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ABSTRACT

Foreign aid has become a traditional part of the
foreign policy of the United States, but in the eleven years
since the enactment of the Marshall Plan there has been a
steady increase of opposition to foreign aid programs. The
votes in the Senate in favor of the Marshall Plan were 4,06
times the negative votes. Ten years later, in 1958, the "yea"
votes in the Senate on the Mutual Securlity Administration bill
were 3.00 times as many as the "nay" votes. The votes in the
House for these same two years show an even greater manifes-
tation of a growing opposition to foreign aid. In 1948 the
affirmative votes were 4,48 greater than the negative, while
in 1958 the figure drops to 1.93.

While only two out of the eight Kansans in Congress
voted against the Marshall Plan in 1948, three voted against
the Mutual Security Act in 1958, and Senator Schoeppel, who
dld not vote, was known to be against the bill., This indi-
cates that the Kansas Senators and Representatives in Wash-
ington have roughly followed the national trend of a mounting
opposition to forelgn aid bills (3.00 more "yea" votes as "nay"
votes in 1948 as compared to 2,00 more "yea" votes than "nay"
votes in 1958).

Throughout this study the writer has attempted to
show why this oppositlion has increased as far as the Kansans

were concerned. Speeches, both in and out of Congress as well



as the publlic statements of the Kansas Senators and Represent-
atives for the period 1948 to 1959 were checked in an attempt
to ascertain why these men voted as they did. A study was

also made of the Congressional Record, the Topeka Daily

Capital, the Hutchinson News-Herald, the Garden City Daily

Telegram, the Emporia Gazette, and the Kansas City Star.
Ietters of inquiry were also submitted to these men.

It is the considered opinion of the author that the
main reason for the Kansans voting in favor of forelgn aid
was basically due to the agricultural interest of their
State. Many of the Senators and Representatives from Kansas
have attempted to solve the problem of surpluses in agricul-
tural commodities by foreign aid legislation. The majority
of these men who voted in favor of forelgn aid hoped that
these plans would permit the flow of agricultural commoditiles
to the rest of the world. Thls would, as they believed, solve
the problem of hunger in the world while solvipg the problem
of surpluses in the United States.

That feeding hungry people is a humanitarian purpose
cannot be disputed, but to feed the hungry of the world and
collect a return for the food i1s a degree beyond a human-
itarlian purpose. The Kansans wanted the United States to be
the chief source of food for the world, yet they wanted the
Unlted States to be justly compensated for their food in the

form of forelgn currencies, strategic materials or military

defense in Europe



Not all the Kansans belleved foreign aid would solve
the agricultural surplus problem in the United States. Those
men who voted "nay" on foreign ald measures argued that a
better and a cheaper plan could be legislated to solve the
surplus problem. They believed that foreign aid measures were
not the best defensive maneuver the United States could
utilize for security in the world. They believed the money
collected from taxpayers of the United States could be used
to gain the real advantages of security for the nation. The
key to this security for the United States was a financially
sound nation, one that bullt its military defenses upon its
own shores, not the far-off shores of forelgn countries.

Although the form of foreign aid has changed consid-
erably, such as in the form of the Point Four Program (assis-
tance to underdeveloped countries), Mutual Security Adminis-
tration, or the International loan Fund; the debate in
Congress concerning foreign aid has not actually changed.

Those arguments that were used in 1948 were used in 1959.



CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Foreign ald to Europe has long been a controversial
toplc in the United States. Two points of view have been
expressed regarding the beginnings of the United States
foreign ald programs. One school of thought is that the
program of foreign ald to Europe started with the Lend-
lease program of 1940, The second is that the program was
initiated in a period of intermational peace with its actual
beginnings made known to the public In the address given at
Harvard on June 5, 1947 by Secretary of States George Catlett
Marshall. This study recognizes the second school of thought,
and since the author is more concerned wlth presenting the
attitudes of the Kansas Senators and Representatives in
United States Congresses from 1948 to 1959 relative to the
Marshall Plan, little mention will be made of the first two
phases of the entire ald to Europe program, which were the
Greek-Turkish Loan, commonly known as the Trumen Doctrine,
and the European Interim Ald Program.

The Marshall Plan legislation was officially known as
the Economic Cooperation Act of 1948, or as it was known in
actual operation, the Economic Cooperation Administration (ECA).
These names will be used interchangeably in this study. After

1951, foreign aid to Europe no longer was classifled as ths



Marshall Plan or as the ECA but was known as the Mutual
Securlty Administration. The year 1951 marks the beginning
of a shift from purely sconomic ald to military aid, and this
change i1s dlstinctly noted by the implications of the title

for the ald programs, the Mutual Security Administration (MSA).
STATEMENT OF THE PROELEM

The purpose of this study 1ls to examine the attitudes
end the opinlons expressed publicly by the Kansas Senators
and Representatives in the United States Congress relative
to forelgn ald to Europe as 1t was enacted during the years
of 1947 to 1959. This study will cover the Marshall Plan
(ECA) and the Mutual Security Administration (MSA) to 1959.
Other forms of ald programs, such as the 1947 Greek-Turkish
Loan, wlll be mentloned only intermittently as a comparison
for the Marshall Plan.

Chapter II 1s a brief discussion of the Marshall Plan,
how 1t origlnated and was enacted., Thls brief discourse i1s
by no means a complete one, It is intended to be only an
introduction to the overall leglslative problems produced by
the Marshall Proposal and some of the basic solutlons employed
to solve these difficulties. A qulck survey of the Congress-
fonal attitude toward the Marshall Plan measure is outlined
in Chapter II.

In Chapter III, the arguments supporting the voting
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records of the United States Senators from Kansas on European
ald are presented. This chapter is only a survey of the
various positions of these men. No final conclusions ars
drawn from the surveys. The conclusions of these Senators,
drawn as neatly into one basic summarization for each indi-
vidual man as research would permit, will be found in Chapter
V. This conclusive chapter is also applicable to Chapter IV,
which describes the voting records of the United States

Representatives from Kansas,
LIMITATIONS AND SOURCES

Statements, formal letters, and newsletters relesased
by the Senators and Representatives should be the chief
sources used in discovering the true opinions of these men.
Due to the difficulty of obtaining such correspondence,
heightened by incompleteness of files for newsletters and
letters, speeches not recorded or not kept, or the inaccu-
raclies of verbal memory, the aunthor was forced to confine
his attentlon, almost excluslvely, to documented statements

found in the Congressional Record or the more secondary news-

paper comments pertalning to this subject matter. However,
informal statements from the men surveyed in thls report,

who are still living and who were willing to make comments,
were obtained by the writer. In most cases, these statements,

in letter form, supplemented the declarations already published



In the Congressional Record or in the various newspapers

used by the author,

Few secondary source books may be utilized in
connection with the survey of Kansas Senators and Repre-
sentatives, To a large degree, the material from secondary
sources reviewed for this study has been used only in Chap-
ter II, the brief history of the Marshall Plan.

No attempt has been made here to exhaust the material
avallable on foreign ald to Europe. Only the material directly
concerned with the Kansas Congressmen and the specific
problem of foreilgn aid to Europe was used. Five Kansas
newspapers were covered thoroughly wlth particular attention
glven to the Congressional electlon ysars and the perlods of
time when foreign ald measures were being debated in the
Congress, A study was made of some of the major newspapers
In Kansas from the newspaper files at the Kansas State His-
torical Soclety Library at Topeka, Kansas. Newspapers used
for this study were the Topeka Daily Capital, Hutchlnson

News-Herald, Garden Clty Dally Telegram, Emporia Gazstte,

and the Kansas City Star. The Salina Journal and the Wichita
Beacon were also studied. These two newspapers, however,
were not as extensively covered as the other five newspapers,
This study i1s not an attempt to solve the riddle of
foreign aid. The author 1s not advocating any ald progrem,

nor does the author wish to imply any mallce toward forelgn



CHAPTER II

A HISTORY OF THE MARSHALL PLAN

Immediately following World War II the many political,
social, and milltary, as well as economic problems of Western
Europe, the Mlddle East, and Aslia came to be regarded as
arlsing from economic difficulties. The solution to all
these problems was therefore felt by the Unlted States
Government to be an economic one. It was the rush of events
in the winter of 1947 that led the Policy Planning Staff of
the Unlted States State Department to seek an expedient
capable of solving the troubles of a Greek Civil War, a
remedy for the economlc quandary causing hunger in Western
Europe, and, in general, a pollicy capable of dealing with the
threat of communlst expansion over these territories, Past
efforts such as the Unlted Nations Relief and Rehabllitation
Adminlistration and earlier American loans which had been
utilized, to stimulate the economic heartbeat of the war-
wrecked world, were coming to an end, yet recovery had not
bsen attained.l

This tenebrous scene was at 1ts nadir in Greece, a

country where the government had been plunged into rebellion,

ljohn C. Campbell et al., The United States in World
Affalrs, 1947-1948 (New York: Harper and Brothers, 19487,
B 2T,




and where economic conditions within the country itself
hindered the recovery of that government from 1ts chaotic
situation., The instabllity of Turkey also presented a
disturbing situation. When 1t seemed nothing short of
military and economic aid to Greece would save the falling
government, Secretary of State George Marshall gave new
hope in a speech delivered in Cambrldge, Massachusetts on
June 5, 194-7.2 In the body of that speech Marshall in-
serted the ldea of providing aid to European nations who
would, through a process of self-help, cooperate with the
United States to regaln or rebulld thelr economic strength
in an effort to ward off communism. The people of the United
States were thus introduced to the idea of peace-time eco-
nomlc aid to Europe, and with the crisis in Europe caused by
the two relentless pressures of Soviet expansion and eco-
nomic poverty, the first of which was simultaneously pro-
moted by the second, the concept rapidly attracted many
friends. Few American people disputed the challenge of
Soviet ambltion,3 and the recent adjournment of the Moscow
conference brought 1little 1f any hope of accomplishing world

peace., The speech was timely in that the opposition to

Ibid.

33ames W. Wigzins and Helmut Schoeck, Foreign Aild
Re-examined (Washington, D. C.: Public Affairs Press, 1958),
pP. 14,



Internationalism, composed of the seemingly always present
1solationist bloc iIn the United States, had little material
to present to the citizens of the United States that they
would accept as counterevidence to the policy of inter-
national cooperation because of the Europsan crisis.4

The Harvard Speech stressed a broader arrangement
than economic aid to Greece and Turkey, later known as the
Truman Doctrine, which had been under Congressional dis-
cussion during March and April of 1947. This dividing line
between the Truman Doctrine and the Marshall plan was the
concept of economically aiding all of Europe through the
brosder Marshall Plan rather than just aiding Greecs and
Turkey; the wider Marshall Plan, however, stimulated many
arguments after the ultimate passage of the Greek-Turkish
ald blll. Some Congressmen could accept the Greek-Turkish
ald but could not support a more general economlc plan:

that of ald to all of Europe.
INTERIM AID

President Harry S. Truman summoned the members of
Congress to a specilal session on October 23, 1947, giving

two reasons for the necessity of having this session as,

4Harry Bayard Price, The Marshall Plan and Its Meaning
(Ithaca, New York: Cornell University Press, 1955), p. 25.
Hereinafter cited as Price, Marshall Plan.
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first, the crisis in Western Europe and, second, the infla-
tionary conditions within the United States.5 The President
believed actlon on emergency relief appropriations could not
walt until January inasmuch as France urgently requested
$357,000,000 and Italy $285,000,000,°

On November 17, 1947, one month after the opening
of the speclal session, Public Law 389 was passed sending
$522,000,000 to France, Italy, and Austria in a stopgap

measure.7
ISOLATIONISM

The Elghtlieth Congress was Republican in composition
and was dedicated to a reductlon ln taxes and in the amount
of government spending. One particular faction of the
Republlcan Party bullt 1ts Presidential hopes around a
traditional American premise, lsolationism. This wing
coinclded with the conservative Mldwestern reprsesentation,
while the internationalist component, the liberal branch of

the Party, was a product of the coastal areas., Almost a

5Ipbid., pp. 47-48. The session was to commence on
November 17, 1947.

6New York Times, October 4, 1947.

TPrice, Marshall Plan, p. 48. The interim Aid Program
was continued in the Eightieth Congress, First Session (Pub-
lic Law 393 passed on March 31, 1948) which appropristed an
additional $55,000,000 more. Total Interim Ald was §$577,000,000,
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third of the Republican Party in this Congress of 1948
"constituted an irreconcilably isolationist bloc,"8 but
the Administration counted on the rest of the members of
the Republican Party in Congress to follow blpartisan tactics.

Whether isolatlonism ever existed is a question raised
by critlcs who study American history. Some feel that if
1solationlsts hold that the Unlted States must not engage
in international conduct, then i1solationism never existed.
In their new interpretation of the term, the critics describe
1solationism as a political tool used by certaln Congressmen,
even with the realization that wlthdrawal from international
cooperation was not possible, as an emotional appeal to voters
confused over United States foreign policy. These Congress-—
men were particularly connected with the "America First"
school of thought and are by all rights "Digillusionists."”
They should have realized the Unlted States could not live

apart from the rest of the world. Many of the constituents

8Bradford H. Westerfield, Foreign Policy and Party
Politics: Pearl Harber to Korea (New Haven: Yale University
Press, 1955), p. 34. Hereinafter cited as Westerfield,
Foreign Policy.

9semuel Lubell, Revolt of the Moderates (New Yorks:
Harper and Brothers, 1956), p. 79. According to Lubell a
disillusionist 1s a Congressman who relates the evils of
internationalism and attempts to win his Congressional seat
on a platform of isolationism. He 1s called a disillusionist
because he quite frequently distorts the actual facts.
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who are thus exploited by this political means are people
with ethnic prejudices, namely pro-German or anti-British,
who are usually found in the Midwest. They are the "Russian-
Germen" farmers in Kansas, Iowa, Nebraska, North and South
Dakota who display an opposition to military service as well

10 Since the Midwest

as certain phases of Americanization.
is In the interior of the nation, the people of this section
are likely to feel more secure, more able to live apart from
the other countries of the world, than coastal resldents.
Remarkable polltical ramifications of this geographical
isolationism are as follows: (1) isolationists used their
phllosophy as a tool against a President of the opposite
party, as for example against New Deal economlc appezl;
(2) isolationism declines when the Republicans are in power
and revives if the Republican Party is defeated; (3) sentiment
for "America First" is found to be stronger in rural America
than in urban; and (4) Democrats are more likely to vote
internationallist than Republicans.11 The term given to those
Congressmen who utilize the votes of the disillusloned 1is

"pseudo-conservatives, "2

10rubell, The Future of American Politics, pp. 132-146.

1lrubell, Revolt of the Moderates, pp. 100-101.

12paniel Bell (ed.), The New American Right (New York:
Criterion Books, 1955), p. 35. Bell borrows the term pseudo
conservative from Theodore W. Adorno's The Authoritarian
Personality (New York: Harper and Brothers, 1950). As Bell
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HARRIMAN COMMITTEE

The "Harriman Committes," named after the chairman
of the commlttee, William Averell Harriman, who had been
appointed as the Secretary of Commerce in the Truman Ad-
ministration on October of 1946, had been appointed by Sec-~
retary of State Dean Gooderham Acheson on June 22, 1947,
as chairman of President Truman's Committee of Foreign Aid
on the recommendation of Senator Arthur Hendrick Vandenberg
following the Marshall speech on June 5, 1947, The duty of
this nonpartisan commlttee as announced by the Administration
wag to study the plan proposed by Marshall and the State
Departmént. In the committes rsport on its conclusions,

Furopean Recovery and American Ald, submitted to the Presi-
>

dent on November 7, 1947,1 the committee agreed that Europe

interprets the Adorno writing, the pseudo conservative "1s

a man who, in the name of upholding traditional Amerlcan
values and institutions and defending them against more or
less fictitious danﬁers, consclously or unconsciously aims

at their abolition. He describes the nation as being on the
brink of ruln from plots within its own boundarlies. He de-
tests communism, but shows little interest in realistic ap-
proaches that might destroy 1t or strengthen his own country
against communism. He 1s content to view only the domestic
scene, and has a tendency of portraying his country as weak;
being deluded by the democratic nations of Western Europe,
which seem to antagonlze his concern more than Soviet Commu-
nism; and he 1s against all "glve-away programs" directed at
strengthening foreiﬁn nations. Bell believes that the "new
psuedo-conservatism" is nothing more than the old "ultra-con-
gervatism...helghtened by the extraordinary pressures of the
contemporary world," heavy taxes, dissolution of urban life,
and consideration of partisan political expediency.

lBPrice, Marshall Plan, p. 42.
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was in dire need of economic aid from the United States.
HERTER COMMITTEE

Another committee was established on July 29, 1947,
by the House of Representatlves to study the Marshall pro-
posal., The committee was commonly known as the "Herter
Commlittee" because Representative Christian Archibald Herter
was in charge of the delegation while it was overseas.l4
Influentlal in the creation of this commlttee was Speaker
of the House Joseph Willliam Martin, Jr., who named Repre-
sentative Charles Aubrey Eaton as chalrman and Herter as
vlice-chalrman. The objectlve of thls group was self-edu-
cation. The membership of the committee was truly biparti-
san as 1t was extracted from the Forelgn Affalrs Commlttee
and from the body of the House according to geographical
representation. On August 28, 1947, the assemblage sailed
for Europe wlith guestlonnalres prepared with State Depart-
ment asslistance, Sub-commlttees visited every nation in
Europe except Russia, Yugoslavia, and Albanla.

Many members of this group returned to the Unlted
States with a deeper conviction for the necessity of Ameri-
can leadership and ald. The flrsthand study gave the members

of thlis committee a chance to view the actual conditions in

141p34., p. 51.
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Europe free from the political controversies in the Unilted
States. Consequently, upon their return, they propossd a
foreign ald recommendation to the Forelgn Affalirs Committes,
This testimony, stressing maximum self-help of the European
countries in a program of ald by the United States, influ-
enced the passage of the European Recovery Program in 1948,
The Influence of the members of the commlttee was apparent
both at home in their own constltuencies and in the Halls of
Congress, Wlithout a bipartisan approach many feel the pro-
gram of forelgn ald would not have had Congressional approval.

Such recommendations as production and production
management, utllization of resources, local currency counter-
part funds, the relationship of Germany to European recovery,
American participation, and acquisition of strategic and
other materlals by the United States were included in the

16
Committee's 883-page report.
KRUG REPORT

On June 22, 1947, President Truman appointed a com-
mittes under the chailrmanship of Secretary of the Interior
Julius Albert Krug to investigate the ability of the Unlted

States to conduct a foreign aid program by ascertaining the

15price, Marshell Plan, p. 55.
161p14., p. 54.

