ill-fated special mission.

During 1948 the chronicled summaries on the gederal situation in

Chine, prepared for the Department of State by the Am@riaan Ewbassy in

G

Nanking, painted a relentlessly gloomy plctuve of events:in that divided
gauntryezs The reporks of the American Awbassador in Chipd did nothing
to dispel the gleoem. On Aug 10, 1948 My, Stuart reported te the
Secretary of State that the Commnists were still winning the civil war,
that in spite of this the Nationalist Govermment ignored compatent
militavy advice and did not tage advantage of the military opportunities

which occurred, and that China was gripped by a mood of defeatism which

T Y

17Quated in ibid., 279.

18506 ibid., 901-919.
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extended sven to members of the aabiﬁeﬁ.lg

The worsening situation in China strengthened the American Govern-
ment’'s resolve not to become too deeply involved in the Civil War. In
fact, Secrstary Marshall's instructions to Awbassador John L. Stuart
towards the end of Opk, 1948 give the impression that the United States
Goverpment hoped to dissoclate itself from what was obviously a losing
cause., Achnowledging thalb the United States CGoversment preferrzed a
friendly government In China, the Secretary went on to say that

underlying our vecent relations with China have

been the fundamental considerations that the

Inited States must not become divactly involved

in the Chinese ¢ivil war and that the United

States must not dssume vespopsibility for unders

writing the Chinese Govermment militarily and

economically., Divect avmed intervention in the

internal affairs of China runs counter to the
clearly expressed intent of Congress . . .20

But without such direct intexvention, My, Marshall sdid, the
Chinese Communists could not be reduced to a satisfactorily weak
condition; move ald to the Vationalist Goveroment would not do the job.
Secratary Marshall then cited a large number of Awbassador Stuart's
gombre reports on the deteriorating situation in China to prove that the

United States wonld be unwise to increase its aid te Chiang Kai-shek's

1936hﬁ laighton Stuart te George . Marshall Aug 10, 1948, text in

agﬁaarga Marshall to United States Bubassy in China Oct, 1948, text
in ibid., 280,
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government. The Sccretary's pelicy review noted that every effort was
being wmade to hasten the delivery to China of war material purchased
mzde% the existing ald programme, but the statement ended with a fiym
refusal to increase United States aid to the Govermment of China.zi
To sum up, the Secreiavy said that the Nationalist Covernwent of China
could not survive without direct military intervention by the United
Brates, and that such intervention would not occur. Horeover, the

United States did not intend to throw good money after bad by providing

additional financial support for what was obvicusly a banlkrupt enterprise.

The Administration did not reverse its decision to refrain from
gending additional aid to Chiang Kai~Shek's gpovernment, and, indesd, such
a reversal wag unlikely in view of the steady corvosion of the National-
ists’ position. In early Nov, 1948 Ambassador Stuart reported that, in
the opinion of the senlor American military and diplomatic personnal in

China, the early fall of the Nationaliet Government was iﬁavitabiﬁ.zg

The wmilitary sap of China told the story; from Sep, to Dec, 1948
the Communists gained control, in turn, of Tesinan, Chinchow, Changchun,

Mukden, and Hsuchow.

On Dec 21, 1948 Mr, Stuart fnformed his Seeretary that President

2lyniq. . 281-285.

“John leighton Stuaxt to Ceorge C. Mavshall Nov 6, 1948, text in
ibld., 894,
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Chiang had completely lost public eonfidence in vecent menths, and that
the "view is not infrequently expressed that (Chiang) is (the) best asset
(the) Communists have." It is not surprising, therefove, that when Mme.
Chiang made a special trip to Washington to press for additiomal aid te
her government, she was given no satisfection by My, fruman.gé

By the end of 1948 the Nationalist Government's requests for
smerican advice were being answered by Ambassador Stuayt with yathey
vacuous exhortations to face adversity with a stiff wpper 11%;25 gnd by
Mar, 1949 the Administration had withdrawn its support of the Natlonalist

regime to the extent of suggesting to the Senate Committee on Porelgn

2440 the New York Times Dec 11, 1948 and Dec 16, 1948. Alse

John ledighton Stuart to Ceorge €, Mavshall Dec 19, 1948, text in
Relations with China, 897.

gﬁ(iﬂ a conversation with General Wu Te-chen, new Vice Premier
and Acting Forelgn Minister) "I added that I had greatest admiration for
vegolute will-power of Ceneralissine in Fighting Communism by wilitary
means, and that, whatever deciszion vesponsible leaders should make as to
present cyisie, I hoped they would all show that same vesolute will in
rvegsisting the evils of Communism by every available means. They ought
not to think of eituvation as hopsless and irvetrievable. They would
probably have some distasteful and even bitter experiences and outlook
might seem very depressing, but more therough co-operation among them-
selves and grim determination were calisd for...I reminded him in lesving
that the U,8. was watching with keenly solicitous interest and readiness
to help in whatever ways might seem justifisble and effective when time
came.” John leighton Stuart to Ceorge €. Marshall Dec 29, 1948, text in
Relations with China, 899-900. Cold comfort for Cemeral Wu Te-chen.
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Relations that a proposed Bill preoviding further lavge-scale ald to the

Nationalists would serve no useﬁui_p&zpe&e.zg

At this point Awerican policy towards China mmust have been largely
determined by the operations of the Chinese Communist army. In Jan, 1949
Tientein and Peiping were captuved by the Communists, and in March
Taiyuan was also taken. On Apr 20, 1949 the Commwniste crossed the
Yangtze River, and in May and June their forces gained control of Hankow,

Shenghal, and Tsingtao.

Paced with the inevitablility of a Communist victory, and unwilling
to send American troops to China, the United States CGovernment had no
course of significant sction open to i, especislly in view of the inter-
nal nature of the Chinese eonflict. The Administration had te content
iteself, therefore, with statements of its continued desirve to encourage
the development of China as an independent, libertarian state, and ite
opposition te the contvol of China by a foreign state, or by a governmgnt

27 The Administration also

acting in the intevests of a foreign state.
issued a White Paper in Aug, 1949 covering Sino-American relations from
1944 to 1949, Aside from its great value as source material, the White

Paper is ilmportant for this analysis as an indicator of the agtitude of

géiettar of Dean Acheson to Senator Tom Connally Mar 15, 1949, text
in ibid., 10531054,
273&%;@&%%& by Des

236,
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the American Government towards the Chinese Nationalist Governwent in
Aug, 1949, Taken as such, the book clearly shows the extent to which the
Truman Administration had withdrawn ites support from the Kai~shek regime,
for Secretary of State Dean Acheson, in his letter of trsnsmittal, dis-
eradited the Nationalist Government by placing the blame for the Chinese
debacle squarely upon their shoulders. To take just one exawple, Mr.
Acheson wrote!

The fact was that the decay which cur observers
had detected in Chungking early in the war had
fatally sapped the powers of resistance of the
Kuomintang. Iis leaders had proved {ncapable of
meating the crisis confronting them, 1€s troops
had lost the will to fight, and its Governmsnt
had lest popular support . . . The Nationalist
armies 4id not have fo he defeated; they
disintegrated. History hasg proved again gsnd
again that a regiwe without falth in itself apd
an army without morale cammot survive the test of
hatt 1@ ] 2 .

A public indictment of this nature, issued by the Secrepary of State him-
galf, and at a vime when the Nationalist Government was in the direst of
straits, could only mean that the United States Coverument was severing

, 2
mogt of its ties with the Kuomintang regime, ?

The speech made by Mr. Acheson hefore the National Prass Club at

gsgaiatiaas with China, xiv.

292ha White Paper also contained graphic descriptions of atvocities

committed by Chinese Nationalist troops on Taiwan, ibid., 926-932. Publi-

cation of such accounts clearly demonstyates that the he United States Gaverﬁu
ment ne longer wished to present Uhiang Xai-ghek o the American psopls as

a desirable ally.

T
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Waghington, D.C. on Jan 12, 1950 indicates that the Administration's
Ching policy vemained unchanged from the previous summer., Jn this
address the Secretary of State again blamed the Nationalist Goveroment
for its defeat, saying that the Nationalists failed because they
completely lost the support of the Chinese people. He went on £o suggest
two "vules" for Amevican pelicy towards Asia: first, the United States
must do nothing to dvaw atiention from Russian encroachwments upon Chinese
teyritory and mwst continue to take the position that anyone who viclated
the integrity of China was China'’s epemy and acted contrary to Amevican
inteyeats; secondly, the United States must keep its own purposes
Ygsityaight" and "pute“.ge There is pot much to work with here, but one
can pevhaps infer from the Secretary's vemarks a few idess on American
policy at that time. First, the United States Govermment did wot Iintend
to change 1ts position and strengthen its support of the Natlenalist
Government. Secondly, the United States wonld not engage in any provog-
ative action towsrds the Chinese Commmist Govermment, for this would
deflect Asian hatyed from Russia and draw it upon the United States (Mr.
Acheson specifically mentioned the “folly of ill-conceived adventures on
our part' which could easily "obscure the reality' of Russian imperialism
in Northern China™); this can perhaps be seen a8 a reilteration of the

Covernment ‘s vefusal to intervene militarily in China. As for the rule

3Opext in APPRD, 1I, 2310-2322.
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on Ystraight'” and "pure" purposes, one can view 1t as 3 promise by the
Secretary of State that the United Statés would not try to achieve any

pbjectives in Asis contrary to the iaterests of the Asians.

To conclude this analysis of the Truman Adwministration's China
policy up to Jun, 1950, one should examine the American policy towards
Formosa after the Chinese Nationalist Covernment moved there on Dee 8,
1949, The available evidence conflicts at some pointe, but & reasonably

clear picture can be drawn nonetheless.

On Jan 5, 1950 President‘Truman issued a statement sayving that
the United States had no predatory designs on Formosa or any other
Chinese territory, and did not, at the present time, desire to obtain
gspeclal privileges or to establish military bases on Formosa. The United
States Govermment, said the President, would not involve its armed
forces in the Chinese civil war; and would not provide "military aild or
advice to Chinese forces on Formosa® ‘although the existing BECA programme
of economic assgistance would be continued,al

At a press conference the same day, Secretary of State Acheson

elaborated on Mr. Truman's statement. He said that the underlying

31Text of statement in the New York Times Jan 6, 1950.
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factors of the decision on Formosa were matters of pringiple and not

military strategy. These factors, he went on,

have to do with the fundamental integrity of the
United States and with maintainiang in the world
the belief that whan the United States takes a
position it sticks to that position and does not
change 1t by reason of transitory expediency or
advantage on its part . . .

It ie important that our position in vegard to
China should never be subject to the slightest
doubt or the slightest question.32

These remarks, coupled with the Secretary's Washington address a week
later, which has already been mentioned, indicate that by refusing
further military aid to the Nationalist Government the United States
hoped to present an image of itself to the Asians as & country with the
purest of intentions in its Asian poliey; it was vitally important to
any successful Far.Eastern policy that such an image be presented and
accepted, bearing in mind the very strong natienalistic, anti-colonisl
feelings of the Aslans after World War II. At the same time, the United
States hoped that the Soviet Union would, in the eyes of the Aslan

people, suffer by comparison with the United States.

The Administration arrived at this particular policy on Formosa
partly because, despite the contrary views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
it does not seem to have belisvedthat Formosa was strategiecally very

important. This is the conclusion suggested by testimony presented

20
““Quoted in ibid., Jan 6, 1950

[ ——
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before the Senate Forelgn Relations and Armed Services Committees in 1951.
At these hearings Senator Alexander H. Smith, questioning General Omar
Bradley, recalled that when Mr. Smith returned from the Far East in Dec,
1949 he understood that the Joint Chiefsy of Staff felt that Formesa
should not fall into Communist hands, and that the President had then
announced Jan 5, 1930 that the Nationalists would reeceive no further
military aid or assistance at that time. S8enator Smith asked "whether
there was a conflict of view there between the Joint Chiefs of Staff and
the Depaviment of State that was adviging the President on that point.*

General Bradley replied,

Yes, sir. Frior o the outbresk of the Korean
conflict the Joint Chiafe of Staff had recommendad
in December of 1949 a modest programme of military
assistance, This was dropped after the Prasident
made 8 public statement in January, 1950, that the
United States would no longer provide military
advice to the Chinese nationalist forces.33

Later, Senator William F. Xnowland produced a confidential bulletin
from the Dapartmwent of State to ilts overseas vepresentatives, dated Dee

23, 1949, Two parts of the deocument are of interest:

v + » largely because of the mistaken popular conception
of Formosa's strateglc importance to the U.S, defense in
the Pacific.

(Information issued by the United States should) counter
the false impression that: . . . (Formosa's) loss would

BBFram testimony before the Senate Foreign Relations and Armed
Services Committees May 21, 1951, text in the New York Times May 22, 1951,
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seviously damage the interests of either the
United States or of other countries opposing
communismpgl* [Italics added

Commenting on this document, Secretary of State Acheson saild that it did
not reflect Administration foreign policy but was designed to make
American information services put the best possible light on the fall of

3
Formosa which was anticipated in the near future. 3

But the abnvé
excerpts would seem to indicate that the Administration did not believe
Formosa was important, since the document under study wes not intended
for public reading, but was a confidential message from the State Depart-
ment to its own officials. The only other possible interpretation is
that the State Depariment wished to delude lts own rvepresentatives as
wall sz the publie; this cannot of course be ruled out, but g Depaviment

which fellowed such a policy consistently would not function for very

long.

On Jan 12, 1950, Secretary of State Acheson gave what latey became

"
a famous definjtion of the United States' Far Bastern '"Defensive perimeter.
The ezclusion of Formosa from this stratdgic frentier is ancther indie-

ation that the Administration did not at this time belleve that Formosa

was strategically important.

saTexﬁ of document in the New York Times Jun 2, 1951,

30
'STescimony by Mr. Acheson before SENCOM, Jun 1, 1951, text in
the New York Times Jun 2, 1951.

4
“VAFPBD, 1I, 2310-2322.
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Ag a result, the United States Government in Jan, 1950 was ready
to accept the capture of Formosa by the Commmist forees; it believed

that this would take place by the end of 1‘950.37

This acceptance of complete victory ef th& Chinese Communists was
not acceompanied by an American move towards diplomatic vecognition of
the triumphant regime. Very strong domestic political preésura, and
the harsh treatment by the Communists of American Consul Angus Ward and
hiz staff in Mukden in 1943-1949% secem to have been the main factors
influencing the Administration's decision not to recougnize the Chinese
Conmunist Government., When the Communists rvequisitioned certain
Americaﬁ and other forelgn consular propertiss in Peking in Jan, 1950 the
United States recalled all Amerfean offieials in Communist China. This
move, comparable to a break in diplematic rvelations, ended official

contact betwesn the two governments, and no move was made to establish
38

new relatvions.
Reviewing the policy of the United States towards China from 1945
to Jun, 1950, one finds that after World War II the United States fovern-

ment wanted & strong, united China which would be a stabilizing influence

in the Par Bast: 1t did not want thisg powerful China to be under

37Testimomy by Mr., Acheson befors SENCOM Jun 1, 19351, text in

the New York Times Jun 2, 1931.

Bypetys 1050, 33.35.
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Communist control. As the Chinese civil conflict continued, however, the
United States tried to bring it to an end, and 1f these efforts were
sincere one agsumes that the American CGovernment wag veady o accept some
Communist participation in the Chinese Govermment, Then in 1947, after
the failure of General Marshall’s mission, the United States adopted a
more strongly anti-Communist policy. But as the Nationalists' position
continued to deteriorate in 1948-1949 the Truman Administration began to
withdraw its support from the Chiang Kai-shek regime, until by Jan, 1950
the Administration accepted the fact that Formosa must scon fall and
raefused to grant further military aid to the Nationalist Goverament. It
sgems to have chosen this coursze partly for propaganda purposes, parily
bacause it considered Formosa to be strategically expendable, and partly
because it believe that Formosa could be successfully defended only by
direct American military interventian,Sg which the United States Govern-
ment consistently refused to countenance, from the end of World War II
to the outbreak of the Korean War. Despite this acceptance of the 7
ultimate defeat of the Nationalist Government, the United States refused

to recognize the Communist regime as the official government of China.

I have examined the Truman Administration’s China policy in some
detail because it was such an important area of policy at the time, and

also because China later was such an important factor in the Korean

y e s Tesin B 10E
the Now York Times Jun 2, 19
SENES

39Testimony by Mr. Acheson before SENCOM Jun 1, 1951, text in
51
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situation. Japan and the other pavrts of the Far East have a wore tangen=
tial importapce in the Korsan question and will accordingly be dealt with
more briefly.
Iz

Before the second World War ended, the United States Government,
which had borne the brunt of the war in the Pacific and exercised the
greatast actual control in the area, had decided that it wanted Japan to
be under the guthority of an American commander. He would be considered
to be geting on behalf of the Allies, and the United States proposed to
have the Allies' wishes co-ordinated through a body called the Fax
Fastern Advisory Cemmissianfaa The arrvangement agreed on by the Allies
after Japan's surrender differved only slightly from the American plan.
General Douglas MacArthur was nameé Suprema Commander of the Allied
Pawers,41 and in that eapacity divected the Allied occcupational policy.
A Far Eastern Commission was set up in Washington, and in Tokyo there was
eastablished an Alliedrﬂeuﬁeil composed of BCAP as Chairman with the
representatives of the Soviet Unlon, one from China, and on representing
jointly Greét Britain, Indla, Australia, and New Zealand. Deepite the
existence of these two bodies, the ocecupation policy carriled out in Japan

&2
was essentially that of the Unilted States Government.

40ugr, 1, 431-432,

élReferred to, with his headquarters, as SCAP.

Z"ZDOAF& VIII, 266-267.
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At the end of Aug, 1943 the United Statres lssued "a statement of
general Initial policy relating to Japan after surrvender." This document
1aid down the basic objectives of American poliey towards Japan; these

ware:

1. To insure that Japan would never again
threaten the United States or the peace
and security of the worid.

Z. To eventually bring sbout the establish-

ment of a peaeceful and vesponsible
government in Japan, adhering te the ideals
and principles of the Charter of the United
Nations. The United States wanted this
government to conform as closely as possible
to princilples of demccratie self-government,
but stated that it was ‘mot the responsibility
of the Allied Powers to impose upon Japan any
form of government not supported by the frealy
expressed will of the people.

The document went on to outline the principal means by which the above
objectives were to be attained. These inecluded disarming and
demilitarizing Japan, encouraging the Japanese people to develop a desire
for individual liberties and to form democratlc organizations, and
providing the Japenese with the opportunity to develeop an economy which
wonld meet the peacetime needs of their nati@n.ag General MacArthur was
glven supreme authority to carvy ocut these and other American pelicies

in Jagan.&&

é3‘1‘e,xt of document in ibid., VIII, 267.

ﬂhjoinﬁ Chiefs of Staff te General Douglas MacArthur Sep 6, 1943,

S vm na

text in ibid., VIII, 273.
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One yeay later, Gemeral Machrthur veported that a long step had
been taken towavds the achievement of United States objeetives in Japan.
The Japasvnese army had been disarmed and demcbilized, the Japanese War
material had been destroved or appropristed by the Allies, the war
industry of Japan had been destroyed or placed under complete control by
the oceupation authority., Politically, a democeratic geﬂs&itaﬁian had
bgen drawn up, the eleectorate had bean greatly broadened, and the civil
service had been veorganized to prevent the revival of totalikariasn
influvencas. Momopolistic industrial entevprises were being dissolved in
order to provide freer economic epportunity. Although the magniloquence
of the General's veport creates skepticism in the mind of the veader, one
competent study of the Awmevican occcupation, by & Japenese, largely
sybstantiates the claims made by Ceneral MacArthur in his report on the

firsc year of sagupagian.éﬁ

Amwrican poliey tewards Japan vemained gssenﬁi&iiy congtant £rom
the end of the war through l@&?.éﬁ Many of the problems faced by the
American officials were economic in nature. The Japenese cconomy had
been wrecked by the war, and the United Statas found it necessary to ship
large guantities of feedstuffs to Japan in order to prevent large-scale

starvation, As the expenses of occupation mounted the United SBtates laid

- Tomey e
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more and more stress on the need for Japan to veach a self-suataining
cappnomic levei.&? A pumber of documents demounstrate the growing concern
of the United States throughout 1948 with the economic aspects of the
occupation of Japan. On Jan 21, 1948 the United States representative
on the Far Eagtern Commigsion, Frank R. McCey, stated that his government
balisved that “a much greater offort wust be made to bring abeut the
attainment of a self-supporting Japan with a reasonable standard of
living." Therefore, he said, both Allies and Japenesa, "recognizing the
conditions which now requirve that morve emphasis be placed on such a
programme, shonld take all possible and necessary steps, consistent with
the basic policies of the orcupation, to briug sbout the sarly vevival
of the Japanese economy on a peaceful self-suppovting baaissﬂég On Apr

26, 1948 the éshas@n.ﬁamgigteegég.es&ablishad e study the economie

B 4

position of Japan and Korea, transmitted its report to the Secvetary of
the Army, Kenmeth C. Royall. After veviewing the ecomomic situation in
Japsn the Committee coneluded '

that industrial vecovery of Japan on a
peaceful bagis is necessary to bring
about a self-gupporting economy; that
this programve has now properly become
a primary objective of the occupation;
and that the American Government in the
natiopnal interast should support a
reagonable recovery programme .30

T

M2 ﬂ A }- z 266-267.
QBStaﬁemeﬁz by Frank R, McCoy made before the Par Eastern
Conmizsion Jan 21, 1948, text im DOAFR, X, 159-160.

égﬁbmbers; Percy H. Johmson, Chairman of the Chemical Rank and

Trust Company; Paul ©. Hoffman, Administrator of the Eoonomic Co-operation
Administration; Robert F. Loves, Chairman of the Naticnal Foreign Trade
Council; and Sydney H. Schewer, senlor partner of Scheuexr and Company.

30pant in DOAFR, X, 161-162.
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And in Dec, 1949 the Departwsnt of State and the Department of the Army
issued a jeint statement which declared that Japanessa “economic stability
ig a wost urgent vequirement for assuring the continuation of Japan's
economic recovery and to insure the maxinum effect from use of US appro-
priated funds.” The statement also announced that an effective Economic
Stabilization Programme was to be carried out by the Japensse govern-

ment -51

During 1949 economic factors continued to influsnce Haitéd States
policy towards Japsn; their net effect was to lead the Am@rieaﬁ Govern-
ment to ease the sconomic restrictions on Japan. Thus in May, 1949 the
United SgatESganaaugaaﬁ that it would no longer vemwwe industrial equip-
ment from Japén for reparatlions. This reflected the continuing desire of
the United States that Japan become self-gufficient, a desire produced by
the fact that it was the Unlted Statas which was making good the deficits

of the Japensse economy, ©

At the same time, the United States moved in other ways to bring
Japan back to a normal existence, In May, 1949 the United States
recommendad to the Fay Bastern Commission that, undey SCAP's supevvision,

Japan be permitted to attend internstionsl mpetings and to adhere to and

pext in fbid., 165-166.
523tazament by Frank R. MeCoy, American Representative, made before
the Par Esstevn Commission May 12, 1949, text in DOAFR, XI, 177-182,
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take part in whatever international syrangements and agreements other

53

countries might be willing to conclude with Japan. This was followed

in Aug, 1949 by a State Deparvtment ammouncement that SCAP was "eorrectly

allowing Japenese International wvelationships of a limited charaeter,ﬂﬁa

By the apring of 1950 the United States Government had proceeded
ta.the‘paﬁag_whare it was congideving the end of gcoupation and the
signiag éﬁ a pease treaty with Japan. This move had been recommended by
General MacArthur as eavly as Mar, 1947, but his views were not generally
accapted at that gimggﬁs By 1950, howeveyr, sowe of the American leaders
had changed their views on the matter, although others still opposed the
signing of a pesce tyveaty. It was vepovted May 12, 1950 that the Depart-

ment of State and CGeneral MscArthur favoured an early peace settlement,

M ) S

while the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Defence Depavtment believed that
the withdvawal of American tyoops from Japan as the result of a peace
treaty would invite intevmal disorder or Soview &gggéssiﬁaggéf On May 18,
President Truman said that he hoped s pesece tyeaty was not too far
distant, and the State Department snnounced that John Foster Dulles was

studying preblews related to a Japeneze peace s@ﬁtlement.5? It wag

53&aneuaeemant by Department of State May 6, 1949, text iIn ibid., 174.

S%ext in ibid., L74-175.
55¢. Rawal, gp. ed., 31-32.
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generally assumed that the Amevican leaders whe wanted a peace traaty
were willing to make a settlement with Japan whieh would not have the
apgréval'aad agreement of the Soviet Union, if the latter country did

not ee*apéraﬁe:ta the saEisfaeﬁien‘éi'gha United Sﬁat&s.sg'

In gunmary, it cam be sdid that the policy of the United Staies
towards Japan at the end of the war was Dmmediately to disarm and punish
that country and, in the 1eﬁga§'tezm, to create a peaceful, democratie
Japan which would eventually oceupy a normal position among the nations
of the world. Rather guickly, the punitive aspects of this policy weve
mitigated, and greatex emphasis was laild upon developing Japan into the
kind of nation favoured by the United States and upon bringing Japan
back to novmal relations with other countries. There weve a number of
reasons for this>shaag@ in emphasis: the vapid progress of the vcoupa-
tion authority's demilitarization and reorganization pregraﬁmﬁ; the
héavy expense incurred by éﬁe ﬁniEsé S&aeés aé lﬁngrés Jaﬁaﬁ remained
weak and occupled; the detevioration of Soviet-American relations; the
new analysis of Communist aims; and the sucecess of the Chinese Communists,
which led the Administration “to conceive of Japan, rather than China,
as the new major force in the Far East for peace, democracy, and friend-
liness toward the United States.“gg In aanﬁeeaian with this lase reason,

the Commminist threat, by 1950 the Unilted States considered Japan a vital

SBnospR, XTI, 486,

' Kawai, op. eit., 27.

I
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part of the American defence system in the Far East, and had firmly
comnitted itself to maintaining its defenslve positions there, sven in

the event of a pesce setﬁlement-with.iagaﬁ.ﬁﬂ

¥ 3

Ar the end af World Wax II the ﬂﬁitﬁd States Gavarﬂmaﬂt hardly
eeneeraed itself with the afaas ef Sauaheast Asia that were under the
cantral of Egrégeaa powexs. These aelsnies were considered to be an
exﬁ@nsion of the European palitiaal‘sysﬁam, ég& alﬁhéugh'ghe Aperican
Covernment was aware of the existence of native ngtionalist gééapsg it
gave thgﬁ 10 heip! Theve were t?é main ﬁﬁasens for this lack of atten-
tion; one was that the United States was gimply toe pr&aeauﬂied>with
questions of graatar jmportance - tha ogcupation of Japan, the ﬁhinesa
elvil genfliet; tha racﬁnstruetlen and iﬁéepeﬁdaaee of zhe Philzgpineg.
The other reason arose from the Amerigan.anveramanefs policy towards
Eyrope; the ealﬁaiél powers of &aut;:}éeage Agia were Buropean, and it was
important not to reduse thely strength or lose their co-operation, if
Amarican g@liay towards Buyope was fo sueﬁeeé.él Since interference in
their voleonial affaiyxs would have both weakened and angered these
European powers, the United States confined its offieial views on the
Southeast Asian colonies "to friendly suggestions to the colonilal powers

that they meet the legitimate demands of the native popuiations, and o

6§&déress by Dean Acheson at Washington D.G, Jan 12, 1950, text io

AFEBD, II, 2310-2322.

G‘F;H, Michael and G.BE. Taylor, The Fay
(New York, 1960), 652-633. ’
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statements of gratification when agreements were feached.éz

As the years passed, however, the more pressing problems faced by
the United States in the Far East began to be resolved, while the
efforts of the Communists to capture the leadership of the nationalist
movements in the colonial tervitories gave these areas a higher priovity
in the considerations of the American pﬂlicy»makars.ég By the spring of
1950 the United Btates epeély accepted a share of the vesponsiblility for
halting internal disintegration in the countries of Southeastern Asia;
in the early part of that year Ambassador Philip Jessup tourad the arveas
and came back ﬂndAcenvinced the Adminlstration that more action was
veeded than had previously been taken, if American interests in the area
were o ba maintainedgﬁé

The Administrationds analysis of the situation in Southeast Asia
included the belief that two basic ideas were held by most Asians; they
refused to accapt misery snd poverty as the normal conditiong of life,
and they had a vevulsion agalust foveign dowination. The American
leaderxs realized thait for the Asians national independence had become the
symbol of freedom from both poverty and foveign eontrel, It was felt

that the newness of the Southeast Asian govermments and their economic

62pysTia 1945.1947, 306.

ﬁaMiehael and Taylor, ag‘,git.,v653,

S oysTum 1950, 178.
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diffieuiries made them susceptible ro penetration by the Communists who
took advantage of ﬁhﬁir ignorance, their belief in false promises, and
their distress; and it was also felt that if one Southeast Asian country
‘should fall the Communist influenge would spread quickly. Militarily,
the United States did not considey itself ecapable of guaranteeing 811

these nationsg against military atgack.

What was United States' policy to be in these civeumstances? 1Its
ain was to prevent the Commumists from subverting the new Asian govern~
ments: the means of achieving this aim veflected the Administration's
anglysis of the problem. The Awmerican Covernment proposed to encourage
individual countries, despite their ldeology, to promote their

nationalism, Tt was aware that the i1dea and practice of Independence

e

must be developnd, and realized that it sust back up its encouragement
with money, propaganda, and foree whea-nééessary.;vie this end the nilted
States was preparad to make available gé these nations the techniques of
administration, agriculture, and industey that the United States had
lzarned, {f the nations wanted such help., If necessary it would provide
loans or grants of money, and it would also supply military asaistance

1f the situation seemed to vequire it.

CUTITTY

The whole prograwme, however, was quite limited in seope., The
American Covernment promised ald only if such aid would provide a missing
component without which a country's efforts would be unsuccessful., The
Secretary of State in a major speech sald that the Uniged States felt

only an indirect vesponsibility for these new nations, and militarily the
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new countries were told that their defewnce against miiiﬁary attack
depended $irst upon themselves, and then upon the United Nations. Ope
gets the impression that the United States Covernment was awave that
there was a challenge in Boutheast Asia that must be met, but that it was
not willing or able to respond as foreefully as it had to the Communist
threat in Eurage. The reasons for this weaker veaction may have
included the following the large worldwide comnmitments 31réady assumad
by the United States made the Government cautious about taking on
greater burdens: the Southeast Asian arse was so varied and complex
that it made a wniform policy, and thus a concerted effort, diffieult;
the United States had to step carefully because 1t wanted to co-ordinate
the defence of the area with Britain and Prance, but definitaly did not

want the Asians o assoclate the United States with the British and
65

e

Fraench colonial traditiens,

Thus one finds that in the peried between 1945 and Jun, 1950 the
Amprican policy makers became inevessingly aware of the growing Communilst
affort in Soutrhwast Asia, realizad that sowe effort must be made te
counter the threat, and in 1950 adopted & rather limited programme of

countevaction based on its analysis of the situatien.

TR

65?hg preceding three pavagraphs sve based upon the following main
gources} Address by Dean Acheson Jan 12, 1930 at Washington D.C., tesxt
in AFPBD, 11, 2310-2322.

Address by Dean Acheson to Commenwealth Club of €California Mav 15,
19530, text in the New York Times Mar 16, 1950,

Artiele by C.L. Sulsbevger in the New York Times Har 14, 1950,



CHAPTER IXX
UNITED STATES POLICY TOWARDS KOREA ©UP TO JUN 25, 1950
I

It seems certain that during and immediately after the second
World War the Administration in Washington did not consider Korea to be a
very important area of Ame:icaﬁ foreign peliey. One finds few references
to the peninsula in the speeches of the American leaders at that time,
except for the ocecasional statement, not elaborated upon, that the
United States desired the establishment ia Rorea, as soon ag possibie,
of a demoeratic government. In Feb, 1946 George M. McCune, who had wntil
recently been in charge of Korean affaivrs in the Department of Stata,
wrote that Korea was "still looked upon as 2 step child in high govern-

ment circles,” He pointed to the lack of preparatiom in the War Depart-

e

ment and State Depariment for the pcecupation of Kovea as evidence of the |
prevalling attitude, and stated that even after five months of occupation

there was still no move towards meetimg the Korean problem with the

emphasis and care that it éeserved.l This contention was borne out by

Ambassador Edwin W. Pauley who made a tour of inspection of all Korea in

May and Jun, 1946. 1In a letter to President Truman Jun 22, 1946 Mr.

Pauley said that he was greatly concerned about the American pesition in

Korea and believed that 1t was not receiving the attention and consider-

T

ation it should.z For at least the first year after World War II then,

lseorge M. McCune, "Occupation Politics in Korea®, Far Eastern
Survey, XV: 3(Feb 13, 1946), 37. '

zPauiey to Truman, Jun 22, 1946, text in HST, 320-322.
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"the United States', as one authority puts it, “appavently regarded Korea

3
as a low priority nuisance in the total field of its foreign policy.Y

This attitude was changed by the events of the next few ypars.
It might be helpful at this point, therefore, to describe the meost .
important of these events before examining how they influenced, and were

influenced by, United States’ foreign policy.

On Dee 1, 1943 the United States, Great Britain, and China issued
the Cairo Declaration which among other things promiszed that "in due
eourse Korea shall become free and indapendenf;.“4 In Jul, 1945 at Potsdam
the same Powers reaffirmed the Cairo Declaration, and in Aug, 1945 the
Soviet Union, when it declared war on Japan, subscribed to the Potsdam

Declaration.

The Korean problem began with the decision to divide Korea in
order to faeilitate the aceceptance of the Japenese surrendar. President
Truman had been urged by Ambassadovrs Edwin W, Pauley and Averell Harriman,
both in Moscow, to have United States troops oceupy all Karea;s but this

was impessible due to the fact that when Japan surrendered, Russian

forces were already on the ground in Korea. The decision to divide Korea,

3Rsitza1 gt al, op, eit., 73.
“Jext in DOAFR, VI, 232-233.

Pauley to Twumsn, Avg, 1945, quoted in HST, I, 433; Harviman to

Truman, Aug, 1945, quoted in ibid., I, 434~435,

g
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for purposes of accepting the surrender of the Japanese, was made by the
War Department; the line of the Thirty-eighth Parallel seems to have
beep chosen because it was south of the area reportedly occupied by
Soviet tropps, and north of the populous city of Seocul. The directive
on the Japanese surrender which was sent to General MacArthur ineluded
the division of authority in Korea at the Thirty~eighth Parallel, and
this part of the directive was accepted by Marshall Stalin without

comment .

It appears then that the division of Korea was forced on the
United States by wmilitary factors which by Aug, 1945 weve largely beyond
its control; the dividing of the peninsula veally had its roots inm the
decision to bring Russia into the war against Japan. Actually, the
United States was lucky to control even southern Korea, for Soviet forces
could probably have captured all Korea before American troops arrived
from Okinawa. As ié was, the Rnssian army ﬁenégrateé asrfar éouth as
Saoul, but withdrew behind the Thirty-eighth Parallel when United States

forces arrived.é

In May 1945 President Truman had sent Harry Hopkins on a special

mission to sea Marshall Stalin, teo learn the Russian leader's views and

6This account of the decision to divide authority at the Thirty-

eighth Parallel is taken from Arthur L. Grey, Jv., "The Thirty-eighth
Parallel”™, Foreign Affalrs, XXIX: 3 (Apr, 1951), 482-487. The author
also suggests some possible ressons for Russia's unquestioning aceeptance
of the Thirty-eighth Parallel demarcation line.
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to assure him that there would be no basic change in American foreign
policy. Onp May 28, 1945 Mr, Hopkins hed sent the President a cable which
included this sentencej "Stalin agreed that there should be a trustee-~
ship for Korea, under China, Great Britain, the Soviet Union and the
United Sﬁaxes."? In Dec, 1945 Becretary of State James F. Byrnés went to
Moscow and presented there a statement of United States' pelicy towards
Kored. He reviewed the Cairo Declaration and stressed that that state~
ment committed the Powers to the establishment of an independent Kovea.
To achieve this, the United States Government suggested action to abolish
the separate zowves of military adwministration which had been establishoed
by the Russian and American Govermments after the surrender of the
Japanese. These zones would be replaced by a unified administration
which would be a tewporary preliminary to a four-Power trustéeship under
the United Nations. The American Goverunment believed that independence

might then be granted Korea within five yeavs.

Soviet Foreign Minister V.M. Molotov admitted to Seevetary Byrnes
that the Soviet Union had agreed to a four-Power trusteseship, but he said
that it was a long~term rather than an immediate question. He then
presented a Soviet counterproposal that a provisional govermment be set
up in Kores to underisks all pecessary weasures for the development of

industyry, agriculture, transportation, gnd the national culture of the

F
“{uoted in HST, 1, 263,

1 A
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Korean people. A jolnt commisslon of representatives of the Soviet and
United States commands in Korea was to assist in forming the provisional
government , consulting with Korean democratic parties and soecial
organizetions and presenting its reccmmandétiens to the respeetive
governments for their eonsideration. The commission would also work out
trusteeship proposals for the joint consideration of Great Britain,_ﬂhina,
the Soviet Union, and the United States. The Soviet plan also called for
a meeting wilthin two weeks of representatives of the American and Russian
commands €o consider urgent guestions velating to both zones and to draw
up measures for the establishment of permanent co-ordination between the
two commands in the administrative and economic spheves. The Unilted
States accepted the Soviet proposal with two minory changes.g The Moecow

agreament, with itz provision for a trusteeship in Korea, was accepted

e ot

by the Kovean Cemmunists, but was violantly opposed by the extremely
nationalistic vight-wing leaders in southern Korea who organized

demonstrations against it.g

Representatives of the two commande in Kores met in Jan, 1946 but
by February they were im such disagreement that they saw no point in
meating further., The two delegations loocked at the problem from

different positions: the Americans wanted a broad solution aimed at a

Sownpremy e

large degree of economic unification, while the Russiasns wanted limited

8ypid., 13, 319,

“TUSIWA 1945-1947, 276.
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discugsion en specific problams such as the flow of electvic powsr or the
re-establishment of rail and auto traffic. Parxrtial agreement was
raached on enly a few topics, and even most of these arrvangements were

not lwplenented,

The proposed Joint Commission began its meetings Mar 20, 1946 in
Seoul, but was also unable to come to any agreement. As ssén as the
discussion began, the Soviet delegation proposed that the Korean parties
and organizations that had opposed the Mostow agreement should not be
consulted and should be excluded from the provisional government. S8ince
this would have removed from future power the Korean groups hitherto
clogest to the American authorities, the United States objected, arguing
that such a course would deny freedom of speech and would disregard the
obligation laid down in the Moscow agreement to consult with democratic
parties. After six weeks of debating this poiat, with no compromise in
sight, the Commission was aﬁjcuraéd sin@_éie on May 8,”1944-6;.171 -

The Joint Commission's adjournment marked an important turning
point in United States occupation policy in Korea. From that time on the
United States Government was convinced, mistakenly or not, that the aim
of the Soviet Govermnment was to extend Communist contrel over the whole

Korean peninsula, Accordingly, the American occupation authority

Opoarg, virz, 83s.

Wopstua 1945-1947, 277.

e -
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regponded by undertaking a vigovous suppreseion of Communist agitation in
Southern Korea, The Americans also progressively relinquished more and
more responsibility to the Korean bureaucracy; on Sep 11, 1946 Koreans
were placed in charge of govermmental sdministvation in southern Korea,
and American personnel officially assumed an advisory capacity, Finally,
the United States wmoved o establish a semi-legislative body which would
mirvor Korean opinion and ghare the burden of forming policies; this
Korean Interim legislative Assembly held its first weeting on Dec 12,

19&6.12

An exchange of notes between the American Secretary of State and
the Soviet Foreign Minister in the spring of 1947 led to the reconvening
of the joint United States-~Soviet Unlon Commission on May 21, 1947. At
first the possibilities of success seemed bright; the opening speech of
the chief Soviet delagate was much more concillatory than the Russians'
opening aédﬁesé*af thé g#eviausryear had baen.lg Ané on Jun 10, 1947 it
was reporied that the Commission had agreed to conmsult the Korean
political parties and soeial orgenizations as specified by the Moscow
plan, and that the American concept of the broadest possible basis for
consultation had been accépﬁed.lé Then on Jul 5, 1947 the Chief American
delegate, Major-General A.E. Brown, annotnced that the talks weare dead-

locked once again on the question of consultation, the Soviet delegation

12L M. Goodrich, Korea, A, Study of U.8, Policy in the United
Nations (New York, 1956), 55.
13Hew York Times, May 22, 1947.

41bi1d., Jun 10, 1947.
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having objected to the inclusion of certain parties and_argaaizaticnsglg
By Jul 15, the rift was serious, and although the Commission continued to

maet, progress ceased; the session finally ended Oct 18, 1947,

The blame for the fallure of the Joint Commission cannot be laid
completely upon the Soviet Union. While the Russians’ refusal to consult
with the right-wing groups caused the impasse on the Commission, their
stand was not so unreasonable when one considers that there were many
indications that the Korean rightists intended to sabotage the efforts
of the Joint Ccmmission.lé Furthermore, on Jul 10, 1947 the American
command lifted the ban on mass demonsgtrations against the Moscow agree-
ment; rvightist terrorist groups, apparently with the collusion of the
Xorean police, immediately began a violent anti-Communist campaign.

Lyuh Weonhyung, the leading compromise candidate for leadevship in a
provisional government, was murdered on Jul 19, and assailants attacked
Soviet delegates on 331 '26.177 While Ma jéwﬁeneéal Bréx;m answerad Soviét
protests with the charge that the Russiang were intevxfering in the
internal affairs of southern Kcrea§18 it is not difficult to see why, in
the prevailing situation, the Soviet delegation might be especially

suspicious and unco-operative. On the other hand, the United States

Bypia,, Jul 6, 1947.

lﬁGearge M. McCune, Korea Today (Cambridge, 1950), 66.

Yipia., 67, 87.

Y¥rp14., 67.
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obviously could not agree to a plan which would have set up a provisional
government dominated by Communists. It should also be pointed out that
the American strengthening of the reactionavry political groups was

partly an attempt to counteragt the activities of what the American
command believed was a powerful Communist underground movemesnt in
southern Korea.lg Had the Soviet delegation attempted to fulfil at Secul
the spirit of the Moscow agreement, and had the American command exer-
cised greater centrol over the rightist political elements, the Joint

Commission wmight have had a good chance of success.

On Aug 26, 1947 the United States suggested a meeting of the
United States, the Soviet Unlon, Great Britain, and China, at Washington,
to congider how the Moscow agrsement might be speedily implemented. The

United States also made the following proposals regarding Korea:

1. Early elections should be held in Kores to.
choose provisional legislatures for esch of

the Russian and Awmerican zones. The voting

should be by secret, multi~party ballot on a

basis of universal suffrage, and the elections

should be held in accordance with the laws adopted

by the existing Kovean legislatures in each zone.

2. These provisional legislatures were to chouse

representatives in numbers which would reflect
the proportions between the population of the two
zones: the representatives thus seleeted would
constitute a national provisional legislature which
would meet at Secul to establish a provisional
government for 3 united Korea.

19
ibid., 85.
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3. The provigional governmen® would meet with

vepregsentatives of the four Powers adhering
te the Moscow agreement on Rovea e discuss what
aid and assistance was necessary to gilve Korean
independence a firm economic and political
foundation, and on what terms this aid and
assistance would be given.

4. The United Nations would be invited to have
pvservers presant gt all the above stages.

5. The Korean provisicnal government and the

Powers concerned would agree on a date by
which all oceccupation troops in Korea would be
withdrawm.

6. The provincial legislatures in each wzone

should bes encouraged to draft provisional
congtitutions which could later be used ag a
basis for the adoption by the national preovi-
sional legislature of a congtitution For all
Rorea.

7. Until such time a3z a united, iodependent
Korea was established, public and private
Korean agencies in each zone should be brought
into contact with international agencies
established by or under the United Nations.20

The above proposals were vejected by the Soviet Union, in a note

from Foreign Minister Molotov dated Sep 4, 1947, for the following

reagons: the proposed Washington conference was not part of the plan laid

down for Keres at the Moscow conference in Dee, 1945; the Jolunt
Commission in Kovea was "stlll far from exhauvsting 41l its possibilities

for working ocut agreed recommendations, which is entively possible"; the

zeActing Secretary Robert A, Lovett to V.M. Molotov Aug 26, 1947,

P o I S

text in The Department of State, Kores 1945 to 1948, (Washington, 1948),

&3 "’gf‘f:‘ .

g -
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suggnsted establishment of separate provisional legislative assembliss in
southern and northern Forea would consolldate the axistisg “abnormal”
division of Kores, vather than achieve the desived single organ of

aathariﬁy.zi

The sineerity of Mx. Molotov's reply is open to question. The
first Russian objection listed agbove displays an excessive legalism;
while the Moscow agreement did not call for a Washington conference, the
Amevican proposals to be considered ai the conference wers not at odds
with the Hoscow plan, and the letter accompanying the American proposals
specifically stated that the Washingteon meetingz was to be held "to
gensider how ; . . [%ha M@aagg] sgreement may be speedlily carried sut.”gé
Mr. Molotov's second reason for rejecting the American plaa reflects an
exceptional optimism, to say the least, considering the fallure of the
Jolat Comaission to accomplish the first stage of ilts assignment in
thﬂty“fWQVWQQkﬁ of h@gétiatiOﬁs. Iﬁa Eést ébjegtiea séemsiéfifirsﬁ glance
to be the most valid and plausibie, but an inspection of the American
proposal shows that the provincisl assemblies were te be interim hodigs

whose chisf function would be to form the “single organ of authority”

mentioned by ¥r. Molotov.

The Russian position is undevstandable; the type of govermment

lyototov to Marchall Sep 4, 1947, text in ibid., 46-47.

