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" PREFACE

"Following World War II.the'Unjted>States Government
made:wof1d commitments which were‘ho less than revolutionary.
Sooner or 1ater,Pfesident”Harry S; Truman had to come to a |
showdown with his critics, fof'thetconservatives and pre-
World War II isoTatiohists never readily'accepted America's
new position in world affairs; Asvfrustration moUnted
~right W1ng e]ements of the Repub11can Party combined w1th
a few dissident Democrats to cha]]enge the Adm1n1strat1on
1nﬁ1tsihand11ng of fore1gn_affa1rs.'.The‘fall of Ch1na
fo]Towed a short'time Jater by aggkession ih»Korea so‘ idi-
fied the Truman cr1t1cs and opened what amounted to a’ maJor
discussion of fore1gn po]1cy goa1s and the means of
‘ach1ev1ng those ends. The debate attracted ‘the attent1on
of a grow1ng Air Force 1obby and, at the same time, 1ent
1tse1f to p011t1ca1 ga1n for a party lTong absent from the
‘Wh1te House | L1ke the various op1n1ons expressed at. the
time, the 1mp11cat1ons were w1de rang1ng |

There have been many "Great Debates in this country,
but_in7referring'to this‘particu]ar‘One I wish to make it
clear the issue is that of Truman's decision to deploy
American ground forces to‘Euhope;- Whiters of this particular-

era often use~the‘term_”GreathDebate"tto include_a variety



iv
"pf dates and events. The national press 0f21950-1951
norma11y_ca11edvthe troops—for-Eufdpe jssue the "Great
[Debate"i’however,:a'numbef;of histdrians later referred
-.to the "Great Debate" as that period covering from the fall

of China thruugh the MacArthur controversy It is an

- arb1trary delimitation and T have SO 11m1ted this study

At the same t1me,'however, I-have attempted'1n a meager way
to relate the larger 1mp11cat1ons as they apply. to events
:pr1or to and after the troops- for Europe episode.

In addition I wish to stress that this study is
basically an_ana?ysis:of'Americaﬁ foreign policy and the
-_domestic inf]uehce,upoﬁ ft-as‘seen'by those who partieipated
15, the debate and by subsequ ent American writers. MWhile
some EUropean viewsjhaVe-been-inc]uded,lit‘WOU1dvteke‘
"twfce‘egain as many pages to detail the European scene and
the individua}freacfidns by thoseggoyernmenfsg vThe.matter
of incorporating German afﬁy unftsﬂihto an integrated
European defense 1s_an"ent1re5study by itself.

Most‘bfvthe_cohc1u$ions keaéhed.in this work Were
not foregone_concTusiOnsssimp1y because I entered the
project'with a minima]_knowledge of the issues. 'Whi1e,the_
partisan aspetts}manffested themse1ves rather quickly, the
necessity of ah 1ntegrated-EUropean:army is still surrounded
~with some questien. On the 1atter-pe1nt,'the problem arises
- when one 1ook5'¢1ose1y at the tofa]ity of World War II and

Cold War diplomacy.: Sta1idvmay-not have been the most



amééabléecharacter, but he and Hiscountry did have some
légittmate-security considerationg. ‘At the same time, it
is$ssuggested that the'frumah Administration cannot be
ab§o%Ved:of‘a11 blame for the intensity of the Cold War.
Iireffect; what my present.reséakch'has done is to open
another Pandora's Box regardfng the Cold War. 1If nothing
etse:zthe-Great Debate has_ra{séd:more questions for me than
'ilhaveaénswefed; |

~Special thanks are due to Dr. Harl A. Dalstrom not
onty for suggesting the study bhtlfor:reading the manuscript
andfofféring pertineni advice,vwithout which I could not
have:=campleted the_Work;_:For}those few Sénators‘and public
offTCiaké;who saw fit‘td,anSWér‘my 1etters and the staffs
of “the -Presidential libraries addit%ana] credit should be
given.. Most 1mportant1y, I thank my w1fe, Caro], who made

as: many sacrifices as anyone to see th1s through

Gary L. Ruppért
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CHAPTER I

The Evolufion of Foreign Po]icy,,Paktisanship3
And Special Interest Gruups After
World War 11 |

'_Harry S. Truman, in assuming fhe Preéidency in 1945,
did not hesitate to fulfill Frank]fn D. Roosevelt's desire
to form a new co]]ect1ve secur1ty organ1zat1on By
support1ng the United Nations Charter the new Pres1dent
moved a step c]oser,1n,ty1ng the nat1ona1 1nterests to the
fnternationa] order. fThe United_Nations_was;not created to
confront any particu]er aggressofbbut ratheresought the
‘maintenance of world peace $o generally-desired

Two prov1s1ons in the Un1ted Nations. Charter were of
major sxgn1f1cance in the evolut1on of Amer1can fore1gn
p011cy The f1rst co]]ect1ve se]f-defense on a reg1ona]
bas1s, was embod1ed in Art1c1es 51 and 52. Senator Arthur
H. Vandenberg, Repub11can Senator from M1ch1gan, at the
San Francisco Conference supported the Latin and South
American desires for a‘ﬁemisphericsdefense pact and,‘theref

fore, was forceful in gettihg thezprovisions for regional



agreements 1ncorporated_into'£hevCharter;1‘ The iﬁmediate
result was the Rio de Janiero'Pact_sigﬁed in 1947. The
second provision, Article 43, allowed for the establishment
\of-ah internationa1 army should it be needed.‘ These ‘articles
set precedenﬁs.which were cbﬁsidered in the creatioﬁ and
implementation of the‘Nbrth Atlantic Treaty.

While seeking security in the United Nations, the
Uhifed}States‘immediately afterfthe—war demobilized. Nine
mohths after V-J day the United States Army reduced ité
manpower from 8 mi]]ion_to 1.8 million men.z On V-E day the
.'Uniﬁed States.had'3.1 mi]lion men”in Europe; one year later
only'39] 000 men remained. 3. By 1947 the Army Air Force was
one- eighth 1ts wart1me strength; likewise, produqtjqn of
m111tary a1rcraft declined from'96,000 pTanes in:1944‘t0

4

1;0004aircraft=in_1946. Britain and the other western

allies demobilized in a similar manner. Only Russia

_ 1Arthur H. Vandenberg, Jr., ed., The Private Papers
‘of Senator Vandenberg (Boston: -Houghton Mifflin Company,
1952), pp. 174, 186-98. Hereafter cited as Vandenberg,
Private Papers. v ' L )

2Henry Bamford Parkes and Vincent P. Carroso, Recent
America: A History, Book Two: Since 1933 (5th ed. -
New York: Thomas Y. Crowell Company, 1969), p. 289

3North Atlantic Treaty Organization, NATO Facts and
Figures (Brussels: NATO Information Service, 1969), p. 14.
Hereafter cited as NATO, Facts and Figures.

AKenneth L. Moll, "Nuclear Strategy, 1945-1949:
America's First Four Years" (unpublished M.A. thesis, _
Municipal University of Omaha, ]965), pp. 65, 80. Hereafter
cited as Mo]] "Nuclear Strategy'




" maintained a re]ative]y Jargeimilitary:fOrce of some 4v
-million men, although this was howhere‘near'itékestimated
,peak strehgthrofl12.5wmt11i0n‘dqrihg the war;5 :In‘the
United States aviatioh and the nuclear bomb had'added'a-new_
~dimension to hatiohaljpower;:however, reliance upon a nuclear
strike force was‘unrealistic;ih that the atomic stockpile
was "abysmally small" and‘the‘]bngest range boﬁber,_the
B-29, could not be effective.without3forward bases Tocated”
‘oh-foreign s0i1.5
H1stor1ca11y,‘a 1arge peacet1me m111tary establish-
‘ment in the Un1ted States had been the except1on rather than
‘ the ru]e, bes1des, many env1s1oned a greater cooperat1on
w1th the Soviet. Un1on than. had h1therto ex1sted However,
in reaction to Soviet expans1on“and poT1t1ca1 pressure and
_'the poétwar'settlementwbrohlems the Trhmah Administration
'eventualiy.assumed,:rightlyqr‘wrohgiy; a much»tougherjline
,tn dea]ing with the”Russiahs ' Lord Ismay, first Secretary
.General‘of NATO, pointed out that "for aT] pract1ca] purposes
| the Moscow Conference of 1947 marked the ‘end of post-war

co-operat1on,between Russ1a~and‘the democrat1c countrIes.'v7

¥ 5st. Louis Post D1spatch January 3, 1951, p. 1C;
NATO, Facts and Figures, p. 14. SIS

6M011, "Nuclear Strategy, _pp. 84-85.

7Hastings Ismay, NATO, ~The First Five Yecars, 1949-
954 (The Netherlands: Bosch-Utrecht for the North
.Atlantic Treaty Organization, 1954), p. 5. Hereafter c1ted
as Ismay, First Five Years. Some anaiysts now claim the
Cold War was initiated much -earlier, in part, due to




| Following the United*Nations Chartéf, the;Trumanv
Doéfrfne becéme the first bf.Sevefal bui]dihg.blocks in the 
Administration's fofeign po]fty.j In pledging American eco-
nomfc‘and military,resources'to aid Grééée and Turkey and
'reSjst aggression"elsewhere:ih;Europe, President Truman
noted "that without American parifcipatiqn there was no
" power capable of mééting Russfa as an edua]; . .. This was
'the time to aiigh the Uhited Sfates of Americakclearly:on
the side, and the head, of the free w0r1d.58 Secretary of
State George C. Makshall uhveiled,the next Administration
building b]ock,.the Eqropean.Recovery Program, which even-
itha]ly did much tdlrehabilitéfe EUrope's‘economy;‘ A year
'and'a-halfilater TrUménis.Pofnt Four program_expanded}econom—
 ic‘assistance tO»underdeve]opédlareas=throughout-the'w0r1d.

Upon publication in 1947, George:F. Kennan's "Mr. X

Article" began t§ perade_Amerftan.thinking; Such phrases
‘as the ffirm and vigiIant]c6ntajhment of Russian'ékpansive

tendencies" werevquickiy interpreted by many to mean the

American actions. See Gar Alperovitz, Atomic Diplomacy:
Hiroshima and Potsdam: The Use of the Atomic Bomb and the
American Confrontation with Soviet Power (New York: Simon
and Schuster, 1965); D. F. Fleming, The Cold War and its
Origins 1917-1960, Vol. I: 1917-1950 (Garden City, New
York: Doubleday & Company, Inc., 1961); William Appleman
Williams, The Tragedy of American Diplomacy, A Delta Book
(New York: Dell Publishing Company, Inc., 1962).

8Harry S. Truman, Memoirs, Vol. II: 1946-1952:
Years of Trial and Hope (Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday &
‘Company, Inc., 1956), p. 102. Hereafter cited as Truman,
Memoirs. R o SR o




| 5  
containment,of Ruséfa.by'mi1ifary means and mi]itary threét.
Kennan responded sayiﬁgjherhad n6£ meant military Contain4 
ment but rather po]iticai contaihment. As much as Kennan
attempted to correct the deficieﬁcies of the article,
mflitary containment continﬁedfto be associated with the
Truman fore1gn po]1cy 9 o

- The 1948 Commun1st coup in Czechoslovak1a did not
1és§en feelings toward the Soviet Union. A few months Tater
vthe Western powers_feacted quickly,to the Berlih blockade .
’by.initiating an air]ift.}vfhé'bossibility-of being
"¢onfronted~by_armed conflict caused the Unfted Sfatés to
 increase its military Might_byfsending tb'Europe seventy-

~five jet fighters and,sixty_B-ZQ's.]o

'The-Berlin crisis
"exposed the shocking military weakness of Western Eﬁrope."
Aécording to Dean'Achesoﬁ the Sov1et Union had thirty
Rﬁssian divisions‘iq‘its-East European sate]]itesfwhi]e,the
United States,‘Britain; France, and"the Benelux countries

11

‘could not muster mdre than'eightéen divisions. The

) 9George F. Kennan, Memo1rs, 1925-1950 (Boston:
" Little Brown and Company,,19677 . 354-67. Hereafter
‘C1ted as Kennan, Memoirs. _ |

10Mo11 "Nuclear Strategy," p. 174

' : The author indicated that prior to this action the
United States only had s1xteen Jet fighters and thirty
bombers in Europe.

]]Dean Acheson, Present at the Creation: My Years
in the State Department (New York: W. W. Norton & Company,-
'1969), p. 308. Hereafter cited as Acheson, Present at the
Creation. o : - o




Western European‘nations,recognized‘their situationhthree_
months before Berlin when they'signed the BrUsse]s'Treaty.
That a111ance, wh1ch provided for Jo1nt defense, neither
1nc1uded the United States nor had 1t been implemented to
any extent by the signatory nations'at the outset-of the
Ber]1n cr1s1s |

- In the United States, Congress expressed much
unhapp1ness over the Soviet use of the veto in the Un1ted
Nat1ons»and sought to remedy-the,prob1em. In 1948 numerous
Senate resolutions favoring the revision of the United
Nations Charter were introduced‘ but-it took the coTTaboration
of Senator Vandenberg and Undersecretary of State Robert A.
Lovett to come up w1th a solution ‘to the 1neffect1veness of
the Charter and the cont1nu1ng weakness of Western Europe. ]2
Based on Articles 51 and 52, the Vandenberg Resolution aimed
at (1) "Progressive deve]opmentvOf regional and other
co]]ective arrangements'for individual and collective self-
defense ._,_," and (2) "ASSOC1at1on of the United States by
const1tut1ona1 process, with such regional and other
collective arrangements - - 0On June 11, 1948 “the Senate,

Aafter only eight hours of debate, approved the reso]ut1on by

a vote of s1xty-four to six. Less than a month Tater the

]2M11ton 0. Gustafson, "The Vandenberg Resolution:
A Study in Bipartisanchip” (unpublished M.A. thesis, Univer-
sity of Nebraska, 1963), pp. 8, 15. Hereafter cited as
Gustafson, "Vandenberg Resolution." .



7
State Department begén pféTiminary;discussiOns wﬁich'led to
the North‘At1aﬁtic'Pact;l3
In less than four yearsbthé}American nation moved
fkbm the collective secdrfty'bf'fhe:United Nations to
collective defense‘of,thé North‘Atlantic Alliance. This
shift of emphasis nbw meant‘theré[Was an identifiable-
aggressor, at least by imp}ication;  During fhe Nbrth At]antic
Treaty hearings Secretafy'of State Achésbn‘said the Pact
waS'nof_aimed at any particu]af nation but rather, was
aimed at armed aggression {n the AtTantic akea. However,
at‘another point'jnfhiS’testimony he said, "western |
European countriés have seen the basic purposes and princi-
p?es'of the [United Nations] Chartef”CynicaT]y vioTétéd”by
the conduct of the Soviet Unioh wfth‘the countries of
Eastern'Europe.“14' |
| According‘to.propohents,=thé.objective of the‘Treaty
was the maintenance of peace and secﬁrity,.and it was
intended to fulff]] the original aims of the United Nations
sihce'thét qrganization had been made_ineffective bykbne
power. AS'én inherent right of self-defense in the case of

armed attack, the North Atlantic community sought protection

through collective efforts. Americans were to join the

13

. ]4U.S., Congress, Senate, Committee on Foreign
Relations, North Atlantic Treaty Hearings, Part I: Admin-

istration Witnesses, 8lst Cong., lst sess., 1949, pp. 7, 17.
Hereafter cited as Senate, North Atlantic Treaty Hearings.

Vandenberg, Private Papers, pp. 407, 411.




alliance not Only-because the member nations had a common
heritage and similar institutions, but, more importantly,
because the security of the North Atlantic was "vital to

'll]5-

~the national secufity of the}Unitéd States From

a military viewpoint the Objectives'were to deter war or,
be mi]itariTy effective if war could not be pr‘evented.]6
‘The most troublesome points of the Treaty were
Articles 5 and 3. By acceptiné Article 5 the parties agreed
“that an arméd attack agafnst_one or morevof them in Europe
or North America shall be considered ah attack against them
all; . .“17 This article was.tarefully written to allow
membér'nations‘to‘react individually or in concert, thereby
letting each nation &ecide sepafétely as to what course of
action it would follow. There were two fmb]ications.in
this. Firét, nations did not want to be bound to a
partiCuTar,mi]itary response since it implied a certain loss
of sovereignty. Second,‘as far_a§<the United States Senate

was concerned, Article 5 neither increased nor decreased

the constitutional powers of the President or Congress, nor

]SUhS., Congress, Senate, Committee on Foreign
Relations, Executive Report No. 8, 81st Cong., 1st sess.,
1949, as quoted in Congressional Record, XCV, 9816-24.
Hereafter cited as Senate, Executive Report No. 8.

16

Senate, North Atlantic Treaty Hearings, p. 147.

]7U,S., Department of State, American Foreign
Policy 1950-1955: Basic Documents, Vol. I, Pubn. No. 6446
(1957), p. 813. Hereafter cited as: Department of State,
" 'Basic Documents. o ~




9

did'it>change"the.rélatiqnship betWeen{them;-_In other words,
Congress clung to its right to declare war. S
.Thg other.controversiai_proVisfon was the ambiguously
written_Article 3. It provided#
In order more effétt1ve]y ‘to achieve the objec-
tives of this Treaty, the Parties, separately and
jointly, by means of continuous and effective self-
help and mutual aid, will maintain and develop their
1nd1v1dua] and collective capaC1ty to resist armed
attack. 3
Senators.carefu11y'scrutinized~thé provision, afraid of what
it‘mightvmean.'IWhat kind of aid wa;\invo1ved-—money,_arms,
supplies, maﬁpower? “Howlbinding was the obligation--was
each nation free to determine}ﬁts.contribut{oh? Administra-
tion witnesses felt thaﬁiany Amér}cah aid should nof'eXceed 
one-sixth or one-seventh of.the tofa] eftort. Qppbhents,
however; pointed out that since the end of the waf the
-United‘States had furnished five;sigths‘ora§ix#sevenths of
all the aid‘recéived by Western EUrope.zo Was‘this tdfbe
another'lafge scale MarshalliPlan?‘_While thé-Treaty was
being debated the AdministratiOn; in fact, proceeded to
prepare a separate arms aid~pk09kam., |
 Senator Vandenberg and Texas Democrat Tom Connally

sought to allay the sensitive’fee]ihgs over arms aid by

]85enate, Executive Repoft‘Noq 8.
19 |

C 2OClaude Byram Cross, "The United States and the
Atlantwc Treaty" (unpub]1shed Ph.D. dissertation, State
University of Iowa, 1953), p. 76. Hereafter cited as Cross,
"Atlantic Treaty." o ‘ ' '

Department of State, Basic Documents, p. 813.




10
| contendiﬁg'fhat_hO-spééific ob]igétion existed either as to
the kind or amount of aid. The State Department concurred
in their intérprétatiqﬁ;' Both Seﬁatdrs‘placed’emphasis on
the right of Congress_to 1mpiement‘a military aid program;
Connally dec]ared,'“COngress is whére the Constitutioh puts
the responsibility, and that is'QhEre we shall put i, 2l
Most Senators favored some kihd of military aid program but
were wary of treaty ob]igatiqns. The mere existence of
Artic]e‘3, the Seéretary of~State:mainta1ned, definite]y
imp}ied an obligation to help develop the capacity to resist-
aggréSsion.zzl‘However,‘beydnd that the Admiﬁistratioh 
avoided being too specific, perhaﬁs out of fear that they
would lose the Treaty oyervthis one issue.

| | Throughout the Nofth Atlantic Pact,hearﬁngs thé
emphasi$~p1aced bn Artic]e 3VrgVO]ved around érms aid;
Material éid appeared to be £he logical solution, and this
Was“supported by the fatt that_ffﬂman waé preparing such a
b111 at that very time. Howevek; Artic1é‘3‘1n no way
specified a‘particular'form'of assistance. There,was; of
cburse;;the possibi1ity‘of-furnishing manpower, that{is,T
actua] mi]itaryvforceS: ’Sénatok>Forfest C, Donnell,

Republican from Missoufi,'thought he saw the handwriting on

. 2]U.S.,‘Co.ngress,<-‘81st Cong., 1st sess., Congres-
sional Record, XCV, 9193, 9894, 9Y896. Hereafter ciled as
Congressional Record, XCV. R -

22

Acheson, Present at the Creation, p. 283.
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the wall and pursued his intuition.

Again and agaih during‘the-he@hings Donnell quizzed
thevAdmiﬁistration's witnesses as to the need for stationing
American troops in Eufope\pkidr to any aggreSSive'move by
Russia. W. Avere]] Harriman, thén Special Representative in
Europe for the Econ0m1c Cooperat10n Administration, suggested
that member nations in Europe would probably resist any
~American army of occupation permanently stationed there.
However, Harriman notea thatvhe was not a military expert
- and therefore could not teStify on his own regarding the
matter. MWhen Secretary of Defense Louis John§0n testified
he avoided the'issﬁe by saying he7did not think the best
interests of tﬁe country wbd]d_be served by answering the
questi’on.23 ‘

General Omar N. Bradley, then Army Chief of Staff,
spent more time talking about the matter but in the end
only contributed to‘thevvéguénegs of.the other testimony.
 Hé_did admit that afmilitary]assistance program could well
jnc]ude'mi}itary_fadvisers";.but in regard to mass
‘manpower contributions he_said, "I do not see that it [fhe
North Atlantic Treaty]v9x¢1ﬁde§f0r includes [prior troop
commitments]. I d0-nof see how it isfihvo]ved‘at all."
When asked what kind of miTitary fokée would be needed to

stop Russia he said he kngw-of no such study ever being

23Senate,"No‘rth Atlantic Tréaty'Hearings, pp. 183;

213.
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made by’thevUnited_States military simply because too many
~variable factors existed.24 It seems strange for a miljtary
‘organization about to subscribe to such an alliance to5have

Tittle or no idea of what it would take to establish an
effective defense.

The most_significant discussion of the troop issue
took place between Secretary of Stéte‘Acheson_and Senator
Bourke B. Hickenlooper;’Repub]ican.from Iowa. That exchange
did more than anything to a1Tay Congressional fears that
_Article 3 implied the use of American ground forces.

Hickenlooper: 1In. other words, are we going to
be expected to send substantial numbers of troops
over -there as a more or less permanent contribution
to the deve]opment of these countr1es - capacity to
resist?
Acheson: The answer to that quest1on, Senator,
~is a clear and absolute "No."
Hickenlooper: That is suff1c1ent That is
a]1}25 ‘ ‘ :
Acheson later admitted, "Even as a short-range prediction
this ahSwer was dép]orab]y wrong. It was almost equally
stupid. But it was not intended to deceive." His intent
had been to affirm that troop contributions were not an
. obligation; howeyeh,jheealso wished to imply that Article 3
did not exclude the»possibiTity‘of‘ground forces being a

26

form of mutﬁa] assistance. A year and a half later.

Ibid., pp. 289, 291, 308.

251pid., p. 47.

26

Acheson, Present at the‘Creation, p. 285.
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Administration-oppoﬁeﬁfs uséd Acheson's seemingly clear
testimony to attack the'trOOpé-for-Europe program.
One(further provisioﬁ-bf the Treaty eventually
confused attempts to fmplement the pact. Article 11 called
for thévTreaty_to be_"carried‘dutlby the Parties in accor-
dance with their réspective constitutional processes{"27
Senator Connally, wﬁi}e c]aimingvauthorShi§ of the
phraseo]ogy; lateffquhq the ambjgdous wording was.an 6pen

28 The Foreign Relations Committee

1nyitation'to struggle.
in.reporting;out the Treaty insisted that the division of
authofity between Congress andufhevPresident would in no
way be a]tere&;‘ Senator Vandehbefg spoke'for the‘hajority
of~Senéths when he said, “This qué]ifying phrase refers
‘not‘ohly to the proce$s Qf ratifféation’but to the process
Qf implementation.” 1In effect he declared any implemen-
tation of the Pact would requifé_fhe appropriate approval
by‘Congress-the Treaty_was ﬁot §é1f-executing.29
Repub]ican,Senators Robért A. Taft of Ohio, Arthur
V. Watkins of.Utah and'Kennefh Sf Wherry ovaebraska raT]ied

to attack the Pact. They offered three amendments-—one

2ZDepartment of State;'BaSié Documents, p. 814.
287 0om Connal]y;'My Name i§ fdm COnﬁaT]y (New York:
Thomas Y. Crowell Company, -1954), p. 333. Hereafter cited.
as Connally, My Name is Tom Connally.
| 29 o

Congressional Record, XCV, 8893, 9818, 9821-22.
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,affect1ng Art1c]e 3 and two. affect1ng Article 5. Their

intent was “to minimize any ob11gatory 1mp11cat1ons, thereby

30 Senator Taft

almost rendering those'Art1c]es use]ess.
had hoped to avoid ~completely such an elliance‘by substitut-
ing a reso]ut1on which would have simply extended the

Monroe Doctr1ne to Western Europe. 31

~Taft's idea was not
original as John Fqster Du]les‘had_proposed Simi1ar action
in j948 while Vandenberg and Lovett worked on Senate

_Resolution 239.32

‘While Taft approved the warning given to
Russia by the Treaty, he also felt that it committed the
United States to rearming Western Europe, which, in turn,

would eventually lead to another war. 3

He revealed his
d%staste for ground combat_wheﬁ he said, "At Teaét by
implication, it [the Treafy]'committed the United-StateS'to
the policy of a land war in Europe, when we might find that
a third wor]d war could better be fought by other means. "34
Qn July ‘21, 1949, after rejeCting the crippling
amendments, the'Senate by a vote of eightythO-to,thirteen

overwhelmingly accepted'the.North At1antic Treaty. Senator

301h4id., pp. 9915-16.
31
32

New York Times, July 15, 1949, p. 1.

Gustafson, "Vandenberg Resolution," p. 24.
33

Congressional Record, XCV, 9205-06.