15



S
impact that such a measure would have on the United States
economy. Listed in the report, published on October 19,

1947, as the National Resources and Foreign Aid, were three

major world shortages: foods and nitrogen fertillzers;

coal for industrial plants; and steel, basic to all recon-
struction programs and mechanical equipment.l7 The conclusion
of this committee was that the economic security of the
nation would not be rulned by a foreign ald program.l8 This
report was an important compilation of facts and figures

which was reviewed in Congress,
NOURSE REPORT

Whereas the Krug Report determined the ability of
the United States to engage in a forsign aid program without
too severe economlc consequences, the Nourse Report, sub-
mitted by the second committees activated within the Admin-
istration by Truman on June 22, 1947, to participate in
a study of the Marshall Plan, related the fact that these
commodities mentioned in the Krug Report were scarce
materials even in the United States; and i1f such materials

were sent abroad, the United States would be requlred to use

17Robert E. Summers, Economic Aid To Europe: The
Marshall Plan (New York: The H., W. Wilson Company, 1948),
p. 62. Hereinafter cited as Summers, Economic Aid.

18Price, Marshall Plan, p. 40.
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certain measures, both domestically and abroad, to ensure
efficlent distribution overseas as well as the collection of
these goods in the United States. Such extents of regulation
of the United States economy, as proposed by this Nourse
Committee headed by the Councill of Economic Advisers with
Edwin Griswold Nourse as the chairman, would require export
controls, allocations for domestic uss, discouragement of
misuse or excessive use, efficlent transportation and dis-
tribution, and the curbing of speculation and hoarding of

goods.19

REPUBLICANS IN CONGRESS

Unanimity existed in Congress on one general expression
of the controverslal subject, the threat of communist ex-
pansion over the fres world. Dlsagreement arose in for-
malizing a policy or policies to meet the danger of this peril.
There were many different opinions as to what solution should
be applied to the existing situation, and with 1948 being an
election year, the debate on technicallties seemed incessant.
The Democratic party was in power in the White House, but the
convening Eightieth Congress was Republican controlled,

ostensibly committed to a program of tax reduction. The

19Summers, Economic Aid, p. 69. The report of the
Council of Economic Advisers, The Impact of Foreign Aid
upon the Domestic Economy: A Report to the President b: by the
Council of Economic Advisers (Washington, 1947), was sub-
mitted on October 28, 1947.
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enactment of the Marshall Plan would seemingly be an ob-
struction to that desired goal, and the people had not had
a chance to express thelr opinions on the Marshall Plan as
the events leading to the proposal had occurred since the
last election. Therefore, the Congressmen were in a position
that called for the use of theilr own judgment. Character-
1stically, the Eightieth Congress had viewed European affairs
blpartisanly as a traditional carry-over of war time politics,
yet partisanly enough to have some degree of debate. It
became unmistakably clear that the liberal Republicans were
willing to joln the Democrats in support of the Marshall
Plan legislation. The conservative Republicans, however,
maintained a partisan front.20 The liberal Republicans, in
relation to foreign affairs, outnumbered the conservativs
branch of the party, a factor which encouraged an over-all
bipartisan approach to a forelgn policy.

With the above division in ths Republican Party de-
veloping early in January, 1948, each facet of the split
Republicen Party looked for a leader. Senator Arthur
Vandenberg, chalrman of the Forelgn Relations Commlttees,
labeled by many as a long-standlng isolationist, reversed
his position, and moved in the direction which made him the

likely candidate for the leader of the party section that

20esterfield, Foreign Policy, p. 33.
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would advocate and follow President Truman's foreign aid
policy. He promptly took the reins of leadership by having
an extended serles of dlscussions with the President and his
Secretary of State. Later, he stood before a packed Senate
to introduce the proposed leglslation in acceptably un-
qualified temper on March 1, 1948.°1 He had the absoluts
backlng of his Forelgn Relations Committee when he stated
that "famine, disease and disaster will stalk a desperate
Europe" unless emergency ald was sent lmmediately to that

22 There 1s 1lttle doubt that Vandenberg

part of the world.
rlayed an important role in holding the Midwest partisan
vote to a minimum during 1947 and 1948.

Vandenberg, however, was not unopposed. Senator
Robert Alphonso Taft indlrectly led the opposition, an
opposition not clearly defined. Those who supported the
ald plan did so in varying degrees, almost to the point of
confuslon, which resulted in lengthy debate. Taft was
bolstered by the Midwestern bloc at all times and at various
moments by those of fluctuating sympathy for aild approval,
including the groups partlal to cuts in appropriatlons.

Taft's major handicap was his lack of an alternate plan.23

21Pr1ce, Marshall Plan, p. 63.

22prthur H. Vandenberg, Jr. (ed.), The Private Papers
of Senator Vandenberg (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1952),

P. 373. Herelnafter clted as Vandenberg, Private Papers.

23Summers, Economic Aid, p. 234.
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Because of the perplexities of the situation, Taft resigned
himself to domestic matters, rarely associating with the
foremost noninterventionist bloc of the economy-minded Re-
publicans., Thus the opposition force was faced with two
serlous problems: they found the American people gensrally
favoring leglslation directed at halting communist expansion,
and they found Taft's leadership was not in the realm of
International affairs. Both adversities left the advocates
of the Marshall Plan better organlzed, stronger, and more
actlve than thelr opponents.

Members of both sections maneuvered behind the leader-
ship of Vandenberg or Taft. Republican House members usually
affiliated with either of the two sides; however, the lines
were not as distinct 1n the House as they were in the Senats
because there were no Republicans of prominence in the House
to assume leadership. In the House most of the promotion
work for the Marshall Plan was left to the Foreign Affairs
Committee, which witnessed little assistance or opposition
from pressure groups of elther Democratic or Republican Party

leadership.
THE DEMOCRATS IN CONGRESS

President Truman had solidarity among his Democratic
friends in the Congress in most instances in relation to

the Marshall proposal. A left-wing defection had sprouted
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in Congress over "New Deal" and "Fair Deal" policies in
general under the leadershlp of Henry Agard Wallace, editor

of the New Republic and formally a member of President

Franklin Delano Roosevelt's cabinet. Wallace, however, did
not attract many Democrat adherents either on national affairs
or international policises, The main Democratic controversies
In Congress over legislative measures stemmed from the
North and South sectional differences, but this North-South
cleavage was minor in 1948.24 The pressure from the Ad-
ministration was sufficlient in keeping the Democrats from
splintering into blckering cliques on foreign affairs, and
there were few Midwestern Democrats in Congress at this time
to follow the noninterventlonist bloc. The Southern Demo-
crats supportsed the Administration's foreign policies much
more than 1ts domestic policles even with the Midwestern
Republicans trying to lmpose a conservative coalition with
the Southerners.

Roll call votes pertaining to forelgn aid may be
used to emphasize the general solidarity of the South.
These records show Democratic support never dropped lower
than ninety percent, except for voting records in the Eighty-

first Senate.25 Therefore, the Democrats had solvent ground

24Westerfield, Foreign Policy, p. 45.

251pid.
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on which to promote a foreign ald plan, even within a Repub-
lican Congress, especlally when eminent members of the Re-
publican party collaborated with them and when the noninter-
ventionlst economy-minded bloc failed to convert the Southern

Democrats to their side.
BIPARTISAN FOREIGN POLICY

In November of 1948 the citizens of the United States
would agaln go to the polls., The Republicans in control of
Congress were confident that there would be a Presidential
victory for them and concluded, therefore, that there was
no harm in voting blpartisanly. Also, many of them gave
credence to thes testimonies of members who had been on the
various investigational committees, both those studying
domestlc realities and foreign situations, and judged from
these hearings that 1t would be dangerous to vote against
the general issue of the Plan. Thereupon, most of the debate
changed from whether leglslation should be adopted to how
it should be administered.26 Evidence of the blpartisan
nature of the measure was shown when "only a fourth of the

2
Republicans in the House voted against the Marshall Plan." 7

26summers, Economic Aid, p. 231.

2TLubell, Revolt of the Moderates, p. 99.
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CONTROVERSIES OVER EUROPEAN RECOVERY PROGRAM

Former President of the United States Herbert Hoover
warned hls countrymen against over expenditure of the econ-

28 to the Administrative

omy. Thls was indirect opposition
plan which called for lmmediate aid to Burope, and his
cautionary remarks may have had significant repercussions
in Congress to the degree of causing some members there to
decide that the forelgn ald proposal should be altered.
Many different forms of this hesitancy were obvious. There
was the fear that Europsan business methods differed from
those in the United States, rendering comparative standards
inefficient. Many Congressmen were not sure that American
dollars should be used in a program that would show no
dollar for dollar return. Senator Joseph Hurst Ball of
Minnesote was the leader of one group of twenty revisionlst
Senators who played a major part in composing the orlginal
draft of the legislation.-’ In addition to this, a few

United States citizens were susplclous of European diligence

285ymmers, Economic Aid, p. 234. Hoover's monitory
modifications were not in complete disagreement with the
policies of the Truman Administration inasmuch as both men
advocated aid to Europe, but Hoover was more concerned with
the dangers of the Administrative plan decorously favoring
aid without, as he belleved, observing the possibility that
it might weaken United States economy.

29More discussion on this element will follow in
Chapter III.
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to "put out...maximum effort at self-help....">° Then, if
the European nations should recover, many believed, their
economlc machine would compete with the United States in-
dustrial plant, which would inflict a danger to the capi-
tallstic system in the United States. Another fear was that
the economles of Europe were becoming socilalistie or even
communistic.

The foremost argument in Congress was the strugzle
over appropriations. Groups of Senators and Representa-
tives wanted the United States to utilize one or all of
the various organizations such as the United Nations, the
World Bank, or the International Monetary Fund in promoting
world recovery, while others wanted the United States to
take complste inltiative in sponsoring the program but
disagreed in the amount of money to be expended. The pri-
mary goal of the critical Congressmen was to cut the amount
of money authorized in the passage of a foreign aid bill.
Vandenberg realized thls fact and planned his attack accord-
ingly. He realized that the lump figure of $17,000,000,000,
which the Administration's proposal would put into effect,
would be a stumbling block in ultimate passage.3l In order

not to let this contention crystallize in Congress, Vandenberg

3Osummers, Economlic Aid, p. 231.

3lyandenberg, Private Papers, p. 385.
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dlvided the total figure into annual segments subject to
yearly debate. Hls leadership for the support of the
European recovery measure reached its highest point in the
area of appropriations. It was in thls area that he met
serious opposition from a Congress dedicated to balancing
the budget, since foreign commitments antagonized a large
section of the Republlcan party who were on the lookout for
dollar-cheap diplomacy without foreign entanglement.

Other arguments concerning the proposal were numerous.
Length of time for the program; debate over an administrator;
who should control the administration of the program, Con-
gress or State Department; and aid to communist countries
were certainly all major conflicts. Other contentions will
not be mentioned in this chapter. Minor details of 4iffi-
culties and elements of the major controversies over foreign
aid to Europe as they affected Kansas Congressmen will be

discussed in the following chapters.
MUTUAL SECURITY ADMINISTRATION

In 1951, while the major question in Congress was not
whether aid should be continued but rather what form the
legislation should take, Congress altered the performance
of foreign aid. The Mutual Securlty Act was passed on
October 10, 1951, enlarging the purpose of aid to include
mlilitary funds for the emtablishment of military strength in
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Europe capable of posing a threat to Russia and, consequently,
producing a defense for the United States. The meaning of
the Marshall Plan was no longer entirely economic; in fact,
that purpose seems to have been lost in favor of European
military security. However, 1t is difficult to separate
economlic from military aid for the reason that economic aid
to a country will likely promote a stronger military machine
in that country also, and thls writer will make few attempts
at this separation.

The Mutual Security Act of 1951 not only shifted the
emphasis of ald from psacetime recovery to military defense
but also placed the program under the authority of a single
agency, the Mutual Security Agency headed by the Director
for Mutual Securlty, largely because of the dlstrust between

Congress and the Stats Department.32

32Many of the disputes evident in The Marshall Plan
debate continued in exlistence during the debates over passage
of the Mutual Security Act.



CHAPTER IIIX
SENATORS

Five different men served as Senators from Kansas
during the years between 1947 and 1959. All were closely
assoclated with agricultural matters, but only four were
active in matters treating with foreign relations.

Senator Harry Darby, a replacement for Senator Clyde
Martin Reed, who died on November 8, 1949, was never active
in any particular area of Congressional business due to the
shortness of his term in office as the appointed member to
conclude the term of Reed. Darby's opinions and influence
cannot be adequately discussed in this study as his attituds
toward foreign aid was not published. It can be noted,
however, that amendments reducing the total appropriations
for the administration of the 1950 ECA were accepted by
Darby even though these amendments were generally rejected
in the Senate. He was also alarmed over conditions indicating
socialization of European industry and over European coun-
tries, who aided through ECA funds, seemed to be dlscrimi-
nating against Americen business interests. Official business
detained Darby on May 5, 1950, the day of the Senate vote on
the ECA bill of that year.l However, with the limited amount

1Congressional Record, 81 Cong., 2 Sess. (Washington:
United States Government Printing Office, 1950), p. 6442,
Hereingfter cited as Congressional Record.
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of Information available, it is concluded by this writer that
Darby was in favor of the lowest possible appropriation
with regard to foreign aid.

The other four Senators reviewed in this chapter wers
more active in foreign affairs than was Darby. Senator
Arthur Capper, a long-standing member of the Senate, was a
member of the Senate Foreign Relations Commlttee. Senator
Andrew Frank Schoeppel replaced Capper after the latter's
retirement in 1949; the mansuver of retiring Capper supposedly
was viewed with approbation by the Kansas Republlican organi-
zation, if not inltiated by them to make room for the younger
Schoeppel. BSchoeppel was to become a member of the Appropri-
ations Committee, and important committee in conjunction
with forelgn ald spending.

Frank Carlson became a Kansas Senator in 1951, sitting
in the seat which Darby had filled for one year, 1950.
Carlson and Schoeppel remained in the Senate up to and beyond
1959.

The following dilscussion will be a presentation of the
individual opinions of Kansas Senators Capper, Reed, Schoeppel,
and Carlson. Because of the pauclty of information no fur-

thur statements can be made regarding Darby.
SENATOR CAPPER

Senator Arthur Capper, Republican of Kansas, viewed
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the Greek-Turkish aid proposal of 1947 with uncertainty.
Ald to Greece and Turkey, he believed, would mean ultimate
ald to other countries around the world whose people were
threatened by communist infiltration. He wanted to know
where the end would be to European aid.2 The spread of such
commitments over the world, in Capper's viewpoint, would
probably not be known by all the citizens of the United
States unless each measure was brought to the surface through
Congressional debate. Capper seemed to fear that the Depart-~
ment of State would erect a vell of secrecy around the
United States foreign policy. Cappsr also seemed fearful
that such a program would bring an unhealthy increase in
executlve power. On January 5, 1948, Capper made these
remarks over radlo station WIBW of Topeka, Kansas:

...l cannot see why, Just because we won a war, we
have to lose the peace by adopting the political and
economic philosophies and practices of those whom we
defeated in the war.

I decline to accept even the theory that the prics
we must pay for the Marshall plan...must be the sur-
render of the freedom of America to the rule of the
totalitarian State.

Personally, I do not see that we have to pay that
price [Truman asking emergency power on November 17,
19477 in order to contribute rsixteen to twenty 3
billion dollars worth of food, fuel, fertllizer, and
capital goods to Europe in the coming five years. If
1t should develop that we do have to pay that price--

surrender of individual freedom to Staje controls--
then I repeat, the price is too great.

2Congresaiona1 Record, 80 Cong., 1 Sess., pp. 1241-42,

3"Gapper Says Should Not Give Up American Freedom to
Ald Europe, ' Topeka Dally Capital, Jamuary 5, 1948, p. 4.
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He commented that he must be shown the necessity for
expending billlions of dollars on the European recovery pro-
gram. However, Capper seemed to believe that Congress was
bound in 1lts actions by commitments in Europe made by the
Democratic Administration. After March, 1948, his stand
against foreign aid was replaced by a more positive belief
toward economic ald measures based primarily on the under-
standing that American money must be spent to reconstruct
Burope because of the commitments made to EurOpe.4 He saw
no alternative to the Marshall Plan since he viewed the plan
as beilng one of distribution of foodstuffs to the hungry
peoples of Europe, rehabilitation of industry and agriculturs,
and a device to allow European countries to maintain their
freedom. Capper still malntained reservations about the
potentiallty of increased Government control, as he stated:
.+ the Government will have to supervise, control,
allocate and select, what goods are sent out and what
goods are allowed in, both as to those financed by
government [about $50,000,000,000 in the next five or

slx years starting from 19487, and those financed thru
trade channels.

The whole foreign trade plcture, government-financed
exports, privately-financed exports, and all 1lmports,
will have to be co=-ordinated. If not there wlll be
endless confusion, free competition among both exporters
and importers.

So, as you see, one effect of the European Recovery
Prograg will be to force a government-controlled forelign

trade,

4popeka Dally Capltal, March 8, 1948, p. 1.

5"European Recovery Plan to Boost U.S. Exports Ry
Billions, but Costs Must Come From American Taxpayers,
Topeka Daily Capital, March 1, 1948, p. 4.
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The part of the recovery program which Capper liked
best was the provision whereby farm commodities were selsctsed
by the Commodity Credit Corporation and sold through regu-
lar channels to the European governments thus providing
food for the BEuropean economic recovery plan. This would
establish an outlet for surplus agricultural products by
means of adopting fair-price regulatory devices which would
beneflt the farmers of the United States by keeping prices
high and stimulating the production of needed commodities
to feed a hungry world.

Senator Capper's position as a member of the Senate
Foreign Relatlons Committee during the years examined in this
study make his opinlons of particular interest. Although
Capper was senlor member serving on the committee, his
poor health resulted in Vendenberg's appointment as Chair-
man. Capper and Vandenberg seemed to work in conjunction
with each other during the later years of their careers in
Congress. During the Marshall Plan debate in the Forelgn
Relations Committee as well as in the Senate, Vandenberg
played the leading role while Capper followed the main 1lssues
outlined by Vandenberg, not only on Marshall Plan legis-

lation but in other areas as we11.6 Capper made this

6Letter from Homer E. Socolofsky to Darrell Munsell
dated February 13, 1960, Homer Socolofsky, Professor of
History at Kansas State University, has conducted a study on
Senator Capper's political career. His conclusions also con-
firm the clossness of thought between Capper and Vandenberg.
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statement in 1948 concerning Vandenberg:

Thanks to the effective leadershlip of Senator Vandenberg

.+l would not be surprised if the Senate passes the bill
(Ruropean recovery plan] by the middle of February.