22y wett to Molotew Aug 26, 1947, ibid., 43,
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likely te be formed under the American plan would resemble the Western
demgcratic governments rather than the Compunist governments, and such a
Kovean governwment because of the similarities wmight be fxiendlier to the
West than to thé Communist world., It should be remembered also that it
was move important to the Russians to have in Korea a friemndly govern-

wment becavsge of the proximiiy of the ftwo countries.

On the eother hand, the Awerican proposals aceorded with the Mozcow
Agreement, and if the Russians had disliked the type of Korean government
likely to result from the arvangements, they theoretically could have
objected at that time. (In practice they might not have wanted, in 1945,
to arouse American distrust.) Moreover, even if a Western-type demccracy
did emerge as a yasult of the American proposals, there was g good chance
that the leftists would contrel it; at lesst they would not be dominated
by the consgrvative parties. On the basis of the population of the two
zenésszg assuming that the northern delegates would represent ome
Communist-controlied party, the Communists wosld held approximately 30%
of the seats in the national provisional legislature without any support
in southers ¥ovea at all. And support could be expected from the
southern zone; George MeCume has written that the leftists had strong
popular support in southern Korea because of their revolutionavy pro-

grawme of agrarisn and industriael veform, although the vightists had a

23North Zoneg 8,229,000 South Zona; 19,369,000, ZThe Statesman's

Yearbook 1948 {(London, 1948), 1080.
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more powerful political pez-s‘,»:li::l.m:;.2)!$ Furthermore, had the Soviet Govern-
ment returned to direet negotiastion with Waghington it might have been
able to obtain a freer hand for the southern Korean Communlsts, since the
American Government wag move removed from the situation in southera
Korea than was it8 ocoypation authority, and was thereferé legs conmitted
to suppression of the southern Korea Communists or to an glllance with

the Kerean conservatives.

It would seem then that the Soviet Government in 1947 preferved to
control northern Korea completely rather than to help form 2 united Korea
that might or might not be amenable to Russian desirves. Clouding the
whole issue, however, and making any analysis of the significance of the
Soviet-American disagreement difficuls, was the deep mmtual suspicion
held by sach side towards the other at this time.zs

Tha Aﬁexie&ﬁ péapasals and éhei? rgjection are impé&téﬁt ﬁst mly
beeause of what they show about Soviet alms, but alsc becauvse they wmark
the last attempt by the American Governumenty to negetié&a direetlyiﬁiﬁh
the Soviet Government for the unification of Korea. On Sep 17, 1947
Secretary of State George €. Marshall announced the intention of his

Government to present the problem of Kovean independence to the curvent

24Mg6ua@, Korea Today, 90.

gsFor exanple, see Andvei Gromyko's aééress befere the United

Nationg Genersl Assembly Newv 13, 1947 (U8, dec. A/R.V. 111, Nov 13, 1947

and President Truwman's address to Congress May 12, 1947.
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seaglon of the Unired Wations Generval Assewbly, citing as reason the
inability of the United States and the Soviet Union to reach agreement
on the quesﬁicn.Zﬁ On Sep 23, 1947 the CGeneral Assembly placed the

Korean problem on 1ts agenda.

Acting to counter this surprise move by the United States, the

7

Soviet Government proposed Oct 9, l@é?z that Amevican and Russian troops

be simltancously withdrawn from Korea at the begioning of 1948, leaviag
the Koreans to form their own government without ocutside interfereﬁca,gg
In reply, the United States took the position that the Kovean problem was
now on the General Asgembly®s agenda, that the question ef withdrawal of
gegupation troops was an intepral part of the solution of the problem,
and that, therefore, the United States hoped that the CGenmeval Assembly
would consider this and other aspects of the Korean preblem and srrive at
a seiutian.zg In short, the matter was now In the hands of the United
Nations, and the United States would no longer deal directly with Russia

on the FKorean guestion.

On Nov 14, 1947 the General Assewmbly adopted a resolution designed

zéAdérass by George C. Marshall Sep 17, 1947, text in United
States Department of State, Korea 1945 to 1948, 47-48.

27Tha proposal was originally made Sep 26, 1947 by the Soviet

Delegation to the Joint United States-Soviet Union Commission in Seocul,
The United States Delegation said that the proposal was outside the
Commisgion's authority.

Byolotov to Warshall Oct 9, 1947, text in ibid., 48-49.
zgievett to Molotov, delivered Qe 18, 1947, text in ibid., 50-51.
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to solve the Korean problem. It stated that elected representatives of
the Korean peoplea should be invited to participate in consideration of
the Korean question; in opder to make sure that thase representatives
were duly elected, a United Nations Temporary Commission on Korea
(UNTCOR) was esﬁabiisheésg o observe elpetionz in Korea. The elections
weve to be hald not lateyr than Mar 31, 1948 on the basis of adule
suffrage and by secvet ballot; the eglected representatives would
constitute a National Assembly which was to form a National Covernment.
This Government would establish its own security forees, take over
governmental functions from the two occupation authorities, and arrange
with the oceupying Powers for the withdrawal of all their troops as
speedily as pogsible, UNTCOOK was to consult and assist throughout all

the foregoing stages.Bi

The Temporary Commission held its»first meeting in Seoul Jan 12,
1948, The Soviet Union and its allies refused to have anything to do
with the Commission; the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic did not
appolnt a representative to the Commlssion, and efforts by the Commission
to meet the authorities of northern Korea were unsuccessful due to the
refusal of the Soviet Government to answer any letters sent to it by the

Commission. Accordingly, the Commizsion concluded that it would be unable

30%@mbere: Australia, Canada, China, El Balvadoy, FPrance, Indis,
Philippines, Syria, Ukrainian Seviet Soelalist Republiec.

31!&32 of resolution in ibid.. 66-67.
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to exeveise the fumctions laid upon it, and rvequested advice from the
Interim Committee of the General Assembly.sz The Istter body advised
UNTCOK to implement the programme 1aid down by the Ceneral Assembly
resolution of Nov 14, 1947 "in such parts of Korea as are accaessible te
the Gammissiﬁn",sg and on Feb 29, 1948 the Temporary Commission announced

that it would do 50.34

An election was held in the American zone of Korea om May 10, 1948,
and the Temporary Commission passed a resolution Jum 23, 1948, stating
its opinion that the elections wexe "a valid expression of the free will
of the electorate in those parts of Rores which were accessible to the
Commission and in which the inhabitants constituted approximately two-

thirds of the people of all Korea.">

Syngman Rhee's party won 2 majority of the seats, and Dr. Rhee
organized a government. A constitution for the Democratic Republic of
Rorea was enacted Jul 12, 1948, and on Jul 24, Dr. Bhee was inaugurated
as flret Prasident of the Republic. An exchange of notes Aug 9 - 11 1948

between President Rhee and Lisutenaat General John R. Hodge, the United

Szﬂassluticn of UNICOR Feb 6, 1948, text in ibid., 69-70.

Bgﬂesolutian-gf the Interim Committee of the General Assembly of

the United Nations Feb 26, 1948, text in ibid., 70-71.

34
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Btates Commander in Korea, started the transfer of governmental authority
from the United States Army to the new Covernment of the Republiic of
Korea.sé On Aug 12, the United States anncunced its view that the new
Korean Covernment was "entitleé £ be regarded as the Governnent of
Korea envisaged by the CGeneral Assembly regolution of November 14, 19479,
and appointed John J. Muceio as special representative of the President,
with the personal rank of Ambassador, to negotiate with the new Covern-
ment with regard to the transfer of governmental functions and the with-
drawal of occupation traogscg? On Aug 15, General Hodge officially pro-
claimed that at widnight of that date the United States Army Military
Governwent in Korea would end. Negotiations continued bhetwaen the
United States snd the Republle of Rorea, until on Sep 11, 1948 the
transfer of authority was virtually completed with the signing of a

property and finaneial settlenent o0

Meanwhile, in northern Korea, elections were held Aug 25, 1948 for
a Supreme People’s Asgembly, which announced on Sep 9, thevfermatian of a
People's Republic of Korea, claiming authority over the whole peninsula.
This government was later recoguized by the Soviet Uanlon and itsallies,
Thus there were now two rival regimes in Korea, each claiming o rule the

entire nation.

36Téxﬁ of notes in ihid., 98-99,

pext of announcement in ibid., 100-101.

28,
““Ibid., 20.
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On Dee 12, 1948 the United Nations General Assembly adopted a
rasolution: wvhich declared that a lawful government based on free elections
had been established in "that pari of Korea where the Temporary
Commiceion was able to observe and comsultY, and that this was "the only
such government in Korea.” The resolution also recommendad that the
occupying Powers withdraw theilr troeops from Korea as quieckly as possible,
A Commission onp Korea was eﬂtablishad39 to replace UNTCOXK and continue
the latter body's functions; 1t was to go to Korea and try to facilitate

. . 4 40
the unification of Korea.

The new United Nations Commission on Korxea (UNCOK) faced very great
obstacles in its attempts to fulfil ite assignment. The Soviet Union and
the Government of northern Korea would not co-operate with it; it could
not, therefore, take effective action to bring about wnification. The
commisgion was also hampered by the oppesition of the Rhee regime; the
Government of southern Korea did not want UNCOK to deal with the northern
"illegal? government, or £o work cut a plan for concilistion. Instead, Dr.
Bhee saw the Commission's function as being that of "helping to mobilize

world opinion in faver of the Korean Goverﬂment.”él

The United States extended full diplomatic recognition to the

Bgﬁembers; Australia, China, El Salvador, Prance, Indiay
Philippines, Syria.
49

. 0 3 .y
Taxt of vesolution in

:

YITH k<a !“ﬂﬁ_‘ﬂvﬁi’\
ELs Ay XIO™LS T

él@agzed in TUSIWA 1948-1949, 310.
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Republie of Korea Jan 1, 1949. Discussions between the two governments
were held in the spring of that year on the withdrawal of American
troops, and the last occupation forces left Worvea in Jun, 1949; an
Amevican Military Advigory Groyp of 500 men vemained., The Commission on
Koren warifisd the withdrawal of the American cccupation forces, and
notified the HSoviet Union that it was ready to verify the withdrawal of
Russian troops from northern Eorea which had been completed, according

to the Communists, by the end of 1948. Wo reply was received,

In Cet, 1949 the General Agsembly decided that the Commission on
Korea should continue o awist, with the additional funection of observing
and reporting "developments which might lead to or otherwise involve

nilitary conflict in anea.“&z

Up to the attack of Jun, 1950 the situation in Korea improved
someWhat, from the American point of view. By early 195ﬁithereacur'ty
forces of the Republic of Korea had virtually aliminated guerrilla
resistance, and strict enforcement of the Republic's stringent internal
security act had considerably increased internal stability. Economic
and social conditions were also improving slowiy; with the aid of large

fertilizer Imports by the Economic Co-operation Administraﬁion,ég South

ézﬁ M. General Assewbly, Qfficial Records of the Fourth Session
: Assewh v, L, Annex, 70-71.

%ué;uh,,¢_$;tawww,ﬂﬁ,h 3L Asgempd-
3on Jan 5, 1949 the Unirted States Government announced that the

Heonomic Co-opervation Administration would take over the Relief and
Rehabilitation Pregram which had bean cavried out by the Avmy in Xores.
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Korea for the fivst time was ¢lose to achleving self-sufficiency in

foodstuffs.,

The picture was not all bright. The Rhee vegime ignored the
niceties of democwacy and freedom which Western demovracles consider te
be 8 vital part of thelr way of life. There werse repovts of police
brutality, of torture and death for enewies of the South Kovean Govern~
ment, In etrly 19530 American officials in South Korea were disturbed
by the tvend towards centralized authority; on the grounds that a state
of national emergency existed, the system of demoeratie checks and
balances had been repressed. National Assembly wembers were arvested,
Dr. Rhee justifying his vpposition to politieal parties by saying that
Korgans were not ready for complete demoeracy, that party polities

would lead only to sectional styrife and perhaps foreign intexrvention.

Despite these despotic features of the Government, progress wag
maintained. The National Assembly eourageocusly resisted the encroach-
ments of the Executive; opposition newspapers still in existence
continued to critieize the Government, although more cirevmspectly; the
United States Government sharply and effectively warned the Rhee Govern-
ment in Apr, 1950 of the possible consequences of mounting inflation and
postponement of general elections beyond the legal limit. As 3 result,
adequate weasures vere taken to curb inflation, and a general election
was held May 30, 1930 which resulted in the return of & much more vepre-
sentative Assembly, due to the participation of moderate parties whigh

had boyecotted the previous electien,

T

T
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Thus just prilor to the outbreak of conflict, the Republic of Koves
appearad to be progressing favourably, consideving the poelitical and
administrative dnexperience of the Koveans, and the tense atmosphere

created by the hostlle presence north of the Thirty-eighth Par&llel.éé

‘Having veviewed the Korean situation as it developed from 1945 to
1980, we can now examine how the United States Government viswed, and

attempted to cope with, that situation.

Until the outbreak of civil war, Kovea presented the Amevican
poliey-makers with a dilemmatic problem of conflicting objectives and
policies. 1In the first place, the United States was committed to taking
some sort of action in Korea; 1t could not simply lesve the Koreang to
their own devieces. This commitnment srose érigiaally from the Caizro
Declaration Dec 1, 1943 which promised aventual freedom and igﬁgpagéeggéi
fcr Kores, and,@aé made m@fewﬁinégngra baé##s@ reitevated - by the
Potadan Declarstion of Jul, 1845. The American obligation was incressed,
in southern Keorea at least, when United States troops entered Kovea to
accept the Japenesge surrendey, since in carrying ocut this operation the
Amsricans came face to face with the political-sconemic~sovial conditions

of Korea, and, &3 the only capable authority present, were forced to

“Arustia 1950, 185-187; Coedrich, pp._cit., 91; Articles by
Walter Sullivan in the New York Times Feb 1, 1930 and Feb 2, 1950,

B 1) R



accept the responsibility for dealing with these problems. The United
States Covernment continuved to feel bound by these commitments, as ig
revealed by the State Department's reference to the United States Jum,
1949 as "a principdlly interested powey" in matters concerxning Korea;
the Departwment of State, at the same time, noted that the United States
[ifmlics aﬁdad]_ deep and sympathetic cencern

entertalned “a paxticularl

for the welfare of the Republic of Ker@a.“gg In Jan, 1950 Secretary of
State Desn Acheson, in 3 latter to President Trumen, pointed out that
the Republic of Korea owed "its sxistence in large measure te the United
States, vhich freed the country from Japagase control”: he implied that
the peoples of the non-Communist worid felt that the Upleed States still
had a rvesponsibility for the welfare of Korea, and the Seeretary's whole
letter is an ackonowledgement of that American re&ggnaibilitygﬁﬁ As late
then as Jan, 1950, the Administration felt obliged &o aet ian Korea, and
the Secretary of State's letter - placing together the original American
oocupation of Korea and the responsibility still akiéiiﬁgrinriﬁsb .
indicates that the American commitments made during World War II still

influenced American pelicy as late as 1950.

Thus the Unlted States in 1949 was commitited to & course of

gction in Korea, and hevein lies the fivst centradiection in the

4 v
Egﬂaparﬁmaﬁﬁ of State press release Jun 8, 1949, text in DOAFR,XI,
555-557. -

“Opcheson to Truman Jan 20, 1950, text in AFEBD, II, 2527-2528,
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Administration's Korean policy, for at that time the American Governmant
did not comsider Kovea to be at all fwportant. This conclusion is
substantiated, as I have shown, by the statements of United States
officiale in 1946. One perceives, thevefore, the first pavadox of United
States' policy towards Korea; at the aad of the second World War the
Awmerican Govermment copsidered the peninsula to be of small account, and
yat assumed an obligation there which was eventually to prove a heavy

draln on American energies, manpower, and wealth.

Within a yvear of the end of the War, suspicion ¢f Russian motlves
gave the United States Goverament 4 new reason for continuing its effort
in Kovea. - But now a new variation of the original coptradiction faced

the American leadevs, a conflici of political-gtrategic aims. %

The theory of "containment™, accepted as the basis of the Admini-
stration's anti-Commmist policy, called for the prevemtion of any
Communist sdvanece., According to this priﬂﬁipie then, it was important
that Communist penetration In Korea be yebuffed. Throughout the periocd
undey study, the American leaders were influenced in their thinking about
Korea by the econtaipment theory. Thus inm Sep, 1947 Liesutenant-General

Albert C. Wedemsyer wrote im his weport on Korea that the United States

g

should develop & south Korean scout force under Awerican commanders which
would ba strong enough to cope with the north Korean army and would,

therefore, be able to prevent the Communists from expanding further in
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Kﬁrea.ﬁ? A State Department presg release of Jun 8, 1949 spoke of the
need to support the Republic of Korea "so long as the awthority of the
Republic of Kerea continues to be challenged within its own territory
by the alien tyraumy which has been arbitrarily imposed upon the people
of porth Knrea“;ég in other words, Communist ambitions in Korea must be
checked., And in Mar, 1950 Secretavy of State Acheson sald that the
United States hoped to strengthen the Republie of Kovea to the point
where it could suecessfully withstand the danger of Commmist Influence
and control from north Karsa.$§ These examples show that the theory of
coptalnment was one of the factors influencing United States' polley
towards Korea at this time: south Korea must be kept independent in

ordexr to frustrate the Commmisgte' expansionist aims.

The Awerican leaders beliewved that there was another important
reason for making some effort to Eegg the Republic of Koresa independent
of Commmist control. In their opinion, the Korean peninmsula was &
testing ground where the two cenflicting systems - Commmnism and Democra-
tic Capitalism ~ were comwpeting before the peoples of the world. With
the leading expoments of the two jldeologies contrelling contiguous arveas

of the same nation, comparisons were inevitsble, just as the progress of

47Ra§art by Lisutenant~General Albert €. Wadewmeyver, submitted to

President Truman, Sep 9, 1947,

&gDepattmant of State press release Jun 8, 1949, text in DDATR,
X%, 555-557. ' -
7 Ygtatement by Dean Acheson before the Committee on Foreign
Relations of the Semate, Mar 7, 1930, text in DOAFR, XII, 508-509.
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the two parts of Germany was later £o be compared. The success ov
failure of its protege, the Republie of Korea, was therefore linked by
the American Government to overall United States' foreign poliey,
There is considerable evidence that this view was firmly held by the
Administration and was au important factor in Unilted States’ policy
towards Korea. In Jun, 1949 President Truman told the House of

Representatives that:

The survival and progress of the Republic [of Korea]

toward a self-supporting stable economy will have an

immense and fav-reaching influence on the psople of

Asia. Buch progress by the young Republic will

encourdage the people of southeyn and southeastern

Agia and the islands of the Pacific to rasist and

raject the Comaminist propaganda with which they are

basiaged. WMoweover, the Kovesn Republis, by

demenstrating the success and tenacity of democracy

in resisting communism, will stand as a bedcom to ;
the people of northern Asia in resistismg the ceontyxel B
of the Commmist forces which have overrun them .30

Jun 7, 1949, text in DOAFR, XI, 558-5361.

Muych the same argument was presented by Acting Secretary Jawes E,
Webb when he defended the Administration's programme of sconomie assist-
ance to Korea before the House Fovelgn Affairs Committes Jun 8§, 1849,
"If we do notddd all in our power™, he teld the Commitiee, "eonsistent
with our world-wide obligations, to assist this outpost of freedom so
that it will have an opportunity to survive, countless millions of the
peoplaes of Asia will begin to doubt the practical superiority of
democratic principles.” Text in Stabul XX: 520 (Jun 19, 1949) 785-786.
Testifying before the same Committee, Dean Acheson saild that inaction by
the United States in Kovea would send through the Philippines, sovutheast
Asia, and India, a Vshiver of feax" that the United States was no longev
tgging to help the frée peoples in the Far Bast. New York Times, Jul 2,
1949,

R i 8l in s

Mr. Acheson yeturned Lo the same thewe in Jan, 1950 when he wrote
President Truwan a letter telling of the State Department's concern and
dismay over the House of Representatives’ rejection of the Koreap Aid Bill
of 1949, "The peoples of the Republic of Xovea', he wrote,
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The evidence indicates that the United States ovriginally became
involved in Korean affairs because eof ciyeumstances srising from the
conduct of the second World War. While these war~tine commltments
contimied to influence the American Government to continue its efforts
in Korea, more important factors appeared in United States policy towards
Korea. These were, first of all, the theory of contalument which posited
the idea that any Communist territorial expansion was bad, and that
therefore the Republic of Korvea must be supported so that it could
prevent the Communists from pushing further down the Korean peninsuls,
Secondly, there was the view of the American policymakers that the
success of the United States’ general anti-Communist pelicy, especially

in Asia, was closely linked to the success of the United States in

developing a democratie, independent Republic of Korea, The Administra~

tion believed that if the Asians decided that democratiec capitalism did

Sche other peoples of Asia, and the members of
tha United Nations under whose observation a
sovernment of the Republie was freely elected,
alike look to oux conduet in Kores as a wessure
of the seriocusness of our concern with the
freedom and welfare of pecples malntsining
their independence in the face of great
obstacles . . . We are copncernsd not only about
the congequences of this abrupt about-face in
Korea . . . but we are also deeply concerned '
by the effect which would be ereated in othex
parte of the world where pur encourggement is
a major element in the struggle for fyeedom.
Achezon to Truman, Jan. 20, 1953, text in APPBD, II, 2327-2528.
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net work in Asian territory, and that the United States was unwilling or
unable to maintain the security of friendly nations, then the uncommitted
Asian nations would succumb to Communist expanzionist forces; and the
Administration felt that the Asians' decision would be based on what
“happened in Korea, where comparison between the two competing systems

seemad 80 obvious,

Against these politicale-strategic considerations which made the
Aperican effort in Korea seem an important part of Unlted States foreign
poliey, the Truman Administration had to welgh a contradicting militaxy
factor, viz., the opinion of the Qovernment's military advigors that
Korea was strategically unimportant to the security of the United States,
and that American forces in South Kovea should be withdrawn. Ia Sep,
1947 the State Department requested the Joint Chiefs of Btaff te give
their views on the intevest of the United States in military oceupation
of Gouthern Korea "from the point of view of the military security of
the United States.“51 The Joint Chiefs of Staff replied that from the
standpoint of military security, the United States had little strategic
interast in keeping its troops in Korea. Their conclugsion was based on
the following reasoning. In the event of hostilities im the Far East,
the American troops in Korea would be a military 1iability and would
need substantial reinforcement priovr to the outbreak of hostilities.

Moreover, any effensive operations the United States might be likely to

8]1
“ Memorandum of the State-War-Navy Co-ordinating Committee to the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, text in the New York Times Nov 3, 1952,
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carry out on the Aslan continent would probably by-pass the Korean
peninsula. If an enemy occupied all Korea, he might be able to interfere
with United States communications in eastern China, Manchuris, the Yellew
Sea and Sea of Japan, and so on, but to do so the enemy would have to
have large air and naval forces in the area which would be subject to
attack and peutralization by United States ailr forxces, The present
occupation was very expensive, and the existing shortage of manpower
meant that the 45,000 men vow in Korea could well be used elsewhers.
Finally, the Joilnt Chiefs noted that certain unfavourable conditions,
including violent disorder, could very possibly oceur in Korea, that this
would make the position of United States cceupation forces untenable, and
that withdrawal of troops under these conditions wonld lower United

States military prestige, which might have adverse effects in arveas more

vital to United States seaurity.52

meter" in Jan, 1950 indicates that there had been no change of opinion by
that date on the strategic significance of Korea for United States

security.

The fundamental dilemma faced by the American leaders dealing with

T

the Korean question can now been seen, The United States Government

Szgegly of Secretary of Defense James Forrestal to Coordinating
Committee's memorandum, text in the New York Times Nov 3, 1932
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believed that it was important for the success of American foreign policy
that south Korea remain independent, that Communist ambitions shonld be
checked there. At the same time, 1t was held that Kores was nob
important strategically, in the most limited military sense, and that
American troops should therefove be withdrawn from Korea as soon as
posaible. But the main Commumint threat in Korea was elther wmilitary in
natura, or most easily controlied by the presence of American forces in
sonth Korea:; wup to 1930 the independence of south Kovea was threatened
by possible external attack from north Korea, and by intermal economic,
political, and social distyress which could lsad to disorders and
Communiat subversion: after internal stability was attained in some
measure by early 1950, the danger ©of a north Kovean attack still rvemained.

These were the conflicting objectives and conditions which had to bae

g

reconciled by the American policymakers; south Korea had to be kept
independent, in the faee of a wmilitary threat, without using the normal
military means, The Truman Administration attempted to solve the problem
with a vaviety of policiles, some of which were followed concurrvently,
while others arose from the fallure or inadequacy of previous courses of

action.

During 1946 and 1947, as we have ssen, the United States attempted

ST

to gain its ends in Korea by means of direct negotiation with the Soviet
Union. Had the meetings of the United States -~ Soviet Joint Commission
resulted in rveal progress towards an independant, democratic, unified

Korea, then, of course, the varilous Awerican objectives would have been
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obtained, but this was not to be. Actually, the negotlations in 1940
can hardly be seen as an attempt by the United States to resolve the
conflicting objectives outlined above. The talks of 1946 were vather the
result of World War II, that is, of the Cairo, Potsdam, and Moscow
conferences. By 1947, however, the Americans were susplcious of Soviet
motives in Korea and had accepted the idea of containment, so that the
attempt to settle the Kovean problem by negotiation in 1947 can be seen,
I think, as a move by the Administration to achieve its aims in Korea

while avoiding seriocus commitments in that grea.

Whenr direct dealing with the Soviet Union proved unsuccessful, the
United States Govermmeni was forced to try a different tack and ehose to
present the problem of Korea for sanlution to the United Nations Genaval é
Assembly. Suech & courge had several advantages. First, it would meet V
a griticism of Amerxican foreign poliecy, made when the Truman Dogtrine
was proclaimed, that the United States was by~§éssingrtherﬁniﬁedrﬁatiaass
and would give substance to the claim continually made by the Truman
Administration that support of the United Nations was a basic feature of
United States foreign policy. Taking the guestion Lo the General Agsembly
would also place on the United Nations and 1ts Members some of the

responsibilities hitherto borne by the United Statesz alone; failures -

T

and there wera several - of American occupation policy in Korea had
unfavourably impressed people, whose approval the United States desired,
and provided material for Communist pregaganéakéceusing the United States

of having imperiaiist designs, These charges were often bslieved in
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thiose nations which were just emerging from forelgn rule; the United
Btates wan&edrto present itself to such countries In the best possible
light, and transferring responsibility for Korea to the United Nations
seemed g good way to deflect the exiticism and blame for faillures

which were blackening the Awerican lmage In the eyes of the Asians.sa
Moreover, given the membership of the United Watlons, and the absence of
a wveto in the General Assenmbly, a United Nations solution te the Korsan
wrrblem would likely result in an independent, democratic Korea of the
type desired by the United States, and would allow the United States te
withdraw 1ts forces from the peminsuls in accordance with the Amevican
view of Korea's strategic Ingignificance. Thus the United States' basic

objectives with regard te Korea would be achieved.

Although the General Assembly was unable to solve the Korean
problem, and Korea remsined split into two pavis, the United States
found the United Wations a useful device for pursuing American policies
in Xorea. Iits utility was demonstrated early. The Soviet proposal on
Oct 9, 1947 of ailmultansous withdrawal of cccupation forces was unwel-
come Lo the United States because the north Koreans had theilr own army
numbering 125,000 men, whereas the south Koreans had only a constabulary
force of some 16,000 men'sa It was feared that the Soviet Union hoped,

by withdrawing its owa forces, to induce the United States to withdraw

SSGaedrich, op, eit., 2629,

54
" 'Wedemever Report, op, cit.
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American Forces, leaving south Rorea at the wmercy of the north Korean
aTmy. The fact that the Korean question was now before the General
Asgenbly gave the United 3tates a convenient reason for rejecting what
wast have seemed to many to be a sincere, senaible offer from the Boviet

Union.

Later the United Natilons, with the urging of the United States,
egtablished in Horea, albeit in the southern half only, the form of
government that the Unlted States wished to see there., An additional
gain from this manceuvre was the Soviet Union's vefusal to co-opevrate
with the Temporary Commission on Korea, which gave the impression to
world opinion that the Soviet Govermment preferred to follow its own

selfish interests in Koraa rather than agree to the supposedly altruistic

e

actions of the United Hations.

Asgembly that a United Nations Commission should continue to be stationped
in Kovea. Anong the principal vesponsibilivies of the commission, he

said, should be

to observe and report ou any developments which
might lead to military confliet in XKorea, to
use the influence of the United Nations to avert
the potential threat of internal strife in that
troubled land, and {o explere further the
possibilitles of unification. The suthority of

il il

35

=
o

e

;

E'N 3

2
kS

L]



94

the comuission to observe ard yaport on the
actual facts wmay k& E&ffi@i&ﬁﬁ to prasent
open hostilities,56

This proposal was incorporated in a yesulution draws up by the Usnited
States (along with Austyalia end China), which was accepted by the
Gengral Assenmbly Dec 12, 1948,

The establishment of UNOOK was obvicusly an attempt by the United
States Government to achieve itz verious conflicting aims in Kovea. By
this tiee the United Btates was snsious o withdraw ita troops, but the
dangey of an attack from north Kores rewsined., One eas gee from Mr.
Achegon'e words above that the Administration hoped that the presence of
a United Natlons comission in Korea would be a sufficient detervent to
Commmist military sction., UNCOK was to taeke over the defensive functicn
of the United States Avmy in Korea, but in & wadieslly diffevent way.
The United States thus hoped to have the i:zé&p@ndgnt R@ﬁumm Eﬁf Ka;:@a
whieh it é&szﬁ:ﬁé, mi:haus th@ uBe af ﬁmﬁ?i&ﬁﬁ forces which it did neot

dasire.

L.M. Gopdrich has pointed ocut that by submitiing the guestion of
Korea teo the United Nacions In 1947, the United States Government

ghandoned the ides of a four-Power trusteeship &ﬁﬂ;%&,,;ﬂfféﬁﬁg soverted

F%ext in vhe Wew York Times Sep 22, 1949.
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to the situation existing before the Moseow agraament.sy

Taking the
Korean quegtion to the Gegeral Assembly amounted then to & wnilateral
repudiation of the Moscow Agreement by the Inited States, and can be
criticized as such. The United Siates Qoversment felt justified in
taking this action because it believed that the procedure agreed upon

at Moscow wonld not work in view of what they consideraed to be the

ulterior motives and deliberate obstructien of the Commmists,

Diplomatic ethics and procedure aside, the decision to pass
responsibility on to the United Nations was a ratiomal one, which
extricatad the United States from embarrassments ariging from the
aaaupagion of Korvea, and offered a selution to the dilewma of keseping
south Korea {ndependent without American military commitments. In the
event, the policy falled, but given the conditions which the American
policy-makers imposed on themselves, going to the United Natians was a

sensible course to take.

While pursuing its aime through the United ﬁaéiﬁnsg the United
Seates Goversment 3lso tried to solve its Korean dilewms by building up
the Republic of Korea economically and militarily to the point where the

presence of United States forces would po longer be required. If sconomic

B?Gaedrich9 op, cit., 29,
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and political stability could be established in South Korea, intexnal
Commumist subversion and disorder would no longer be a danger, and if
the South Korean Army could be made a match for its North Korean counber-

part, the external threat would be gome too.

Therefore, the United Stakes kept 1ts treops in Korea while it
punped economic and military aid into ivs weak ally. Between Bep, 1943
and Aug, 1948 the United States provided, under army ausplees, over 250
million dollavs of economic assistance. 95 milllon dollaxs were approp-
riated for aid to Rorea in the fiscal year 1948-49., When the Republie
of Korea was established, the United States Govermment agread to help
finance 2 long-vange economic rehabilitation programme undeyr the divec-

tion of the Economic Cooperation Admiai&trati@n.ss 4 reluetant United

e

States House of Representatives appropviated g total of 120 miilion
dollars for coconomic ald te Korasa for the fiscal year 1§&§~§0.5§ Buring
this period the Administration repeatedly stressed the necessity of
helping the new Republie aeaaﬂmieaiiy,éﬁ '
In the military sphere, the United States pave equipment and

supplies to the Republic, and provided advice through & military training

e

58M§€uﬁ$, Korxea Today, 251-232.

Sgﬂganamic Assistance to Certain Aveas in the Far East, Report of
the House Gammittee on PForeign Affairs. 8lst Congress, 2nd Bession,
Feb I, 1950, testual excerpt ibid., 310-311. Alse,annrtuafﬁthaxﬁaited

A TNLEG ;
Nationa Commigedion om Hoxss, Vel, I, U.N. Doc. A/936 1945, 21.

0
ﬁ'S@eg for example, statements by Mr. Acheson Jul, 1949 (in the

New York Times Jul 2, 1949) and Mar 7, 1950 (in DQAFR, XLI, 508-509).
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mission which was replaced in May 1949 by a Korean Militavy Advisory

Group. of 500 man.ﬁl

However, the United States did not wailt wntil the Republic of
Korea was firmly established economically and militarily before with-
drawing its forces. It i3 true that the first attempt to evacuate the
American troops in the fall of 1948 was stopped by the Department of
State, on the grounds that the Republic of Rorea was not ready to defend
itéelfs and that the State Department wanted the withderawal to be mads

62 But

following, and in accordance with, a General Assembly vesolution.
when the tyoop withdrawal was made in the Fivst half of 1949, the
Republic could havdly be said to have achieved economic stability; this

wag not attained to any satisfactory degree until 1950. The South Korean
army may have grown to sufficlent strength by the spring of 1949 to nain~

tain internal security - Ceneral MacArthur thought it ha663

- but it was
certainly not up to the job of defending the Republic against external
attack., The Koreans themselves adwitted this; Syngwan Rhee 23id in late
Nov, 1948 that removal of United States forces befove the South Korean
army was prepared to meet s Communist invasion would "vesult in complete

disaster for Kerea,“éﬁ and in Apr, 1949, faced with the Awmericaun decision

to withdraw, Dr. Rhee saild that his country's forces were rapidly

6lnapartmaat of State press release Jun 8, 1949, text in DOAFR,XI,
535~557. '

62Goodrich, gp. eit., 87.
63psr, 1T, 329.

64Qnege§ in Goodrich, op. eikt., @8.
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approaching the point at which the Republic's security could be assuraed,
"provided the Republic of Korea is not called upon to face attack frem a

foreign faree..iﬁés

The Republie of Korea never did beecome capable of stopping Communist
expansion in the form of 3 direct militavy attack. Why the American
Govermment failed to make the Republic of Kovea powerful enough to defeat
a state half its size can be explained in several ways. Simple incom-
petence 18 one veason; the United States overestimated the strength of
the South Kovesn army. As late as May 1950 the Korean Military Advisory
Group insisted that South Koresns could cope with any northery attack,ég
and the chief of the Advisory Group, General William Roberts, called the
South KRorean army “the best damm army outside the United Stgtes“gé?
Another explanation for the weakness of the South Koreans is that it was
feared that if the Bouth Korean army were too strong, the Republic of
Kovea might attack its northern ﬁaiéﬁke&r;sg Aﬁb&ﬁéa&ar”?hiligrﬂ‘r
Jassup later implied that if was a question of the United States having
widespread commitments, limited resources, and insufficient tima.ég The

time fector ralses another point; - the United States presumably hoped

6§Qg@ted in L. Goxdenker, The Uni
Unification of Korea (The Hague, 1935),

ted Nat and the Peacaful
ey, ‘

?Qucteé in John €. Caldwell and lLesley Frost, The Korea Stor
(Chicago, 1952). xhe hores Story

é8, . - :
Article by Hanson W. Baldwin in the New York Tiwes Jul 10, 1950.

N 691nte£view by Eric Sevareid, CBS, Aug 27, 1950, text in Stabul,
XXIIT: 583 (Sep 4, 1950), 375.
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that the presence of the United Nations Commission of Kores would detey

a Commmnist attaeck until the Republic of Korea could defend itself.

The Administration’s decision to withdrsw Awerican forees while
Séukh Korea was still vuloerable is most interesting when compared with
the Administration's decision to intervene militarily in Jun 1950 after
the outbreak of hostilities. These contradictery actions will be dis~

cusged later.

One other wethod appesrs to have been used by the United States
to keep the Republic of Korea independent without the use of Ameviecan
foreces, althoygh it is diffieult to asecertain if the method was a
conspious policy of the Admindstration. Verbal assurances were
rapeatedly given by the United States Govermment thst the Republic was
adaquately protected by the Uniced Mations. Thus an official statement
of €he United States’® policy towards Korea Jun 8, 1949 sald that the
withdrawal of United States troops "“io no way indiecates s lessening of
United States interest in the Republic of Xorea, but constitutes rathex

anpther step toward the normalization of relations with that republic

99

and a compliance on the part of the United States with the . . . Dacenber

12 reselution of the General Assemblyi" Despite American aid to Kovea,
the statement continued, the United States CGovernment believed the

"Korean problem” to be & matter of intexrnational concern. The security

and stability of the Republie of Korea in the years to come could only be

maintained by continued support of “the entire community of nations to

e



100

which that vepublic owes its axistence,”7o

In his speech of Jan 12, 1950, Dean Acheson spoke of wmilitsry
attacks against Aslan countries, such as the Republic of Korea, which

were outside the United States "defansive perimgter.”

Should such an gttack occur . . . the initial
rellance must be on the people attacked to
resist 1t and then upon the commitments of
the entire clvilized world under the Charter
of the United Nations which so far has not
proved a weak reed te lean on by any people
who are determined to protect thelr indepen-~
dence against outside aggression.7}

Whether statements such as these two were supposed to scave away
the North Koreans or comfort the South Koresns is diffieult to gay., In
the event, the former were not scared, and the latter were proebably not
comforted. Indeed, possibly the gppesite‘zgsuitg ware ebtainedg the

Noxth Koreans were likely encouraged, and the South Koveans discouraged,

by the United Scates' refusal to comais itself to the military defence

of the Republic of Koveas.

We have seen that from 1946 to Jun 1950 the United States wanted

to keep South Korea independent as s check to Communist sxpansion, but

?Oﬂagﬁftmant of State press velease Jun 8, 1949, text in DOAFR, XI,
555=557.
71

L i RO
AFTBD, 1%, 23i8.
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wished at the same time to withdraw American troops from the peninsula,
although the main Commnist threat was clearly military in nature,
Various policies were followed in the attewpt te achieve these contra~-
dictery aims. When direct vegotiations with the Soviet Union failed,
the United States passed the problem on to the United Nations General
Assembly. leaving American forces in Korvea for the time beingp, the
Truman Aduministration worked to bulld uwp the Republic of Xores to the
point where it could defend itself; however, the occupation forces were
withdrawn before tﬁis objective wag reached., After the withdrawal,
Administration spokesmen seemed at times to try to make theilr spaeches

perform the function formerly performed by American troops.




CHAFPTER IV

THE ATTACK

1. Who Attacked Whom?

North Americans assumed from the beginning of the Korean War that
Korea was the aggressor:; our political leaders and newspapers all said
that this was s¢. The Communists, however, have always claimed that the
oviginal attack eame from South Rorea. On Jun 25, 1950 the Interior
Ministry of the North Kovesn Communist vegime issued a statement which
said that "The puppet National Defense Army of South Kerea launched a
surprise attack along the entive front of the Thivty-eighth Paraliel
againet Negth Keyesz to-day.” The etatement wvent on &0 siy that North
theaﬁ troops weve “resisting the enemy in a fiprce defeunsive battle,”
and that the South Kovean Government would be warned that "decisive
countermeasurars” would be taken 1f South Korea did not "halt its adven-
turous abtacks towards aveas north of the Thivty-eighth ?aféliéi";l'
Not all non-Communists accepted without quastion the United States
version of how the war began; 2 friend of mine who was studying in
Burope in 1930 says that hie Asian fellow-students used to ask "How do
you know that North Kores was the attacker? How do you kaow that it
wasn 't South Koreal” I believe, therefore, that a study of United States

actien in the Korean erisis, which was alwsys presented by the Auwerican

1?ext in the New York Iimes Jun 26, 1930.
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leaders as a defensive zsetion, should include a review of the available
evidence on the ldentity of the aggressor, Material relevant to the
question includes the size and equipment of the South Korean army when
hostilitlies began, the vaports of the United Nations Commission on Korea
which had fileld observers along the Thirty-eighth Parallel, and documents

captured from the North Korean Army.

Hanson W. Baldwin, the military writer of the New ¥York Times,
wrote in Jun, 1930 that the Republic of Xorea armed forces had less than
100,000 men. The Republic owned no combat aireraft, and its navy was
made up of 3 few obsolescent coastal vessels, formerly belonging to
Japan or the United States. The army, he reported, had no weapons
largey than those normally used by a regiment, lacking tanks, heavy
weapong, and sufficient anti-tank gune; the supply of apmunition was
1imited.2 By comparison, the North Kerean arny was sstimated by Gaorge
M. McCune in early 1950 to contain 150,000 ﬁén;afandﬁit'pésééééadimofé
heavy materiel than the South Korean forﬂes.é The relative sizes of the
two armies suggest that North Korea was more likely to be an aggressor

because its chances of a successful ilnvasion would bhe greaster, One can

add to this the actual events of the first month after the attack.

21bid., Jun 27, 1930.
BMcCune, Rorea Today, 266.

éccrdenker, op. cit., 239.

Mt



104

Within a week of the invasion the South Korean army had been "wirtually
braken.“s By the end of July the South Koreans, and the Amexican troops
which had been thrown into the battle pliece-meal as allies, had besn
pushed back to the line Chinju - Kochang - Dwanggan ~ Hamchang - Yongdok,
having given up approximately three-quarters of the Republic of Karea,é
Such swift and decisive success suggests a cavefully prepaved surprise

attack, rathey than a counter-attack in response tov a surprise invasion.

The following cable dated Jun 26, 1930 was sent to Secxetary-

General Trygve Lie by the United Nations Commigsion on Korvea:

Commission met this worning 1000 hours and
considered latest reports on hostilities gnd
results divect observation along parallel by
U.N.C.0.K, military observers over perioed
ending forty-eight hours before hostilities
bagan., Commission’s present view on basis
this evidence is first that judging from
actual progress of operations Northern regime
is earyying out well-planned, concerted and

that South Korean forces were deployed on
wholly defensive basis in all sectors of the
parallel and third that they were taken
completely by surprise as they had no reason
to believe from intelligence sourees that
invasion was imminent. Commission is follow-
ing events and will report further develop~
ments.’

Article by Hanson W. Baldwin in the New York Times Jul 9, 1950.
SMaps in ibid., Jul 30, 1950 and Jul 31, 1950.

"text in ibid., Jun 27, 1950.

I
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UBCOE aiso reported Jun 26, 1990 that "The commission has no
evidence o justify in any respect the porthern allegations that the
Bepublic of Korea invaded Worth Hores. 411 the evidence ¢onbinugs o
point to a caloulatsd coovdinsted atteck proparved snd leunched with

&
geEracy.”

On Jua 29, 1950 the Acting Chalrman of URCOE subwitied ¢o the
Fresident of the Security Council a veport presented o UNCOK by its
field cbsewvers who had beon fuvestigaving alouy che Thirty-eighty
Pavailel since S 9, 1950. The wveport stated that the South Korean
Army had bedn organized “entively for defense’ dnd would have been
unable Lo earry oub lavge-gcale attacke against Novth Ferea. The veporg

aleo noted that the South Korean army lacked the heavy squipment, such

g

as arueur, aiv suppord, sud hesvy artillery, anecessary for sa atiack.
The field cbacrvers had geen no (voops comcentrastions in South Korea,
and no éign of aﬁ hz;ﬁ.iéizxg uéwﬁf / &u‘?@ly é§§ﬁ§8 iﬁ fégwam a‘;z'egé; such as
winild bhave been necessary had sn gttsck beaw copbemplated, Theve had
been no wndue activity or excitement at South Kowvean divisional and
rvegimental headguavrtexrs, and the obsevvers had been aliowed to pgo any-

R b
where, including operations ropms.

T

These yeports provide atrong evidence that the attsck was launched
by the North Koreans. One wnight perhaps question tha objectivity of the

fiald observation team - it wgs conposed of twe Australisn wilicary wen

g‘i:‘cext in ibid., Jun 29, 1950.
pexe in fpga., Jul 22, 1950,



and an English civili&nie ~ but unless their report was a complete,

daliberate lie, the conclusicn to be drawn from it is clear.

On May 2, 1951 Warren Austin tramsmitted Go the United Nations
Security Council twe documents which he said wers captured from the
Noxrth Korean avmy.

1 to the: Chief

The first document was &

s
i

Staff of the 4th Division fyom the Chief of Staff, Chief of Army

(1}

o
Intelligence Section, North Korean Army, dated Jun 18, 1950. It gave
infeorwation on the Sg§th Korean defence ?asitions and stated that when
the division was “set up in an attack position, and prior to the bagina-
ing of the atgask, through observation and ?aeannaissaaee the night
before the attaeckY it would be necesssyy to determine where the Bouth
Koreen Main Line of Resistance and minefields were located, what the
Séuthrﬁoiéan plén f@rﬂihe day was, and so forth. "Toward the end of
the segond day, after assuming an attack position”, the division was Lo
work out a target map and a map of enemy engineering installations.
Further tasks were to be carried out "as the attack begins." The order
concluded with additional directions to be followed as the North Korean

_ 1
army penetrated the South Korean defences. i

[+

Wgordenker, op. cit., 206-207.

Mpext in Stabul, XXIV; 620(May 21, 19513 28-820.

e
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Mr. Austin's second document was entitied Opeyation Order No. 1

1400 hre. Jun 22, 1950, signed by lee Kwan Mu Commander 4th Infantry

Division and Ho Bong Hak Chief of Staff. It said in part:

1, 7The lst Infantry Regiment of the enemy's 7th
Infantry Division is standing on the defen-

sive against our attack.