34Robert A.-Taft, A Foreign Policy for Americans
(Garden City, N.Y. Doubleday & Company, Inc., 1951),
p. 89. Hereafter c1ted as Taft, A Foreign Policy for
Americans. ' .
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Vandenberg had worked hard W1th the Adm1n1strat1on to secure 
approva] of the a111ance, however, he was disgruntled with
the "11tt1e band of GOPv1solat1on1sts who had_opposed h1s

efforts.35

As a‘foundation of his»fdreign policy Harry
Truman proc]aimed,‘"With the North Atlantic Treaty
we ga&e proof of our determination to stand by the free
countries to resist armed aggréssion_from any quarter;"36
.The alliance wasaformed'out of fedr of the Soviet
Union but beyond‘that it was a'very_]oose]y drawn document
open to many_interpretations. C]audé B.iCross‘in his study
of_NATO noted the COntradiCtoryvaftitddesvof fhe negqtiating
nations; They wanted}to‘giye the strongest possib]e warning
tq”Russia_yet-assume thé minfmum ob]jgatibn”commensurate‘
with the warhing Each wanted the makimum assurance'df'
collective action wh11e reta1n1ng the freedom of 1nd1v1dua1
act1on_.37 The American people held these same att1tudes, yet
the»Truman Administration apparent]y<wanted“the a111ance at
whatever costs. Hoping to sécdré maximum éupport, the
Administration's witnesses were indeed equivoéa] when
discussing thefObligatory'cfauées of such proVisions as
Article 3. Admittedly, Senétor Donnell raised what seemed

to be a remote possibi1ity'at the time; however, he was

35Vandenbérg,'Priyate*Papers, pp. 500-01.

36Truman,'Memoirs,}II,'250,

3?Cross, PAtléntic Treaty," p. 45.
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asking ]egitimate'questions,'questionsrthe Administration
played down’.

H While supporting the North Atlantic Pact the editors

of the New York Times felt that it would not get far without
38

the enactment’of an aid.program. Four days after the

Senate consented to the Treaty,.Pres1dent Truman presented
Congress with the military a1d program he had been preparing.
In it he asked for $1,450,000,000 to provide arms to foreign

'nations.39

- Senator Vandenberg immediately had qualms and
came out in opposition to the original bill because it'was
"almost unbelievable in its grant of unlimited power to the
Chief Executive. It wou]d permit the‘President to sell,
lease, or give away anyth1ng we 've got at any time to any
~ country in any way he wishes." He conc]uded that, "It

would V1rtua11y make him the number one war lord of the
earth.} Vandenberg was, however, 1nterested.1n some kind of
arms program and was meTing to accept an interim bill |
until the'Administration'submitted-a program clearly coordi-
nated with the Atlantfc Treaty Truman s original bill was

a separate measure and Tacked the recommendations of the"

'as'yet inoperative North Atlant1c Council, provided for

38

Editorial, New'York'Times, July 10, 1949, sec. IV,

39U.S., President, Public Papers of the Presidents
of the United States (Washington, D.C. Office of the
Federal Register, National Archives and Records Service,
1945-), Harry S. Truman, 1949, pp. 395-400. Hereafter cited
as U.S., Truman Public Papers. g
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in Article 9 of the Treaty.40 Senator Vandenberg and
Republican Senatof'John Fostéf Dulles of New York secured
‘the adoption of an amendment which required integrated
défense p]ans to;bé'formu1ated before funds in excess of
$100 million could be released. Senator Connally found ﬁhe
military aid bill the most difficult piece of foreign pdiicy
legislation to enatt.since the‘Lend—Lease Act. The bipartisan
_-foreign'policy which had hung together for several years
~began to come apart when‘the,House cut the appropriation in
41

“half. Demotratic']éaders were able to sa]vage the bill,

and President signed the first Mutual Defense Assistance Act

42

“on October 6, 1949. By Febkuaky 1950 eight European

;nétions had sighedvagreemehts with the United States for a
~billion dollars in arms‘and‘equibment.43
imp1ement1ng.theaNbfth‘At1antic Pact proceeded
slowly, bui a’defensive stfategy'wag'dﬁick1y fdrmu1ated. In
'contrast_tovhisleyasiveness.at_the Treaty hearings, General
.Bradley came to the.m11itary aid-program hearings better
prepared. It wés‘there‘that Bréd1ey ennunciated the inte-
_gréted defense strétegy.'.invthe event of aggréssion the

United States onIdffurniSh_the air power to deliver the

40

“41acheson, Present at the Creation, pp. 309-12, 352.

42

Vandenbérg,'PrTVate“Papers,,bP. 503-04, 507.

U.S., Truman Public Papers, 1949, pp. 500-01.

43

New York Times, January 28, 1950, p. 1.
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‘:atomic bomb and woufd supp1ement;the Brftish in'controlling
_the seas. Members7on}thefEuropean continent woujd‘furnish
the "hard core" of the'groundrforces to meet the initial
assault. He implied that the_United.States would furnish

44 The purpose. of the plan

troaps subsequent to'an attack.
“was to prevent extens1ve dup11cat1on of forces by each nation.
S1x months later in January, 1950, the North Atlantic Council
approved the so-called integrated-defense plan, thus a]lowing
President Truman to re]ease nine hundred million dollars of
.m1]1tary aid funds 45

The North AtTantic nations now had an alliance and
the basis of a strategy but did not exert themselves to.
ekpand their natidnal-armies.f Europe continued to-direct
ifs attention to economic recoveryé—extensive rearmament'
'proved detr1menta] to- that rehab111tat1on Moreover,vrumors‘
that Russia possessed 175 d1v1s1ons aroused only academic
interest. Europeans simply refused to be11eve there was
yany genu1ne danger of armed conf]1ct w1th Russ1a and there-

46

fore continued to 1gnore the warn1ngs - One year after the

Pact was s1gned the New York T1mes reported that twenty two

d1V1s1ons were at the dlsposal of NATO but only about

H1pid., July 30, 1949, p. 1.

45NATO, Facts and Figures, p. 197.
46garbara Ward, Policy for ‘the West (New York: W. W.

Norton & Company, Inc., 1951), p. 56. Hereafter cited as
Ward, Policy for the‘west; o
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}tWelve divisions wene dvai]able fonnimmediéﬁé action;_'Great
Britain, France, and‘thé Netneflands‘were all invo1ved'
 eTsewhene in the-wor]dnand therefore did-nof have sizeable
anmies‘at home. 47 e |
In the Un]ted States, fol1OW1ng the enactment of the
Nationa]VSecur1ty Act of 1947 the Air Force emerged as a
separate branch of the mi]itary,wand-dur1ng»the next few
years it made efforts fo'expand'through the aid of powerful
allies.in Congress. The Air Forceetouted its role in.WOrld
War;il, and with the postwar reduetion of the Army more of
théedefense bnrden fe]T'upon the air brancn»of the-military.
‘President Truman in 1948iapp01nted Thomas Fin]etteren
to head the new]y—fofmed"Afk'Pd]iéy‘Commissidn, The
Commission members cbnc]uded‘thét:an‘Air Force of 12,400
p]anes»organized'intonO combafegfoups waslthe minimum
foree which could carry'out‘the mission assfgned to‘it;48
To fulfill the so-called 70-Gronp'p1én thenAdminisikétion
would have ned»to'increase_the:defense budget by about

49 While the plan

1.5 billion annually for up to five years.
had supporters 1n Congress, 1t'1acked white House approval.

Truman announced h1s 1950 f1sca1 year budget in January 1949.

47
48

New York T1mes, Apr11 10, 1950, p. 1.

Congressiona] Record, XCV.,, 12301.

- %%, Bradford Westerfield, Foreign Policy and Party
Politics: Pearl Harbor to Korea - (New Haven, Conn. Yale
University Press, 1955), p. 334. Hereafter cited as
‘Westerfield, Po11qy and Party Po]1t1cs
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The defense budget of $15.9 billion was evenly divided
among the three mi1itary services; however, the Air Force
was humb]ed becaQée»Tfnman‘nas reducing it from the existing
58 groups to 48 groups 50

Inter-service r1va1r1es contr1buted to the unhappi-
ness. Secretary of the Air Force-w.,Stuart Symington
continued tonset_his personal goal at 70 groups. General
Hoyt Vandenbefg,‘Air Force'Chief of Staff, claimed a 4$—group
air wing could do no mnre than guarantee "prevention ef an
early defeat? and:bring hopeeof."eventuan victory. The
fear that nava1vaviatf0n would eventun11y’be absorbed by the
Afr Force prompted the‘NaVy tovstrike back. A Navy captain
reported'that'James_Fokreﬁta], former Secretary of Defense
and a Navy man, had told him the Air Forces' "wild statements"
were undermining the éecurity of the country Secretary
of the Army Kenneth Roya]] and General: Brad]ey were w1111ng
to accept a 70- group Air Force 1f the Army were 11kew15e":'
1ncreased.5]
| ‘The House'of'RepreSentatfves, where Air Force
adyocates were strongest, insisfed‘on a‘70-groupeair branch
'and acted attordingly._ They,intreased tne'overall-defense
budget by $630 mf]Tion and gave botn.the Army and Navy a

_sméT]er s1ice Qfethe pie than Truman had recommended. The

50New York: T1mes, January 11 1949, p. 1.

S1l1pid., January 11, 1949, p. 1; May 2, 1949, p. 15;
September TT, 1949, p.-l; March 22 1949, p. 8. o
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House mOney'bii]-providéd‘dppkdpfiétions for the reténtion
of only a 58-group air wing, but it established a future
goal of 70 groups. 'ThevSenate‘bili likewise approved a
70-group fokce; but it furnished.dn1y eno&gh money to main-
tain 48 groups,‘thereby accepting'fhe Adminiétration's
budget. ShohtTy, a.HouSe-Senéte'Conference committee worked
out a compromise giving the Air bece its 58 groups. . The
Chairman'of the Hduée Armed SérviceSICommittee, Car1'anson,
Democrat from Georgia,‘becamé enraged when President Truman
prompt]y 1mpounded the add1t1ona1 $615 million Congress had
approved for more a1rcraft Truman reasoned that such.
expend1ture would be an unnecessary economic burden and it
would unbalance the equ111br1um he wished to maintain among
the services. 52 |

Russian explosion of an at&hic device in 1949 gave
greater impetus to the Air Foréé‘érguments."Car] Spaatz, a
retired but vocal Air Force‘Geﬁeral, ca]]ea for a build uﬁ
of the nuclear stockpile hlus'fhe deve1opmeht'of the world's

most powerful A1r Force. 23

w, Stuart»Symington_p]aced
special emphas1s on a ]ong:range'bomber force as the only
means of counterbalancing the enormous Soviet ground forces.

_‘chh_a.fqrqe:impfjed the use of atomic bombs to defeat an

| szlgig.,‘March 17, 1949, p. 1; April 14, 1949, p. 13
August 18,7 71949, p. 23; Auyust 28 1949, p. 38; :
October 18, 1949 p. 1; October 30 1949, p.‘l.

53Car] Spaatz, "Atomic Monopo]y Ends, "Néw§Week,
October 3, 1949, p. 22. T
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enemy.54- The HiroShﬁma;Nagaeaki bombfng raide had preduced
a eeeming1y simple solution in'chat~ft waS“relative1y'1eSS
expensive, plus it supposediy'nequined less manpower.

| Yet, there were those, especja11y in the scientific
,community,fwho were -having second:thoughts. General Curtis
LeMay,IWho had made nis,reputation as a‘bdmbing expert
dnring w0r1d war II_andveyentualTy headed the Strategic Air
Command, found himse]f‘to}be'tne target of these moralistic.
attacks.. Thevnews commentator, Chet,Huntley, expressed this
thought~one-night*on.a radio brbaQCast when he asked,'"Just
what reputable atomic scientist has told General‘LeMay that
'we.can‘drop,atomic bdmbs with‘suchfgay-and reckiess_abandon

without signing our own death'_warrants?"55

Others.qUestioned‘
the adequacy of_strategic bombing,,a'strategy aimed at
incapacitating an-enemy's productive and transportation

facilities. The NeW'York‘TTmes published a dissenting letter

from the faculties‘efvHarvakdeand'MassachUSetts Institute
ofvTechndlogy—4among the‘signersnwere McGeorge Bundy, John
‘Kenneth Ga]braith,'and.Arthur M; Scn1esinger, Jr. They
pointed out that aé a resu]f of fhe nuclear strategy the
United-States.was i]]}breparedftc deal with ]imited'aggfeé—_
sion or 1imited war The maintenance of such a strategy

.:1mp11ed the acceptance of mass destruct1on of human life,

54New York T1mes, April 23 19504 p. 30.

55congre531cnaT'Record XCV,A1741- 42 Reprint of

Huntley's broadcast.
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which, in turn,.weékened Europeaﬁ'mora]e ahd confidence.
They declared that!ihe‘existing»strategy;gave the United
‘States only two ;hoiées: "mass sTaughter on both sides or
outright military defeat.">®
President Truman wished to maintain a balanced
military, and the April, 1950 appofntment of Thomas Finletter
as the new Secretary of the. AirﬂForce did not mean a change
of-emphasis' Congress did not back away from a 70- group Air
Force when f1rst d1scuss1ng the 1951 fiscal year budget
'yet Harry Truman, soundlng 11ke.a f1sca1-conservat1ve,
oppdsed'an air'arm'which thé cquntry'could not afford;  The
Korean crisis, however; caused the President.to make”an
about-face. He asked for an additional $10.5 billion for
partia] mobi]izafion and gave $4.5 billion of that to the
Air Force for buiidiﬁé'towardS'a 69fgroup goal. Lobbying'
for thé expansibhvof‘éir‘poﬁer ‘fhé»Air FOrce Association
said 69 groups were too few n0t1ng that 273 groups were
requ1red in World War II 57 “ |
Despite some of Trumanis_sﬁcceSSes,cértain-members‘

of the Republican Party ihcfeasing]y-attétked the bipartisan

' facade‘of American‘foreign po]iCy' Some of the criticiSm

was Just1f1ab1e d1scu531on of what the goa]s should be;

56New York T1mes, Apr11 30 - 1950, sec. IV, p. 8.

- 571hid., April 5, 1950, p. 1; June 22, 1950, p. 1;
June 23, 1950, p. 2; Ju]y 28, 1950, pp. 1, 10;
August 27, 1950, p. 45. : r
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" much of it, however, was to create po]1t1ca] cap1ta] for a
party 1ong out of power.

Tom Connally marked:the'Korean'War as the end of
bipartisanship in foreign peTicy;SB' Actually, a mixed.group
of Republicans began the bféek'lohg before that. The House
revolt over the.mi]itary aid ﬁrogram 1n‘1949 has already:
been mentioned, buﬁ an even:older_issue was China. Histor-
ically, RepUb]icahsfhad;ihterestSiin;the,Far Eastvgoiné back
to‘the turn of the cehtury. Truman- contributed to his own
vulnerability by_fai]ing te’a$soc1ate'any prominent
Repub]icans with'China po]icies,; However, one cannot p]ace
veall the blame on the Pres1dent because it was not a w11]fu]
action on,h1s part. Immed1ate]y f0110w1ng the war, as
during the conflict, Ch1na he]d a secondary position on
eAmerican priorftyelists.leA-$en$e'of UrgenEy normally was"
not present in the formatien'of oﬁr_China policy, but by
1947, as a Communist cenquest'bf:thetfcountry Toomed imminent,
Repub]icanSJbegan to.apply“mofe;and more pressure.

H. Bradfore westerffeld in his sfudy.of party politics ande
"foreighvpolicy credits certéfn Repub]icans-with Well-timed
moves. When these GOP members beeameeaware-that‘Chiang
Kai-shek could not'bekﬁaved; they immediately called for more
assistance than the DemocraticfAdministration was willing tn

. give. "Non1ntervent1on1st and economy- m1nded Repub11cans

Bconnatly, y Nams is Ton Connally, pp. 360-51.
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coUid reassure themselves thh the almost certain knowledge
that the admintstration‘itself'wduld'ultimate]y block any
heavy aid program.fsgs Theffa]l‘othhina in 1949, although
nearly beyond the contro1 of Truman, ushered in a new Wave
of frustration,'e frustration the.Repub1ican Party could
and-did‘useito its advantage. The American people became
even‘more uneasy when1the UnitedmNations forces bogged-down
in Korea. o | )

A onettme isolationist, Senator Vandenberg during
hor]d war‘II-beCameﬁthe'Teading_Rebhblican espodsing_greater'
involvement in wor]d affairs, and he.p]ayed a majon ro}e in
securing hié Partyfs support'for,the‘Truman-forejgn.po]icy
‘after the war. ShertIy after-paésage‘of the North Atlantic
Treaty Vandenberg”couldjnot cernyton‘his work due to illness.
Truman admitted he depended updh*Vendenberg in a subsequent
1etter to h1m in wh1ch he sa1d hYoutjust den't realize what_
'a vacuum there has been in the Senate and in the operation
of our foreign poilcy s1nce you 1eft n60

_At_f1rst the»Adm1n1strat10n attempted‘to bridge the

._gap_bthquingﬂwithASenatoreJohntFOSter Dulles and Senator

SWesterfield, Policy and Party Politics, pp. 245-46,
249, 259, 268, 343. R ‘ -
'GoHarry‘S; Truman to Arthur H. Vandenberg,

Mthh 31, 1950, Official File 386, Truman Papers, Truman
Library. ' o T
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~John Sherman Cooper, a Kentucky Repub]1can 61 Truman
apparent]y made a tactical error in wanting Dulles' senatOe
rial seat filled by»a-Democrat‘and,‘at the same t1me;
retainind'Dulles'asma tfe‘to theIRepUb]ican Party.v-The‘
error was not in wantingianotherrDemocratic Senator, but
rather the manner it was carried out.. Dulles was to run
for_re?election'in 1950; however,'Truman;'seeking support
for his domestic‘n011c1es, vigorously endorsed'Herbert H.
Lehman Assuming Vandenberg wou]d eventua]Ty return to his
'pos1t1on and hoping to pacify DuT]es, the Wh1te House
offered Dul]es a pos1t1on as poT1cy adv1ser to the Secretary

62 The blow came when

of State which he accepted
;Vandenberg ‘was unable to return and h1s fore1gn pol1cy
‘leadership among Repub11cans gradually passed to avTess-
"than-aVid'internationaltst Robert A Taft, who had
Pres1dent1a1 amb1t1ons of hTS own. | The conservat1ve fact1on
of the Repub11can Party. attempted to assert. control over the
GOP 1eav1ng the more: 1nternat1ona11st m1nded members, such
as Dulles and Lodge, to fend for themse]ves These ]atter

men simply did not have the stature of Vandenberg In the

eyes of the conservat1ves Dul]es had left the1r ranks.

_ -G]Norman.A.'Graebner,JTheJNewJIsolationism: A
Study in Politics and Foreign Policy Since 1950 (New York:
The Ronald Press Company, 1956}, pp. 17-18. Hereafter '
cited as Graebner,_New Isolationism. ' '

62

© S2uesterfield, policy and Party Politics, pp. 371,
- 378. S L



The election of 1948 had previously added to
partisan feelings. Senator Taft;'expressing his Party's
sentiment, d1d not. understand how the country cou]d "send
that roughneck ‘ward po]1t1C1an back to the White House 63

Equally significant,. the Democrats elected majorities and
therefore organized the new Congress. Senate Democrats
~poured salt into the'RepUb11Cantwounds when they changed the
party ratio on the Forejgn'Reiations Committee'from Seren-to_

64

six to eight-to-five. Senator Vandenberg insisted the

move was "ihp]icit with hostility" and carried the 1mp1ic-

‘at1on that the Repub11can senators were "not qu1te

trustworthy. w65

while’Truman was'nltimately responsib]ecforvhis own
foreign policy, Repub]icananuick1y thought that they had
found a scapegoatQQDean Acheson.' Westerf1e1d perhaps has
.g1ven the best character1zat1on of Acheson

His presentat1on possessed a techn1ca1 brilliance
which was. intellectually overwhelming. . . . In
voice, manner, dress, and suspected sympathies he
was far too "English." -He found it difficult to

“restrain himself from demolishing the arguments of
-congressional opponents g1th a sw1ft 1nc1s1veness
which seemed 1nsu1t1ng

-H1s oppos1t1on 1n Congress began when Senator Kenneth Wherry

63t ric F. Goldman, The Crucial Decade--And After:
America, 1945-1960, Vintage Books (New York: Random House,
]960): pP. 90, - . : : )

64

Westerfield, Policy and Party Politics, p. 326.

’65Vandenberg;‘PrTvate'Papers, p:'468o

66Westerf1e1d, Po]ncy and PartyuﬁoTittcs, p. 328.
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cast the only vote against his- nom1nat1on as Under

Secretary of State in 1945 67

“In: the 1nterven1ng years:
Acheson gave the GOP p011t1ca1uammun1t1on by his association
with Alger Hissvwhose710ya1ty_wasjquéstioned, When Acheson
was nominated as Secretary of State in;1949 six Senators

68 1he bpposition soon

d1ssented from his conf1rmat1on
realized that he was the major arch1tect of the Truman
fore1gn po11cy, and promptly credited ‘Acheson w1th the fa11
of Ch1na--someth1ng over wh1ch he had Tittle control.
‘Senator Joseph McCarthy cont1nued the assault in 1950 when
he declared that he had found the State Department 1nfested
with Communists. Such revelatjons, regardless of their
validity, served on]y“to;unnerve"an already'uneasy popuiation.
Acheson's reiations with‘RepubTiean Congressmen continued to
decline. et

The 1950 elections added to Repubeean strength in
CongreSé anddat a_Party.caucus,after_the e]ectionea‘petition
was cir¢u1ated asking;for,AcaeSansdresignation. Tkumah

angrily rejeeted_the'partisan moye, and Aeheson 1ater

67Acheson;'Present‘at the Creation, pp. 126-27.
Senator Wherry and Acheson had a running feud for several
years. -In 1945 Wherry opposed Acheson because the nominee
had, according to the Nebraska Senator, "'blighted the
name' of General MacArthur. (Acheson, Present at the
"'Creation, p. 126.) Five years later the two nearly came
to blows 1n a Senate. appropr1at10n hear1ng [Dean

Harper & Brothers, 1961), pp 133 34 ]
68 -

Ibid., p. 253
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‘revealed evidence that Senator Wherry'was prepared to

69

”initiateaimpeachment proceedings against him. The Omaha

World Herald, supporting the GOP cause, suggested that

Congress henceforth assume greater watchdog respon51bility

70

for foreign policy. On the other hand, the Washington

Post explained that such responsibility obliged the Repuh]i-
cans to produce anialternatiue>Foreign.po]icy, something they
had failed to:do. An unidentified Democrat,IWhovhad not

been anvAcheson supporter,»warned his GOP friendé, "Just as
surely as Repubiicans tryvto-fix all the blame on Acheson,
‘bemocrats will break their Siience on MacArthur. Some‘of

us are prepared to document a case . that the general exceeded

his 1nstruct1ons'"7.l

MacArthur had notable support among
Republicans because he questioned the Administration S policy

in the Far East. _U]traconservative Robert_McCormick in

his'Chicago’Daiiy Tribune:sought,not on]y the removal of "
Acheson but a]so’Harry S 'Truman A Tribune-editorial
-suggested that there were 'signs of 'mentai deterioration" in
-gthe President and that he shou]d confess his inadequacy

“and res_ign'."72 'The'beSiegement.ovar; Acheson in particular

®91bid., pp. 366, 485.

‘ 70Editorial Evening World- Hera]d (Omaha),
December 20, 1950, p. 24.

| 7]Editoria1,.washington'Post, December 9, 1950,
p. 12; December 10, 1950, p. 1B.

72Editorial,‘Chicago Daily Tribune, December 19,
1950, sec. 1, p. 16. , ‘
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was unjustified in the sense:that'he‘was‘nejther soleTy
.fesponsib1é for the nation's‘foreigh'po1icy nor able to
conform the rest of the world to'it} It can be said that
the Secretary possessedddmmense stadina in wardfng off what
he called the "attack of the pfimitfves.ﬁ73'

Congressmen'undertook:a second pertiSan move 1in
‘December when Priﬁe,MihisterCTement'Attlee came to Washing-
ton for diScussions. ‘Atlee asked‘for the meeting shori]y
‘after Truman had done some&saber-ratt1ing with nuclear bombs.
The British Prime MinisterdWahted,c1arification of the
American intentions in the Far‘Eaet‘and on European defense
measures.74 Twehty-four-RepUincan.Senators proceeded
"with the *'1000 perecedf'subport'_Of Senator Wherry" to
prepare a resolution demanding‘that.Truman eOme to the 
Senate for its advice and codsent on any agreement or under-
stending made wifh Attlee. Neither Truman75 nor the national
preSs responded kindly toffhe request. Most editors agreed
that major fofeign,pdiicy»matters'?equiredsPresidential
consultation with Congreesebut rejected the'resoTution
becauée it went beyond.tﬁejtreaiy-making-process and invoived

Congress in areas of authority reserved primarily for the

l.exethiveebranch,_dThe'waShingtdd:Pdst called the Republican

"Shcheson, Present at the Creation, p. 364.
"41bid., pp. 478-79.