Capper and the other members of the Forelgn Relations
Committee following the advice of Vandenberg, approved the
Marshall propoeal in the committee, and continued to agltate
for its passage in the Senate. Thorny items requiring approval
in the committee included such particulars as (1) how much
a1d should be authorized and (2) who should direct the
administration of the program. Capper could see no reason
for "pollyfoxing" on the latter question in either the
committee or in the Senate debate.8

The Senate Committee unanimously agreed on February 12,
1948, that the sixteen countries designated to receive the
ald must carry out a program of self-help whereby they would
assist in their own recovery. Another unanimous declsion
by the Foreign Relations Committee authorized §5,300,000,000
to be spent for the Marshall proposal over the first year

beginning April 1, 1948.9

7"Capger Says Foreign Aid Bill May Be Passed by Middle
of February,' Topeka Daily Capital, January 12, 1948, p. 4.

8"capper in Senate Fight to Stay--Pleased With Publiec
Response,” Topeka Dally Capital, January 26, 1948, p. 4.

IMSenate Group To Po;isiSUp New Ald Bill," Topeka
Dally Capital, February 15, 19 P. 1l. The Administration
had asked for’$6,800,000,060 for’the first fifteen months.
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In a radio speech over station WIBW on March 7, 1948,
Capper commented on the Marshall Plan by saying:
As for myself, I do not see that anything 1s going
to be gained by carrying on the debate in Congress over
the Marshall Plan legislation.
The European Recovery Program...as worked out thru
the masterly leadership of Sensator Vandenberg...in the
Senate Forelgn Relations Committee, came from that
committee with unanimous support from the Committee....
Under these clrcumstances, I can see no object in any
prolonged debatse.
The House of Representatives also will have to pass
the bill. And I think the sooner both branches of
Congress act, the better.
The Senate voted down the amendment proposed by Senator
Glen Hearst Taylor, which designated the adminlistration of
the European Recovery Program by means of the United Nations,
on March 15, 1948. Both Senators Capper and Reed voted
agalnst the amendment; Capper seemed to belisve that the
United Nations Rellief and Rehabilitation Adminilstration had
been a failure in glving adequate relief to Europe and that
the amendment would simply invite another such failure.11
He also believed that economic and military backing for Europe
would not be sufficient to remedy the unstable world condl-
tion. He added the Middle East and the Far East, including
Korea, Manchuria, and China as areas that would bes needing aid.

Capper, even with the fear of continuing inflation and

10"Capper Predicts Senate Will Pass Marshall Plan Bill,
Few Changes, Topeka Daily Capital, March 8, 1948, p. 4.

11"capper Tells of Growing Talk About Possibility of
Another World War--and Effects on Congresslonal Acts, Topeka
Daily GCapital, March 15, 1948, p. 4.
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high taxes, supported the Marshall Plan with what seemed to

be wholehearted approval.12 He had previously voted against
amendments limiting appropriations, such as the Taft Amend-~
ment, as well as voting against all amendments altering the
proposal as passed by the Foreign Relations Committee.

In August of 1948, Capper stated:

Since 1941, as a member of the Forelgn Relations
Committee and in my votes on the floor of the Senate,
I have gone along, have supported in the main, the
bipartisan forelgn policy which we declded held the best
prospects for a peaceful postwar world, and for the
future prosperity and happlness and security of the
people of the United States., I supported the United
Nations Charter, the British loan, Bretton Woods,
Greek-Turkish aid, the Mareghall program, approving the
principle in general that we could well afford to take
the calculated risks involved in the Iinterest of a better
and safer world.

The most of these programs have been based on the
Unlted States glving much and taking little--asids
from the calculated risks involved. I am not criticiz-
ing that at all. As I say, I went_along, and am not
volcing any regrets that I 4id so,

Senator Capper ended his long thirty-year career 1in
the Senate in 1948. He remained connected with political
life in Washington, however, and offered weekly statements
to the Topeka Daily Capltal until hlis death on December 19,

1951. He left the Senate 1n complete support of forelgn
ald, but his attitude during his retirement seems to shift
to a critical view of the matter. He became suspicious of

high governmental spending. After 1948 he seemed to sese

120apper's vote may be found in the Congressional
Record, 80 Cong., 2 Sess., p. 2793.

13Congressiona1 Record, 80 Cong., 2 Sess., p. 9595.
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a grandiose Truman plan of prolonged inflation providing
a false economy in the United States. The proponents of
foreign aid spending, Capper believed, based their case on
the idea that the plan provided a continuing market for
agricultural products and a continuing market for American
industrial products entalling a large working force in thse
United States; but the proponents did not, in Capper's
oplnion, mention that the Government collected taxes from
the American citizens. To him, the Government collected
money from the American people with one hand and gave it
away to foreign nations wlth the other hand. No United
States citizen could prosper under such a situatlon, at
least not the average American wage earner.l4

The contlinuing spiral of a rising inflation seemed to
Capper to be a larger threat to the people of the United
States than the Russian menace. Inflation would produce a
"Welfare State" like England, especially if President

Truman's program was glven a mandate from the people.15

SENATOR REED

Twenty Republican Senators met at the apartment house

14"gow Long Can U.S. Supply World With Goods and
Dollars to Buy Them," Topeka Dally Capital, February 10,
1949, p. 4.

15"sgek Aid Harmony," Kansas City Star, February 31,
1948, p. 1.
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of Senator Clyde Martin Reed of Kansas in continuous and
private meetings throughout the months of January and Feb-
ruary to dlscuss possible revisions applicable to the
Marshall proposal. Most of these twenty Senators were from
the Mid-West with Senators Joseph Hurst Ball of Minnesota
and Kenneth Spicer Wherry of Nebraska being leaders of this
group. Thils powerful group, none of them members of the
Forelgn Relations Commlttee, presented a bloc somewhere
between the Taft and Vandenberg Senate cleavage. The group
of twenty Senators were primarily interested in reducing
the proposed figure of $6,800,000,000 for the Marshall Plan.
A conference meeting was arranged between a committee from
the twenty Senators and Vandenberg to discuss the proposals
offered by the group of twenty. Thls meeting was held at
Reed's apartment on February 7, 1948.16 The essence of the
changes proposed by this group to the Marshall proposal wers
as follows: (1) compel the sixteen Marshall Plan countries
to submit specific recovery projects to the United States
Administrator who would elther accept or reject them; (2)
hold back aid to countries who used the ald money for
soclalization of their industry; (3) give the power to an
Administrator responsible to Congress and not the State

Department; (4) condition aid to England on the basis of

16"geck Aid Harmony," Kensas Clty Star, February 31,
1948, p. 1.
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British coal exports to the continent; and (5) lower the
total apprOpriations.l7

The revisions to the Marshall proposal placed Vandenberg

in a difficult position. Advocating a full asuthorization of
$6,800,000,000, even though he desired this, might cause a
split in the Republican Party.18 Vandenberg desired to recon-
clle as many of the party differences as possible on the
proposal before the Forelgn Relations Committee prepared a
draft of the plan. He was thus willing to work out a com-
promise with the powerful bloc of the twenty Republican Sen-
ators. He followed the meetings of this group quite care-
fully, keeping in mind that an "all-or-nothing" Truman pro-
gram would encounter severe difficulties in the Senate because

1t would 1lkely cause alienation of this revisionist bloc.19

17"Gonsider Major Alterations in Foreign Aid Setup,"
Emporia Gazette, January 31, 1948, p. 1.
18"Maneuver on A1d," Kenses City Star, February 3,
1948, p. 5. A letter from Senator Reed published in the
Topeka Daily Capital on February 11, 1948, to a Wichita,
Kansas attorney related the objectives of the group of
twenty Senators. Reed stated in this letter: "We have a
great responsibility, not only for our own freedom, but for
the freedom of all peopls, I do not think we should fall that
responsibility....The group of [twenty] Senators who have been
meeting in my home are trylng to look with candor at the pic-
ture, obtain all the facts that are avallable; deal intelli-
gently with both the political and economic phases; insist
upon better and intelligent administration; more care in
determining the amounts of money necessary, and how and where
that money should be used. We have made some headway....'

19¢ansas City Star, February 8, 1948, p. 5A.
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Some of the members of this group, composing almost
one-fifth of the members of the Senate, were out to destroy
the program.2° However, the majority of this group only
wanted to make special recommendations to Vandenberg and the
Foreign Relations Committee, with the chief suggestion being
a lower figure in the amount of aid appropriated for the pro-
gram. BSome of the group's revisions that Vandenberg compro-
mised with or accepted were: (1) the authorization for the
four and one half years would be granted from year to year,
not in one general appropriation of $17,000,000,000; (2)
self-help obligations of European countries would be
strengthened by stressing continuity of cooperation among
countries involved; and (3) an Administrator would be

established.21

20prthur H. Vandenberg, Jr. (ed.), The Private Papers
of Senator Vandenberg (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1952),
pPp. 384-85.

2l1pid. His vote on March 12, 1948, against the Taft
Amendment to cut the appropriations from §5,300,000,000 to
$4,000,000,000 for the first phase of the Marshall legislation,
was supported by his statement in the Congressional Record,
80 Cong., 2 Sess., p. 2720-21: "I voted agalinst the Taft
amendment....I do not want it to be understood that that
means I am going to vote against the bill, I expect to vote
for the blll. I do not want 1t understood that that fore-
closes me as to the amount of money involved., I voted against
the Taft amendment because I thought the authorization should
be at least a limlt which would make for flexibillity in the
handling of appropriations and the funds to be appropriated

from this time on.
"I am a member of the Committee on Appropriations, and
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The revislonist bloc wanted to keep harmony within

the Republican Party, and the majority of these twenty mem-
bers realized a dangerous condition was present when the
Marshall Plan was too severely attacked. The Republican
Party might split into distinet lines whereby one side would
follow Vandenberg and the other join Taft in the race for the
1948 Presidential nomination. This could conceivably hurt
the Republican chances in the 1948 elections. Reed expressed
this fear in a letter to Senator Ball published February 26,
1948, He stated:

I profoundly believe that the U.S. has a tremendous
responslibility in the present world situation which it
cannot safely ignore. Any serious attmpt [sic.] to
lgnore our responsibility might break the Republican
Party in two--at least create a serious break,

In the same letter Reed expressed his opinion on how

the bill should be written:

I think the bill should be so written as to allow
consideration in two parts:

l. The diplomatic move should clearly be under the
State Department even tho the State Department has
not crowned itself with glory. The President operates

in International relations thru the State Department
and we probably couldn't change that if we wanted to.

in that committee I shall subject the amount to be appropri-
ated to the closest scrutiny of which I am capable....We have
[those who voted against the Taft Amendment] publicly stated
that we favor the lowest sum that can be reascnably appropri-
ated to do the job....

"I hope to be able conscientiously and fairly to vote
for a smaller sum than $5,300,000,000, but I want & record
before Ehe Appropriations Committee which will justify such

a vote.

22npeed Outlines Idea To Prevent Split on Marshall
Plan," Topeka Daily Capital, January 27, 1948, p. 12,
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However, the power and authority of the State Department
in the development of the foreign program which we call
the Marshall plan, should be severely limited.

2, When 1t comes to utilizing the money we are asked
to appropriate for rehabilitation of their European
industrial and agricultural economy, certainly the State
Department should be on the sidelines, if around at all.
A strong competent organization of 1ndustr1alists and
scientists should be set up. We have the "know how" in
this country to a pre-eminent degree. We should apgly our

"know how" thru competent englneers and sclentists.

Senator Reed desired to keep the Republican Party

intact, and with thls desire, he generally voted the Vandenberg
1ine.24 In order to vote as Vandenberg proposed, Reed voted
against the Taft Amendment for a lower appropriation. On
the other hand he momentarily deserted Vandenberg by voting
in favor of the Ball Amendment of 1948 which provided
measures to stabllize Buropean currency and establish a
valid rate of exchange between countries. Reed joined
eleven Senators in proposing an amendment to appoint an Agent
General for Economic Cooperation under the control of the
Senate as a means of coordinating the activities of the
Administration's mission and those of Congress. Later Reed
reversed his thinking after Vandenberg attacked the progranm
in the Senate debate and voted against the proposed amend-
ment. This points to the fact that Reed deserted his

colleagues whenever Vandenberg strongly protested the proposal

231pi4d.

24n3s vote on the Marshall Plan may be found in the
Congressional Record, 80 Cong., 2 Sess., p. 2793.
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His vote in favor of the Marshall Plan was naturally
connected with his interest in agriculture. He believed the
Commodilty Credlt Corporation should send surplus commodities
to Europe with reimbursement for these commodities to come
from the Government's appropriations to the Economic Coopera-
tion Adminlstratlon.26 Another change in the 1949 bill on
European aid which passed the Senate and was supported by
Reed was the provision appropriating aid to Spain. Reed
continued to support the aid program in 1949 with the addi-
tions mentioned above.27 His 1949 vote was his last vote on

foreign aid owing to his death on November 8, 1949.
SENATOR SCHOEPPEL

When Senator Schoeppel took office in 1949 he dis-
agreed with many of the activities promoted by Marshall Plan
money. He opposed such things as allowing England to pur-
chase wheat from Canada with Marshall Plan money, which, in

the free market, discriminated against American wheat; England

251p1d,, p. 2536. This citation is an example of Reed's
vote against an amendment proposed by the list of Senators
who invited Reed as a colleague. Reed's vote against this
amendment 1s an indication that Reed supported the main items
that Vandenberg favored.

26Gongressional Record, 81 Cong., 1 Sess., D. 3857.

2THis vote in 1949 may be found in the Congressional
Record, 81 Cong., 1 Sess., p. 4147.
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sending war materials to Russia; and, in general, as
Schoeppel believed, Dean Acheson's policy of pleasing the
"Reds" instead of promulgating a policy of strictness
against the communist countries. He was in favor of a
gradual withdrawal from Asia for the reason that the United
States was mlsunderstood in that area and that no action on
the part of the United States would destroy that misunder-
standing. The Crises-Government, the Truman Administration,
was making sincere internationalists out of many of the
cltizens in the Unlted States, said Schoeppel, and the inter-
nationalists were the group who seemed to lead the nation
toward the horrors of war. In Schoeppel's thinking, the
Unlted States must wlthdraw from world affairs into a hard
shell of American contlinential concerns protected by military
installations in the United States alone, 20

Schoeppel also believed that the amounts paid out by
the United States to the Unlted Nations, World Health COrgani-
zatlon, and military and economic development overseas were
too large when compared to the amounts expended in the Unlited
States to feed and rehabllitate the hungry and Jjobless and to
promote projects such as flood-relief. As far as he was con=~
cerned, he was going to "chart his course" for a strong

America by voting for the milltary regulrements within the

28gongressional Record, 8l Cong., 2 Sess., p. AT553.
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Unlted States and only those projects abroad which he con-
gldered necessary as a way of strengthening the United States
millitary force in its line of defense for the Western
Hemisphere.29

Throughout the Truman adminlstratlon, Schoeppel voted
against forelgn ald in the form of the Marshall Plan as well
a8 the Mutual Security Administration. He voted for amend-
ments to lower the appropriations and amendments to curtaill
ald to countrises trading with communist countries. His only
favorable thought in connection with foreign aild was concerned
with the exchange of United States surplus agricultural
commodities. In 1953 he introduced a bill authorizing the
Commodity Credit Corporation to transfer certain surplus
agricultural commodities to the Director of Mutual Securlty
for sale to countries partlicipating in the mutual security
program.3° These surplus agricultural products would be
exchanged for foreign currencles, which, in turn, would be
used to reinforce the Mutual Securlty Administration as loans
to banking institutions in coopsrating countries, or to pay
United States obligations for economic development, or for
cooperative defense establishments throughout the world.

In arguing for such a program, Schoeppel belleved that the

29"pruman Message Called 'Pile-In-Sky' Polities,"
Topeka Daily Capital, January 10, 1952, p. 1.

30gongressional Record, 83 Cong., 1 Sess., pp. 6425-26.
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local currencies would save American dollars while still
strengthening the defenses of Western Europe. The United
States could also obtain strategic materials from these
countrles as a result of the above exchange plan. This bill
(8. 2127) was never voted on in 1953 because other legis-
lation similar to this blll was passed in the House.

To make his position clear relative to the Mutual
Securlity Administration, Schoeppel stated in 1953 that
I have listened to ths discussion about this being an
authorization measure. Frankly, I want to say my position
«ssWould be one of serious doubt, 1f I felt that the
amount of money authorized by this bill would have to
be appropriated....I think it is sound to expect that the
Appropriations Committee, when these authorizations come
before it, will go over them wlth a fine-toothed comb,
and wlll cut out many of the expenditures which can jus-
tifiably be eliminated. I would not think of voting
for this bill as an authorization of the whole imount,
if I did not feel that that was the situation.?
Schoeppel, in the above explanation, concluded that
there must be a reduction in the 1953 Mutual Security appro-
priations before he would vote in favor of it, and he stated
in the same message that he would vote for all such reductions
as reduction in the amount of appropriations was the desired
end. Another example of his regard for lowering the total
amount of appropriations may be found in his 1956 voting

record which clearly shows that he voted in favor of enacting

mutual assistance but voted against the bill which appropriated

3l1bid., p. TT93.



4y
money to lmplement it. The interpretation of his 1956
voting record shows that he was in favor of s mutual assis-
tance agency but was in disagreement with the total figure
Congress would authorize for such an agency. In 1957
Schoeppel again voted for the bill which enacted the Mutual
Securlity Administration. 1In this year, however, his voting
record shows a distinct approval for military aid for Europe,
which was never certain in tge preceding years, but he main-
talned again that the figure, as originally set in the bill,
was too high.32 The amount of ald finally arrived at for
military purposes in the 1957 foreign aid bill was satis-
factory enough for Schoeppel to give his approving vote for
the entire Mutual Security bill. This vote in favor was not
necessarily a change-over for Schoeppel. ©Some political
pressure was belng put on him to vote for foreign aid measures,
especlally in 1957 when i1t was evident that the psople of

Kansas were highly in favor of the Eisenhower Administration.33

32me figure for the Mutual Security bill of 1957 was
originally §1,800,000,000., Schoeppel voted against the amend-
ment proposed by Senator Allen Joseph Ellender to reduce the
figure to $1,300,000,000, but he voted in favor of reducing
the figure to $1,700,000,000, which was offered by Senator
Russell Billiu Long in an amendment that was defeated in the
Senate. Congressional Record, 85 Cong., 1 Sess., pp. 9126-
2B

33Schoeppel had been up for reelection in 1954, =
starting date for his growing support of"Eisenhower policles.
An article by James L. McConaughX, Jr., While Elsenhower
Proposes The 0l1d Guard Disposes, Life, June 21, 1954, p. 133,
acknowledges the pressure put upon Schoeppel to support the
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Hls attitude relative to aiding underdeveloped countries
remained the same during these years even if his view con~
cerning military aid to Europe shifted. In 1959 Schoeppel

made the following statement regarding the economic develop-

ment of countries:

It amazes me that responsible economists have so
completely misread the history of American economic
development which should provide a basis for sound
progress in other underdeveloped countries today. One
hundred and fifty years ago the United States was cer-
talnly underdeveloped and our present position in the
world was not secured throu%h grants from a multitude
of international agencies.