2. The most important objective of ouy Division
in the fromtal attack is to penetrate the

enenmy’s defensive line . . . and . . . advance to

Ui jonbu-Seoul Area. The plan calls for completion
of preparations by June 23, 1950.12

If these documents ave genuine they prove, with theilr ewphasis on
attack and advance preparations, that the North Korsans ware going te
attack Scuth Korea just after Jun 23, 1950. The only alternative to the
further conclusion that the Korean War was begun by North Koresns is
that the South Koreans launched an attack just before the Communists
put their plan into effeck, and this pessibility is contradicted by the
nﬁcaﬁ report of Jun 29, 1950. As to the authenticity of the documents,

all that can be said is that they have not yet heen proved fraudulent.

The piszces of evidence cited sbove, varied in nature sud from
very different sources, show, when taken together, that the aggressor

in Korea was the Democratic People's Republic of Nerth Korea,

Yrext in ibid., 829~830

A 4 1
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2. Warning of the Attack

A basic principle of warfare is to catch the enemy by surprise.
Caught unawares, the opponent may be unprepared, he may not have time to
put his prepared defences into use, or he may be so shocked paycholog-
ically by the surprise that he is unable to act effectively. Every
army realizes the advantages of the surprise attack, and the dangers of
being surprised by the enemy. This is one reason why the Intelligence
Corps of an army célleets and interprets information, why a battalion
sends out patrols, why a plateon has 2 listening post out in front of

ity position - to avoid being surprised by the enemy.

What is true at the tactical level of the armed forces is equally
valid at the higher political-strategic international level. If one

state can present another with a military or diplomatie fait accompli

the state that has been csught by surprise may be unablgﬂt@ ad just its
pciicies arrtéke acti§§ q&ié#iyﬁeﬁéagh to counter its opponent’s sudden
akroke, 1If£, therefors, we know to what extent the United States Governe
ment was surprised by the north Horean attack, we should be batter able

tuv judge the subsequent American decisions and peolicies.

After the outbreak of war in Kerea, the Truman Admipistration
maintained that it was not caught by surprisge, that it had known for some
time that South Korea was a potential target for a Communist attack, but

that so were a lot of other places, and that thers was no way of kuowing

C e
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where and when the Communists would sirike along the boundary between
the Communist and non-Communist parts of the world. The American
inteiligence services, the official version continued, had noted a
steady building-up of North Korean forces, and had informed the Govern-
ment that North Korea was capable of attacking at any time, but that
there was no information available as to vhether an attack was certain
or on what date it might occur. Therefore, the Administration did its
best to build up the Republiec of Korea's defences in anticipation of a

possible attaek.lB

The Administration fareds quite well in this explanation; there is
a picture here of necessary precautions takem in the face of unavoidable
uncertainty. As far as 1t goes, the official story is probably true.
Certainly no one could bave ignorvad Korea as a potential area of war.
The uonnatural division of the Koram nation under two hostile vegiwmes,
the incessant border raids that took place, the warlike statements of
the leadeys of the two parts, all were warnings of possible strife,
warnings available to the general public and the Government alike., But
the evidence suggests that the Awmeri¢sn Sovermment was not just unceriain
whether there would beanorth Korean attack in 1950, but believed that

there would not be.

138ee HST, I, 331 and Ambassador Philip Jessup in radio interview
by Eric Sevareid Aug 27, 1950, CBS, text in Stabul, XXIII: 583
(Sep 4, 1950), 275.
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Barly in May 1950, South Korean Defence Minister Sihn Sun Mo told
a press conference that a greatly enlavged North Koresn army was moving
towards the Thirty-elghth Parallel, end that an attsck was imminent.
This view was reitevated before UNCOK by the Acting Deputy Chief of Staff
and the Chief of Intelligence of the South Korean army. However, at that
time, two officers on the staff of Brigadier-Gemeval W.L. Roberts, Chief
of the United States Military Advisory Group, emphatically disagreed
that an invasion was likely to ocecur sgcn.M Agsuming that thesze
officers expressed the view of their commander (and they had been
consulted by UNCOK as experts on the guestion), it would appear that the
United States Covernment was receiving from the uéit of its army most
concerned with the Korean situation, veports that the North Koreans

would not attack.

Alse relevant ave the remavke of United States Army officers
immééiateiyrafgéérﬁhe atéaé&, artiﬁe wﬁeﬂ théiﬁﬂiﬁéré$éien37W§uld be most
spontansous and least velled, Officers in ¥Washington were repovted as
saying that the attackers had certalanly had the tactical advantage of
suxprise.1§ And Major-CGeneral Frank A. Kesting, due to be the next
commander of the United States' wmilitary mission in Korea, referred te

the invasion as a "very small Pearl Harbor" and said "Just where our

14@ardenker, op. cit., 208.

9
*“Article by Austin Skevens in the New York Times Jum 27, 1950,

CUT
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military intelligence was prior to the start of hostilities I'm sure I

don't knﬁw.“lé

James Reston veported that until the Korean attack, the Truman
Adwinistration had assumed that the Communiste would not use foree until
they had reached the peak of their military strength, sometime between
1952 and 1954;1? If this is twue, and Mr, Reston is Famous for his
succesg in gaining access te the offices and views of American leaderxs,

it is another indication that the Government did not expect a North

Korean attack in 1950,

The foregoing evidence - the oplpnion of the United States Military
Advisory Group, the remarks of high offilcers in Washington just after the
attack, the Administration's basic assumption that the Communists would
not uge force until at least 1932 - shows that the United States Covern~
ment did not expect the North Koreans to attack im 1950, and despitarﬁh&
knowledge that Korea was one of several potential areas of eonflict, was
caught by surprise in any normal sengse of the phrase when the Communist

invasion began.

16Quoﬁed in the New York Times Jun 28, 1950,

YNew York Times Jun 27, 1950,

T



CHAPTER V
THE UNITED STATES INTERVENES

1. The Decision to Intervene

At 9:26 P.M, Eastern Daylight Tiwme on Baturdey Jun 24, 1950 thé>
Department of State received a telegram from its Ambassador in Korea,
John J. Muccio, reporting that North Korean forces had begun to invade
South Korea and that the attack appeared to be an all-out offensive
against the Republic of Korea.1 This was the first official word of the

Korvean attack.

President Truman was at home that day, spending the weekend with
his family in Independence, Missouri. He was telephoned there, a little
after 10:00 P. M., by Dean Acheson who told him of the Xorean attack. At
that time or in a later telephone conversation at 2:00 AM. the next
morning - there are conflicting accounts of thgﬂey%nﬁs of therﬁightz -
it was &ecided t; ask the United Nations Security Council to hold a

meeting immediately.

At 3:00 A M. Jun 25, 1950 Seevetary-General Trygve Lie was

lText of telegram in Department of State, United Sgates Policy in
the Korean Crisis, (July,1930) 11,

zThe conflieting accounts ave in HST, I, 332 and Albert L. Warner,
"How the Korean Decision Was Made" Harpex's Magazine CCII:1213 (June,
1951) 99~106. Mr. Warner writes that in the first telephone conversation
the calling of an immediate session of the Security Council was discussed,
but not decided on, and that the decision was made in a second conversation
at 2:00 A¥M. Jun 25, 1950,
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telephoned by Evnest A. Gross, Deputy United SBtates Representative on the
Security Council, who read a2 message requesting an immediate meeting of
the Security Council; Mr, Lie had earlier heen told to expect such a

3
request.

Later that day the Security Council, with the Russian delegate:

;
abgent and Yugoslavia abstaining, passed & resolution which called for

the immediate cessation of hostilitles and instrueted the authorities ofa
North Korea to withdraw their forces to the Thirty-eighth Parallel. The
resolution also requested UNCOK to make recommendations on the eituation,
to observe the withdrawal of the North Korean troops, and to keep the
Security Councll informed on the execution of the vesolution. Finally,
all United Natious members were ‘'to remder every assistance to the United

Nations in the execution of this resolution and to vefrain from giving

assistance to the North Korean aatherities."é

On Sunday evening, President Truman, who had flown to Washington
from Independence, held a dimner conference ag Blair House; those pre-
sent included Dean Acheson, Seevetary of Defense Louils Johnson, the three

sexvice Secrstaries, and the Joint Chiefs of Staff.5 After a discussion

Swarner, op. eit., 100,

“pexe in the New York Times, Jun 26, 1950.

Just, 1T, 333.

CTTI



in which everyone present was allowed to express his opinion, it was
decided to move the United Btates Seventh Fleet at ovce from the
Philippines towsrds Japan, to return American aivplanes to certain
islands near Formosa, ko use United States ships and airplanes to
evacuate American civilians from South Korea, and to give ammunition and

supplies to the South Kﬂreansaa

The next morning, Monday Jun 26, 1950, Mr. Truman issued hist\\L

first officilal statement on the Koream crisis. The President said that;
{ l

he was pleased with the firmmess and speed of the Security Coumcil in |
issuing ite resclution; he pledged American support of the rasoluticﬁ}

and announced that military aid to Korea was being expedited, Neﬁing%

i

that "those responsible for this act of aggression must realize how |

seriously the Goveroment of the United Btates views such threats to thé}’

peace of the weorld,”™ Mr. Truman declaved that such attempts to break the}
peace would not be tolerated by the nations which supported the United

Nations Charter.?

On Monday evening the President held another meeting, attended by

8
almost all of the previous night's conferees. Secretary Acheson

T

®1bid., 334-335 and Warner, op. eit., 102.

7Tbxt in the New York Times, Jun 27, 1950.

Sust, 1, 337.
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recommended that the South Koreans should be supported by United States
air and naval foreces operating undey United Nations sanction. He also
advocated strengthening American military aid to the Philippines and
French Indo-China, and using the Seventh Fleet to neutralize Formosa both
by defending that island from Communist attack aud by preventing Chiang
Kai-ghek from invading the mainland. Those present were unanimous on
the advisability of air and naval support; ground troops were mentioned
but therve was no serious disecussion of thelr use.g /
At noon of the following day, Tuesday Jun 27, 1930, after giving
a preview to the congressional leaders of both parties, Mr. Truman read

to the press a statementle which said in part:

The Security Counecil of the United Nations called
upon the invading troops to cease hostilities and .
to withdraw te the 38th Parallel. This they have ,
not done, but on the contrary have pressed the i
attaek. The Security Council called upon all mem-
bers of the United Nations to vender every assistance
to the United Nations in the execution of this
resolution. In these circumstances I have ordered
United States air aond sea forecesto give the Korean
Government troops cover and suppori.

The statement also announced that the Seventh Fleet was to prevent
any attack on Formosa; that the Nsticnalist Government should cease all

attacks against the mainland, this also to be enforced by the fleei; that

QWarner, op. eit., 103,

*1bid., 103.

ST



United States forces in the Philippines would be strengthenad; and that
military assistance to the Philippines and Freuch Indo-China would be

11
accelerated,

2

1 _
The same day, at 10:45 P.M., = the Becurity Council passed a

vaesolution recommending

that the Members of the United Nations !
furnish such asgistance €0 the Republic /
of Korea as may be necessary to repasl the
armed attack and to restore internatiopal |
peace and security in the area.l3 .

On Wednesday the military news from Korea was very'baé,lé and by
Thursday Jun 29, 1950 1t was obvious that the Republic of Korea was

finished if no new factor was introduced into the mllitary situation.

R 4 S

The National Security Council met at 5:00 P.M.; cthere was an intensive
discussion of the use of ground troops, but no decision was made on the
natter, Instead, the meeting adjourned to awalt a report from General
MacArthur who was making a pérsonal ilpspection in Kﬁrea.ls

In the early hours of Friday morning Fresident Truman was tele-

phoned by Army Secretary Frank Pace whe told him that General MacArthur

BUNIN

Wpext in DOAFR, XTI, A44-8445.
1ZWarner, op. cit., 104.
Dpext in DOAFR, XTI, 445.
1&warner, op. eit., 104-103.

Brpgd., 105.
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wag convinced that only the use of American ground forces could stop the
North Roreans., The General had requested permission to put one regi-
mental combat team in the field ifmmediately, and to bulld up to two
divisions as quickly as possible. Mr. Truman lmmediately approﬁeé the

16
use of one vegimental cowbat team.

At a meeting later that moraing, Mr. Truman, Secretaries Acheson
and Johnson, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and others, reviewed the situa-
tion. The President made the decision to give General MacArthur full
authority to use the ground forces under his cemmané.17 The cong-
ressional leaders of both partiss were then callgd in and briefed, aftex

which a statement was released to the press announcing that General

MacArthur had been “authorized to use certain supporting ground units.“is

The series of decision made in the week after the North Korean:

i

attack, ending with the commitment of Ameriean ground forces in Korea,

1
requires further examination., Why did the United States government < )

/
decide to interveme? What existing conditions did the policy-makers /
consider in working out their course of action? What repercussions an#
implications did they antiecipate or fall to foresee? What other faetwrs?

inflyenced the decision? How well did intervention fit in with previous

Yuse, 11, 342-343.

Vypid., 343,

Brext of press release im Stabul XXIII:575(Jul 10, 1950) 48-49.
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policies of ¢he Truman Adminisevation? These zre some of the questions
that remain to be answeved after a faciual gcvount has been given of the

steps by whieh Amgvican troops became involved In the Kovean War,

A major factor im the decislon to intervene was the Amﬁrisan{

i
poliey-makers’' analysis of the Soviet Union's aim in instigating the
North Rorean attack (for it was aAssumed that the ditection cawe from¢

Moscow) . In an intevesting artiele in Yorld Politics, Alexender L,

Beorge has deseribed the differemt interpretations that the American
leadeys placed upom the North Korean attaek,lg There was, he suggests,
a Diversionary Move Interpretation which beld that the imvasion of South
Rorea was possibly only a feint which wonld be followed by a wajor
Soviet attack in some other area., This visw precluded the use of
important American military forces in Xovea since they wmight be necded
aiseﬁhara.gg A number of United States officlals who were used to deal-
ing with thérgnséiansrééﬁeéﬁédiy subéa?ﬁbe& to the75§£téspat ?icbiﬁg
Interpretation which sonceded that the Russians. by resorting to asrmed
agpression, were consciously adopting & much wmove risky and defiant
policy, but put forth the opinfon that the Comwmnists were simply trying

for a guick and easy victory in RKorea, au appavent soft-spot, rather than

IgAiaxam&ar T.. George, "American Policy-making and the North

Korean Apgression”™ World Politics, VII:2 (Jan, 1935) 209-232, The
aathor based his article on newspaper reports and the testimeny given
at the Benate's MacAvthur hearings in 1951,

26
“1bgd., 212,

e
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attempting to get the Tnited States off balance in order to sgart a
ma oy war,21 A third apvroach was the Testing Interpretation vhich saw
the attack ag 3 wove Intended to test the will of anti-Commumist
countries to resist open aggression by Communist forces. The implicatien
was that failure to resist in Korea would lead to further aggression; a
result that was not implied in the Soft-spot Interpratation. Those who
adopted the Testing Interpretation tendad to compare the Korean attack
to Hitler's early unopposed aggressions; the Alsops quoted one of the
men who took part in the crucial policy decision at Blair House as saying
"Thig attack is an event like Hitler's re~oeccupation of the Rhinelaﬂd.“ZZ
A variant to some verslons of tha Scft-spet and Testing Interpretations
was the Dewonstration Interpretation which said that the Communists
hoped to make of Korea a demonstration of thelr own strength and Allied
weakness which would have world-wide repereussicns.zs

A& more subtle analysis of Soviet objectives was eentained in the
Boviet Fay East Strategy Intevpretation. According to My, George, some
United States policy-makers rvelated the motilvation of the North Korean
attack to the conflict of Soviet and Ameriean policies and intevests in
the Far East. Such intevrpretations Imputed certain defensive caleuls-

tions te the North Korean aggression, in marked contrast to the preceding

2liyia., 212-213.

22yp1d., 213.

23
““1bid., 214.
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axpansionist® theories which saw the North Koresm aeticn as a sign of
Soviet initistive in Fay Eagtern affairs. Thus John Foster Dulles said
that the North Korean attaak-was motivated in part by a desire te block
American efforts to make Japan a full member of the free world. NMorve
broadly, says Mr. George, this interpretation held that the Communists
hoped to dislocate the United States' plans for positive and constructive
policies to check Comsmmism in Asia and the Pacifie; therefore, the
attack was ordeved because the Soviet leaders could not telerate the
hopeful attractive Asian experiment in democracy, which they had been

unable to destroy by indirect aggressicn.gé

The Diversionary Move Interpretation would have led one to the
conclusion that the United States should wot intervene in the Korean
conflict, certainly not to any great extent, since the available troops
would seon be neaded to check the expected major offensive elsavhere,
The second view, the Soft-spot Probing Interpretation, did not rule out
intervention, but it did not demend it sither, sines it did not believe
chat fallure teo yvesist Commmist sgpression in Kovea would necessarily
iead to further Communist military attacks in other parts of the world.
The Testing and Demonstration interpretationg obviously called for the
use of military counterforce by the United States, since they held that

successful aggression in Korea would have very undesirable results; the

yp1d., 214-215.
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Communists would be encouraged to carry on with 4 series of military
actions which must eventually be met by the United States with foree,
perhaps at a more dangerous time, and the vulnevable, non~Communist
nations® confidence in the United States would be destroyed, thus
weakening these nations® will to resist Communist pressure. The last
interpratation, which saw the attack as g defensive move to disrupt the
American Far Eastern programme, presumably could have led one to either
intervention or non-interveation. Communist success in Korea wmight up-
sst policies in other parts of Asia, weakening prestige snd endangering
Japanese security; but involvement in a diffieult war in Korea might so
tie up Americen energies and vescurges that other parts of the Far Bast

would be ignored.

We can now turn o the question of how the setual égaiaimns of the
week of Jun 23, 1950 were affected by these different ways of analysing
the Commnises’® motives. By lew, the final executive decisions in the
Korean ecrisis had to be made by the President. In practice, of course,

a President of weak character might have his decisions made for him by
someone else, and then issued in his name, To find the views of the
decision~maker in such a case, one would have to know who was the resl

power in the Administration, 1'E

e. In the case under stu&&,

the directing force in the meetings on the Korean invasion apparently E

came from Prasident Trumsn himeelf. Axthur Kroek, distinguished politiesl

journalist of the New York Times., spoke to some of the officials who had

attended the Sunday and Monday meetings after the Kovean attack., He

LR
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raported that the decision to use force came largely from Mr. Truman who
was determined to adopt a forceful poliey, and he quoted one of the
officials, who said of My, Truman's role in the meetings, "He pulled all
the conferees together by his show of leadership, and the indisputable
facts persuaded everyone that his decisions wera both inevitable and
right.“zs Dean Acheson and Louis Johnson also spoke of the President’s
leadership and divection during this peried.ze Allowing for the natural
desire to strengthen the prestige of a national leadexr at a time of
national erisis, we can infer that President Truman, by virtue of his
office and his character, was o a large extent responsible for the
decision to intervene in Kovesa. Therefore, to see hew this decision wa
affected by the Americans’ analysis of Soviet aims, we must find what Mr.

Truman believed were the Communists' motives in attacking the Republic

of Korea.

Mr. Truman writes in his Memoirs that as he flew from Indepemdence

to Washington to deal with the Korean emergency, he had time to think.

I recalled some earlier instances: Manchuria,
Ethiopia, Austria. I remembered how each time
that the demoeracies failed to act 1t haed -
encouraged the aggressors to keep going shead.
Communiom was acting in Korea just as Hitler,
Mussolini, and the Japanese had acted ten,
fifteen, and twenty years esrlier. 1 felt
certain that if South Korea was allowed to
fall Conmunist leaders would be emboldened

23New York Times, Jun 28, 1950.

Zélhid., Jun 29, 1950,
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to everride nations cleoser Lo our own shores.
If the Communists were permitted to forge
their way into the Republic of Korea without
opposition from the free world, no small
nation would have the courage to resist
threats and aggression by strongey Communist
neighbours. If thiz was allowed to go un-
challenged it would mean g thiyd world war,
just as similar incidents had brought on the
second world war,27

We can see that the thoughts that Mr} Truman wag tuvning ever in
his wind were the arguments of au expoment of the Iésting interpretation
of Soviet sims: the comparison ﬁith Hitler aud his allies, the belief
that failure to resist would lead to further aggression, the conviction
that the series of aggressions would ultimately have to be stopped by

force, and that the results would be much less cataclysmic if action

e

were taken now, rather than later. There is evidence also of the
Demonstration interpretation in Mr. Truman's reference to the small
nations' losg of courage on seeing that the Western allies would or
could not oppese the Communists' invasion,
5\
There is other evidence of President Truman's belief that the - /
Communists were testing the West. At the Sunday night meeting at Blair ,

House, General Omay Bradley saild that the Russians were testing the

I

United States and that the line should be drawn now; Mr. Truman agreed

2Tusr, 1T, 333.
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emphatically that the line would have to be érawn.zg

The diplomatic representatives of the United States were instructad
to inform the governments to which they were accredited that the United
States Covernment believed that firmness in Korea was the only way to
deter further aggression, and chat American failure te act would
adversely affect the confidence of peoples in ecuntries next to ;he
Soviet Union.29 Here once again we perceive the Testing and Bempnst§a~

tion interpretations vespectively,

President Truman made two remarhks dutiﬂg the cruclal week of Jun
2%, 1950 which indicate a certain adherence on his part te the Soft-spot
Probing theory of Soviet aims. At the Sunday evening meeting he said
that in his opinion the Russiang Eopedvse get Kovea by default, gambling
that the United States would be toe afrald of starting s thivd world war
to iesiétggﬁﬂiénﬂﬁ§£&é§ hé téi& ﬁiéraéﬁiséts tﬁatﬁiﬁé Céﬁm%nisté appeared
to be probing for weaknesses in the Amaziéan armeur.31 However, while
balieving that the Communists were probing a weak-spot, Mr. Truman does
not seem to have agreed with the other main pavt of the theory, vis.,

that success would not necessarily tempt the Soviet Union into further

2B1pid., 11, 335.
Prpsd., 11, 339,
0. .. o .

Ibid.; II, 335.

31
Ibid., 1L, 337.
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adventures.

Mr. Truman mentions in his memoirs that he wanted to be sure that
- the United States did not: become so deeply involved in Korea that it
could not take care of such other situations ds might develep;32 at his
conference on Friday Jun 30, 1930 he asked his advisers to consider care-
fully other places where the Communists might cause trguble.BB Except
for these two instances, there is no evidence that the President believed
that the Korean attack was a feint in advance of a2 major Soviet offen~
sive. He had no reason to attach weight te the Diversion theory since
his expert advisers, General Bradley and Deaﬁ Aecheson, both told him that
they believed that Russia did not want to go to wat.34 The idea that the

Commnist attack was g defensive move does not appear to have been ser-

iously considered by the President.

Taced with the fact of Communist aggression inm Korea, the United
States Govermment had to decide either te intervene or not to inger-

vena. 3 Various factors had to be weighed in arriving at the decision,

32yp4a., 11, 361,

33

BQIbid., II, 335 and Waxmer, gp. eit., 102,

BSObvisusly there were many other eourses of action that the
Goverpment had to decide to take or not to take, e.g., to condemn Russia
in the United Nations or not to condemn her; to put American forces on
special alert or not; and mahy more. But the main decision related to
intevvention since only American military force could alter the outcome
of the invasion.

Ibid., II, 343,
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one of the most important being the motives behind the attack. The fact
that the American Government decided to take military action can be
explained to a large extent by the fact that the person who plaved the
greatest part in making the decision, President Truman, subscribed to the
Testing and Demonstrvation interpretations of Soviet aims, the only two
.thaories of the five deseribed that demanded military resistance by the

United States.

It should also be mentioned that Dean Acheson, the man who
probably eceupled the second position in the hierarehy of American
policymakers, interpreted the communist action in the same way. At the
Sunday conference Mr. Acheson said that if North Korea was not stopped,
other Mogcow puppets would move, thinking that they would meet pno
resistance [the Testing Interpretatienl; the Secretary of Btate also
gald that fsilure to stop the sggression would have a disastrous world-

Widé'éffeééﬁéf[%ﬁé'ﬁeﬁoﬁsﬁfaﬁﬁénrIﬁééféretaéion].

The American pelicy-makers, before arriving at their decision
on intervention, had to consider other faetors besides the Communists’
motivation, although that seems to have been the most important one,

Also to be studied were the existing unalterable conditions in the situa-

tion, the limitations that had to be taken as given, In this regard, the

e
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military screngith of the United States in the Far East was given the most
consideration at the meetings held by the President during the first week
after the attack, and the facts were not favourable to military interven-
tion. The serxvice leaders outlined the skiwpy American military
digpositions in the Far Easgt, based on four undersizad divisions in
Japau.37 The air forces in the area were small,Bs but the United States
had overwhelming naval supetierity,sg Theve were neo war plans ready for
a campaign in Korea and ne detailed estimates of the forces which wmight
be needed, because Korea had azctually neot been in thearvea which the
United States had indicated 4t would dafend.ég The American policy-
makers also had to face the fact that only two of the four divisions in
Japan could bhe sent'té Kovea if Japanese security were to be’mainﬁaineé.él
Moreover, the prospects of sending veinforcements from other areas, if
such proved necessary, were severely limited; the United States had a
comparatively smsll number of active raserves;$2 congequently if more.
trompsrweié ééédéd thé&iwéﬁlérhéﬁe to 5@ ogﬁéineé S&rredueing the number
of soldiers based in the United States - thereby taking a rather dangerous

calculated risk in other parts of the world - or by shutting service

371h1d., 102.

PBprticle by Hanson W. Baldwin in the New York Times, Jul &, 1950.

3rticle by Hanson W. Baldwin in ibid., Jul 9, 1950,
QOW&fner, op. cit., 102 and 103,
41

Avtiele by Hanson W. Baldwin in the New York Times, Jul 3

égArtigle by Hanson W. Baldwin in ibid., Jul 9, 1950.
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schools and stopping normal peacetime activies, or possibly by carvying

gut a partial msbiiizaéion.ég

Despite the unfavourable military conditions, President Truman
decided to intervene. {ne explanation for this is that the Adwinistya-
tion's analysis of the Communists'® motives, and the vesulting conclusion
that a line wust be drawn immediately, overrede all other considevations:
Pregident Truman t£old the sonferees at the beginning of the Blair House
neeting on Jun 25, that it was a time for courage, even boldness and
calculated ri&k.éé The President and his Secretary of State way also
have been influenced by the opinfons expressed at the Sunday night
meeting by Genaral Hoyt Vanderberg and Admiral Forrest Sherman. On the
basis of the sketehy information avallable at that time, these Chiefs of
Staff rhought that air and naval support to the Republic of Koraa might

_ &
be sufficient to check the Noxth Kovean invasion. 3 The oext day My,

&éﬁesgn bééﬁgh&rinrhis ¥éeammé§détign, éhich was approved, that such aid
be given o the South Kovreans. Once this original military commitment

had been made and found inadequate for the task, the Administration may
have felt obliged to take the next step of using ground forces, despite

the conditions militating against such an action. There would exist the

43

Article by Hanson W. Baldwin in ibid., Jul 2, 1950.
ééArtiQIe by Arthur Krock in ibid., Jun 28, 1950,
45

H8T, II, 335.
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peychologieal pressure to continue and complete a project undertaken, and
the fear of damaging Amevican prestige by suddenly. admitting defeat after

an initial resistance.

What other considevations were taken into account by the American
leaders before they decided to intervene? Perhaps the most important,
in the light of later events, was the possibility of intervention by the
Soviet Union or Communist China. There was some discussion on this poink,
with the emphagis on Soviet astlon, for little thought was given Lo what
the Chinese mizht do, There was a general congeansns at the Blalr House
meetings that Russia would not use its own troops in Knr&aﬁéé though
to cover such an eventualiry the directive sent to Ceneral MachArthur
included some instructions on the gction he should take in the event of
Soviet intervenﬁisn.&? It is intevesting to note that at this tine,

Monday Jun 26, 1950, Becretary of Defense Louis Johnson said that if

Russla or China intervenad the United States would have to withdraw

since Korea was pot 4 place to £ight a major war,

A factor which Mr. Truman says infiluenced his thinking was the

effect on the United Nations of United States gction in the crisis.

Qéwarner, ops eit., 103,

“Tuse, 11, 361,

égﬁéxn&r, op..eik., 103.
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According to Mr. Truman, he and his advigers believed that the prestige
of the United Nations and the principle of collective security would be
seriously damaged if the aggression in Korea was not successfully

&
raaisted.

The Administration was fortunate that iks initisl steps towards
resisting the Communists were suppovied by both political parties, al-
though the upanimity was not surprising in view. of the fact that many
Republicans had been calling for a stropger anti-Comuunist policy in the
Far East, The President realized that such united support probably
would not 1ast550 buat this dees not seem ¢ have had much effect on his
decisions. Hoping no doubt to stave off the ineviteble criticism, he
did tshe the precaution of specifically directing that the Congressiocnal
leaders invited to atitend briefing sessions should be chosen on a

gericily bi-partisan basis.si

The United BStates alwost certainly would have intervened in Xorea
whether or not it had known that its allies would subsequently collab-

orate in the Korea operation. At the first Blair House confervence afteyr

the attack, President Truman told the confarees that risks must be borne

“IusT, 1T, 333-334,

Orpid., 340,
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which other mewbers of the United Wations could share oy not share as
they wished.52 Senetheless, the President realized the advasntages of
making the intervention & wmulti-national ome. Whether the United States
Government instructed its ambassagors to reguest offers of aid is not
know, but by Thursday Jun 29, Crest Britain, Australia, Canada, New
Zealand, the Netherlands, and Waticnalist Chins had all aff&red agsis~
tanee.53 Thus these promigses of help were given before the crucial
decision was made to use ground troops In Kores., Without the prospect
of allied participation the Administration would probably have still
made the decision which firmly eonmitted the United States to deep
involvement in the Roresan conflict. The offers of assistence, however,
may have been ong mere Influence which helped to bring &bout the ulti-
mate decision, sinece the Administration now knew that it could more
eoavincingly present the intervention ag a United Nations, rather than g

Tnited States, spevation.

Separate from the decision to intervene in Kovea, buk related to
it, was the intarpasitién of the Seventh Fleet betwesn China and Formosa.
This action was eriticized by many observers, some considering it to be
unduly provecative towards the Chinese Commumnists, while others saw it as

simply a political move by President Truman to allay the heavy domestic

T

SzArtieie by Arthur Krock in the New York Times, Jun 28, 1950,

53&3?; II, 340 and 342.
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eriticisn of the Administration’s China policy. The real motivation
behind the neutralization of Formosa was perbaps lese perverse than the

eritices have suggested.

In Dee, 1949 the military leaders had advocated continuing aid te
the Chinese Nationslists, buk had not favoured defending Formosa with
American troops; at that time, however, the commiibment of American
forces in Korea was not envisaged. Professor L.M, Goodrich of Columbia

Undversity suggests that:

It is quite possible that the neutralization of
Formosa was a condition set by the Joint Chiefs
for their consent to the State Departmént's pro-
posal to come to the agsistanse of the Republis
of Korea with avmed foree. On the assunption
that the North Korean attack was a part of the
cavefully plammed strategy of the Communist
leaders, to which the Peking government had
subgervibed, the ‘neutralization' of Pormosa might
have seemed to be a necessary countermove.>4

Thaﬁe is eﬁidénée o sﬁﬁpgri ﬁh@g hygaghaéis. Imediately after the
Rerean invasion the Joint Chiefs of Btaff emphasized that Formosa should
not £all intoe Communist hands.SS The Joint Chiefs also had reason to
believe that a Chinese Commwnist attack on Formosa was imminent; by
June all preparations for an invasion were completed, and Peking's

exhortations o the troops stationed oppesite the island resembled the

HGoodrich, op, eit., 111
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broadecasts which had been made as D-Day approached prior to the attack
on Hainan,5§ The Joint Chiefs had glways thought that Pormosa was more
important to American security in the Far East than President Truman and
Dean Acheson believed it was. Now, with 3 Communist invasion of the
igland expected at any time, and the Unlted States guite possibly about

to commit a large proportion of its scanty Pacifie forces to war in Kores,

the Joint Chiefs may well have imsisted that Formosa be pretected.

As for provoking the Chinese, the dispatching of the Seveath
Fleet to the Formosa Strait may indeed have done se. Uhen the decision
to move the fleet was made, however, it was decided to stop attacks from
both Ching and Formosa, vather than from the former only, because it was

7 This is

falt that such a course would be less galling to the Chinese.
not £o say that the action was not proveocative, but simply to show that
the Aduministration tried to minimize the provocation, while maintaining

its willtary security as it saw it.
When the decision to intervene is sxemined against the background
of the Truman Administration's previcus policies, both continuity and

inconsisteney can be seen. There was no change of course in the United

States'’ desire to prevemt the Republic of Korea from being overrun by

6.5, Whiting, China Crosses the Yalu, the Decision ko Enter the
Korean War (New York, 1960) 22.
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the Communists. For somwe yearse the Awmerican Government had been working
to keep South Korea independent, partly in conformity with the overall
policy of containment, and partly because the peeculiasr politiecal condi-
tions made the Republic of Korea 3 showcase of dewmocratic capitalism
vis-a-vie Communist North Kozea. There was @ certaln comsistency, too,
in the deecision early in the erisis to work through the United Nations.
The implications of this decizion will be disecussed later; it is
sufficient at this point te recall that since 1947 the Ameriean Govern~-
ment had been using the United Nations as a handy tool for pursuing

United States'® policy in Kores.

The wost striking contradiction between the Administration's
former poliey and its action in the Korean crisis was, of course, the
change of opinion on the guestion of using American troops in Korea. We
have seen that ian 1947 the Joint Chiefs of Staff advised the State
Department that Korea was not strategically important teo American
seecurity, and that the occupation troops should be withdrawn as soon as
posgible. The Administration aceepted this view 8s one of the foundations
of lts Korea policy; the troops were withdrawn even before the new
Republic had stabilized iitself economieally and militarily. Dean Acheson
excluded Korea from the United States' “defensive perimeter” in his Jan
12, 1950 speech; the United States msde no commitment to come to South
Korea's aid in the event of an attack, although such gusrantees had been
given by the United States in other parts of the world. For three years,

then, the Truman Administration had clearly not inteanded to involve

R
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American forces in a war on the Kovean peninsula. Communist possession
of all Korea was supposedly not a threat to United States’ security,
there was a shortage of troops, and the world-wide military situation
had to be given top priority. Nonetheless, at the end of Jun 1950, with
troops gtill scarce and the world-wide situation ne less danperous than
before, the Administration reversed its decision and ovdered American
forces into the Korean war. The neutralization, and hence protection,
of Formosa was also a change of policy; in Jan,1950 President Truman
had announced that no further aid would bz given te the Chinese
Nationalists, and the Administration had tacitly accepted the fall of

Formosa to the Communists within the year.

T

It is always interesting te study how important decisions are made
in times of crisis. The policy ¢onferencesof the top-level American
officials during the week of Jun 23, 1950 are especially noteworthy
because the course éfraéﬁiéﬁ éﬁiéé aéééé fxéﬁ tﬁém %géxégﬁéietéiyﬂéan—
trary to previons United States policy. While the Truman Administration
had hopad to have its cake and eat it too in Korea ~ that is, had wanted
South Korea independent without any American military commitment there ~
up to the Korean attack the Administration had clearly shown that if a

ehcice had to be made, strategic considerations must come Ffirst and South

I

Korea would not be supported militarily. The withdrawal of American
troops while the Republic of Korea was still weak, the exclusion of Korea

from Mr. Acheson's ''defensive perimeter", the lack of plana for a campaign
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in Korea, all shew that priov to Jun 25, 1950 the United States did not

intend to commit its troops should an invasion by North Korea occur.

The decision to intervene, therefore, was an ad hoc decision
made, relatively speaking, on the gpur of the moment. By thelr attack
the North Koreans had taken the initiative and forced the Administration
to act in haste. Whatever steps were to be taken had to be taken
quickly: otherwise the United States would have been faced with a fait
accompli, a completely Communist Korea, In these circumstances the
Amerigan policy-makers did not have time fully to evaluate all the factors
in the situastion; they did not, Ffor example, glve consideration to
possible intervention by Cemmunist China, snor did they foreses the size
of the forece that would eventually be vequived to throw back the
Cammunisﬁs.58 The preceding remarks would net ke applicable if the
Administration had continued along the lines of policy which it had
followed since 1948. Had 1t dome so the North Koreans would have con~
gueved all Korea, and the United States would bave taken some action
short of military intervention. The reason why the Amevican leaders had
to make their decisions undér such unfavourable conditions was that they

ware making new policy.

This brings us to the basic question; why did the United States

Sgeegrge, op. eit., 223.
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Government change its course at this peint? Such questions cammot ever
be fully answered, ?erhapsg since much of the explanation must lie in

the individual psychologies of the important policy-makers. It may be
that out-vright aggression created a special impetus to reaction on the
part of the American leaders. That is, the United States or anyone else
was more likely to veact strongly to aggression than, say, o the
election of a Commmnilst government, not just because aggression provides
more obvious means of retaliation, but also because of the moral revulsion
it cauges, possibly a vesult of World War II. Certainly the deasire to
prevent further Commwmnist eggression seems Lo have overriddem all other
congiderations in the discussions of the American policy-makers after

the attack. It is even possible that President Truman bhad his mind made
up the firet day; he told the conferees at the beginning of the meeting
of Jun 25 that the United States had to draw & line in the Far LBast at
once, that it was a time for boldness and calculated visk, and that it
was nok & time to give the slightest thought ié'ﬁéeﬁiégg.péiiéiés:5§w
These remarks indicate that the President was already thinking in terms
of nmilitary action, since it is difficull to see any politieal or
aconomic poliey that would have satisfied the requirewents thus laild down.
The sudden Comvunist attack, therefove, apparently caused an equally
sudden reaction in the minds of the Amerlcan leaders; the aggression had

to be stopped, and to this determination were subordinated all the

YT
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contrary factors whieh had hitherito governed the Administration's policy
torards Korea, The American leaders now accepted the suprewme importance
in American foreign policy of eontainment and the prestige of the United

States,

The decision to intevvene may or may nok have been the right one,
but in any case it 1s an object lesson on how mot to make pelicy. If it
was vight to send American twoops to Korea to stop the invasion, then it
was wrong to have withdrawn American troeops sariler and to have virvtuslly
abondeoned South Korea, theveby inviting the invasion. If the original
policy was vight « and it was avrrived at with the possibility of a
Communist attask in aind ~ then the United Btates should not have
intervened. To formulate a policy while taking into account possible
future avents and then te reverse that policy when one of the foressen
evants occurs is the quintessence af'inaempeéensa in the waking of

foreign policy.

The legality of the Security Council's rvesvlutions on Kores aftexr
the attack, and the action taken under their authority, was challenged
by the Soviet Union. 7The Soviet Union made four basie chargesy the
Securdity Councill resclution avaun 25, 1950 had no legal forde because
the representative of the Chinese Nationalisis had no right to vote for

China: the United Wations Charter states that a decision of substanse

T
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requires wnanimity of the Security Council's permanent members, and two

permanent members, the Soviet Unilop and Communist China, were absent when
the vote was taken Jun 25;56 the Korean conflict was imternal aaé‘theraq
fore no inteyference by the Unitaed Nations was allowed: President Truman

61
sent armed forges to Koraza without the authovity of the Becurity Council.

The first ehavge, that the voting of the Nationalist Chinese
delegate was illegal, conformed to the position taken by the Soviet
Union for gome time, that the representatives of China on the Seecuriey
Couneil should be appeinted by the Peking Goverpment. On Jan 13, 1950
tha Boviet delegate on the Security Council, Yakev A, Malik, had walked
out: of the Council chanber after declarisg that the Soviet Union would
not participate in the Segcurity Couneil and would not recognize the
legality of 1ts decislon until the Nationalist shinesé,reﬁxaseatatives
had been remsved.ég He did not veturn until Aug 1, 1950, and his absence
provided the Soviet Union with the basls for another charge of 1llegality.
The United States, in rebuting the Soviet Unlon's view that the voting of
the Nationalist Chinese delegate was i1llegal, assserted that under the
rvules of the Secuvrity Counecill the reprasentative of Nationalist China had

to he voted out before the representative of Communist China could take

éoNeta from the Soviet Union to Tyygve Lie Jun 29, 1950, text in
the New York Times, Jun 292, 1950.

6

orticle by Thomas J. Hamilton in ibid., Jul 7, 1950.
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his place, a condition not yet fﬁlfill&d.éz

The Soviet Union's sscond aceusatien, that the absence of per-
manent members rendeved any Security Council resolution on a matter of
substance {llegal, was also rejected by the United States, aslthough less
convineingly. The United States argued that the Security Counecil, by
astablished practice, did nof conslder an abstention by a permanent
member on 3 question of substance to be g veto. The American Government
was able to cite a nuwber of precedents in which the Soviet Union had
not challenged the legality of resolutions passed with the abstention of
a permanent member. However, in ordeyr to fit the precedants to the
present case, the United States had to claim that a boycott of the
Security Couneil by a permanent member was equivalent to an abstention.
The United States did mske this claim, but was unable to support it with
?raeeﬁents,sé and L.M. CGoodrich states that the legal argumente against
such an- intevpretation are welghty. He belisves that the United States
was on firmey ground in attacking the Soviet boycott of the Becurity
Gaunail.és The American Guvernwent said that no wember could change the

Security Council's rules of procedure or paralyze the Council by simply

63Artiele by James Reston in the New York Times, Jul 30, 1950,

6é3tage Department press velease, Jun 30, 1930, text in Stabul

XXEXL: 575 (Jul 10, 1950) 48-49,

65L.M, Goodrich, "Korea, Collective Measures Against Agpression™
onal Conciliation WNo. 494 (Oet, 1953) 141.
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not attending. Quoting Article 28 of the Charter - "The Security Council
shall be so organized as to be able to function continuocusly” - the
United States maintained that this alone denied the Soviet Union's right
to prevent the Security Council from functloming. The United States
also contended that by boycotting the Council meetings the Soviet Union
had violated Article 2 which states in part that "all mewbers, in order
{0 ensure to all of them the vights and benefits resulting from wmembex~
ship, shall fulfil in good faith the obligations assumed by them in
acecordance with the present Charter." Since the Soviet Union had not
fulfillad "in good Faith" the primary obligation to attend the wmestings
of the Security Ceuncil since Jan, 1930, it could not claim in absentla
all the rights and benefits of the vesa.éé It can be seen that by
appealing to some of the more geneval clauses of the Charter the United
States was able to weaken the basis of the Boviet Union's second
allegation of illegality, elthough discussion limited strictly to the

point of whether an absence was an abstention favoured the Soviet view.

The Soviet argument that the United Nations could not intervene
because the Kovean conflict was internal veferrved to Articls 2, paragraph

7 of the Charter:

Nothing contained in the present Charter shall
authorize the United Nations to intervene in
matters which are essentially within the domestic
jurisdietion of any state or shall requive the
Members to submit such watters to settlement

0preicie by James Reston in the New York Times, Jum 30, 1950.
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under the present Charvter; but this principle
shall not prejudlce the application of enforce-
ment measures under Chapter VII.

The United States replied that since the Security Council’s resolutions
were under Chapter VII and were an “application of enforcement measures?
against an cobvious aggressor, therefore the Soviet argument wasg not
valid.67 In further refutation of this charge, it was asserted that
even if one aceepted the Soviet contention that the Korean conflict was
a eivii war, the United States' intervention was still legal. According
to this view, it is legal by intermationsl law to interveme in a civil
struggle on the side of and with the consent of the recognized govern-
ment; asince the Republic of Kovea was recognized by the United States

and most members of the United Nationsg, the intervention was leggl.és

The accusation that Mr, Truman dispatched Ameriesn troops €o
Rorea without the Security Council's authorization was valid, The erder
iastrucﬁiangeﬁe?al Manézthﬁriaﬁ use alr and naval forces to support the
South Koreans was sent Monday night Jun 26, 1950.69 The Security
Council resolution specifically recommending that armed assistance
should be furnished to the Republic of Kores was passed at 10:45 P.M. the

next night, Tuesday Jun 27, 1950¢?9 When Mr. Truman publicly announced

6?Artie1e by Thomas J. Hamilton im - ibid., Jul 7, 1950.

681etter to the New York Times from John H. Hevrz, Professor of
Political Science, Howard University, dated Aug 6, 1950, published Aug
13, 1950,

6%usT, 11, 337,
?QWafner, op. eit., 104.

g

T



at noon Jun 27, that milivary ald was being sent, he noted that the North
Koreans had not obeyed the Security Coumcil's order to withdraw, and

that the Council in its Sunday xesolution had called upon all mewbers of
ithe United Nations to provide every assistance to the Unilted Nations in
the execution of the reseolution. 'In these circumstances’, the President
continued, I have ordeved United States alr and sea forces to give the
Rorean Govermment troops cover and suppext.”?l Mr. Truman was obvicusly
trying to make the Sunday wesolution the legal basis for his action, but
it seems just as obvieus that he failed, The vesolution had noted the
conflict in Kovea, called for an end to hostilities, instructed the
North Koreanz to withdraw to the Thirty-eighth Parallel, requested cev~
tain actions by the Commission on Kerea, and asked for assistance for

the United Nations from the members of the organization. There was no
mention or suggestion of military assistange; the only possible justi-
fication for force might have been & end the hostilitles, (in compliance
with the first part of the resolution) but in fact iéiéaé,maﬁéAiikéiy t@r
prolong them. Precedent was alsc against the United States; as the
diplomats of vavious countries at the United Nations pointed out, the
phrase "gvery assistance'' bhad been used before but the idea of armeé forece

had never been entertained.

?lText of statement in HET, II, 339.