STruman, Memoirs, 11, 410.
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_-tact1c more m1sch1evous than construct1ve 76
| | After Senate approva] of the North Atlantic Pact in
1949 1little was‘sa1d about send1ng;new American ground forces
to Europe; Ta]k.erSUCh action occasionally made the'news—
papers, but it was not front page material. Some interest
was genefated when ahmilitary'anelyst and United States Army
Chief of Staff J. Lawton Cb]]fnsrballed on the Air Force to
furnish additional tactica] air'suPp0rt_tor the,Uﬁited .
States Afmy and the'meager"western-European_ground forces.77

| However, Europeans rather than the Truman Adminis-
tration made the'eahly calls for American troops. Even

before the signing of the-AtTentic“a11iance European leaders
"aSked for-more'AmericanfthOOps.over'and.ebove those serving
occupation duty ih Germany. Unnamed "European defense
,expertsf a‘year Iater in Apr1],_]950, suggested that Un1ted
‘States ground fofces‘be_sent to;Europe,under the alliance.
Vice—President Alben Barkley gave the only hint that the

- Administration might do so,f He71ateb clarified it, saying,

"I did not ‘have in mind any extensibn of our occupation
forces, w1th the poss1b1e except1on that some of the countr1es

in the North At]ant1c Pact m1ght ask for some Amer1can

~ forces to be stat1oned w1th1n them to he]p round out the1r

ZSEditbrTa1"DaTTas Morn1ng News, December 9, 1950,

sec.  11l, p. 2; Editorial, St. lLouis. Post-Dispatch,
December 8, 1950, p. 2C; Ed1tor1a1 Washington Post,
December 8, 1950, p. 26 ;

77New York T1mes, May 22 1950 p. 7; Hanson Baldwin,
"F]aw in Pact Defense," New York T1mes, Apr1] 13, 1950 p. 2.




defenses." At the May, IQSO;Omeeting of the North Af]antic
Counoi1{;sQ-ca]]ed-authoritative-sources‘repdrfed that the
United States;wou]d not-inCrease the size of its army for
 the oefense pact.78 e |
:In fact,»just phioh,to the Korean attack, optimism
for peace actually grew. President;Truman declared the
world was closer to peace’than at any time since 1945.
Testifying in beha]f of the second military aid program
General Bradley affirmed that western European defenses had
improved the 1ast‘year J'Secretary of Defense Johnson
believed that a small. European ground force was sufficient
to conta1n Russ1a in the ear]y phases of an invasion, and
‘Secretary of State Acheson to]d‘Congress that "huge standing
armiesf were not necessary for the defense of Western:
Eurbpe‘ In contrast, the famed m111tary affairs wr1ter,
Hanson Ba]dw1n, po1nted g]oom11y to the "t1ssue paper"
defense,of Eqrope 79 | |
| North Korea doused.the Adminfstration‘s optimfsm on
June 25, 1950. Two days later the United Nations asked for
an-immedfate_cease—fire,and withdhawal of North Korean
forces‘from‘southrof=the'38th pafa]]e] Truman ordered

Amer1can air and nava] forces into Korea, and on June 30,

~ "®Ibid., April 11 1949, ];:Apr11’10, 1950, p. 13
May 23, 1950, p. 4; May 19 1950 p. 1. '

781pid., June 6, 1950, p. 3; June 7, 1950, p. 1;
Hanson Baldwin, “Deaenses of the West," New York Times,
June 8, 1950, p. 6. | . —
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~United States ground forces were thrown 1nto the battle
The Pre51dent qu1ck1y drew an aSSOC1at1on which may

or may not have been correct: |

| From the very_beginning‘offthe Korean action I

~had always looked at it as a Russian maneuver, as

part of the Kremlin's plan to destroy the unity of

the free world. NATO, the Russians knew, would

succeed only if the Un1ted States took part in the

defense of Europe The easiest way to keep us from

doing our share in NATO was to draw us into military

conf11ct in Asia. |
Throughout the early years of the Cold War the press
'1mpr1nted on the Amer1can m1nd the mono11th1c nature of the
Communist wor]d Readers cou]d not help but think. Joseph
Sta]1n was ‘the orchestrator of events

Europe responded 1mmed1ately, voca]]y but not

militarily. Genera] Char]es de Gau]Ie viewed the - Communist
-attack on Korea as a preparat1on for an attack on Europe and
cal]edfupon the western‘wor1d'to prepare for war. Winston
Churchill induced more fear“Wﬁthjhis.ana1ysis that Western
European defensesvwere»at-eglower 1eve1hthan South-KoreéFs
had been. There was-not,.hoWeyer,'uniVersa1 belief that a.
Soviet threat to Europe eiisted;f;dohn dJd. McC]oy,_United
States High Commissioner infGermany,,WhiTe desiring more
troops,»did not believebwestern_Germany would be attacked.

Acheson called a NATO Council meeting in an effort to

“increase the European contribution of forces on the

80Truman;'Memo{rs;'II; 437; v



34

81 "He later rem1n1sced "When the rep11es were

'continent.
tabulated, even including substant1a] British and French
effdrts;_thevtotal available on the central front in Europe
fell far shoft of any candid‘military‘view of an adequate
defense.“82 |
On September 8, 1950, Senator‘Henry Cabot Lodge,
Republican from Massachusetts, proposed an Atlantic Pact
military force containing one diﬁjsion,of United Statee
trbops for every two European divisions furnished. Lodge
had some knoWTedge of mf]itary nperations, and he, like some
others, arrived at'a‘figure of SiXty divisions as the total
strength needed to-hesist aggréssion“ He opted for such a
m111tary arrangement because it would 1mprove the sp1r1t of
Europe and it would be cheaper than allowing the continent
tqlbe overrun and then 11berated,83 ‘Senator Taft supported
,the'Lodge proposal to increase the'sthength of the United
States‘Army to thfrtyudjviSionsbet_was reluctant to-send any

of them to _Europe. 84"

In August 1950 the Pentagon subm1tted a "one package

| 81w York Times, July 12, 1950, p. 14 .
July 28, 1950, p. 5; Ju]y'8, 1950, p. 5; and Ju]y 16, 1950,
sec. IV, p. 3. AR AT -

82

83U S.,ICongress, 81st Cong., 2nd sess. Congress1o-
- 'nal Record, XCVI, 14396-98. Hereafter cited as Congress1ona]'
~ Record,- XCV1I. : -~ '

-84

Acheson, Present'at the Creat1on, p. 436.

New York Times, September 10, 1950, p. 11.
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‘proposal which called for'"beefing‘Up".EurOpean'defense'with
"American-troops and,more military aid, the incTusion‘of a
German Army, and a unified eommandeover all NATO units.85
0n_September-9,f1950, President.Truman; after consulting
uﬁith the Joint Chiefs of’Staff,,reieased a statement in which
he announced “substantial increases in the strength of
United States forces to‘be;stetioned_ﬁn Western EurOpe in
the interest of the defense of thet area." He expected‘the'
European partners to make simf1ar troop increases in good-

86

faith. Therdecision-eyoked‘IittTe‘immediate response,

either favorable or~unfaV0rab1e; Thé"NeWthFk'Times

acknow]edged the act1on as mere]y a reassurance to Europeans
that Korea had not removed our comm1tment to them. 87 |
_Secretary_Acheson a few days later offered the one-
V'Package proposal to the North.At1antic Council. The'foreign
ministers we]cemed:the trobps-and:aidfand began to work out
plans to bring the 1ntegrated forces under one command. ~The
quest1on of German part1c1pat1on was another matter
Britain agreed in pr1nc1p1e but.held‘many reservations;
France coﬁ]d not even agree in principle. Truman and the

| CQngress‘prqyided:an additional four billion dollars in.

85Achesoh; Present'at‘the'Creat1on, p. 437.

80y 5., Truman Public Papers, 1950, p. 626.

87,

Ed1tor1a1 New York T1mes, September 11, 1950,
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‘military aid late in Septembef; ;
United Nations forces recoiled a month later when
Chinese Comhunistidivisibns,{ntervened in Korea.' The
Chinese cbhnter-offensiVe étd]emated'the eaf]ier‘miTitary
successes andfevéntua11y contributed to an evef‘growing
fruStfation with.the war and the Truman'foreigﬁ poTicy.
When, on DeCembérkl, the President asked Congress for

~additional defense’éppfopriatibns the Washington Post

declared that a'"wait—and-see'policy" was no longer accept-
_ab]e.""We must be prepared for the worst," said the Post,

‘"and that implies something approkimating all out

w89

mobilization. - The more ardent supporters of the Truman

po]icies-CaTIed;fOr drastic measures. 'Editors’of the

Atlanta Constitution wanted é:“réal_armed force" and the
90

declaration of a state of emergéncy§ ‘Denver Post editors

“demanded passage of a universal military training law and

91

new taxes to create the necessary war machine. Even the

more moderateiDaIIas'Néwé‘$upported'immediate price and

, 88154d., September 19, 1950, p. 14;
September 27, 1950, p. 12; Septemberf28;'19505rp,‘12.

89 i e

p. 8B. _ o
~ 9%ditorial, Atlanta Constitution, December 6, 1950,
p. 12; December 13, 1950, p. 16.

91

EdﬁtcriaT, Denver Post;'Décember 8, 1950, p;'20.
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wage contro]s.92

At mid-December the President proc]aimed a national
emergency, noting that the danger existed in Europe as well
as in Korea. The leaders. of the Sov1et Union had created
.the situation, but the Pres1dent}wou1d' not engage in
appeasement"; instead, he'propdsed en}arging the military.
Before the Korean attack 1.5 million men were in the Army,
Navy, and Air Force--the Pre51dent S goal was to 1ncrease

93

that to 3 5 million men. The national emergency brought

ut Truman's _more aggress1ve oppos1t1on Colonel Robert

Chief Executive saying that he was “leading the nation
toward add1t1ona1 glgant1c defeats on other foreign battle-

fields."?% The Omaha World Herald saw the nation being

turned into a garrwson state in which "individual freedom of

action:wil1 be suspended—-forﬁhow many‘years, nobody know's,?':95
Meanwhile,min'December Secretary Acheson attended

‘a North Atlantic Council meet1ng in Brusse1s The

Conference marked the change from a paper. a111ance with a

_‘somewhatAyaguemstrategy to}a fu]f]edged,'structured military

szEditoria1;'DaT1as Morn1ng News, December 6, 1950,
sec. III, p. 2. | . ' :

93\ .s., Truman Public Papers, 1950, pp. 741-47.
o .94tditoria1;goh%éa§a7o8%i§7t%%6ahé; December 17, 1950,
sec, I, p. 14. : ' C

9cditorial, EvenTng'WOrld Herald (Omaha)
December 18,. 1950, P. 12 v
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organization’wfth forces indbéfng; ‘Ituwas no ]onger a
matter of national armies.wdrking'independently;,it was ‘now
an_fnternation&, or EUropean army; composed of units from
~the national armieé. Regarding the structure and troop
- composition of that army'AcheSOn_séid, "A11 of those matters
were dealt with . . . and all . . tvwere acted upon" at

Brusse]s.96

Laten, many Congressmen questioned what kind
of commitment Acheson had made at'the'conference.» In his
memoirs Acheson noted that troops were lI‘ass.’igned“ bUt did
not c]ar1fy fu]]y whether they were contributions in

principle or were in fact.comm1tments of spec1f1c numbers

97

of troops. The Brussels Conference was unable to settle

the'qUeStion of Gérman,participation,_a matter that was
prolonged for several years. Last]y, the Council asked
Dwight D. EiSenhOWervto serve ds?Supremé'Commander 98

~ Dwight Eisenhower at that t1me was Pres1dent of
Columbia Un1vers1tyv He had had a 11m1ted association with

99

- the newly—formed_Comm1ttee_on»the_Present Danger,”™ _but

was very active on the Council on Foreign Relations.

- 96

New York“Timés; Decemben'23,*1950; p. 3.

-97Acheson, Present at the Creation, p. 487@

98New York T1mes, December 20 1950, p. 10‘.

99The Committee on the Present Danger was formed by
a group of un1vers1ty presidents, newspaper editors, and
business leaders. It was created because of Soviet
aggressiveness and called for. such things as the joint
defense of Europe and universal m1]1tary service.
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Eisenhower was aware that he was be1ng cons1dered for the
position of Supreme Commander and was afraid that he might
'command an army of-novsubstance;‘ Before his appointment
the-Council on Foreign Relations submitted a']etter,'thrOugh
'w Averell Harr1man,‘to:the-Presfdent;_ Ostensibly the
letter was a product of the CounC11 but in essence it was
Eisenhower airing his persona]-v1ews. The stgners of the
letter saw the world falling apart in the face of Soviet
imperialism, and they made;sereral:recommendations.
ﬂ The only way in whichrwe and'our friends can
make the Soviets respect our peaceful intent and

-moral purposes will be by rap1d1y produc1ng powerful
m111tary forces. .

The U.S. must not, under any circumstances,
accept national responsibility for miiitary command
in Europe except as a consequence of the mutual
confidence engendered by a concrete program for the
mobilization of forces in North America and in West
European countr1e? backed by government pledges of
prompt execution.
“When the‘troops-for-EurOpe issue:broke into the open
President Truman sent General Eisenhower to Europe in
January, 1951 on a fact-finding tour to determine if Ameri-
can troops were 1ndeed necessary. From the above letter it
is ciear where E1senhower stood a]ready in December. His

fact-finding mission in no way changed his mind.

_ .100Memorandum by Henry M. Wriston, "Eisenhower Study
Group letter to President Truman December 12, 1950,"

April 22, 1968, Wriston Memorandum F11e, E1senhower Papers,
Dwight D. E1senhower L1brary -



For suCh leaders as Truman ahthcheson’the events
of the postwar years camé'fast‘and_unpredictab?y} The
optihiSm of United Nations Co]]ectiQé_security soon gave way
to kétrenchment in collectiVe-defénse through a regional
'élliance._}No matter how reassuring the Administration
sounded, .there was a creeping frustration eating away
‘confidence. Foreign policy reQersais tontributed to th{s,
but there also were those who were yet unwilling to assume
leadership and_respdhsibility_on the.internatibnal scene.
For those oriented fowards-isolétionism air power and the
nuclear bomb appeared to be a_éiﬁplé‘yet decisive solution.
~The new]yfeStabjiShed Air Forﬁe, finding'substahtia1
,suphdrt, nbt on]y-aééepted its resbonsibilityibut desired
to en]argé it; ‘Incréés§d‘defen$é duties at the expense of
the othér_servi¢es meant Aif“Force expénSioh.” The necessity
QOf‘bipartisénship to prosecuteIWOr1a War II.hadjgiVen way
to the needs,of'the iﬁdiVidua]ipartiés. Republicans<yearned
to regafh control of the White.Housé,‘énd the conservative
faction of the GOP condemnedthe "me-too" approach of the
internationalist wing of the party, Mbre‘than anything the
Korean War bred frustrationiand'gaVe Truman's foes the
impetus to change tﬂejﬁation‘s dfrectibn. Truman had pro-
duced a near révo]utidh fn American;foreign policy and many

now felt it was time to re-examine that policy.



CHAPTER 11

'The_Refexamination of the Truman

Foreign Policy Begins

Conservatives, especially thébright wing elements
of the Repﬁb]ican Party,_were thé main opponents‘df Truhan's
foreign'po]icies. Among ihese a'sméll but militant faction
hammered insistently at the Pfesident's programs. The
anti—Administration'group waé relatively small in number
-and relied heavﬁ]y upon a handful. of théfr most vocal
‘hembers.’:That i$;ﬁdt to say there'were nO'Demoéréfs oppo-
sﬁng the-President, for he had support and oppOéition on.
both sides of the aisle. |

‘No one ihcident or event spontaneously touched off
the debate; rather, as noted in theITan chapter, it was an
accumu]atfon of growing ahxieties; Besides the partisan
moves, thé Korean War, eXpecja]]y after the military
reversals in Nbvembér, provided the dissidents an opening3
~Joseph Kénnedy and Thomaé Dewey set thé tone of the debaté-
in separate speeches on December 12 and 14, 1950,vrespective1y,
when they set forth divergent policies for the country.

’Joseph Kennedy, a Dembcrat,businessman,‘and former
ambassador'during Frank]in_Rdoseve1t'§_administrations, bpen]y

broke with his party's President fn a_speech before the
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University of Virgfnia‘Lawd§ehool. As ear}y_as 1946 he
began advocating an-ingreasenin the nation's mi]itary
}strength wh11e refraining from mak1ng foreign commitments
~which could not be fulfilled. By 1950 he viewed economic
aid as-unprpduct1ve[and the Western European armies as
| miiitan11y»incompetent - He compared this situation with the
a11eged strength of the Soviet Union and declared that any
engagement of Russian forces wou]d be "suicidal. The
money spent in Europe, he contended, could have been put to
better use in this»hemisphere.‘ Hedealled for the United
States to return tp his-1946nfundamentaTs. In dofng SO,
the United States wou]d get out of Korea, "indeed,
get out of every. po1nt in As1a wh1ch we do not plan rea11s—
‘tically to hold in our own defense. Th1s same policy was
to be applied to EUrope;]

Response to thefKennedy Speech was by no- - means
vo]Umindus. The Truman cr1t1cs noted 1t but did not

immediately use it. The Wall Street Journa] and Seattle

Post Inte111gencer agreed with Kennedy that the nat1on S
2

fore1gn comm1tments ‘should be rev1ewed and reduced. On the

‘other hand, co]umnists.Joseph and Stewart Alsop condemned

, 1Joseph P. Kennedy, "Present Policy is Politically
and Morally Bankrupt United Nations Not a Vehicle to
Enforce Peace," Vital Speeches of the Day, XVII

(January 1, 1951), 171-72.

2Ed1tor1a1, Wall Street”JOUrnal, December 14, 1950,
p. 10; Editorial, Seattle Post Intelligencer, '
December 26, 1950, p. 1B.
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the former diplomat for wanting'to give the wor1d to_the
Communists. They wrote,'"Under horma1‘circumstances, there
would be no great interest in the political views of a
successful stock markef speculator who makes it a habit to
pkopose surrender whenever surrender is feasib'le."3

Two days after the‘Kennedy speech Governor Thomas E.
Dewey of New York presented his bién of action. He Tike-
wise pointed to Russia's alleged miiitary strength, but
instead of retreat he called for‘national mobilization in
‘the United States thereby providing the leadership for
Western Europe to rearm. iNoting the United States Army had
only ten active divisions; he demanded an‘Army of "not less
than 100 divisions" and ah‘Air Force of "at least 80 groups.
Oniy through military étrepgth could the United Stétes
effective]y_negotiateAWith Stalin; Europe, not the Far
East, was, in hisnwords, the real prize.4

Theropeningvrqund of debafé thus‘énded.with'a.
conservative Democrat rejecting Truman foreign policy and
a "me-too" Republican backfhg]the President's fbrthcoming
call for a national eﬁergency.v The'Kennedy-Dewey speeches

aroused_scant pub]ic attentidn when compared to an address

3Joseph & Stewart Alsop, "Kennedy Plan Would Hand
World to Reds," 'St. Louis Post Dispatch, December 26, 1950,
p. 1B. - , ‘ \

: 4T homas E. Dewey, "National Mobilization; A Plan of
Action," Vital Speeches of the Day, XVII (January 1, 1951),
- 167-70. ' :
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which Herbert Hoover maoeia wéék»1atér;

The former President,owhi]e eoting on his previously
estabiished princip1es; gave'the'Admioistration's criticé'a»
shot in the'erm. He had long opposed fore1gn involvement
which might lead to war because it underm1ned the economic
'stability of the country. In 1938 he said, "We should not
engagé‘odrse1ves'to use military fokce~in endeavor to
prevent or end other peopfe's.wars."5 He objected to
mi]itaryvallianpes because they promoted the status quo,
caused opponents to form cohntek¥a11iences, and created a
fear which'induced greater>armament. As a result military
f-a]]iances "produced many warsibut hevef-a 1asting‘peace.“6
Fo]]owan-Nor]d.war»II he.beseeched the nation to conserve
its resources and end its-ro]e as Santa Claus.’ 1In 1945
'Tfumaneasked Hoover to retufn to\gbvernment_service and heIp
solve the food orobleh in Eukope; A close persohal friend-
ship deQe]oped befween Tfumanvand Hoover,:a relationship

which could never haVe beenfrea1ized between Roosevelt and

Hoover.  Hoover wes,thankfu1,for~beihg brought back to

5Herbert Hbover, Addresses Upon the American Road,
1933-1938 (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1938),
p. 306 ‘ ‘ ‘ '

6Herbert Hoover3 Addresses Upon the American Road,
1941-1945 (New York: D. Van Nostrand Company, Inc., 1945),
pp. 97-102. ' ' ‘ S

. 7Herbert Hooveh; Addresses‘Upon the American Road,
1945-1948 (New York: D. Van Nostrand Company, Inc., 1949),
p. 21 o :
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'pub11c serv1ce, but. h1s pr1nc1p]es d1d not change. In
foreign affairs he favored Jo1n1ng the Un1ted Nations: but
was unwilling to get too deeply involved in other

commitmen_ts..8

He believed a war with Russia would bring
_about the extinctioh‘of western'CTViTization3 and told
Truman he "had no pat1ence w1th peop]e who formulated
3pol1c1es in respect to other nat1ons ‘short of war.'"S

| Actually, Hoovet was oné 0f the first to Conernt
open]y’the Administration's b]an fqr sending American W
troops to Europe. He did'so-]ateH}n October before the
national e]ectioh.buoyed Repub]ican spirits,and before_the
reverses in Korea,'}At that timé he kesisted,the idea of
shqring'up western*European’defensé with Américan'trobps'
because in the event of war it would resu1f in the
"slaughter of American boys St : He wanted no American
ground forceévonthe'continent until a "sufficient"
'Europeaﬁ army was in sightﬂ10 |

It was after the_KenhédyQDewey addresses, however,

when the n&tidn_gave‘Hoover‘its fuT1 attention. On a

nationwide radio‘broadéast, becembéf 20, 1950, he ennunciated:

What‘popularly became kﬁoWn as the Foktress'Ameriga'thesis.

Ibid.

9Memorandum by Herbert Hoover on meeting with

~Harry S. Truman, May 28, 1945, H. S. -Truman File (19415-1946),
Post- Pres1dent1a1 Papers, Herbert Hoover Pres1dent1a1 K

L1brary _

IONew‘York”Times,'OCtobér'zo, 1950, p. 12.
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Communist military'strengfﬁg according:to the fdhmer
President, was “probablyﬁovet,BOO trained and equipped*
combat diviSions;”_.How'he arfived‘at $hat figure is unclear
but he admitted'it"ihcludédvthe Communist forces in Europe
and Asia. He'then'obSerVed £ha£ a NATO force of sixty
divisions could never reach Moscow. Again, he never
explained th-was proposing to invade Russia and attempt.to
take Moscow, but by‘ihterjécfing such an idea he implied,
unjustly, that the strategy emaﬁatedifrom either the Truman
Administratién or-the.Atlantﬁc Pact nations. As an alter-
native, he foered}his own p1§n~és follows. Fikst, establish
a "Western Hemisphefe’Gibra1far“ in the Americas to preserve
western civi]iiatibn;-,Sécohd,*ho]d_the Atlantic, including
Britain, andvthe'Pacific,*incIudihg Japén, Formosa, and the
Phiiippines, by means of air{and‘nava1 forces. Third, arm
the Air Force and Navy "to'théteeth;f'.Fourth,.haVing built
the-needed’air-and navaT‘forces,;the hat1on cdu]d'reduce
exbenditures and balance the budget, fhereby avoiding
feconomic degeneratioh;“ ,Fifth; he wanted no more;appeaSe;
meht, Fno‘more Teherans and nb more Yaltas." = Sixth,
Europeans were to carry tﬁeir own defense burdens. Western
Europe was to organize ah army "of such huge numbers as
wou]d erect a sure dam against £he red f]ood;_-Ahd that

before we land another man or another dollar on their shores.
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_Otherwise we sha11‘be‘inviting another Korea."11
President TrUman']ooked-upon the proposals as

"]2"Many inferpreted‘the speech

‘nothing but "isolationism.
in the same manner;‘yet Hoover differed with those who
 said he wanted the United States tq withdraw totally from
Europe and Asia. He fe1tfhe'Asso¢iated Press misrepre-
sented his'position.and inditated.he was in favor of
withho]ding~trdops-and'aid oﬁ]y uhti] Western Europe had

13

built up its own defenses. In a private letter to Anne

0'Hara McCormick of the‘New'Ydrk Times he reiterated that

he had proposed three lines of defense. The first
included Western Europe iffthése countfies would "do
sométhing real" to estab1fsh a'defense. The second Tline
~included Britain,}dapan;'Fbrmosa, and the Philippines.
vThevthird line wés‘the tw0-oceahs4-thé Western Hemisphere
Gibraltar. % 0 -

The speegh,zindeed,Ageneratedvavtremendous amount

]]Herbert Hoover, Addresses Upon ‘the American Road
1950-1955 (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1955),
pp. 3-9. Hereafter cited as Hoover, ‘Addresses Upon the
American Road, 1950-1955. | .

12

U.S.. Truman Public Papers, 1950, p. 761.

| ]3Te1egram, Herbert Hoover to Allan Gold,
January 2, 1951, Public Statements 3262, Post-Presidential
Papers, Herbert Hoover Presidential L1brary Allan Gold
'was the editor of the Assoc1ated Press.

14Herbert Hoover 'to Anne 0'Hara McCormick,
December 29, 1950, Public Statements 3262, Post- Pre31dent1a]
Papers, Herbert Hoover Presidentia]vLibrary}
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of comment."vThis>was ref]eoteo not onty.in the press but
a1so in Hoover's mail. vIn eddition.tO'bersonal friends and
admirers, a‘number'ofHCongressmen_sent 1etters.of support.
Inrreeponse to a 1etterrfrom;5enator Rfohard'M._Nixon,
Repub]ican}from‘Californié,fHoover'wrote, "at 1eastfwe have
the}animaTs stirred up!“]s"Lieutenant General Albert C.
weoemeyer, then out of favor wftHvthe Administratfon,
believed that under a parliamentary system of governmeﬁt
‘the Truman government wouid.immediater’fall in favor of
someone espousing the_Hoover‘policy.]G.vThrough friends
Hoover Tlearned of‘Genera1 Eieenhower's appraisa]fof the
broadcast. Eisenhower.had_wishedvmore emphasis had been
placed on the United States providing‘the necesSary‘1eader_
ship for European defense efforts ]7

Both the Adm1n1strat1on and the Hoover forces

c1a1med public sentiment was runn1ng in their favor, and

each disputed the f1gures cited by the other 18 Truman

» ]5Herbert-Hoover to Richard N1xon, December 29, 1950,
Public Statements 3262, Post- Pres1dent1a] Papers, Herbert
Hoover Presidential L1brary

_ ]GA. C. Wedemeyer to Herbert Hoover,
December 19, 1950, Public Statements 3262, Post- Pres1dent1a1
Papers, Herbert Hoover Pres1dent1a] L1brary

]7L Ward Bann1ster ‘to Herbert Hoover,
December 26, 1950, Public Statements 3262, Post- Pres1dent1a1
Papers, Herbert Hoover Presidential Library. Bannister, a
Denver attorney, had visited. E1senhower after the Hoover '
speech. :

]8Edit0rié] Even1ng WOrld Hera]d (Omaha),
January 5, 1951, p. 22. .
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never disc1osed'the basis of his contention; however,
Hoover's staff Qathered‘the.edicorial opinions of over 642
‘newspapers. Their figures'indicete 377 papers were
’"totally favorable” to the speechs .Based upon regional
circu]ation they found 67 per cent "favorable" in the New
‘England and Midd]e_At]antic scates, 32 per cent in the
South end South Atlantic.states, 84 per cent in the
SouthweSt, Mountain and PacifiC-states, and 67 per cent in
the Middle West. The netionwide supbort appeared impressive
but the computations.werevin f&ct\Somewhat misleading.
First, the circuTation'figures’of”thep1arger, more influen-
tial papers were-offsetvby inc]ddihg numerous papers having

“much smaller circulations , For example, the Des Moines

“Tribune's (145,000 C1rcu]at1on) reJect1on of the Hoover

plan was ‘counterbalanced by 1nc1ud1ng eleven Iowa papers,
each haV1ng less than 30 000 c1rcu1at1on, wh1ch supported
~the former President. Second other d1screpanc1es
,appeared in such states as M1ssour1 where the Kansas C1ty
and St. Lou1s papers were never tabu]ated 1n the f1gures 19
In the final ana]ys1s the Hoover staff probably spent more

time compiling their data than d1d the Administration;

however their statistical ana]ysisxleft_something to be

]gMemorandum and worksheets of Helene Lockwood,
January 14, 1951, Public Statements 3262, Posl-Presidential
Papers, Herbert Hoover Presidential Library. Helene
Lockwood was a member of Hoover's staff who worked on the
press response to his December 20 speech
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desired. It cannot be deﬁiéd’that the editors gave
substantial backing to‘Hbover's‘idgas, but the exact
strength is in question.”} |

Editorial response of a cross-section of major
papers can be brokeh'down iﬁfo'those undecided, those highly
favorab]e, and thoSe'finding fau]t:with the program. The

first group included such papers as the Omaha Evening World

Herald, Los Angeles Times, San Francisco Chronicle, and

Dallas Morning Star. Their-editors, while not immediately
voicing their support or oppositjoh,tviewed.the speech as
food for thopghf, and some, after éarefu11y reading the

text, even admifted thét Hoovér was not.neceSSarily for the
total abandonmént'of,Weétern Europé;?O As the re-examination
of the nation's foreigﬁ policy progressed‘these papers did
align themselves with one camp or another. The conservative

Wall Stréetbdournal ‘Seattle: Post Inte111gencer, and

Chicago Dally Tribune p]aced themse]ves firmly in the

second group wh1ch strong1y favored the Hoover program.Z]

Seattle Post”editorS'atknowledged‘thé Hoover thesis as the
’ 22

embodiment of the Hearst neWspapeerhi1osophy. The

2OEditoria]_,'Eve’nin’g World-Herald (Omaha),
December 21, 1950, p. 30; Editorial, San Francisco Chronlcle,
December 21, 1950, p. 20; Ed1tor1aT‘DaT]as Morning News, -
December 21, 1950, sec. III, p. 2; Editorial, Los Angeles
Times, December 21, 1950, sec.<IP, p. 4.