Later, In the same speech he stated:

«s.1ln conslidering proposals for economic ald we must
make sure that reciplent countries can benefit from our
own experlence. Those who in other nations wish to enjoy
the amenities which hard work has achleved for Americans
must emulate some of the methods we have adopted rather
than to expect that the Amerlcan taxpayer will continue
to transfer the wealth he has crseated to other nations
through international agencies.

I have long supported the thesis that military assis-
tance to countries who wish to resist the deadly virus of
Communist totalitarlanism is in the interests of all our
people. On the other hand, I cannot agree to the propo-
sition that we should support any program which guarantees

programs of the President who 1is popular in Kansas. However,
Schoeppel is still considered as an "01ld Guard" Republican

in that he does not support basic Elisenhower leglislation, such
as forelgn ald or general foreign policy. Hls non-support of
foreign ald measures 1s more in the area of appropriatlons
than in the actual body of securlty programs, but his disin-
clination to vote appropriation approvals, in itself, devolds
his vote for mutual sscurity enactments.

342335ressional Record, 86 Cong., 1 Sess., p. 11T43.
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full employment in New Delhi, Rangoon, Paris, and Rome
1If it also promisses gnemployment and bread lines in
Topeka and Wichita,2

He disliked the thought that the United States was
pouring money into countries that were not allies and who
attacked the foreign policy of the United States; or countries
that would require billions and billions to turn themselves
from "poverty-stricken, disease-ridden, agricultural countrises
like India into modern industrial nations."36

As an answer to the popular contention that aid from
the United States actually was a profit to American industry,
Schoeppel stated:

As I view the trends in the American agricultural
sltuation, the textile industry, the lumbering industry,
the steel industry, the automoblle industry, the mining
industry and a host of other vital segments of our
economy, I am becoming more and more convinced that
unless an end ls put to this wasteful mismanaged, scoop-
shovel, give-away foreign aid program, we will_have
serlous economic dislocations in this country.

He belleved the United States falled in its foreign
ald program because the American people expected this aid to
do something that was impossible for it to accomplishg to
promote freedom and security throughout the world.

Again in 1958 and in 1959, as in the years prlor to

1956, Schoeppel voted "nay" for the continuation of a mutual

35Ibid., p. 11T47.
3600ngressional Record, 85 Cong., 2 Sess., p. 19426.

3T1pid., p. 19427.
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securlty program. In 1959 he was one of the eight Republicans
who joined with eighteen Democrats in voting against the

measure, 38

The main reasons he listed for voting against the
legislation in 1959 were:

Upon examination of the foreign aid program, it was
my conclusion that the purposes for which it had been
originally esteblished had largely been accomplished.
Almost every European country has a "gross national
product” several hundred percent higher than pre-World
War II levels. That was the primary purpose for estab-
lishing this program. That objective was achleved years
ago. The United States must assume its obligations to
the free world, but in my opinion, the American taxpayer
is also entitled to some protection.J

SENATOR CARLSON

Senator Frank Carlson believed the United States could
not barricade itself within America away from the world
problems nor spread itself too thinly throughout the world
by means of unwise forelgn-ald spending. 1In 1951 he wanted
to terminate the original form of Marshall Plan spending by
replacing ECA spending with a plan whereby the milltary would
receive all the funds formerly granted to the ECA. This
would be enacted after an understanding had been reached with
military heads that the use of these funds would be for the

building of factories and defense installations.ao The

38Newsletter from Andrew F. Schoeppel dsted July, 1959.
391b14d.
4ocongressional Record, 82 Cong., 1 Sess., p. 10878,
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amount of funds sent to Europe should be lowered however,
Carlson belleved, in that it was necessary to lower govern-
mental expendltures i1f the Government was ever going to
balance its budget. The Government must cut-back on all
expenditures, tighten its belt in all areas of spending, make
its sacrifices in the United States as well as all over the
world. He states this belief as follows:

Further substantial savings, possibly totaling
$1,500,000,000, should be made in foreign ald, both
military and economic. I realizs the importance of
foreign ald to help the free world present a strong and
united front to the forces of Communist aggression.
Nevertheless, since we arse calling for sacrifices and
belt-tightening by American citizens and urging our
people to get along on less, in all Justice we must do
the same thing in the countries we ars helping. 1In
short, the principles of equal sacrifice for all Americans
must be expanded, when it comes to our forelgn-ald pro-
grams, to giual sacrifice for all thoss fighting
Communism,

Nonetheless, even with his agitation for Congress to
put & stop to increased budgets and increasing taxes, his
first vote as a Senator on foreign aid in 1951 was "yea."

In a speech at Colgate University on July 14, 1954,
Carlson numbered the choices which the Government had to
settle the farm surpluses. These solutions were: (1) limit
production; (2) spend Government funds for storage; (3) give
the surplus commodities away; or (4) help foreign countries

to earn the needed money to buy these surpluses.42 Carlson

4l1p34., p. 4667.

n

42n40 1 son Backs U.S. Forelgn Trade Plan," Topeka

Daily Capital, July 16, 1954, p. 6.
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advocated that the foreign policy of the United States be
based on a realistic approach which would utilize the agri-
cultural surpluses as a tool of forelgn policy. A policy of
more trade, less sconomic aid, and some military ald were
the points on which Carlson would base a foreign policy of
the United States. He foresaw, however, that maintaining
and lncreasing agricultural markets abroad meant clashing
with the agricultural productivity of Canada. An answer to
this problem, argued Carlson, was a provision proposed by
Senator John Little McClellan of Arkansas in his 1953 amend-
ment to the Mutual Security bill of that year. Thls amsnd-
ment would use a currency-conversion program whereby the
United States would accept forelgn currency in indirect pay-
ment for surplus agricultural commodities produced in the
United States. This would ald the United States in meeting
the competition offered by Canada. The forelgn currency
would be spent by the Unlted States in the country from
which it came for military supplies and services.43

The need for a program for disposing of wheat surpluses

was stressed in a speech by Carleson before the State Board

43Congressiona1 Record, 83 Cong., 1 Sess., p. 7T774.
The amendment was agreed to by a vote of forty—nine to :
thirty-five. Carlson, along with Schoeppel, voted "nay"
on the McClellan Amendment apparently because it would grant
extended authority to the Mutual Security Administration, not
because thsy disagreed with the general plans of disposing
surplus agricultural commodities in the amendment by the means
of accepting forelgn currency.
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of Agriculture at Topeka, Kansas, on January 15, 1953, He
stated:

There have been times in the past when a carry-over
of that size [ 550,000,000 bushels of wheat} was one of
the hallmarks of a depression among wheat farmers.

Today thls surplus wheat and other surplus food com-
modities enter into the international picture as a part
of our defense program. It is as vital for the future
peace of the world, and probably more so, than munitions
of war.

Carlson was in favor of sending surplus agricultural
products to Europs, but he was not in favor of the United
States Government glving these food commodities as gifts,
His plan would permit private concerns, such as the Christian
Rural Overseas Program, to purchase these commodities from
the Commodity Credit Corporation. The commodities would
then be sent as gifts from these private organizations. All
ald to the smaller countries of the world, Carlson believed,
should not be terminated in toto. Instead the Executive
Department of the United States should stand ready"to heed
their pleas if aggression occurs,"” helping them both eco-
nomically and militarily whenever acts of aggression threatens

them.45 Through hls evaluation of foreign aid spending by

the United States under the Elsenhower Administration in

441p1d,, p. A195.

45Con5ressiona1 Record, 85 Cong., 1 Sess., p. 1419.
President Eisenhower requested such a plan be enacted by
Congress which would allow him this power of assisting small
countries faced with immediate agression.
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1956, Carlson concluded:

I do not mean to infer that you should be precluded
from making expenditures abroad for real and genuine
national defense, but I fail to see, and I cannot condone,
this apparently endless demand for foreign spending on

projects that have 1littls or no relationship to our
national defense,

I do not deny that many countries need military aid
and technical assistance in meeting problems of hunger,
disease, military defense. But we have segments in our
gigéﬁzi%ogc:€o$gi:hizmi?i6a1so in need of serious con-

Senator Carlson became & member of the Senate Foreign

Relations Committee in 1959. He commended Senator James
Franklin Fulbright, Chairman of the Committee, for his for-
bearance in assisting him in the foreign affairs area.
Caerlson also joined Fulbright in praising the 1959 mutual
Securlty legislation for the main reason that this assistance
bill provided for a gradual change from a grant program to

a loan program., Believing this 1959 mutual security bill was
the best measure brought before the Senate since he had
become a member of that body, Carlson acted for its passage.
He also supported the Fulbright proposal for a five-year
program in connectlion with the Development Loan Fund as a
part of mutual security legislation.47

Carlson supported, by vote, mutual security legislation

throughout the years of 1952 to 1959, but remalned suspiclous

of large aid programs during this period.

46@ongressional Record, 84 Cong., 1 Sess., p. 2156.

4TGongressional Record, 86 Cong., 1 Sess., p. 11179.
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RECORDED VOTE IN SENATE ON FOREIGN AID BILLS
194 7-1959
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#-not voting
#=paired in favor
Yepaired not in favor

E Vote
Year Bills Bl g of
ﬁ % g S é oenate

il ARt 8o Yeas Nays
19,7 CGreek-lurkish Loan XX o7 23
197 Interim Aid to Burope XX 83 6
1940 Marshall Plan XX 69 17
1959 Economic Cooperation Act 1o R 70 il
1950 Economic Cocperation Act #|# 60 8
1951 Mutual Security Act [/ )4 61 S
1952 Mutual Security Act ol# 6L 10
1953 Mutual Security Act JX &9 10
1951, Mutual Security Act X 67 19
1955 Mutual Security Act #£iX 59 18
1956 Matual Security Act 9% |5 5 25
1957 Mutual Security Act XX 57 25
1956 Iutual Security Act nlx ol 1ty
1959 lutual Security Act 0[x 65 26
KEY: ZX-yea vote

O=ngy vote



CHAPTER IV
REPRESENTATIVES

The Kansas members of the House of Representatives
manifested more conservatism than the two Kansas Senators.
Of the six Republican representatives from the state, two
voted against the 1948 ald plan while both Senators voted in
favor of it. These two men, Representative Wint Smith from
the Sixth Congressional District and Representative Edward
Herbert Rees from the Fourth Congressional District, were
among the "hard core" of the isolationist bloc in the House,
although neither were ostensibly active in the movement; both
wrote and made brief statements concerning their viewpoints,
but their battle in Congress does not compars with the
feverish debates of other Representatives dedicated to economy.

Only two of the six members in the House of Represen-
tatives from Kansas during 1948 remained in the House
throughout this entire period, 1948 to 1959. The four mem-
bers who did not remain in Congress were replaced by reason
of their death, retirement, or by thelr loss in various
elections. Representative Herbert Alton Meyer of the Third
Congressional District died on October 2, 1950, and was
replaced by Republican Myron V. George on November Ty L9505
who finished out the term and was re-elected until Democrat

Denver David Hargis replaced him in 1958; Clifford Ragsdale
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Hope, Representative from the Fifth Congressional District,
retired after the 1956 session of Congress, and was replaced
by Democrat James Floyd Breeding in the election of that
same year; Albert McDonald Cole was defeated in 1952 by
Democrat Howard 8. Miller in the election for the First
Congressional seat, and Miller, in turn, after one term, was
defeated by Republican William Henry Avery in 1954; and in
the Second Congressional District, Errett Power Scrivner was
defeated by Democrat Newell A. George in the 1958 election.
The discussion in this chapter is a presentation of the
attitudes on foreign aid to Europe existing among the Kansas

Representatives.
REPRESENTATIVE COLE

Representative Albert McDonald Cols from the First
Congressional District in Kansas introduced a bill for debt
reduction in the House on March 26, 1947, calling for
$10,000,000,000 payment on the principal and interest of
the United States debt each year.l In supporting such legis-
lation that year and again in 1948, Cole emphasized the fact
that 1t was the duty of Congress to bring order to the Govern-
ment; something, he added, the people of the United States

1Congressiona1 Record, 80 Cong., 1 Sess. (Washington:
United States Government Printing Office, 1947), p. 2678.
Hereinafter cited as Congressional Record.
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deserved., The 1948 plan for reduction was modified to the

extent that forelgn aid, debt reduction, and tax reduction
could work together to achieve a common end, Cole belisved
each alm should be devised in an order and system that sach
would work together to achleve solvent government; separate
functionling would most assuredly cause a fallure in each to
bring the desired goal of restoring sanity to the Government.
The plan would use foreign ald for stimulation of production
abroad of goods useful in the United States to replace worth-
less forelgn currency; a properly administered debt reduc-
tion of $5,000,000,000 each year would trim government costs,
promote investment by destroying "explosive Government bonds,"
and safeguard savings; a tax reduction providing a curb on
inflation by halting demands for wage lncreases and encourag-
ing industrial production.2

The above excerpts from a speech by Cole expressed his
fundamental thinking relative to foreign ald. The detalls
of foreign ald planning, as he wished to understend 1it, were
expounded before the House on March 25, 1948, To Cole the
proposed Marshall plan, 1f properly edminlstered through
taggling where each dollar was going and for what purpose the

money was to be spent, was an assurance of the prevention

2Con5ressional Record, 80 Cong., 2 Sess., p. Al33.
This material 18 taken from a radlo address glven by Cole
over the National Broadcasting Company on January 9, 1948,
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of another war. Cole wanted a progressive plan creating
greater production in Europe than the 1938 standard insasmuch
as he believed that returning the world to the pre-war con-
ditions would entail "economic stagnation" ultimately pro-
ducing an explosive situation, ripe for a third world war.
The $5,000,000,000 contemplated expenditure over the first
twelve-month period, as Cole defined it, would equal the
difference in United States exports and imports over the
same period. Waste in the program could be checked by "the
actions and vigilance of the democratic peoples who are to
receive the aid,"?

The Administration's economic record prior to 1948
had not been remarkable in Cole's estimation. According to
Cole, Truman had falled in such economlic affairs as post-
war price control, converting industry from war-time pro-
duction to peace-time production, and post-war taxatlon.
Cole could see potential waste in Truman's foreign aid pro-
gram, but he strongly believed the waste of the program would
be checked abroad by a conscientious administrator. 1In
addition to this, Cole believed the forelgn aid plan should
be passed on the faith that the plan would gain strength by
removing the weaknesses from Washington either by replacing

the economically inefficient President Truman in the November

30ongressional Record, 80 Cong., 2 Sess., p. 3559.
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elections or by replacing all administration and authority

of the plan beyond the reach of the administration.

The strengths of the plan wsere listed by Cole as being
the following: (1) a new orientation in world thought and
(2) a new orientation in world trade based on post-war trade
tendencies, that is, preventing the world from drifting into
the no longer applicable pre-war trade channel. This new
orientation of world trade would assist the Amserican economy.
As an example of this, Cole maintained that Kansas and Alberta
would have to replace the Ukraine as the source of wheat for
Europe. In a new orientation of world trade Germany would
not be restored as a world supplier, Japan would not regain
her former markets, nor would the Soviet Unlon gain new
markets. For these two reasons, world thought and world trade
orientation, Cole supported the Economic Cooperation Act of
1948.4 The price of non-support was much greater in the
eyes of Cole than the price for supporting this plan, even
with the fact that the expense of the program would not reach
its height.

In a speech at the First Congressional District of the
Young Republican Club convention at Holton, Kansas, on April

17, 1948, Cole praised the effects that the Economic Cooperation
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Act would have ‘on World recovery. Howsver, he gave the
credit of the success to the Republicans in Congress who, he
sald, had passed the original legislation in its present form,
and that the plan was being managed by Republican Paul Gray
Hoffman. He added that the legislation was "a tremendous
effort to stem the tide of despair and war."D

Cole continued to support foreign aid legislation in
1949 and 1950. However, in 1951, his views were altered by
the progress of Europe in economic recovery. He expressed
his change of mind at Topeka, Kansas, on December 29, 1950,
whille speakling to the Topeka Optimist Club. The postwar
aid to Europe, commented Cole, had reached an end and a new
phase was commencing. That new phase was military aid
instead of economlic aid. The spending of funds under the
Economic Cooperation Administration should be replaced by
concrete mllitary ald. The two reasons for his decision in
1951 were listed by Cole as: (1) the economic recovery of
Burope under ECA funds had been successful, but ECA funds did
not promote a military build up, and (2) direct military aid
to European allies would "eliminate phony dollar friends, save
monsy, and get value recsived for expenditures."6

Cole supported the Mutual Security Act of 1951 because

5Ibid., p. A31l4.
6Congressiona1 Record, 82 Cong., 1 Sess., p. AT943.
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1t started the gradual change from purely economic aid to

military assistance.
REPRESENTATIVE HOPE

Representative Clifford Ragsdale Hope, of the Fifth
District in Kansas, declared his support for emergency
European aid and for the Marshall Plan while on a trip
studying a master farm program with the House Committee on
Agriculture.’ At Rocky Mount, North Caroline, October 17,
1947, he predicted the passage of the Marshall Plan in the
next session of Congress.8

His acceptance of the Marshall Plan principles centered
around his belief that such a plan was the price the United
States would have to pay as a result of food abundance, The
policy of feeding the rest of a hungry world necessitated a
postponement in food cost reduction for the citizens of the
United States. The American surplus would be needed in order
to feed the rest of the world, and the Agriculture Department's
price-support policy would be needed for protecting the farmers

against price collapse. Therefore, the American consumer would

have to continue paying high prices for food.9

TNew York Times, October 18, 1947, p. 5.
81p1d.
9Congressional Record, 80 Cong., 1 Sess., pp. A2250-51.
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In a speech at Wichita, Kansas, on December 4, 1947,
Hope stressed:
This thing of forelgn relief must be a balanced thing.
It must not deplete our resources while helping needy
nations to help themselves....I want....aid to do the
job, to take the form of self help.lO
Also, in that same speech, Hope clearly pointed out
that, with the events of that day, the State Department
activities were intricably linked with these activities of
the Agriculture Department.
It was his bellef that with a long-peaceful world economy
the United States could double its standard of living in
twenty or thirty years. Organizations such as the American
Farm Bureau Federation and the Counsel for the National Grange
agreed with Hope's assumption and supported the European Relisf
Program as a poliey to bring about peace.ll
The Committee on Agriculture in the House, Hope as
Chairmen, studied the farm-machlnery situation as it existed
in the United States and abroad. Their findings showed the
proposed aid legislation gquoted a figure for farm machinery
shipments that was too large for the size of the farms in

participating countries; the shortage of steel and petroleum

throughout the world would make the quoted figure too costly;

10"No More Isolation for U.S., Says Hope," The
Hutchinson New Herald, December 5, 1947, p. 8.

n

11"parm Group Leaders Back European Aid Plan," Emporia

Gazette, January 30, 1948, p. 1.
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and increase in European agricultural production could be
realized by other means.12 This was Hope's greatest criti-
eism of the proposed Marshall Plan legislation, the Adminis-
tration's failure in not conducting an adequate and detailed
survey of agricultural squipment needs both in the United
States and in Europe in connection with the Marshall Plan.13
He did not want to send machinery to Europe that was in short
supply in the United States.