72prticle by Thomas J. Hamilton in the New York Times, Jul 7, 1950.
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Another argument put forth by the United B¢altes in defence of its
use of force was that Article 31 of the Charter, even with no Security
Counecil resolution, allows collective self-defence, requiving only
that an immediate report be made Lo the Council which can then take what~
ever steps it deems necessary Lo restore peace. Almost all the United
Nations delegates, except for those f:cm-cemmunist countries, felt that
this second line of reasoning was Irvefutable, that it was not even
necassary for the United States to have a formal peace treaty with the
Republic of Kmrea.?g However, Article 51 allows self-defence 'if an
attack occurs against a member [my italics] of the United Natioms";
since the Republic of Korea was not a member it is hard to see why this

argument was 8o readily accepted.

Y

Perhaps the true significance of the debate on the legality of
the intervention was illustrvated in an editorial cartoon in the
United States soldiers huddled in a siit-trench in a desolate Korean
landscape, undergeoing heavy shell-fire, one soldier remarking to the
other, "In Moscow and some parts of Amevica they're still arguing about

whether this is 1egal:”?&

However, despite the fact that the United States would undoubtedly

Bipig.

?4Eeprintad in ibid., Jul 16, 1930.
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have continued to Fight even if fts legal avguments had been strongly
refuted, the lepal implications of the intervention were . important for
fwo reasons. Pirst, for purposes of propaganda 1t was necessary that the
United States' action be demonstrated to be based on sound legal prounds.
Only by proving the‘moral rightness of American pbélicy could the support
of other governments and their peoples be wan,.and an éppeal to law is
one of the traditional and most effective methods of showing the corveet-
nass of one's actions to an impartial thizd party. The second reason why
the question of legality was important {e that the procedure followed in
the Korean crisis established precedents for the future. This was
particularly wital in the case of the United Nations Ovganization and

its Charter, both new and relatively untested instruments of collective
security, which were yeshaped by the Rorean crisis, The statesmenAwhe
had drawn up the Charter had created a system which gave the Security
Gouneil directing eontrol, and which provided for military action by
wembers in aceordance with Comnicll décisions, within the limits establi-
shed by special agra@ﬁents under Article 43, Since g@zsuch_agreem@nﬁs
wisted, the Coundil wae umable to o?e?ate in this way. To>circumvent
this ohstacle, the Charter wrovisions were iInterpreted in much wider:
terms, and a broader, more flexible basis for collective action was
establiaha#. To aahieve this vesult, special emphasgis was laid upon the
cammiﬁmené.af members under Artiele 1, Paragraph 1 of the Charter which
declaves a purpose of the United ﬁaﬁiﬁnﬁ to be "to take effective collec-

tive measures . . . for the suppression of acts of aggression or other

g
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breaches of the peae&."?s By stressing in the Koresn erisis the gensral

rather than the specific Chavter provisions on combatting aggression,
the way was paved for later breaé interpretations which further adapted
the United Nations Organization te the pseuliar bi-polar charactexistics

of the post-way waridi?é

?5G@ﬁérigh, "Kovea, Collaetive Measures eto.”, op.cit., 142.
76

Another question of legality pertaining to the decision to inter-
vene, but of more academic interest than the previous one, was raised by
Sanator Robert A. Tafe, He firgt presented his view on Jun 28, 1950 in
the United States Senste, when he charged that Fresident Truman had
vsurped the powers of Congress in ovdering arwed intervention in South
Korea, WNew York Timsg Jum 29, 1950 . His protest and his determination
to press the pcint seem o have baen drowned in the great tide of events
following the Kovean attack and the Aserican intervention. However,
Senator Taft returned to the matier in & mwajor foreign poliey gddress in
the Senate Jan 5, 1951, in which he stated that President Trumag:

« + « had no authority whatevey to commit American

troops to Korvea without consulting Congress and withe

out Congressional aepproval . . .

The President simply usuvrped authority, in violation
of the 1&@3 aad gh& ﬂ@astitutien, when he sent treops

Nations in an ﬁnéaalared war, (Nﬁw Ybrk Tamas Juﬁ 29, 1%56

These remarks resulted in a smsll controversy in the colums of the New
York Times, where Seunstor Taft's legal interpretation was challenged by
Arthuy Sehlesinger Jr. and Henry Steele Commager.

Professor Schlesinger atiacked Senator Taft's “demonstrably
irrespensible’ statements, declaving that from 1812 to 191Z theve were
at least forty-eight separate occasions on whieh Amevican armed forces
were used abroad without formal declavation of war. The present United
Btates intervention in Kovea was not the first, he noted, but the fourth,
“having been preceded by siwmilaxr ’unauthnrizeé‘ intervention in 1871,
1888 and 1894." Letter to the New York Times, published Jan 9, 1951.

e
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3. The Course of Events from June to November 1950

After the United States Covernment decided to engape ite ground
troops in the Korean confliect, steps were taken to give more form to the

arrangement vheraby the United States fought in Korvea in the nesme of the

i

'éPrefesse: Commager also cited various historical examples of
Amevican Presidente involving the United States in way without Congress~
ienal approval. His precedents included President Polk's order teo
General Taylor to cross the Nueeces, thus precipitating the Mexican War,
and the dispatching of traaps by William McKinley to China in the Boxer
Rebellion. In the many historical examples, wrote Proféssor Commager,
Congressmen protested from time to time, but never did Congress repudiate
the President’s power oy refuse to grant appropriations for the sustaining
of the President's actions.

Professor Conmager examined, too, the attitude of the United
States courts on the question. Among the different cases to which he
referved was the Curtiss-Wright Case in which the court said that im
the area of fereign affairss

s+ o« with iﬁs imperﬁant, aomplicated, deiieate
and manifold problems, the President slone has
the power to speak or listen as a representative
of the nation . . . It i8 quita apparent that if
in the maintenance of our international relatioms,
~emharfassment* - perhaps even serious ewbarrass-
ment - 18 to be avoided and success for our aims
achieved, Congressional legislation wmust often
acoord toe the President a degree of discretion
and freedom frem statutory restriction which
would not be adwisssble were domestic affaivs
alone invelved. Moreover, he, not Gongrass,
had the better opportunity of kuowing the
donditions whieh prevail in foreign countries,
and especially is this true in time of war.
Henry 8. Commager, "Presidentilal Power: The Issue Analyzed", The New
York Times Magazine, Jan 14, 1951 .

Other evidence was adduced against Senator Taft's chavge, but
enough has been shown I think, to demonstrate that President Truman
had sound constitutional justifieation for his decision to send American
troops to Korea.

N Lt
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Inited Nations. It was necessary to make the military action appear as

a United Nations undertaking, rather than a purely Ameriecan one. On

Jul 7, 1950, thevefore, the Security Council passed a resolution
recommending that sll members of the United Natioms providing military

and other assistance for the Republic of Korea ghould place their forces
and other aid undey g unified command under the United States. The

United States was asked to designate the comwander of such foreces, and

to provide the Security Council with appropriate reports on the action
taken under the wnified command, The Council alsc suthorized the unified
command to use the United Natioms flag in Keraa.?7 The next day President
Truman anpounced that in response o the Securiiy Council's resolutisn,

he had designated General Douglas MacArthuyr as the Commanding General

of the military forces placed by United Nations members under the i

unified command.?s The United Nations flag was rushed to Tokyo foy

79

presentation to the new commander. ~ Although the Council's resolution

was not sponsored by the United Staktes, that country's diplomats had been

working for some time to get such a resolution a&epted.gc

Ancther move to broaden the participation in intervention was made

"Tyexe in AFPBD, 1I, 2250.

"Brext in ibid., 1T, 2250-2251.
Py 1950, 216.

80w York Times, Jul 9, 1950.
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by Saecretary-Ceneral Trygve Lie, who sent telegrams to each of the

member governments calling attention to the Security Council's resolution
of Jun 27, and asking each to notify him as to what type of assistance,
if any, they would provide. By Jul 10, ferty-seven states had informed
him that they supported the Council's action on Kcrea,sl although they

wers not 8o quick to provide material assistang@;ez

While the United States and othayr gountries opposed to the North
Korean aggression had some suceess in préesenting the resistspce to the
attack as a United Nations action, they made less progress on other parts
of the diplomatic front duving the summer. On Jul 27, 1950 Jacob A.

¥Malik, permanent rapresentative of the Soviat Unlen to the United

T aaal

Nationas, annocunced that in accordance with established procedure he
would assume the Presidency of the Seeurity Council for the month of

August. Mr., Malik had been absent from the Council sinee his celebrated

Security Counell passed & resolution which @stablished the beginnings of
a system of relief for the cilvilian population of Kerea.sg This was the
last matter of substance acted uponby the Becurity Council until after

Me. Malik's Presidency of Aug, 1950,

T

8lorabul, XXTI1:575: (Jul 10, 1950), 78.

825 urvey 1949-1950, 482,
83

1 [+ guia s don
Text in U.N, Sscurity
-

meeting, Jul 31, 1930, 3

Couneil, Official Records, 1950 #21, 479¢h
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As goon as the meeting of Aug 1, began, Mr. Malik ruled that “the
representative of the Kuomintang group seated in the Security Council
does not represent China and canmot therefore take part iv the wmeetings
of the Becurity G@ancil.“gé After conslderable disecussion the ruling

was rejected by the cﬁuneilgsg

This was the first of a series of minceuvres by the astute Mr.
Maiik which kept the debates of the Security Council confined ko
procedural matters during the whole month of August.86 The Council
reached the nadir of effective opevation on Aug 25, when almost the whole
of the meeting was devoted to the tramslation into French of three |
speeches made at the previous meeiing, The Security Council accomplished
nothing worthwhile that month, owing largely to the manceuvres and 1
varbosity of President Malik. The Western spokesmen were not entirely
blameless, however; they also never proved short of words in theiyx

fight to win the parliamentarvy and propaganda battle.

During that summer the world's attentien was held by the militasry
strugzle in the Korean peninsula. The basic guestion at first was
whether the United Sgates could move snough troops and equipment inte

Korea to stop the North Koreans, before the Commumist army could drive

T

B411d., 1950 #22, 480th meeting, Aug 1, 1950, 1.

st

Inid., 1950 #22, 480th meeting, Aug 1, 1950, 1-9,
86yp14,, 1950 #22, 480th meeting, Aug 1, 1950, 22-35.
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the American and South Korean forces off the peninsula. Accordingly
General MacArthur adopted a strategy when the first Awerican ground
troops enteved Rores, of committing them to battle plecemeal as they
arrived., On coming into contact with the Americans, the Nerth Koreans
stopped to deploy in conventional line of battle, a manceuvre which took
ten days and gave the Americans time to ship lavge quantities of men and
equipment into Kovea. By Jul 19, 1950 Ceneral MacAvthur was able to
report that the ememy had failled to achieve his aim of over-running the
whole of South Xorea, and that the United Nations forces now had a

secure base on the southern part of stea.g?

The first phase of the operations, the prevenition of total
Commonist vickory, gave way to the second phase during which the Worth
Koreans conbinued to push forward, but at a slower pace, unitil by the
end of August the United Natilons forces were confined to a recitangulax
area measuring approsimately 80 milgs from novth to south and 60 miles
from east to west. In early September the United Nations were able to
undertake limited offensives and to increase their air attacks on the
enemy 's concentrations and communication lings. On Sep 1, the North
Koreans began a general offensive, but within a few days this was thrown
back, the United N&tians regaining mogt of the tevritory temporarily

iost.

87Partia1 text of report in Charles A, Willoughby and John
Chamberiain, MecAvthur 1941-1951 (Wew York, 1954}, 361.
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The next phase of the campaign began on Sep 15, 1950 when Ceneral
MacArthur varried out his spectacular amphibious operation against the
port of Inchon. Both General J. Lawton Collins, the Army Chief of
Staff, and Adwiral Forrvest P, Sherman, the Navy Chief of Staff, had
attenpited to dissuade Ceneral MacArthur frowm landing at Inchon because

£ the many geographical handicaps existing there(gg Beluctant approval
was finally given to the plan, however, and, whatever its theoretical
merits, it worked, vesulzing, when combined with pressure from the
Pusan stronghold, in the swift collapse of the North Korean fovees. By
Sep 30, 1930 organized cnemy vesistance had virtually ceased in South

Torea, and United Nations troops had veazhad the Thivty-eighth Pagali@l.gg

The sudden turn of events and the rapidity of the advance of the
United Nations forces created political problems. The most immediate of
these concerned the cxossing of the Thirty-eighth Parallel by the United
Nations. When the Kovean conflict began it had not been foreseen that
the United Nations forces would be able eventually to mareh with ease

into Noxth Korga. The collapse of the Conmunist forces suddeniy.

85Admiral James T. Doyle, Geneval MacArthur's awphibious expert
examined the technical details of a landing at Inchon. Admiral Doyle
later said: ‘"Our veseareh listed every known geegraphieal sud naval
handicap -~ Inchon had 'em all.” The worst obstacle was the very un-
favourable tidsl conditions. Ibid., 368-369.

nghis aceount of milicary opervations 1s based on the following
sources: Burvey 1949-1950, 483-486; Courtney Whitney, MacArthur: His
Rendezvous With Histery (New York, 195&\ 322-367; Willoughby and

Chavbexr lain, b, eit,, 350*3?7°' é;ii§ situation maps in the New York

Rt
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presented the opportunity not ounly to sheow the futility of aggression,
but also te bring a permanent settlement of the Korean problem by

oceupying all Korea.

The menbers of the United Nations who had supported the original
intervention were not so concerned about the legality of crossing the
Parallel as about the political wisdom of such an action. They were
uncertain of what the reaction of Moscow and Peking would be in the face
of military action in Communist territory.gg Robert Schuman, the French
Foreign Minister, saild that the Parallel should be crossed only if
military necessity demanded such & move, and that politically it

91

seemed better to remain in the pre~war situation. Pandit Nehru

expressed the view that the Parvallel should not be crossed "until all (

e pm

: 2
other means of settlement have been exploraé”.g

‘Initially there was considerable confusion as to who should
decide whether or nob the United Nations would cross the Pasrallel, Mr.

Truman was reported in the New York Herald Tribune of Sep 22, 1930 wo

have said that the decislon should be taken by the United Nations. Lass
than a week later the New York Times veported that "a State Depariment

spokeswman” ook the position that the resclutions of the Security Couneil

POpysyn 1950, 358~359.
ew York Times, Sep 29, 1950,

%21p1d., Sep 30, 1950.
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gave the authorization necessary to ecross inte North Korea. This latter
view was held by General MacArthur and the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and
seems to have been the consgildered position of the United States; other
members of the United Nations did not seriously dispute this interpre-

tation.gs

Domestic reasons helped to drive the Truman Administration te
demand the crossing of the Parallel. Failure to push forward would have
brought charges of appeasem@naggé and there was the danger that a "limited®
victory in Korea would put the United Nations out of favour in the

9
United States. 5

Apparently the United Stagtes Government believed that it should

T

wait until it had received some sanction from the United Nationa hefore
crosging, For the United Nations froope paused in Kﬁrea close to the
Parallel, only Republic of Korea units moving across before the Genezél
Asgenmbly passed its vesolution of Oct 7, 1950. This resolution
reconmended, among other things, that "all appropriate steps be taken to
gnsure conditions of stabilicy throughout Korea®” and that Yall constituent
acts be taken, including the holding of elections . . . for the

establishwent of a unified, independant and democratic Government in the

i

93Goodriah, Korea: a 8tudy etc., op, eit., 127.

g*Reiﬁzel, Kaplan, Coblenz, op. oit., 271,

*Article by Arthur Krock in the New York Iimes, Oct 5, 1950.
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soverelign State of Korea”., United Hations foreces ware not to remain in
any part of Korea except as was necessary to achieve the preceding
cbjeatives.gé Two days later the United Nations forces erossed the
Paralliel in strength in the Western sevior and headed for the Communist
capital of Fyongyang.gy That city fell on Oct 20, 1950, and the north-
ward drive continued. Hopes were high for a speedy end to the war and
a final solution of "the Korean problem, but as the United Nations
forces neared the Yalu River in early Nov, 1950, General MacArthur
reported that Chinese military units weve in contaect with his troops.
On Mov 2%, the United Nations began a new advance; on Nov 26, the
Chinese counter-atiacked, and the United Nations forces were obliged

to withdvaw sgteadily for the vest of the year.gs

9pext in DOAFR, XII, 459-461,

rugiua 1950, 361,

PBsurvey 1949-1950, 488489,




CHAPTER VI

CHINA INTERVENES

The entry of Communlst China into the Hovean conflict created, as
General MacArthur said, “an entively new war“gl The ecomplete victory
which had seemed so near was suatched away and never again seemed
attainable, The effects of the intervention, both on the Horvean war and
on the foreign policy of the United States, were momeéntous. The action

of the Chinsss, therefove, deperves carveful study.

N

Commmist China's intervention was not unheralded. (uite the
contrarys for two months befere the first uanits of the People‘s
Liberation Army moved into Kores, 2 numbeyr of warnings were given by the
Poking Government that it would use force to pravent the United Nations

from ocoupying Korea vight up £o the Yalu River border,

In the second half of Aug, 1950 the Chinese Governmeut indicated
that it intended to involve itself wore deeply in the Korean confliect
than 4t had up to that timeeg In a cable te the United Nations dated
Aug 20, 1950, Chou En~lai ssid, "Korea is China‘s neighbor. The

Chinese people cannot but be concerned about solution of the Xorvean

13p3e1a1 Copmunique by the Commander-in-Chief, Unived Nations
Conmand, Nov 28, 1950, vemt in AFPBD, II, 2585,

3
“Whitdng, op, cit., B4.
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question . . . It must and can be settled permanently”. This was the

first sign of Peking's active interest in the W&E.g

World Culture, & Peking weekly journal closely associated with the
Ministry of Forelgn Affairs,4 in its issue of Aug 26, 1950 tightly tied
the interests of Commupnist China to the fortunes of the North Kovesn
rvegime, BStating that the American "invasion® of Korea ﬁhreatened the
security of China, the artiecle said that to ebtain a pesaceful solution
of the Korean problem the opinions of both the Korean and the Chingse |
people would have to be heard. It was “impossible” to solve the Koraen
preblem without the participation of Korea's closest neighbour, China,
the article continued; "North Korea's friends sve our friends. North

Korea's enemy is our enemy. North Korea's defense is our defense.

e

North Korea's vietory is our victory”. By implication, it has been
pointed out, North Korea's defeat would also be Red China's dafeat.B
“The Chinese Government was thus making two important claims: thet its
military security was connected to evente in Korea, and that 1t was
entitled to a voice in the ultimate settlement of the Korean war.
Since the complete defeat of the North Koreans would obviously be at
variance with these c¢laims, i¢ was veasonable to suppose that China

might take action to prevent a total United Nations wvictory.

Trpeenry poe

31bid., 79-80.

&Ibid,, 52.

Sibid., 84-85.
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On Sep 25, 1930 during an informal dinner conversation with
Indisn Ambassador K. M. Panikkar, the gcting Chief of Staff of the
People's Liberation Army said that China would not ¥sit back with
folded hands and let the Americans come to the Sino-Korean border’™., He
admitted the risk of a general war but continued, "We know what we are

in for, but at all costs American aggression has to be stgppad“.é

Five days later, in an offieial epeech to the Central People's
Government Council, Chou En-fai said that "The Chinese people absolutely
will not telerate foreign aggression, nor will they supinely tolerate
seeing their neighbors being savagely invaded by the imgerialisté”.7
On Oet 2, the Chinese premier formally summoned Awbassader Panikkar
"to a dramatic midaight meeting" at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs
where hé told the Indian that China would enter the Korean war if the
United 8tates Invaded the Demosratic Pepple's Republic of Km:ea.s In
the next few days the American Government feéeiveérfuréherréepérés of
Premler Chou's warning through Allied and neutral channals, and through

Imited States embassies in Moscow, Stockholm, London, and New Qelhi.g

On Oct 10, 1930 the Chinese Govarnment gave further notice of its

concern with the advance of the United Nations armies, and of its

Quoted in ibid., 107,
Tquoted in {bid., 108.
81bid., 108.

91bid., 108-109,
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intention to act, when its Ministry of Foreign Affairs issued the

following statement:

Now that the American fovces are attempting to
cross the thirtv-eighth parallel on a large
scale, the Chinese people cannot stand idly by
with vegard t£o such a serious situation created
by the invasion of Kovea . . . and to the
dangerous trend tewards extending the wavr. The
Amevrilcan war of invasion in Korea has been a
serious mengce to the seeurity of China from its
very start.l0

less than a week later Chinese forces began to cross the Yalu

River.

As China entered the war, (General MacArthur was telling President
Truman that the likelihood of Chinsse intervention was very slight;ll
and this assessment was accepted by the President. 8Since this opinion
was held by the American Government -~ despite the repeaited Chinese
eautieningwuﬁéliﬁed7ab§ve7ﬁrthe'credibili&y éf ?e&iﬁg‘s é&rniﬁgs éustrbe
questioned., In his excellent study of Ghina‘é decision to intexvene,
Allen 8. Whiting examines the credibility of the Communist warnings. He
notes that communicating & threat is a formidable problem, and that it
was especially difficult im the context of the Korean War. Peking had

failed to make good its threat after using belligerent language with

Oguoted in ibid., 115.

re
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respect to the Seventh Fleet's opposition, and Korea was apparently less
important militarily and politically than Formosa., Moreover, tﬁe
Chinese had not taken any action in Korea when it might have been ex-
pected, either duving the six-week stalemate at Pusan or in the two
waeks following the Inchon landing; Degpite these indiecations that
Peking was peséibly bluffing, there werse oﬁﬁer factors affecting the
credibilicy éf the Chinese warning; Dr. Whiting records and examines

three.

There was, first of all, the content of the threat and 1&s means
of communication. One cannot say that there was no element of bluff in
Chinese statements up to Ock 7, 1930, but Peking's successive statements

from Aug 20, 1930 to Oct 2, 1950 steadily increased the Chinese Govern-~

o

ment's commitment to the North Kerean regime, By the end of this peried
Peking had clearly defined the gagus belli as the entry of United States
forees into North Korea, and 1ts own respomse as military intervention
in support of the North Korveans. As these conditions which Paking had
laid down as cause for its entyry into the war came nearer, the Chinese
Government became increasingly explicit in communicating lts intent,
There was a feeling in the United States that the use of Indian channsls

for communication made the warnings less credible, that the Chinese

-
I

threats were designed to inecrease neutralist pressure upon the United
States’' position in the United Nations. Dr. Whiting believes, however,

for a variety of reasons, that India was a likely link between the two
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blacs.iz

A second factor consldered by Dr. Whiting is gh& means which the
Chinese had available for implemegting this threat. He notes that before
Sep, 1950 Peking had already stationed 180,000 of its best trea#s in
Manchuria, and that this was wideiy kﬁgwn.lg The Awerican Government
knew it; at the end of Jun, 1950 Secretary of the Army Frank Pace said
that United Btates intelligence agencies estimated that the Chinese had
200,000 tyroops in manehuria.14 In mid-September these f§rees ware
strengthensd by a massive redeployment of troops; the armies in Manchuria
increased in size to at leasy Szo,ﬁocvseléiers.lg This was alse kﬁewn.lé

it is elesar, then, that the Communist wernings were materially underliined

by military dispesitiensil7

Finally, Dr. Whiting suggests that the c¢redibility of the threat
must be weilghed  in terms of its rationality; balancing riske against
goals, and he deeides that the Chinese strategy was logically conceived

within the Communist frame of refereneetis

Y imiting, op. cit., 109-111,

Lipig,, 111,

Yosr, 11, 364,

Viuniving, op, eit., 111.
1841 110ughby and Chamberlain, op. cit., 382.
Yiniting, op. eit., 111

Bypid., 111,
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Concluding his study of the credibility of the Chinese warnings,

Dr. Whiting writes:

By October 2, 1950, the Chinese leadership could
logically believe 1ts position clearly understood:
if U.8. forces pursued the goals enuncilated by
Austin and MacAvthuy, namely the complate dafeat
of the Democratic People's Republic of Korea,
Peking would resist with foree.l9.

Dr. Whiting is concerned in his book with the question of whether the
Chinese gould aséually balieve that their threats were achieving

their purpose; he deals more Indirectly with the opinions and interpre-
tations of the Ameviecan policy-makers. We wmst now tuyn, thersfore, to
the United States Government's view of the possibility of Chinese

intervention.

When the United Btates Govermment firet decided to interveme in
the Kovean war, lictle comsideration was given, in the excitement of the
mséaﬂﬁgité the possibility of participation in the struggle by Chinese
Communist forces. As time went on, wmore thought was given to the dangers
of enlarging the wer, and gteps were takem to keep hostilities restricted
to Kovea, and tb'ﬁrevénz inﬁervaagian by éithar the Soviet Union ér
China. Thus all naval and aiy crews under General MacArthur's command
werg warned not to violate territory or territorial waters of the Soviet

Union or Chinargg After the Inchon landing, as the United Nations troops

¥ypia,, 111,

ZQArtisle by James Reston, in the New York Times, Jul 6, 1950.

e
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approached the Thirty-eighth Pavallel, permission was given to General

MacArthur to cross the Parallel provided that no large Soviet or

Copmunist Chinese forces had entered the war or threatened to do go.

The General was further ovdered to use only Korean forces in the

provinces bcrderingARstia and China, and he was forbidden to support

any of his operations with air or naval attacks on Chinese or Russian
territéry.21 These instructions show that the Amevican CGovernment had

no desire to become embrolled in a war with Communist China in Kerea:

all provocations except the greatest one - conquering North Korea -~ o

ware to be aveided,

Why did the United States continue to move towards a conflict
with Communiat China which it wanted to aveid, in the face of repeated
warnings that the Chinese had fully expected to be heeded with the same
earnestness with which they were issued? Obviously, the Amevican
Government did not belleve that China would intervene, despite what
Peking was saying. The Amevican interpretation of what China would
probably do proved to be wrong, Since the results of the misinterpre-
tation were 80 impﬁféént, some explanation of the American view is

necessary.

T

2luem, 11, 360.
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There were a number of reasons why the United States Covernwent
believed that China would not intervene. There was the military faetor;
President Truman was told by General MacArthur Oct 15, 1950 that although
one could only speculate, it seemed to the General that there was very
little chance of Chinege action. With the United Wations' superiority
in air and naval foreces, he did not believe that the Chinese commanders
would wish to commit large forces to the war since they would be too
open to complate destructlion through lack of sayply.zg it scems qguite
possible that Genmeral MacArthur gave this appreciation on the assumption
that should China intervene he would be able to bomb targets in Chinag
both his apologists, Generals Willoughby and Whitney, make this
paintgzg Bven Mr. Truman writes that General MacArthur said that the
Chinese would be able to get fifty or sixty thousand men into Rbrea;24
this relatively small estimate suggests that the General thought that
the bridges over the Yalu River would be destroyed by bowbing. Another
military factor which the Truman Administration believed weighed against
Chinegse interveniion wag the number of well-trained troops the Chinege

Government would have to cammit,gs

Fe

Theve were also diplomatic and political considerations which,

221 110ughby and Chamberlain, op. cit., 382-383.

23351@., 383, and Whitney, op. git., 393.

25087, 11, 366.

stestimany by Dean Acheson before Sencom Jun 7, 1951, text in
the New York Times, Jun 8, 1951.
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the Americansg fels, made Chinese action unlikely. There was the
possibility that an adventure in Korea would weaken the Peking Government
at hamé.gé The lack of any veal advantage to the Chinese seamed to
preclude intervention; the Administration believed that while the

Peking regime might be under Soviet pressure, there was little chance
that they would succumb because there was “nothing in it for them“.27
It was felt that the Chinese would probably lose ground internationally
if they entered the war, and the Administration could not see why the
Chinese would sacvrifice a8 seat in the United Ngtions, which ssemed with-

2
in veach, in order to engage in the Korean conflict, 8

The warning from the Chinese which was imparted o Indian Ambassa-
dor K. M. Panikkar on Oct 2, 19530 was weakened because the American
Government believed that Mr. Pannikkar was not impartial and that he
might simply be furthering Communist propaganda. They were strengthened
in this view by the fact that there was a key vote due the next day in
the CGeneral Assembly's Political and Security Committee on a resolution
which would give Cemeral MacArthur clear authorization to cyross the

Thirty-eighth Parallel. The Americans saw Chou Epn~lai's message as an

261bid., Jun 8, 1951.

27Bean Acheson in a CBS television interview Sep 10, 1950, text
in Stabul, XXITI:585(Sep 18, 1950), 463,

ngestimany of Dean Acheson before Sencom Jun 7, 1951, text in
the New York Times, Jum 8, 1951.
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29

attempt fto influence the vote by threatening intervention.

Considering the Administratlon's joterpretation of China's
intentions in relation o the three factors used by Allen Whiting in
assessing the credibility of Peking’s warnings, we find that while the
threats may logically have seemed veal to the Chinese, they legically
did not o the Americans. While the content of the threat was clear
enough, the use of Mr., Panikkar and the isssance of Premier Chou's
message on the eve of a key vote in the United Mations weakened the
affect of the warning on the United States Government. The American
Government realized that the Chinese had the means of implementing the
threat, but felt, as we have segn, that there were strong military

reasons for balieving that those means would not be used, As for the

CUpmt

rationality of Intervention, 4t will be recalled that De. Whiking
soneluded that within the Chinese frame of reference intervention nade
-sensa.  Wo tmve sean that within the Averican fromm of refarence,
iatervention by the Chinese appeared to the United States Goveroment to

e illogical.

On Nov 6, 1950 General MacArthuy issued a speclal communique

which stated that "elements of allen Communisi foreces™ had moved across

A I

the Yalu River into North Kores in order to lay surreptitiously "a

posgible tvsp . . . to encompass the destruction of the United Nations
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fmraes”.ga The nexzt day Jeneral MacArthur repeated that Chinese
Comaunists now opposed the United Mations armies inm KRorea; he substan-
tiated his charge with various intélligenae reporis of aati-aircrafe fire
from the Chinese side of the Yalu River, and with information based on

. . .. 33
intervezation of captured Chinese soldiers,

When its original assessment of Chinese intentions proved wromg,
the Truman Administration attempted Lo reassure the Chinese that the
United Nations would not cross the Yalu River. It was hoped that in

this way the Peking Sovernment could be induced to withdraw its forcaes.

Dean Acheson said Nov 15, 1950 that one of the first things to be
done was fo vemove any misunderstanding that wmight exist in the nminds of
the Chinese. It was not trus, he saiﬁs that the United Matioas or the
Uniged States had any ulterior designs in Manchuria., The Secretary
polnted to the United Stafes' border agreements with Mexico and Canads
as examples of suceessful arrangements of nations' rights on boundary
rivers. My, Acheson said that China should have no doubt that the
American Government would use i¢s influence in the United Nations to
“bring about a constructive adjustment of Chinese-Korean interests in

the Yalu River. We, of course, would do 1. That iz what we want them

BOText in the New York Times, Nov 6, 1950.

31@@3% in ibid., Nov 7, 1950,

om0
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teo uuﬁagstand”.sg

The next day President Truman added his sssurances.

Speaking for the United States Government
and people, I ean give assurance that we
suppoert and are gcting within the limits
of United Nations poliey in Korsa, aand
that we have never at any time entertained
any intention to saryy hostilities inte
China.

« » » I wish to state unequivocally that

» « o« we will take avery honourable step
to prevent any extension of the hostilities
in the Fay Basgt.33

One day later Omar Bradley told The Assceiated Press Managing
Editors Assogiation that the United States had no desire to Ffight China,
"o want to do everything we can to avold going to way with China®,
General Bradley expressed the hope that the United States could meet

conciliatory rvemarks by stating, "If given a chance, I am sure we could

work out something with them on a satisfactory basis“.gé

In three days then, the Chief Exegutive of the United States, his

senior forelgn affairs adviger, and his genior military adviser had all

32&2&@«9 Nov 16, 1950.
33?@32 in ibid., Nov 17, 1950.

L- A
*7Ibid., Nov 18, 1950.
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publicly preclaimed that the United States had no intention of extending
the war beyond the borders of Kores. It was an impressive attempi by
the Administration to communicate its intention to the Chipnese. But
just as the Americans doubted the reality of Peking'e threats, so the
Chinese refused te trust the sincerity of Washington's placations. 4
Peking broadeast Nov 17, 1950 stated that no one in Peking was being
eonvinced by the American spokesmen's attempts to appear innccent of
any aggresslve Intentions towards China, The broadcasst polunted to
insﬁaneé&.ef Awerican news storiles which initially said one thing, only
Lo yreversgs whét they had said. One example cited was a United Press
report from Washington Jus 27, 1950 which said that Amevilean ground
troops would not be coomitted in Korea. The next day, the broadeast

continued, the United Press was saying from Tokyo that the first

e

Amevican ground tvoops had been ordeved into the war. The Peking broad-

cast accused the United States of using such taetiecs to confuse sud

The broadeast concluded that the "Chinese people are not deceived by

what they see through this curtain of lies and bailicasigy“agg

The Chinese Government appavently retained this view, for ite

troops remained in Korea, and Genmeral MacAvthur's offensive of Wov 27,

TR

1950 was thrown back by the Chinese who proceeded to push the United

BSTExt in ibid., Neov 18, 1950,
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Nations forces back down the peninsula.

Any study of the Chinese intervention must inevitably aryive at
the question of why the Chinese entered the Korvean war. That question
is yelevant to the present work only insofay as the decision to intervens
was influencéed by the United Etates. We can assume that the Truman
Adwinistration did not want Ching te enteyr the confliet. Obviously, if
Ching stayed out then the United States would be free to conquer and
pecupy Nerth Korea, and thus sgivé the gonoying and long-standing
Korean problem. Howaver, the Amexican CGoverament's opposition to
Chinese interventilon was based on stvomger reasons than the desive for a
froe hand in Nerth Kovea, for the divective sent to Genaval ﬁaeﬁrthgx
Sep 27, 1930 forbade him to cross the ?hiﬁﬁy#éighth Pavallel if laxge
Chinese forees had snterved Neowth Ker@ayaé In other wordse, the

Administration was ready to forego a unified Korea in order to avoid a

¢lash with Communist China. The Administration believed such a conflict
gould lead to wide-spread, perhaps eventually world-wide, war; at best
it would involve the United States heavily in Asia, and give Ruseia 2
free hand in Eug@p&,g? Since the United States 4id not want China to

{ntervena, to the extent that Awmericen sction caused the intervention

yust, 11, 360.

371b14., 1I, 378 and 383.
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American policy was a failure.

Shortly after the first report of Chinese participation in the
Korea war, Mr. Dean Rusk suggested some 9sssi§1e rveasons for the Chinese
dacision to intervene. The Chinese, he said, may have been backing up
their statement of some weeks ago - that they would not stend idly by
Lf United Nations ftroops entered Novth Korea ~ in evder to aveid being
caught bluffing, What Mr. Rusk was really saying was that the Chinese
ware not bluffing in their earlier warnlngs, and one ¢an procsed from
that point to the conelusion that the Awericans brought en the inter-

vention by calling what they thought was a Chinese bluff,

A second suggestion of My. Rusk's was that the Chinese might have

g

moved to protect power installations on the Yalu River, although, he
said, military occupation was no way to proteet inatallations wulnerable
 to air attack. Yt was nonetheless true, he continued, that the Yalu
River installations supplied a significant amount of electric power to
Manchuria and that the United States "might expect the Chinese te be
sensitive to that point®, Oonce agaln we must compare this analysis of
Chinese motives for intervention made gfter the aet with American

policies and actions beforg the act. The initial dispopition of the

Rl {8 I nd

Chinese troops after they crossed the Yalu River indicated that the

Peking regime wanted to protect the hydroelectric installations. On



172

Oct 16, 1950 oune Chinese regiment crossed the border and moved to the
area of the Chosan (Changijin) and Yusan (Pujon) dams, Four days later
5,000 ﬁréeys enteved Kovea and deployed south of the 3&ihe_éam.3g -How-
aver, OGeneval MacArthur did net believe that the Chingse forces were sent
into Korea primarily to protect the powey fﬂ@iliﬁi@&;gg This perhaps
explains the provocative attaeks made by his forees In the vicinity of
the dams. I. F. Stone has shown that United States Marines began &
general attack towards the Changlin Reservelr after thelr Corps commgnder,
Major~General Edward M, Almend knew that a Chinese vogiment had entered
the area‘éa If the Chinese had been sent into Korea because the Peking
government was concerned about its power supply, the Awerican advance
could enly eonfirm thelyr fears and lead thewm to further wmilitary
involvement. The same point could be made about the general United

Nations advance up to Nov 26, 1950,

Another possible vedson for the interxvention, saild My, Rusk, was
that the Chinese Government was trying to create a buffer mone in North
Korea between China and the United Nations forecea. Xt seems that the
idea of a buffer sone was not distasteful to the Awerican Covernment.

Mr. Rusk himself gaid that 1f Peking's purpose was to demilitarize the

3833p9r&A@f General Douglas MacArthur to the United Nations
Security Couneil Nov 6, 1930, text in the New York ZTimes, Hov 7, 1950.
SQWhisaay, op. eit., 409-410.

40, L
“Stone, op. olf., 1654,



173

Sino-Borean frontier to yemove thrests to Chima then negotiations were
possible; An article in the London Times reported that the State Depart-
ment had hopad that tbe Chipese would accept the ides of & buffer zone

as g basdis for negotlacion., The Btate Departwment, however, had wished
to negetiate from straength, and had therefore wanted the United Nations
to secure the south bank of the Yalu River. They falt that the Americans
could then prove that they meant it when they said that they weuld not
intexfeve with the supply of power to ﬁanahuria.él it was natural for
the United States to want to ocecupy the south side of the Valu River he-~
fore dealing with the Chinese; in bargalning one sets forth one's
maximum demands and then gradually withdraws from them in return for
concesslons by the opposing party. If the Americen and other United
Nations forces could have held gll Korea at the beginning of negotiations,
they eould gradually have withdrawn their froops southward in retura for
Chinese concessions. However, the final aim of the proposed negotiations
and buffar zone was presumably to prevent cenflict with the Chinese.

But by woving up to the Yalu River to luprove their bavgaining position
the Awericans increased the visk of such confliet. Ope must question

the wigdom of a course of action which jeopavdized the atfainment of a

£imal aim in ovder Lo improve the means to that aim.

In his analysis of the possible reasons for China's intervention,

411 ondon Times, Nov 28, 1950.
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Dean Rusk included the Peking Government's fesr that the United Nations
forees would not stop at the ¥Yalu River. The Chinese, he said, might
not have believed the United Nations on this point. While suggesting
to his listeners that if they put themselves in the Commumnists' place
they might also have such misgivings, Me. Rusk added that he was "not
sﬁggaﬁzing that they would be misgivings in good faith, but that, if
conduct on the part of the Communists themselves can be éggaﬁta& to
bring about reaction in the rest of the world, at least, they would be

fearful of that reag&i@n“géz

The last sentence is typical of so many leaders of the Western
bloe who are unsble to admit, at least publicly, that the Communiste can

be honest in any way, hot even te the extent of having honest fears. In

this particular case, howaver, there was considerable grounds for
Chinese apprehension about the intentions of the United States. In a
‘speech on Aug 23, 1950 Secretary of the Navy Francis Matthews advocated
“instituting 8 war to compel cooperation for pesce . . . We would become
the first aggressors for Peac@“.&s In a statement gddressed to the

VYeterans of Foreign Wars Aug 26, 1950 General MacArthur strassed the

égﬁr. Rusk's analysis of the pogsible reasons for the Chinese
intervention was made during his axutemporaneous remarks before a National
Confevence on Foreign Policy st Washington, Nov 15, 1950, text in Stabul,
XXI1T3596 (Dec 4, 1950), 890-891, S

&

Rt A1

Engteé in Whiting, gp. eclt., 96,
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"igland chain . . . from the Aleutians te the Marismmas . . . from which
we can dominate with ajir power every Asilaetic port from Viadivestok to
Singapove.” e veferred to Pormosa as "an unsinkable ailrversft carrier
and submarine tender" possessing "a concentyration of operatiomal air
and naval bases potentially greater than any similar concentration on
the Asiatic mainland between the Yellow Sea and the S¢rait of
Maiacea“,&é General MacAvthur withdrew this statement on the order of
President Truman, but it was too late to prevent publication, On Aug
23, 1950 the Peking Government protested to the United Netions thak
Awarican and British pilasnes had strafed alrports and rallways neax
Antung, on the Chinese side of the Yalu River. A wmonth later the raid

F’ V’
was officially acknowledged as a mi&gaka.%s

n Sep 1, 1950 President Truman made a statement in which he said
that the United Btates did uot want the fighting in Kovea to spread into
a gencral war, Hestilities would mot spread, he continued, "unlass
Communist imperialism drawe other armies and governments inko the fight
of the aggressors agailost the United Nations'. It was hoped, said the
Preaident, that the people of China would not be forced or misled into
fighting againat the United Nstions or against the American people who

had always been the friends of the Chinese.éé Allen Whiting comments

4%Quored in bid., 96.

“Sgtone, gp. cit., 90-91.

““Quoted in Whiting, gp. git., 97-98.
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that although President Truman's statement was meant to reassure Peking,
it may have had the opposite effect. The Pregident's warning against
“orher armies and governments" becoming involved in Kovea, lest the
fighting spread into a general war, may well have been intevpreted,

thinks Dr, Whiting, as a4 thinly veilaed threal against the Peking regims:

Against the background of the Matthews and

MacArthur statements and the alleged alr

attacks along the Yalu River, Trumen's

‘general war' warning was susceptible of

more than ope interprataiion, the more 5o

since Peking had already amnounced its ‘
intevest In the Korean cenflict.®7

The Chipess Communiste were also concerned about Genmeral MacArthur's
visit to Formosa at the end of Jul, 1250 which vesulted in 2 joint

communique issued by the General and Chiang Kai-ghek. The statement |

e

implied complete harmony of aims, and the Commmists fearvad that the
MacArthur-Kai~ghek accord might wmesn renswed attacks on the Chinese
mainlandy such fears weve given evedibility by reports in American news

publications of General MacAvthur's great power aﬁé'pfaszige.ég

Aanother possible suplanation of the Chinese decision to intervene,
not mentioned by Dean Rusk, has been suggested by Dr. Whiting, Traditional
influences, he writes, may have affected China's position; as a great

Asian power China had a right te be heard on the Kovean gquestion which £




177

was rvight on China's bor&ers.ég Thie was largely a matter of prestige;
an American victory in Korea, and a settlement of the Korean question
without Chinese participation, would have damaged the Peking Covermment's
influence in Asia; and would perhaps have set the Asian revolutionary

. 5
movement back a number of years.

Heve agéin the American Government, by being more sensitive te
the outlool and aspirations of the Chinese Government, might have been
gble to Fformulate a policy which would have given the Peking repime
greater cholce than that of intervening or staanding by and watching
Communist influence wane in Asia. After all, the zhief architect of the
Administration's containment poliey had written, while deseribing that

poliey:

e gy e o

While the Kremlin is basieally flexible in
its veaction to pdlitical realities, it is
by no mesns unamenable t¢ considerations

- of prestige. ILike almost any other govern-
ment, 1t can be placed by tactless and
threatening gestuves in a positlon whexe
it cammot afford to yileld even though this
might be dictated by its sense of realism.51

Had the Administration been able to read "Peking Government” for "Kremlin®

and then held to this original guideline of the containment théery, a

“hpia., 89,

50rp1d., 88-89.

SiKennag.cp. cit,, 117, It was reported in the New York Times,
Nov 16, 1950, that G.F. Kennan consistently opposed the crossing of the
Thirty-eighth Parallel in Oct, 1950 as & visk which greatly outweighed
the advantages, 1if any.
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Torean setilewent night have been made mueh sooner than it wag,

In choosing the possible motives for Chinese lutervention I have
chogsen oaly those in which American policies and action were, or could
have been, a factor. It was obviously not beyond the ability of the
State Department experts to think of these hypothetical motives, for
most of them were meationed 2 the time by Dean Rusk, then Assistant
Secretary for Far Bastern Affalvs. 'The one that was not, the factor of
prestige, was a basgic part of the contaimment theory which was the basis
of the Administration's whole anti-Communist poliey. While these
speculative explanations of the intervention were made after the event,
they could just as easily have been hypothesized by the American policy-

makers before the intervention, when the possibility of Chinese action f

A

was being considered. Perhaps they were, but if so, it is difficult to
understand why in each case where American actions and pblicies nay hawve
vather than te preveat it., If Peking had decided pot to bluff then
moving to the Yalu River forced the Chinese to intervene., If the
Communists were worried about their electric power supply, the attacks
on Changlin and the general United Nations advance towards the dams
could only confirm these fears. If the idea of a buffer zone was
acceptable to both Communists and Awevicans, why seviously jeopardize
the attaloment of such a zZone in order to improve one's bargaining

position? If China was concerned the United Wations forces might cross



179

the Yalu, the Administration's failure to eurb the remarks and actions
of its more belligerent subordinates would only add te the impression of
an aggressive Amevican intent. If prestige was important to the
Commmists, they should have been given wore choige than that of inter-

veping or accepting a Korea under United Nations contrel.

T do not wish to sugsest that had the American Government followed

s

a different volicy rhe Chinese would definitely not bave intervened,
There were other possible reasons for the intervention which the United
States could not influence. But vhere Anericen actions and policiss

may have influenced the Chinese decision, they seem to have done 8o in a

way contrary to the Adminlstration’s desive to avold conflict with China.

4. The Reametion to the Chiness Inte

rvsntion.