21Editof1a1,‘Na]T'Street'Journal, December 21, 1950,

22Editoria] Seattle Post Inte111gencer,

December 26, 1950, p. 10.
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vociferous Chicago Daily Tribune almost proc]aimed H6bver as
;the_natibna1 éa?iof. Hoover,'aécokding to the paper, had
done a great'serviée for the country, but it had earned him
.“the epithet of 'isolationist' from a necktie salesman."

The McCormick paper further asked the nation not to be
tricked into deloWihg the Adminiétfdtion or "a wayward
little fool like Dewey."?3

The third group was at least strongly resistanf,

if not und]terab1y-QPP059ds to Hoover's plan. The New York

Times and Washingtoﬁ Post mildly;rébuked the former
President's approach,24'but-other modérate and liberal
papers commenced a fu]l;bJOWn attack on the Fortress.
America thesis. Ralnh McGi]J,'editor}Of the Atlanta

Constitution, called the pIan-"fantaStically fatal and

immature" because it gave the Soviet Union the ini‘tiati_ve.25

The St. Louis Post Dispatch accused Hoover of undoing the

~good accomplished at the Decémbef'Brussels conference

_because he was calling for a return to iso]atiohi-sm.z6

f23EditOria]; Chicégo Daily Tribune, December 22, 1950,
.sec. I, p. 14; January 4, 1951, sec. I, p. 18.
2%t ditorial, New York Times, December 21, 1950,
p. 28; Editorial Washington Post, December 22, 1950, p. 24.
25

Editorial, Atlanta Constitution, December 26, 1950,

26N1111am H. Stoneman, "Hoover s Speech Tends to
Shade Europe's Faith in the United States," St. Louis Post-~
Dispatch, December 21, 1950, p. 1B; Editorial, St. Louis -
Post-Dispatch, Decemper 22, 1950, p. 2B.
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Papers such as the Denver Post played up the fact that Pravda

gave much attention to the Hoover speech by printing the
text in full, the implication being that Hoover was doing

27 An editorial comment in the

Stalin's work for him.
Nation described the speech as "a 'rallying cry for all the
discredited forces of isolationism . . ." who have "nursed-
their infantile illusions of a hemispheric 'Gibra]tar.f"zs
Ernest K. Lindley, an editor for Newsweek magazine, found
the Hoover-Kennedy strategy to command "the support of no
more than a corporal's guard of unreconstructed |

w29 The Times (London) correspondent in

isolationists.
Washington dis;redited the Hoover thesis as simply a
resurrection of his depression policies--hoard the resources
and build a wall around the nation. That same correspondent
_ thought it appropriate the isolationists' case was'preSented
“by a man with a record for being wro_ng."30
Columnist Walter Lippmann joined the debate taking
a position very close to Hoover and Kennedy. As he saw it

the national sentiment was to get out of Korean-type

27Barnet Nover, "Joe Liked 'Isolation' Theme,"
Denver Post, December 27, 1950, p., 14.

28

Editorial, Nation, December 30, 1950, p. 688.
29Editorial, Newsweek, January 22, 1951, p. 27.

30The Times (London), December 22, 1950, p. 4;
December 23, 1950, p. 5. ‘ '
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enfang]éments and replace these with an "armed iso]ation."B]

He saﬁd he prefehréd a po]icy'somewhere between what he
regarded as the unWorkable'extfemes of the Dewey proposals

32“but‘u1timate1y, his

and the Hoover;Kennedy strategy,
position came much-c]bser to that of the conservatives
than that of'the Trumanites.”‘ |

John Foster Dulles, in behalf of the State
Department, made a formalipubTiC'reply:to the Hoover program
in the 1ast days of‘Decembef;"As mére]y.a reiteration of
the established Adﬁinistration line, it did not produce‘the
same commotion the Hoover speechxdid;33 However the.

Chicago‘Da11y Tribune_quickTy,characterized Dulles as a
. 34 .

"rehegade Repub]iCanf béfng used by Truman.
Herberthoovef made a second Speech in February, 1951,

‘as’the debate musﬁroomed. He again called.for an American

air énd naval defense based in this hemisphere. Hoover

asserted that the idea of}é peacetime NATO'arhy stretched

‘the pact=beyond'its.true”fntent, and asked Congress to

‘recover its constitutional prerogatives in foreign affairs.

BIWalter prpmann,_?waard Armed Isolation?" .§£;
Louis Post-Dispatch, December 19, 1950, p. 3C.

32wa1ter Lippmann, "The Dewey_and-Hoover Theories,"
Washington Post, December 26, 1950, p. 9.

33New York Times. Decembér 30, 1950, p. 4.

. 34Editoria];'Chicago Dai]y'Tribune, December 29, 1950,
sec. I, p. 8.




54

The former President expanded hfs embhasis.on a.EUropéan
‘army built from European forées.by sdggesting noanATO
~countries sUch»as'Spain;uﬁrééce,uTurkey, and West Germany
befinvited into the pa;t.‘bAs an air power advocate, he
Selieved that'the»pUrChaseIOf 390'8-36's;.the most
advanceﬁ 16ng kange}bomber_in"]951, was d bettef'buy than
.maintaihing‘ten additioha]»ground'diVisions for the_same
cost.3? . g | |

The national press'responge was similar to the

reactibn following his Détember address. By February the

0maha{Wor1d-Hera]d had.SwUng behind'the Hoover program

because it had "the virtue‘offc}arity and'simp]icity."36

Thé}ygébingtgn'PdSt'éc¢used-the.fofmer.President of
misinterpreting'tﬁe Treaty‘S'original intent of building

a cO]]ecfiQe capéCfty to resist;armed aggression. The

Post said that the Hddver-pfbgram,wOuld_not only allow Russia

to overrun Eurqpé'but would “then SUbject the continent to
37 ‘

devastation by American bombers.  wa1ter'winche11’
reported open hostility existed between Truman and Hoover,

but subsequent letters revealed that no such feelings ever

35400ver, Addresses Upon the American Road, 1950-1955,
pp. 14-22. - ' »

36fgitorial, Evening World Herald (Omaha),
February 12, 1951, p. 18. - _

37EditoriéI;:wa5hingtonfpoét,.February 19, 1951,

p. 8.
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Hoover again aired his views a few weeks later at

Congressional hearings on the troops-for-Europe issue.

By

then he had olearlygestablishedlhis position and had given

prestigious support,to the‘Truman opponents.

America speech; indeed

ear11er era. C1a1m1ng

pre- WOr1d War II sense

the f1rst Tine defense‘

themselves.

sounded 11ke
he was 'no iso
of-the word,

if only those

-As written, the program

something to all philosophies and ‘at

intended to scare the Europeans into

impress

gverwhelming

TO!‘ was

nerof S

His Fortress
the isolationism of an

1at1on1st in the

~he accepted Europe as

nations would prove
conceivably gave
the same time was

action. VYet, the

trategic retreat. As

an a]ternat1ve to a somet1me cost]y and frustrating policy,.

the Hoover p]an was s1mp1e,‘

inexpensive.

effect1ve, andvrelat1ve1y

- Shortly, the Adminisfration questionedfnot

only the feasibi]ity'but also the’desirabi]ity‘of such

proposals.

On Jénuary 5

,» 1951

, Senator Robert A.

Taft‘gave]the

nation his appraisal of theSTruman foreigh'po]icy, an

appraisal not in harmony with the President's State of the -

38 orbert Hoover to Harry S. Truman, March 7, 1951,
and Harry S. Truman to Herbert'Hoover, March 13, 1951,
H. S. Truman File (1949-1953), Post-Presidential Papers,

Herbert Hoover Presidential L1brary
letters both men discounted as nonsense a Walter Winchell

article in the Narch 6,
M1rror

19571 jssue o

In this exchange of

f the New York Dajlx
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Union méssage-which”WaS‘given-three days later. Un]ike
'Taft, President Truman contfnuéd'to press;for additional
economic and military éssistance‘fb the rest of the free
wor]d,39

Until illness removed Senator Vandenberg from
washington SenatokiTaft had not. beén influential in foreign
affairs. He. 1eft that area to Vandenberg while he made
his reputat1on in domestic po]1cy Prior to Pearl Harbor
‘Taft had already formulated a conservative view Ofv
Presidential -power. In thevfa11:of‘194]'he questioned
Rooseve]t‘s'constitutiona?rauthbrity‘and opposed his
alleged attempts to 1nv01ve the Un1ted States in. the Euro-
pean wér 40 - To avo1d bp1ng ra1led_““'1sol,t.o“1-t Taft
called his approach "the p011cyvof the freé‘hand."4]
While he resisted the Truman foreign policies, it was not
until after the‘e]ec;ion'of'1950; according to his biogra-
pher William S. White, that Taft worked at becoming a
foreign policy expert;v Thé‘Repubiican Party needed‘someoné

. to replace Vandenberg's Ieadership; and, besides, Taft had

39

40U S., Congress, 77th Cong 1st sess., Congres-
sional Record, LXXXVII A4364. '

41Wa1ter b]oan Poole, "The Quest for a Republican
Foreign Policy: 1941-1951" (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation,
University of Pennsylvania, 1968), p. 33. Hereafter cited
as Poole, "Republican Foreign Policy." ' :

u. 3,,5Truman Public Papers, 1951, pp. 7-10.
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42 ~Since he was his Party's

1 PﬁesidentialAaspfratfons.
-~Cdngressiona1,pblicy Teaderihe séw no reason not to assume
Teadership in foreign as wéTT as'domesfic affairs, a leader-
niship‘the»Party-libera]s never'willinQTy followed.

He based his philosophy on the abhorrence of war
and :the protect1on of the 11berty of the individual
Anerican. White portrays Taft as having "an immovably
- mercantile view toward m111tary-expend1tures . . . " and
.this:resulted fn_hiS'placing "pnice tags" on national
security. 'what knOwiedgé of mi]itdny operatfbns he
- passessed came from two sources—-h1s ‘reading the h1story of
Uthe_Nap01e0n1c campa1gns and Br1gad1er Genera] Bonner
. FeélTers (ret1red). From the Napoleonic campaigns he learned
that Wellington's success at Waterloo was accomplished with
~ twenty per cent British'troops and}eighty pérvcent
"mencenaries.43‘ Genera]\Fe]]érs, an admirer'of Generalﬁ
MacArthur, was on the Republican Natfonal Committee and had

‘occasion to advise the Senator. %

Taft's own bodk, A Foreign‘Po1icy for Americans,
underlined his distrust of the Truman foreign policy. For

him‘the ultimate phrpbse'ofvforeign:po1icy was to protect

42w1111am S. Wh1te, The Taft Story (New York:
Harper & Brothers, Publishers, 19543, pp. 145-48. Hereafter
cited as Wh1te. ‘Taft Story. - ,

43

Ibid., pp. 149-53.

44Mar‘quis Childs, “TafthoVes.Into the Spotlight,"
St. Louis Post-Dispatch, February 5, 1951, p. 3B.
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_TndiQiduéT Iiberty, which-ih'turnwbou1d-bé securea bymmbral
'1éadersh1p.and‘"neutra]ity and non;interference with other
nations . . E'F': He'dis1iked Trumaﬁ's foreign policy
because -the ﬁtrategy was-too costly and the pb]icies were
not being applied equally all over the world. The Truman
strategy was coétly in-that.itaréquifed balanced forces to
meet any land, sea, or air attack. Maintenance of such huge
forces, according to Taft, required,individua]s to fdrfeit

a certain amount of their economic and personal freedom.

He opposed a Jand'war'infEukope'or'Asia because it forced
the United States to fight‘withvground forces, a strategy
in which the Communiét}wor]d had,végt]y more manpower than
the United States. HoWever, he did not call for a retreat
~from the rest offthe-WOrld but kather'proposed fo heTp’
’defend_it with the fofces 1n whicH Americans held
_superiority—fair;ahd ndvd1_powerﬁ-‘He,pointed out that

‘ Bfitain; fe]ying on hef hévy,'had'been effective in the
n1neteenth century without a 1arge 1and force. The United
States cou1d be JUSt as effect1ve in the twentieth century
with air power. ‘ On the matter of apo1y1ng po11c1es equally,
he accused thevAdm1n1strat1on_of_overextend1ng‘1tse1f in
"Europe but only giving a halfehearted effort in the Far
Eést.45 | |

The Ohio Senator, having been overwhelmingly

, 45Taft, A Foreign Po11cy for Amer1cans, pp. 11-12,
. 67-68, 77- 78 112-13. \ . '
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?re-eieéted in‘fhe'Novembér; 1950; e1ect1on, asked the new
Congress‘tore-eXaminetfhe}TrUman‘foreign Po]icy. The
Administration had not c§nvinced'Him that Edrope should be
the‘first‘]iné.of'defense. When asked if he was against
sending troops to Europe Taft said he wasvhot opposed to
that in partfcular but wanted the entire defense strategy
reviewed. Taft”did:not considef;himse]f.an jsolationist
because, accdrding to him, such persons no 1onger eXisted,
In rebutta1.Secretary Acheson rejected the idea that isola- .
_tionism was‘deéd; instead, it wéslféappearfng under the
" guise of "re-examinist." Incapab]e¢of a éustained_purpose,
the re—examinfSt, acCording:to Acheson, was like the farmer
"who'w001d‘pu11*up’his Croﬁs‘in7the morniﬁg to see how they
had done during the night."46' |

When Robert Taft stated his case against the
Administration .in Januar&, 1951 heucentered'on three issues:
executive consultation with Congress, Presidential pawers
under the Constitution;‘and'théAdéfense of Europe.  On the
matter of consgltation,vhe accused'the Administration of
consulting with Congress only after tHé’President,had‘
seCretTy formu]atéd'a»program and_then indoctrinated his
friends {n the national press. Whét Taft wanted»was'consu]Q-

tation prior to the pUb]ic unveiling of a decision or

~ %ONew York Times, November 11, 1950, p. 8;
November 14, 1950, p. 1; November 18, 1950, pp. 1, 7.
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program " The prob]em was‘bylno meéns new, but with the
breakdown of the b1part1san fore1gn policy it had become
more evident. This d1spute 1ed him to quest1on the
President's right to commit Amerjcan forces to Korea.

Under the United Nations Charter the Security Council could
negdtiate a specia]‘agreement to_create an international
army. In aceepting the-Chafter,eCongress required that any
sdch agreemeht be subject tolits appfovalf From this Taft_
contended that the PreSident,_by'committing troops to kofea
under United_Nations auspices, had illegally bypassed
'CongreSS.47 The fact”ﬁas, the Security Council had‘never»‘
negbtiated’the special mi]itary,agreement because Qf
Russ1an 1ntrans1gence o

He then moved to the At]ant1c Pact and the defense
of,Europe. Passage of the pact was a "tremendous mistake,"
in his opinioh}'because'Russia ebuld easily intefpret it és
an.aggressife move, and-Ameficah_milftary participation
could induce the Soviets.to’fnitiate another war. A1l that
was really needed for an effective deterrent was to make it
known that the United Statesfﬁodld go to war if Russia |
‘attacked Western Eurbpe He adm1tted that sending Amer1can
troops might be a conf1dence bu11der for Europeans but was

fearful it might takevup to forty:d1v151ons to "uphold their

47U.S., Congress, 82nd Cong., 1st sess.
Congressional Record, XCVII, 55-57. Hereafter C1ted as
Congressional Record, XCVII. ‘ .
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moraie." U]timdté]y,'he waé'éfraid‘Of where this might
1eadﬁ}“weqcow1d§o dﬁindefiﬁitely;ﬂ Taft was not tota11y
against sending a‘limited‘number of troops provided the
other nations contributéd their share. On the other hand,
.whi]e‘giving‘his‘suppoft_to increased air and nava]ifor;es,
he realized that<a{r bombardment,alohe could not stop
Communist armies.48 o

Senators Connally and J;>Wi11iam Fulbright, the lat-
ter a Democrat from Arkansas, castigated the Ohio Senator
for:démdraTizing‘the.peOplé.of Wésterh.Europe, but they
made no immediate attempt to dispute'point—by-pofnt what

iTaft had said.49 ’As in the case'bf the Hoover address, the

national preSs-responded dramaticé]]y. The Los Angeles
Times, undecided on the Hoover pfoposa]s, now supportéd

50

Taft on the_constjfutiona]'and eéonomic issues. The

Omaha World-Herald gave its ful]'approva1;$],however, the

Chicago Daily Tribune found the speech went "a Tittle
farther in the direcfidh of interventionism than some‘df us

woqu'go ‘But in compar1ng_prert‘Taft and

Harry Truman the MtCofmick'paper'readily accepted

“1bid., pp. 62-67.

*91bid., pp. 141-44.

50Editoria1, Los Ange1eé Times, January 11, 195],
sec. II, p. 4. | ' '

| Sleditorial, Evening World-Herald (Omaha),
January 8, 1951, p. 14. ' ’
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52

"Mr. Republican. hIn the otherncamp,‘the St. Louis Post-

Dispatch accusedvTaft:of.ontdbing‘Senator McCarthy in

;irnesponsibility.53f washington Poét editors characterized

Hoover as unwilling to fight until Eutope built a wall of
pratection and Taft as wii]ing}ta fight but not until
Russia overran Europe.54;‘ |

One year earlier Taft claimed the Administration
‘had put an end'to any remafning bipartisan foreign policy.
However;'on January 9;,1951, he:otfered to sit down with the
Democrats in_an effort to work_odt Just such a polity.
While Truman did not rush to accept Taft's suggestfon, the
announcement did mean Taft had taken over Vandenberg's
vpos1t10n as the Repub]1can fore1gn affairs leader. 55
The same week_at a press conference Pres1dent Truman
tattempted to clarify his position_and'at‘the-same time |
.answer'some dftTaft”s'aliegations He started out sayinél
that he had the power under the Const1tut1on to deploy
troops anywhere in the wor]d and that Congress and the

courts had repeated]y recogn1zed th1s Refuting Taft, he

claimed his Administration had "always\_consu?ted with the

52Editor1al, Chicago Dai1y Tribune, January 7, 1951,
sec. I, p. 18. . <
53

Editorial, St. Louis Post-Dispatch, January 7, 1951,
p. 2C. : o

54

Editorial, Washington Post, January 10, 1951, p. 10.

55New York Times; January 9, 1950, p. 12;
January 10, 1951, p. 1. ~
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appropriate Congressiohel committees ohuforeign'affairs. |
Consultation did not meah,-howeyer,‘thatdhe would be bound
by Cdngressiona] advice: "Ifdoﬁ'tiask-their permission,

I JUSt consu1t them. _‘He'reaffirmed’that a decision had"
been made to give General E1senhower suff1c1ent forces to
bu11d a defense in Europe and further admitted that

General Marshall and Secretary Aeheson had already met with

56 Judg1ng from the debate

the'Congressiena] committees.
taking place on CapitoinHiflg the,Adm1n1strat1on S pr1vate
consu1tation-by no meansdprbdueed Congressional agreement;
| Soon Taft's.central objection to the Presidential
claim of power was that no American Executive could commit
American forees-to an ihternatfonal army without Congres—
sional approval. He did not deny the other powers as
‘Commander-in-Chief, butlobserved thet an international
force could a]ter:substantiaily tHe President's coﬁtro]
over his own'military From-Taft's Viewpoint the Presi-
dent had ‘come c]ose to a]low1ng that in Korea, and such a
poss1b111ty aga1n arose with the creation of a NATO army.
In such instances*hevbelieved that Congress had“the'duty of
checking the President;s actions. As the debate progressed
the . Ohio Senator refined'this perticu1ar’isSue, aﬁd in
dofng-so.he made some subtle position changes regarding
Western Europe. A mdnth_efter h1s January 5 speech he

rejected the idea of ever<Withdrawing from the North Atlantic

56

U.S., Truman Public Papers, 1951, pp. 18-22.
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'Paét.orfever,abandbhinﬁ‘Europé.“]Hewas now convinced'tﬁat
a free Europe was;of “vita1 intérést“'to‘the United States,
but,agajn he emhhaSized'that action,shou]d‘be takén by the
European couhtries.57l 1 | |

| Indéed, Rbbert.Taft was}hpt entirely consistent in
his stand on the troopéefor—EUrope issue. In November he
was unconvinced tﬁat'Europe'shouId'be the first 1ine‘of
defense. In Januéfy he c]early had reservations about
sending American'ground‘forces to Ehropé. In February he
backed away from_his/éariier positfons; though not desiring
to-deploy Tlarge numbersJOf troops'he did concede the:impore
tance of Europe fof’thefsecurity of,thé United’Stafes.
Only in demanding that EurObe-do its share and in giQing
subport'to'the Air Force lobby was Senator_Taft really

consistent. The Washington Post, referring to Taft as a

chameleon, found that for all*hiS*rhetoﬁic.the»public still

was unsure where'hevstdod.58° William S;’white recognizéd

Taft as "a man whose record in world éffairs was inconsistent
a]most to the point bf inconéeivabi]ity;"59

Like Hoover, Senator Taft was a major contributor
to the re-examination offTrUmén'foreign:p01icy. He did not

align himself closely to the:Hoover'théSis,'but he stood far

57congressional Record, XCVII, 546-47, 1121,
58

Editorial, WaShingtoﬁ7P05t, February-13, 1951

9%nite, Taft Story, p. 142.




;awayfrom‘theTruman“DoctrineJ;'Asdthe11eading RepUblican

in Congress he became one'of»the rallyfng points for the
anti- Truman‘forceei Anyone w1th Presidential amb1t1ons:
_cou]d not 1gnore the potency of the issue when the country
exhibited a restle;sness over the ex1s§1ng policy. Besides,
Taftfs*Senate Floor Leader;'Kenneth;Wherry, who had
ambitions of his own, had entered the foray.

Senator Wherry entered tne Senate in 1943 and from
then until his-deafh in November 1951 he displayed an
unrelenting opoosifion-—many-iimes-based on economic
conservatism--to the Rooseveitfand Truman foreign policies.
He wae against the~Truman Doctrine because it ment against
nationa] tradition; He oppoéed the Marsha]I‘pIan'as too -
cost]y‘tofthe American taxpayer and later attempted to have
the appropriaﬁion:for the’Economic Cooperatjon Administration
~cut. A]thouoh he'voted for the?Vandenberg Resolution, he
opposed the Norttht]antic.Treaty becanse of the implied
commitment to imp]ementdthe.oact.Bo

In domestﬁc poTitios‘Wherry actively sought Federa]
spend1ng projects for the benefit of his home state of
Nebraska. In 1948 the Air Force selected a s1te south of
_Omahanas the new headquarters for the Strategic Air Command.

General Curtis LeMay, head of that Command, at first did not

604ar Adams Dalstrom, "Kenneth S. Wherry," Vol. II
(unpub]1shed Ph.D. dissertation, University of Nebraska,-
1965), pp. 519, 542, 585-86, 588-89, 903, 913.
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favof the‘]oéétion,“ih part,idﬁe'to,a:15ca1 housiﬁg shortage.
SenatorVWherry,made it his businéss to see that the Air
Force did‘not,changé its mihd. To solve the housing problem
he én]iSted the-aid‘of thev0maha Chamber of Commerce and
introduced in‘CongreSs afmilitary housihg'bil1!6] The |
Whefry Housing'Act of 1949 convinced Geﬁera] LeMay, who later.
looked upon Wherry as ah "able and farseeing and courageous"

man "who saved our bacon;"sz

~ Qut of this came a natural
alliance as Wherry proved to bé an ardent supporter of the
afr bower Tobby. ;

| The‘Nébraska po]itiéian was‘é staunch conservative

at the nationa] féVé] and an isoTafionﬁst;in foreign affairs.
As one writer said;‘Wherry's phiiésophy "was very §ound
politics in3ﬁébraska, yét it WGu1d be‘unfair’and,inaCCUrate
to;Say that.his<cohserVétism wésiba$edvsO]e]y upon political
expediency." His isdiétionism;'whilebéing tempered by the
‘realities of the tweﬁtieth_céhtﬁfy; soﬁght'avsimpTé solution

63 ~Senator Véndehberg

to the nation's Cold War problems.
a]éo looked upon Whekﬁy‘as”anrold style isolationist when
he said, "He [Wherry]<is'Wide1y regarded‘aélone of the last

remaining symbols of Repub]ican'iso]atichism--and I felt

®'1bid., pp. 792-813.