Combining a long-range price-support agricultural
measure with the needs of European nations for American food,
Hope visualized a desired positinn for the farmers of America.
All-out production with necessary incentives to protect the
producers would promote stabilized agricultural prices and
create a surplus of farm products needed to carry out the
commitments of the country's foreign policy. Hope, however,
did not want surplus products to be substituted into the aid
program in lieu of an appropriation worth $1,000,000,000, 1In
other words, Hope 4id not want surplus food appropriated in
place of money, but wanted money to be appropriated, surplus

agricultural products purchased with this money, and the

12gongressional Record, 80 Cong., 2 Sess., p. T204.

13"Hope Asks Survey First of U.S. Farm Machinery Needs,"
Garden City Daily Telegram, February 11, 1948, p. 1. The
Harriman Report set a figure of $545,000,000 to be used to
purchase farm machinery for Europe throughout the four year
period.
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purchased goods sent to Europs. The provision substituting
products was taken from the aid bill in 1950 with Hope leading
the attack against it. Such a provision, he said, would g0
"counter to the agricultural program" in that it operated
against ECA principles by not functioning through normal
channels.l4 Operation through competative and normal channels
would help keep farm pricee up, he declared.

Hope's attitude is plainly marked by this statement

made on January 4, 1951:

While I feel a continuation of our present reckless
forelgn policy, which is being carried out without any
apparent consideration of its costs or its results,
would be a fatal mistake, I am just as much opposed
to a return to a policy of isolationism....Somewhere
between globallsm and isolationism there is goom for
a sound, realistic American forelgn policy.1

Thls egulvocal statement is clearified somewhat by the

role Hope desired the agricultural program would play in the
foreign policy of the Unlted States. He believed food was

the all important implement of the United States in conducting
foreign policy. In administering this foreign policy, said
Hope, the United States would need a largs surplus of farm
goods in stockpile to make certain domestic needs could be

met along with the hungry of Europe.16

14" youse Chops ECA Funds $250,000,000," Topeka Daily
Capital, March 29, 1950, p. 1l.

15Congressional Record, 82 Cong., 1 Sess., pp. Al4-15.

16Congressional Record, 82 Cong., 2 Sess., p. AlO5,
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By not installing markets in Europe through ECA funds,
Hope feared countries like Germany would join the Inter-
national Wheat Agreement, which would allow them to purchase
wheat from elther Canada, Australia, or Argentina resulting
in the destruction of American markets in Europe. With fewer
markets for United States wheat, American farmers would be
forced to limit acreage, and as a result, suffer lowsr incomes.

In a speech made before the 1952 graduating class at
Sterling College, Sterling, Kansas, Hope made this comment:

I want to make it clear that I am not criticlzing what

we have done. While I have not been in accord with all
of 1t and while mistakes have been made, 1 am convinced
that 1f we had not carried out our policies of sconomic
and military aid, more of the world including much of
Western Burope would be under Communist control. Further-
more, under existing conditions I think our present
rearmament program is necessary as a holding operation,
until more constructive and effective policies can be

put into effect.

My criticlism is directed to the things we have not
done. Had they been done at the propgr time, much that
we are doing now might not be needed.

Hope voted "yea'" for Economic Cooperation Administration
in the years from 1948 to 1950; he voted in favor of the
Mutual Security Administration in 1951, and continued to
support this legislation until he retired from Congress in
1956, Other subsequent legislation, such as ald to Pakistan
in 1953, also caught his approving nod with stipulations that

the wheat was to be given to that country for the government

171bid., pp. A4600-01,
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to do with as they wished without putting any attached strings
on the glft. He had introduced the bill that supplied wheat
as a gift to Pakistan. In doing this he stated:

I am advocating giving away whesat, of which, we have
an oversupply, to a friendly nation.i

As a conclusion to his viewpoint on foreign aid, Hope

had stated that:

....80m6 people say we are giving away the taxpayer's
money, but the people of this country do not want these
surplus agricultural commodities to spoil, they do not
want us to let them be wasted, they want us to give them
to hungry people....

Let me further state that, in my opinion, the farm pro-
gram in this country is doomed unless we permit these
surpluses that have been piling up under the program
(support-programl to be diverted where they are needed
to feed people who are hungry.l9

REPRESENTATIVE MEYER

A radio address over three stations in Kansas on May
9, 1947, was the device used by Herbert (Hub) Alton Meyer,
Representative from the Third Kansas District, to express

his views on Greek-Turkish aid.zo

In this speech he related
some of the dublous aspects of such a venture. He wondered
how much money, how many men, and how much equipment it would

take to stop the spread of Communism over these areas as well

18gongressional Record, 83 Cong., 1 Sess., p. T023.

191bid4., pp. 10400-01.

200ongressional Record, 80 Cong., 1 Sess., pp. A2238-39.
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as the rest of Europe and Asia. He told the radio audience
that he had serious doubts as to the value of $400,000,000,
the original investment of Greek-Turkish foreign policy, as
the device for stopping communism, for aid had not retarded
the advance of communism in China, Yugoslavia, Poland,
Rumanlia, or Bulgaria. He believed that communist ideology
was misleading the officials of the United States into
expanding its foreign policy in a way to include aid programs
that would not achieve thelr proposed purpose of halting
communism.

It was inconsistent, he continued, to pour money into
Greece and Turkey as combatants of Russian aggression while
letting communism spread, without restrictions, in the United
States itself,

Another gquestion Meyer raised in that address was
whether the United States should, with 1ts national debt
being $273,000,000,000, enter a realm of foreign aid
demanding a down payment of $400,000,000 and a progressive
and eternal commitment. More of his arguments were: such
a move may destroy United States economy; the officials in
Washington are too guick and sensitive to Stalin-made crises;
if the United States matched each crisis with great quantities
of the taxpayers money, the United States would financially
bleed to death; one nation cannot finance the rest of the

world and stay solvent; and the best method for the United
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States to fight communism is to have the country financially
sound.

Meyer submitted his plan for stopping Soviet aggres-
sion, He told the people in Kansas that the United Nations
organization should be the agent in demanding Russia to
cease putting pressure on countries in line of Soviet aggres-
slon, The United Nations should have been tried out; the
people of the world should be allowed to see what power this
organization really has, argued Meyer.21

Meyer was 1in favor of feeding the hungry of the world
only if such an act would not destroy the solvency of the
United States; however, to Meyer the Interim Ald or stopgap
foreign ald measure was a bill which was seemingly devoid of
restrictions; which gave relief to France and Italy in the
form of $597,000,000 for coal and $35,000,000 for petroleum
when coal stockplles In France were lacking due to strikes,
and when pstroleum for gasoline was scarce in the United
States; and which would asslst France in paylng off interest
on the French forelgn dsbt to Belgium ($17,000,000), to
Brazil ($26,000,000), and to the International Monetary Fund
($10,000,000). No payment of French debts to the United

2l1pid., Meyer used the example of Iran in 1946 in
explaining that the Unlted Nations Organization has force-
fulness when dealing with aggression. He viewed the situation
with praise and credited the withdrawal of Soviet troops from
Iran as due to United Nations action.
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States was mentioned including the food taken into Germany
by France which should have been credited to the United
States. The above, as Meyer related, was not aid to the
needy as was suggested in the wording of the bill. Nor could
the spending of billions stop the spread of communism when
shipments of heavy machinery, petroleum, and other materials
were sent to Russia, the malnspring of communism. For these
reasons, the legislation, Meyer believed, could not accom-
plish its intended purpose and would enfeeble the economy
of the United States in a way that would cause inflation,
whereby vulnerability to attack would be the outcome sub-
stituted for the strength needed to match the expanding
Russian economy. Meyer could not support this legislation
because he felt that voting for stopgap aid would bind him
to a vote in favor of the long-range Marshall Plan, which,
he considered, would be an eternal and unlimited extension
of stopgap ald.22

The Government of the United States should take care
of 1ts aged and needy at home, Meyer believed. And, he main-
tained, inflation would eventually lead to police state
tactics of establishing controls over the dally llfe of indi-
viduals. But he stated:

...while I yield to no one in the desire to feed the

220ongressional Record, 80 Cong., 1 Sess., “pp. 4800-01.
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hungry and clothe the naked, I cannot in good conscience
support this so-called stopgap foreign relief measure.23

Meyer wanted private charitable organizations to dis-
tribute provisions to the needy of the world. If the United
States Government distributed these goods, he said, there
would be too much waste caused by black market competition
and inefficiency.

In 1948, however, Meyer was converted to the ranks of
the Marshall Plan supporters. Hls speech in the House on
March 30, 1948, confirmed this. He began:

++.1 8hall vote for this European recovery program.

This blunt statement is not to be construed as indicating
that this has been an easy declsion for me to make., I
can think of no question or problem which has given me
more concern than that posed by this measure. It is

the most momentous and soul-wracking lssue ever presen-
ted to me in Congress or out....

He decided to vote for the Marshall Plan for four
reasons, The first argument he gave in support of his
decislon was that the plan was launched in a pool of prop-
aganda, making many men skeptical, but Meyer considered that
the communist threat to world peace was increased considerably
by the failure of post-war forelgn policies of the United
States, and that this "Bitter fruit of appeasement" should

be replaced with a program not as negative in nature as former

post-war policy, even if the Marshall Plan was only to te a

231pid.
24gongressional Record, 80 Cong., 2 Sess., p. 3T49.
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calculated risk. His second reason was that the plan's intrin-
sic value outwelghed the drain on the economy of thes United
States. The United States could not, however, continuse in the
future years to be an "international Santa Claus." Meyer was
happy to learn that the program was to be a separate part of
the State Department and apart from the Truman administration.
He listed this as his third reason for his support of the
measure, and his fourth reason was that he believed the
majority of the people in his district were in favor of the
plan. He had conducted a poll including some 2,000 people in
the Third District, and, even with the possibility of the
influence of the Administration's propaganda in shaping the
opinions of the people in Kansas, Meyer believed the favorable
response toward the Marshall Plan shown in this poll was the
typlcal thinking of his district.25

Many Congressmen were persuaded in their thinking by

the 1948 coup 4'_etat in Czechoslovakia. Meyer seemed to be

one of these men. His statement admitting that he saw "no
alternative now at this late hour but to accept" the risk
indicated his concern over world c0nd1tions.26 In the light
of the four points mentioned above, Meyer voted "yea" on

Mershall Plan legislation in 1948. It may be summarized that

251pid.
261pid.
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Meyer visualized the plan as the best policy introduced up
to then and should be tried as a way of preventing another
war. Watching during the first year of application to see
whether the Economic Cooperation Administration would actually
benefit EBurope and conversely help the United States, Meyer
again voiced his view in 1949 which was only slightly changed
from his 1948 opinion on the ECA program. He admitted the
fact that ECA money put European people back to work, helped
them earn money in order to purchase goods and commodities,
fed them, and put tools in their hands; all the above relieved
the pressure of communism.27 Hungry, jobless people are
more interested in communism. This was the objective of
his view of the plan in 1948. However, in 1949, Meyer
believed some of his suspicions concerning the foreign aid
program had been confirmed by this one-year trial. He saw
no dollar-for-dollar return of the money given by the
United States; he saw precious materials being sent to Europe,
which prevented inflation from ebbing in the United States;28
he saw fabricated materials of Western Europe slipping into the

hends of the Russians, via sattelite countries; and he saw

27 Gongressional Record, 81 Cong., 1 Sess., p. A2106.

281pid, Meyer based his opinion, that inflation
would be cut in the United States 1f precious material was
not exported as aid items to Europe, on a statement made by
Secretary of Commerce, then European head of ECA, Averell

Harriman.
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that the continuation of the program would mean a rising cost
to the taxpayers of the United States. As a result of his
observations Meyer formulated one general question covering
his criticisms or skepticism: "How much can we really afford
to spend internationally and nationally without a back-
breaking tax burden?"29 He wanted to be informed as to
where and how the money was being spent. He could not accept
the opinions of many that ECA funds could not be cut without
destroying the whole program, that Europe was still in such
& precarious position that it would be impossible to reduce
ECA funds ten percent, as he stated was possible without
destroying the ECA principle. A bipartisan support of the
bill without debate only granted a "blank check" to the
Administration, he stated again in 1949. He wanted debate,
gspeclally on reducing the amount of aid to England, primarily
because England seemed to have economic constancy. At least
she had enough to lend money to Russia and expand home plans
of nationalizing all British industry. His argument for a
8light curtailment of expendltures for ECA was that if the
countries of Europe collapse into the arms of Russia as a
result of ECA fund reduction, then the United States should
buy real security, not false friendship constructed from

European ald, in the form of a strong Army, Navy, and Air

291pbid.
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Force at home.

Meyer voted for shaving the appropriations after he
had voted in favor of continulng the Economic Cooperation
Act in 1949,

The turning point in his voting record came in 1950.
A letter dated January 13, 1950, from a Conservative member
of the English Parliament to a taxpayer in the United States

was published in the Congressional Record by Meyer. In this

letter the Parliamentarian prayed to God that the United
States would not renew the ald-giving generosity that year.
He blamed the United States for contributing to the growth
of soclialism in Englend as a result of the ECA program.31
Meyer felt that voting for continuation of foreign
aid money to Europe implied subscription to socialism in
Europe as well as the United States. He said:

Yes...and fancy the international 'do-gooders' over
here still persisting that we continue these 'dollops
of dollars' to keep soclalism going over there.32

His last vote on Economic Cooperation legislation was

"nay."3> His volce in the argument was silenced by death on

October 2, 1950.

30gongressional Record, 81 Cong., 1 Sess., p. 4422,

31Congressiong; Record, 81 Cong., 2 Sess., p. 1632.

321p1a.
331b1d., pp. 4552-53
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REPRESENTATIVE REES

Edward Herbert Rees, Representative from the Fourth
Congressional District in Kansas, voted against the Greek-
Turkish loan in 1947.34 Later, that same year, Rees sup-
ported Interim Aid to Europe with only a few limitations.

The major restriction he formed in qualifying his stand was
concerned with the distribution of certain goods to Europs.
One system of distribution of the Interim Aid goods that Rees
could not agree with was the system whereby the United States
would send lncentive goods such as tobacco or liguor to
European heads of government. In the vote on the Interim Aid
bill of 1947 Rees voted to strike out the word "incentives,"35
Rees did not wish to think that these incentive goods were
necesslities. Funds appropriated for the Interim Aid program,
Rees felt, for the distribution of tobacco and liguor among
the cltizens of Europe with the hope that these stimulants
would induce the Europeans to produce more goods of necessity,
such as food, was a waste of the taxpayer's money. This bribe
would not work, Rees believed, and the European people should

not receive tobacco or liquor from the United States. The

34Congressional Record, 81 Cong., 1 Sess., p. 4975.

351pid., p. 11169. Another amendment offered by
Representative John Sulnglius Anderson of Californla was to
charge additional surplus material sent to Europe amounting
to about $100,000,000 to the base $599,000,000 of the ori-
ginal relief bill was supported by Rees. Ibild., p. 11281.



T4
United States instead should supply the various necessities
such as food, medical supplies, clothing, fuel, fertilizer,
and seed directly to the people of Europe until they were
able to produce these supplies themselves.

Rees may not have been a prohibitionist in the strict
sense of the word, but in certain of his actions directed
agalnst the distilleries it seems evident that he may be
classified as a somewhat moderate prohibitionist, at least
during 1947 and 1948. He joined Senator Capper in the attack
on liquor advertisement in the United States, he Joined others
in the House In attempting to limit the amount of grain sold
to American distilleries, and in order to make the most of
the ald from the United States, as he said, Rees offered an
amendment prohibiting the shipment of grain abroad for the
production of distilled beverages.36 A strictly prohibitionist
motive, simple dislike of alcholic beverages, may or may not
have been the driving force behind these actions on the part
of Rees. He remarks that the United States and the world
are short of grain and cannot afford to use limlited supplies
of grain for use in making alcholic beverages. It was his
belief that much of the farm land in France used in the growing
of grapes for the purpose of making wine should be planted

to grains. His argument on this poilnt was that these countries

361p1d., p. 11272,
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needed food--food in the form of grains.

When the debate on Economic Cooperation legislation
came to a ellmax in 1948, Rees was still not in favor of
sending tobacco to Europe as a relief item at the expense of
the Unlted States taxpayers. He was answered by Representa-
tive Virglil Munday Chapman of Kentucky, who stated that the
surplus tobacco sent to Europe as a relief item in addition
to food would pay $1,200,000,000 in taxes each year. How-
ever, this answer was not sufficient in Rees' mind to justify
the need for the Government to buy surplus tobacco and send
it to Europe.37 Up to the time and during the debate on
appropriations for Economic Cooperation funds, Rees believed
certain items could be reduced or delsted from the measure.
Such reductions were in the areas of (1) tobacco; (2) coal to
Great Britain when Poland and Germany had a surplus; (3)
petroleum which was in short supply in the United States;
and (4) tractors. Rees believed that the $90,000,000 allotted
for tractors could be cut at least ninety psr cent. Since
the Europeans did not know how to use tractors and since
European farms were small, Rees would keep the $10,000,000
remaining after the ninety per cent cut in the allotment for
tractors to buy horses and horse-drawn machinery, which, 1in

his thinking, would be more practical for the European

37Congressiongl Record, 80 Cong., 2 Sess., pp. 3762-63.
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conditions.?8 He also disagreed with appropriating $2,000,000
for agricultural experiment stations in foreign countries
as this item could be eliminated, along with others, without
putting the plan into jeopardy.

On March 31, 1948, Rees offered an amendment which he
later withdrew in favor of an amendment by Representative
Edward James Devitt of Minnesota, providing ocean-free trans-
portation of relief packages to Europe.39 Rees was the
chairman of the Committee on Post Office and Civil Service,
and he believed the amendment would serve the purpose of
extending friendship from the United States to Europe. The
Post Office Department was to be reimbursed from the funds
appropriated for foreign relief at a reduced rate, while the
Maritime Commission would provide shipping space for these
parcels,

Representative Rees was alarmed at the scarcity of
information concerning the program. He belleved citizens of

the Unlted States were entitled to more informatlion regarding

381p14., p. 7193.