?ha United States was indignant that the United Nations “wictory
drive’ had been stopped by massive Chimese intervention, estimated at
the end of Nov, 1950 as involving 200,000 Chinese ﬁxsops.gz In the
United Nations, the United States deleagate, Warren Ausiin, acoused the
Chinegse Communists of "aggression, outvight and naked" in Kﬁrea,53
Prasident Truman saild that the Chinese atttack came despite great effort
to make it clear that China was not threatened by the United Nations

forces. The United States, the President promised, would continue to

e York Times, Nov 29, 1950,
53 .
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support the United Nationt mission in Korea. The new situation would be
mat by continued work In the United Nations to gain concerted action to
stop agsression in Korea, by intensified efiforts to help other free
pations tc‘strangthen thaeir defence, and by a rapid increase in

Awarican wilitary stzr:'angi‘:;h.“vgc{§

The firm stand taken by the United States was not matehed by the
other members of the United Natiens. When attempts to take action in the
Security Council agalnet the Chinese intervention were frustrated by the
Soviet Union's wveto, the United States moved o bring the macter before
the Ceneral Assembly. It soon became clear, however, that a large pare
of the total monbership of the Assembly was wnot willlag to act against
China as it had agaiunst Worth Forea in Jun, 1950. There were a number
of veasons fér éhié attitude. One thaé weighed most heavily with certain
states which had fully supported common asction In Korea was the éénger
that @ finding of aggression, "féﬂz;msd by 'ﬁ(ﬁﬁéféi?ﬁaﬁ&iﬁﬁﬁf@&f '''''
China, might lead to an extension of the conflict iﬂtb a major war aswong
the Grest Powers, a war which it might not be possible to limiﬁ to the
Far Hast., As late as Ockober these states had accepted Ameriaan
assurances that China had the Soviet Union were unlikely to intervens in

the war in ¥ores., Now that the United States wags shown te have been

wrong, these states were much more insistent on a policy of caution and

Spexe tn ibid., Dec 1, 1950.

o e



181

reatraing.

The Awerican conduet of the military operations in Korea, and
particularly the actions of General MacArthur, also weakened confidence
in the United States Government's intention and ability to use wisdom
and vestyalnt in matters lonvelving the Communista. Many membgrs of the
Imited Natieons had veparded the seading ¢of the Seventh Pleet to Porwmosa
as unncessarily provecative to Chine, and now the current domestis
political attacks on the Truman Administration's poliey towsyds China
suggested that powerful groups in the Unlted States weve trying bo
foree that countyy inte a war with China, There was also g widely held
suspielon that the Administvation was not controlling General MacArthuy

as closely as was requived by ilts vesponsibility for the Unified Command.

L g e 1

The United States found its efforts to obtain ecollective action
against China hampered by a geneval feelimg in the United Nations that
although the Chinese entry into the war wag sgeression undar the Charter,
in the long run the internationsl situvation would not be helped by
dealing only with the dquestion of Chinese aggression. Some believed
that Peking wight have an honest and understandable fear of American
occupation of the whole of Kovea. The view was widely held, thevefore,
that before branding China as an aggrvessor gnd taking additional collec-
tive wegsures, the United Nations should try to ascertain the attitude
of the Chinese Communist Governwent, and discover if it was possible to

end the war snd achieve a praceful settlsment on terms consistent with
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the United Nation's basic purposes and yginaipies.sg

Anongst the Buropean alliss of the Uniited States there was the

fear that vesources would be divarted from Eurvepe ko the Far East.ss

They were opposed te a commitwent in Korea that would have this effeck.

Reasrvations such ag these about condemning Communist China
resulted in the appointment of a three-man commisslon which was to find
the basis upon whieh a successful cease-fire could be attained. The
cease-fire committee was established by the General Assembly Dec 14, 1950,
and was made up of Nasvollah Entezan of Iran, Iester B. Pearson of
Canada, and Siv fSenegal N. Ray of 1&61&.5? The committee suffered &

setback almost immediately after its formation when the Chinesa

g

Communist delegution which was at the United Netions at the time vrejected

58 Nonetha-

the United Nationa® plap for & ceasa~five, calling it a trap.
iééé; Mr. Entezam seat two %élégtééswze éhé'?ﬁﬁiég'éévééﬁﬁééé; téa firéé
requesting 8 wmeeting at which the committes could ascertain the eondi-

tionag which the Chinese might accept as the basgis for a ge&sa»ﬁir&,sg

553@@&$iah; "Korea, Collective Measurss ete.", gp, oik., 148-149,
Fpeitzel et

New York Times, Dec 13-15, 1950.

al., op. git., 276.

T

Bypid., Dee 17, 1950.
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the second telegram attempting to assurxe the Peking regime that a cease-
fire in Korea would lead to discussion of other Par Eastern disagree-
manﬁs.&e China had insisted that the question of Korea be linked to
other Far Fastern problems such as the status of Formosa; the United
States demanded that the Korean way be kept sepavate from other
controversies. The committes's efforts to meet with the Chinese were
upsucoessful; on Dec 22, 1950 Chou En-~lal dencunced the truce team as
illegal and declared that his Government would not negotiate with the
sammitﬁea.éi As a result the committes veported Jan 2, 1951 that it
could make po recommendation with regavd to a cease~fire at the present

tima.ég

However, the cease-fire commities continued its attewmpts to ¢nd

e

the fighting in Korea. On Jan 11, 1931 the committee presented a plan
vonsisting of five principles which, it was hoped, would bring peace in
Korea and throughout the Pax East. These principles weve; an immediate
eaase~Ffire; further steps Lo vestove peace as soon as a egase-five
poevrred; phased withdrawal of foreign troops and srvangements for

popular elections in Kovea; interim ayrangements for the administration

and security of Kerea until the election of a Kovean Govermment; after

RS I

60rext 1n AFPRD, 1I, 2600,

Olvew York Times, Dec 23, 1950.
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agreement on a cease-fire, & body ko be established to settle other Far
Eastarn problems, including the questions of Foxmosa and Chinese
roepresentation in the United Nations., This latter group was to include
representatives of the United Kingdom, the Soviet Union, the United

States, and Communiat Chiita‘és

The five-step plan was supported by the United States, to the
surprise of a number of delegations at the United Nations. The American
Government apparently expected that Commmist China would vejeet the
proposals, and that the United States could then demand strongey action
ageinst Ching in the face of the Chinese Government's yefusal to accept
a compromise peace plan. It was hoped that the delegationg that had been
working for a peaceful settlement would wealize the futility of their

stgempes and support the firmer American policy towards ﬁhiaa.éé

The cease~fire commission's statement of principles was approved
by the Pelitical and Security Committee of the General Assembly and

dispatehed by cable to Peking Jan 13, 1951.%%

Four days later, Jawm 17,
1951, the Chinese CGovernment rveplied that the pesce plan was unacceptable;
the idea of a2 cease~fire fivst, the Chinese charged, was an attempt to

give the Amevican troops o breathing spice. The Chinese Covermment did

T

§3‘1“ext in the New York Times, Jan 12, 1951,
841pid,, Jan 12, 1951.

3 J
ibid., Jan 14, i95i.



make countev-proposals: o hold falks before a cease-firve and rvecognize

the Commmist government's right to represent China in the United

Nations. These counter-proposals weve rejected by the ﬁﬁitad.Staﬁea.éé

The American Government fwmediately prepared to present a resolue
gion branding Comuwunist China gn ageressor. It was the Administration's
intentlion to press vigorously to have such a resolution accepted by the
General £§3emb1y.ﬁ? On Jan 20, 1951 the United States introduced its
resolution in the Politlcal snd Security Committee. The resolution
charged the Communist Chinese with engaging in sggression in Korea,
and ¢alled upon the Peking Govermment to withdraw its forces from Kovea.
All gtavse and suthoritiss wove Eold o aild the Unised Natimm's actions
in Kores and to refrain from helping the aggressors. A committes was
to be sek up to congider additional measures to be used to weet the
aggreasion, Finally, the President of the General Assembly was agked to
appoint two persons-to work with him by using their good offices to
bring about a cesse-fire in Korea and a pesceful attainment of the

United Nations' objectives in Eﬂr@a.ég

The Amarican Governwent's concerted determination to label

Cormmunist China an agpressor, and the pressure of an American publie

%1p1d., Jan 18, 1951.

Loy

7ybid,, 3an 19, 1051.
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““Text in ibid., Jan 21, 1951,
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opinion angeved by high easuaitiaspég was demonpgtrated by resolutions
pasged by the House of Representatives Jan 19, 1951 and by the Senats
Jan 23, 1951 calling upon the United Hations to declare Communist

China an gggressor in Korea.?a In ths United Nations, however, the
American stand was viewed with an impressive lack of enthusiasm. Many
of the delepations ware willing to support .z wmoral condemmation of the
Peking Coverument, but they objected to the part of the American resolu-
tion calling for an investipgation of additional measures to be taken
agalnst China, presumably economic and military senctions. Most of the
United Watlons mambers Felt that such sanctions wight lead to an exten-
sion of the war in Asia, There was a genersal willingness to pass a
simple resolution scondemning the spggressoy, but the United Btates would
not accept such a move, oven though its representatives wevse telling the
other membars that if the pending resolution were passed sanctiong of
forea would be considered only after careful study. The Trumen Adminis-
~gration wanted to-get 4 -shtrong anti-Compunist resolution passed in ovder
o placate extremist elements in the Unilted States, but intended o
apply the resclution in a moderate way., The other delegations sympathized
with this policy snd vecognized the need for it, but they weve resentful,
nonetheless, that in the process they were being made te appesy to

eondone aggression because they opposed pavts of the American resolution.

“survey, 1951, 339.
70,

Wew York Times. Jan 20, 1931 and Jan 24, 1951.
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They were also concerned that once the resolution was passed the Truman
Administration might not be gble to exercise suitable vestraint in its
axecution because of extremist domestic prassura;?l The most influen~
tial non~Communist country opposed to the whole idea of condemning
China was India. As the time grew neay for a vote on the Amerigan
rasolution, the Indian delegabe warned that his government had been in-
formed by Mao-Tsetung that theve would be no hope for a peaceful settle-

: . . 72
ment 1f the condemnatory vesclution were passed.

Despite the misgivings of the majority of the delegations at the
United Nakions, when the American resoluytion.was voled on in the Poligical
and Security Commitiee Jan 30, 1051 it passed by a vote of 44 to 7 with 8
abstentions. In an attempt to calm the apprehensions of those whe
feared that hasty military sanctions against China might follow, an
amendment was passed which allowed the commitiee studying additlonal
measures to defer its recommendatioms if the good offices committee
rveported “satlsfactory progress in its effﬂris“.?g Two days later the
resolution was adopted by the General Assembly by the same vote of 44 to

7 with 8 abstenﬁiﬁﬁs.?%

preicie by James Reston in ibid., Jan 28, 1951.

29144, , Jan 30, 1951,

Bipid., Jan 31, 1951
?éibié-s Feb 2, 1951, Saudi Arabia had not votaed in the Politieal
and Security Committee and was listed as abstaining in the Genexal
Ansewbly's vote.



The United States Government had to &gﬁiy very sérong pressure to
get its veseplution passeé,ys The traditional allies of the United
States voted In favour of the resolution mainly to preserve the
appearance of Western unity,?é The Western Euvopsan countries, Ganada,
and one or two other mewbers of the British Commonweslth weve opposed
to any move to apply sanctions against Chipa 3t that particular time.
Mopt of the other countries that had voted for the resolution also
believed that sanctions should not be considered uwntil it was clear that
there was no hope of a peaceful settlement. The Avab-Asian group in the
United Nations abstaived on or voted against the Awmerican resolution,
marking a weakening of American leadership in that important biac.?7
The Amevican vietovy in the United Nations was thus won at some cost,
and it was felt at the time that the United States had gone as fay as it

78 The

could in obtalning United Nations action against Communist China.
Peking Government ‘s intransigence, however, soon permitted the United

SBtates to demand and receive additional wensures against Chima,

Jumediately after the adoption of the resolution condemning
Chinese ageyession, Premier Chou En-lai issued a statement dencuncing the

resolution; his Government, he sald, would "absolutely pay no attention

?SGe@éri@h, "Korea, Collective Measures atec.”, op. eit., 150.

?6New York Times, Jan 21, 1951,
"prticle by Thomas J. Hamilton in ibid., Feb 4, 1951,

1pid., Feb 4, 1951,
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to" the overtures of tha Cood Offices Gommittee which was supposed to
continue its efforte to bring about a cease-five, in K@reaﬂ?g‘ The
Peking Govermment meant‘whég it said; on MéxAég 1951 the Committee's
head, Mr., Nasrollah Entezam, reported thai two abtempta te make contack
with the Chinese authorities through the Swedish Governmwent had been
u&su&cesgful;SG The American Government bagan cnce again to exert
pressure'qn'the'othe?‘éeiegatisns.gi ‘Onge move the efforis of the
Administration were reinforeed by Cengréss; both houses of which passad
unanimously resclutions urging the United Nations to place an ewbarge
on the shipwment of all war supplies to Commmist Ghina.gg Furihey
leverage was afforded the Trumen Administvation, against its wishes,

by the Kem Amendwment which became law and forbade economie or fimancial |

assistance, excluding wilitary aid, to countries which konowingly pex-

I

wited the export of sirategic maberials to Compmmisi qunzriésegg Az
before, most of the United Nations delégstions bowed to the Amevican
pressure, albeit somewhat reluctantly, and on May 18, 1951 the General
Assembly adopted a wesolution recommending that every Biate prevent the
shipment of straéagic goods to Communilst China and North Korea. The
Additional Measures Committee was to report on the sffectivenese of the

enbargo and to consider fuxther measures; once again, however, the

79%bid., Feb 3, 1951.
80
8

Survey, 1931, 343.
lmystis 1951, 121,
®2%ew York Times, May 16, 1951.

Sdsuvvey, 1951, 356 and 362,
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the committee's report could be deferved 1f the Good 0Offices Commitiee

84
rveported progress in its efforts.g%

With the passage of the ewmbargo vesolution, the question of

sanctions against China faded into the background,

By intervening in the war, the Chinese, militarily, had succeeded
in throwing the United Nations forces back south of the Thirty-eighth
Parallel, and, diplomatically, had split the relatively united opposition
of the non-Communist world against North Korean aggression. Nonetheless,
the cost had been high: ¢wo condemnatory resolutiong had been passed
in the General Assembly; the possibility of ¥Peking representing China
in the United Nstions was much more remote, since e condemned aggressor
could not very well be invited, immediately after condemmation, to join
the judges as their peer; and United States policy towards China,

able to the Communists.

84Pext in APPED, TI, 2614-2615.



CHAPIER VIX
TRUCE ATTEMPYS
After the General Assembly resolution of May 18, 1951, the quas~
tion of sanctions was replaced in the foreground of the Korean asene by

attempts to negotlate a truce.

The first attempt had been wade earlier by Prime Minister Pandit
¥ehru of India. On Jul 13, 1950 he sent identical notes to Secretary of
State Dean Acheson and Marshal Stalin. In his message Myr. Nehru said
that India's purpose was to localize the conflict and to hasten a peace~
ful settlement by ending the deadlock in the Security Council. Then, he
sald, the representatives of Communist China could be seated in the
Council, the Boviet Union could yeturn te it, and the United Statves, the
Soviet Union and China could find a basis for bringing the war to a

i
close and permanenily solving the Korean question.’

The Tndian statement was welcomed by Marshal Stalin in his reply
of Jul, 16, The Soviet leader said that peace in Korea could be achieved
through the Becurity Council, with Commmist China 23 a member, He added

, 2
that representatives of the Korean people would have to be heard.

Yyext in Stabul, XXIYI:578 (Jul 31, 1950), 170.

ZText in the New York Times, Jul 18, 1950.
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My, Acheson's reply was made Jul 18, 1950. The Secretary of
State vejected the proposals which he felt were implied in Mr. Nehru's
note. Peace could be obiained in Korea immediately, the Secretary said,
if a samall minority of the United Nations would accept their obligations.
Ending the aggression could not "be contingent in any way upon the
determination of other questiong which are curvently before the United
Nations'. The only obstacle preventing the Soviet Union from
participating in the United Nations wae the decision of the Soviet Union
itself, The Communist claim that China should be represented on the
Security Council by the Peking Government wusi be setiled on 1ts merits
by the United Nations. I know you will agree™, Mr. Acheson told the
Indian Premier, “that the decision on China's seat oun the Council should
not be dictated by an unlawful aggression or by any other conduct which
would subject the United Nations to coercion and éuress“.3 This part of
the note reflected the annoyance of the Truman Administrvation over My,
Wehru's message. The Amecican Government Eéliévédithaériﬁ'was'ba{ng'
asked to buy off a Communist aggression.& The Unitved States therafore
took the position, as Mr. Acheson'’s note shows, that there must be no
connaction between the question of China's seat on the Council and the
problem of bringing peace to Korea. %o do otherwise, the Government

believed, would be to rewsrd aggression.

3fext in Stabul, XXIIT:578 (Jul 31, 1950), 170-171.

b o
TUSIWA 1950, 227.
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Acknowledging Mr. Acheson's note, Mr. Nehru sent a message Jul 19
in which he said that his proposals concerning the admission of
Communist Chipa to the United Nations had been made on its merits and
also in the hope that it would improve the chances of a peaceful solu-
tion of the Korvean problem. I do not think", he added tartly, "that the
3

admission of China now would be an encouragement of aggression”.” This

note marked the end of the unsuccessful Indian attempt at mediation.

The next important effort to achieve s peaceful settlement was
made, as we have seen, by the three-man cease~five committee led by
Mr. Entezam, President of the United Nations Geneval Assembly. When
Peking rejected this committee’s five principles for peace in Korea, the
cease-flre team was no longer of any use. It was followed by another
three-man body, also headed by Mr, Entezam, the Good Offlces Committee
estahlished by the resolution condemning Communist China as an aggressor.
Orice more, the Chinese Government's vefusal to deal with the United
Narions eommittee, aggravated this time by the fact that the hody was
ereated by the condemnatory vesolution, prevented any chance of a
suceessful ceasefive. During this period other countries of the Arvab-

Asian group worked to achieve a settlement, but without sucecess.

The first real break in the situation began in early Jun, 1951.

Ifext in Stabul, XXTTI;578 (Jul 31, 1950), 171.
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In Ottawa, Conada, on Jun 1, 1951, United Mations Secretary Ceneral Trygve
Lie avnnounced his belief that the time had come for a new effort to stop
the fighting in Korea. Noting that the agpression had been repelled and
the agrressor throwan back beyond the Thirty-eighth Parallel, Mr. Lie
naid, 1n a sipgnificant passage: "If a cesse firve could he arranpged
approximately along the Thirty-eighth Pavallel then the main purpose of
the Security Council vesclutions of June 25 and July 7 will be fulfilled,
rrovided that the cease filve is followed by the westoration of peace and
securlty in the area". 1If there was no cease fire in the near future,
added Mr. Lie, it would be the duty of all United Wations members Lo ve-
consider the sitvatlon and to contribute addirionpl forcas.6 The Becre-
tary General thus offered the Communists a settlement in Yorea based

voughly on a return to the ghatus quo ante bellum. %o influence rhem to

accepit this not unattractive bid he simultanecusly hinted that a vejection

of hies offer might lead to intensified military efforts by the United

The next worning, Jun 2, Secretary of State Acheson reinforced
Mr. Lie's words in his testimony before the Senate committees investi-
gating the dismissal of General MacArthur. In reply to a question asking

if there was a possibility of a cease fire at or near the Thirty-eighth

6New York Times, Jun 2, 1951.
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Parallel, Mr. Acheson said:

If you could have a real settlement, that would
geeomplish the military purpoges in Korea. That

is if the aggression would end and you had
reliable assurances that 1t would not be resumed,
then you could return to & peacetime status . . .7

These suggestions that the United Nations and, more importantly,
the United States would welcome or at least comsider a Lruce which left
Korea divided brought forih an important offer from the Communist side.
On a United Nations vadio broadcast Jun 23, 1851, Soviet Deputy Foreign
Minister Jacob A, Malik attacked United States policies and contrasted
them with Russia’'s peaceful aims and sctions, lowever, at the end of
his address he suddenly atated the belief that the Korean problem could

be settled. As a fivst step he suggested that discussions should be

g

started "between the belligerents for a ¢ease five and an armistice
providing for the mutual withdrawal of forces from the Thirty-eighth

S T o . o
Parallel™,  There was no mention of tying a cease-fire in Korea to
othey Fay Eastern problems, 8 demand which had previously been made by

ghe Commmiscs.

The first American reaction was skeptical, but did not close the

door to further Soviet offers. In an official statement the United

e e

"fext in ibid., Jun 3, 1951.
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States Government questioned whether Mr. Malik's speech was not simply
propaganda, but expressed the Covernment's willingness to help bring an
end to the war‘iﬂ Koraza if the Communilsts now wanted “to end the

9
aggression in Korea',

Other governments were more willing to accept Mr., Malik's remarks
as a sevious truce offer. While the American Governwent maintained zn
attitude of "datermined skepticism”, the British and other governments
instructed thelr missions in Moscow and Paking to ask for clavification
of Mr. Malik's pr@pasals.lg Trygve Lie quickly issued a message, Jun 24,
1951, urging that negotiations for g military ceasefire be started as
soon as possible. If & ceasefire could be attained, he said, the
political peace and security in Korea could be discussed in the

appropriate organs of the United Naﬁi@ns.il

Further encouragement was given to those seeking an end to the

Korvean conflict by an editerial in the official Peking Government news-~

vy, broadeast by China Jun 25. While most of the
aditorial, like My, Malik's statemwent, was deveoted Lo an attack oun the
United States, the paper did “fully endorse™ the Soviet peace proposals.

The Peking broadcast pave the impression that the views of China and the

grext in ibia,

1gértiele by James Reston in ibid., Jun 23, 1951.
il

Text in ibid., Jun 25, 1951.
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Soviet Union on peace negotistions were not identical, but this very

divergence increased the desive of the American officials to sesk
clarification of the Communists’ aﬁﬁitﬁde.lz The American Ambassador in
Moscow, Alan G, Kirk, was therefore instructed te ask the Soviet Ualen
to clarlfy its ceasefive pr@pésals.ls In a weeting with Mr. Kivk

Jun 27, Soviet Deputy Foreign Minister Andreil Gromyko saild that the
armistice should be negotiated by military representatives of the United
Nations Unified Command, the Korean Republic Command, the Nerth Korsan
Command, and the Chinese "volunteer units". He said that the armistice
would ineclude a ceasefire and would be limited to striectly military
matters without invelving any pelitiecal or terrvitorial questions. He
also indisated that it would be up €o the parties in Kerea to decide
what arrvangement would be made later for a political and tepritorial

14
setllement.

officials of the Department of State and Defense, an ovder was sent to
General Matthew B. Ridgway, the United Nations Commander, instructing
hinm to broadesst a message of Jun 30, 1951 te the Commander in Chief
Communist FPorees in Korea, offering to name a vepresentative if the

Communiste wished a meeting o discuss an axmissiaa.ls In 2 vadio broad-

12vpid., Jun 26, 1951.

Bbia,, Jun 27, 1951,

14, N ,
Statement by The Department of State, text im AFPBD, 1I, 2636-2637.

Vust, 11, 458.
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cast from Peking on Jul 1, the Communist commander agreed to meet for
“talks congerning cessation of milivary activities and establishment of
peace'. On Jul 7, ligison officers met for the fivst time, and on Jul

10, the first meeting of the delegations eceurrsd.ié

The aime of the United States CGovernment in enteriug negotistion
for an armlstice were laid down in a divective from the Joint Chief of
Staff sent to General Ridgway at the end of Jun, 1951, The United -
States' main military interest in the armistice was o end the
hostilities in Rorea, to ensure that fighting was not rvesumed, and to
protect the security of the United Nations forces. It was stressed that
the armistice arrangements must be such as to be acceptable to the United
States over a long period of time, since it was not known how long a
pevied would elapse hefore a permavent settlement in Kores was
achieved. The discussions between the mllitary commsaders were to be
limited strictly to military matters and were to exclude such issues as
Formosa or China's seat in the United Nations. World opinion was not to
be ignored, and Geneval Ridgway was therefere instructed not to allow the
negotiations to stop except for failure to obtain agreement on the United
States' minimum terms. It was appreciated that these terms would be

difficult for the Chinese to aceeptg17

614,44, , 11, 459,

g e me
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The talks aceordingly began, and although progress was slow and
-interruptions many, sgreement was reached on a number of matters. The
£ivst item of business was the agenda, The Conmunists initially proposed
an agenda which was unacceptable to the United States because it men-
tiened the Thirty-eighth Parallel as being the line of demarcation for
the ceasefire, and because 1t included an item on the withdrawal of
foreign forces from Korea. The United Btates did not want the Thirty-
elghth Parallel to be the line of demarcation beesuse 1t was less
defensible milltarily than the line which they held at the tiwe. The
question of the withdrawal of foreign forces was considered to be beyond
the purely military scepe of the armistice talks. Sixteen days after
the Communists f£irst proposed thelr agenda, a period interrupted by
disputes over the neutrality of the confevence site, an agenda was
agvaad upcﬂ.lg It consisted of five iltems:

(1) Adoption of agends.

(2) Fixing a wilitary demaxrcation lime

between both sides so as to astablish
8 demilitarized zone.

(3) Conerete arrangements for a ceasefive
and an armistice, including the compe-
gition, authority, and functions of a
supervising organization for carvying
outt the terms of a ceasefire and armistice,

{(4) Arrangements relating to prisoners of war.

{5) Recommendations to the governments
concernad on both sides.19

Bsyrvey, 1951, 442-444,
3
gexe in AFEBD, II, 2637-2638.
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Furthey hawd bargaining, adjournments, protests, and counter-
procests culminasted eventually in an agreement on the second item on the
agenda. On Nov 23, 1851 it was accepted by both sides that the actual
iine of contact between the opposing forces would be made the military
demarcation line, and that after an armistice was signed both sides
would withdraw their forces two kilometers from thé line in order to

astablish & demilitavized zene for the durdtion of the atmistieé;zﬁ

The next item on the agenda to be completed was the £ifth one.
Discussion in sub-~comnitices on poings 3 and 4 was being undertaken but
without complete sucecess., However, On Feb 16, 1952 the Commumnists pro-
posad thai, iv regard to agends item 5, the military commanders of both
gides should recommend to the governments concerned on both sides that
within three months after an armistice became effective a high-level
political sonference of both sides should bs held to settle by negotia-
tion "the questions of the withdrawal of all foreign forces from Korea,
the peaceful setitlement of the Koves quastien$at—ea&e¥a“.zz Thase
proposals were accepted by the United Nations Command on the condition
that the recommendation would be made to the United Nations as well as
to the Republic of Kores, that the term "foreign forces" means non-
Korean forces, and that the word et ceteras" did not refer to matters

outgide of Kérea.zg These conditions were accepted by the Copmunists

20

Text of agreement in ibid., IX, 2641.
21Text in Doguments

22%ext in ibid., for 1952, 428,

e
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and final agreemeni on agenda item 5 was wade on Feb 19, 1952023

By the firast week of May 1932 both sides had wade snough conces-
sions to provide the basis for an agreement on item 3 of the agenda,
concrete arvangements for a ceasefive and afmiﬁ&iae‘2§ It was agreed
that there should be a ceasefire within twelve hours of signing the
armistice, and that within seventy-two hours of the signing all forces
should be withdrawn from the demilitarized zone., Within five days all
military forces were £o be withdrawn from vear areas and the coastal
islands and waters of Korea., No additions were to bs made to exlsting
strength in troops and material, but veplacement would be permitted. A
Military Armistice Commission made up of officers from both sides was to

supervise the armistice and deal with violations. A Neutval Nations

R R

Supervisory Commission was to supervise the carrying out of the agres-
25

ments on reinforcing troops and equipment,

Only the question of ezchanging prisoers of war now vemained to
ba settled; but tha delegations were hopelessly dead-locked on this
jesua. The United Nations maintalned that priscners of war wheo did not

wish to be repatriated should not be foreed to return to their native

land. The Communists inslsted that all prisoners wmust be exchanged, even

ST

Supvey, 1952, 309.
255pacia1 Peport of the United Nations Command to the Secretary-
General of the United Wations, Aug 7, 1933, text if AFPBRD, I, 2630-2631.
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if foree weve requived, The diffeulties of compromise on this cobstacls
were very great, for it involved the stvongest convictions on the part

of both siﬁes.25 To recognize officially that some 50,000 men out of
approximately 130,000 did not want, and would foreibly reasist,
repatriation was apparently censidersad by the Communists to be tog
damaging teo thelr §reaaige.g7 The United Nations' view on the matter was
partlally explained by Mr, Anthomy Bden in the House of Commons. There
wag, first of all, the practical difficuliy of forcing such large nunbars
of men to do something which they were determined not to do. PFurther-
more, it was against the sense of values of the nations of the non~
Communist world. Finally, thave was the effect of foreceful wepatriation
on world opinion. %It wouldY, he said, "maks s deplovable ilwpression om

faly and liberaleminded opinion all over the world and would go far to

cancel out the effect made on world opinion by the evident firmness of

purpose underlying the United Nations resistagnce to aggressien in

Ks%eaﬁ.zg

It was also believed-that in the twentieth century when some
of the conscripted soldisrs of a tﬁtéiitarian regime might not want to
ba repatriated, the Westexrn world stood to gain in both the Korean and
any future conflict by the genaral acceptance of the principle of

voluntary repatriaeienng

®Opystua 1952, 183.

27

Ihid., 182-183,

U

®Bquoted in Sugvey, 1952; 316.

291b1d., 319.
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The weaknags of the United Nationz position on the quesiion of
capatriation was that the Geneva Convention and pasi custom did zot
provide. for tha uawillingness of prisenézs of war to veturn to thelr
wm country. The velevant article of the Geneva Convention of Aug 12,
1949 stated that “"Prisoners of war shall be released and repatyiated
without delay after the cessation of active hc%tiiitias".aa While
theve was no reference to forced repatyiation the article nonetheless
did say that the prisoners should berrepatriated, In defending the
Tnited Nations Command's pesition on the question, My. Dean Acheson
argued that the Gemeva Convention had been deawn up on the présumption
that the prisomer would want to go home. There was nothing in the
Conventlon, he sald, to suggest that prisoners must be foreed to go, if
necegsary, at bayonet point. Mr. Acheson appears to me to have weakened
his stand by polnting out that when the 1949 Ceneva Convention was
being neéetiaﬁed cerfain delegates had claimed that the existing inter-
national practice should be enlavged Lo give the prisoners of war the
absolute vight to atay. After discussien, said Me. Acheson, the new
proposal was vejected, and the existlang international practlce was main-
tained, thet is, the detainming State retained discretion to grant or not

31 . .
grant asylum. In other words, Me, Acheson justified the decision not

Iquoted in TUSTHA 1952, 182 n.

B;Address of Secretary Dean Acheson to the First Committee of the
General Assembly Oet 24, 1952, U.N. General Assembly Official Records,
Seventh Session, First Committee, 26.
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to repatriate unwilling prisoners on the grounds that the international
legal concept of political asylum gave the detaining State this yight;
he implied that the délagates at Cemeva in 1949 had accepted this
principle. - But surely, if the views of the majority of the delegates

at Geneva were to be used as an guthority, a less tortured interpre-
tation of thelr refusal te specifically include an ariicle against
forced vepatriation in the Convention would be that they either
approved or at lesst accepted forced vepatviation, rathexr than that they
believed thet the question was already adequately covered by the right

of politiecal asylum.

Mr, Acheson alsc countered Communist charges that refusal to {

repatriate the prisoners was illegal by pointing to a number of treaties

g

and declarations made by the Soviet Union after World Wer I and during
World War II in which the Soviet Union supported the primciple of

repatriating only those prisoners who desired to go home. .

Whatever the legal merits of the two opposing arguments, ihe
practical result of the disagreement on the repatriation of prisoners of
war was the failure of the truce talks during the presidency of Harry

Truman. With all other matters on the agenda settled, it proved

T

321n14., 26.



impogsible to complete an armistice agreement becauss of the repatriation
quezstion. Accordingly, on Oct 8, 1952 the United Nations Command

Delezation recessed the talks pending senstructive proposals by the

Compunists, They remained recessed until some time after Mr, Truman

had retived from office.

The precading account of the armistice negoilations does not
convey the atmosphere In which these talks were conducted, the accuga-
tions and counter accusations, the propaganda, the tactical adjournments
and appeals to world epinion.33 I hope, howaver, that 1t doss show that,
despite the suspicions and fencing of the delegations of both sides, very

real progress was wmade on a very Important and difficult wmatter ilnvolving
.shafply conflicting attitudes and objectives. DBy the spring of 1952 the
Tnited Nations Cowmand had obtained Comwinist agreement to a settlement
which pretty well sagisfied the directive sent to deneral Ridgway at the
egnd of Jun, 1951. An accaptable ceasefiyre had been negotiated; the
security of the United Nations fovces was protected by the choice of the
demarcation line and by the supevrvised restriction of reinforcements.
This security was endangered to a certain extent by an important United
Mations concession which allowed repair and new construction of airfields
during the armistice perlod; presumably the Commmists could have used

this right to build up their inferior air strength and then resume

33por a fuller account of the negotiations, see Survey, 1931 and
1932, An American description of the difficultues of negotiating with
the Communists is given in William H. Vatcher Jr., Panmunjom, The Story
of the Korean Military Armistice Negotiationg (Wew York, 1958).
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hostilitiag. However, the concession was made conditional on the
Cownunist scceptance of voluntary repatriation, and had they accepted
this exchange of concessions the United Nations would have made an

important gain in rveturn for some lessening of wilitary security.

What prevented a final settlement when the terms of the original
directive had s¢ nearly been met was the introduction of a new lssue not
mentioned in the dirsctive and unot contemplated at the time it wag drawn
up, viz., the forced repatriation of prisoners of war. Oppesition to
forced repatriation became as much one of the minimum terms of the
United Nations Command as were those conditions cutlined in the Joint
Chiefs’ directive to CGeneral Ridgway. The United States and ite allies
made the question a basic condition for ap armistice partly, as we have
seen, ou principle, and partly for veasons of prestige and propaganda in
both the Korean War and possible future conflicts. Because of the damage
that would be caused to their presiige, the Communisis could not accept,
at least in 1952, the principle of veluntary rvepatriation. The axmis~
tice kalks thus broke down because both sides had reached theilr winimum
terms and could go no further; as the guiding directive to General
Ridgway put it, the United Nations delegation could make greater demands
than neceasary at first, for bargaining purposes, and then vetreat, but

"Ouy minioum gosition is egsential to us“,gé

Mrext in HST, II, 459.
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CHAPTER VIII
© WORKING THROUGH THE UNITED NATIONS

An interesting aspect of the Kevean eonflict was that one of the
main Powers in the struggle chose to channel its policies through an
international organization made up of many nations, not all of whom
were in agreement with that Power's objectives and methods. Sgvereign
states are notoriously reluctant to restrict their freedom of action by
co-ovdinagting their policies with those of an external international
body, évén one made up of friendly natlione. It was particularly striking
that a state as powerful as the United States should associste itself se

closely with an organization which contained enemies and neutzrzl snations.

Why did the United States make the remarxkable deeision to work
through the United Nations? In the fivst place, working through the
United Nations waz a logleal continuvation of previcus American
policies, Support of the United Nations was one of the bagic featuras
of the Truman Administration's general foreign peliecy. And in its poelicy
towards Korea before the war broke out, the United States, as we have
seen, had shifted much of its responsibility for Korean affairs on to the

United Natlons.

Aside from the desivability of continuity, which had not bothered
the Truman Administration unduly in other paxts of its Korea policy,

there wers eertain definite advantages for the Administration in

207
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combatting the Communist aggression in coneert with the other membars of
the United Natlons rather than alone. One of these advantages concerned
the reaction of otheyr nations to American intervemtion in the Korea War.
By presenting its action as one taken on behalf of the United Watioms,
and by operating in response to the resolutions of United Wations organs,
the United States placed its resistence to the North Horean agpression
on a moral plane higher than that of pational self-intevest. As a result,
the United States got both moral and material support for its policles
and actions in Kores that would net otherwise have beaen pfcviéeé.l Hore-
over, by making lts effort in Korea under the United Nations £lag, the
American Government was sble to refute the charge of imperiallsm which
was made by the Communists and which in other instances found veady

aceeptance in those nations just emerging from ecolonial rule.

Conversely, the Unlted States Governwent believed that by keeping
the Korean question before the United Nations, the self-interested basis
of Communist policies would be rvevealed., Considerable emphasis was laid
upon the value of the international body as g forum where each State had
to express its wiews on the iwmportant issues of world peace; in the
words of My, Truman, in the United Nations "no country can escape the

judgenment of mankind”. It was the hope of the American Government that

IGoedrieh Korea, U.8. Policy etec., 211, and Benjemin V. Cohen,

“The Impact of the United Natioms on United States Foreign Policy",
International Organization, V (1951), 279.
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most of the world's nations would compare the American and Communist aims
in Korea, as vevesled in the debates and voting in the United Nations,
and would support the American cause as wore in accordance with the
principles pf that organization. @here~waa also the possibility that

the Soviet Union would then feel obliged by the force of world §piﬁiﬂn
zo modify ite policies to make them more presentable to the rest of the

werlé.z

One other advantage of workimg through the United Waticns Organ-
izatien was perhaps not perceived in Jun, 1950, but proved to be
valuable later on., The Truman Administration was able to use the
connecticn with the United Nations to protect dtsslf from domestic :

g@liﬁiﬁﬁi eriticienm agd pressures. Frequently during the fivst

e e

Congressional debate on the Kovean crisis Mr. ?rgmaa was eriticized for
copmitting American ghips aad planes into batkle without asking for
~speeific authority from Congress, but each time the criticism was
stopped by an observation that the President was acting in response to
an appeal from the United Nations, which the United States was obliged
by treaty to support. The Administvation was thus able to take quick

action and at the sgame time avoid sericus political division at hﬁm&.g

R

2Geedrieh, Korea, U.8, Policy ete., 40, and letter from President
Truman to the Congress Trensmitting the Report om the Participation of
the United States in the United Nations for the Year 1951, text in DDAFR,
XI1T, 202-203, o

EArﬁieie by Jameg BResten. New Yorlk Timas. Mavw 4, 1951,
le by J , & Times, May 4, :
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Lateron, the United States Government was strengthened in its resistance
to domestic demands for stronger section against Communist China, such

as bombing Chinese bases, by the views expressed by its allies in the
United Nations and by the need af-taking these views sympathetically into
account in ovdey to pregerve the ceollective character of the Korea
aetisn.& These very considerable domestic pressures might well have
pfeved irrvesistible bhad they not bgen counter-balanced by the necessity
of coordinating American policies with those of the other countries

participating in the Kovean war.

The advantages of operating under the authority of the United
Nations, rather than under the United States' own authority as a soversign
State and Gfeat Power, seem greatly to have putweighed the‘disadvaatagas,
A priori, one might have thought that the need to consider other nations’
opinions would have been & severe hindrance, but in practice the United
States does not appear to have been much wove hampered than it would have
been if it had acted unilatexally in Korea. During the first few months
of the war the ailme of the United States and the other non-Communist
countries were identical: all desired to see the aggression repelled,
When the United Nations forces approached the Thirty-Eighth Pavallel for

the first time there was some disagreement concerning the wisdom of

4
§Goedrish, YKoraa, Collective Measures ete.”, 166.
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crosaing the boundary, but the issue was g ninor one. It iz true that
when the Chinese entered the war, most members of the United Nations
disagreed with the United States on the action that should be taken; as
a rvesult of this opposition the American Government was foreed to accept
a less forceful policy towards the Chinese than it would otherwise have
adopted., But what was the strong action that the United States wanted?
This would have involved a condemnatory resolution by the General
Asgenbly and sanctions against the Chinese Government. These would have
baen no easiler to obtain if the United Sgates had been fighting alcone in
Korea. The American Government's allies imposed some restraint on
military action against the Chinese, but these were usuvally vestrictions
that the Administration rather agreed with, and Ffound useful to control
the more militant members of the government. Milicavy decisions do not
appear to have been made more slowly because of the United Nations
character of the Korean operation, and while political decisions may
have been held up somewhat because of the need to debate them within the
United Nations, the characteristics of the American leplslative system
are such as to forbild the easy assumption that the American Cevarnment

would have moved much faster on its own.

Reaglizing that working through the United Nations could be 3
hindrance, the United States worked to make the arrangements as efficient

as possible. A number of wethods were used to make the United Nations an

I
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effective instrument of Amevican pelicy. Although fighting as a United
Nations fczce,bthe troops in Hovea were under American @ammané whiéh was
in turn frée from real control by the United Nations. GCeneral MacArthur
tegtified before the Benate committess Investigating his dismissal that
his eonnection with the Uniﬁeé Nations wés "1atge1y néminal*. The
entire control of his command and his aétiens came from the American
Ghiefs'af Staff. He héd no direct connection with the United Mations at
all, he said, and the controls over him were exactly the same as.ghay
would have been had the forces uﬁdar him been Ame?ieaﬁ.B Thug the
United States was able to have the advantage of the United Nations name
for its military action in Kores, without giving up any of the ggsential

command functions.

e e

Aneother way in which the ﬁniteé States tried to minimize the
possible drawbacks of the United Mations comnection was hy'?etgugéiagr
tﬁe e&gér delegations to support policies desived by the United States,
The Amsxieaﬁ Government was able to uge its grest political power to
bring pressuré té bear on reluctant delepastions. This use of political
power was demonstrated in early 1931 when the American éelagatiea

successfully brought most of the United Nations mewmbers into line on the

resolution ¢ondemming the Chinese aggression, although most of the dele-

T

gations had seriocus reservations about the resoclution.

5T@stim@gy bafors SENCOM,
May &, 1951,
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Perhaps the preatest potential chstacles to pursuing American
policies successfully through the United Wations were the presence of
the Communist delegations in the organization and the fact that the
greatest power in dealilng with International disputes was gilven by the
Charter to the Security Council where the Soviet Unlon could use its
veto powey to prevent action which it opposed. This latter barrier,
however , was successfully cirvcunvented by stressing the provisions of
the Charter which allow the General Assembly to discuss and make
racommendations on matters concerning international peace and security.
When the figst decisions were made in Jun aud-Jal, 1950, commibting
forces to Kovea and establishing the legal form and basis of the inter~
ventlon, it was not necessary to bypass the Security Counell because the
Soviet delegate was boycotting it at the time. The United States was
rveady, however, to bring the matter up before the Genmeral Assembly

should Mr. Malik retuzn.é

ETha way in which this was to be done is instruetive, for it not
only 1llustrates one of the methods by which the United States made the
United Nations an adequste implement of Amexican foreign policy, but alseo
shows how written rules, suppesedly inflexible, can be twisted and shaped
by interpretation if they prove inconvenient, Before the important
Security Council meeting of Jun 27, 1950 in which military iatervention
wae authorized, the possibility of My, Malik's rveturn to the Council
table, and 8 subsequent Soviet veto, was discussed. In anbicipabion of
such a turn of events, the American delegation plamned to ask Seevetary-
General Trysve Lie te call a special session of the General Assembly
immediately, and to trapsfer the Korean question to that body, At that
time the Aesembly'’s by-laws required &wo weeks notice and the approval
of a majority of members to call a special gession. Obviocusly, esuch a
procedure would take too long, and Mr. Lie therefore provided the
Awerican delegation that he would overcome delay in the following manner.
He proposed to call the member governments, not to ask approval for a
special session but to tell them that the Korean situation msde one

necessary.

T
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With the return of the Soviet dalagate to the Couneil on Aug 1,
1t hecame nscessary Uo provide some medns hy which important matters
could be brought before the Genaral Assensbly without delay. The solution
wag found in a prosedure first suggested by the United States and
embodied in the General Assembly’s famous "Uniting for Peace" resolution
of Nov 3, 195@,? The Assembly resolved that iIf the Becurity Council
was unable, bhacause of disagreement gmong its permanent mewbers, to
carry out its responsibilities to maintain international security when
the peace was being threatened or broken, then the matter was to be
considered fmmediately by the General Assembly. The Assembly would be
ahle to make recommendations to the Members for collective megsures,
including military force if necessary. It was provided that if the
Assembly was not in session st the time of such a crisis, it could meet
at an emerzency session within twenty-four hours of a request therefor;

the vote of seven memhers of the Security Council or of a malority of

sﬂe would then arrvange for the permanent United Nations represen-
tatives at Lake Suecess ko reprasent their governments, vather than
waiting for special delegates to arrive; thus 2 special session could
meet in 24 or 48 hours. When these rvepresentatives were assewbled, Mr,
Lie planned to rule officially that since they were the vepresentatives
of the member governments of the United Nations they constituted g
legally called aspecial session, even though the procedure followed did
not accord with the Assewbly’s by-laws. Article by Thomas J. Hamilton,
ipid,, Sep 27, 1952, 1In the event, such manoceuviaes proved unnecessary,
but the episode illustrates that the appavent difficulties of working
through the United Nations could be overcome if one had the will and
ingenuity, and the support of most of the organisation's members.

TyusTWA, 1950, 369-379.
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the General Assembly was sufficient te call a specilal sessicu.g With the
establishment of this procedure, the Soviet power of velg in the Security
Gouncil wag no longer an important bavrier to quick action by the United
Nationg. While the General Asgembly could only recommend collective
weasures, States taking action in response to such a recommendation
would eajoy the presilge of Uniied Wations sanetion, probably as much as
1f the authorizdation had come from the Seeurity Council.  The Unilged
Nations could thus continue to be used by the United States as an effee-
tive instrument of American policy, for as long as the aection proposed
by the Unlted States was supported by a majority, the United States

could ohtain the valuable approval of the United Nations, dnd withoun

any great delay.