. 62CurtiS‘E. LeMay,'Migsion‘Wfth”LeMay; My Story
(Garden City, New York: Doubleday & Company, Inc., 1965),
p. 471. | T ~ R |

63

Dalstrom, “Kenneth S. Wherry," pp. $75-84.
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the Party;could hot éffbrd fO'renew any part of this 1ébeT.“64
As.é:right—wing Republican the Senator was too much
~of an u]traeCOnservativé“to beéome’a leading policy-maker,
but this in no way.stopped'him from attempting to influence
.pdlicy, Expreésing'hiS “dfsapbointment" with Truman's

State of_the Union mess_age-,_6-5

he sponsored a resolution

which "declared it tﬁlbe‘the éénse of the Senate that no
ground forces of‘the Unfted States should be assigned to

duty in'the European area for the purposes of the North
AtTantic Treaty pending the addption of_a‘policy with respect

.66

thereto by the Congress. Senate Concurrent Resolution

No. 8, or the Wherry Resolution as it was called, initiated
the basis for Congfessiona] action.

‘with this~résb]ution'Wherry énteréd the grey area
of Exeéutive-Congressiona1-re]d;ions by'attempting tb under-
cut Pkegidential initiative in conducting foreign affairs.

"The resolution proVidés-fqr only one thing," he pointed
out, "namely, that the question'of commitments by the Pres-
ident of the United States shall be held in abeyance until

~Congress itself has made the determination." It was aimed

64Vandenberg, PrivatevPapers, p. 466.

'65C6ngressiona1 Record, XCVII, 94.

66U.S., Congress, Senate, Committee on Foreign -
Relations and Committee on Armed Services, Assignment of
Ground Forces of the United States to Duty in the European
Area, Hearings, on S. Con. Res. 8, 82nd Cong., 1st sess.,
1951, p. 38. Hereafter cited as Senate, Hearings, S. Con.
Res. 8. ' ' .
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solely at Article 3, the'mutua] afd_t]aUSe of the No}th
Atlantic Alliance; in no way d{d it affect Article 5, the
aggression clause. Reviéwiﬁg the quth‘Aflantic Treaty
hearings, he observed that bbth Senators Connally and
Vandénberg had declared that Congressional approval was
necessary'to‘imp]ement the path Like Taft, he demanded that
the President4consu1t with‘Congress before any‘decision was
reached. The two Senatoré‘todk‘similar stands on the send-
ing of American troops to*Korea, both contending that
Truman had usurped CongreSSional power in doing so. Adminis?
tration suppdrters.quiék1y ]abe]]éd the resolution as an
attempt to control military tactics in that it was specifi-
ca]iy aimed at the uSe_éf’groUnd fbrtes. They asked if the
Air Force wou]d not be'affétfed sﬁnce'that_branch of the
military needed ground>forces to’proteCt their‘advanced
bases in Europe.  Wherry answered thaf the resolution was
meant to deél'with "po]iCy“land_not‘with what constituted
ground forces or military‘tactiés.‘ U]timately, he viewed
‘commitment of American frdops to an_internatjonal army as
a departure from existfng po]icy.67  |

The Wherry Resolution amounted to a veiled partisan
attack on the Truman po1icy. Explaining his resolution,
the Senator hade it clear that his}proposal sought to

preserve the "neverfdying princip]es of our Republic,"

67Co,ngress1'ona] Record, XCVII, 320-26.
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principles whichahad»béen under attack since the New Deal.®®

The Chicago”Dai1yiTribune favored the wherry Resolution as
the only practical méans of restraining Harry S. Truman. 92
“Wherry so]icited_HdoVer's'suprrt to a'greater‘
degree than Taft's.since as rivals thevpo]icy 1eader
purposely stayed some distancé;fkom hfs floor leader. On
the other hand,'Wherryfand HooVer»corresponded reguiar]y
with thé latter_submitting hjgh]y usable material to the

Nébraskan;70

The similarity of the two men's positions
undoubted]y,promoted:such a relationship, in addition to

the fact Hoover was not séekﬁng power through a*public
office. |

| iAstore and more«persohs entered the debate Wherry
moved to haye\publié'hearings7on his'resolution. Originally
the Senatevleadershipaéet aside one day to debate and vote
on the resolution,‘but a few days later Wherry asked the
Committee on Armed SerV1ces and the Comm1ttee on Foreign
'Relations to hold joint hearings. ThelRepub]ican Senator

from Missouri, James'P;'Kem;~immediate1y warned Wherry that

Ibid., 327

69,

or1a1 Ch1cago Daily Tr1bune, January i1, 1951,
sec. I, p. '

Edi
18. |
’OHerbert Hoover to Kenneth S. Wherry, May 6, 1950

and January 9, 1951, Kenneth S. Wherry File, Post Presi-
dential Papers, Herbert Hoover Presidential Library. Both

of these letters deal d1rect1y w1th European defense and
the American comm1tment to it.
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‘the Senate Foreign Re]ations”Committée,'under the chairman-

71

ship of Connally, would pigéonho]é thé resolution. He

Was not the only one with 5uch’feé11ngs; the Washington
Post proclaimed, "The-rdutfhg of Wherryism thus clears the

air."72

: Litt]e'did-they-kndw Wherry would not bevdeniedfso
eaéi]y.‘ |

It was natural for the Senate to direct its atteﬁtion
to the formﬁiation_of foreigh po]ﬁcy;since the Constitution
gave it joint powers with'théiPresjdént. Indeed, Senate
debate far exceeded any-Hpﬁse dispﬁssion of the issue.
There were, however, Tesser effofts being madeAinvthe;1ower
house. Representative’Frederick'R. Cdudért, Jr.;'Repub11;
can from New York, fntroduced'HouSe Joint Resolution No. 9
which, though worded‘differéntly, proposed the same thing

73

“as the Wherry Resolution. Coudert looked onn the

appropriations power as'the‘bnly'effective means of bringing

74

Truman to Congress. He had, in fact, been prepared to

offer his resolution a year‘eaflierfbut had been "warned by

thé G.O;P.<1eadefship that the time was 'not yet ripe.'"75

7]Congressiona1 Record,‘XCVII; 318-19, 477, 487.

Editorial, Washington Post, January 24, 1951, p. 8.

72

73Congressiona1.Record, XCVII, 34,

74Freder1ck R. Coudert; Jr. to Herbert Hoover,

January 25, 1951, Frederick Coudert, Jr. File, Post Presi-
dential Papers, Herbert Hoover Presidentia] Library.

TSuthe Hoover Line Grows," New Répdeic
‘Jdanuary 15, 1951, p. 7. '
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Republican RepresentafiVe“Jémes i; Dd]]iver-frbm Towa
~sponsored a'Sim%]ar.fesoldfion, but like Coudert's it died
in;committeef One hundréd e{ghtéén members of the House
did'signba declardtion'of»po1ﬁpy demaﬁding Executive-
Congfessiona1vconsﬁ]tafion;xan-iﬁpfegnable.defense in the
‘Western,Hemisphere,‘and the-étopage of aid to Western
Europe until those countries-ﬁtafted carrying their share
of the burden: ’Democréts did not subscribe to ‘the declar-
ation ‘in aVbipartisah-sp{fit as_ﬁf turned out to be a barty

76 For the most part the House of Representa-

line‘documenf.
tives sat back and let the Senate talk itself out.

Herbert Hodver,:Robekt Taft,‘and Kennetﬁ Wherry
fepéatedTy spoke‘in behatlf of”those.seeking é_keview of the
nation's foreign poliCy:  THey weré'articulate_and held
positions from which théyitouidldfsseminate their views.
They weré.by no meahs'thé'solé opponents, but they
ennunciated positions which febeiyed:sjgnifiéant pubTic-
attention and drew“heévy’criticism, .Thefr‘folTowers}had
neither Hoover and Taft‘s'prestige nor.wherry?s vocal |
tenacity. Democrat Josepthénnedy.nevér sustéined his foray
on Truman po]icy,‘and thereforé relegated himself once more
to private life.

These men espousedfcoufses’Which in many ways

78Congressional Record, XCVII, 1246, 1258-59.
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sounded 1like an iso]ationism_of éh earlier age, and}the
‘national preés'and'many pub]ic'officia}s openly disavowed

~ them as‘"isdlationists.“ Su¢h a term by its nature is
highly connotative and'require§ a concise definition. Yet

f\thse who bandied the.Word in'pUblic made no effort to
def%ne it. The'wofd, "neo-isolationist,“ 1ikewise very
connotative, does Tittle more than identify a new kind of
isolationist without defining the original term. If tﬁese
men‘Were‘isolationiéts, their pqsitibns did not neat]yvfit
a~phi1osophy-of toté? ndh—invo]vement with the rest of the

world. .Perhapg for this'kéason the word'?e—examinists"better'
chafacterizes‘these,qukesmen, for’it doés notjimmediate]yﬁ
imbly a policy of comp]étélretréat.

A number of anaiysts'have.attemptéd to define the
re-examinists’ philosophy as it relates to an older |
isolationism. Samuel Lubell found the isolationist feelings
of the'Werd War 1 pekiod cehtefed on agérieved ethnic
groups (main]y Gefﬁan-Améficanﬁ) énd ecpnomic protests.
World War II altered thé‘eaf1iéf é]ignment; instead of being
in the Pfogressivg'camp opposing'OTd Guard Republicans the
‘iso1ationists were now 1in the»Old Guard Republican camp
opposing the New Dea]ers.;.This amounted to a movemént from
thé_po]itica] 1eft.to the po]itical right. The Co1d War
changed the so-ta]Téd_iquatfonists‘ philosophy even more
because_they'were no 10ngervaﬁfifwar but perhaps'more pro-

war. vLube]1>supp0rted this ¢ontention.by,pointing to their



_agoressive approach to Commun1sm 1n the Far East He
concIuded that any Repub11can appea] to a totally non-
1nv01vement_1so]at10n‘was ref]ectedvon]y in their disgust
with the last war and.tﬁe él]egedfmfstakes of Tehran and
Yalta., He suggéstéd that‘Taft and Wherry overestimated
ahy seriOus réviva] of‘edh]ier attiﬁudes because in the
1950 election the'Democratic vbteaher up better in the
"old-time" isolationist areas thaﬁ‘did_the-Republican

vote.77

"

A "react1onary nat1ona11st e]wte, according to
Norman Graebner, had espoused a pre Wor1d War II
~isolationism which emphasized,the domestic economy, over-
estimated the power of the Unitgd States, and depended
}Upon uniTaterai'dip]omaty.'-The hew or neo-isolationism
which followed the war.sti11 ac§épted unilateralism and the
belief in nétional.powef,{,Taft wanfed the United States
to exténd uni]aterally‘the Mbnroe Doctr1ne to'Edrope'rafher
than enter into the NOrth;AtlahticfA]]iance.- The air

power advocates provjdéd.an'omnipotent military solution.
On the other hand, Graebnef'é'neo-isblationists_rejected
being called iso]ationi$ts becauéé they had in fact
supported many of-Truméﬁ's commiﬁménts to the rest of the
world. While the neoeiéolétioniSts did_suppbrt some of

the programs,'hé found'they,had done so0 "with the apparent

v TTsamuel Lubell, "Who Votes Iso]at1on1st and Why,"
Harper's Magazine, April, 1951 pp. 29-36.




N 74
.78

intent of an eventual withdrawal Other authors called

it "an attempt to‘make_the-world’safe_for American retreat

t."7% Lastly, Graebner concluded that they displayed

from i
a certain irrationa]ify. While being fiercely anti-
Communist,.they‘attacked'Dean‘Acheéon who had checked the
Communists more than anyone__e1se.80

Afthur M. Schlesinger, Jdr. concurred with Lubell's
analysis of the iéo]ationiSt movement'ffbm the political
left to the right and with Graebner on the matter of
uni]atera]dip]omacy; ‘Sch]esﬁnger»tﬁen*tUﬁned his attention
to the roles of Gehera] Douglas MacArthur and Senator
Joseph McCarthy in the new iSb]atfonistﬁmovement.‘ MacArthur's
‘ inferventibnist-téndencies did'not fit f$olati§nist
phi]oéophy, but he proVidédwpolitiCa]'capital,on which to
operate. Senator McCarthy's ahtf-Commﬁnist zeal helped to
cover up the.attentioh‘Pravdajhad'givenﬁto.suéh peop]e'as
Hoover}l Senator Taft, accofding to Sch1esingek, typified.
the new {so1ationist when he-séfd,."The'po11¢y on which all
Republicans can uhite'; .ﬁ, is one=0fJa11-out opposifioh

to the spread of Communism, recognizing'that there is a

Timit beyond which we cannot go." A New York Post editor

78 raebner, New'Iso1atibnism,spp. 23-26.

_ -79Thomas I. Cook and Malcolm Moos, Power Through
Purpose: The Realism of Idealism as a Basis for Foreign
- Policy (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins Press, 1954), p. 54.
Hereafter cited as Cook and Moos, Power Through Purpose.

80

Graebner, New Isolationism, p. 64.
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ca]léd this'statement»Taft‘s “ali;out, Ha1fway poiicy.“S]
‘Realist Hans,J. M0rgenthau characterized the neo-
isolationists as disappointed‘utopians WhoAhad fought two
wahs to make'fhe world safe'for democracy on1y to find they
had fai}éd. This post@ar.faiJure:revivéd’an isolationist
aftitude‘of mind. HoweVer;}instéﬁd of refusing to partici-
pate in world affairs, the ﬁeo-isdlationists sought to
dealvwifh the wor]d'only'on-fheir‘terms§82 :
‘The views of these four writers are indicative of.
the difficuftyvencountered whéh attempting to characterize
the re-examinists. NovOné wrifer arrived at an ultimate

definition which would fit all re-examihists.

Yet some_generaTizatidns can bé'made. First, the
re-examinisfsracted be¢ad$e'of*diffefent.mdtivations. In
the case of Repﬁb]icaﬁs,‘politiCs played é}sjgnifidant
role. On the other hand, there}wéfe fhdse in both parties
who'expressed:1egit1mate concern and asked legitimate
'questiohs regardihg'the.AdminiStration’s hand]ing of

foreign affairs. Taft, for instance, had much more to gain

v 8]Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr., "The New Isolationism,"”
~Atlantic, May, 1952, pp. 34-38. As quoted by Schlesinger.
Hereatter cited as Schlesinger, Atlantic.

_ 82Hans J. Morgenthau, In Defense of the National
Interest: A Critical Examination of American Foreign Policy
(New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1951), pp. 128-29, 134. Here-
after cited as Morgenthau, Defense of National Interest. '

b
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Vpolitically:than dfd HooVer who appeared to act ptfmari]y
“on his principles. Second,‘ds a group, they were adamantly.
anti;Communist;‘ahd,vin so erecting this facade they
attémpted to makevthe Admini;tratibn look soft on fhe issue
ofACOmmunism. Sendtor.McCérthy and the attacks on Secretary
.of State'Achéson exempTify this. 'Third, while they expressed
varying degrees of‘resistance‘to}ﬁending'American ground
forces to Europe; they”were,incohsistent regarding the Far
‘East. On thé one hand théy cou]d support MacArthur's pro-
gram for total vibtory thfoughlfhe'USe_of'air power in
Korea,_and on_the othéf;hand;'capitalize on the unpopularity
of the war and call for éﬁ.end %o such entanglements.
Fourth, the‘re-exéminists refTected'diﬁcontent with collec-
tive security»and ccllective:defensevand'continua]]y opted
for a go—it4a1one policy. Taft cal1ed for mere1y the
extension of the Monroé'Doctriné;;whiIe he, Wherry, and
Hoover a]];p]aéed gfeat}faitH'in American air power. Fifth,
while denouncing iso]étidhiSm, their»proposals carried
distinct overtones of reﬁreatism.v'Hoover would have Europe
as the first line of;defense,on1y if:étrjngent conditions
were met; and knowing the performance of Europe, people
quickly grasped the Fortfess Améfica thesis. ‘Taft would
defend Europe but only according to his game p?an,‘ The
‘Whﬁrry Reso]ution_hot only imp1ied-a“reversa1 of the Truman
foreign policy, but it also'kept‘thé spotlight on a highly

volatile political issue. Technically, the re-examinists
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were nottotaily’wjthdrawing fr6m the rest of the world but
wére'Willing to paktiéipate 6n1y”on their own terms. As a
'result,_their‘prdposals at'times‘ahounted'tofwhat Senator
Vandenbergpéal]ed the fifteenefoot rope policy. The‘re—
examinists were‘throwfng a'fifteénﬁfdot rope to nations
droWning_thirtyvfeetrfrom_shore;83

o Whatever‘their individual pdsitions, the Hoover-
Taft-Wherry forces had made a collective assault upon the
existing forefgn_po1icy. With the promise of open hearings,
President Truman, in turn,'was prepéring a'powérful defense

in his own behalf.

'83schlesinger, Atlantic, p. 37.



CHAPTER III

The Senate Hearings: The Prbs and

Cons'of}European Defense

Truman and his critics a]fke based their individual
‘positions upoh the alleged Soviet strength and West.
European efforts at Creafingﬂa'viable defense. Both sides
generally acknowiedged that the mf?itary forces of Western
Europe Were no”eqUa] to the Communist b]dc; however there
‘was no agreement regarding the SérioUsness of West
European intehtions to do'something about it.

Nithih the'Sovietvmilitary~the Red Army posed the

grgatest threat with 1t5‘vast numbers and emphasis on
mobile armoured units. 'Ajlied'military authorities
conceded that Russia had built tanks equal to those of any
other natiOns during WOrld.Nar Ii? and that,her_postwar
weapons productipn‘centefed upén’ﬁanks and self-propelled
arti]]ery.] vﬁot everybne‘arrivediét the_same.estiméte of
'Soviet ground'strength, but'the‘mdre re]iab]e'sourcés
agreed that Ruésia'Was fiering‘175 to 200 divisions at

the end of 1950. | |

General J. Lawton Co11ih§,‘Unifed States Army Chief

| 13. D. Warne, N.A.T.0. and its Prospects, The Army
Quarterly Series (New York: Frederick A. Praeger, Publish-
ers, 1954), pp. 21-22. S .
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of Staff, told the Senaté»Foréign Relations-Armed Services
joiht committee in'February 1951 that he knew "quite
certainly” Russia had 175 to. 200 divisions plus the forces
of the safe]]ite countries. _He,hastened'to explain that
175 Soviet diyisions;equalled;ébOUt 110 American divisions
because the average-Russiaﬁ‘division was composed of 12,000

to 14,000 men while an Amekican division averaged approxi-
»

mately 18,000 men.” The Association of the United States
‘Army concurred with that‘estimate7and:further tallied the
total Communist strengfh, including Russia, China, and all
the safe]]ite}natiohs; at”467 divisions. In.éomparison,
~the free world could only cél] upon_141'divisions.3 It is
evident the figures the-Defense Department gave Senators im-
pressed the 1egis]atdrs;4 even Robert Taft accepted the exis-
tence of 175 Soviet divisions and 60 satellite divisions.s.

| Most people displayéd'dnxiety'over the'50viet
gfound forces but less so fegarding the Russian Aif Force
or Navy. Should war comé,,mahy,beTieQed it woq}d be a stand-
off between the Unitéd States'NaVy and'the Russian Navy;

the United States had‘a $uperior'carrier force while the

ZSehate, Hearings, S. Con. Res. 8, p. 168.

3conrad H. Lanza, "World Perimeters," United States
Army Combat Forces Journal, I (June 1951), 44.

YLetters to author from Paul H. Douglas,
December 13, 1970, and Leverett Saltonstall, November 25,
1970.

5Taft, A Foreign Policy for Americans, p. 7.
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.~ .Soviets maintainedua.mﬁch iarger submarine.foree.§

" Regarding the SOviet'AferorCe;.the American Defense
 Establishment reveéTed‘lftt1e»abouf Russian air power;
 ‘however, the French estimatedeSoviet_eir strength at.GOO;OOO
;:men and»50,000 p]anes,‘offwhich 10,000 were jet fighter

: aircraft and 2,000‘were'medium;range bembers.7 Unlike the
.Uhited States Air Force, the'Soviefs‘stressed tactical air
support of ground fortes-ﬁith‘oh]y secondary emphesis on
.estfategic bombing of-fhe enemy. Some analysts estimated
.Athat approximately two-thifds’of the Soviet aircraft' |
':Strength was integrated with thefr vast;grouhd forces.

_eWEile the United States produced a new generation of bombers,
the Soviet Union mere]yecopied the American B-29--a medium
range bomﬁer whicheWOuld have»fequired forward bases to
-strike thev‘Amer‘icanv‘cohtinent.8 Russia.haq fought World
waf.Ii primarijy with groUnd,forces;'and in 1950 that
're11ance on land forces had not bas1ca11y changed

Bes1des the Sov1et army 1tse1f there were signs

that Russ1a was en]argjng the sate111te forces. Unconfirmed

6“How We Stack Up Aga1nst Russ1a, Newsweek,
~March 13, 1950, p. 17.

‘ 7“A1r Strength " M1]1tary Rev1ew, XXX (January, 1951),
p. 72.  Article quoted from the French publication
I]]ustratvon ,

‘8Raymond L. Garthoff, "Soviet Attitudes Toward
Modern Air Power," Military Affairs XIX (Summer, 1955)
pp. 77, 79. Garthoff was a specialist on Soviet military
and political affairs on the staff of the RAND Corporation.
He pointed out that the Soviet TU-4 was almost an exact copy
of an American B-29, one of wh1ch had crashed in S1ber1a in
1944 . ’
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_repdkts showéd‘a fifty per cent 1ncrease;ih the sété]]ite
Qkound forces during the last SiX'months of 1950. :In
addition, the press reported extensive activity in East
 Qermany:. the establishment of a German Air Force éxceeded
ih‘ﬁtrength only by Russia, the United States, and England;
the}1aying of double and even‘quadruple railroad tracks |
from the Soviet borderbwestwéfdj‘and.fhe stockpiling of
large gasoline and ammunifion.dumbs in German territory.g

| It ié impossible to assess accﬁféte1y the Soviét
strength-and_the build-up invihegsate111tes. Defense
Department eétimates of Russiah‘strength may have been
reasonably accurate even'thougH Sta1in guarded his state
secrets we]i. On the othér'hahd;;the reports of satellite
build-ups came to the surfacé‘inkpresslreports which were
»'heQer vefified by~the Defense Départment»or anyone else.
As a result of the_estimafes provided, Administration
"Supporters and critics a]ike genera1ly be]ievedva'mi}itary
.threat to Western Europe did exfst.: | i

'At7the same time, deever, Americans could not agree

whether or not Europeans had thé wi]1’td meet the Soviet

challenge. A Frenchman, discussing European rearmament, said,

9Joseph and Stewart Alsop, "Russia Builds Satellite
Armies in Europe, Takes Other Steps that Might Mean War in
Spring," St. Louis Post-Dispatch, January 23, 1951, p. 1B;
Chalmers H. Goodlin, "Fourth Largest Air Force in the World
Built up by Russia in Eastern. Germany, Reports Indicate,"
St. Louis Post-Dispatch, March 11, 1951, p. 3B.. '
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JOUr'apathy.has éometimes‘Seemed thai-df an old goat
 'hypnot1zed by a python w10 Truman and his critics both
Ademanded_that the other.NATO,members carry their fair share
of the burden, but‘the critics were more inclined to believe
Ethat Europeans no ]onger had the w111 for batt]e. “"What is
- demanded of them," observed Walter Lippmann, "is roughly
| the,equivalent to getting out of_avs1ckbed in order to find
’ddt‘how fast you can run up the Washington Monumeht."]]
| Before the Sehate Foreign Re]ations and Armed
hSekvices Committees convened hearings,on‘Senate Concurrent
Resolution No. 8, President:TrUman.sent Genera]hEisehhower'
on a whirlwind fact4fjndin97tour of the NATO countries in-
Europe. A1though the Supreme Allied Commander may have had
:hisvmind made up, he did ihvesﬁigate the.fee]ings.df the
. Eufopean member netions. Geneka] Eisenhoweh, in reportlng
fo Truman, concluded that Europeans had the w11] to build
_fan adequate defense, but the1r poor econom1c cond1t1ons
prevented them from do1ng any more than they were a]ready
d01ng. In his opinion, sending equipment and men was the
only solution.'? | | |

The General made these'Same poihts on February 1,

~ 1Oyichael Stra1ght "Can the Atlantic Countries
Unite?" New Republic, August 21, 1950, p. 11.

]]Walter_L1ppmann, "The Iso]at1on1st T1de,
Washington Post, December 19, 1950 p. 19.

12

Truman, Memoirs, II, 258g
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1951, in atstatemeht before afjpint séésion df Congress and
later the same day when he téstified‘befqre the joint
v¢Senate committees.}}He-emphasfzed the importancé of Europe's
{ndustria1:capacity and'notéd‘thatishouid her potentia] be
~given to the Communist bloc the balance of power would
become "very critic&]," eveh'to‘the‘point that the safety';
of the United States wbuld be "Qrave]y'imperi]ed}h To |
prevent that from hébpening he sgt a goal of bui]dihg
European morale and confidence. His first priority was
ihcreasing Amekicaniaid in the form of mf]itaryvequipment;
"second, American ground forces wou]d act to bolster
  European-defense unti] Europe could carry its own 1qad;f
He found it unnecessary to match the Soviet Union division
for division and sdggééted,that an army a fraction of the
SoViet strengfh could defend significant portions of Europe.
Immediately several Senators wanted assurances that the ”
United Stafes would not endVUp furnishing ninety per cent
of the troops as had.happéned in'Korea, Under questioning
_EiSenHower refused to-indicafe what the American contribution
qf men should or would be, but, at the $ame time, he
riQid]y opposed setting av1imit'or a;ffxed ratio.]3
Qutside of Congress'the,reactfon to Eisenhower's

report and testimony was generally favorable. Although the

Chicago Daily Tribune predicted that Americans would not be

13_S_enate, Hearings, S. Con. Res. 8, pp. 3, 5, 14,

27, 31.
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taken in by hfsrremarks,14 moderate and liberal papers found

the,Genera1‘s matter-of-fact approach to be quite
convincing.]5 Inifact;'such columnists as Arthur Krock,
‘Drew Pearson, and James Reston credited Eisenhower with, if
not winning over Congress,_at‘legst“removing much of the

16 The implication

oppésition‘to‘the AdminfStration's.p]an.
was that Eisenhower, while serving the Adminiétration,
accomplished what Truman had not. ‘
The Senate hearings continued throughout the mbnth
of February with Truman,séndihg ih_his first line lieutenants.
Among the more notab]e‘Admﬁhistratfoﬁ witnesses were‘
Secretary'of State Dean'Acheson; Secretary of Defense -
George MarShaT], Chairman}of the Joint Chfefs'of Staff Omar
Bradley, Army Chief of Staff J. Lawton Collins, Chief of
Naval QOperations Forrest P. Sherman, Air Force Chief of
Staff Hoyt S. Vandenbérg,fAlternate}Represéﬁtétive to the
United Nations John Shérmah‘Cobper;~and‘f0rhér Mi]itary
'Governor in Germany Lucfﬁ$ D. Clay.  Until the hearihgs

Truman had, in essence; made only a ha]f?hearted defense of

1Editorial, Chicago Daily Tribune, February 2,
1951, sec. I, p. 12. T

]5Editoria1, Atlanta Constitution, February 2, 1951,
p. 22; Editorial, San Francisco Chronicle, February 2, 1951,
p. 18; Editorial, Washington Post, February 2, 1951, p. 22.