39Ibid., p. 3849. The amendment by Devitt is as follows:
"to provide ocean-free transportation and to defray port char-
ges on relief supplies furnished by voluntary nonprofit relief
agencies and on individual relief packages from the U.S. to
Europe, and to make mandatory the executlion of agreements
between the Administrator and the reclplent countries by the
terms of which moneys in the so-called revolving fund shall be
used to pay the transportation charges for such supplies and
relief packages from the point of arrival in Europe to the place
of residence of the addressee."
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forelgn policles bscause, he argued, wise decisions cannot be
made on rumors and hints., However, Rees concluded in favor
of backlng the 1948 program for these reasons: (1) it had the
endorsement of many great leaders who had spent a considerable
emount of time in direct study of the proposal; (2) it had the
approval of meny people of the country who considered the
program as a way to prevent another world crisis; and (3) it
seemed to have the hope of bringing a better understanding
among nations in preventing the suffering of peopls.b'o He
supported, without much enthusiasm, the leglslation for these
three reasons in the hope that the funds would be properly
administered and would accomplish what its sponsors believed
it would.

The next year, 1949, Rees again voted "yea" for the
extension, amendment, and appropristion of the Economic
Cooperation Act. He voted in favor of the 1949 ECA in the
splrit that the United States had already committed itself
on that policy and that it was only a gquestion of carrying
out the promises. The appropriations for all items contained
within the measure, Rees stated, should be carefully scru-
tinized, eliminating any aid not needed, making sure that
American products were purchased with the American money, and,

in general, making all the savings possible under the bill.41

401pi4a., p. 3823.
4lcongressiona1 Record, 81 Cong., 1 Sess., p. A2290,
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Representative James Thomas Patterson of Connecticut
introduced an amendment in 1949 intended to permit small
businesses to participate in the ECA program; such partici-
pation would not only be fairer to the small businesses by
allowing them to participate in the measure but it would alseo
stimulate more competition in supplying goods to be used in
the program, directly lowering the prices. Rees favored
this Patterson proposal along with the amendment offered by
Representative Leonard Irving of Missourl to provide for the
mllling of twenty-five per cent of ECA wheat in the United
States. This latter measure was included in the 1948 ECA plan,
but 1t was again debated in 1949 in connection with small-
business participation in the 1949 ECA program. It is possible
that Rees would support the Irving Amendment because he was
concerned wilth the problem confronting the small milling
industries around the country, a problem created by the fact
that several thousand small mills were shut down or running
at less than capaclty. Due to the lmportance of the milling
lndustry in Kansas, Rees associated thls nation-wide problem
with Kansas, and to promote business for these industries
would mean, in the outcome, more wealth for the state of Kansas.

In 1950 Rees changed his vote relative to foreign aid.
In April of 1950, Rees had stated:

Personally, I am deeply concerned with regard to the

tremendous expenditure of the taxpayers of this country
in 1ts attempt to bring about a better understanding
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between the.nations of the world.42

It was his opinion that the Government of the United
States had no monsy, was operating at a deficit, had a large
national debt, and an unbalanced budget, all of which would
contribute to a welfare state.43 The new Congress should,
therefore, cut foreign aild appropriations almost in half,
from $4,500,000,000 to $2,000,000,000, and at the same time
balance the budget and reduce taxes.

One criticism by members of Congress during the Truman
Administratlon was that Truman refused to submit cost esti-
mates to Congress and to the public. Representative Joseph
Martin, Republican floor leader of the House, appointed a
twenty-one member "price-tag" committee in order that Congress
might be informed as to the costs of proposed legislation,
and Rees was appointed to this committee.44 From his
observations, both in the United States and abroad, Rees
concluded that the responsibility of the United States to
rehabillitate the peoples of the world, as the 1948 legislation
supposedly attempted to do, no longer was the objective of
foreign aid in 1950. By the use of statistics, Rees con-

cluded that the United States was sending $800 per American

421p1d,
43TOpeka Daily Capital, January 6, 1950, p. 21.

44Topeka Daily Capital, January 16, 1950, p. 1l2.
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famlly to underdeveloped areas in an q@tempt to elevate their
standard of living to a point comparable to that of their
benefactor. Sending aid to the world as a way of stopping
the spread of communism was, to Rees, actually only a guise
used by the foreign policy formulaters in that the countries
accepting the ald were not those threatened by communism.45

Rees visited Europe during the fall of 1949. It was
his view that the countries of this area were still in need
of direct food relief; however, he felt that the United
States should glve this food directly to the people instead
of to the governmental heads who had in the past acted as
middle-men. He also emphasized that food production in
Europe was, as of the end of 1949, almost as high as the

pre-war era. 46

The $3,000,000,000 proposed authorization, in addition
to about $10,000,000;OOO which was authorized but not expended
at that time, was too great an amount in his thinking. He
wanted Congress to authorize only the funds absolutely needed
to send food or clothing or medical supplies to Europe and
not one item mor'e.z*'7 Other items, he argued, such as heavy

machinery and building plants, would be sent to Burope at

45congressional Record, 81 Gong., 2 Sess., D. 4162,

461p14,
4T1pid., p. 7538.
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the expense of the United States taxpayers and would be out-
slde the purpose of restoring a pre-war economy in Europe.
He maintained that the starving peopls of the world received
little if any assistance from sending heavy industrial goods
abroad and, therefore, these goods or the money for these
goods should be loaned to the governments of these countries.48
He believed that the United States Treasury could not afford
any more grants of money for foreign aid expenditures. He
made thls comment about the Treasury:

I wonder i1f we realize that our country has a greater
debt obligation than all of the other countries in the
world combined.

He lauded the 1950 plan of the State Department con-
cerning the disposal of such surplus goods as dried eggs and
milk. The Commodity Credit Corporation earmarked 73,000,000
pounds of dried eggs and 170,000,000 pounds of dried milk for
disposal as allocations to welfare organizations.5o Rees
no longer believed the Congress of the United States should
pass foreign ald legislation because of previous commitments
to countries abroad as he had formerly agreed. He stated:

...l supported legislation providing for billions of
dollars for defenses 1n this country, and because of

commltments made with certain European countries, I have
also supported a considerable amount of funds to carry
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out such commitments. I think, however, there must be a
tlme when we should eall a halt in the authorlzations and
appropriations against the people of this country, espe-

clally in consideration of tremendous sums already appro=-
priated.5l

Sending billions of dollars abroad, affirmed Rees, was
not the way to solve the problem. Friendship could not be
purchased especlally when it was bankrupting the Ireasury of
the United States.

Because of his concern for locking the nation's vault
and establishing an agency to determine the efficiency of the
Government, Rees introduced a bill to provide a Congressional
Commission on Government Efficiency and Economy.52 His atti-
tude also made it impossible for him to vote "yea" for Mutual
Security in the period 1951 to 1959, for he considered this
nonessentlal ald to underdeveloped countries. He supported
amendments designed to reduce appropriations, such as the Kem
Amendments proposed by Representative James Preston Kem before
the House to reduce the amount of appropriations. Rees intro-
duced amendments before the House to limit the number of
employees receiving a $15,000 per year compensation within
the Mutual Security Administration from one hundred employees

to sixty; subtract the $816,000,000 unexpended 1950 appropriations

5lgongressional Record, 82 Cong., 1 Sess., p. 10284,

521b1d., pp. 190-01. Congress was to be advised at all
times by the above mentioned Committee wilth respect to proper
or improper and unnecessary use of Federal funds or nonessen-
t1al Federal expenditures.
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from the 1951 §7,482,000,000 figurs; and reduce the total
appropriations for aid to India and Pakistan from $237,155,866
to $204,555,866. The latter amendment was rejected by a vote
of eighty-seven to one hundred and one. Ress and those in
support of limiting appropriations for the $8,000,000,000
Mutual Security were quite unsuccessful in their mission for
that year.

In the last year of the Truman administration Rees used
the same arguments agalnst extending Mutual Security legis-
lation. After hearing the President's State of the Union
Address on January 10, 1552, Rees had this to says:

The President has handed Congress the biggest peacetime

budget submitted by any President. We realize that a
great share of the funds requested is for defense pur-
DPOSEB. s

It seems Ilncredible that this administration and those

In charge of admlnistering the affairs of this country
would at such a critical time insist that the costs and
charges of the departments of Government be increased....

...1t 1s dangerous, yes, appalling, to contemplate

blllions of dollars of deflcit when the tax charges are
reaching the point of confiscation.

eeslt 18 my judgment that with sound economy, and by

elimination of unnecessary expenditures our budget can be
balanced, and without the necessity for additional taxes,
or going into further debt.>3

A startling fact to Rees was the $6,900,000,000 reques=
ted in 1952 for the Mutual Security program in addition to
$12,000,000,000 already appropriated but unexpended from

previous allotments. This approximatly $19,000,000,000 was

53Gongresg;onal Record, 82 Cong., 2 Sess., p. 508.
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more than the proposed 1952 fiscal year expenditures for civi-
llan agencies in the United States. As a way for expressing
his views on this matter, Ress quoted John Foster Dullss,
then chisf adviser on foreign policy for the United States:

With nations, as with men, money is no substitute for
character., Our Nation today 1s spending fabulous sums
for security. The largest this year 1s about $60,000,-
000,000, We have glven away, in one form or another,
about $40,000,000,000 since 1945. If monsy could buy
security and happiness, we should have them.5

It was evident to Rees that the expenditures under

this legislation wers not as carefully checked as they should
be. He attacked the policy of financing expensive improve-
ments abroad such as power dams and flood control when more
of these same improvements were needed in the United States.

It seemed to Rees that the $12,000,000,000 already on

hand was a sufficient amount of money to carry on the security
program if the money was spent wisely. Therefore, in 1952,
Rees voted against extending the Mutual Security program.

His attitude remained the same throughout discussions on this
matter in the years up to 1959. His arguments remained the
same, that you cannot spend more than $4,000,000,000 a year

in carrying out the aid program, and it was senseless to
appropriate anything above this amount; unexpended funds

should be used first in meeting the $4,000,000,000 if such

a need 1s present; and that more experienced businessmen

541p1d., p. 5911.
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were needed as advisers to the United States Government,
replacing the "striped-pants corps" of the State Department
as a way to guard against the State Department signing
economically weak treaties.55 His vote against the Mutual
Security Acts as a package vote, voting for all the items on
one vote, was a protest vote against waste and inefficiency

caused by the surplus of unexpended funds.
REPRESENTATIVE SCRIVNER

The Republican leaders in the Eightieth Congress
selected Errett Power Scrivner, Representative from the
First Congressional District in Kansas, as a member of the
Committee on Appropriations for the reason that he was the
Kansas Congressman who knew how to say no, knew "what it
takes to say 'mo', and...[knew how to]...stick to it."50
Aid to European countries was usually a subject in which
Scrivner gave the persistant answer of no.

As early as December 18, 1947, Representative Scrivner
advised his colleagues that they should ascertain the full
meaning of the Harvard speech of June 5, 1947. He entered

his remarks dealing with the early debate over the Marshall

55Congressiona1 Record, 83 Cong., 1 Sess., p. 5618.

56¢1if Stratton, "Clif Stratton Writes," TopekatDai%x
Capital, March 30, 1949, p. 4. Herelnafter cited as Stratton,
Strattén Writes.h
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Plan in the Congressional Record, Including within that

speech warnings on Chinese aid and European stopgap aid of
that year.57 He wrote Secretary Marshall on July 9, 1947,
asking for more information on the Marshall Plan. His
questions were on plan formulation. Whose idea was 1t%? What
was 1ts purpose? When was it actually brought into existence?
What foreign poliey implications did it have? What approach
to European problems? How much will it cost? What measures
have been used in Europe to make ready for receipt of such
ald? How will 1t effect United States economy?5® Marshall's
reply on July 29, 1947, seems only to have added fuel to
Scrivner's skepticism. President Truman's call to Congress
for Greek-Turkish aid, said Scrivner, was one of economic
welght; asking for food, fuel, clothing, medical supplies,
end fertlilizer. However, Scrivner found that Greece and
Turkey received a greater amount of military aid than the
purely economic aid listed above upon passage of the Truman
Doctrine. Greece and Turkey were not being economically
reconstructed, they were being fortified. Marshall's letter
in answer to Scrivner's letter confirmed that the so-called
Marshall Plan was not a plan nor a doctrine., This answer

was not sufficiently explicit, Scrivner bellieved, to base an

5TGongressional Record, 80 Cong., 1 Sess., p. 11627.

5800ngressional Record, 80 Cong., 2 Sess., pp. 582-83.
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opinion upon, although his doubt as to the worth of the
plan appears strongly in his speech. He considered the
possiblility that European recovery would include such places
ags Japan, Korea, and other Aslatic countries, and the possi-
bility that these places would not be helped economically
but fortified as Greece and Turkey had besn earlier.

Another reflection of weakness, the Representative
contended, was the manner in which the Administration pre-
sented the proposal, stirring support by painting a gloomy
picture of world conditions; the brink of crises, which,
Serivner interpreted Secretary of Defense James Forrestal
as predicting, must cost the United States a sizable defense
appropriation, intolerable, as well as misldentified, in the
real event, unless the $16,000,000,000 plus foreign aid bill
was passed; and War Secretary Kenneth Claiborne Royall prog-
nosticating a return to the draft in one sentence and saylng
"there 1s no immenent threat of war" in a later one.””

In 2 newsletter to his constituents, Scrivner blasted
the use of loan or aid money for the use of bolstering a
socialist program in England. He 4id not cherish the thought
of helping England regain and bulld up her colonies by
sending American dollars to Great Britain. This was not self-

help, the aild which Europe needed: food, clothing, shelter.

59stratton, "Stratton Writes," January 29, 1948, p. 4.
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Serivner indicated that the British colonial expansion
would be greatly enhanced and that England could grow on a
soclalistic basis if the United States sent Marshall Plan
ald to that country, 60

These things seem to have been the chief reasons for
Scerivner's "nay" vote in the House on March 31, 1948, when
the Marshall Plan legislation was passed in the House. Pre-
viously, he had voted against European interim aid (December
15, 1947), against Greek~Turkish aid (May 9, 1947), but had
voted for a reduction of the amount of funds authorized for
relief assistance (April 30, 1947).61 sScrivner also voted
for the amendment introduced by Representative William Meyers
Colmer and Senator Karl Earl Mundt that excluded aid to
Russian-controlled countries (April 30, 1947).

It was a somewhat different story in 1949. Scrivner's
vote on the Economic Cooperation Act of that year changed
from a "nay" to a "yea." In a statement made in March, 1949,
Scrivner noted a partial success for European recovery as it

concerned lndustrial reconstruction, yet he notices a situation

60"gerivner Opposes European Aid Plan," Topeka Daily
Capital, February 19, 1948, p. 3.

61Congressional Record, 80 Cong., 1 Sess., p. 4292,
This was the amendment to House Resoclutlon 153, which reduced
amount of funds authorized from §$350,000,000 to $200,000,000,
introduced by Representative Bartel John Jonkman of Michigan.
This amendment was agreed to bx a vote of 225 to 165. All
members from Kansas voted "yea'.
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that would likely weaken American business. He comments:
BEuropean Relief money, materials and machines have so
restored some European countries that they are taking
over many Amerlcan export markets. This will mean less
work for the American taxpayers whose hard-earned dollars
pay for the program. The feeding hand is being biltten.
ignghsi;iegg Siigglg§?gztoo numerous and go too deep the
With the progress of the ECA in Europe, and with the
amount of unexpended funds held over for use in 1949,
Serivner voted for the 1949 legislation in the hope that the
authority for carrying out the measures would be removed
from the hands of the Administration.
Again in 1950, as in 1948, the Representative from the
Second District voted against the Economic Cooperation Act.
The 1950 version was a mere sxtension of the 1949 bill, but
the amount of funds proposed to be authorized sesmed too
high to Scrivner. To him, as to many other Congressmen, the
size of the natlonal debt was alarming. The communist
anouncement that they would force the United States to spend
itself into bankruptey seemed quite logical to him. Still,
he poinped out that the United States insisted on spending
billions to counter the threat of communism, promoting a
situation whereby the nation would grow financially weaker
each day. He offered this statement for the purpose of
showing the natlonal debt:
On December 30, 1949, the Treasury report shows that

625tratton, "Stratton Writes," March 30, 1949, p. 4.
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Uncle Sam had spent $3,229,798,921.52 more than had been

recgézeiaii?ﬁingt%tléslgggianuary 1, 1950, was §257,-

}Sgﬁiig’g?oigzé.g% increase of $4,30é,768,é39.54 over

These figures were also used by Scrivner to explain

the reason why taxes must remain high, unjustly putting a
burden on the workers of the United States, inasmuch as the
national debt could be lowered. His obstinacy in regard to
limiting the amount of foreign aid, if not eliminating the
program in its entirety, was maintained in a House debate with
Representatives Jacob Koppel Javits, John Kee, and Walter
Henry Judd on March 29, 1950. These three men attempted to
convinee Scrivner that the United States had everything to
do with determining how the ald money was to be divided and
how it was to bes spent. Scrivner continued to believe that
the seventeen recipient nations decided how to divide and
spend the money. The Economic Cooperation Administration
Director had little voice in the matter, Scrivner believed,
nor would Scrivner credit the counterpart fund as an effec-
tive device since, as he interpreted the system, Europsan
nations could determine what they could do with the money
that was collected by individual foreign countries as a result
of purchases from the Economic Cooperation Administration

Director., The money did not go to the ECA Director to be sent

63Congressiona1 Record, 81 Cong., 2 Sess., DPp. 574-75.
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to the United States but this money spent for commodities
In the United States was put into a counterpart fund, which
was kept in the country, and which Scrivner objected to,
especially when these funds were used for that country's debt
reduction or public relief. Judd agreed that countries could
reduce their national debts with these counterpart funds,
but in doing this they had to have permission from the
director of the Economic Cooperation Administration; and
when agreement was made, the United States could never receive
anything out of the fund as direct currency repayment. The
Congressman from Kansas agreed that the United States would
never be repaid for the blllions sent to Europe.64 He refused
to agree with the philosophy of the three men, however, and
he would not give credence to the benefit of indirect
security repayments, which, the three men believed, would be
far greater than the original investment of foreign ald because
the aid money would be stimulated by counterpart funds,
ultimately contributing to the economic stability in Europs.
On March 31, 1950, he indicated a negative vote relating to
the extension of the Economic Cooperation Act.65

A grassroots response in the form of a twelve-point

questionnaire was used by Scrivner in 1951 to gain insight

641p14a., p. 4326.
651pid., pp. 4552-53.
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In forming his opinions. Question number ten was: "should
we continue to supply naval, air, and army equipment to
Western European nations?" Although this question belongs
more to a military appropriations appragial, it shows a
frequent tendency of many Congressmen to disregard information
found 1n questionnaires. Those who favored a continuation
of military aid constituted 72.8 percent while 19.4 percent
were against. Scrivner commented on this particular question
by saying the responses of approval were conditioned. He
refused to allow the overwhelming approval by his constituents
for mutual security to dirsct his vote in 1951, for he voted
against the Mutual Security Act of that year.