Although working in various ways to solve the problems created by
purguing Awerican policy within a United Natlons framework, the United
States Goveroment was careful to preserve the United Nations window
dressing for its operations in Xorea. One simple way of doing this was
by obtaining muleiple United Wations sponsorship of resolutions originally
drafted by the Deparvtment of State. The initiative for action would
therefore vemaln with the United States, buv the facade of co-operation

would be maintained. A good example of the use of this device was the

SText in DOAFR, XII, 182-186.
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resoluticn passed by the Cercral Assembly Cet 7, 1850, This resclution
wag largely drafted by the United States, but was sponsored by
Australla, Brazil, Cuba, the Netherlands, Noxway, Pakistan, the

, . s 9
Philippines, and the Unlted Kingdow,

The Security Council's regolution of Jul 7, 195G was another
gttempt by the United States to give its action in Koraa 8 more clearly
United Natioas character. With alwmost all the military forces coming
from the United States, particularly at that time, the Deparviment of
State felt strongly that the interventlon must be made to appear the
collactive act of the United‘Nations, rather than that of ons nation
operating undey a Unlted Nations resclutian.lﬂ Aceordingly, the United
States had Britain and France intvoduce a resolution which asked the
United States to desiznate a commander of the United Wations forces and
authorized the use of the United Nations £lag by the aemmandar.11 in
this way General MacArihur was made a United Nations commander rathey
than an Axerican oge, and military operations were conducted under the
banner of the international orsanization vather thap under the Btars and

Stripes.

gGecdrich, Rorea, U.5, Poliey ete., 129.

1DNQW York Times, Jul 2, 1950.

Yypia., Jul 8, 1950.
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In their public addresses the mewbers of the Awerican executive
stressed the colleciive naturs of the action in Korvea; this, too,
helpad to strengthen the impresalom that the opposition te the asgpgression
camg not just from the United States, but from almost all the United
Nations., In a rvadioc address Sep 1, 1950 President Truman said that
the "peace~loving nations” faced two possible courses when North Korea

faunched its ategek. One course was that of appeasswenty the other was:

"the one which the free world choss. The United !
Nationg made its historie decision to meet mili-

tary aggression with aroed forece. The effects of

that decision will be felt fer beyond Korea. The

firm action taken by the United Nations is our

best hope of achieving world psace.

It 48 your liberty and wine whinh is invelved. |
What is at stake is the free way of life . , .

All thesge ave bound up in the present action

of the United Nations to put down aggression

in Korea,"12

e

lzrexﬁ in DOAFR, XIY, 9-12. Similarly, in 8 letter to the Congress
in Jul, 1931, My, Truman spoke of the

. . . solidarity among United Nations mewbers

against aggression.

The struggle of the Unived Natilons against
Comounist aggression in 1950 has 2 deep signif-
icance . . . Thie significence lies in the
simple fact that the United Nations acted
prompily and resolutely, and with success,
against delibexate . . . aggression.”

The President did speak of the important pavt played by the United
States in these events, but he then went on to =

". + . pay special tyibute o the gallant
fighting men of the other countries who
defpnded the cause of the United Wations
in battle . . .
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We have sgen that the United Stastes gained real advantages by
operating through the United Nations, and that the disadvantages of
such a vourse were few. I have also tried to show how the United States
attempted Lo make ivs asgociation with the United Nations even move
fruitful by reducing the ability of opponents of Amevican policies tp
obstruct these policies In the United Natvions, while at the same time
strengtheaning the image of collective rather than Awerlcan sction in
Korea. However, desplte the comsiderable success rxesulting from the
decision to operate under the authority of the United Nations, certain
eriticisms can be made of the United States Government's relationship
with the United Nations during the Kovesn war. When the Nerth Korsans
first attackad, the United States veacted quickly, first dispatching
air and naval support to the South Koreans, and then providing ground
EEOOPS . Th3 ai§ snd naval forces were committed before the Sacurity
Couneil had guthorized the use of military assistance. Alﬁh@ngﬁ it was
vital that the decision be wmade quickly, it should have been pessible to
have a closer eé%zelaﬁien between the actions of the United States and
the inited Nations, glven the spead of modern commnications and the
accessibility of the representatives of the member states. Creater

eoordination was degirable not only to establish the United Nagions

1233&:3& Nationg action in Korea has been
truly cellective action. Concrete aid . . .
has been made available by thirty-nine
membeys of the United Nations; politicsl
support, by no less than £ifty~-three

T, Y 32
TEmoOSYs .

Text in New York Times, Jul 27, 1951.

.
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character of the intervention, but also to give the Security Council

an opportunity to decide for itself whether there were any new develop-

ments which merited attegpts to find a peaceful solution, or whather tha
attivude of the North Keorean authorities precluded any course of action

except military vesistance.

Ordering the Seveunth Fleet to the Birait of Formosa alsoe damaged
ghe image of colleetive actien. I may well be that the Administra-
tion's military advisers insistad that Formosa wust be safeguarded 1f
Awmerican troops were to be committed in Korea, but the move had nothing
to do with the United Nations' rée@mmaaéatiensg wag divected against
China rather than North Korvea, and invelved Membewxs of the United Nations
in ap undevtaking which they digapproved and whiéh they would have
opposed had they been consulted. If Mr. Truman was advised that Formosa
had te be protected then be may have decided that an intervention which
appeaved less eolleative than was perhaps desirable was nevertheless

preferable to no intevventien st all. If this was the ease, he might

have at least delayed moving the fleet inte the Strait until the interven-

tion in Korea was well under way, until the plans of the Chiness
Conmunists for Formosa had been more fully ascertained, and until
efforts had been made to persuvade the non~Communist Members of the United

Nations that such action was necessary.

A sericus wesknass of the United Nations intarvention in Korea,

Ty
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arising from the unique position of the United States in the Korean
action, was failure to create orgens and procedures for providing
adequate political guildance to the military measures taken agalpst the
Communists. The Security Council had been established to provide such
direction, but the opposition of the Soviet Union to the Korean opera-
tion rendeved the Council completely ineffective. The General Assembly
was asked ¢o assume the responsibilities abondoned by the Security
Council, and did so. DBut the Assewbly was vnot equipped to provide
continuous political guidance, and aftey the Thirty-eighth Parallel
wag crogsed in Oct, 1950 such guidance became inersasingly necessavry.
Most Mawmbers of the Unilted Nations were insisting that all veasomable
steps must be taken to prevent Ruaaianlaz Chinese interventicn; under
these circumstances, the manner in which military operations wers con-
ducted ecould have important political results. However, apart from the
vesolution of Ogt 7, 1950, which in effect authorized the United Nations
forces to occupy North Kovea for politicsl as well as military reasoms,
the primary function exevcised by the General Assewbly was to exert a
restyaining infloepce at crucial times. This was not dene se much by
formal resolution as by providing a forum for discussion and an oppor-
tunity for Informal contacts. In the absence of any stromg initilative
from the organs of the United Netions, the task of providing policiecal
guldance for the wilitary action in Korea fell upon the United States

Covernment. There ware, however, twe important weaknesses in this system,

e
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There was, in the first place, no adequate participation by other
nations, especially those whose troops were fighting in Korea, in deciszions
which had political as well as military repercussions., Conventional
diplomatie channels were not adequate for this task for they did not
give other States enpugh information abowt what was being dene and
planned and neither afforded adequate opportunity for the expression of
other nations® views nor gave gufficient assurance that such views would
be taken into aceouni, While a valid argument might be made against
giving the poweyr of politiesl guildance to a United Nations body, because
of the inequality of the contributions made to the war effort by the
Members, it was only fitting that more effective participation in impor-
tant dacisions be gilven to those nations whose saerifices ware substan-
tial and who were likely to suffer materially from the consequences of a
wrong decision. This right was recognized by the United States in the

matter of "hot pursuit.” When "hot pursuit’ was being considered

Secretary of State Acheson sent a telegram to each of the countries with
troops in Korea saying that it wmight be necessary to permit hot pursuit
of enemy planes:across the Yalu River. The telegram did not request the
approval of these States, saying that the matter was one of "military
nacessity”. The fact is, bowever, that hot pursuit was oppeosed by

these States, and the United States did not put it into effect. Usually
the United.States was less willing to congider the views of its allies.
Perhaps the best example of the American reluctance to include other

nations in the important decisionz of the Kovea conflict was the United

T
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SBtates' fallure to include on the truce negotlation team vepresentatives

of its allies in Korea, with the exception of South Kovea.

Somg attempis were made to increase the participation of the
States fighting in Korea. In late Wov, 1950 the American Governument
began the practice of holding regular weekly conferences in Washingten,
attended by vepresentatives of United Nations Members that had armed
forces in Korea. At these meetings the rvepresentatives were briefed on
the military and political developments of the past week and were given
an estimate of the current situatiom., Little information was given on
future operations, largely for security veasona. These consultations
did not satisfy the need for colleetive political guidance, however,
because they did not provide the other governments with enough infor~
mation or time before an event for them to formulate 3 position and have
their views considered. Iu Jun, 1932 Mr. Emmanuel Shinwell, the former
British Minister of Defence, said that his Covernment was "never
satisfied with the consulation and co~operation that had been going on.
Wé always pressed for more consultation but for sowe veason or other
the United States Admiunistration resisted the pressure and we naver
recelved that sdtidfaction we desized".lg The United States consented
in Jul, 1952 to have a British Commonwealth representative attached to

the United Nations Commandev's staff to express opinions or give warnings
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of the possible consequences of actiong planned by the Unifiled Command.
This officer, however, was vesponsible directly to the Commander,
rather than to his own governmenﬁ,la and there is uno svidence that his

presence on the staff altered the Commander's decisions appreciably.

The gsecond major weakness in the system by which political guid-
ance was provided by the United States was the failure to implement
effectively policien and understandings that bad been adopted. The
Truman Adwinistration failed to establish sufficlent control over the
United Nations Commander until General MacArthur was dismissed in the
spring of 1951, There were a number of veasons for this failuve: the
American tradition of giviag wide scope in military opevations to the
commander in the field; the great prestige of General MacArthur;
éameétic attacks on the Administration's Far Eastern policy, and the
identiflcation of General MacArthur with a more positive approach to Far
Eastarn policy; all of which made the Administration hesitate to do any-
thing which might raise a political storw at home and perhaps jeopardise
the success of the collective action., This lack of control had serious
results, particularly when the United States Goveroment sought to Imple~
ment a policy of caution and restraint to which it had committed itself
in the General Assembly. TPor example, the Govermment advised General

MacArthury not to send United Natlonsg forces to the Yalu River, but the

lyp14,, 324.
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General, for reasons of "military necessity’ acted contvary to this
advice, and the Joint Chiefs of Staff reluctantly accepted his decision.
.The United Nations Members vegarded this as a serious provocation to the
Communist Chinese - the kind of action they had hoped tp avoid and had
regson to believe would be avoided., The result was that their confidence
in United States leadership was badly shaken, and the American Government
found 1t wmuch more difficult to get its policies accepted by the other

Membeys.ls !

Once more reservablon about the American decision to work through
the United Nations might be suggested. A thorough discussion of this
point 1s beyond the scope of this work, but it should perhaps at least ‘

be vaised here. Was the usefulness of the United Nationg in inter-

DA

national affairs increased or decreased when the United States persuaded
a majority of the Members to adopt Ameriean policles as United Wations
policies, and then acted as the chief agent in the execution of those
policies? The agpressor in Korea was forced to retreat, and perhaps the
United Nations gained prestige from this vietory, but on the otheyr hand,
how many nations and people, realising the American predominance in the
war effort, accepted the Commumist charge that the United Wations was

the catspaw of the United States? Can an lnternational organization made

R il

up of all the "peace-loving nations" of the world associate itself

1SThe preceding critique is based largely on L.M. Goodrich,

"Korea, Collective Measures ete.", 164-169.
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strongly with one of ite powerful mewbers, agzainst another powerful

member, and still remain an effactive influence in world affairs?

13- SR
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PROBIFME PACED BY THD TRIMIAN ATMINISTRATION

During the Korean conflict the Truman Administration faced cevtain
problems which did not arise divectly from the militavy effort to defeat
the enemy, but which wers ereatsed or aggravated by the war in Koveaz. 4n
examination of these problems is necessary because they in turn naturally
affected the Administration's foreign poliey in general, and its Korea

policy in particular.

One problem avese from the fact that ¢he United States' Supreme
Compander in the Par Rast was Geneval Douglag Maedrthur. It iz not
surprising that the Truman Adninistration found it diffienlt te control
General MacArthur., The (General held America's highest rank short of
Compander in Chief., e bhad a byilliant wmilitary carvger behind him. He
was used to having absoluie asuthority over the ares under bis command.
And Eé was éuééﬁuﬁdaé hy aé aéériﬁg staff of wéréhigpéfe éhéraévar Ter ™
micted the Gensval to appear te the public as any&hiagrlass than peviect.
Ceneral MacArthur had sexved in the Far East for a very long tise -« when
he finally returned o the United Stgtes it was for the first time in
fe&x&e&a years -- and he considered himself an authority on that part of
the world, as, no doubt, he was. Finally, there was the MacAvthur
personality, a magnificent blend of will, egoiem, patriotism, religion,

and historical awarveness. Thus there were added te the normal

226
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difficulities of guidinz and controlling a distant commander, who aftew
211 has a war to fight snd win, the formidable qualifications and

personality of this particular officer.

President Truman's announcement of Apr 11, 1931 declared that he
was relieving Ceperal MacArthur of all his commauds because the General
was "onable to give his wholeheawted support Lo the policies of the
ited States Qoveroment and of the United Watious in wmatters pertaining
to hig special duties’, and because it was "fundamental . . ., that
military commanders must be governed by the policies and directives
iecued o them in the manner provided by our laws and constitution“.i
The background of these charges was a seriles of acts and public pro-
nouncements by General MacArthur, beginning in the summer of 19350, which
had repestedly embarrassed the Administration in its attewpts to formu-

late and execute American foreign policy, particularly Far Fastern poliey.

Uneasiness was first aroused in Washington after General MacArthur
made a trip to Formosa at the end of Jul, 19350, at the suggestion of his
superlors, to talk to Chiang Kail-shek about military matters., In a
statement made after the talks General MacArthur prafsed the Nationalist
leader, whose "indomitable determination arouses my sincere admiration.

His determination parallels the common intevests and purpose of

Yext in ST, TI, 449.
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Americana, that all people in the Pacific should be free ~ not slaves",z
These remavks disturbed the Administration, especially when compared with
the declaration made by Generalissimo Chiang after the discussions., His
conversations with Gengral MaeArthur, he said, had 1aild the foundatiom
for the joint defence of Formesa and *Sinc-American wilitary cooperation
« « « Now that we can sgaln work closely together with our old cowrade

in armg", victory was gergain,B The Administration was particularly
concerned that the impression should not be given that the United States
would support aany attempt by the Nationaliste to reconyuer China, and

Mr. Trumsn's trusted adviser, Averell Parriman, was sent to Tokyo to
explain to Ceneral MacArthur that Chiang Kai-shek was a lisbility to the
United States, that theve was a baslc conflict between the interasts of
the Generalissimo and those of the United States, that the Generalissimo
uust not be alleowed to start s war with the Chinese Communists on the
mainland, and that the vhole guestion of Formosa must be handled with
care in order to presexve unity im the United Nations. Although in Mr.
Haryimasn's opinion, Censral MacAythur was nol convinced that the Adwminis-
tration's views weyve vight, the Ceneral promised to support Mr. Truman's

gelicias‘é

The Administration's hope that CGeneral MacArthur would accept its

zQuczed in J.W. Spanier, The Truman-MacArthur Controversy and the
Korean War (Cambridge, Mass, 1959) 71. ' ' '

sQueted in ibid., 71,
&Hazriman to Truman, Aug, 1951, text in HST, II, 349-353,
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Formosa velicy wss soon disappointed. The CGensral sent 2 message to the
Yeterans of Foreign Wavs, aﬁveheir requasit, to be vead to their annual
encampment, His statement was @ discourse on the strategic value of
Formosa to the United States. His apologist, Courtney Whitney, has
written that Genevral MacArthur believed that the message supported Mr.
Truman's policy @s the President enunclated it on Jun 27, 1950 when he
said that the Seventh Fleet was being sent to Formoss because, in the
circumstances, "the cccupation of Pormosa by Communist forees wounld ba
a~direct threat to the security of the Pacific area and to United States
forces performing their lawful and necessavry functions in that &re&“ng
The message to the VW did support this statement of the President, but
there were other elements in the Administration’s policy towsyds Formosa
which had been explained to General MacAvthur by My, Harriman, and which
were contradicted by the Ceneral's emphasis on defending Pormosa from

poeasible Communist attack.

The whole message implied that the United States should increase
its support of Chiang Kai-gshek, whereas the Administration wished to
avoid committing 1tself more fully to the Generalissimo. Moveover, the
Administration believed that CGeneral MacAvthur wag indireetly suggesting

that the United States wholeheartedly acknowledge Communist China as its

SWhitneyg op. eit,, 377.
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enemy. He referred several times teo a “powsy unfriendly to the Unlted
States™ and a “militavy power hostile to the United States™, obvioualy
meaning Communist China. The Adwinistyation and its aliles opposed
this view since they believed that China was potentially hest@la to the
Soviet Union, and that to oppose China openly would only drive that
eountyy c¢loser to Russia, The Administration was also dismayed because
it had been attempting to convinee other nations, including Communist
China, that the United States had no designs on Formosa and that the
defence of the island would end with the vestoration of the gtatug quo
ante in Korea; General MacArthur's wesassge aroused the suspicion of
other States that the United States intended te keep control of Pormoss

, , &
for security veasons.

President Trumsn considered relieving General MacArthur of his
command responsibilities for Kovea and Formesa, but decided against it,
Instead, the General was ordeved to withdraw his message (although it
was too late to prevent publication), and was sent 8 divective gutlining

United States policy towards stmesa.?

The next important divergence between Administration policy and

MacArthur's actlons camg 38 the United Navions forces approached the Yale

639&&1&?; op. cit., 74-76,

?vmm - Baps Ban
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River. The Administration wanted only Korean troops o be used in the
avea along the bexaer between Korea and the territory of Russia and
China. Qeneral MacArthur ordered his field commsnders to employ both
Korean snd non-Korean forces up to the Yalu River. CGenexal J. lawton
Colling later testified that no diréetive had been sent to Geneval
MacArihuy §brhiddiag the use of American troops near the Yalu River
because a commandeyr se far away could not be so tightly restricted.
General Collins went on to say, however, that there was time to consult
the Joiant Chiefs of Staff on the question before ordering rcn-Koreans
into the danger area, and that General MacArthux's failure te do so
showed his lack of sympathy with basic United States policy, and led the
Administration to fear that Geneval MacArthur might violate seme other

policy with more serious csnsaquennss.g

In early Eaé, 1950 Geneval MacArthur once more displeased the
-Administration. After the failure of his "Final" offensive, stopped by
the Chinese intevvention, the General issued a series of statevenis Lo

the pr&ss.g In a copywrited interview with the magazine U.B, News agd

Horld Re » General MacArthur declared that the oxders forbidding

ort
attack by air or land against the Commwnists in Manchuria were "An
enormons handicap, without precedent in wilitary history”. He said

that the Communists’ "Sanctusry of neutrality behind the battle area”

Spanier, op. eit., 128-129.
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gave them a great advantage because their lines of supply were protected
from air attack, and they could move troops forward under cover of dark-
negs and rugged terrain;lﬁ Mr. Truman objected to the opinions expressed
by the General, believing that General MacArthur was simply trying to
pass off the blame for his military defeat on to the Adwinistration.
Apparently the President considered dismissing General MacArthur at that
time, but he did not want to appear Lo be fifing the General for
suffering a military defeat.11 In order, however, to prevent a recurrence {
of this type of open criticism of the Administration, tweo directives werxe
gent to General MacArthur on Dec -6, 1950, These orders were addressad to
8ll executive offieials, but were intended for Ceneral MacArthur. The
first divective said that all speeches, press releaseg, and other state~

ments eoncerning foreign or military policy were to be clearved with the

yme

Departﬁént of State or bDefense before being released.lz The second
divective ordered that "0fficials overseas, including military commanders
and diplomatic fepréheﬁﬁatifes, should be ordered to exercise extveme
gautiocn in public statemenis, to clear all but routine statements with
their departments, and to refraln from direct commmnication en wmilitary

or foreign policy with newvspapers, magazines or other publicity media

Wew vork Iimes, Dec 2, 1950, :

Vosr, 11, 382-384.

128panier, op. eit., 150.
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in the United Statas".ls

A comparative 1lull settled upon relations between Ceneral MacArthuyr
and hie superiors until Max, 1951, On Mar 20, the Joint Chiefs of Staff
sent a message to General MacArthur which said, in part: "State Depart-
ment plamning a Presidential gnaouncement shortly that, with c¢learing of
bulk of South Korea of aggressors, United Nations now preparing to
disecuss conditionis of settlement in Kcma".lé The draft of the Presiden-
tial anscuncement pointed ouft that the Chinese had been driven back to
the approximate starting line of the Communist aggression, but that the
problem of vestoring peace and security to the ares remained. It also

contained the Ffollowing pavagraphs:

"The Unified Command i3 prepaved to eunter into
arvengements which would conclude the fighting
and ensure against its resumption. Such
arrangements would open the way for a broader
settlement for Koxea, includimg the withdrawal
-of foreign forees from Kovea . . .

“A prompt settlement of the Korea problem would
greatly reduce international tension in the Far
East and would open the way for the considera~
tion of other problems in that avrea by the pro-
cess of peaceful settlement envisaged in the
Charter of the United Nations",15

The draft of this fortheoming statement was sent £o the United

Lrexe in ibid., 150-151.

léQuoted in HST, II, 438,
15Text in ibid., II, 439440,
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States' allies for approval. Before the President's announcement was
ready for publication, however, Ceneral MacArthur on Mar 24, 1951 issued
a statement of his own which, Mr. Truman felt, "was so entirely at cross-

purposes with the one I was to have delivered that it would only have

confused the world if my carvefully prepared statement had been made”.16

General MacArthur, in his announcement, cited the military inadequacy
of the Chinese army and stressed the fallure of thelr forees to attain
their objective of completely controlling Korea. "The enemy”, he

continued:

"must by now be painfully aware that a dscision
of the United Nations to depart from its tolerant
affort to contain the way to the area ¢f Korea
through expansion of ocur military operations to
his eoastal areas and interior bases would doom
Red China to the visk of imminent military
collapse.

"Thase basic facts belung established, there should
be no insuperable difficulty arvriving at decisions
on the Koresn problem if the issues are resolved
on theilr own merits without being burdensd by
extraneous matters not dirvectly related to Kovea,
such as Formosa and China's seat in the United
Nations".

“ithin the area of my authoriey . . . I stand
ready at any time to confer in the field with the
commander in ehief of the enemy forces in an
earnest attempt to find any political means
whereby the realization of the political objec-
tives of the United Nations in Korea, to which
no-nations may justly take exceptions, might be
accomplished without further bloodshed™ .17

Wrniq. . 11, 440.

17
" Quoted in New York Times, Mar 24, 1951,



The difference between the two statements, Mr. Truman's and
General MacArthur's, can easily be seen. The former intimated that
the United States was willing to discuss a peace settlement on the basis
of restoration of the gtatus quo ante; that was implied at the beginning
of the statement when it was noted that the Communist foreces weve almost
at the same place asg that from which they had started in Jug, 1959.
Other parte of Mr. Truman's stillbora announcement reiberated the
American stand that discussion of such topics as Formosa would not be
discussed in connection with a Kovea settlement, bub did imply that
these other matters would be discussed after there was pesce in Korea.
The Presideﬂt*é message did, then contain an offer which the Communists

could have accepted without great sacrifice.

On the other hand, General MacArthur's offer to discuss a settle-
ment was unacceptable to the Chinese since it stated that it was the
Chinese® military failure that made possible a settlement of the Korean
problem, The General's statement that the Chinese had been sdved from
complete destruction only by the toleraneerf the United Nationz wmade
the proposals even more unattrzctive. To have accepted this offer would
have been to admit the tyuth of these assertions, and this no Great
Power cogid do, particularly one as sensitive to prestige considerstions
48 was China. While the Gemeral's announcement said, as My, Truman's
did, that a Korean settlemeni must not be tied Lo other Far Bastern
| problems, the General did not, unlike Mr. Truman, imply that discussions

on these matters would come later.

JERR—
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In additlon, it was felt by the Adminisitration and its allies that
General MacArthur's statement contained an implied threat that the United
Mations was cconsidering rvemoving its restvictions ondperations against

Ghiﬁa.la

The immediate action takenm by the Administration was unspectacular.
A public statement was issued which said that CGemeral MacArthur was
conducting nmilitary opervatiens for the United Nations under directives
issued through the Joint Chiefs of Staff, that these divectives were ade-
quate for the present situstion, and that the political issues were being
dealt with in the United Nations and by inter-governmental ecnsultaticns.lg

Presumably this was meant to tell the world that General MacArthur was

under control and that his political statements did not vepresent official

e

United States policy. A directive was sent to General MacArthur drawing
his attention to the President’s order transmitted Dec 6, 1950 which

restricted éabiiﬁ statements by executive offieers.za

Mr. Truman writes in his mwemdirs that he was convinced by this aect
of General MacArthur that the officer must be rem@ved.zl Whether or not

he had, as he says, definitely made up his mind before Apr 5, 1951, the

ST

Busr, 11, 442.

Ypext in New York Iimes, Mar 25, 1951.
200ext in HST, 11, 443.

2l1pid., 11, 445.
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event of that day certainly strengthened his vesolve and impalled him to
act, On that date, Joseph W. Martin, the Republican House minority
leader, read a letter in the House which General MachArthur had sent him
in veply to a letter from Mr. Martin. In his letter Mr. Martin had said
that it was Ffoolish not fo use Wationalist Chinese troops in Korea, and
had gsked .if his views were similar to those of CGeneral MacArthur. The

General's rveply, dated Mar 20, 1951, said in part:

"My wviews and recommendations with respect to the

situation created by Red China's entry into war

against us in Keorea . . . generally . . . are well

known and generally undevstood, as they follow the

conventional pattern of meeting force with maximum

counter-force as we have never failed to do in the

past. Your view with respect to the utilization

of the Chinese forces on Formosa is in conflict i
with neither logic nor this tradition.

o

It seems strangely difficuls for some to realize
that here in Asia is where the Communist conspira-
tors have elected to make their play for global
conquest, and that we have joined the issue thus
raised on the battlefield; that here we fight
Europe 's-war with arms while the diplomats there
still fight it with words; that if we lose this
war to Commmism Iin Asia the £all of Europe is
inevitable, win it and Europe most probably
would avold war and yet preserve freedom. As
you point out, we must win. There is no sub-
stitute for victery".22

Mr. Truman consideved the letter "a challenge to existing national

TR

policy. MacArthur bhad been fully informed as to the reason wﬁy the

220ext in ibid., 1T, 44S-446.
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employment of Chinese Nationalist forees was ruled out”, and "in praising
Mr., Martin's logic and traditional attitude, he was in effect saying that
my policy was without logic and violated traditiom". President Truman
seems to have been particularly incensed by General MacArthur's claim
that Asia was the area that the Communists had chosen for their main

effett.zz

President Truuman had several meetings with his senior politieal
and military advisers during the next three days. Their unanimous
opinion was that General MacArthur should be relieved of his position.
Public announcemeni of this decision was te have been delayed until
General MacArthur had received the order of dismissal persemally from
Secretary of the Army Frank Pace, who was in the Far East at the time.
Mr. Truman was told, however, that the st@fy of General MacArthur's

dismissal had leaked out and would be printed Apr 11, 1951; the President

23"0£ coursé the third paragraph of MacArthur's
letter was the veal 'clincher'. I do not know
through what channels of information the

general learned that the Cemmunists had chosen
to coneentrate their efforts on Asia ~ - and weve
specifically on his command. Perhaps be did not
know just how much effort and how. much sacxifice
had been requirxed to stem the Comwunist tide in
Iran ~- in Greece =-- at Berlin. Perhaps he did
not know how strenuocusly the Kremlin wished to
block the emergence of a united front in western
Europe. Actually, of course, my letter of
January 13 bad made it elear that Communist was
capable of attacking not only in Asis but also
in Furope and this was one vreason why we could
not afford to extend the conflict im Korea'.

HST, II, 446,
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therefore announced hig decision to the press at 1300 A M., Apy 11, 1951,
and General MacArthur did not receive the courtesy of a persomal delivery

24
of his orders.

The order of relief informed CGeneral MacArthur that he was relieved
of his different commands and instructed him to turn over his authority
to Lieutenant General Matthew B. Ridgway.25 The Administration considered
relieving General Machrthur only of his responsibility for the Korean
theatre, leaving him with his Japanese and other commands. It was decided,
however, that this would create unusually severe difficulties for the new
comngnder. Since General Ridgway's main base of operations would be
Japan, to leave General MacArthur in command of Japan would entail divided

authority which eould greatly hamper Genexal Ridgway's eonduct of

[ynaa—

affairs,

The reasons given by President Truman for General MacArthur's
dismiggal were that the Gemeral could net give wholehearted support Lo
the Government's policies, and that (and this charge was implied rather

AN

than directly stated) Ceneral MacArthur had not completely followed the

2h1pid., TI, 447-449. :

255b1d., II, 449-450.

26Testimony by George C. Marshall before SENCOM, May 8-9, 1951,

text in New York Times, May 9-10, 1951.
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directives and policies laid down by the Govermwent, The basis for these
charges was the evenis which I have cutlined above. The dizagreements
between the Aduministration and General MacArthur can be divided inte two
groups, those preceding China's intervention in the war, and those
following China's action. The former collection of differences centered
upen the status of Formosa in the eyes of the United States, and the
attitude of the United States towards Communist China. The Administration
at that time did not want Formosa o fall to the Communists while ihe
Korean war was on, but did not want a strong long-term American commitment
to support Chiang Kai-shek, The American Govermment also wished to avoid
excessive hostility towards the Peking vegime iu the bope that China night
be wooed away from the Soviet Union. The meeting with Generalissimo
Chiang and the subsequent statements, and the letter to the Veikerans of
Poreign Wars gave, in the opinion of the Administvation, an iwmpression
quite different from that which the American Covernment was trylag to
pzeseﬁc; and showed General MacArthur's unwillingnasé to gupport Adéiﬁisa
tratien poliev. In using non-Korean treegs near the Yalu Rivar, General
MacArthur violated at least the spirit of Administration policy, and did
so without prior consuliation with his superiors although, in General
Collins' opinion, there had been time to discuss the matter with the

Joint Chiefs.

After the Chimese interveuntloun, the Administration and General

MacArihur differed mainly on the measures which should be taken against



Communist China, and certainly CGeneral MacArthur's disagreement with the
Government's view ig clear; his talk of wnprecedented handicaps, and his
latter to Mr, Martin show that, DPut did the Ceneval, as Mr. Trumam
charred, faill teo support these policies with which he disagread, and dis-
obey hig directives? The answer would seem to be "yes', To say, after

a serious defeat, that the enamy was being given an enormous advantage
because. of the restrictions laid down by one’s own government, was
pleinly to imply that the defeat rested upon the govermwent: and,
furthermore, such statements coming from the commander, were bound to
undermine the goversment's policles of restriction. Yo take what his
apologist admits was, under the éircumstancesﬁ the "unusual prccaduré“27

of iegsuing a statement on the military situation - a statement which

contained an unacceptable offer for an armistice at a time when the

g

President was about to make an acceptable offer - was to sabotage the
Administration's efforts, To support views diametvrically oppesed to
Administvation policy, in a letter which General MacArthur must have
kaown would be published, since Mr. Martin was the Republican House
leader, was to oppose publizly the Administration. And both the state-
ment to the eneny of Mar 24, 1951, and the Martin letter, could be ¢on~
strued as a breach of the directives transmitted Dec Q, 1950 which

ordered all but routine statements to be cleared with higher autherity.

[

27Whitney, op, cit., 465,
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More was involved in General MacArthur's dismissal, however, than
simply diseipiining an uncooperative officer or preserving the President’s
constitutionsl authority. The Adminigtration feaved the effect on
international affairs of CGemeral MacArthur's words and actions. In his
resistance to the Administration's policiles, Ceneral MacArthur showed
that he believed that Mr. Truman and his advisers were wrong in their
idess on the Far Fasgt, and that the General's programme of action was
better than the Administration'’s. The MacArthur plan for ending the
conflict in Koves, and vestoring stability in the Par East, was based
upon 4 series of strong measures to bs taken against China. These
included a blockade of the eoast of China, destruetion of China's
industry by air and naval bombardment, use of Natiomalist Chinese troops

in Korea and vemoval of restvrictions on Nationalist Chinese atiacks

et

against the mainland of China. General MacArthur believed “that by the
foregoing measures we could severely cripple and lavgely neutralize
China's capability to wage aggressive war and thus save Asla from the

enpgulfment otherwise facing it”,za

The Joint Chiefs of 3taff questioned the effectiveness of General
MacArthur's pfﬁpesals,zg but the Administration's main concexn was with

the damage which might be done to United States security and foreign

TTTTEY

ZSMacﬁr:hur to Joint Chiefs of Staff, Dee 30, 1950, text in ibid.,
Zgﬂ‘n [~ O . s o A R L TN Y ]
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policy if General MacArthur's plan were put inko operation. It was
feared that avtacks on Chinese terxrritory might cause the Seviet Union ko
intervene in the war,3O although General MacArthur sasid that this was
anlikely.31 A conflict in which Soviet and American forces were directly
opposed ecould easily expand into a general war. There was a grave daungev,
too, that attacks on Chima would cost the United States its allies, most
of whom strongly opposed the extension of hostilities, Thus one of the
Administration cardinal foreign policy objectives -~ collective defence
== would be 1ast,32 Even if General MacArthur could be restrained from
putting his ideas into military operatiéen -- and the vecord showed that
perhaps he could not -~ his public pronouncements eonfused the rest of
the world as to what United States policy Wasasg and this confusion in

itsalf eould bring about some of the consequenges feaved by the Adminis-

tration, particularly those affecting collective defence.

One must wonder why, if the Administration had so many reasons
for fiving General MacArthur, the CGeneral was not fiyved soomer, or at
least put under tighter rein. One reason was that the effect of General

MacArthur's resistance to Adminilstration policies was cumulative. No

30Artie1a by James Reston in the Wew York Times, Apr 20, 1951.
alGaneral MacArthur's speech to the United States Comgress in
Washington, Apr 19, 1931, text in New York Times, Apr 20, 1951.
Ypestimony of George C. Marshall before SENGOM, May 7, 1951,
text in New York Times, May 8, 1951.

33HST; 11, 442 and 444.
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single incident of those mentioned above really justified removal. But
taken as a deries of provocations, they £inally broke the patienee of the
Government. There was, also, the tradition of granting considerable
freadom to the commaunder in the field, and this raluctsnce to wvestrict
General MacAvthur was heightened by the General's brilliant record, and
the success of the Inchon attack despite the apprehensions of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff. Finally, there was a political explanation. - General
MacArthur's political prestige at howe had grown jmwensely as a result

of his army's wictorious march back up the Korean peninsula; conversely,
as a result of the 1950 election campalgn and resylis, the Administra-
tion's political support, especially in Congress, had fallen very low.
Under these c¢ircumstances, President Truman was reluctant to invite an
open breach with General MacArthur, espeeially in support of a pelicy
which would lay the Administration open to charges of being "soft" in its

policy towards Communist Ehiﬂa.Sé

This brings us to a second problem which faced My, Truman: the
opposition of the Awerican political yight wing to his Administration's
foreign policy. The reasons for the conservatives' hostility, and the

forms it took, merit atbention because of the vestrictiens that werxe

thereby placed on the Administration's freedom of action in foreign affairs.

B&Spanier,'og,_git,, 133-134.

przco
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During his first term, as far gs foreign affailrs were concerned,
President Truman was spared the heavy blows that a determined political
opposition can give. This freedom from heavy criticism resulted from the
acceptance by.a substantial number of Republicans of the concept of
bipartisanships in foreign affaivs. Many writers have attempted to
define "bipartisanship”. While there i3 no sgreemgnt on an exact meaning,
perhaps because the concept is a fluid and changing one, certain basic
charvacteristics can be found in most of the definitions, There is the
idea that pelitics should "end at the water's edge”, that :the country
should present a united front to other countries. To obtain this, there
must be collaboration between the governwent and opposition parties to
lay down the basic foreign policy objectives that the nation should seek.

Once agreement has been reached upon the primary aims, all parties should

e

clogse vanks, the opposition abstaining from gevere critiecism of the
govermment's foreign policy. The setual practice of bipartisanship is
much more difficult £o establish than the above definition suggests;
there ave always differences over the methods to be used in moving to-
wards objectives, problems of liaison between government and opposition,
personallity problems, misunderstandings, and so on., Nonetheless, the
idea of bipartisanship definitely existed in the Unilted States and had a

rveal effect upon American politics and foreign policy, The leading advo~

Trney

cate and living symbol of the principle was Republican Semator Arthur H.

Vandenberg of Mieshigan.
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Under Senator Vandenberg's guidance, a number of important govern-
ment peolicies were put into effect withont excessive obstruction from the
Republican Pavrty; the United Mations Charter, the Marshall Plan, and the
Norih Atlantic Treaty were all products of bipartisan consultation., But
before the cutbreak of war in Korea, a vifi began Lo appear in the inited
front., Senator Vandenberg appears to have felt that the attitude of the
State Department towards him changed when Dedn Acheson became Seeretary,gg
Bipartisanship continued to function -~ the North Atlantic Treaty, and the
appointment of John Foster Dulles as Consultant to the Secretary of State,

are illustrations -~ but a new emphasis on political opposition was

begloning £o appear.

The break-down of bipartisanship may have been due partly to lack

g

of support by the Administration, but much ¢f it asrose from a feelinz of
profound dissatisfaction on the part of many Americans with the
Administration's foreign policy, in partiecular with the Government's
foreign policy in the Far East and its consequences. For many years
Americans had had a special place in their emotions for thna.36 1t was

widely believed that the United States had a mission to feed and educate

the Chinese, and to convert them to Christianity and the American way of

T

Barthur H. Vandenberg Jr., (ed.), The Private Papers of Senator
Vandenberg, (London, 1933), 472. ' ' o

36The American attitude towards China is analysed in E.F. Goldman,
The Crucial Decade, (New York, 1956), 116-117.
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life "With God's help”, Senator Kemneih Wherry told a wildly cheering
erowd in 1940, "we will 1ift Shanghal up and up, ever up, until it is

37 As a resulf, the "loss” of Chind to the

just like Kamsas City",
Communists was 8 pariiculsrly severe sheck for wany Americans. They
found it hard to recencile themselves to the idea of China developing
without American guidance; they found it intolerable that the guildance

should come from Compumism,

Those who disagreed with the Adwinistration's foreign poliey found
in Senator Robert Taft a well-known public figure who was eager to lead
the forces of oppositieon. Since the presidential election of 1948, Wx.
Taft and other leading conservative Bepublicans had felt that the

Republican party's failure was due largely to its failure to oppese the

[ 4 S

Administeation. They believed that the electorate assoclated govern-
mental policies with the President's party; therefore, if the policies
were popular with the electorate the opposition which had sué?eéteé the
administration would get no credit, whereas if the policies were unpopulay
the opposition party which supperted bipartisanship would not be able te

put this public discontent to political use.

From this analysis of the American political scens Senater Taft

and his associates moved logically to a policy of vehement and voeal
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criticigm of the Truman Administration’s foreign policies. Political
expediency was not the only motive which led the Taft Republicans to
move to the atfack; they were convinced that the New Deal Democrats were
undermining the very foundations of American political, soeidl, and
econonie 1ife¢38 The New Deal thyreat at home was much more dangerous
than any foreign aﬁemy.sg This conviction ean be seen in Senator Hugh
Butler's sexeam of bhatred against Daan Acheson: UL look at that fellow,
I wateh his smart-aleck manmer and hie British clothes and that New
Dealism, everlasting New Dealism in everything he says and does, and I
want to shout, Get out, CGet out, You stand for everything that has been

wrong with the United States for yaars“.éa

The Congressional eleciion of 1950 provided a good opportunity
for the Republicans to tell the American people of the faults of the
Administration's foreign poliey. The Far Bastern policy of the Truman
Goverpment was 4 particularly convenlent target since 1t had not been at
all successful and had been made without the pavticipation of the
Republieans,&l As early as mid~August 19350 four Republican wembers of

the Senste Foreign Relations Cammitteeéz issued a joint statement which

388§&§ier, op. cit., 46.
Bgeeldman, op. git., 126,

40guoted in ibid., 125.
éiSpaniar, op. eit., 47,
43&1@xané&r Wiley, H.Alexander Smith, Bourke B. Hickenlooper,

Henry Cabot lodgs Jv.



noted that the good parts of American foreign policy in recent vears had
bean the products of bipartisanship. The Sensators then went on to
eriticize severdly the Administration's Far Bast policies, especially

those concerning the Chinese Communists,

Throughout the autumn the Republicans, led by the party's conserv-
ative wing, continued their attacks upon President Truman's foreign
policy.&s By the eve of the election, they were not mincing words. On
Nov 4, 1950 Harold E. Stassen spoke on a radlo broadcast in xeply to the
only important cawpaign speech made by President Truman. After a few

perfunctory, intyoductory rvemarks, Mr. Stassen launched his attack:

"Tondght, as we meet, thousand of young Awericans
are facing in bloody battle one hundred thousand
Chinese Commmists in the rugged mountaing of Horth
Korea, During this week American casuysliies have
been higher than any week since the Kovean way began.

e

My fellow-citizens, I solemnly charge that this is
the direet and terrible vesult of five vears of
building wp Chinese Communist strength through the
blinded, blundering, bewildering American-Asiatic
policy under the present national Adminiservation,

It has been five years of coddlipng Chinese Com-
munists, Ffive vears of undernmining Ceneral
MacArthur, five years of suubbing friendly
freedom~loving Asisties, and five years of
appeasing the srvch-Communist Maoc-Tse~tung.

T

z"’!'?’Arz!;:‘u:lea by Jamea Reston in the New York Times, Nov 4, 1950,
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How can it bs that five short yeare after winning
a sweeping vibtory in World Wer II, so mmch of
what we fought for has been lost . . . I submit
that . . ., this bad news tragically dramatizes
the tervible results of the wnhelisvable errors
in Americsn-Asiatic policy since the end of
World War IY.24

The Taftvstzategy worked. The election was a wictery for those

who had advocated strong eriticism of the Administration's forelgn

poliey; %t was g defeat for Mr, Truman and his foreign poliey. Mest of '
the leading Democrats who had vigorously defended Administyation Fforeign

poliey in their campaigns were defeated by Republicans who had made an

attack upon that policy one of the main features of their nampaigns.ég

The 19350 Congressional election had an adverse effect upon the

rrrec

Administration’s implemanﬁatinn of ite foreign policy. At this time, a
aigniflcant victory for the supporters of Mr. Truman would have veassured
the United States' allies that the American leadevship was stable, and
shown the Comwunist governments that Ameriean foreign policy had the
support of the great majority of the American people. In faek, the elec~
tion resulis proved no such thing -~ quite the contrary. It was now eleay
that the severes ecriticisms made of the Truman Adwministration's forelign

policy represented the doubtsz and suspiclong of a large section of the

T

4
*“*Poxt in 1bid., Nov 5, 1950,

4articles by James Reston and Arthur Krock in ibid., Nov 9, 1950.



Awmerican ?egple.éé This hardly strengthened the position of the United

States Government in lts dealings with other countries.

Senator Rﬁﬁart Taft was convinced by the results of the election
that he had been right in advocating a fierce attack upon My, Truman's
policies; inéiz;d.ing foreign pollicies. As a vesult, the Republic:ans
continued to hawmer away at their political oppoments. They asserted
that the fcﬁeigﬁ policy of the Government was wrong, and sugpested

: . &
allegedly correct alternatives. 7

Thus oo Dec 6, 1950 Harold Stassen propesed a plan for dealing

with the Chinese Communists. e sald that a deadline should be set for

a cease-fire, and that the United Nations should appoint an outstanding
man from a disinterested Member State to mediate. If no settlement

could be reached the United Nations should attack the Chinese forces by
stﬂiking:milité?y &argegs in both Korea and Chiﬁé; this would include s
naval blochkade of China and heavy bonbing attacks on Chinsse industvial
@en@zes.&g The SBtassen plan was, of course, cowpletaly at odds with the
Administration’'s policy of limiting militavy conflict to the Korean

peninsula.

46rysTWA 1950, 411-412.

T

¢7Spaniar, op, git., 152-153.

ésﬁe@ York Times. Dec 6, 1950.

e

T



N
18,7
N

On Dee 20, 1930, and again on Feb 9, 1951, Herbert Hoovey prao-
sented his programme of American foreign policy. Mr. Hoover wanted to
base Imited States defence upon the Atlantic and Pacific Oceans, relying
mainly on sea and alr power becauze tha Weszt could not engape in land war
againgt the Commwnists. Pormosa, the Philippines,and Japan were to he
defended (this could be done using only alr and naval forees) and the
other frontiar of American defence could rest wpon Britain if she agreed,
No more American fyoops wera £o be sent to Europe until the European
states had shown more will to fight and until they had done more to

_ . 49
regsolve the differences awong themselves.

In Jan, 1951 Senator Taft presented his views on foraign policy

and defence, which lavrgely supported the ideas of Mr. Hoover, particularly

L4 AN

the emphasis upon air and naval power, Mr, Taft said that “Nobody is
going to abandon Burope . ., . if Russia attacks Hurope, we would go to
war with Russisa®, but he also sgtated that the land defence of Western
Burope was lawgely the vesponsibility of Western Huropa, so that largs
members of American troops should not be stationed on the Euvopean
continent. Instead, the United States must fight such a war whers (&

coguld wing on the sea and in the aiz.ﬁa

“Ipexts in ibid., Dee 21, 1950 and Feb 10, 1951.

O1hid,, Jul 22, 1951.
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Tn Jul, 1931 Seanator Taft described the Yorean Was as a "useless
and expensive” operation that ouly postponed the ultimate showdown with
Bussia, "As far a8 we can see', ne declared, “there {5 no plan to bring
to the world that permanent peace for which all of us yearn . . . The
net vesult of the whole proceeding is the loss of 30,9000 American |
casualties and billlons of dollars and the destruciion of the very

_ . . 31
country which we undevtook to defend”.

And so it went, the violent discussion of Amerilcan forelpn policy
that came o be called the Great Debate, yvaging on through the winter,
spring, and sumwer of 1951, centering upon pollcy towards Europg, but

ranging over the Far Bastern field as well.