, ]6Arthur Krock, “Congress Easily Won to E1senhower 5
Views," New York Times, February 4, 1951, sec. IV, p. 3;
Drew Pearson, "Eisenhower Wins the Congress to His Corner,"
Denver Post, February 7, 1951, p. 19; James Reston,
"Eisenhower's Magic W1ns Over Cap1ta1 Hill Suspicion,” New
York T1mes, February 2, 195] p. 5.
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T hfsvdeciéion»to deploy United States troops to Europes;
now he produced his big guns. |

Secretary Marshall, following Eisenhowef, made the
.next majorvdeht_in the oppositidn's case. The Administra-
tfon, he pointed out, was merely carrying out the Congress'
earlier directive--that issued when the military aid
pfogram'was»approved-—to'integrate the defense plans of the
NATO members. The intent of the Treaty and the plans
$ubsequent1y deve]opéd'were.éimed.at pfeventing war and
this, in his_view, meant adequate preparations before a war
broké out. 'Like Eisenhower,'he found the European will to
defend thgmse]ves dépended U§on their morale. Thé mere
-ré]iance upon Article 5 was not enough because'waiting for
_ thatvc1ause to take effect meant Europe would once‘agéin
become a battlegroﬁnd, inviting'devastation.17

Finally, Marsha]J,stripped the Hoover-Taft-Wherry
forces of one of their main'afguments. Until this‘time the
QPposition‘had made much issue of the‘Adm1nistrati0n‘s
ai]eged desire to send “Targe" numbers of American.forces'“
.to_EuropeQ? Administration critics neVér spoke in terms of
exéct figqures but conSisfentTy pointed out that the United
1States was furnishing ninety ﬁer cent of the forces in
Korea, a gituation likely to happen in Europe. Marshall

revealed that the Administration proposed to contribute

17Senate; Hearings, S. Con;'Res, 8, pp;'39, 51, 61,

67.
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on1y six'ground'diviSiﬁns_to é-NATO army composed of
apbroXimately sixty'diVisions; Since two American divisions
Wére é]ready in Germany-serving occupation duty, only four

18 Truman did not hake a last-

more divisions would be sent.
m1nute concession to- quiet the oppos1t1on by proposing this
relat1ve1y small contribution. Before the Pres1dent made
his'September 1950 anhouncement;on sending troops to Europe
he and the Joint Chiefs of Staff had decided that an addi-
fidna] four to six.divisfons was'a11.that’was needed.?

N Secrqtary-Acheson continued the Tline of reasoning
taken by Eisenhower and Marshall.u_Hfs primary premise was
that the security of western'Europe was intertwined with
‘the security of the United States. He suggested the
vintangible’bonds of socia],:spiritual, and political values
'and acknowledged the importance of European industrial
-prOduction-to_the free;wor1d{ ‘American po]icy'in:Europe,
according to the Secreféry_dfistaté; centered on prevéntingu
another waf whi]e,-at‘thé‘séme‘time, preserving the free
}nations of EUﬁope ' " Tike his assoc1ates who testified
‘earlier, found. European mora]e and confidence to be

dependent upon Amer1can a1d and Amer1can troops,20

]81b1d pP. 41 None of ‘the Administration's

. w1tnesses adm1tted that sixty divisions was the original
~goal of NATO; however, this was the general figure informed
-.sources gave‘the press. I ' '

]gAcheson, Present at the Creatibn, p. 439.

o 205enate, Hearings, S. Con. Res. 8, pp. 78-79, 81,
84-85, 95-96, 125. . —
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Senator Hickenloopers‘akmember of the Foreign
Relations Committee, resurreéted.Acheson's testimony given
at the North Atlantic Tfeaty'heafings. Acheson was able,
with only moderate success, to explain his intent at those
earlier hearings. When‘ésked about the December, 1950
Brussels conference AChegbn”denfed that a . commitment of
troops had been made. True, he said, many of the details
for establishing a unifiéd command and an army hadfbeen
handled, "but no country was asked to, nor did any couﬁtry
commit itself in regard to turning'over any additional

21 Indeed, the Administration may not have obliga-

troops."
ted itself per se, but merely a vague offer would have the
_fmp1icatjon of some formvof:commitment, Numerous Senators

looked upon any such commitment és an implementation of

the Treaty, an implementation which required Congressional

appfoVa1. " )

Truman assigned the Joint Chiefs of Staff_the task
of refuting the re-examinists' mi]itary_arguments. General
Bradley summed‘up thévAdministration's case for deploying
'troops.with fi?é reasons: (1) Cb]Tectiye security required
leadership; (é) protecting the American occupation forces
already in Germany; (3) booéting'the morale of Europeans;
(4) bringing about a military recovery of Western'Eurobe,

‘and (5) it was better to- fight a war on European soil than

211pid., pp. 100-02, 111-14.
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 American.soif.22‘ The Joint Chiefs of Staff spent consider-
~able effort explaining why'Americah air power was not a

'gdod substitute for gfodnd forces .23

Moreover, the military
chiefs resisted, as did all Admihistration witnesses, aﬁy
aptempts by Congreés_to.]imit;‘ejther by a ffxed number or
by a ratio, the quantity of tkoops to be deployed should
more than six divisions eVéntua]]y,be needed. In addition,
these subordinates of the Commandér-in#Chief'meticu]dus]y
aVoided'answering questions regardfng the PreSident's
power fo commit and deploy Ameficén forces fo‘a NATO army.24

~The other Adminﬁ;tration witnesses did'not deviate
from the position already‘eSfab1ished. Not_aT] the
wftnesses'favoring the deployment of troops to Europe came
from the Executive,branéh, nor were. they all Democrats.
The positions of Thomas E; Déwey>and Harold E. Stassen are
'examb]es, for they came out-ih‘ﬁireét opposiiién to the
-Hoover-Taft-Wherry Stands thereby exbosﬁng the rift within
~the Republican Party. | |

Dewey had c]earfy estab]ished himself as an inter-
natibﬁa]ist much ear]iet,'énd hé nowvrejectedjthé
re-examinist's proposaTsvaﬁ‘bejng the wrong appkoach._ He

directed much of his attention not only to the importance

221h4d., p. 126.

23506 pp. 95-107.

- v 241g1g;, pp. 9-10, 22, 46,.]28-29,_156-57, 170,
219, 223, 232. foo :
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of keepin§ Europe free but-also towards the securing of
natural resources not available in‘the United States. If
‘:Europe fell to RusQia then Aéfd and'Africa were sure to
} fo11ow, and in such a case, he surmised, the Uhited States
would be denied thevindUStry of Europe and a whole host of
raw materials from other parts of the world. He specifically
-disliked Wherry's'Reso1ufion because its intent was very
narrow, that is, "one little toehold of isolationism
éoncerhing the sending df~ground troops only to one aréa-v
Western Europe.”zs |

_Haro{d Stassen, then President of the University of
Pennsylvania, was by no‘meahs the leading spokesman for any
faction of the Repub]ican Party, but T1ike many others he
voiced his opinion whenever the Qcédsion presehted itself.
He obposed the_Whefry Resolution, in part, because it
3appeared to meddle in military taétics. bAs a supporter of
16611éctive defense he wanted the'ﬁnitéd States to be firﬁ
rather than timid, thereby.wiﬁhing "a victory for civiliza-

w26

tion and freedom over Commuﬁisf imperialism.
In the Senate President Truman found backers among

Republicans such as.Wayne'Morse-Of‘Oregon and Henry Cabdt

-‘Lodge of Massachusetts who were n0t formal witnesses.

Senator Morse asked that everything necessary be done to

251bid., pp. 527, 529-31, 539.
261hid., pp. 480, 487. |
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"assure the effective implementation of the l\t]ant‘icPact}."z7
ThE-Administration marShalled its own Democratic supporters,
Foreign Relations Committee Chairman Connally being the most
vocal. Also Senator. Paul Doug]as, Democrat from I1linois,
vigorously spoke up in the Senate on beha1f of the Adm1n1s—
trat1on. As 'a student of h1$tory*Douglas warned that
western civilization andfdemocratﬁc'institutions»were at‘
étake. As‘an-economist-he rejeCted the argument that,the
ooontry could not afford‘tne_Truman'program and even went
to the extent of showing how_the~extra economic burden could

be shouldered.?8

Senator J. William Fulbright cautioned
his associates not to seek oversimplified'sO]utionsvfor the
complexities of foreign affairs. 1Rising'above party politics
vhe pointed oot the moral ob]igation the nation had to both
NATO and to the past her1tage of ‘helping defend Europe. 29
| Not everyone gave his und1v1ded support to one
camp_or the'other, some stood partially in both'camps.
Representative John F. Kennedy, Democrat from Maséachusetts,
is one of the better examp1es because he fully spelled out
hié-positionvbefore therjoint Senate oommittee.- Upon
'returning from a tripvto Europe ne'reportedvto the House:

If Europe is to be saved,‘Europe must com-
mence to make sacrifices sufficient for that

27Congressiona1 Record, XCVII, 258.

28

“%1bid., pp. 243, 249.
291bid., pp. 521-22.
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purpose and commensurate with the danger that
threatens to engulf her peoples. The plain and
brutal fact today is that Europe is not making
- these sacrifices . . . . It is important that
Western Europe be saved, but we cannot do so our-
selves or pay a price that will endanger our own
survival. We cannot link our whole fate to what
"is presently a desperate gamble.30
A few‘days_iater, on February 22,v1951, he testi-
fied before the Senate committees. In Kennedy's mind
Western Europe was vital ‘to American security, and he was
fearful that if the number of American occupation troopé
were not increased or were totally withdrawn the entire
European defense effort would collapse. American aid was
therefore necessary, bﬁt, mdre importantly,_Europeans
would have to start doing more themselves. He went on to
expiain the difference between his}positioh and his
father's as one of timing. Joéeph-Kennedy could not
enVisiqn Europeans creating an army of 5ufficient strength
before the Red Army began moving across the continent.
John Kennedy, on the other hand, felt the risk should be
taken, for if war could be prevented for eighteen‘months
then an adeqdate force cou]d’be'assembled; He therefore
sided with those wishing to furnish American ground forces
to Eurbpe; however, he refused to acknowledge the President's
power in the absence of Congressional approval. In effect,

he went along with the President on the desirability of

depToying United States troops and, at the same time, agreed

301pid., p. 1302.
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with wherry that the Congress should have the final say.3]
Kennedy's position is typical of that taken by many in. the
upper house, Democrat and Republican alike. While a
majority of Senators supported the sending of‘troops, they
Tikewise were attempting to reassert their role in foreign.
affairs. This was a major reason the debate dragged on
for a full month after the hearings.

Senator Wherry, although he was not a member of
either committee, sat in on the hearings as a guest with the
right to call and question witnesses. Question the witnesses
he did, for no one escaped his probing interrogation. He
produced a following composed of a variety of -individuals:
and organizations. His most important witnesses included
Senator Taft, former President Hoover, and a host of air
_power advocates.

Wherry,'who testified himself, reiterated earlier
re-examinist arguments and relied heaviiy upon the air
power thesis. He clearly revealed. his "isolationist" ten-
‘dencies when Senator Knowland suggested that it might be
‘better to prevent Russia from overrunning Europe in the
first pTace. Wherry replied, hoat are yqu going to save?"
Opposing the President and his plan, Wherry said, "Act, I
plead with you, to prevent the risk of spreading our man-

power .around the globe, thin everywhere and strong-

3]Senate, Hearings, S. Con. Res. 8, pp. 424, 427,
433, 443. '
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nowhere." He went on, "I'believe_ybu are faking a
miscalculated risk when you give the President and hié
<1and;war advisers a blank check." In place of ground forces
he again called for “mastery of-thé air fo pulverize Russia

into submission.'"32

While always contending his resolution
was aimed at restoring Congress's right to determiné Ypolicy"
he kepeated]y 1apséd into a harangde on the omnipotence of
aif’power. 7

Senator Taft in his appearance before the committees
agaih struck_at,the‘economics.of the tkOOps?on-Europe |
issue, the President's alleged power, and the advisability
of'helpfng Eﬁropé at all. Even though ff_had been pointed
out that the overall size of the United States Army would
not be increased by‘sending troops to Europe, Senator Taft
dpposed the-projeéted 3;500,000Vman army as being beyond
'the-economic capacity of the natfon. ’Fok all his-ta]k
about money, the Senator never revealed what it would cost
tb'estab1ish an adequate Air Force; none of the re-examinists,
-for.that matter, made efforts to produce<a'§ost analysis
showing the savings of having an ailepowerful Air'Force
ratﬁer than a balanced military. Finding ah apparent solu-
tion in air power, Taft did_not‘think the loss of Western
Europe woq]d-neceSsari]y,be "fata1.f Reflecting his contin-

uing uncertainty he at one point said it would be safer

'Ibid., pp. 676, 685, 708.
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“if we had no army in Europe,f but then reversed himself
saying that American participatibn in the European army
project was warranted énd_justifiable because the United
States had a "responsibi]ity as one of the occupying
powers in Germany." Un]ike'Hoover, the Ohio Senator did
not ask Europe to have an army 1in being before American
ftroops_were sent but only fequired a promise or commitment
of specified numbers of divisions from the Europeans. ;with
‘more and more emphasis he continued to demand that the
President secure Congressional approval before United States
troops could be assigned io.an international army. Taft
favored the WHerry Resolution only because iﬁ called upon
the President to consult with Congress befofe any troops
“ could be sent; otherwise he found it to have a negative
‘connotation.33 o

Former President Hoover a]sd rehashed his earlier
proposals. Although never a:military expert he presented
him3e1f as such when he cTaimed_that'Western Europe could
not be-defended With less than 100 to 125 divisions. He
rejected Dewey's concern over the possible loss of vital
resources by saying that such strategic raw materials
cod]d be obtained in théFAmer{cas fdr only slightly more

4money.34 However, he fajled to back this up with any cost

. .» pp. 57, 138, 611, 614, 617-20, 640-41,
635, 652, 656, 658.

1bid., pp. 724, 735.
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estimateé or other proof. Overall, hié Fortress America
thesis remained infact.

Senator Whefry secured backers such as Representative:
W. J. Bryan.Dorn, Democrét‘from‘South Carolina, and
Representative Lawrence H. Smith, Republican from Wisconsin;
however, his primary witnesses were associated in some way
with the Air Force. These ihc]uded such men as Lieutenant
General Harold George (retired), Lieutenant General Curtis
E; LeMay, Alexander de Seversky, General Carl Spaatz (retired),
and-Lieutenanf General Ennis C. Whitehead. Retired Genefé]s
George and Spaatz were clearly lobbying for the establishment
of an al1fpowerfu1 Air Force. Generals LeMay and Whitehead,
.thle having very narrow interests in their branch of the
military, were forced to_giQe'lip service to the Joint
Chiefs' of Staff'récommendation because they were on active
duty and therefore‘subordinatéAto the Pentagon. Unlike
General LeMay, de Seversky was not in a position requiring
homage to the Joint Chiefs'pf Staff, and thereforefcou1d
“expound at length on the virtues of air power and the weak-
nesses of sea and land forces. }Dé Seversky, having been at
one time or another associated with both the Air Force and
the aircraft industry, proved to be one of Senator Wherry's
main collaborators.

The Administrat1on'$ éﬁitics; unsure of the European
will to defend themse]yés and unwilling to»commithmeriéanv

ground forces, responded with their solution to the dilemma:
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=afr power. They'did notvdenyftfoops_wduid be needed, but
 thaf was a problem for thenEUropéans; The United States,
they contended, could make the most useful contribution in
the area of air forces.

The basic dir‘power theory was proposed by an
_Ita]ian General, Gijulio Douhet, between 1921 and 1930, and
;by 1950 the theory hadvdeveIOped'to include long-range
_bdmbing raids With étomic‘bombs. Strategic bombing was
aimed at destroying an enemy's industrial, transportation,
and energy—pnoducing_centefs——ih other words, disrupting
his ability to méke'war._ Besides the material destruction,
“civilian casualties would so}dépjete enemy morale that
popular demand would force a suft for peace." Once an
enemy's means and his will to méke war wére gone, ground
forces would move in to occupy,the‘territory already won by
thé Air Force. To,preVent the §ame destruction»upon one's
own country necessitated building an adequate air defense. 3>
The air power'advoéétes of the Great Debate used this basic
theory as their alternative to the deployment of American_
ground forces;. |

World War II had added to the stature of air power
as:a,convincing weapon. Air bombardment, according to
General LeMay, who headéd the Strategic Air Command, was

direct]y responsible for the collapse of Japan and would have

‘ 35Marsha11.Andrews, Disaster Through Air Power (New
York: Rinehart & Company, Inc., 1950), pp. 23-24.
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brought about Germany's sukréndeh earlier had adequate air

36 As it was the Army Air Force and

forces been available.
the British air forces did not become really effective until

1944. The United States Strategic Bombing Survey compiled

at the end of the war cdncluded thét Axis arms production
did indeed decline steadily after July 1944.37

~Not everyone, however, agreed on the effectiveness
of air power as an offensive weapon. The failure of German
air strikes to break Greét Britain was a good example 6f}a
stiffening resistante rather’than’a.degeneration of morale.
Another case was the British refusal to surrender Ma]t;
even though the Axis dropped 15,700’tons of bbmbs on the

38

island between 1940‘and'1943. Even the most extreme air

power advocate recognized that World War II produced no
conclusive resu]ts; de Seversky pointed out that because
 vsufficient air forces were not availab]e early, the war
strategy was not p]ahned'around'the aircréft,gg

The United States Army Air Force, however, made the

best use of its war prestige by publishing in 1947 what

appeared to be a report of the Strategic,Bombing Survey,

36Senaté, Hearings, S. Cdn.’Rés. 8, p. 327.

‘37Andrews,'Disaster Through Air Power, pp.v27-28.
38

Ibid., pp. 8, 27.

_ 39A1exander P. de Seversky, Air Power: Key to
Survival (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1950), p. 200..
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though"it was not. Entitled Air Campaigns of the Pacific

ygg,‘the book criticized the Navy and gave the Air Force
‘major credit for the suécesses'in the Pacific. An opponent‘
of the Air _ Force 1abe1ed.it as a "wonderful collection of
half-truths, misconceptions, distortions, unsupportable
Claims, and self-praise” which cqntfadicted the published

40

findings of the Strategic Bombing Survey. As a result of

such ‘publications aviation enthusiasts claimed that air
powek was the wave of the future and imp]fed that military
air forées alone could win wars.

To defeat an ehemy the Air Force would rely upon
strategic bombing and the nuc]ear'bomb,'bﬁt'undervquestioning
Genéré1 LeMayjnevef c]aimed_fhat Strategic bombing was the
sole so]utioh. However,‘he dfd‘ehphasize that itIWas the
major deterrént to war,and-wou]d_continue to be so for
another two or thrée years, Sincé'the contemﬁ]ated European
army would not prevent Russia.from overrunning Europe.'

When asked if he was not contradicting the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, he pbinted out tﬁat the”Defense Estab1ishment was
not maintaining Russié'éould in fact be stopped. Under the
existing conditions, he agreed with Wherry that it would be
bettervio a]]ow‘a-temporahy'ocgupation of Europe while the

Air Force destrqyed Russia rather than engage the Red Army

‘40Andrews,-Disaster Through Air Power, pp. 114-15.
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with‘inadequate_ground forces.4] Though he never revealed
it at the hearings, General LeMay firmly be1feved that the
Air Force at ohé time ¢ou]dvhave defeated Russia without
ever engaging the SoViet Army. That period he said,
“extended from before the time whén}thé Ruséians achieved
Thé"Bdmb, uhtil'after they had Thé Bomb but didn't yet 6wn
a stockpile of weapons."}4'2

Ultimate]y, LEMay-did not favor the Wherry Reso]dtion,
and his associates did not accept‘his position on strategic
‘bombing, Wh{je”be{ng_a friend of wherry; he could not |
‘disaQow his Commander-in-Chief; he therefore opposed the
Wherry ReSolution‘because ft‘gavevCongress‘too much say
over military tactics.?® 0On the other hand, the Adminis-
tration, in.éffect, disavoWéd LeMay's stand on strategic
bombing. Air Force Chief of Staff Hoyt Vandenberg agreed
with'LeMay that an adequate air.force cou]d destroy the
war industriai potential of.Ruésia but further pointed out
there was more to it than that..-Ihe United States might
déstrdy Russia's industfiai potential but the effects wou]d.
not‘5e~fe1t immediate]y;~With éiisting front-]ine‘stock—

piles the Red Army could still possibly overrun all of

Europe thereby acquiring another industrial base pretty

41
343, 345,
o 42

Senate, Hearings, S. Con. Res. 8, pp. 326, 341,

LeMay, Mission with LeMay, p. 481.

43

Senate, Hearings S. Con. Res. 8, p. 328.
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*_much intact. 44 To deny the Russ1ans the use of the
European 1ndustr1es the Un1ted States would have to bomb
1t3'own allies. Army Chief of Staff Collins further
poihted out that ddring erld Qar‘II the Germans were able
tp:rebui1d'industries re]ativeiy'quickly, gnd the”Russians

'¢ou1d probably do the same. ¥°

The Joint Chiefs concluded
that some kind of European army was necessary to,fqrce the
Red Army to use up its stbckpi]es before Europe was totally
overrun. 6 |
While the Aif Force emphasized its need for a
superior delivery system, most people assumed the weapon
droppéd would be the hqé]ear bomb. "The basic.mi1itary‘fact

in'today‘s_wor1d,“. wrote Joseph C. Harsh of the Christian

~Science Monitor, "is that the atomic weapon in the American
arsenal is the counterpoint to the mass. of the Soviet

Arny . #47

David E. Lilienthal, former head of the Atomic
Enefgy Commission, warned that fixation on nuclear warfare
was prevehting the nation from coming to grips With']imited

‘war, such as the Korean conflict, and was driving the

Ibid., pp. 222, 232.
Ibid., p. 192.

46Andrews in his Disaster Through Air Power pointed
out that during World War Il inactive troops consumed six
pounds of supplies per man per day while troops actually
fighting consumed on the average of sevenLy one pounds per
man per day. (p. 46).

, 47Joseph C. Harsch, "The Atom Bomb Means Total War,"
St. Louis Post-Dispatch, December 10, 1950, p._ZB.
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%couhtry to the annihi]ate—of¥be-annihi1ated formula of
preventative war;48 Others; inc1udihg certain military men,
opposed strategic bombing With nuclear weapons because it
committed the United States to a war against a nation's
popu]ation rather than against_thé 1éaders.49

The éir power thesisiran into other complications
_'invofving the range of the bombefs and the need-for fighter
‘SUpport. The Hoovéf—Taft;wherry followers called for an
American-based bomber forte capable of flying to any target
in the world and returning to the United States, thus
a]ieviating‘any need to station American forces in foreign
territory. Such a bomber did not exist in World War II;
moreover, the number of bombervlosées.depended upon whether
fighter escorts were ayai]ab]e, By_195] the-Unitgd States
did have a 1ong-range‘bomber, the Bf36;‘capab1evof flying
4,000 miTes to a fafget and returniﬁg;so but its_vu1nera-
Ei{jty to fighter attacks wQs_not,fully'known; ‘The B-36
was designed to”f1ylabove‘40;000 feet thereby avoiding an
enemy's_attacking-fighters and making ones own fighter

51

escorts unnecessary. On the other_hand, the B-36 was a

| 48pavid E. Lilienthal, "Can the Atom Bomb Beat
Communism?" Collier's, February 3, 1951, p. 66.

49y, v. Gallery, "An Admiral Talks Back to the
Airmen," Saturday Evening Post, June 25, 1959, p. 136.

‘50M011, "Nuclear Strategy," p. 198.

51

Andrews, Disaster Through Air Power, pp. 31-32.
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propeller-driven aircraft which flew cohsiderab]y slower
'lfhan jet aircraft. Although such peop]e.as de Seversky

felt it unlikely, there was the possibility the Russian
'MIGA15, a jet fighter, could challenge the bomber.s2

" General LeMay admitted that fighter escorts would
minimize bomber'losseé,'but this immediately brought up the
' question of forward.bases since fighters did not have the
range of bombers . The Uh{ted»States already had established
some forward bases in Eurobe, and thé_Air Force acknowledged
that Russian:ground troops could wipe out those bases.
Administration supporters believed this“was all the more

53 In addition, the

reason for sending troops to Europe;
Afr Force itself was hindering‘the Tbng-range bomber
‘advocates. The Strategic Air Command had 14 groups of

which 10 were medium range.groubs of B-29, B-SO, and B—47's.
Thus, the majority of the'bomber forcé‘sti11_néeded

forward bases since aerial refueling téchniques and equip-

4.4 Invfacf, the Air Force

55

ment were not fully develope

continued to buy more propellier-driven B-50 bombers, and

520e Seversky, Air Power, p. 265; Joseph and Stewart
Alsop, "The Shield," Washington Post, February 21, 1951,
p. 17. ‘ ‘ B ‘

53
337-39.

Sehate, Hearings, S. Con. Res. 8, pp. 223-24, 333,

54JoSeph and Stewart Alsop, "A-Bombs Lack Value
Without Ailies' Bases," St. Louis Post-Dispatch,
December 19, 1950, p. 1C. :
_55Andrews,‘Disaster"Through Air Power, p. 36.
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Air Force Secfetary-FinTetter ih:March 1951 revealed thét
his_service was:concentrating on the,medium-range B-47
-becéuse it was'a,jet.and_therefore faster than any other

56 In all, it added up to the continued reliance on

bomber.
forward.baseé‘ih_Europe'and the Mediterranean which in turn
required ground forces tp prbtecf them.