Representative Christian Herter proposed an amendment
in 1952 authorizing the Secretary of Defense to transfer
$1,000,000,000 worth of items such as guns, tanks, and planes
originally appropriated for defense to the foreign military
program without having the Mutual Sescurity Agency reimburse
the Secretary of Defense, Scrivner was in complete disagree-
ment with this measure. It meant, to him, adding another
$1,000,000,000 to the Mutual Security appropriations making
the total $7,889,000,000, cutting the general military bill
from $73,000,000,000 to $72,000,000,000, and giving the
Secretary of Defense the excuse of asking for an extra $1,000, -
000,000 in appropriations for the military bill to replace

what was transfered to Mutual Security when 1t came time for
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military authorization in 1953.66 4s g way to make sure the

military authorization in 1953 would not be raised the
$1,000,000,000 as a compensation for transfer of this amount
to the Mutual Security Administration, Serivner proposed an
amendment to the Herter Amendment on May 23, 1952. Scrivner's
Amendment stated that the military in the United States would
be reimbursed by the MSA in the case of a transfer of $1,000,-
000,000 from the military in the United States to the MSA in
Burope. The amendment was adopted.

John Martin Vorys, Representative from Ohio, proposed
an amendment to the MSA appropriations bill of 1952 which
provided for the authorization to continue unexpended funds
of the Mutual Security Agency through June 30, 1953, and have
them consolidated with the appropriation authorized in 1952,
All the Kansas Representatives voted in favor of this plan
which passed the House. On the earlisr vote on the Mutual
Security Act that same day, May 23, 1952, Scrivner had voted
no.67

Scrivner continued to place a negative vote on Mutual

Security legislation up to the time that his seat was filled

66Gongressional Record, 82 Cong., 2 Sess., p. 5815.

67Ib1d., p. 5917. The amendment to the appropriations
bill proposed by Representative John Vorys also was to strike
out the §408,000,000, replacing it with the lower figure of
$208,800,000 for international development. The measure was
pasgsed.
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by Representative Newell George in 1958. His chief concern

remained with the huge national debt; the Government must
reduce both appropriations and expenditures in order to
reduce taxes, and Congress had the power to do this if it
had the will, he implied. The authority, he continued, rests
with Congress, and Congress should not pass new legislation

when revenue to pay the price is not in the national purse.
REPRESENTATIVE SMITH

Oh! You say we cannot fight communism with bombs--
I agree, but you can fight an idea with a better i1dea--
1f you back up your ldea with planning and money.
Thus spoke Representative Wint Smith from the Kansas
Sixth Congressional District in a discussion on aid to Gresce
and Turkey. The conseqguence of not aiding these two countries
seemed much more serious to Smith than the cost of aiding
them. His vote in favor of sending aid to Greece and Turkey
was based on the premise that by building the strength of
these two countries the United States was building the offen-
sive power of the latter against an aggressive force, supported
by the communist nations, from the mountains of Greece, This
Greek-Turkish aid would break the policy of appeasing Russia.
Actual belligerency between the aggressive forces of

communism and the forces of the Royal troops of King George II

6800ngressiona1 Record, 80 Cong., 1 Sess., p. 4959.
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of Greece prompted Smith to vote "yea" on Gresk-Turkish aid.®9

However, in 1948 Smith refused to Join the supporters of
Marshall Plan aid; voted against any aspect of it, except
amendments or clauses reducing or limiting the amount of aid
authorized; and affiliated with those legislators who preached
the principle of never allowing such legislation to pass in
Congress in that year of 1948 or in any future years. He,
thus became a member of the "psuedo-conservatives."7©

The members of the bloc voting against the Marshall
Plan were frequently branded as isolationists. Smith, as well
as other.men who were labled as isolationists, opposed the
ald plan, objected to having 400,000 displaced persons coming
into the country, and disagreed with those in favor of sending
American troops to help partition Palestinse.

In a lengthy speech before the House on March 25, 1948,
Smith denounced the Marshall Plan proposal. He described
the plan as a device of propaganda artists to obtain monsy
(of which only twenty per cent would be used for food while
the remainder would be used to purchase short supplies in the
Unlted States in order to aild a soclalistic Europe), keep
inflationary conditions existing in the United States, and

keep the taxes beyond the means of the taxpayers of the

691b1d., Smith's vote in favor of the Greek-Turkish
loan may be found in the Congressional Record, 80 Cong., 1 Sess.,

P. BT95
Tsee ch. II, p. 12, ftn. 13.
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United States. 8Since the World Bank declared the Europsean
countries a poor risk the Unlted States was asked to send
money to Europe as a gift, and this money, Smith forecasted,
would be used by the Europsan countries to pay reparations
to Russia. Ireland was on the list of those countries
receiving aild, and yet Ireland had not alded the Allles
during the Second World War. In fact, Smlth continued, the
policy would asslist countries defeated by the Allles in the
war, which was a complete reversal of historic tradition.
This should not be done, and Smith stated his opinlon by
recalling the United States Government's policy after the
Civil War; a policy that left the South the obligation of
sglf-reconstruction.

Mutual Security, he felt, was not good, in that frlend-
ship cannot be purchased with money; hence, 1t is impossible
to have a2 united front consisting of heterogeneous countries
grouped to fight communism. The fallacy in stopping communism
by aid programs is in the fact that countries recelving the
ald are really not threatened by communilsm. Countries like
Ireland, England, Denmark, Holland, and Iceland, countries
receiving the majority of the ald, are far from falling into
the grip of the hammer and sickle, Smith argued.71

If the threat of war 1s as great as evidence seems to

Tloongressional Record, 80 Cong., 2 Sess., p. 3568.
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Indicate, Smith concluded at this time, he would spend the
money authorlzed in the plan for bullding American defenses.
Moreover, 1f loans were made to European countries the United
States should ask France for bases in Algeria, England for
islands in the Caribbean Sea, and minerals from Norway.
Smith would ask for something in return from all countries
receiving this aid money.72
Probably his greatsst criticism of the proposal was
that he felt 1t was bribing Europe into stopping Russla while
allowing the United States to remain indirectly concerned
with the whole matter. Smith could not believe a bribe of
thls type would work. It would bs too costly an attempt at
lndirect methods. The only true method would be the direct
approach, whereby the United Statss would draw the line, warn
Russla, and inflict punishment by destroying the base of the
enemy 1f the line is crossed.’? The United States should by
no means supply material to the potential enemy if war was
as close as the State Department claimed it to be.
In concluding his speech, Smith stated:
We should not-adopt the Marshall Plan., Let us stick
to what we have learned from our own experlence. Let
us not invest America's free-enterprise earnings in

socilalistic schemes in Europe. We can be sympathetic
and generous but let us do it on an out-and-out charity

T2Ipid.

T3Ibid.
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basis--such as Hoover administered relief after World

War I with funds donated by the generous people of
America....

...l believe the people of America have had enough
of our top-flight policy makers looking off at the far-off
horizon of foreign shores. Let us start looking about
us and build the internal economy of our own country by
reducing public spending, cutting taxes, and paying off
our deb%h In short--we have had enocugh of foreign star
gazing.

These were the main arguments given by Smith for his
vote against the Marshall Plan.”® He added new angles to
these baslc views in the years when new discussion on foreign
ald opened in the House. He was relatively taciturn during
the latter sesslions, however.

Smith also feared that the Executive branch would
demand more power in order to carry out the functions of the
plan. This he did not favor.

As may be expected, Smith rose in support of all amend-
ments lowering appropriations to the ald fund.76 Smith
improvised a way to show the people of his district just how
much the plan would cost each person in that district. One

figure released by him placed a $129.11 burden on each person
in the Sixth District.’!

T41p1a., p. 3569.
T51pid., p. 38T4.
76A good example of this can be found in the Congres-

sional Record, 80 Cong., 2 Sess., D. 3818, where he supported
the Vursell Amendment that reduced funds.

77Topeka Daily Capital, February 19, 1948, p. 16.
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Smith also felt that 1f the Marshall Plan were to be

passed, Spain should be included in the program. This desire
of his was somewhat paradoxical in that he proposed to aid
Spain and no other countries. He explained his position by
the following statement:

Why do not these proponents of this 'give-away plan'
want to help Spain? Because the leftwingers and pinks
would say we cannot help France; he is a Fascist. So,
1t is not an honest defense program or they would put
Spain into the program., Yet, military experts tell us
the Russlians can overrun Europe in 6 weeks., A first- 8
class army in Spain could make an invasion most costly.7

Along with many believers in the "American First"

ideology Smith believed communism to be America's greatest
denger and he worried about the spread of this "disease"

in America. He could not imagine the President of the United
States asking for billlions of dollars to bulld up "defenses
against world-wide communism" without first checking communism
in the United States.

The people back home cannot understand why we spend
billions of dollars to stop communism in Europe and
apparently take no official action to stop it in the
United States.79

Wint Smith became a marked man in respect to his

stand against foreign ald. He was viewed by some as being

an enemy of the United States. "Because of hls sentiments

...Congressman Smith has been named one of the country's

7800ngressiona1 Record, 80 Cong., 2 Sess., p. 3569.

T91bid., p. A1806.
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[fourteen] foremost enemies by the New Republic...."80 spith
was fearful that the economic policy of the United States con-
sisted of spending itself into bankruptey. "There is no
such thing as securlty in a bankrupt country."81

Every taxpayer should know what the country was doing,
Smith stated, and foreign aid, as the United States was apply-
ing it, was inviting disaster. The Government of the United
States was spending money abroad for the lmprovement of

production of such items as wool and other agricultural

8OStra’cton, "Stratton Writes," January 6, 1950, p. 4.
Representative Shafer of Michigan submitted to the Congres-
sional Record an article concerning Wint Smith written by
Jack Willlams, Washington Correspondent of the Kansas City
Star. 1In this article the author dsscribes Smith as a large,
plain man who aggressively battles adherents of foreign aid
and labor union leaders. The author classifies Smith as
running a close second to Taft as being the most hated man
in Congress by the Fair Dealers. He votes "no" more times
on Falr Deal proposals than any other Congressman, the author
states, "The labels pasted on him do not worry Mr. Smith.

He cracks back at taunts of foreign aid advocates with
'Truman’'s international W.P.A.'" Another speculation offered
by the author of this article as to why Smith dislikes Hew

and Falr Dealers is that many of the politicians associated
with Trumen's Administration or "Brain Trusters" are Harvard
men while Smith is a Yale graduate. Williams also states in
this article that Smith represented an area which was
characterized by "free-enterprise" and anti-Fair Deal thought.
Smith ls amazed at the large national debt and the practics
of deficit spending, which, as Smith believes, leads a country
to socialism; and bipartisan politics will continue to map

the course for planned economy, "I prefer this ground [consti-
tutional government.] to the quicksands of polit%cal expediency
[always-a-crisis government])...," Smith says. "They still
talk about the 'four freedoms' and brotherhood of man, while

a gang of deep-freeze experts are stealing some og the 30
freedoms the American people by our Constitution, added Smith.

8l1pid,
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products that were surplus items in the United States. This
would cause more world surpluses, shut off further American
overseas markets, and bring more decreases in prices. He
did not blame Truman for this condition as he felt the
President could not spend money that Congress did not appro-
priate.82

In 1950, Smith proposed an amendment "to drop from
next year's fund the sum of $150,000,000," the total unex-
pended amount for the 1950 fiscal year.83 The amendment,
however, was defeated in the House by a vote of 154 to 103,

Preaching for a balanced budget, to which he firmly
believed the people of the country were entitled to, Smith
continued to vote against all aid in any form. He made the
following statement in 1951:

The people are demanding an answer to just what is

to be our policy in the matter of national defense.

They full well know we have had no established policy
in forelgn affairs except to tr§4to buy with tax dollars
a false economy and well-being.

He asserted that forelgn aid was 1llogical since the
countries receiving aid had reduced their foreign debts by
$1,202,300,000 as a result of this aid while the United States

went $5,000,000,000 more in debt over the same period of time. 85

825tratton, "Stratton Writes," March 22, 1950, p. 4.
83ropeka Dally Capital, March 31, 1950, p. 12.
84Congressiona1 Record, 82 Cong., 1 Sess., p. AT15.

85s5tratton, "Stratton Writes," April 2, 1951, p. 4.
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During the discussion on contlnuing aid to England in 1951,
Smith formulated the theory that United States ald, the tax
dollars of the citizens of the United States, were furthering
the nationalization of industry in Great Britain. It was
clear to him that the cooperation received in 1951 from Great
Britain in not selling precious materials to China came as a
result of a British desire to obtain aid for nationalization
of the oll industry in Iran within British socialism. Great
Britain needed help in Iranian affairs, said Smith, and England
wanted this help In the form of aid from the United States.86

A published newslettsr written by Smith revealed the
reasons why he voted against the loan to India in 1951.87
The reasons listed were simllar to those arguments he had
used to attack previous forelgn ald plans, but Smith altered
them slightly to fit this new situation. He contended that
there was a surplus in the Indian Treasury of $137,000,000
in 1950, while the Treasury of the United States had no sur-
plus to loan India; that starvation of people in India was
not an ascertained fact, and many people in the United States
were hungry; that 1t was not a loan, only a gift; that the
government of India would never fight the Chinese; that India
refused to sell the Unlted States valuable minerals; and that

he had pledged himself to vote the taxpayers' money only on

Béstratton, "Stratton Writes," April 2, 1951, p. 4.
87stratton, "Stratton Writes," May 31, 1951, p. 4.
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projects of direct defensive spending, not on policies dis-
tributing money to peoples on the earth without receiving a
return for the loans.
Each "State of the Unlon" speech presented by Presi-
dent Truman was criticized by Smith, especially those remarks
made by the President concerning foreign aid policies. These
statements of policy were caricatured by Smith as being "Pie-
In-Sky Politics."8® Whenever the new President, Dwight David
Elsenhower, stressed a continuation of high taxes in both
Individual and corporation taxes, Smith again sharpened his
critical axe. As he stated:
If I voted against things when Trumen was President,
I can't in good conscience change overnight....

«sscafter all, I've got to live with myself and I'm
not going to follow along on some issues that I think
are detrimental to the country's welfare and the people
in my district.

A continuation of foreign aid seemed detrimental to
the people of Smith's areca. He based his judgment on a
premise that European countries were balancing thelr budgets
with American money when they could balance their own budgets

by a wise policy of economy,go end a majority of the people

of his district seemingly backed his stand. By a poll taken

88mopeka Daily Capital, January 10, 1952, p. 1.

89"Wnile Eisenhower Proposes The 0ld Guard Disposes,"
Life (36:133, June 21), 1954.

9Ostratton, "Stratton Writes," June 8, 1953, p. 4.
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in 1951, Smith found that people in his district did not
approve, by a vote of 741 nays to 116 yeas, the proposal of
economic as well as military aid to the nations of the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization.9l

Wint Smith continued his vote against all foreign aid
from the time he voted against the Marshall Plan to the time
he retired from Congress in 1960. He voted for all reductions
in the appropriations, and was an active member of the economy -~

minded noninterventionists in Congress.
REPRESENTATIVE MYRON V. GEORGE

Republican Myron V. George, Representative from the
Third Congressional District in Kansas, who replaced Repre-
sentative Meyer on November 7, 1950, as a result of the
latter's death, viewed the Truman and Secretary of State Dean
Acheson foreign policy as one of failure. He did not approve
of United States foreign policies being conducted on the basis
of "fear."92 He wrote the people in his district that: "We...

9lstratton, "Stratton Writes," April 20, 1951, p. 4.
Another article in the Salina Journal, reprinted in the
article "Clif Stratton Writes," Topeka Dalily Caplital, July 17,
1954, p. 4, contests the opinion that Smith represents the
majority thinking of his district. Swmith's die-hard tactics
are a slap at President Eisenhower, who is popular in Kansas,
and may produce il1 feeling among Kansas people. However,
Smith has been successful in returning to Washington only
because he has had no "vigorous and effective opponent."

925tpatton, "Stratton Writes," January 15, 1951, p. 4.
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are belng gulded by a policy of fear....Because of this
fear, we are losing the initlative."?3 George wanted a
partisan approach to the debate on forelgn aid as well as all
debate because he believed absolute control by one party or
bipartisan politics led the country to war,9%

His suspicion of foreign aid as devised by the Truman
Administration prompted Myron George to vote against the
legislation in 1951. However, George voted for the plan in
1952, due to the fact that the Vorys amendment was adopted
which cut the international development fund for that year
from $408,000,000 to $208,800,000. He was also happy with
the amendment offered by Representative Fred Lewis Crawford
which cut the total for Mutual Security from $3,273,824,750
to $3,128,224,750. He voted in favor of the legislation in
1953, but in 1954 George again registered a "nay" vote, pri-
marily for the reason that cuts in the total appropriations
werse turned down. In 1955 George returned to the favorable
side, voting "yea."

George's voting record probably depended upon the
amount of deductions or cuts made in the total appropriated
each year for Mutual Security legislation. This conclusion

is made by examining the inconsistency in hils voting pattern

931bid.

94congressional Record, 83 Cong., 2 Sess., p. 882.
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and in the statement made by him in 1959:

Often I wonder...if it would not be wise for America
to withdraw completely from the foreign-aid picture
as 1t now exlsts, thereby leaving the field to Communist
Russia. If this were done, Russia would have to spread
her resources so thin that she could accomplish little
in any one country. Our aid could then be given upon
application by the various countries, and they would
gost csrtainly be cognizant of the source of that assis-

ance,

George, however, continued in the late years of his
term in Congress to support foreign aid in the hope that this
program would change from a gift basis to a long-term loan

poliey.
REPRESENTATIVE MILLER

Democrat Howard S. Miller from the First Congres-
slonal District in Kansas took office as a replacement of
Albert Cole after the 1952 slection. This Democratic Repre-
sentative immediately supported the Emergency Famine Relief
Authority and aid in the form of wheat to Pakistan for the

bagic reason that he felt it was the humanitarian thing to

do. He stated:

We cannot, even 1f we would, shirk our responsibility
as g Nation without compromising ourselves as individ-
uals. We must not, and we cannot do it. We intend to
meet the wants of our fellow men in Pakistan. Thers is
no doubt as to that. It is only a question of the spirit
in which we shall do it....let us glilve this rellef, not
because they are in a position to return the favor. Let
us not gilve even as a matter of duty. Let us give 1t

95G¢ongressional Record, 86 Cong., 1 Sess., p. A6105.
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because they are fellow human beings....96
In this spirit Miller, during his short tour of one
term in Congress, supported the Mutual Security Acts of 1953
and 1954,

REPRESENTATIVE AVERY

The Eisenhower Administration, in the opinion of
Representative Willlam Henry Avery from the First Congres-
sional District in Kansas, based foreign ald spending on
national security alone. 1In 1954, Avery stated to voters
in his district that his concepts concerning a foreign poliecy
were based particularly on the following points:

1. To insure a strong free America I favor: a,.

Economic and political alliances with friendly nations. 9
b. Financial and material assistance to friendly nations. 7

His attitude seems to have become somewhat modified to
the extent that funds for forelgn aid should be appropriated
only when they are necessary for the defense of the Unlted
States. He wrote:

Everyone wlll agree there is great danger in the

general world situation today and that the Unlited States
must do everything it can, within reason, to contain and

1limit the spread of communism. As an (a7 means to help
us achieve this goal, I think generally the mutual

9600ngrsssiona1 Record, 83 Cong., 1 Sess., p. TO086.