The dismissal of General MacArthur stirved the Republicaus to &
new frenzy. A short while afiter the wnews had baen broken that General
MacArthur had been dismissed, Robart Taft, Xenneth Wherry, Joseph Martin,
and other leading Republicans wmet to discuss what they should do, Aftex~
wards, Mr. Marﬁin told reporvters that the group had agreed that Congress
should investigate the Administration’s foreign and wmilitary policy “in
the light of the latest tragic development”, and that CGeneral Machrthur

should be invited to present his full opinions before Congress. "In

5lquoted 1n the New York Times, Jul 22, 1951.
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addition, said ¥Mr. Yartin, “the question of possible impeachments was

Senator Willilom Jemner charged "that this country teday 4s in the
hands of a gecret coterie which is directed by agents of the Soviet Unien,
We must out this whole eancerous conspivracy out of nur Government aft
mea., Our only cholce iz to impeach President Truman and €ind ocut who
is the secyet invisible government which has so cleverly led ocue country

gy

dovm the road to destruction’. Tha Republican Policy Committes isgued
a vnauinmously approved declavation which asked whether "the Truman-
Acheson-Marshall crivmvirate®™ was preparing for 2 Ysuper-Munich® in
Asiagg&

Much of the weight of the Republican's assault upon the Aduwinis~
tration during the Xorean War was directed upon Dean Acheson. Senator
Hugh Butler's ocutburst, quoted above, indicates just how passiomately
Republicans were aroused by the coel and competent Secwetary of State.
The Republicans associated him with the failures of Uaited States policy

in the Far Esst, and, because he had supporied the ides of co-operating

with tbe Soviet Union after World ¥Har IT, chavged that he was an appesser,

SZSpanier, op, eit., 212,

SSQusted in ibid., 212,

54 h1d., 213.
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Hig ability "to decapitate a Senator with a phrase™ did uot win him any
support in the Congress, for, as James Reston pointed out, "Senalors can

3 £ N 5
dish it out but they bleed ea$l1Y"s

Although Mr. Acheson sustalned heavy cribiciswm watil he ceased to
be Seayetary of State, the most dramztic and perhapd most serious siagle
ast of Bepublicap opposition occurved towards the and of 1950. On Dec
15, 1230, just before the Secretary of Stalke was to leave for an lmpor=
tant meeting of Worth Atlantic Treaty Orgamization foreign ministers in
Brussels, the Republican caucuses of both Houses of Congress approved by
a great majority%resolution which declared that Mr., Acheson and the
State Department had lost the confidence of Congress and the American
people, and demanded that the Secretary resign.gé The vesolutlon was
supported by all the Republican leaders yrﬁsant.ﬁ? The incident 1llus-

trates the sort of pressure under which Mr. Acheson worked duvrinz his
i =3

term of office, and shows'the handicaps improvaed by the poligical"

Q

roosition upon the Truman Adwinistration as it attempied to carry oub
Pr it

t3 foreign policy.

Finally, one must mention Senator Joe MeCavthy, the crude,

Pprticle by James Reston in the New York Times, Nov 26, 1950.

%ew York Times, Dec 16, 1950.
S’Ssnatars Avthur H, Vandenberg, Heory Caboi Lodge Jr., and
Alexander Wiley were sbsent when the vote was taken, an interesting fact

when one recalls that these men were the principal foreign policy spokes-
men for the Republicans. '

prre o
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demogogic, oppovtunist with the heavy whiskeyr stubble and not unattrae~
tive smile, making his unsubstantiated charges and waving his Yevidence”
which no one ever got to see. It is difficult te assess Senator
MeCarthy's influence ypon the Truman Administration because an Adminis~
tration action was ravely taken in obvious response to sume move of the
$enatgr°g.58 Moreover, President Truman's policles wers affected by the
oppogition not only of Senator McCarthy but also of the Taft Republicans,
and it is virtually impossible teo isolate the effects of either. One
phenomenon that ecan clearly be traced to the Wisconsin senator, however,
was the pervading atmosphere of suspieion and fear which descended on
Washingten and the whole apparatus of government. The situation was
deseribed st the time by William 8. White, the highly experienced

Waghington corvespondent of the New York Times:

[

"The Age of Aceusation and the Erxa of Profound
11l-ferling now grimly enwrap the capital of
the greatest power In the world, the home of a
lost toleyance and the center of v vompassion
that now i receding Iin wemory. The square,
massive, sad memorial to Abraham Lincoin, the
roundad, softer, and more pleaging pile that
commemorates Thomas Jefferson -~ physically
these vemain, white and cold and lifeless . . .

Washington ils not alone the seat of
Western power., It is the seat also of a
kind of erial by fire . . . Men in the
State Department trim their reports and
their views in feayr of the present, or
of another, Senator MeCarthy.

Ssﬁawev@r, the Administration was unable to obtain the services of

able and experiencad Philip C. Jessup a5 a membeyx of the United States
delegation teo the United Nations because Senator MeCarthy's attacks on
Mr. Jessup gained such widespread public support that a Senate Foveign
Relations sub-committee refused teo grant the necessary authorizatdion.
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Men in other buveaus, who ordinarily would
be dealing havd-headedly in hard goods
(like munitions), trim their activities . . . "59

The fall of worale and the sppearance of 8 new veticensce in the
State Department suggested by Mr. White and attested to by many others,
was perhaps the most obvicus result in foreign affaivs of Senator
MeCarthy's efforts, The Truman Administration eculd not but lose by
this development, since good forelgn policy can be formulated only upon
the basis of complate and honent reports by the president's foreign

service officevs,

The other effects of Senatoy MeCsrthy's witch~hunting are less
tangible and less clearly attributable to the Senator; one or two might,

however, be suggested. It has been pointed out that Dean Acheson:

"gpent & large part of 1950 and the ensuing
years explaning to Elks, Moose, Women Voters,
lepgionnaives, Steel Workers, and the rest that
he was not covrupt, that he was opposed to
Communism, and that he did not hire traitors

« + « When Acheson was not fending off blows

he was conducting American foreign poliey, which
became lsrgely s matter of assuring allies and
potential allies that MaCarthy really wasn't
running the show in Washington despite contrary
appearances™, 60

5§Queted in J, Anderson and R.W. May, McCarth
Senator, The "lsm" (Boston, 1952), 384,

80pichara H. Rovere, Senator Jog MeCarthy (New York, 1951), 12.

[



Tn short, Senator MeCarthy's attacks wasted the time and energy of
valuable men who could have put thedr talents to work in worthier causes,
and caused concern among the United States' allieg at a time when unity

was gssential.

What did Mr. Truman and hls colleagues do to solve the problems
caused by domestic politival opposition and MeCarthyism? In retrospect,
one wonders what could have been done in view of the ruthless nature of
Senator McCarthy, the anti-Communist emotion in the United States -
genergted by the Korean War and other episodes in the East-West struggle,
the Republicans'lumger for power, and the complex nature of Far Eastern
affairs, Perhaps Senator MeCarthy eould have been stopped in his tracks
if a few public officials of stature had come cut firmly and publicly
against the man and all he stood for; but the few who tried were usually
defeated subsequently at the polls, thus strengthening the Senator's
image of invineibility., Perhapas the eriticism of the Republicans could
have baen allayed by e determined affort by the Administration to create
a bipartisan policy; but Senator Taft's assessment of the political
situation in the United States, and the complete disagreement on basic
foreign poliey principles between the Truman government and leading
Republicans such as Mp, Tsft, Mr. Hoover, and General MacArthur made s
bipartisan approach te foreign policy, especially Par Eastern policy,
imposaible. In actual fact, the aetieﬁs taken by Mx.vfruman to solve
his politiecal problems at home weve unimaginative and ineffective.

Poseibly no others were feasible. Criticism voiced by the Republican

[ 50
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leaders was yebutted by ths President in gpeeches and at press ceaferences.

Thus Mr. Truman answered Messrs., Taft and Hoover, and theilr suggestions

‘about American foreign policy, in the State of the Union speech of Jan 8,

1951, The Presi&én& deseribed the vast quantities of rav materials, the
agcumulation of capital goods, the great numbers of people that the

Soviet Union would gain if it took over Westera Euvope, Asia, and Africa.

Yin such a situwation the Soviet Union s@ald,impesa its demands on the 1
world without resort to conflict, simply threough the prepondevance of

. R ) . ) 1
its economic and military ?ﬁwer“;é

To gounter the attacks on Dean Achesom, President Truman seized [
every occasion to demonstrate in public his firm support of his Secretary

of State, From Jun, 1949 to Aug, 1952 Mr. Truman found the opportunity

peme oo

at least nineteen times to compliment My, Acheson publicly on the
Secretary's fine wark.éz The President's favourite places for delivaring
these accoladas were the ai?perz (when Mr. Acheson was going to dr coming
from a conference) and the press conference. This may not be the type of
defence that etirs men's imaginations, but no doubt it was at least as
effective as any other. Morsover, these continuing congratulations were

backed by the strongest suppert of ally Mr. Achesen was kept in his job.

%lyext in DOAFR, XILI, 2.
52 rehur Krock counted thei from Jun, 1949 to Sep, 1951, New York
Iimes, Sep 16, 1951; 1 counted the rest in subsequent issues of the
New York Times. ’ ' ‘
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This personal loyalty in the face of extremely strong pressure is ope of the

bright spets in Harry Truman's chequeved presidency.

Secretary Acheson tried to gain support for his poliecies not by
pregenting them to the general public but by attewpting to persuade the
Congress of the soundness of his views, This he was uvnable to do, des-
pite concessions to the Republicans, especially in Far Eastern policy.
His failure was due pavtly to political factors, partly to a basic
difference on foreign policy methods and goals, and partly to the person~
ality of the man. The persopality faetor was of some Importance; Wr,
Acheson seems to have been able to ivyitate Republicang on sight; he
was perhaps too British loocking, he was somewhat imdifferent to the

opinions and advice of those he considered inferior to him, and he wasg

|25 AN

often unable to forasee the effect of his remsrks on to-morrow's headlines
{the classic example was his statement "I do not intend to tura wy back

on Algerrﬁiss").ﬁg

Public statements of vavious kinds, then, formed the main defence
of the Truman Administration against domestic opposition, A few other
tactics might be cited; John Poster Dulles was included in the inney

circle of foreign policy makers in ovder to deter Republican criticism;

prticle by James Reston im the New York Times, Nov 26, 1950.
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extremely thorough, well publicized purges of the State Department and
other government agencies were garried ouf to placate the MeCarthy
supporters; promises were wmade that the Administration had never

considered, and never would consider, recognizing Communist Chinagéé

The Truman Administration’s response to attacks at howme was unin~
spirving, but the President had to move slowly because of the considerable
body of public opinion which supported his opponents. The 1950 elections
showed the strength of the Taft Republicans; the Gallup Polils demon~-
strated how many people believed that Senator MeCarithy was doing a good
job. These supporters of Joe MeCarthy included a large number of
Demoeratic Party members, a fact which wade the party leaders even more
cautious. Few jmportant Demeccrats were willing to comdenm Senator

MeCarthy publiciy.ég

Unfortunately, President Truman was largely unsuccessful in his
attempts to reduce the effect of domestic opposition, As 8 vesult, his
foreign poliey lost valuable flexibility. The alternative of trying to
reach some sort of amicable agreement with Communist China (including,

perhaps, eventual diplomatic vecopnitieon and admission to the United

Nations) was not open to the Administration. It is quite possible that

6§Rovare, op, eit., 14,

651144, , 13.
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President Truman would not have pursued such a poliey anyway; bu: the
domestic situation made even gonsideration of auch a course impossible
and foreced the President to adopt a very hard line against Communist

China and to endoxse Chiang Kai-shek ﬁnaavmcre.éé

A third problem for the Truman Aﬁminiskratiou wag posed by the
allias af_ghe United States. It was, part of the basic forelgn and mili-
tary poliey of the Truman Administration that the United States should
gupport and be supported by a number of staunch allies. Allies can be
bothevsoms, however, because theily views are occasionally apt to be at

odds with one's own and wust be given some considervation if the alliance

668ganieg, op, cit., 269. Walter Lippman has written:
"Prasident Eisenhowsy signed an armistice which
~accepted the partition of Korea and & peace with-
out vietory beesnuse, being himself the vietorious
compander in World War IY and 2 Republican; he
eould not be attacked as an appeaser. Fresident
Truman and Seeretary Acheson, on the other hand,
never seemed able to afford to make peace on the
only terms which the Chinese would agree to, on
the terms, that is to say, which Eisenhower did
-agrée to. -The Demotrats ware too vulmerable to
attack from the political followers of General
MacArthur. and of the then powerful Senatoxr
MeCarthy, and indeed to attack from the whale
right wing of the Republican party".

Quoted in ibid., 270.

- However, At seems to me that the Tryuman Administration was unable
to conclude an armistice because of the Frisoner of War question, not
because of the peolitical opposition at home. President Eisenhower
wasg able te achieve an srmistice because the Chinese Commmunists gave
way on the Prisoner of War issue. :

[
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is to be maintained. During the Korean War, the United States CGovernment
did find itself in disagreement with its sllies, of whom Britain and
France were mest important. It is not clear that Unilted States foveign
policy was much affected by the opposition of Britain and France -

few important changes appear Lo have been made by the Unlted States in
vesponse to allied pressure ~- rather, the allies should be seen as yet
another of the pressure groups Evving to Influence the course of American
foreign policy, as one more barrier to be svaded, knocked down, ov
elimbed over in the movement towards the foreign policy goals of the

American Government.

The issue that caused the deepest division between the United
States Government snd its fereign'eeiieagaes was Fayr Eastern gaiiey,
specifically the attitude which the Western Powers should adopt towards
Commumnist China, The vespective views of the United States and hevr
Brivish a@éi?tenahﬁF alliee were clearly delineated in the conference
between Mr. Truman and Mr. Attlee and their advisers in Dec, 1950, The
Awericans saw the Chinese intevvention in Korvea as part of a master plang

Russia was tvying to entangle the West in an Asian conflict in order to

6?The position taken by the British at the U.8,-U.K. conference
of Dec, 1950 can be regarded as the French position alse, since bhefore
leaving for Washington Mr. Attles conferred with the French Premier
and Foreign Minister and, gccording to the meeting's communique, had
established with the French "a general identity of objectives of the
two Governments® in the present internatienal sitwation’, JIbid., 166,
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have a free hand in Euzope. The West, then, had to coumter this inter-
vention forcefully, while avoiding excessive involvement. This meant
fighting the Chinese in Korea, confining the war to the Korean Peninsulsa,
and foreing a cease-fire. If this could not be done successfully,
evacuation of the peninsula might prove inevitable. No concessions
should be made to Chins, since these would be interpreted in Asia as a
sign of weakness; and the acceptance of a cease-fire must not’ be made
dependent upon the questions of Formosa or the Chinese seat in the United
Nations, because this would be yvewarding aggression. In the opinion of
Mr, Truman and My, Acheson, the burden of proof of good intentions now
rested upon Communist China, not the West; Western poliey now should be
to build wp sufficient military gtrength te detey further aggression in

the ﬁuture‘és

B

The Angle-French analysis of Par Eastern affairs was differvent.
According to this line of thought, the Chinese Communists might break
with the Soviet Union, as Marshall Tito had. Communist China was not
yvet completely under Russian control; the West, therefore, should try to
divide Russia and China who ware, after all, traditional rivals in the
Par East, "I thipk", said Mr., Attlee, "that all of us should #ry to kesp

the Chinese from thinking that Russia is their only friend. I want the

il B

Chinese to part company with Russia. I want them to becemﬁ 2 eounterpoise

68ysT, 11, 397-404.



to Russila in the Far East, If we don't accept this theory, if we just
treat the Chinese as Soviet satellites, we are playing the Russian

game".ég

It ¢an be seen that the American and Anglo~French asgesements of
the situation in the Far Bast were quite different. The latter view was
much more conciliatory towards China. The Europeans felt that theve was
justice im the Chinese Communist Govermment's claim to Formosa and a geat
in the United Nations; the Communist govermment was obviously in full
control of China, and the continuation of a harsh poliey towards the
Peking vegime would, they feared, only increase the risk of an all-cut

70
WAY .

According to Mr. Truman, at the Dee, 1950 conferemce he and Mr,
Attlee agreed to disagree about those matters whereon they differed,71
but this apparent mutual tolerance, 1f it did exist then, soon gave way
to a serious split between the Huropean allies and the United States.
This disagreement was played down in public by all the countries, in
order to maintain a united front against the Communist bloc, but the
charges that were privately thrown back and forth were serious. The

British charged the Americans with recklessness in their handling of Far

®9p1a., 11, 402.

705paniér, op. cit., 176-177.
Tlyst, 11, 409, 412,



Eastern affairs, while the American in Washington began to talk of
British "appeasement”. The various charges and counter~charges which
were made ave not particularly important to ue at this point, but a
further vefinement of the British Government's analysis of Par Eastern
affairs is worthy of note. The British feared that unless every oppor-
tunity for possible peaceful settlement with the Peking governméut was
explored before sanctions wave applied dgainast China, all the Asian
friends of the West wou1d~drbp out of the fight, leaving the United
States and Britain In a "racial war", whiéas against coloured. The
British also faveured conciliation in the belief that the opposite course
-« an intensified war effort ~- might be difficult to control and main~

. . . 12
tain as a "limited war®.

This disagreement among the western allies, which was maianly Anglo-
American, was axacerbated by the great distrust with which the British
viewed General MaeArthur. It was felt, with some justification as we
have seen, that the Ganeral disagreed with the British view of the Korean
War, that he was not too closely controlled by the Washington Government,
and that he was quite willing to take advantage of his freedom from direc-

tion and sabotage Far Rastern policies favoured by the British. General

MacArthur's dismissal was welcomed by most of the British, and this act

73Article by James Reston in the New York Times, Jan 24, 1951,

b
:




did much to ease the tension between Britain and the lnited States.

The disagreement over what pelicy should be followed in the Fay
East was the most serious matter affecting the United States’ welations
with its allies. Other disputes arose ~ for example, in 1952 the
British were unhappy about American failure to consuli with them on the
coaduct of the Korean Har - but the alliance survived. One gets the
impression that the United States Covernment did igs best to convince
its allies that Awervican policy was rvight, but if the allies remained
unconvineed little effort was made to alter Awerigan policy to sccomo-
date the opposing views. Superficial changes might be made, minor
alterations in 3 United Nations vesolution, for exauple. Oeccasionally,

as in the matter of "hot pursuit",?B

the influence of allied opinion was
considerable., Usually, however, the basic Amerlcan policy remained
pretty well unchanged. This simply rveflected the vealities of the
situation; the United Btates was carvying the buvden in the PFar East and

veseyved the right to decide now 1t might best be borne.

One other problem faced by the Truman Administration deserves

brief mention., Trom time to tiwme an influentisl veoice would advocate a

fulle-scale Amervican attack upon the Boviet Union and China. The most

73 See above, 221.



remarkable example has alveady been mentloned, Secretary of the Navy
Francis Matthew's call for "a war to compel coopevation for peace ., . .
We would become the first aggressors for peace".?é Such £alk, which
appeared to have some povular support, embarrassed the American Govern-
ment. TIts allies became more apprehensive about the leadership of the
United States, and there was a danger that the Communists would regard
the speeches of the preventive war supporters as evidence that the United
States would soon go to wayx. This might drav the Communists into preven-
tive aggression of their own. We have already seen that this was probably
a factor in the Chinese decision to intervens in Korea?s The Administrae
tion strongly opposed the idea of attacking the Soviet Union. Such a

policy, 1t was believed, would immedistely destroy the Western alliance,

bring all of Western Furope under Russian cccupation and atomic bombardment,

and destroy free FRuropean soci@ty.76

The Administration dealt with this problem in what was probably
the only way open to if. Vigorous attacks upon the idea of praventive
war wete made by the highest novernwent officials. In a television intev-

view on Sep 10, 1950, Dean Acheson called the idea of preventive war "a

thoroughly wicked thing . . . It's immoral and wrong from every point of
view . . . It's idiocy of the worst sort to talk in those terms".??
4

See above, 174
3 see above, 173 - 176,
Argicle by James Reston in the New York Times, Feb. Z3, 19351,

v
77 Text of interview in Stgbul, 23:3583, 460,

22N
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Tu Mavr, 1052 President Tvuman said that premedivated gnd delibevate way
could aot be undertaken by a democratie, God-fearing nation, that one
would be imsane to aven comsider if, that such a course would be much
more expensive than present Amevican policy, and that preventive war
could only lead to immense destruction of life and Frcperty.?a There was

an argument there for evary tasta - woval, wmaterial, vational.

The ldeaa of preventive war 41id not capture the popular imagination,
pevheps because of the Administzation's efforts. It is another problem
the aeffect of which is hard to gsuge. Tt seems likely that it played &
part in Chinz's enbry into the war; no Jdoubt it added fuel to the |
flemes of allied criticisms of American foreign policy; further than

that the evidence does net permit us £o go.

L3} S

The purpose of this chapter has besn to delineate a number of
problems which faced the Truman Administration as it formulated gnd
carried out its Korean poliey, to supgest in 8 general way the influence
of these problems upon Administratien policy, and fo gshow how the
Pregident attempted to solve them. The problems exaniaed weve: the
insubordination of Geneval Douglas MeeArthur; the opposition of the

conversative Republicans, Senator Joe MeCarthy's witeh-bunt; the views

RN

of allies; and the public statements of Amerilcan preventive war advo-
cates. It is not possible to assess with any exactuess the ways in which
these problems influenced United States foreign policy. Their geneval

affect, however, was bo increase the hamavds which President Truman had

78 President Truman's Message to the Congress Mav. 6, 1952, text in
the New York Times, Mar 7, 1953.
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to consider in making decisions, and thus to reduce substantially the

flexibilicy of the Administration’s Koresn policy.

rrec o



CHAPTER X
UNITED STATES POLICY TOWARDS KOREA AFTER JUNE 1950

Having examined the main featuree of the Truman Administration's
conduect of the Xorea war, we can now conslider the development of American
foreign poliey tewarés Rorea after the outbreak of hostilities, Prior to
the North Korean invasion, the United States Government wanted to keep
the Republic of Korea independent, but was unwilling to use Ameriecan '
troops for this purpose because Korea was considered to be strategically

unimpor tant. Obviously, this poliey changed after June 25, 1950.

The immediate and most striking alteration: in Amevican poliecy was i
the military intervention of the United States in Kovea. The decision to

use force in Korea was made hastilly, and in contradiction of previous

g e

United States poliey. Mr, Truman and his advisers, by their sctiem,
rvevealed that pavamount goals of the United States’ Korean poliey had
become the maintenance of South Korean independence and the deterring of
further aggression. The first of these t{wo goals was a direct war ailm,

the second an indirect war aim.

Within two months, the Truman Administration's objectives in the
Korvean war changed radically. On June 29, 1950, Secretary of State
Acheson said that the provision of alr and sea support to the South

Koreans was "solely for the purpose of restoring the Republic of Rorea

271
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to its status priovr to the invasion from the north and of reestablisghing
the peace brokem by that aggrassicn“.i But the stavtling success of the
United Natione forees, so unforeseen when the decision to intervene was
made, provided a temptation that the United States was unable to resist.
A speech by Warren Austin in the Security Council on Aug 17, 1950, when
the defensive line in Korea had been stabilized and plans were being laid
for a counter~attack,2 showed a shift in United States policy away from

the limited objective of simply restoring the gtatus quo ante bellum.

Said Mr, Austin:

+ « » The United Nations must see that the
people of Korea attain complete individual
and political freedem. ‘

Shall only a part of the country be assured
this freedom? I think not . . . The Korean
people . , . have a vright to expect , . .
that . . . they will all have the right to
freedom and unity. Korea's prospects would
be dark 1if any action of the United Nations
were to condemn it to exist indefinitely as
half slave and half free, or even one-third
glave and two-thirds free. The United
Nations has consistently worked for a uni-
fied country, and independent Korea. The
United Nations will not want to turn from
that objective now.3

i

While these remarks reaffivmed the original aim of the United States in

Korea, a unified, independent Korxea, they achieve additional significance

et

lorabul, XKTIT:575 (Jul 10, 1950), 46.

ZWhitney, op. cit., 343-3453,

Text in U.N. Security Council, Official Records, 1350 #30, 488th
meeting, Aug 17, 19350, 6-7,
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because they were delivered when the Morth Korean offensive had been
stopped and 2 major counter-stroke was being plamned. In these circum-
stances, Mr, Austin's words imply that his country would not be satisfied
simply to return to the stalemate existing before the attack, for to do
50 would certainly “condemn Korea to exist indefinitely as . , . one~
third slave and two-thirds free'. What could the United Nations do to
avoid such a dismal situation? Mr. Austin did not suggest any action,
but presumably the minimum effective step would be to demand North Korean
co-pperation under threat of military ferce. If this co-operation were
refused, the threat would have to be replaced by the reality. At this
time, then, the United States Goveroment seems to have held the visw that
the conflict must not end with the Korvean situation unchanged. This iun
itself was a step away from Mr. Acheson's statement of Jun 29, 1950.
Moreover, the American Covernment must have been willing at least to
consider extending the war into North Korea, since what My, Austin was

calling for could quite conceivably be attained only by force of arms.

By the end of Sep, 1950, with the Inchon landing accomplished and
the United Nations troops approaching the Thirty-eighth Parallel, the
United States was obviously ready to take advantage of the favourable
pilitary situation te achieve the political objectives in Korea which
three months before had seemed upattainable. For svidence we can turn
again to My, Warren Austin, specifically to an address he made Sep 30,
1950 before Committee I of the General Assembly. The speech was in

support of the draft resolution passed by the General Assembly on Oct 7,
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1950, a fact which in itself shows that the IUnited States imtended now to
use force to gain its ends, for the vesolution ealled for action to en~
sure stability "throughout Koxea”. Such a condition could be obtained
only by destroying the North Korean army. Particularly interesting, how-
ever, were Mr. Austin's comments on the significance of the Thirty-eighth
Parallel, when compared with the zarlier American declavation that the
purpose of the intervention was "to restore the border.“a This "border",
originally acknowledged by the United States Government, was now at the
end of September an "artifiecial barrier' which had "no basis for existence

either in law or in reason'. '"let us not", said Mr. Austin,

at this eritieal hour and on this grave
event, ersct such 8 boundary, rather,
let us set up standards and means,
principles and policies, according to
the Chavter, by whieh all Koreans can
hereafter live in peace among themselves
and with their neighbors.3

Ry

in other words, United Wations forees must cross the Thirty-eighth
Parallel and achieve the political aims whieh had proved wmattainable by

political means.

It can be seen, therefore, that the military success of the United

Nations Command induced the American Governwent to change the objectives

et

“psy, 1, 341.

“Text in Stabul, XXII1:588 (Oct 9, 1950), 579-580.
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of its intervention from restoration of the pre-war boundary and genersl
gituvation to the establishment by military foree of a unified, indepen-

dent Korea.

This general shift in the United States immediate policy towards
Korea was accompanied by a clarification of the final result which the
United States hoped to obtain by its efforts inm Korea. Besides an
independent and united country, the United States wanted the Kovean
people to have a govermment which the HKovesns themgselves had elscted.
This governwent would not necessarily be the government of Syngman Rhee,
for while recognizing that the Bhee regime had certain vights, the United
States did not intend to foist Dr. Rhee and his colleagues upon the North
Koreans. On the other hand, the Communists would not be allowed to sub-
vert any coalition government that wmight be set up. A wvigorous programme
of reconstruction and developwment was to be undertaken; United Nations
forces would be withdrawn as soon as the United Nations eobjectives had
been achieved. Eventually the United States hoped that Korea would be-

come a8 member of the United Natioﬁs.a

This was the kind of Xorea that should be established, the United

States Government decided, as it reassessed its poliey in the light of

6Statement by Warren Austin before Committese I of the United
Nations General Assembly Sep 30, 1950, text in DOAFR, XIIi, 458: and
article by James Reston in the New York Times, Sep 26, 1950,

=
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the success of its military forces. However, the Truman Administration
did not intend to commit itself without qualificatiom to the establish-~
ment of a united, democratic Korea. In particulayr, it did not in Bap,
1950 want to become involved in a war with Communist China or the Soviet
Union over Korea, American action in Korea was considered by the Govern-
ment in relation to the risk of general war; the Truman Administration
had no desive to fight a major war to achieve its political objectives

in Korea.

Neither the American Government's hope of finally unifying Korea
nor its hope of avoiding conflict with the Powers bordering North Korea
was to be realized. Both expectations were dashed by China's entry into
the war. Narrowly escaping disaster, the United Nations forces retreated
in the face of an enemy which had a great advantage in numbers. By the
middle of January, however, the United States Eighth Army had succeeded
in stabilising its position along a 1line roughly seventy miles south of
the Thirty-eighth Parallel, and the Chinese Communists no longer had the

initiative in the struggle.

During the first half of 1951 President Truman, Secretary Acheson,

7Testimcny before SENCOM May 14, 1951, text in the New York Times,
May 15, 1951; and article by James Reston in the New VYork Times, Sep 26,
1950, T—

By
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and other leading govermment officials ocutlined publicly and privately
the wmain aims and consideratigﬁs affecting United States policies in

the Kovean war. Those policies were the product of basicaliy the same
factors that had brought about the almost instinctive intervention in
Korea in JunQIIQEQ. By 1951, however, the Truman Administration had had
time to work out more fully the arguments justifying its éeeisieﬂ to
intervene, and the Implications of that decisien. Chins‘s ﬁartieipation
in the war completely altered the situation, of course, but to a larée
extent the Chinese intervention had the effect of pushing Unitad States
policy back onto its old path, from which 1t had been deflected in the
autumn of 1950 by the prospect of complete military success. By early
1951 a certain stability had been achisved im Korea. The Chinese had

declared themselves in; the United States forces were still in Korea

g

and likely to stay there; total victory" for either side did not seem
feasible. The United States Government was able, therefore, to settle
down and work out a coherent, firm set of policy objectives which
governed American action in Korea gntil the end of the Truman adwminis-

tration.

The goals of the American intervention, as presented in 1951, fall

easily into two general classifications. One group consisted of positive,

R

direct objectives, essentially military in nature, which were to be
achieved as quickly as peossible. The eother was wade up of rather broader

strategic aims which could never be achieved finally and permanently, and



which were usually presented by American spokesmen in the form of explana~
tions of and justifications for the presence of United States troops in

the Korsa conflict.

Turning first to the former set of objectives, one finds that a
military aim which had to be kept constantly iu mind was the preservation
of the United States %rmy in Kerea. That force wmade up the bulk of the
United States! effactive étanding army, and its destruction would have
been disastrous to the general security of the United 5States. More
specifically, its loss—would have left Japan defenceless, for the
American Eighth Arvmy in Korea had a dual role: i1t was not only the
American contribution to the United Nations force in Kovea but also the
garrvison of Japan. Ilts latter funection was ite primary ene.s This peant
that the BEighth Army would have to be withdyrawn if its destruction seemed
imminent. President Truman made it cleay to General MacArthur that the
government vealized that the Eighth Army might be forced to leave Korea;
the only condition imposed by the President was that such an evacuation
must be demonstrably the result of military necessity. The United States

must net appear to be accepting or condoning aggﬁﬁssion.g

Apart from maintaining its own security, the Eighth Army's main

SWilloughby and Chamberlain, op. eit,, 357.

QTruman to MacArthur Jan 13, 1951, quoted in HST, II, 436,

I
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migsion was to end the war and to protect the Republic of Kovea from
further aggression, The way would not be voluntarily ended by the
United States, however, until virtually all South Korea had been ra-

o
claimed from the Cemmunistg.l

Throughout 1951 and 1952 the United States Government relterated
its belief that peace could come to Korea through a settlement whieh
would end the hostilities and prevent future aggrassion.ll it was in
accordance with these prineciples that the United States co-operated with
Trygve Lie in June 1951 to pave the way for armistice negotiations with
the Gemmunists,lz The directive sent to General Ridgway, instructing
hiﬁ on the conduct Qanrmisgiae negotiations, laid down ag the principal

military interest of the United States in the armistice: Ya cessation

B 0 I

of hostilities in Korea, an assurance against the resumption of fighting
and the protection of the security of United Nations Farees”.13 With
the breakdown of the armistice talks the primary objectives of the United

States in Korea were not sehieved; the war, therefore, went on.

One other specific poliecy objective remains to be examined. This

Wyp4a., 11, 456.

Wk s

g gdress by President Apr 11, 1951, text in AFPBD, 2613-2614;

Statement by Dean Acheson Jun 2, 1951, text in the New York Times, Jun 3,
1951; President Truman's State of the Union Address Jan 9, 1952, text in
ibid., Jan 10, 1852,

12
See above, 194 - 195,

13Quctad in HST, II, 438.
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wag the determination of the United States Government to gonfine hostile
ities to the Korean peninsula, a decision which became almost an article
of faith for the Truman Administration, and which provoked bitier

opposition from the Administration's critics,

Having resolved not to extend the war beyond Korea, the United
States Covernment applied this policy by placing certain restrictions
upon its Commander in Chief in Korea: United Nations alrplanes were for-
bidden to pursue Chinese aivcraft into Chinese territory; bombing
attacks were not to be divected against targets within or even close to
China; when the Chinese crossed the Yalu River General MacArthur's
orders to have the bridges across the Yalu destroyed by bombing were
countermanded., These decisions were incomprehensible fo General
MacArthur and his staff. The General's frustration and bitterness are
revealed in his exclamation over the order to leave the Yalu bridges in-

tacts

"I vealized for the first time that I had
actually been denied the use of my full
military power to safeguard the lives of
ny soldiers and the safety of wmy army. To
me it clearly foreshadowed g future tragic
situation in Korea and left me with a sense
of inexpressible shock!ls

What were the reasens for the Administration’s policy which, in General

Yquoted in Willoughby and Chamberlain, gp. cit., 384, 401-402.
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MacArthur’s opinion, imposed upon him handicaps “without precedent in

nilitary history'?

One reason was the opposition of the United States' allies, They
had no wish to be drawn inteo a general war in the Far East, especially
one which might develop into a world war. In theilr opinion the present
effort in Korea held promise of a suceessful outcome, and they would not
support an attempt to hasten matters by extending the confliet to China.
The Truman Administration had made collactive security one of the main
foundationg of ilts foreign policy; it did not propose to weaken its
system of alliances by engaging in military operations outside Korea.
Actiona in the Far Bast which met strong disapproval from the United
States' allies would have serlous repercussions upon the North Atlaamtie
Treaty Organizatien.ls In General George C. Marshall's words, "The
possibilities of the loss of our Allies, the loss of continuation and
development of colleetive action; and collective defense . . . appealed
to us as being 80 serious that . . , General MaecArthur's proposals were
not censidered advisable'. General Marshall went on to esay that the
MacArthur plan to extend hostilitles, if seriocusly implemented, would
seriocusly jeopardize the efforts of the United States to build up a

cellective defence in western Europe,.16

Ygtatement by Dean Acheson Jun 1, 1951, text in AFPBD, 2621.
16Testimoay of George C. Mavshall before SENCOM, May 7, 1951,

text in the New York Iimes, May §, 1931.
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Furthermore, if the United States took the initiative in attacking
China, not only allies would be unfavourably impressed, As Senator Paul
H. Douglas poilnted out, the United States would be vegarded as the
aggressor by all the dark-skinned people in Asia; great bhestility
would be aroused there which might vesult in the loss of Malaya and

India to Gcmmunism.l?

There were other possible consequences of expanding the war which
further deterred the Truman Administration from adopting such a policy.
There was, for instance, the fear that the United States' limited mili~
tary forces might get entangled in a major war in Asia. Faced with the
almost inexbaustable Chinese resewves, hampered by long supply lines, the
Amey ican forees could become bogged down, and Amevican defences else-
where would likely have to be stripped bare. Having caught the enemy's
sword in a Chineze net, the Soviet Union could then make a txident thyust

into ungrgeéstedﬁﬁurﬁpe;ls

Probably the most important factor deterring the American Govern~

ment fyon extending the war, however, was the chance that an attack upon

China might Dring sbout military action by the Soviet Union, and that such

a confrontation of the two Super Powers might lead teo a thivd Werld Wav.

The Soviet Union had congiderable influence in Worth Korea,

1?$ddrass by Senator Paul H. Douglas at White Sulphur Springs,
W. Va,, Apr 20, 1951, veported in the New York Times, Apr 21, 1951,

|appp, 2612; EST, 1T 446, 456,
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and had provided assistance to both North Xorea and China, The United
States' Government assumed that understandings had asccompanied that
assistance, holding out the possibility of active Soviet intervention if
China were thre&tened.lg It was known also that in Feb, 1950 a2 Sino-
Soviet mutual defence pact had been signed, which was to become effec-
tive only when China or the Soviet Union was attacked by Japan or one

of Jepan's allies; the American CGovernment was apprehensive that a
United States attack on Manchuria would be integpreteé.by the Soviet
mion as an attack on China by an ally of Sapaa.zg Russia's entry inte
the war, in General Marshall's opinion, would have been "a very serious
matter, because they[#he Rnssiané]have « + . a considerable foree -~ 1
have fergotton euzetly how many thousands in the vielnity of Viadivostock,
Dairen, Port Arthur, Harbin'. QGeneral Marshall believed that Scoviet
intervention in Korea was "a very veal posaibility pertaining to the
Soviet Govermwent, the decision 18 of a2 few wen and can be an instant
deaision whenever they choose Lo make iz“jgl There was also the possi-
bility that attacks on Manchuria might bring about retaliatory air ralds
upon Japan, the Awerican supply eentre.zz And as Secretary of State
Acheson pointed out, the Sinc-Soviet treaty would give the Chinese

Communists a powerful leaver to demand Russian intervention if the war weve

lgstatemant by Dean Acheson Jun 1, 1951, text in AFPBD, 2620.

zeArticla by James Reston in the New York Times, Apr 20, 1951,

21$estimeny of George C. Marshall before SENCOM, May 8, 1951,
text in the New York Times, May 9, 19531.

ngddress by Senator Paul H. Douglas Apr 20, 1951, reported in the
New York Times, Apr 21, 1951.

L Sl [



236
extended to Chins by the United Nations foraas.zg

Bven withaut the treaty, the Truman Administvation reasoned,
Russia had zood cause to enter the war if hostilities spread to China.
Ching was the Soviet Union's largest and most important ally. Russian
intevests in the Far East, and consideration of presﬁig@,.WQuld likely

force the Soviet Union to actk,

Such action could take several forms. The Soviet Uaion could gilve
large numbers of aircraft and "volunteer' crews to China, or might use
the Bussian air and submarine forces. 'Velunteer” ground forces could
be provided, or the Soviet Unlon could begin an all-out war. TIn any of
these cases, the potential for expansion into world war seemed too strong

far tha United States Government to take the risk.zé

Az ¥r, Acheson made -quite elear, it was just sueh a confrontation
with the Soviet Unlon that the United States Government was working to

avoid,

"The activities of the UN in Rorea have been
described as ‘the reluctant crugade'’ ~-
reluctantly the Easi and West get into the
showdown. Now if anything is important, {f
anything is true about the situation in Kovea,
it is the overwhelming importance of not
forcing 8 showdown on our side in Kovea and net
permitting our opponents to forece a showdown.

23Text in the New York Times, Jun: 5, 1951,

245t arement by Dean Acheson Jun 1, 1951, text in AFPBD, 2620-2621.
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"That has been the whole heart and essence of
the poliey which the Administration has been
fFollowing . . . 28

Related to this policy was the belief that tiwme, if put to good
use, was on the side of the United States, 1IFf a major war with the
Communists could be avoided, the United States would be able to build
up a detervent military force strong enough to hold off an enemy atrtack
in some future war until the superior military potential of the West

. . o 2B
eould be tramsformed into actual troops and materiel,

The main immediate goals, then, of American poliey towmards Kovea
had crystallized by 1951. They included keaping the Bighth Army intscs,
ending the war with the Republic of Korea free of Comamunist forces and
protected from future aggression, and confining hostilities to the

Korean peninsula.

We can now turn to the second clagsification of American policy
goals in Korea. These were more geneval than the cobjectives just
described, and formed a bridge between the United States' specifically

Korean policy and its overall foreign policy.

Lpext in DOAFR, XIII, 7.

261can Acheson Jun 1, 1951 text inm AFPED, 2621-2622.
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From its first public statement on its intervention in the Korean
wayr, the United States CGovernment continually stressged that its paramount
afm in taking military action was to stop the aggression of North
Kcrea.27 ‘We have seen that when the decision to go all out against the
North Korean invaders was made during the period June 25-27, the over~
viding factor was the conviction of President Truiman and his advisers
that if aggression were allowed in Korea, there would later be further

aggression elsewheve,

Again and again American spokesmen in 1951 repeated that the wmain
rveason for the United Nations action in Korea was to stop’aggressicn,zs
There seems to have been complete conviction in the minds of the members
of the Administration -~ certainly no doubt was ever publicly admitted ~=
that the decision to enter the Korean conflict was yight because to have
stood back would have been to encourage new invasions., Adlai Stevenson
expressed the opinion of the President and his supporters when he said
that if the United States had not accepted the Communist challenge in

¥orea, Munich would have followed Munieh.zg

The idea of preventing Ffurther aggressions by stopping the first

27See AFPED, 2539-2541, 2550-2560.
B3ee WST, TI, 435; AFPBD, 2551-2552, 2567, 26032607, 2610-2612.

29Adlai Stevenson, '"Korea in Perspective', Foreign Affairs, XXX:3
(Apr, 1952), 353.
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one fitted in with the Administration's policy of contalnmment. President
Truman balieved that the Communist Power intended to try to conquer all
of Agia., Any movement in that direetion, therefore, bad to be checked
by the United States »~ hence K@reg.so It was accepted that a sucecess~
ful act of containment in Korea would not deter the Soviet Union forever.
There might be wmany more Koreas, but whenever a new aggression occurred,
it must be vesolutely app@sed.sl The unrelenting, expansionist pressure
of the Communist dictatorship had to be matched by an equally implaecable

stand by the United States.

Another. important aim of United States policy was presented )

fraquantly by American spokesmsn in 1931; i1t had not bsen mentioned in

the early stages of the war. This alm was expressed in various ways, all C

U

of which had one common element -- wviz., the effect upon other nations of

United States action or inaction in the Kevean corisis.

Members of the Administration sometimes explained this particular
policy goal by asking the rhetorical question: what would have happesned
if the United States had not intervened in Korea? The answey provided
was always grim. The people of Europe, watching to see how the United

States would react in the moment of erisis, would have been disheartened.

TUTRILT

BQAddress by President Truman Apr 11, 1851, text in AFPBD, 2611,

leemarks by Dean Acheson Jun 29, 1951, text in DDAFR, XIII, 7.
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They would have felt that since United States support was undependshle,
there was no point In resisting Commmism Ffurther. Eventuglly Western
Burope might fall, and with the balance of population and industrial
strength thus overiturned, the United States would face disaster.32
Similarly, American inaction would have convinced the people of Asia that
those who stood up to Communist ag allies of the Americans would ba
degerted by the United States if a erisils oceurved. The Asians, theve-
fore, of necessity would have adopted g policy of appeasement, which

would eventually have led o their logs of freed@m.33

Stated move positively, this aim of Ameriecan poliecy in Korea
ewhodied the idea that the United States was fighting to prove that
American friendship was very valuable in moments of adversity, to deflate
Communist prestige and demonstrate that the Communists were not invincible,
and to hearten nationms threatened by Communist aggresaien.g& These objea-
tives would be difficult to achieve 1f the United States foress were
evacuated from Kerea; this explajns why President Trumsn emphasized
that such a withdrawal, if necessary, must clearly be attributable to
military necegsity, not asppeasement. Of course, the loss of prestige
from such a military defeat would also seriously jeopardize the attain-

ment of these goals.

szemrks by Dean Rusk, text in Stabul, XXV:647 (Nov 19, 1951), 819.

BBShﬁveﬁsgns_QE;_ﬁi.-s 353; also, address by Adrian Fisher, legal
Adviger, State Department, Feb 17, 1951, textual excerpte in Stabul, XXIV:
609 (Mar 5, 1951), 378, S

rpeuman to MacArthue Jan 13, 1951, text inm HST, II, 435.
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Another aim of the United States' policy in Korea was the stvength-
ening of the United Nations and the system of collective security., The
United States had put a great deal of money and effort into building up
the collective security structure; the attack on South Korea was
considerad a dirvect blow at the foundation of this programme. It was
vital, thevefore, to resist the Communist thrusi, othevwipe s basic part
of American forelgn policy would be 1ost.35 As Prasident Truman pointed
out, Korea was the first great test of the United Nations Organization;
it was imperative that the test be passed ségaessfuliy.gé Secretary
Acheson deseribed this goal 1n & slightly different way. '"Korea's
significance™, he sald, "ls not the final crusade. It is not finally
making valid the idea of collective security. It is important perhaps
for the inverse reason that in Kovea we pravented the invalidation of

37 This iz a2 subtle distinction, pevhaps, but the

collective security',
Secretary of State was probably attempting to oppose to the Marzist
concept of inevitable victory 4 counter idea of the permanence of collsc-
give security. The system of colleciive security had existed before the
Korean war, and would continue after the war had snded. The successful
United Nations vesistance in KXorea was simply a2 demonstyatlon of this
enduring truth, and that was why the United States supported the resistance.
A

i

Statement by Dean Acheson Jun 1, 1951, text in AFPBD, 2616-2617.

35
30gruman to MacArthur Jan 13, 1951, text in HST, II, 435.