Most air power lobbyists wished to build their Air
Force around strategic bomber$ whf]e'ignoring the ro]e;of
tactical support. The role of tactical air missions
included isolating the battlefield by disrupting an enemy's
sUpp1y_Jihes, c1ose‘support of oné?s own ground forces, and
gaining-comp}éte‘controiof thé‘skfés. Yet an undisputed
control of Korean skies héd not’defeated Communist forces
because the Air Force could not exploit its strategic
bombing_capabilities by_nyihg béyond the Yalu River and
because it had failed to-fe1y immediately upon tactical air
support bf ground'forceﬁ, Nor wés taCtica1'air power the
sole so]ution,ﬁfor even Génera] LeMay,ackhowTedged that
un]imited taCtica] air:force§ cou]d‘not_stOp the advance
of enemyitroobé--air support p1u§ bnes-own troops were

57

necessary to accomplish that.”" 1In fact, the Air Force was

iilfprepared tQ'fuknish adequate'tactical support to ground

%6uThe Growing U.S. Air Force," U.S. News & World
Report, March 2, 1951, pp. 30-31. -

>7senate, Hearings, 'S. Con Res. 8, pp. 155, 165-66,

329.
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.fdfcésf when.Truman’CUt‘fhe'size of the Air Force from
 fifty-eight to forty-eight groups prior to Korea the Air
Force reorganized ﬁtée]f in-favor of strategic air power,
'eVen though'this meant.relying upon medium range bombers.
Fighter groups of all typéé.Were reduced--the number of
Tight bombardment groups'for tactical ground support was cut
to one--while the bombing groups were increased in number

and size.58

Moreover, the Air Force and Army clashed over
‘who should have overall command of joint grouhd—air tactical

operations; the Air Force was fearful thathrmy officers |
| 59

might take over control of all such air missions.
‘The net effect of the air'pOwer thesis was a
fixation on total war. Its advocates' key phrase was théi

i

"exploitation of}the.Country's air capability,"” and exploi-
»fation meant using;Tong rénge aircraft and nuclear weapons
to bomb an enemy into ob]ivipn. .The'success'of such a
strategy supposedly would sayé the 1ives of American ground
forces. Yet at the same time sUph‘a strategy de-emphasized
tactical air missions and therefore completely disregardéd
limited_warfare or the nécessity'of‘gr0und forces in any

kind of conflict. The Hddver-Taft-wherry group, by supporting

‘bomber enthusiasts, were, in effect, advocating an all-or-

58

591bid., p. 70; William R. Kinter, "Who Should
Command Tactical Air Forces?" United States Army Combat
" Forces Journal, I, (November, 1950), p. 37.

Andrews , Disaster'Thfough'Afr:P6Wer, p. 34.
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*ndthing policy.
The Admihistration<nafura1]y,wanted to“impressv
“Americans and Europeans with'fts humanitarian concern for
peop]es with similar culture, ideas, and institutions and
therefore played upon the necess1ty of a free Europe and
the morale of its people. At the same time Truman and his
advisers perceived viable military reasons for deploying
American_troops to Europe along wfth air forces. Ultimately,
‘tre'security of North America was at stake, and, in the
words of Admira1,$herman;“£he worst place to protect the
‘United States was on its home soil. Instead, the best
’pTace was at locations nearest the 1ike1y aggressor. 60
Many people be11eved super1or air power and the
nuc]ear bomb to be the major deterrent stopping Russia at
the ‘time. Agreeing, Secretary Acheson‘felt this gave the
VUﬁited States a substentie]'1ead, but with the passage of‘
time Russia could eventua]]y'neutralize'Americen_air power
while retaining-a decisive Qr0und force. Therefore to
‘remain on parity with the Soviet Union it was necessary to
build the nucleus of:a European army while Russia closed
the air power gap. He further pointed out that'in'the
‘absence of a viable European defense Stalin might use
satellite forces, hoping to avoid a direct confrontation

between the United States and the Soviet Union. The United

6Q_Senate, Hearings, S. Con. Res. 8, p. 204.




106
States would then have to decide whether to use strategic
bombing, which in effect would méan another all-out war,
or to desert the European allies.®!

Western Europe‘heeded,an‘army immediately said the
Administration, and a few American diviéions would act as a
stimulus for the other NATO members. Evénvan army relatively
smaller than the Red Army could be an effective holding
force. The United States already had two occupation
divisions 1in Germany, ahd according to Bradley, six diQisions
'"wbu1d be much better ab]é to také_care of themselves than
two" should Russia attéék.62 

E{senhower“ana the Joint Chiefs of Staff, while
aCknow]edgingfthe_groWing,importance’of the Air Force,
continually rejected the notion that one branch of the
mjlitary could win a war bylitsé]f.“ Even if the Air Force
coqu flatten an enemy's‘industry,>gr0und troops were still
ne;essary}toiforce the,opponeﬁt‘fo.deplete his stockpiles
and eventually to_pccupy territory.®3 Soviet military

leaders concurred in this ana]ysiﬁ; as'reflected by their

statements and their:integratfon of air and ground forces.64

611pid., p. 79.
621bid., p. 128.
631hid., pp. 149, 198-99, 221-22; Drew Pearson,
“E1senhower Wins the Congress Lo Has Corner," Denver Post,
P.

February 7, 1951,

64Raymond,L. Garthoff,'Soviet Strategy in the Nuclear
Age (New York: Frederick A. Praeger, Publishers, 1958),
pp. 149, 170. ‘

19.
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Even the most avid Air'Forcé authorities, except for
de Seversky, eventually admitted_that air power could not
by itself win a war, though they continued to believe it
'wouldvbe the decfsive factor.65 Throughout the debate the
Joint Chiefs emphasizcd the néCessity for team work among
all three branches of service.

In addition, the Administration's witnesses hit
hard at the question of European morale. General Eisenhower,
after ta]king with European leaders during his tour of NATO
countries, felt reasonab]y'sure»that tﬁe member natiOns not
only had the will but were in fact'acting‘to bring about

changes in their defense establishments.®®

General Clay

and John Sherman Cobper b0th emphaSizedvthe change which

had taken place in Eurohean attitudes. C]éy had seen the

Edroﬁean morale situation as hopeless in 1947 and recom-

‘mended that no more American fbrCés be sent to Europe, but

four years later he discovered a resurgence of Euroﬁean
‘i.67 | S v . ,

wil European opinion changed drastically, according to

United Nations Représentative Cooper, between June 1950

and December 1950 due to the see-saw progress in Korea.68

65Senate, Hearings, S. Con. Res. 8, pp. 325-26,
381-82, 405-06, 446. '

661pid., pp. 3-5, 29.

Ibid., pp. 760, 769.
Ibid., pp. 580, 586.
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Europeans reflected this,new wi]i; at 1éast
* paftially, in their economic expenditures for defense.
.Severa] Congressmen presented‘figures"a11 of which showed
increased.European:defense spénding, but quesfionSxarose
.whether'the-increases were'enOugh.' John F. Kennedy felt
Eukope was not doing its'share since hi§ calculations
'reveé]ed the United Kingdom, which was spending more than
any of the other EUropean members, was'deﬁoting'only one-
eighth of fts;nationa]_incdme-tovdefense while the United
States p1annqd”to spend about one-fifth of its national

income for the same purposg.69

Senator Connally, using
another basis, presented figuresl;howing the United Kingdom,
France, and the Netherlands each §pendihg'a higher
bercentage of their net.national 1ncomes than the United

States.70

Others offered their own statistics and
pfoceeded to interpret them'tovsuit their cause.

‘The Senate_report,.is$ued by the Foreign Re]ation;
and Armed Services Cdmmittées; §ave’thé-advantage'to

neither the supporters nor'thé opponents of troops-for-

Europe:

691pid., p. 428.
70

Congressibna] Record, XCVI, 9121,
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Percentage of Gross National Product Spent
on Defense/l

United States European NATO Members
1949 5.0 - 4.9
1950 5.5 5.6
1951 15.7 8.0

The 1949-1950 figures, interpreted from the viewpoint of
Tfuman supporters, indicate that the European members were
.spehding almost the same percentage of their gross national
product as the UnitedStateSA-relatiVeTy speaking they were
‘carrying their share. The 1951 figures, however, wou]g
tend to uphold the'Administratton‘s critics since the
United States percentage was nearly twice that of Europe.
The value of such comparisons is questionable in that the
Committees used "unofficia] estimates" when computing all

the Amer1can expenditures. 72

In 1967 the North Atlantic
Treaty 0rgan1zat10n re]easedﬂits'own statistics which are
perhaps more accurate:

Percentage of Gross National Product Spent
on Defense/3

United States European NATO Members
1949 ' 5.7 5.7
1950 5.4 5.9
1951 8.7 7.1

7]U S. Congress, Senate, Comm]ttee on Foreign
Relations and Committee on Armed Services, Assignment of
Ground Forces of the United States to Duty in the Euro-
pean Area, S. Rept. 175 to Accompany S. Res. 99 and S.
Con. Res. 18, 82nd Cong., 1st sess., 1951, Senate Reports:
Miscellaneous, I, 13. S

721444,

73NATO,'Factsand Figures, p. 226.
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These figures,'aithOUQh"after the fact, tend to sUpport
thoée_arguing that Europe was Cakrying its share of the
burdén. The difference in thei951 percentage is not even
remotely near that given in the Senate report of 1951.

Defense expenditures and morale were not the only
measures for determining the European will. General
Eisenhower and-Senath Dbuglas’éxfolled the European efforts
at increasing theif'tota] number of forces and extending the
length of military service. The United States hadv]4}men
in the armed _services fér every 1,000 of population and was
increasing this to 18 per -1,000. The United Kingdom and
France were likewise proposing fo'increase'their 16 per
1,000 ratios to 18 per 1,000. While ratios of these three
members'were rough1y the same, fhe‘remaining Pact members
only had mi]itary/popu1ation ratios of from 6.5 per 1,000
to 10 per‘l,OOO.v On the matter of‘military-service France
increased the 1ength from 12 to 18 months and the Uni ted
Kingdom_increased it‘from 18 tb.24'months. The remaining
European members were a]]‘"cohsidering" increases in'their
length of military service but had not done so byvmid-‘
January 1951..74

Eisenhower and.Douglas,made the most of the favor-
able figurés with hopes that the.othervnationS'coqu be

persuaded to make similar efforts. Based on the alleged

| 74C6ngressiona] Record, XCVII, 235, 237; Senate,
Hearings, S. Con. Res. 8, pp.‘3—4.
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European change of attitude, the Admfnistration's backers
“justified the presénce of American troops on the contiﬁent.
“In their view, United Stétes ground forces would not
defend Western Europe a]one; nor would they constitute the
-major portion of any European army. .

The re-examinists qu{Ck]y found a simpler way of
ihcreasihg NATO strength Without American troops and
without making unreasonable demands from the other existing
members . The solution was to bring new members into the
ajiiance. None of those’féYoring troops-forQEurope mentioned
“new members in their prepared statements at the hearings;
howevef; under questioning they all conceded that European
defense could be enhanced subStantié]]y withléuch -
additions.?5 Most talk centered around inviting Greece,
 ‘Turkey, and Spain into the Pact as these fhree could have
added 1.2 million armed forces. Yugds1aVia, then in a.
vgomewhét precarious position, could have possibTy‘contrie
buted’another 500,000 men. Marshalleito while being a |
Cohmunist, was at odds with thé.Kremiin, and GeneraT C]ay_
'saw no possibi]ityvthat the Yugoslavs would again submit to

76

‘Russian domination. John F. Kennedy even quoted Tito as

saying he would fight with the West in a war involving

‘ _ _755enate,-Hearings, S. Con. Res. 8, pp. 47-48,
144, 206, 535, 600. '

761bid., pp. 208, 749.
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RQsSia.77
Although it was seeming1y easy to discuss Yugo-
s]éVian membership in NATO, West Germany posed a far
different situation, or so it seemed at the time. The
'Pentagon's one-package pfopdsa] offered in the fall of
1950 included German milﬁtéry_participation in European
défense, and the President supported the plan. Truman
noted that;reven though Britaﬁn and France had voiced
opposition, leaders of both countries realized that some
kind of German participatiqh was necessary for an effective

- defense of the contihent.78

A Gallup poll taken in
December 1950 showed over'sixty'percent of Americans were
in favor of allowing West Germany to build military forceé‘
as part of an integrated»European‘army,'while only one-
third of the French and two-fifths of the British were in

79 Coup]ed‘With:the'Bkitish and French resistance,

favor.
Germans themselves were unWi]ling to.do anything until some
kind of pb]itical settlement was reached. The Germans were
:démanding political equajity~p1us some'assurancé that the

'Uhited States would keep tréops’statiohed ianurope.so ‘As

one former Chief of Staff of the German Army put it, "No

77Congressiona1 Recofd, XCVII;-1302.

787 vuman, Memoirs, II, 254-56.
79Washington Post, January 27, 1951, p. 9.

‘8OSenate, Hearings, S. Con. Res. 8, pp. 426, 432,
573, 591. ' v :
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81 Eisenhower,

German is willing to serve as a mercenary."
Marshall and Bradley all favored rearming West Germany but
‘none found such a course immediately attainable since the

82 The Russians

political questions remained-unsett]ed.
fUrther-comp]icated thé political uncertainty hy pkoposing
in the fall of 1950 a four-power conferencé on the German
question. The Soviets, Acheson 1earned, were far more
interested in stopping German participation in West European
défense than in serious negotiations regarding a German
sett]ement.s—3 |

On the who]e,fAdministration forces had difficulty
reassuring the critics that"the‘Europeqn members of the
Treaty would in faﬁt do their share; Taft was up-ih~arms'
because the Administration would not disclose the exact

84

number of troops expected of‘the Europeans. Wherry

incessantly asked the same question, yet no one gave him

an answer. o2 Referring'to the Europeans, Hoover told the

committees, "What I am asking now is that you gentlemen not

take action until you can see the whites of their eyes."86

8lucan Russia's Army Be Beaten?" fU.S. News & World
Report, September 8, 1950, p. 24.

82

Senate, Hearings, S. Con. Res. 8, pp. 21, 50, 141.
83 |

84

Acheson, Present at the Creation, p. 551.

Sénate, Hearings, S. Con. Res. 8, p. 609.

851bid., pp. 183-85.

861bid., p. 733.



114
John F. Kennedy, likewise securing no information on the
European troop commitments, opposed the Administration by
calling for a 1imit on. the number of American troops sent
to Europe vis-a-vis the European contribution. He felt the
American‘{hVOTVement in Eukope wou]d continue to grow and
that Congress should ultimately be able to control that
trend. To accomp1ish'this he,proposed a ratio system to be
determined by»Congress.-‘He himself favored a six to one
ratio whereby the Europeans would field six divisions for
each‘Ameritan ground diviéion assigned to NATO. The effect

87 The

wou}dﬂbe'to force the EuropeanS'to do their share.
Adminfstration did not look favorably upon such a

proposa],,nof did it go fér in the Senate.

| Throughout the hearings the national press editors
contfnued to extol the position of their favorites while

lambasting the other side. The Chicago Daily Tribune

looked upon Truman's six divi§1on_recommendation as "merely
a sacrffice force," and further found the "Truman~Ache§on-
Eisenhower” strategy‘i1logica1 in that it asked Russia to
make no move for two or three years while the allies

88

prepared themselves. On the'other side, the washington

Post, rejecting sole reliance upon air power, asked Senator

Wherry if he had ever heard of a country breaking the

bid., pp. 427-29, 440.

87I

88
sec. I, p.

Editorial, Chicago Daily Tribune, January 5, 1951,
1 e ik ) 5

;
4.
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89 In all, the

shackles of a "temporary" Russian occupation.
editorial a]ignmeht had been pretty well established by the

time the hearings began and therefore did not change.

The Truman Administration, in effect, was offering
én enlargement of policies déveToped after World War II;
vWestern Europe was free and she opposed Communist aggréssion,
fherefore the United'States would come to her aid with men
and materiélz The re-examinists raised a great fanfare
regarding the Far East, but Truman realized that the United
States‘had more to 1qse in_Europe:than she did in thevFar
”Eastg A relatively smal]‘commitment‘of'American ground
forces could well be‘a sacrifice'forCe, but how many liQes
- would bev105t-shdqu another D-Day {nyasion belrequired?

jThe re-exaministé}provided a simp]e,_é]ahorous
'solution with air power; yet strategic bombing had not been
proved foolproof, and in the éxtteme situation it would
entail bombing ones own é]]ies in Qrder to deny the enemy
a new industrial base. MOreover,}re]iance upon strategic
air forces took away the nation's ability to respond in a
flexible manner. The lack of even a small Edropean
defensive ground force meant that the United States would

be forced to respond with all or nothing. It was a policy

89 4itorial, Washington Post, February 4, 1951,

p. 8.
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ﬂaiming for total victory,,and‘it.left‘ho-room %or 1imited
'conf]ict'and possfble sta]ematé. |

| ‘The Hoover-Taft-Wherry followers, however, did not
reject fhe idea of a'Européah army. ~While Hoerr and Wherry
'méy not‘havé wanted‘any_Amekican_ground forces in Europe,
Taft, though still somewhat uhsure bf‘his stand, was willing
::to send a few troops if it wbu1d,serve‘to‘stimu1até adequate
| European efforts. As fiscal conservatives they saw the
nation spreading itse]fﬁtoo ;hin and spending itself into
1bankruptcy. _They felt that the NATO-army was becoming

Ctdo much of‘an American projeCt with six‘ground divisions

“as the first of several insta]]ments.go

De Seversky called
‘the President's plan "an effort to pérpétuate_the methods
“and the weapons‘of the last wér"--Mannot Line thinking.
‘As a result, the United States wou]d.haye to_fight on
“Russia's”ﬁerms,‘that is, land war fathe} than an air war
in which America Qbﬁ]d be superior."Fihally,.once Sta]iﬁ
realizedwhat was happening?he Wdu1dvm09e the Red»Army
before the NATO mehbers cou]d'buf1d a competent'force.

De Seversky and his followers fepeatedly returned to the
theme that the manifest destiny of the United States was in
.the skies.gl -

As the hearings and debate progressed those taking

_ - 90Senate, Hearings, S. Con. Res. 8, pp. 348, 624,
722. ) : ' ' o S

9'pe Seversky, Air Power, pp. 16, 49, 226, 290, 349.
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the‘middle stand—-favorihg thé sending'df tfoops but only
with Congressiona]’approval—-began to have'a greater
imfluence, It becamé-]eés of a question of whether:Europe
should be defended with troops than it did of the
_President's‘authbrity!to'commit thqse troops. The Connally-
Rqsse11 Resolutions, rep]acing fhe Wherry Resolution, were
more»pbsitive regarding.a‘token:troop commitment but did

Tittle to solve the constitutiona1‘impasse,



CHAPTER IV

A Change of Emphaéis: Constitutional"Problems

and the Conclusion of the Debate

As the debate progressed Trumon'aod his advisers
gathered substantia] sopport for his European program;?
however, his opponents were unwilling to concede and |
gradually shifted'their’focus towards the.Constitutionai
questions. Ear]ier,‘Senators.Taft and Wherry had both
chai]enged Truman'o authority tovimpiement the North At]antio

'Pact‘without_Congressiona]‘approval. Editors-of the

Saturday Evening Post, typicaivof the opposition press, were.
astonished that the President was so insistent "on bearing
suoh a terrifying reSponsibi]ity oli by himself. . . . Our
recent diplomatic record is marred by secret agreements, »
excesses of executive power and“outé-schemes to by-pass
Coogress."]

i ‘The foreign affairs'provisions of the Constitution
havevalways provided an open iovitation for Presidential-
‘Congressional»tonflict.>»The Pkesident derives his power
over foreign'affaifs from‘his rO]e as commander-in-chief,

his powers to appoint and feoeivevambassadors, the

Teditorial, Saturday Evening Post, March 24, 1951,
p. 10. »
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constitﬁtiona]'injunction,that fhe-Sha11'take'café that
the 1éws.be faithfully executed," and, in part, from his
authority to»make treatfes "by_and with the advice and
consent of the Senate." Congress, on the other hand, has
the power to declare war, to raise and support armies, to
make rules "for the‘govérnment and regulation of Tand and
navai'forces,“ and'to”givé advice and consent on treatfes.
The entire pkob]em of Presidentia]-Congressiona] conf]ict
centers on where the President's power ends and that of
the Congress _begins, or vice versa.

Pres{dent Truman; in preparing his case_for deploy-
ing troops, also had his staff develop his constitutional
position. Anvadministrative assistént,-David'D.-L]de,
prepared a study‘which'éovered a]1 é$pects of Presidential
pqwér}to_dep]oy American forces outside the United States.
Although he made it clear the President did not have the
authority to by-pass the COnstitution, Lioyd cited a
variety of grounds for Presidehfia] attion~and included
numerous examp]eé.v The Executive supposed]y,cog1d use
Amekican troops outside the,Unitéd States, and ih fact had
done so, for six baéic purposesi protection of American
citézens'or their?prqbérty*abroad, brotection of the honor
of the United States, expénsion of foreign commerce,

defense of the countfy, occupation of  a vanquished enemy,

_2U;S,, ConsfitUtion, Art., I., sec. 8; Art. 1I,
sec. 2, 3. o
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and execution of a treaty.3 On the matter of executing

treaties, Lloyd pointed out that court decisions and usage
4

had clearly given the President the power to implement such

conventions‘.4 In addition, the Curtiss¥Wright decision

(299 U.S. 304) laid down a bréad interpretation of Presiden-
tial authority making it unnecessary for statutes, and
therefore treaties, to be explicit in their terms.5

Secretary Acheson, when asked about Truman's
authority to implement the Pact without Congressional
approval, produced his own version of Executive power. In
many respécts very similar to Lloyd's position, Acheson

emphasized that the President had the responsibility of

seeing that the laws, including treaties, were faithfully

3Memorandum by David D. Lloyd, "Powers of the Presi-
dent with respect to the disposition of the Armed Forces
"outside the United States," February 2, 1951, David D. Lloyd
File, Truman Papers, Truman Library, pp. 13-32. Hereafter
cited as Lloyd memorandum.

Ibid., pp. 25-28.

'Ibid., pp. 28-29. The Curtiss-Wright case (299
U.S. 304) arose out of a violation of a joint resolution of
Congress empowering the President to forbid the sale’ of any-
articles of war to countries engaged in armed conflict.
Speaking for the majority Justice George Sutherland said,
“In this vast external realm [foreign affairs], with its
important, complicated, delicate and manifold problems, the
President alone has the power to speak or listen as a -
representative of the nation."

"It is quite apparent that if, in the maintenance
of our international relations, embarrassment--perhaps
serious embarrassment--is to be avoided and success for our
aims achieved, congressional legislation which is to be made
effective through negotiation and inquiry within the inter-
national field must often accord to the President a degree of
discretion and freedom from statutory restriction which would
not be admissible were domest1c affairs alone involved."

V(ﬂ-b
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executed. He also noted’that numerous publicists and |
constitutional authorities had repeafédTy conceded the
right of the President to aeplqy forces outside the country
VWithout:Congressional endorsement. "Not only has the
President the authorify to usé the Armed Forces in garrying
out the broad foreign policy of the United States and
‘implementing treaties," he said, "but it is equally clear
that this authority may not be interfered with by the
Congress in the exercise of powers which it has under fhe

Constitution._"6

While relying upon the commander-in-chief
éYause, the statemenf surely produced resentment among his
Congressional enemies.

Many other persons backéderuman's proposed.troop
~commitment and‘sought to explain hfs authority to act. .
Senator William Benton, Democrat of Connecticut, believed
that most COnstitutiona1‘1awyers wou]d side with Truman
‘because he was acting in the common defense of the people
of the United States. That is,.the immediate effect of
‘American troops in Europe would be.to protect Western Europe,
but u1timaté]y those forces would also be protecting the |

United States.’

Democratic Senator Hubert H. Humphrey of
Minnesota, while hoping the President would always consult

with Congress, subscribed to Truman's position because the

®Senate, Hearings, S. Con. Res. 8, pp. 88-93.

7Congressiona] Record, XCVII,-2853—54.
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executive power wés "heitﬁék increased, limited, nor
extended in peatetime.or in emérgency.“ The President
either‘had the authoritylto deploy trbops or he did not, and
the Congress Cou]d}not édd of'take away from that basic
powcr.8 Historian Henfy_Stee]e,CQmmager agreed with this
1line of reasoning, poinﬁing out that Truman's critics had
already recognizéd the‘President‘s authority to send the.

" Navy and Air Force to the European area. "If he does not
have authority towsend land forces to points of danger,
neither does_he haVe~authority to send the Navy or the Air
Force to points of danger outside the boundaries of the:
nation, for his coﬁstitﬁtional-authority in one arena is
precisé]y the sameé as in the oﬁhers;"g

Those on Capitol Hill, on'the other hand, did have
certain powers through whicﬁ limitations could be established
on the President's sending of forces abroad; Adminfstration
critics fortified'themsé]ves_through the‘Congressiona]
powers over the armed forceﬁ,-the Congressiona1 right to
enact legislation to implement treaties,>énd the Congres;
sional authority to declare war}>

Such Administration supporters as Eisenhower, Dewey,

and Stassen all atknowledged'the:absolute_power of the

81bid., pp. 2854, 2859-60.

9Henry Steeie’Commagef, "Does the President have too
Much Power?" New York Times, April 1, 1951, sec. VI, p. 31.
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-appropriations-cfause in.the Con}s’cfitution..'O As Dewey
expressed it, "The power to réise*troops and to withhold or
grant funds for their support carries within it . . . the

1 However, Senator

power: to withhq]d approval of their use."
Wherry, a member of the Appropriaﬁions Committee, disagreed,
saying that all too often the Congress was presented with
commitments already made. »"A]],yod do 'is help justify it,
maybe cut it down in an itém here Qr‘an_item there.". The
total effect of the_Administratioh's action, in Wherry's
view, was to_"usurp",the‘powers of Congress and "esfab]ish
a military dictator‘ship;"];2
- Regarding Congressional authority to enact legisla-
tion to implement treafies, a number of hostile Senators
viewed the sending of troops in the same manner as
furnishing military material, for-both‘required Congressional
approvq]. Those Sénatbrs:re]ied heavily upbn Connally and
Vandehberg's 1949 statements on Article 11 of the North
Atlantic Treaty in which they firmly asserted the right of
Congress to implement 1:he‘Pac4t.]'3 Senator Wherry,while
aCCepting'that interpretation; went béyond if by calling for

Congress to determine "policy" before the President could

10

Senate, Hearings, S. Con. Res. 8, pp. 11,'516, 526.

Wipid., p. 526.

121pid., p. 516; Congressional Record, XCVIT, 3010.