97"Top Kansas Candidates Give Their Views On Main
Election Issues To Women Voters," Topeka Daily Capital (Octo-
ber 31, 1954), p. A2l.




108
securlty program has been successfu1.98

Avery remalned friendly in his attitude toward the
Mutual Security Program; however, he wanted a thorough review
made of the work done in this program and the results of the
plan obtained. Some changes, he argued, could be made in
the operation of the program to achisve efficlency.

In concluding this discussion of Avery's attitude
toward foreign aid, one more point must be included. Avery
noted that thirty percent of United States foreign aid or
$16,000,000,000 has been spent for surplus agricultural pro-
ducts, and that eighty percent of the aid "is spent for
commodities grown and products manufactured in this country."99

From his first session in Congress in 1959 to 1960,

Avery voted in favor of the Mutual Security Administration.
REPRESENTATIVE BREEDING

James Floyd Breeding, Democratlc Representative from
the Fifth Congressional Distriect in Kansas, responded to the
Mutual Security Administration leglislation in a cautious
manner, but always with an affirmative vote., He resented the
secrecy surrounding the program and many questions disturbed

him. He desired answers to some questions before he cast

98Newsletter enclosed in letter, William Avery to
Darrell Munsell dated February 25, 1960,

991p14.
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his vote., Some of these uncertainties were: reports by
responsible Congressionsl committees relating tremendous
wastes in the program; foreign aid funds spent to finance
dams, rural electric lines, and economic development abroad
when the above were needed in the United States. All the
answers to these questions were not supplied to Breeding, but
he voted in favor of the "package" legislation in spite of
hls disapprovael of legislation in "package" form. He preferred
to vote on a separate basis, that is, military aid and then
economic appropriations. It was against his judgment to
vote for $3,200,000,000 additional to an already unexpended
$6,200,000,000 with $1,000,000,000 counterpart funds in 1957.
Economic aid, he felt, should have been eliminated from the
$3,200,000,000, leaving just funds for military assistance.lO0
All economic aid should be limited to just farm surplus pro-
ducts. "Communisem," said Breeding, "thrives on the diffi-
culties of other people."lO0l As far as Breeding was concerned,
the difficulties of the world generally were based on hunger.

The ideal way to conduct a world economic promotional

100gongressional Record, 85 Cong., 1 Sess., pp. 12224~
25. Breeding was in favor of sending surplus agricultural
goods to Europe under the Public Law 480. This law exchanged
United States surplus agricultural goods to friendly countries
in return for their foreign currency. This currency in turn
would be used to expand foreign economics, to maintain Unilted
States public officials abroad, or trade strategically nece-
ssary materials.

10lgongressional Record, 86 Cong., 1 Sess., p. 6140,
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plan, Breeding concluded, would be to eliminate the develop-
ment loan fund, with its low rates and outright gifts, and
replace these funds with an extended Export-Import Bank.102
In 1959 Breeding told his constituents that:
I voted for every reduction proposed on the floor....
I am convinced that the amount $400,000,000 could be
further reduced without crippling the program....If
Congress reduced the amount available, it could well
force the administrators to tighten up their procedures
8o the money will go further,193
Breeding, however, voted in favor of continuing the

Mutual Security Administration in 1959.
REPRESENTATIVE NEWELL A. GEORGE

Democrat Newell A. George was elected to the House of
Representatives in 1958, defeating the incumbent Scrivner.
George did not wish to be considered as an opponent of the
Mutual Security Program, but he wanted some of the waste and
extravagance cut from foreign aid as a means to increase the
development loan program or Point Four Program., He stated
in April, 1959:

I do agree...that the emphasis [on foreign aid] should
be placed on long-term loans and technical assistance,.,104

George voted "Yea" on Mutual Security appropriations

102gongressional Record, 85 Cong., 1 Sess., p. 12224,

103Newsletter from James Floyd Breeding dated June 19,
1959, p. 2.

104Gongressional Record, 86 Cong., 1 Sess., p. 5680.
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in 1958 and 1959.

REPRESENTATIVE HARGIS

Democratic Representative Denver David Hargis, Kansas
Congressman from the Third District, advocated debt reduction.
The Government, he believed, should take steps in the direc~
tion of 1limiting the debt, and foreign aid reduction, he
thought, would be an excellent place to begin this step.

He expressed this point of view in a letter to the author as
follows:

I feel that the government is spending a great deal
too much on foreign aid. If the government would dis-
continue foreign aid, they could not only pay off the
National debt, but taxes could be reduced as well., I
find that here in Washington the government is more
concerned about trying to bulld up foreign trade, which
is detrimental to our own industries and workers, than
it 1s to help American industries. As anyone can see
this is an injustice to our men that are laid off because
of lack of work.l05

Hargis, for thess reasons, could not vote for the
continuation of foreign aid to Europe in the 1959 vote in the

House of Representatives.

105Letter from Denver D. Hargis to Darrell Munsell,
dated February 11, 1960.
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TABLE II
RECORDED VOTE IN HOUSE ON FOREIGN AID BILLS
1947-1959
8 Tote
HE o
Year Bills g " °@ Aun of
ME HBQC’;N Bg House
PR
CEAHBAL=<HAS Yeas Nays
15I;7 Greek-Turkish Loan xtxl ol ol ol x 287 107
1947 Interim Aid to Europe xlxl xixl o] o 333 66
1948 Marshall Plan XXIXIX{ol0 329 n
1919 Economic Cooperztion Act Xl xjxixlxle 355 A9
1950 Economic Cooperation Act Xl % olololo 287 86
1951 Mutual Security Act Axl Tolof#o 260 99
1952 Mutual Security Act x|l [oflololX 246 109
1953 Matual Security Act %] jolololx X|] 260 108
1955, Muatual Security Act X] |0j0j0j0 X] 260 126
1955 Mutual Security Act Xl 10f0ojo)xf |X 2730 128
1956 Mutual Security Act X| [X]ojo %éf X 275 122
1957 Mutual Security Act ofol ol # XX RHPEEY
1958 Thtual Security Act ofoloi Xl [X[X 259 13l
1959 Matual Security Act 2 ol Tol IXIXIXIO 271 ah2
KEY:z -X=yea vote
O-nay vote
#-not voting

#=paired in favor
"wpaired not in favor



CHAPTER V
CONCLUSIONS

Those years following the Second World War were filled
with troublesome problems for the United States in relation
to world affairs. The Truman Administration had to subor-
dinate its domestic problems, to a large extent, in order to
solve the vexing international problems. Kansas people were
not altogether ready for a total abandonment of domestic pro-
blems, at least not those problems concerning high taxes, the
national debt, high prices, and farm income. Even 1f the
other members in the Congress were willing to discuss mea-
sures geared to international policy, the Kansas Senators and
Representatives were quick to try and bind thinking on domestic
affairs with international policy as a way of instigating
gsolutions for perplexities in the United States while solving
international problems. In this way the problem of agri-
cultural surpluses could be conveniently re-shaped to fit into
solutions for international measures. As such, Rspresentative
Hope suggested the continuance of a price support program for
farm products during those years after World War II, which
were years when almost everybody wanted lower taxes with lower
prices. He could thus stress the importance of farm sur-
pluses, advocating even a larger surplus than that in existence

at that time, as being the backbone of any foreign aid program.
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Benator Capper could easily see the importance of food
to a hungry world, and Cole endorsed a plan designed to trade
food for strategic materials in Europe. Carlson believed
food was more effective in combatting communism than guns.
No matter what form the plan of foreign aid would take, Kan-
sas men conveniently held to an ideology which mads food the
key to any plan of aiding Europe. That such an ldeology bene-
fited their constituents was hardly coincidental, and the
semil-isolationism of the State was reflected in their actions.
The bluntness of such a policy could be neatly covered by the
broad and popular argument that they favored humanitarian
aid.

Benefits from foreign aid programs to sections of the
United States excluding Kansas were viewed skeptically by the
delegation. Who in Kansas would want to pay taxes for the
support of the American tobacco growers? Rees did not. He
could not agree with the policy of sending tobacco to Europe
as a relief product. His interest in foreign aid, as was the
interest of most of the Kansas Representatives and Senators
voting in favor of ald programs during any one year of this
period, was narrowly directed to the problem of the Kansas
wheat surplus. All the members in Congress from Kansas had
the agricultural surplus problem in the center or near the
center of their interests, but they all did not agree that

foreign aid programs would answer that problem; and quite
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frequently those that might agree one year changed their
minds the next year. For an example of this, Hope would
stand by foreign ald measures that were wrapped in elements
of military aid, counterpart funds, inereasing European
industrial output, supporting foreign debt reductions, or
measures ralising taxes in the United States longer than Rees,
Serivner, Meyer, Schoeppel, or Hargis would, mainly because
he believed foreign aid a good answer to the agricultural
surplus problem. He would not join his contemporaries in
Congress in voting against foreign ald measures because they
were plans that assisted socialistic countries or were plans
Inefficiently administered. He saw these dangers and was
willing to improve aild measures, but he was not willing to
completely defeat these ald programs in Congress because of
these criticisms. Hargis saw the advantages of sending food
around the world, but, to him, the effort of aid programs
as devised by past Congresses entalled sending almost every-
thing overseas, thus raising taxes, prices, and the national
debt in the United States. ©Schoeppel, Rees, and Meyer were
in agreement with Hargis. The aid programs of the United
States were, to these three men, too expensive a device to
rid the country of food surpluses.

Most of the Kansas group in Washington was willing to
have bipartisan debate on foreign aid. It was not a Republi-

can view that foreign ald spending was too expensive nor was
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1t a Democratic assumption that any forelgn aid program was
the only effective weapon to fight communism short of war to
these Kansas men. Over the nation and over the years some
Republicans viewed the measures concerning foreign aid as a
necessity for the United States while some did not. Democrats
were in much the same position. Of the group of eight Kansas
Republicans in Congress in 1948, only two voted against the
Marshall Plan that had been proposed by a Democratic Adminis—
tration. This plainly indicated the bipartisan nature which
the Kansas men considered necessary for foreign aid debate.
Senator Reed was willing to vote for the Marshall Plan,
although he did not like the plan as it had been proposed by
the Administration, for the reason that a bipartisan‘approach
to this matter was a much safer avenue to take. He feared
the defeat of the plan would split the Republican Party
immediately before the 1948 Presidential elections. Another
Republican, Wint Smith, did not view the Marshall Plan as a
threat to Republican solidarity. He did not vote against the
Marshall Plan because he considered it as a Democratic inven-
tion for, as he stated, the party formulating the plan made
1ittle difference to him. He was against any foreign aid
program whether it was drawn up by the Democrats or Repub-
licans. After 1952 he still refused to vote for foreign
a2id measures that the Republican Eisenhower Administration

had outlined. Smith was more faithful to his reasoning on
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foreign aid measures than Schoeppel, who entered the ranks
of partisanship during 1957 when Republican persuasion con-
verted him to the view that military aid was a necessity to
the Republican foreign policy of the United States. This
partisan pressure had only a small effect of short duration
upon Schoeppel, for he was never happy with the figure appro-
priated for the enaction of the 1957 MSA, and he again slapped
the Elsenhower Administration in the face by voting against
the 1958 MSA. 1In 1958 and 1959, Democrats Breeding and
Newell George voted for the Eisenhower foreign aid proposal
in each of those two years while Republicans Rees and Smith
refused to go along with their party on foreign aid legis-
lation, Partisan debate on foreign aid matters was not a
factor in the discussion as far as the Kansas Senators and
Representatives were concerned.

Quite freguently the Kansans would join colleagues

in working for revisions in forelgn aid measures. Reed
Jolned nineteen other Republican Senators in the revisionist
group in 1948, e group advocating alterations to the Marshall
Plan proposal. BSome of this group's suggestions for the plan
came into direct conflict with Senator Vandenberg, and Reed,
desiring to prevent a split in the Republican Party, modified
his thinking when Vandenberg directly opposed the revisions
advocated by the group of twenty Senators. However, after

1948, Reed agaln returned to the battle for revisions in the



118
forelgn ald programs. Schoeppel, after he was convinced by
Republican pressure in the form of party ethics to vote for
the Eisenhower MSA legislation, worked harder than before to
obtain revisions in subseguent foreign aid bills. Schoeppel
really wanted a bill that would send only military equipment
to Europe to fortify the military troops of the United States
without sending economic ald to the countries of Europe. This
is hardly foreign aid when only American troops benefit from
the money sent abroad by the United States, yet Schoeppel
did not make this distinction. Rees constantly stressed
the need for revision in foreign aid measures, His alterations
consisted simply of less money sent abroad. All Kensans 1in
Congress, in 1959, favored a loan program over a direct aid
program.

Although the humanitarian purpose of forelgn ald was
a major factor in the thinking of the members of Congress,
it was not the only important factor. Cole's strategic
material program whereby food would be traded for European
material; Hope's program of sending food to Europe to rid the
United States of surplus agricultural products; and Carlson's
desire to use food as the chief weapon against communism
were plans that were not only partly humanitarian in nature,
a policy of which all members of Congress were ostensibly 1in
favor, but were ways of extending or galining markets overseas

while feeding the hungry of the world. Cole, as well as Capper,



1319
Hope, and Carlson, wanted the United States to be the chief

supplier of food for the world. The United States was to
replace the Ukraine as the European source of food, ensured
agalinst Canadian competition by the International Wheat
Agreement that produced guaranteed markets by contract for
the United States in return for the economic aid sent to
Europe.

Burope should be aided, at least nominally, Cole, Hope,
Breeding, and Carlson believed, but the United States had to
guard 1ltself agalinst Europe as a competitor. The Buropean
industrial plant should be re-made in the form of a supple-
mentary part of the greater industrial system of the United
States. In short, as Scrivner proscribed, Europe had to be
Americanized. The economies should be that system of cooper-
ation where one unit would supply the needs of the other.
Cole would not raise the industrial level of Burope much
beyond the pre-World War II days; Hope and Capper would allow
American dollars to reach Europe as a way to promote a recov-
ered European economy based on an industry in Europe large
enough to ensure stability in Burope but not large enough to
flood the world with European goods. Europe had to raise its
own standard of living with assistance from the United States,
and once the stability of Europe was obtained Capper demanded
thaet the United States should terminate all aid.

Rees and Smith criticized the American forelgn aid
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plans because they believed the United States was trying to
ralse the standard of living throughout the world by aid
money, which, as they maintained, was impossible. They
argued that such a policy would force the United States into
bankruptey, and allow socialism to f£ill the vacuum left by
the disintegrated economy of the United States after the
national debt, high prices, and high taxes brought about this
bankruptey. In the thinking of Rees, Scerivner, and Meyer
the Americanlzation of Europe was the only way te stop communism,
and the only way to Americanize Europe was to take complete
control in the administration of aid programs.

While the retired Capper, along with the active Smith,
Hargis, Rees, and Schoeppel believed that a continuation of
aild to Europe would leave the United States with socialism
as the only alternative, a more optimistic opposition was
formed by Hope, Myron George, Newell George, and Avery.

The latter men stress the point that there would be a dollar
for dollar return of the aid sent to BEurope in the form of
increased productivity in the American economy owing to a
stimulation of production created by the demand of more goods

to be sent to Europe. This new market would give more employ-
ment to people of the United States, as they interpreted it,

by calling for increased production of these goods needed in
Europe, and, subsequently, these goods, once received in Europe,

would put the European people back to work. An incressed
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level of economy, created by a fuller employment, both in
Europe and in the United States, was the strength needed in
a defense against Soviet Communism. All the Kansans in
Congress were interested in an adequate defense for the United
States, but they disagreed with each other on Just what was
adequate, and in the steps to be taken in establishing this
defense. To Meyer, the Marshall Plan was the end of a policy
of appeasing the Soviet Union; but continuling ald programs,
as they were introduced in the House of Representatives,
became, to him, demands on the Treasury of the Unlted States
for inefficiently controlled funds reaping insignificant
returns. To Smlth and Schoeppel, the only effective weapon
against communism was actual force. This being impossible
short of war, the United States should then, especially in
Smith's view, define a line at which communism would have to
halt, prepare the offensive force of the United States by
appropriating the means for strength within lts own boundaries,
and strike if that line of definition is fractured as a result
of communist aggression. A mitigatory action of this extreme
view was the policy of those supporting foreign aid to Europe;
to strengthen the position of the United States in Europe as
a pose of threat from a solidified Western Europe. Avery,
Breeding, and Newell George advocated the latter view when
they voted in favor of the MSA in 1958 and 1959.

To vote for forelgn aid in Congress would mean a



122
departure from a program of tax reduction and national debt
reduction in the opinion of most people. Smith, Rees, and
Hargis believed this to be true; a nation cannot have both a
program of tax and debt reduction and a program of foreign aid.
Cole did not agree with this as he was inclined to believe
that foreign aid would stimulate the economy of the United
Statss in both the areas of production and in the area of
trade; and, consequently, as a result of more tax money to be
collected from an increased profit in the United States, taxes
could be lowered for the average citizen and payments could
be made on the national debt with the inereased revenue from
trade., When Cole advocated his plan of encouraging foreign
aid as a way of stimulating United States trade, he chose a
plan of political convenience. To him an advocation of tax
reduction in lieu of foreign aid was a policy more dangerous
than a plan designed to encourage both tax and debt reduction
while granting foreign aid. As such, Capper, Reed, Hope, and
Cole could view foreign ald favorably, advocate its acceptance,
and, at the same time, vote for a bill to reduce the national
income tax. This plan would please a larger number of the
constituents than measures designed just to lower taxes or
legislation stressing just forelgn aid. A broad general
plan to cover all those items, as the one above, would be a
more desired plan since it was an ideal policy to use for

political expediency.
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Foreign aid is likely to continue being a contro-
versial topic. There are still those in the United States who
believe foreign aid to countries of the world is a necessary
part of the United States forelgn policy. There are still
others who do not believe it is a necessity, and believe that
it should be discontinued. To 1959, the "yeas" had it over

the "nays."
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