37Fxom remarks by Dean Acheson Jun 29, 1951, text in DOAFR, XIII, 7.
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All the goals of American policy towards Korea which have been
degeribed above can be combined into one broad, overriding aim.  The
United States was fighting in Korea to protect its pational security.
This was protection in an indirect sense. The Kowean peninguld itself
was described by General George Marshal - as being "of very wmaterial
importance™, but "not absolutely vital® 3§rategieally,38 and General Omar
Bradley said that Rorvea was not part of the United States’® strategic
long~range defanea.ag What the Truman Administration feaved, what
impelled it to intervene in Korea, was not the physical loss of South
Korea, but the intangible effeects of that loss. The United States
Government zcted to prevent further aggression by the Comm&aists, to
maintain the prestige of the United States, to preserxrve the system of

gollective security. Since all of these objectives had a bearing on the

B R

security of the United States, the overriding aim of the Truman Adminis-
tration in Korea, then, can be seen as the preservatlon of Amevican

national security.

After their hopes of unifying Korea by Fforce of arms had been
destroyed by China's intervention, the American leaders found it conven~

ient in their public statements to diffeventiate between the United

38Testiﬁsny before SENCOM, May 8, 1931, text in the New York Times,
May 9, 1951. '

39Testimeny before SENCON, May 24, 1951, text in ibid., May 25, 1951,
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States' military and political aims in Kovea. The iwmedlate wnilitary
objective was to end the war, leaving the Republic of Korea secure. The
political objective was the establishment of a unified, independent,
demoeratic Kcrea.éo This had been the maln aim of the United States'
Korean policy befora the outbreak of war. It continued to be the long«

vange goal of American poliey.

Thus the Truman Administration failed to achieve both its short-
term military ebjectives and its leng-term political objectives before
the inauguration of President Eisenhower. However, Pregident Truman and
many of his supporiers believed that the Administration's broader goals
in Korea, which have been analysed in this chapter, had besn at least

partially achieved by the American action in Korea.

; égstagamane by Dean Acheson Jun, 1951, quoted in Geodrich, "Kerea,
Collective Security ete.”, International Comeiliation, #494, (Oct, 1933),
1743 President Truman's State of the Unlon Address Jan 9, 1952, text in
the New York Times, Jan 10, 1952,
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CHAPTER XI

THE EFFEQTS OF THE KOREAN WAR ON UNMITED STATES FOREIGN POLICY

In attempting to assess the Korvesn War's effect upon American
policy, one 1s faced with the difflculty of distinguishing between those
policies which would not have changed without the war, and those which
would have evolved as they did, war or no war. Some developments in
United States paiiey were quite cleasrly the vesult of the sitvation in
Korea; in othey eésgs,.ghe conmection was less clear., With this veser~
vation in mind, we can examine American foreign peliciles after June 1950,
with particular refevence to the alterations im policy made necessary by

the Kovean war.

Not surprisingly, the Korean war's main impact was upon the Far
Eastern policy of the United States. The guidelines of the Truman
Administration's policy towards Japan had been well established by June
1950, the time of the North Korean aggression. By then, as we have seen,
the United States CGovernment was plamning the swift veturn of Japan to
independence and normal intérnational relations through the signing of a
peace treaty. Japan was 8lse to be a bastion of the United States' Far
Eastern #eeurit& system, The main effect of the Korean conflict upon
American policy towards Japan was to accelerate the United States' pro-
gress towards its-aséablished goals., For example, while the United

States Government wanted to estgblish Japan as a long term military

ol
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stronghold, Japan's immediate value ag the firm bsse for the Korean
oparations spurred the Truman Adminiétration to reach a settlement with
the Japanese Govarﬁment.l The Rorean conflict also made achievement of
American aims sonewhat easier, because many Japanase who had formerly
rajected the idea of American bases in Japan were moved to change their

) ) 2
opinions by the Communist aggression In Korea.

Part of 3 memorandum read by Mr. Truman to Clement Attlee during
thaeir meeting in Decembey 1950 stated:

" . . . other steps Whieh.might be taken to
gtrengthen non-Communist Asia . . . might
include:

(a) Restoration of considerable self-

government to Japan, the acceleration
of efforts to obtain a Japanese peace
settlement, the strengthening of Japanese
capacity for self-defence, the greater
utilization of productive eapaeity to
strengthen the capabilities of the free
world, and the proipt admigsion of Japan
inte international oxganizations. Uaited
Ringdom reluetance £o move on these . . .
polnts should be discarded in light of the
new exitical situation¥.3

This passage, particularly the last sentence, shows that events in Kores
eaused the Truman Administratilon to hasten the cowmpletion of its programme

for Japan.

lrustua 1951, 1743 ibd., 1952, 211.

2ypid., 1951, 176-177.

[Ty

3 . L2 °REATTY ol =g 2y i %1
Text in HST, II, 400-401.



The Korean war had a move drastic affect upon the United Btates’
policies towards Chima and Formosa. Bafore June 1950, the Truman
Administration had practieally washed its hands of the Chinesce Nationgl-
iat Government, had stopped sending military aid to the Nationalists,
and had taken the vnusual step of issuing a white paper strongly
criticai of Chiang Kai-shek's regime. Whilae not recogaizing the
Communist rvegime as the official government of China, the United étatas
Government had decided to do nothing more to prevent‘the Commmists from
attaining de facto control of t:hima.zé This polisy was eontinued after
the initial attack upon the Republic of Korea. Although the United
Statas Seventh Pleet wag moved into the Steait of Pormosa, i1ts mission
was to prevent attacks both by and against Communist China. Throughout
the summey of 1950 the Administyanion hoped that the Chinese Communists
would stay out of the Korean war, and ﬁhét a split might develop batween

o

China and the Soviet ﬂﬁiﬂn.b China's intevvention ended that hope, and

ended also the moderate policy which the United States had purssed to-

wards the Peking regime. The United States pushed a vesolution through

the United Nations General Assembly on Feb 1, 1931, naming Communist China

as an aggressoy in Xorea, and in Jan, and Feb, 1951, the United States

rvesumed military assistance to the Chinese Nationalist vaernmant.é

4323 Chapter II above.
5866 above VIIIT 229

6Test$meny of General Omay Bradley before SENCOM, May 21, 1951,

taxt in the Naw Vork Timsa May 22 1981,
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way, an abrupt reversal of its Chinag policy. On that date, Nean Rusk,
the Asgistant Secrebary of State, made a gpeech in which he anrouncad
that the Peking government, becausze it was a puppet government, would
not be granted diplomatic vecognition by the United States. Recognltion
of the Nationalist vovermment would continus because, he said, it was
more Eruly rapresentative of the Chinese people. Mr. Rusk stated that
the Pormosa ragime would econtinue to receive American aid, and he made a
thinly veilad promlse that 1f the Chinese vevolted they would xeceive

halp frem the United States.?

Mr. Rusk's addrvess was regavded by both the press and foreign ;

sovernments as new American policy. The Brivish CGovermment in particular

]

was alarmed, fearing that the Truman Administrvation wag moving towards
the views of Ceneral MzeArthur and his supporters. Specifically, the
British were afraid that the American Government was adopting the view
that 1zs chief opponent was net the Soviet Unlon, but Communism, and
that there must be no cessation of effort until every Communist governe
meni had been overturned. The British had no wish to ewbark on such a

crusade and feared its consequences. The Chinese poliecy of the British

government was to recognize the Communists as the government of China,

ity

71bid., May 19, 1951.
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and to favour admission of Comuwnist Ching into the Uniraed Nations.s

The Truman Administratlon atiemptad to still apprahensions ralsed

by the Busk speech and o assure thae world that there had been no change

*

L

&

in American policy, no move towards the views of the American right win

Mr. Acheson annovoeed:

"L yvegard the Rusk speech . . . as a vestate-
ment of policy which has been in existence for
gome time . . » I think theve 1z nothing new
in that speech,®

Mr. Acheson was perhaps being both truthful and untruthful in his
statement, depending on the peried of time coverad by his phrase "for
gome time”. It was true that sinece China's intervention in the Korean
war the United States Govexnment had havdened its policy towards the
Comounist government and bad begun once more to give ald to Chisng Kaie
shel, This wasg qﬂit@ apparent, and Mr. Rusk's speeeh did not mgrk any
great departure from this poeition, Furthermore, the main fear of a
number of nations, that the Administration was now planning to prolong

and extend the war, was not, in the event, borne out.

However, the Trumsn Administration had changed its Chima policy

Bz.tzié-, May 23, 1951,

Q
“Testimanyvbefare SENCOM, Jun2, 1931, text in ibid., Jun 3, 1951.



297

10

from that followed as recently as nid -November 1250, Mr. Rusk's firm
statement of support of the NMationalists, and his characterization of
the Peling regime as heing “not Chinese” was 2 complete reverzal of
American policy towards China which. in its moin outlines, had heen

followed until late autumm 1850. This chanpe was obviously the result

af the Horean war,

With the Admianfstration’'s new attitude towards the Nationslist

E
o3
=

(20

Chinese came a ebange iv Led States’ policy on Formosa., Bafore the
start of the Korean war, President Truman bad accepted the inevitability
of the f£211 of Tormosa to the Chinese Communists. With the outbreak of

war, and particularly after China's intervention, the Administration

chanzed its visws. Yhereas before June 25, 1930 the status of Formosa

|

was to have been decided by the outcome of the Chivese civil war, after
the outbreak of war in Korea the future of Formosa was to be decided by

gome type of intermational agrsement.

Az soomn 48 President Truman decided to use American foress in
Koraa, he ordered the Seventh Fleet o "neutralize" Formosa, and announced
that "the determination of the future status of Pormosa must await the

restoration of security in the Pacific, a peace settlement with Japan,

mSae above, VI, 167, 168.
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or epngideracion by the Unlied Naaions“}l The use of “or' im this state-
nent suggesis that any one of the three factors might decide the future
of Formosa. The firat factox ~- restoratiom of Pacilfic gecurity -~
implied that the end of the Koxean waz might see the withdrawal of the
Sevench Fleat and the rvefurn of Formosa to its former vulnevable
axistence. in other words, one ceuld at leasi infer from the President's
words that when the Korean operation was over, the Uniked States might

once again acquiasce in the conquering of Formesa by the Commmnists.

By the end of Aug, 1950, the oufficial United States stand on
Formosa was tual the Future status of the island depended upon an inter-
national agreewent oy Uniiad Nastions astion. There was now no suggestion
that Porwosa be gllowed Lo £all ¢o the Comwnists by armed iﬁvasian.lz
By the spring of 1931 the Administration had changed its Formosa policy
aven furiher. 'Alzheugh inteynationsl discussions, in which Comwunisd
Chinag would be included, might setile the statue of Formosa, such 8
settlement would not be accepted by the United Btates if it included
Comaunist contyol of Formgsa.ig Here again was an Administration poliey

that was teotally changed by the outbreak of war in Korea. In less than

Yopexe in HST, II, 339.

12Truman to Warren Austin, Aug 27, 1950, text in the New York

Times, Aug 29, 1950.

13Testimany of George C. Marshall before SENCOM, May 11, 1951,
text in ibid., May 12, 1951.
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a year the Unlted States Government had comlately reversed its stand om

Somunist rule In Foraossz.

e have saen that before the Korvean war the United States Govern-
went had vecognized that therve was a Comemmist threat in the former
zolonias off Southeast Asia, hut had made a rather limited respounse to

g X 14 : 1956 ° A : © ¢ 2
this menace. In Jan, 1950 Mr. Acheson described the "defensive peri-
meter” of the United Statan, including in it the Alautian Talande, Japan,

zhe Ryuku Zalands, =and the Philippineas. He went on to say:

8o far as the military securily of eother aveas
in the Pacific is concerned, it wust be eleay
that no person can guarantee these areas’
against military attack . . .

Should sueh an attack oceur . . . the initial
veliance must be on the paople attacked Lo
resigt it and then upon the commitments of the
entire civilized werld under the Charter of
the United Nationd.. . «

N

But 1t is a mistake, I think, 1n considering
Pagific and Par Bastern problems to becoms
obsessed with nilitary considevations.
Important as they are, there are other
problems that press, and these other prob-
lews ave not capable of solution threough
military means. 15

After the Korvean aggression, and undoubtedly to a large extent

because of it, the United States greatly imcreased its comnltwment to the =

%Bee above, II, 58 - 61,

orese 1n AFPBD, 2318,
M Rk,
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defence of the Southeast Asian countries and placed greater amphasis upon
"military considerations™. In a speach to the United Nations Geneval
Assembly on Oct 24, 1930, President Truwman noted that the United Nations
had used forece in Korea to stop aggression, and he spoke his approval

of further steps that were being taken to engure rvapid aetion in any
future aggression. 'However much they may regret the necessity", zaid

Mr. Truman,

# [the pesee-loving nations] will continue to

build up their strength until they have crested

forces strong enough te preserve the peace

under the United Nations. They will do all

that is vequired to provide a defence against

aggression'. 16
Under the eircumgtances of the Korean way, the Amerlecan President's words
smounted to a promise that the United Setates would use military fovee,
under United Nations authority,. to counter aggression against any
country. In effect, then, less than a yeav after Mr. Acheson's refusal
to guarantee the security of all Asian states, Mr. Truman was doing just

that.

The Administration went further in this dixestion. On Nov 6, 1951,
Dean Rusk made an sddress at Seattle, Washington, in which he saild that

the United States wasg sympathetie towards a further organization of

Wgexe in DOAFR, XII, 170-171,
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security in the Pacific area, beyond the United States - Australia -

New Zealand paet.l? The United States, sald My, Rusk, hoped that there
would be a growing consclousnese of the interdependence of the Far
Bastern nations in the maintenance of psace in the area, and that thie
would result in further co-operation in the intevests of mutual security.
"Fuither developments along that line will find a sympathetic and
interasted response from the United States“.lg This was another long
step away from the United States position enunciated by Dean Acheson in
Jan, 1950. Far from vefusing to guarantee the security of all but a few
Agian states, the American Government was now publicly inviting the Asian

nations to sign mutual defence treaties with the United States.

This change in pelicy towards the former colonial territories in :
Southeast Asia was almost certainly the vésult of the Kovean war. !
Although the threat of Communist subversion sontinued, and the Adminis~
tration took stepe to remove the conditions which wmads subversion
possible, Kores had shown that the threat of divect militavry attack was
very real. Moreover, once the United States had decided to resist the
aggressor insKorvea, and had eontinually declared how right and wige that
decigieﬁ had been, it logically had to amnounce that it would resist any

other aggression. This corollary was all the move wmandatory beesuse the

17A security treaty (ANZUS treaty) was signed Sep 1, 1951 by the
United States, Australia, and New Zealand.

18pextual excerpts in Stabul, XKV:647 (Nov 19, 1951), 823.




United Statas hed not justified its original intervention by refervewe to
ite former spocial position in Kores, but had proclaimed its action as

carcying out the prisciple of collective security under the Chavter.

Althoush the Kovesn war caused lwportsnt changes in the Truman
Administration's Far Eastewn policy, the basic features of the general
foraisn poliey of the United States wove essentislly unaffected by the
war. Thase policies veflected the Adeinistration’s analyeis of Soviet
aime, sn anslysis which vemained basiecally the sawe during the tenurs of
the Truman Adminifetrvation, sud which had first been publicly sutlined in
the fmpousc X" article by Geovge ©. Eem&;a.lg Thus, in his Messgage to
the Congress on May 24, 1951, President Truman declared that the stratezy
of the Soviet Union was to "pick off the free countvies one by one, so
that thely vesources and people can be organized agsinst the yest of the
frea world?, The Boviet threst, the President comtinued, was total,
affecting every form of human endeavour. and would be of indefinite duva-
&iﬁm.gﬁ The views expressed by Mr. Trusan in this meesape in 1951
paralleled the idess expressed by Mr. Kennan in 1947, in which the Soviet
Union was pictured as constantly probing and pressing, looking for weak
spots to b exploited in order o hasten the overthvew of capitaliss,

undeterred by cthe passage of fime because of the idsologically agsured

igSae above, I, 10.

20

“Addrees by Prosident Truwman Apr 11, 1951, text in AFPED, 2610-2611.
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inevitability of Communist victory.

What the Korsan war did do, perhaps, was to foous the attention
of the Truman Administration on Soviet aims in Asiaz. The United States
Government soon saw the Korean attack as the first step in a Soviet
programme to take over Asia, combining the population of China, the
productive capaeity of Japan, and the resources of Asia to become a

gtate of overwhelming pawe$.21

S8ince it had not substantially altered its opinion of Soviet &imé,
the Truman Administration maistained until 1953 the general poliecies
which it had followed before the Kovean war. The Soviet Union‘s attewmpts
to expand were to be contained by vigilant dctlen, including wmilitary
defence, asconomic and social rehabilitation of threatened aréas, propa-~
ganda, and constant use of the United Natlons, both as 8 forum and a

military Qrganizatiaﬁ.zg

Support of the United Nations continued to be a basic feature of
United States foreign poliey, and spokesmen for the Administration

vepeatedly stressed in public the imporxtance of the United Naﬁians.zg

21Address by Dean Acheson Apr 30, 1951, text in Stabul, XXIV:619
(May 14, 1931), 768,

22Address by Adrian Pisher, Legal Adviser, State Department, Jan
31, 1932, text in Stabul, XXVI:660 (Feb 18, 1952), 245-247.

2333&, for exampie, letter from President Truman to the Congress,
Jul 3, 1952, text im DOAFR, XIII, 202-203.
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The necessity of having allies, and the value of collective
gecurity were also concepts which the United States Covernment still
supported after the outbreak of war in Koxea.g4 The United States
attempted to obtain the support of its allies for its policies, and at
times, as we have seen, allied épinion was a factor in the formation of
American policy. Various mutuai security pacts were also signed after
June 1930, a furthey illustration of the Administration’s ¢ontinuing

belief in collective security, >

The Korean war did fvcrease the importance of force in Ameriean
foreign policy. The war showad that the Communists weve apt to use force
at any time, and revealed the ssyiocus weakoess of the United States'
military posture. It was quite possible ﬁﬁ&t the United States might
in future have te glve way to Boviet pressure through sheer inability to
countey the threat physically. This had been a dangewr in Korvea until the
Spring of 1951; the United States could place only a limited number of
troops in the field, and if these wevre not sufficient no more could be
spared. As a vesult, Korea itself would have had to be gilven up - a
gsevere military and political defeat for the United States. The exrper-

ience of the Kovean war, therefore, led to an extvemely rapid build-up

243eperg by President Truman to the Congress Feb 12, 1952, text
in DOAFR, XIXI, 145-146.

25For example, the United States~Phillippines Mutual Defense
Treaty Aug 30, 1951, ANZUS treaty Sep 1, 1951, Security Treaty with
Japan Sep 8, 19531.
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of the United States armed forces, in ordei to provide the necessary

element of military power o back up American foreign policies.

In summation, the Koxean war caused drastic reversals in the Fap
Eastern policiles of the United States, The effect of the war on general
United States policy was less severe: American policy-makers were con-
firmed in their analysis of Soviet aimg, and were styengthenad in their
resolve to counter those aims with policies which had already been

established bhefore the Korean aggression.

s i
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CHAPTER XIX
CONCIUSION

The Korean war was somewhat of an anomaly. It would not have
oceurred if Korea had not, iIn the closing days of World War IX, been
artificially divided. Even then, the United States govermment considered
the division of Korea to be unfortunate but relatively uwaimportant. For
the Amevican government belleved that Korea had virtually no direct
significance for American security. The Truman Administration believed
that South Korea should be kept independent because democratic capitalism
was on display there, and because it was important to contaln Boviet
expansion everywhere. But the conviction that Korea was of no military
importance overrode all other considerations, as c¢an be seen from the
Truman Administration's pelicies towavds Kovea after the Second World

Wax.

In 1946 the chief aim of the United States in Korea was the
achievement of a unified, independent Korvesa. At first, little sttention
was given by the Truman Administration to Korea, but as Soviet intran-
sigence beecame c¢lear, the United States government began to devote wmore
effort to the Korean problem. However, mueh of this effort was spent on

attempts to veduce the involvement of the United States in Kovea, without

T

sacryificing the objective of a unified, democratic Kovea. By 1950 the =
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United States goverument seemed to have attalned considerable asuccess in
its Korvean policy. The Republic of Korea had been established and
recognized by the United Nations Geperal Assembly 28 "a lawful govern-
ment...based on election which were a valld expression of the free

will of the electorate” of the southern half of Kevea, and "the only
such government in Kgraa”.l The Tnited States occupation forces had been
withdrawn, and there was established a United Nations Commission on
Korea which the Truman Administration hoped would deter an invasion by
Horth Korea. In Secrxetary of State Acheson's famous speech of Jan 12,
1950, Korea was axeiuded from the definition of the United Btates' vital
"defensive perimeter”. It appeaved, therefore, that the United States
had basn able to éisengaga itself from $@§ea, while at the sape tiﬂg_
ggtablishing an iﬁdepenéeng, democyatic government in at least half the

Korean peninsula.

We have seen that the Trumsn Administration's poliey towards
Rorea prior to Jug 25, 1950 precluded American military intervention in
the event of an attack from North Kores. In launching their invasion,
the Communists probably felt assured that the United States either

would not or could not help South Korea,

At this point, however, other factors quickly came inte play. One

, 1Resaiutian 195 (III) of the United Nations Ceneral Assembly
Dee 12, 1948, text in CGoodrich, Korea, A Study ete., gp. ¢it., 217-218.

BRI



308

of the basic features of United States foreign policy under President
Truman was the principle of containment. The attack upon Koreas was a
most obvious rupture of the containment net which had been carefully
constructed around the Communist bloc. The Truman Administration wag
logically compelied by one of the first principles of its foreign
pﬁliﬁ? o intervene to ston the Communist expansion. In other words,

it was abruptly realized that the sarlier policy of wxefusing to commit
the United States to the defence of the Republic of Korea was contrary
to general United States policy and could only have been logical if
South Korea had been vegarded as a sort of no-man's~-land whose occupancy

by the Communists could not be cecalled Soviet expansion. It became

]

obvicus with gudden clazity that South Koresa was not sueh an area, but

wag, on the contrary, a model of a new nation based upon western ideals.

The opinions and outlook of President Truman and his chief
advisers also played a part in the unexpected decision to intervene in
Korea. All felt that in Korea the Communists were attempting either to
test the Western bloc's will to resist or to demonstrate to the uncommit-
ted world that the Communists were atreng and their opponents Weak. in
either case, President Truman believed, failure to stop.ﬁhe Communist
invasion would invite further aggression elsewhere. Here we can'sea that
in a very real way the Korean war as it was fought was the result of

World War II, not only, obviocusly, as an instance of East West tension

vogpnl e
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originating in World War II, but also as the expressiom of the firm
belief of Harry Truman and his advisers that history doas to a certain
extent repeat itself and that if aggression were accepted now, further

aggression would follow. They had been conditioned by Munich.

Prior to the Korean attack the United States government had con-
sidered Korea luportant for reasons of prestige. Tt was believed that
the Asian natlons would accept or reject democratile capitalism partly
on the basis of its performance in South Kerea. However, before Jun 25,
1950 the prestige factor was subovdinated to military considerations
which required an American withdrawal from Kovea. Aftey the North Korean
attack legs stress was lald upon the military merits of intevvention é

the nacessity of demonstrating American strength and determination

R

became the pre-eminent factor.

Pinally, in analysing the considerations that led the United
States to intervene, one other possibllity should be noted. The great
gshock caused by the North Korean action -~ the surprise, the militavy
nature of the threat, the initial complete success »- may have foreed
Pregident Truman and his councillors to overreact. The psychological
effect of the sudden, unheralded invasion may have been to create an
emotiendl desire to strike back at this shattering new menace, forgetting e
past policies which had been worked out when the siltuation was less

desperate and time less preciocus.
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The Kovean war, therefore, can be viewed as a war of niscaleula-
tion. Had the Communists foreseen the American reaction, it is unlikely
that Nerth Korea would have invaded South Karea,z alrhough it is possible
that the attaeclk would have been wade anyway on the assumption that the
Republic of Korea would be totally conquered hefore Amerlcan aid could
become effectlve. The United States goverament, for lis part, did not
believe that South Korea was about to be invaded, and publicly omitted
Korea from the list of countries that the United States would definitely
defend. Later on, the Truman Government again errved in 1ts belief that
Communist China would not enter the war. The result of these misreckon-
ings was that the Soviet Union and the United States found themselves in
what was potentially an extremely dangerous situation which had not been

anticipated and for which policiles had to bae improvised.

To decide how well the Truman Covernment handled itself in these
perilous circumstances, we must first decilde upon our eriteria of judg-
ment, Certainly the aims of the Truman Administration in its approach
to Korea should be discussed. Were these aims the correct ones, given
the intevests of the United States and the conditions limiting the
Administration's actions? The danger in such a discussion of aims, how-

ever, is that there may be no vesolutlon of the discussion; disagreement

2Assuming, as the Truman Administration did, that the North Korvean
attack was the work of the Soviet Union, and not an independent act by
North Korea.
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may oceur on basile premisss and principles, and neither side can be
proved to be right or wrong. In examining the policies by which the
Administration sought to achleve its purposes in foreign affaivs, valid
judgments can be made if one accepts the Administration's aims as given.
In that case, a simple stapdavd of judgment can be used, viz,, success.
One can agk, to what extent did the United States government's policies

achieve their aimsa?

The Truman Administration's original aim in Korea -- the establish-
ment of an independent, democratie Korean state -~ is not subject to
sevioug criticism, Tt was handed down from the previocus administration,
and Mr. Truman had vowed to continue his predecessor’'s forelgn poliey. %

Given the relative unimportance of Korea, Mr. Truman had no cause to

T

change the Korean policy which he had inherited; his government had more

yital matters to attend to.

The division of Korez was a new situation, but that it required
a new formulation of aims was not inmediately apparent to the United
States. It was not until the swmer of 1947 that the Truman Adminlstra-
tion decided that it was Impossible to unify Korea by direct negotiations

with the Soviet Union. The Kovean problem was then laid befove the

T

United Nations, but it was quickly apparent that the Soviet Unlon had ne £
intention of permitting unification of Korea under United Nations
auspices. As a result, although creation of a unified, independent,

demperatic Korea vemained a long-term American geoal, the more immediate
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ajwa became the maintenance of the Republic of Korea, and the eventual
withdrawal of United States forces from Korea. As we have seen, these
aims weve conflicting, and the Truman Administration showed considerable

ingenuity in trying to reconecile them.

Were these new aims soundly chosen? 8inece the wost expert wmili-
tary advisers in the United States said both before and after the Korean
attack that the Korean peninsulas was strategically unimportant, the with-
drawal of United States occupation troops -- espeeially in view of the

shortage of combat-ready American soldiers -« was a logical aim.

On the other hand, could the Truman Administvation have washed its

hands of South Korea, allowing that area to be takem over by the

R O

Communists? Several considerations opposed such a course. The United
States Qovernment felt an ohligavion towards the Koreans, because of the
Cairo aud Potsdam declavations and because the United States was an
Oceupying Power in Korea. The containment policy of the Truman Adminis-
tration also argued against a complete withdrawal from Korean affairs,
and the damage to American prestige in Asgia if Korea became wholly
Comuunist was an additional facteor. It seems, therefore, that both of
the Administration's aims in Korea, although contradictory, were sound.
However, one can eriticize the equal priority given to the two aims, =
less emphasis should bave been put at first on the withdrawal of Awmerican

forces from Korea. The end of military occcupation was a proper goal,
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but it should have been subordinated to the aim of establishing the
Republic of Korea as a viasble state, capable of defending itself frem
invasion. An atiack from North Rorxea was consideved a serious
possibility; no particulayr prophetic gift was vequired to see that the
only forces capable of defending the Republic of Korea should vemain
until South Korea eoculd shoulder the load by itself. A slower phasing
of withdrawal of American forees, reflecting a down-grading of the
United States' military aim in Korea, might have been sufficient. One
reason for the precipitate evacuation of American troops was the mis-
apprehension that the Republic of Kovea forces were strong enough to
repulse a North Korean attaek; such a seriocus blunder by military
intelligence must be severaly condemned. Tt has been suggested that the
United States purposely kept the South Kovean army weak in order to
preveat the Republic of Koresa from attacking its northern neighbour.
This sounds rather too Machiavellian to be true, but if the Truman
Administration did so veason it was in sericus errvor. The Republic of
Korea could not mount a sustained atiack without a steady stream of
Aperican supplies. The United States could have bullt the southern army
to full strength, supplying stockpiles for only a limited period of
fighting. The Government of the Republic of Korea could have been told
bluntly that in the event of hostilities further suppliaes would be
provided only if it was obvious that North Korea was the unprovoked

ageressor.
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When the Koresan war began, the immediate aim of the United States
was to foree the invader back behind the Thirty-eighth Parallel, ve-
storing Korea to the gtatus que ante belium. This was a well chosen
goaly it was limited and clear; it could not fall to gain the support
of most countries of the world; it fitted in with the concepts and aims
of the United Nations Charter. It was unfortunate that the Truman
Administration, in the summer and fall of 1950, let success change the

nited States' aim in the war.

Many have argued that morality ig the best guide in conducting
foreign affaire, that in the long run expediency does not pay, Such
exponents of movality cau adduce the Korean war as s case inm point., By

deciding to use force to unify Korea simply because the opportunity

B il

seemed to be there, the United States deserted the prineciples for whiech
it was supposedly fighting, and ignored its own rule -~ voiced by Dean
Acheson on Jan 12, 1950 -~ that Awerican puvposes in Asis must be
"giyraight" and “Pure",s Siv Benegal Rau, the Indian delegate to the
United Nations, put the case against foreeful unification just before
the United Nations CGeneral Assembly suthorvized its forees to establish

&
stabllity "threoughout Korea™:

euinits

35ee Above, II, 4.

“General Assembly resolution of Oct 7, 1950,
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We cannot help thinking that it would iwmpair
faith in the U.N. if we were even to appesar ¢o
authorize the unification of Korea by the use
of force against North Kovea, after we had ye-
sisted the attempt of North Korea to unify the
country by force against South Korea. The re-
sult may be to intensify the North Kovean
opposition and to increase the tension in that
part of the world.d ,

Since one of the main purposes of the United States intervention was to
impress upon other nations that force should and would not be used to
settle intevnational disputes, even advocates of sxpediency might boggle

at such a flagrant departure from principle.

By early 1931, as we have seen, the United States had elarified
its military aims in Korea: the Eighth Army was to ba kept intaci; the
war was to be ended; the Republie of Korea wmust be restored and made
secure from any future attack; the war was to be confined to Korzea.
There can be little argument with the first three of the objectives;
there can and has been considerable discussion on the merits of the
fourth epe. 7The arguments for and against extending the war to China
have already been presented. Even 1f one disagress with Mr. Truman's

decigion to limit the geographical extent of the war, it ie clear,

surely, that the decision was based not on whim but on  strong, care-

fully thought out reasons.

5Quoﬁed in Whiting, op. cit., 114 n.

T e
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The more geneval goals of the United States in Korea have been
discussed previously: to deter futurve aggression; to show the strength
and loyalty of the United States; to uphold collective security; to
maintain the security of the United States. In view of the past policies
of the United States and the normal foreiga policy aims of any country,
the above objectives seem reasongble. One can question whether finter-
vention in Korea would necessarily prevent. agpression later on somewhere
else, but such disecussion would inevitably resolve itself into siwmple
differences of epinion. In this case President Truman and his advisers
felt that they were applying the lessons of the past, and if the past
does have lessong to teach, the Korean intervention would seem to have

heen » sound application of the lsgson of the 1930's,

N S

The ebvieus‘altexnative to pursuing these objectives, of course,
wag pon-intervention. To have rvefrained from sending tvoops to Korea in
the strategic importance of Korsa., While such a policy would have been
outt of step with the containment ﬁhamry, as I have suggastedﬁ it would
nct have been inconsistent with ﬁhe principle of containment as 1t was
being applied in the Far East before the North Korean attack. Secretary
of State Acheson, in his speech on Jan 12, 1950 outlining the defensive
perimeter of the United States, specified the Par Bastern states that e
would definitely be defended by the United States. Other countries in

the region, if attacked, could not be sure of full American assistance.
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This was, therefore, a contaimment theory which called for resistance
to Soviat expansion only in cevtain vital areas. The unimportant ree
gions in between these strategic points would not necessarily be

protected from Russian penetration.  Non~intervention in Korea would

not have flouted this Far Eastern version of the contaioment policy.

The direct military consequences of non~intervention would not
have been sevious, assuming that President Truman'’s military advisers
were correet in their apgfaeiatiqn_ Pormosa as wall ag Bouth Korea
would presumably have fallen to the Coomunists, and the territorial
positions occupied by the Communist and Western bloes in the Far East
would have haen move loglcal geographically than they now are. The
140,000 United States easaaltiesé would not have occurred, These ra~
sults of American nen-participation were foreseegble; it would be
pointless to go further and examine advantages of sonwintervention
{such as possibly lass agfim@nieas.sinﬁaAmerigaﬁ,xalatiens} which were
not appareént in Jun, 1950, It is possible that in the leng-rus non-
intervention might have been the wiser poliey, but one cannot prove this,
just as one cannot prove that intervention was the right move. It is a
matter, ultimately, of opinion and judgment. OCevtainly President Truman

had powerful reasons for intervening after the North Korean attack., One

OToral dead: 25,604; Wounded: 103,492; Miesing in action
10,748. Source: Encyclopaedia Britannica Book of the Year 1954,
"Rorean Wax', ' ' ' '
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eriticism can, however, be made., There iz no evidence that Mr. Truman
and his advisers, in their first meetings after the invasion, ever
considered the alternative of non-intervention., The decision to use
force peems to have been made instinctively and almost immediately with-
cut any logical study of the other alternativas. If foreign policy ia
to be rational it must be based upon g full examination of all possible
couvses of setion. Owne has the impredsion thet ewotisnal overtones were
too strong at the President’s meetings in the weak of Jun 25, 1950, and
that as a vesult not all the avenues of possible American action were
explored, This, though, is not a condemnation of the éeeisi#n to inter~

vene, but rather of the way in which the decision was arrived at,

Turning now to the United States' policies in Korea, we can judge
those policies by thelr success, by the extent to whiech they achieved
their stated purpose. By this standard, the Truwan Administration's
Fovean policies appear, on the surfave, to have been either badly
chosen or improperly applied. The continuous aim of the United States
from 1945 on ~~ both before and during the Korean war -~ was the -
astablishment of one Independent, democratic Korean state on the Korean
peninsula. The Truman Administration’s policies did not achieve that
goal, It is difficult, however, to think of any course that the United
States could have taken and been successful, in view of the obvious
Soviet determination to preserve the division of Korea. The use of force

to achieve unification, when tried in the fall of 1950, proved disastrous,

[ SR
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Not only was Kovea vot wnified, but also the war was prolonged.

In the peviod 1947-1950, the United States Governwent attempted
to veduce its nommitument: in Kovea, while keeping the Republic of Korea
independent: In order to reconeile these contradictory objectives the
Truman Administration made the Kovean problem the vesponsibility of the
United Nations, and secured the establishment of a United Natdions
Commission which, it was hoped, would deter g Nocth Kovean attack.
These policles failed:; South Korea was attacked and cawe very close to

beilng congquered.

The primayvy wmilitary aime of the United States in the Korean

conflict were the vestoratlon of the Republic of Rovea, the ending of

o

the war, and the securing of Bouth Korea against further attacks, When
President Truman left eoffice in early 1953, South Kerea had been almost
wholly cleared of Communist forees, but the war was etill on and there

was no guarantee that the United Nations might not again be driven back

down the peninsula.

The Trumsn CGovernment was able to keep the hestilities confined

to the Korean peninsula, despite stromg pressure from many sides. The

T

peolicies used to achi@vé that aim worked, but one cannot help but note
that the Administration might not have had o go to go much trouble to

keep the war out of China if the Thirty-eighth Parallel had not been
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erossed in Oet, 1950,

The Truman foreign policy record im Korea 1s vot so dismal as the
praceding paragraphs suggest. While it is true that Kerea vemsins
divided, what poliecy, in view of the Soviet opposition, could have over-
come this problem without sacrificing to an inordinate degree American
resources, lives, and ndn«que&n foreign policy goals? Although the war
contlnued beyond President Truman's term of office, 1t was the progress
made under Me, Truman on the battlefield and in the truce tents which
made the final arwistice possible. Moreover, it is indisputable that
the Republic of Kovea was saved from Communist contyrol; aggression was
pot rewarded, The swift American dJdecision te intervene prevented the
Commmniats from expanding by foree of arms, That was one of the wailn
resgsons for the Unlted States response, and, in that, success was

achieved.

1 is wove difficult to messure the success of President Truman's
Rovean policies in vealizing thely wmore genersl alms, because both the
aime and the affects of the policies are intangible. Was future aggrest
sion deterred? The Comnunist military action in Indo«China, Hupgary,
and Vietnam suggests that aggzessicn continues, and yet who can say that
some other planned invasions were not prevented by the United States'

fiem responge in Korea?

£
=




The Truman Administration's Rorean policy appzars to have
bolstered Amervican prestige. TIn Furvope the allies weve impressed by
the Unitved States' determination to resist Comumlst expansion.? In
Asia, the United States' successful resistance to the Communists had a
warked effect, A myth of Communist invinceibility had growm up in Asiag
many believed that the Soviet Union had been the real victor over both
Germany and Japan. Tt was very important, thevefore., that the United
Btates had shown that it had the ability teo defeat Communist forces in
Large-ascale combat. Balanced azalnst this vise in prestige was the
danger that United Btates military action might be construed in Asia as
whites iamerialism.s Hore one must give the Truman Administration full
marke for its poliey of working through the United Nations. By so doing,

the Amevican Government was abla to dispel wany of the Aslans’ suspicions

RN 3 RIS

and to enlist their co~opevation in the Kovean war,

The top members 68 the Mr. Truman's Goveramen®, such as Dean
Acheson, claimed that the American action la Korea strengthenaed the
Tnitad Mationg anl the principle of collective Saeurity.g Certainly the

United States' o system of collective security was enlarged by the

7Sﬁavensan, op. eit., 355.
8GeF. Hudson, "Korea and Asia" Intermational Affairg, XXVII:1 ;
(Jan, 1931), 18-24. o

gFer example, see Mr. Acheson's address to the Women's Natiopal
Press Club Apr 18, 1951, text in the New York Times, Apr 19, 1951; also
Philip €. Jessup's interview with Erxic Sevareid Aug 27, 1950, text in
Stabul, XXI1X1:583



322

war, for the Korean confliet encouraged the Philippines, New Zealand,
Australia, and Japan Zo take part in the United Stages' Pacific securilty
afrangemenis.le Whether the world's countries generally were more veady
as a result of American registance in Kovea to "fight side by side, if
necessary, for the safety of any of them because thelr common right is

11 | .
involved™, " is difficult to say.

The ralatively successful United Nations action in Kovea may have
increased the prasitige of that body, as various prominent Amevicans
claimed, or the effect may have been negligibla. Events since 1933 seem
to indicate that any rise in prestige was fairly tramsitory, What the
Eorean wax did do, howaver, was to give the Western bloc experience in
the techniquas of organising world opinion in the United Nations,
Specifically, the use of the CGenerval Ag¢sembly as an alternative to the
deadlocked BSecurity Council was developed through the vecessities oreated
by the Korean war. 8o, too, was the wmethod of uwsing the general provi-
sions of the United Nations Charter on combatting aggression to justify
action by the Orgonisation. Although the original mechanics of operation
envisaged by the United Nations' founders were thus upset, the ability o

act quickly in erises -- gertainly an aim of the founders ~- was facili-

108tevenson, op. cit., 336,

Hpddress by Dean Acheson to the Women's National Press Club
Apr 18, 1931, text in the New York Timeg, Apr 19, 1951.
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tated by this method of evading the vato powerin the Security Gouncil.lz
These changes were mainly the work of the Truman Administyation. Of
courge, the old problem of the viablility of a United Nations policy

which i8 opposed hy a-great Power remains unanswered,

When'critieizing Presidant Truman's policies towards Korea, one
should keap in mind the stagpering difficulties that besetr the Adminis-

tration as it attempted to formulate and apply its Korean policies.

Prasident Truman did not create the Korean problem; 4t was an
unfortunate result of the Second World War. With the peninsula split in
two, one part under Soviet authority and one under American authority,

the attainment of a uwnlfied, independent countyy was virtually im-
possible, gilven the attitude and policies of the Soviet Union at this
time. Thus Mr. Truman's Governuwent was faced from the first with an

impasse.

Another difficulty was the mllitary weaknedgs of the United States
when the Korean attack came. Here again, the Truman Administration can-
not baiblamed too much because the rapid demobilization of American

forces after the defeat of Japan was demanded by the American public.

12Addﬁess by Warren R. Austin at New York Aug 27, 1951, textual
excerpt in Stabul, XXV:637
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General Dpuglas MacArthur, another problem, was unique; no other
American officer combined to anywhere near the same degree the prestige,
ego, eloquence, and willingness to flout authority which the Paeific hero
possesgsed. It was unfortunate that this man, whose views on the Far East
were so different from the Administration’s, was the Supreme Commander in

Tokyo when the Korean war began.

Not only did President Truman have to deal with an uncooperative
general abroad, but he also had to fight off strenuous attacks by the
Raepublican Party at home. Convinced that continuous, severe criticism
of the Administration's foreign poliecy was both merally and politically
right, Senmator Taft and his followers maintained a steady barrage against
the Administration which seriously limited the Government's freedom of

action in foreign affairvs.

Another check upon the Administration's Kerean policy was imposed
by the necessity of keeping the support of the United Sgates’ allies and
the new Asian nations. Critics have sald that the Administration
listened too much to foreign opinion ~~ a vather isolationist view -~ or
too little. My own impression is that the United States Government, with
a few exceptions -~ such as the fallure to include an ally, except for
South Korea, on the truce team ~- preserved a fairly goed balance

between satisfying world opinion and getting things done.
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The very nature of the Korean war imposed special difficulties
upon the Truman Administration. The main purpose in entering the
conflict was not to win in the traditional sense of forcing the enemy to
surrender and accept the victor's peace terms. The aim was, rather, to
prevent the Communists from achieving such a victory; restoring the
South Korean border at the Thirty~eighth Parallel was all that the United
Nations forces had to do to be successful in their operations, This type
of war the American people found hard to comprehend. They were used to
entering a war, beating the enemy to his knees, imposing their will upon
the loser, and then withdrawing. The Korean war did not £it the pattevn,
and the military stalemate which was achieved in the area of the Thirty-
eighth Parallel seemed to be a defeat rather than a victory. General
MaecArthur's declaration that "there is no substitute for victory" was

closer to the traditional Awmerican view than was the Administration's

Ceppr e

peliey.ls

The confused, dissatisfied mood of the Americans was intensified
by President Truman's decision to keep the war in Korea, snd the
restrictions on American military action which resulted from that
decision. Instead of bringing all possible resourcez to bear on the

problem in the normal American manner, the Tyuman Government hedged in

13S.ee remarks by Senator J. William Fullbright in hearings of
SENCOM May 12, 1951, text in the New York Times, May 14, 1951; alse
Goldman, op. cit., 207, 210.
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its foreces and theilr commanders with directives which forbade certain
actions and whieh likely did add to United States casualties. Under the
pireumstances this was probably the wisest course, but it was not the
American way, and many Americans ~- General MacArthur being only the

most spectacular example -« found 1t unbearable.

President Truman confined the war to the Korean peninsula pri-
marily because he feared that to extend the conflict might precipitate
a general war; this leads us to the last of Mr. Truman's burdens that
T wish to discuss. The United States Government had to conduct the
KRorean war in a particularly volatile atmosphere. It was extremely
difficult £o discern the intentions of the Soviet Union. The presence
of the United Nations Commission on Korea, and the United States'
guperiority in atomic weapons had not prevented the Communists from
attacking. Obviously the Soviet Union was willing to begin -~ through
its gatellites ~-- g2 local war; was it prepared to go all the way and
launch an allw~out war? The Truman Administration did not know the answer,
but it was aware that if a world conflict did begin, Korea was not the
place where the United States’ main defensive force should be. There
ware, therefore, great risks involved in the American interventiony
President Truman pursued his policy under the Damecletian sword of a
posgible Soviet attack. This threat put a great strain upon Truman and
his ehief advisers; the stakes were high and a wrong decision on any

important matter could be disastrous. The direct effect of this danger

e e
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was the limiting of the war teo Korea; by doing this, President Truman
hoped to avoid provoking the Sovieb Union into intervening openly in

the war.14

None of the handicaps under which President Truman laboured,
which I have been describing, was unique. But few statesmen can have had
a larger number and variety of impediments to contend with in conducting

foreign policy, a task which at best 1s ravely easy.ls

As is true of most governments' foreilgn policies, the Truman
Administration's Kovean poliey had both strengths and weaknesses. Unwise
policies helped to precipitate an unexpeacted and unwanted war.  The raee
sulting decision to inte:vene, despite the e¢riticlems which can justly
be made of 4it, was I think, corvect. If the containweni policy had any

mesning, 1f United States support' of the United Nations and the principle

1d“For:‘ an Administration appreciation of the risks involved in the
decision to intervene, see Dean Acheson in AFPBD, 2617.

151 wonder, however, if President Truman did not have an easlery
task, in one respect, than his successors have had, It seems to me that
the Korean war took place at a €ime when the justness of the American
cause wags clearer than it is today. In 1950 the memory of Russian
secretiveness and intransigence after the world war wasg still fresh.
Black and white were more spparent in international affairs, and God
was clearly on our side. Today, American nuclear tests, the U-2 affailr,
and the Bay of Pigs invasion ave behind us, and for many people the
digtinction batween the two bleoes has blurved. The Amgrican president
now must make a greater effort to juatify his actions from the point of
view of morality.

A
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of collective security had any meaning, the North Korean aggression had
to be repulsad., The Administration's successes and fallureg during the
war need not be repeated here, although the appalling difficulties faced
by President Truman might be stressed once more, Some attempt has beeun
made in this work to assess the results and the wisdom of President
Truman's policies towards Korea, Pinal judgment may never be made, and
certainly cannot be made until the Communiste' archives are opened and
ong can see what effect American policies in Korea had upon the thinking

and policies of the Communist bloe.
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