13_See Chapter 1, p. 13.
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~carry out any 1mp1ementat10n_of treaties.

On the matter of the powér of Congress to declare
war, Senator Taft-was‘particﬁlafly unhappy with a document
circulating the Senate which was entitled "Power of the
President to Send the Armed Forces Outsidé the United
States." One of the cﬁnc]Usions‘of that document was that
due to technological developments wars were no longer
declared in advanCe,»and‘therEfore the Congressional power
to declare war had fallen into abeyance. "This documeﬁt,“
said Taft, "cbntains the most unbridled claims for the
-éuthority of the President that I have ever seen written in
"cold print.“]4 Although he_did'admit there were cases in
which it was unnecessary for Congress to declare war, his
main objectiqn was that military assistancé in itself
might bring about armed conflict. A President in the
process of deploying forces to-é country or area which was
threatened with Warbcou]d.easily_allow the United States to
'become_invo]ved in a conf]iét agéfnst.the wishes of Congress.
On the other hand, Taft was willing to allow the President
to send troops'to areas not being threatened, provided such

a deployment would not cause an unfriendly nation to react

]4Taft, A Foreign Policy for Americans, pp. 24-25.
The House Committee on Foreign Affairs produced a similar
study; however, it did not arrive at the same conclusion but
rather was a collection of arguments for and against the
Executive's power. (U.S., Congress, House, Committee on
Foreign Affairs, Background Information on the Use of United
States Forces in Foreign Countries, H. Rept., 127, 82nd
Cong., 1st sess., 1951, House Reports: Miscellaneous, I,
1-77. ' '
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| hos‘h‘]e]_y.]5 "There is onQ very'defihite-1ihit . . . on

the Presideht's power to send tfoops'abroad,“ the Ohio

~ Senator observed, "he cannot send troops abroad if thé

'sending 0f such}troops amounts to the making of war‘."]6
Those‘favoring a NATO darmy with American troops

came back with counterc]aims'to_defeat'Congressiona] infringe-

“ment upoh Presidential pbwer. One pdinted out that a

differenée existed between"creating an army and'commanding

that army--they were different functions exercised by |

17 Another pointed to a

.‘different branches‘of-government.
statement by Senator Taft's own father in which the former
President acknowledged that the mere appropriation of
;money for an army gave the Executive the means of ordering
forces anywhere he wanted.‘]8 Even Senator Vandenberg, who
was unable to take part in the Debate, warned Yherry that
a Congressiona].cha1]engé'to tHe President's constitutiona]
powers could not successfully be.sustainéd.lg:

David Lloyd, for the Administration, recognized

15

Senate, Hearings, S. Con. Res. 8, pp. 626, 628.

16Taft, A Foreign Policy for'Americans, p. 27.
17

Senate, Hearings, S; Con. Res. 8, p. 599.

18

Congressional Record, XCVII, 228.

]9Vandenberg, Private Papers, p. 567.
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the angressibna1 power of the pUrse;ZO however he went on

to show, ‘through the decision of Swaim v. U.S. (28 Court of

Claims 173-221), that Congress had no other authority to

limit the powérs of the cbmmander—in—chief.zl

On the
métter of Congressional imp]ementation of treaties he used
_ Professor‘E. S. Corwin‘svthesis‘that’treaty.provi$fons are
‘addressed to certain branches of government.for implemen-
tation. In the absence of exp11Cii.directions in the
treafy, the President should then make the decision since
he is charged with executing the Taws of the land.Z2?
Similarly, he rejected Senatok Taft‘s position on declaring
of war: | |

-~ Senator Taft, in short is arguing that the
Constitutional power of the President is Timited

_ 20Lloyd memorandum, p. 33. Lloyd wrote ". . ..the
power of Congress over appropriations is absolute
but someone in the White House apparently disagreed w1th the
use of the word "absolute," as there were question marks
penciled in along the side of the sentence.

211bid., pp. 33-34. In Swaim v. U.S. (28 Court of
‘Claims 173-221) the court ruled, "Congress may increase the
Army, or reduce the Army, or abo]ish it altogether; but so
long as we have a military force Congress cannot take away
from the President the supreme command. It is true that the
constitution has conferred upon Congress the exclusive power
to make rules for the government and regulation of the land
and naval forces; but the two powers are distinct; neither
can trench upon the other; the President cannot, under the
disguise of military orders, evade the legislative regula-
tions by which he in common with the Army must be governed;
and Congress cannot in the d1sgu1sp nf 'rules for the
government' of the Army 1mpa1r the author1ty of the Presi-
dent as Commander in-Chief.

22

Lloyd memorandum, pp._48—50.
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by the poSSibi]ity that our adversaries may take
hostile action, even though the conduct of the
President is entirely defensive. There is no
constitutional doctrine to this effect, and there
‘obviously_can be none if the nation is to
survive.?23 '

As already mentioned, Taft's constitutional arguments
were, in part rooted in Truman's response to_the'opening of
hostilities in Korea. Article 43 of the United Nations
Charter provided for the establishment of an internationa]
army by means'of Security Council negotiations. At the
same time the Senate was considering the United Nations
Charter, President Truman sent WOrd that when such agree-
ments were arrived at he would ask Congress for the
appropriate legislation to-approve_American participation

in that army.24‘

The Senate foreign Relations Committee,
in reporting out the'Uhited Nationsftharter, added a
provfso allowing the President_tbﬁnegotiate the agreements
1with'subsequent CongreSsionaI approval necessary to make

25 The Security Council never

-Suchfagreéments»effective.
made use of Article 43 because the Soviet Union blocked

all action upon it.

231pid., p. 41.

24

Congressional Record, XCVII, 3012.

25U.S., Congress, Senate, Committee on Foreign
Relations, Providing for the Appointment of Representatives
of the United States in the Organs and Agencies of the
United Nations, ana to Make Other Provision with Respect to
the Participation of the United States in Such Organization,
S. Rept. 717, 79th Cong., Ist sess., 1945, Senate Reports:
Miscellaneous, III, 2. : o
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With thevinvasioh of Soutthorea, the‘Seéurity
Council on June 27, 1950, adopted a resolution calling for
United Nations members to aid the Republic of Korea in
repelling the -armed aggfesSion,from fhe North. President
Truman rcsponded immediate]y by sending American forces.
Trumah gave some.thqught to asking Congress for a declara-
tion of>war, but‘Sénatof Conna]]y;quraid of a long
Congressional debate whﬁch might'tie the President's.hands
completely, convinced him that‘hé had the power as
commander-in-chief and_Undef the United Nétions Charter. 26

SenatorvTaft already had reServations regarding
Presidentia]-power, and now he fodhd Truman committing
American grdund forces to-a'Unitéd Nations érmy without
ever having complied with Article 43 or the Senate proviso

regarding that artic]é;27

The,Administration's answer was
that it had acted undér'Artfcle 48 which pro&ided: "The
action required to carry out the déﬁisions of the»Security
Council . . . shall be taken by,a11'the Members of the
United Nat{ons or by some of thém;'as the Security

"28:vDavid Lloyd further noted that

~Council may determine.
Article 43, which had not been implemented,could "hardly
be construed to impair or modify the obligation of the

member states to carry out the decisions of the Security

26¢onnally, My Name is Tom Connally, p. 346.

27

Senate, Hearings, S. Con. Res. 8, p. 608.

~128L16yd memorandum, pp. 52-53.
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~Council by direct action 6h théir owhkpart;“zg] He further
 5dec1ared that the Congressional proviso in the acceptance
of the United Nations Charter should not be considered a
 réstriction upon the President's power in view of the fate
of similar provisions attachéd.to the Selective Service

Act of 1940 and'thefLEnd.LEase‘Act.30-

Truman's sending of forces to Korea, along with
Taft's position on a‘Presfdent making war, convinced the
Ohio Republican that Congfessiona? approval was necessary

before én Exgcutivé could commit American ground forces to
‘any international army.

Senator Taft arrived at that position in a round-
about fashion, again reflecting his inconsistency. In the
case of'NATO, the President, according to the Senator,
could not assign‘to'it ground forces.without_angressiona1
approva] for two feasons( -First, Presidentia]_dep]oymeht
of troops to a threatened‘area was,'in effect, allowing the

31

Commander-in- Ch1ef to make war. - Second, no President

could commit American forces to_an international army

291bid., p.. 54.

30Ibid.,‘_p. 61. The Selective Service Act of 1940
and the Lend Lease Act both had provisions intended to
curb the use of the armed forces, yet President Roosevelt
used the Navy in the North Atlantic and sent troops to '
Iceland and Greenland. Within the Senate there was
substantial belief that the prov1s1ons could not constitu-
tionally curb the President.

3v"Taft, A Foreign Pol1ty3for'Americans,vp. 34.
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wherein he delegated or forfeited*somé of his powers as
Commander~ih-Chief;32"ﬁMy pbsitibn has been that no
Commander in Chief can de]egate‘tq a council of ten nations
the power to-direct Amefican Armies," declared Taft, "only

w33 4o

thchQngpess-¢an authorize that particular action,
continued to BeTieve that‘the Pregident did not have the
authokity to make such a commitment, and'repeatedly asserted
that such action coqu only be carried out by Congressfin
accordance with Article 11 of the:Treaty-—the clause
providing that ratificétion and implementation be disposed
of by the constitutional processes of the individual
members.34 |
| The Ohio Senatof may have brought up a valid
technical point on'the'matfer of delegating executive power
to ah international organization,vbut at the same time he
-acknow]edged Présidentia1 poWers which could effectiveTy'
‘be used to by-pass his_own arguhént. He accepted the faci
vthat the President'C6uld station nayé] df.aih forces
anywhere even if the particu]ar'cbuntry was being7threatened.
ShoU]d an aggressor attack that.nation, it would be very

35

easy for those American forces to evacuate. As far as

325enate, Heérihgs,'s. Con. Res. 8, pp. 603-04.

33Congre551onaT Record, XCVII, 2852.

34senate, Hearings, S. Con. Res. 8, p. 607.

‘35Taft, A Foreign Po]ity'for Americans, p. 34.
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sénding ground forces, hé,even‘toncedediat one'pdfnt:

I have said that if he [Truman] had authority

to do it without the Atlantic Treaty, he had '
authority to do it if there was an Atlantic Treaty.
And I think he has the power, so far as that is
concerned, to send six divisions to Germany and tell
the general that he shall_cooperate with the
British and other people.
In effect, his legal poinf_regarding a commitment to an
international army could be circumvented by unilateral
action.

Senator'wherry_agreed in substance with‘Taft;37
however, their Criticsvbe11eved the North Atlantic Pact had,
jn fact, provided the President adequate authority to deploy
~ground forces. Secfétary Marshall admitted.that even if
Congress did nothing in the way of approving Truman's pTén,
the Administration would proceed to send,troops because it
fé]t it had sufficient authority to do so under_Artit]e 3
of the Treaty which called for individual or collective

38 senator Homer Ferguson,

SeTf—he]p-and,mutuaj aid.
Republican from Michigan,.whi]e'c]afmihg that the Treaty was
neither self-executing, nor:did it'giVe the President the
authority to commit'troops;‘granted certain brerogativesl

to the Executive. That is, by approving the Treaty the

Senate ‘agreed to its intent, and if the Congress now failed

36
37
38

Senate, Hearings, S. Con. Res. 8, p. 632.

Ibid., pp. 689, 700-01, 705.
1bid., pp. 73-74.
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to implement the‘Pact, fhen the‘President’cou1d take the
initiative.39_ "The absente of a legal obligation to send
troops," observed David Lloyd, "is not a prohibition on
sending them if the Chief Executive determines that they are
necessary to carry out the purpoSe of the treaty." He went
on tb point out that even in the absence of the Treaty the
President could act merely upon the "broad Considerations
of foreign policy and natfona] defense."*0

The fact that considerable time was spent debating
a constitutional issue, which hédjlitt1e to do with the
“actual defehse of Europe, again exposed the necessity of
Presidential consultation with Congréss. Walter Lippmann
blamed Truman for the ”botched—up‘business of the troops
for Europe" issue, pointing out that by announcing the deci--
s{on before‘talking with Congress:the President had

41 Even some of Truman's

a}ienated support for his plan.
firm backers criticized the-PreéTdent for failing to come

to an accommodation With his oppoéition.42 Throughout'the"
debate Republicans, inc1ud1ng fhdse in favor of sending

troops, were especially critical of Truman's failure to

39Cdngressiona1 Record, XCVII, 2940, 2949.
40, . |

4]Wa1ter'Lippmann3 "My, Truman's Cangressional
Difficulties,"” St. Louis Post-Dispatch, April 6, 1951,
p. 3D. ' ' S

Lloyd memorandum, pp. 65-66.

42Editoria1, Washington Post, January 13, 1951, p. 8;
James Reston, "Our Basic Crisis is the Crisis of Confidence,"
New York Times, January 14, 1951, sec. IV, p. 3. ‘
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consult with Congress prior to the announcement of the
decision.43 ‘Truman admitted he could not operate without
“the Congress but aiso»aéknbw]edged that Congressmen some-
times.demanded information "for the sole purpose of
.embarrassing and hamstringing the President--in other words,
for partisan political reasons."??

Playing upon the importance’of time, Governor Dewey
‘deplored the Senate's slowness to act once it had been .
consulted. Congressional debate began in January 1951:and
no vote was taken until April--such a delay posed problems
should the same procedure‘be necessary everyvtime the
PreSident wished to send more troops to Europe‘,45

' :U1timate]y; neifher-side won the day with their
constitutioné] arguments. A century and a half of tradition,
practiée, and conStitutiona] interpretation appeared to
‘give the President the edge, yet angress had made some
valid legal points regarding exchfive-légis1at1ve consulta-
tion, ana the de]égation of executive power to an inter-
national body. The fact that the Republicans in Congress
~continued at‘Tength to hammer af;thé}constitutional
‘arguments, arguments which’they were unlikely to win

\decisive1y,'exposed an apparently partisan attempt to keep

43Senate, Héérings, S. Con. Res. 8, p. 594; Congres-

sional Record, XCVI, 169563 XCVII, 256. J

“44Truman, Memoirs, II, 454.

45Senate, Hearings, S. Con. Res. 8, p. 539.
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the hationaT spotlight on an issue a]ready décidéd in the
-.minds of most men.

Meanwhile, Democrats were'workfng to side-track the
Wherry Resolution. According to that measure Congress
“would determine."po]icy" hefore the}President could act;‘énd
~for some this meant Senate'mi]itéhts cou]d filibuster fo.
death any foreign poTicy‘proposal regarding Western Europe.46
Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 8 was essentially negative
in purpose, and it invited further constitutional prob]éms.
President Truman wanted a more positfve affirmation of
Congressiona] feelings andfthefefore asked Senator Connally,
ih'his'capacity as Chairman of the Foreign Relations
Committee, to sponsor a reso]ution‘replacing the Wherry
pfoposal.47 ’Thé}Democrats were not}the only ones desiring
é more ffiend1y'response. Repub]icahvSenators Lodge and
Knowland both introduced:res§1utidns'which ahprOved the
sendingvof a limited humbér of troops and, at the same time,
‘requiked Congressfpna]vapp}oval‘Ofvany_additionai troop
commitmentsf48 | | |

- The Lodge and Know]and resolutions were never

debated because fo]]owing the‘hearinQS’on Senate Concurrent

46

Congressional Record, XCVII, 230.

47R1air Bolles, "Curb on President's Troop Powers
Gains in Congress," Foreign Policy Bulletin, XXX
(February 16, 1951), 2. R | |

48Congressional Record, XCVII, 1317-18, 1648-49, 1752,
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Reso]dtién No. 8 the Fbreign'Relations and Armed Services
" Committees buried the Wherry Resolution and reported out
“two new resolutions on March 14. The Connally Resolution,
- Senate Resolution 99, was é simp1e ﬁeasure merely
'.expressing the sentiment df‘the Senate. The_RusseJ]
 Reso1ution, Senate Concurrent Resolution 18, was 1dentita1
iexcept that the word'“Congréss" replaced "Senate" theréby
requirihg both houses to Vote on it. The joiht'Committee
made up of thirteen Democrats and eleven Republicans voted
unanimously ?o report out Senate Resoiution 99 and sixtéen
to‘eight to feport out,Sehate'Concurrent Resolution 18.49
Neithérvtheisimple resolution nor the concurrent one
- required formal Presidentiaf acceptahfe or rejection;
only.a'joint resolution or a bi]]fCQUId force that action.
The.ConnéInyRusse11-Reso]utfbhé, while demanding
the European.membéhs’of NATO,carry‘théir fair share of the
burden,_accepted‘the necessﬁty of stationing American
 forces abrqad to imp]emeht the Treaty. The core of the
resolutions was in Section 6 which resolved that
it is the sense of the Senate thét, in the
interests of sound constitutional processes, and
of national unity and understanding, congressional.
approval should be obtained of ‘any policy requir-
ing the assignment of American troops abroad when.
such assignment is in implementation of Article 3
of the North Atlantic Treaty; and the Senate

hereby approves the present plans of the Presi-
dent and the Joint Chiefs of Staff to send four

49

Senate, S. Rept;'175, D. 5}
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additional d1v1s1ons of ground forces to Western
Europe : .

‘Upon reading this proVisioh}suppofters and critics a]ike:

1 1he Administration's

aired a barrage of inferprefations;
opponents, although never admitting the Wherry Resolution
was_ambiguous,~sudden]y discovered numerous ]odpholes in

Truman!s favor and began 3uggesting various changes to

Section 6.2

Their primevgoaI was to make sure the Prgsi-
dent sought Congressiona]’approva1 of this and subsequént
troop dep]oyments Some Democrats in the executive
‘comm1ttee sess1ons had a]ready attempted to remove the
Cpngress1ona1 approva}-clause, but had been defeated by two
members:of‘their own party.53 As a result the constitutﬁona]
dbntest continued.

| Répub]ican]Senator thn_w. Bricker from Ohio was
dissatisfied with all the‘reSOquiops because none of them,
‘even if passed, woﬁ]d'be'bindiné-upon the President. The
public, in his view, had been misled into believing thdf the

54

~Senate vote would have some Tega] significance. Republi-

can members of the two committees did make an effort to

50congressional Record, XCVII, 2363-64.
51 '

Ibid., pp. 2556, 2577, 2582, 2658-59, 2661, 2863.

21bid., pp. 2576-77, 2772; Senate, Hearings,
S. Con. Res. 8, p. 618. :

53

New York Times, March 14, 1951, p. 7.

54Congressiona] Record, XCVII,‘2863.
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“report out a joint resd]ution;'which'would have forced the
President's hand, but failed by a vote of twelve to

55 There were, in fact, during the final hours of

eleven.
debate 1n‘April, several attempts to have the resolutions'
reintroduced in the form’nf a bill or joint resolution.
Senator Wherry moved thqt a jbint'resolution with the same
language as Senate Resolution 99-be considered in lieu of
that simple resolution. The Vice-President and Senator
Conna]]y qu1ck1y found the Nebraska Senator to be in viola-
't1on of a Senate rule, thereby.str1k1ng down Wherry's

56 Other attempts were made by such Senators as

motion.
South Dakota Republican Karl Mundt who .tried to amend thé
resolutions into a bill, and Sénator Bricker who moved to
recommit the resolutions to the c0mm1ttees.57-‘None of

the attempts‘succeeded because the majority of Senators felt
that the committees would dead]ock‘and would ndt report out
any kind of reso]utidn or bill, or if a joint resolution

was passed, they beTiéVed_it woﬁld meet with a Presidential
veto which would Teave them with absdlutely nothing. An.
6verriding element was the fact that the Senate had already

eaten up three months debating the 7ssue,_and.most members

55Ib1d s Pp- 2870' 3173. Senator Know]and reported
the 12 to 11 vote, while Senator H1cken100per indicated it
was 13 to 11.

*61pid., pp. 3063, 3065.

571pid., pp. 3107, 3173.
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feit that nothing could be gaéned by spending more time
on it,58 |
Unable to secure a bill or joint resolution, several
Senators set about'tovamend the existing resolutions as to
when and how Presidential—Congressiona] consultation should
take place. Section.S of‘the Conha]1yiRusse11 measures
a]]owéd the Administration to*request‘additional troops by
merely consulting with thé Sénate Foreign_Re]ations and
Armed Services Committees and the House Foreign‘Afféirs and
Armed Services Committees. Repub1ican Senators Jameé Kem
of Missouri and Arthur Watkins ovatah immediately resisted
the idea of letting four‘committees'speak for the»reét of

%9 Senator Wherry said he did not think that

the Congress.
the acdeptance of the North Atlantic Treaty meant there
would be "starvthamber proceedings in which a few Senators,
acting in secret, would collaborate with the Executive and
his aids in develbping andveffeetuating fmplementatioh of

the treaty,"60

Senator Irving Ives, Republican from New
York, offered an amendmenf réquiring the Congressioné]
committees that_the'Administratidh‘consu]ted'to submit the
information to'thé full.Senate andebuse for their'approva].

The Ives amendment was defeated resulting in no gains for

°81bid., pp. 3175, 3178-79, 3181, 3190, 3194.

Ibid., pp. 2661, 2911.

%01bid., p. 3013.
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those seeking a mofe foo]prdof method.éj
Senator John McCIe]]én, Democrat from Arkansas,
submitted perhaps the mostidamaging amendment, if there.
was such a thing, when he attempted to force Presidential-
Cohgressiona]»consu?tatibn prior‘to any further deployment
'fofroops. Section:G of the Connally-Russell Resolutions
merely asked the Pfesidentvto obtain‘Congressionél approva]
whén‘assigning_troOps to'Europe--fhe article did not
specify that_the President”had to secure this approva]gbefbre
actually Sen@ing addjtionaT_trons. The McClellan amendment,
on the ofher hand, sought to add thé restrictjve lTanguage
thét “. . . it is the sense of the Senate_thaf no ground
troops‘in addition to such four diviéions should be sent to
Western Europe in impTementation qf Artic]e 3 of the North
At]antic-Treaty without'furthervcdngressiOnal approva]."62
Initially the Senate rejected the McClellan

émendment, but after other.amendments_aléo fai]ed to modify
Section 6 to everyones approval, the MbC]e]]én aﬁéndméht
was reconsidered and acceﬁtéd.Gs Senator Lodge-made a
-finé] effort to defeat the<amendment by pointing out some

technical diécrepaﬁcies. The McCle]lan amendment approved

the sending of only four additiona] divisions; in Lodge's

Ibid., pp. 3088-89, 3095.
Ibid., p. 3082.
Ibid., pp. 3082-83, 3088-89, 3095-96, 3104.
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view this did not'includé suppoft.troops.or corps head-
quarters. Ultimately, the 1ack‘of'those latter command
units could mean’Americah,diviSTOhs wouid have to be placed
under thé authoritykbf foreign cokps headquarters. Lodge
changed few minds since the two corps headqu#rters needed
for the six American divisions onlytamounted to some 500
men. %% ‘ | |

On April 4, 1951 Senators offered their last
amendments and made their conc]udfng parliamentary moyes
regardfng the troops-for-Europe reéb]utions. As the final
vote came nearer Senators once more explained why they were
voting the way they were, as if their associates and the
outside world had no idea.

Most Repub]icans who'voted.against the Connally-
‘Russell Reso]utfons did so for simiTar reasons. The majority
found no value in resolutions which were notnbinding upon
the President. I]lindfs’Senatorvaerett Dirksen called the
resolutions av“hoax" iﬁ which the American pédp]e were being

n65 Senator Mundt refused to approve

66

"sold a bill of goods.
the Truman "fait accompli" being presented to COngress.

A few demanded more new Pact members before committing

67

‘American ground forces. .A1th0ugh Senator Wherry admitted

64

o

id., pp. 3145-47, 3154,

651bid., pp. 3270-71
661pid., p. 3277.
671bid., p. 2739.
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that the resolutions provided for Executive-Cbngressiona]'
consultation, he believed them to be too weak--Truman could
'simbly ignore the'reso]utions if he so desired. More
,impdrtantly for the Nebraska Senafor, the measures were
actually approving Truman's basic decision to send troops.
"I-be]ieve;" he said, "that if we send any troops, we.must
sen& ai1rthe troops that are necessary to back up those in
Western Eurdpe," and he tHén embarked on a new harangue
demanding "mastery of the air." Senator Connally retorted,
"The Senator;a]reédy_has mastery of the hot afr."§8 In
the end Wherry voted against both of the resolutions.

‘Senator J. William Fulbright made it apparent that
the negative vote would not be a strictly partisan vote.
He‘complete1y approved the sending of four divisions to
Europe but would not vote for either of the réso]utidns
because it would estabTiéh a dangerous precedent whereby
. tﬁe'Congress would continue to make greater efforts to
determine.mi]itary‘tactics and_the.conduct of Qar itself.
As far as he was concerned, the Preéident had. the power to
deploy the troops aS»Commanderfin—Chief and therefore . no
other approval was necessary.69

The Repub]icans'who voted‘for_thefresolutions,

especially the more internationalist oriented, made special

Ibid., pp. 3280-82.
Ibid., p. 3288.
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- efforts to justify their positions. Mo;t, but not all, had
long ago been convinced of the need for American troops in
Europe; however, a number fell back on other reasons.
Senator Alexander Wiley of Wisconsin was typical of those
who desired the deployment of ground forces while at the
same time reasserting the Senate's role in the joint

70 New Jérsey Senator

handling of foreign affairs.
H. A]exandér,Smith'and Massachusetts Senator Lodge voted for
the reSoTutions even though they had qualms with Section 6
as amended; ﬁowever, theqMCC]eiTan amendment was a major
reason why one of the Administratidn's séverest critics,
Utah Senator Arthur Watkins, voted for the‘resolutions.7]
In another case, Senator Ferguﬁon voted "yea" because he
hoped that once the House recefved the Russe]] Resolution
it.wou1d initiate changes creating a jd{ht, and therefore
binding, resolution.’? Ultimately, Senator Taft voted for
.both resolutions because they placed a‘mdra1 obligation
ﬁpon the Presideht~to,consﬁlt with Congress. ”Shou]d they
be voted down, he observed, the President could interpret
fhe decision as an authorization to do as he pl'eased.-73

After nearly three months of repetitious,

701pid., pp. 3275-76.

711bid., pp. 3276, 3289.

721bid., p. 3289.

731pid., p. 3273.

. S
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uninspfring debate the-Senate'vbted to ai1ow the President
to deploy American grounds forces to Europe to .implement
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization. By a vote of 69 to
21 Senate Resolution 99 was passed; Senate Concurrent
Resolution 18 Tikewise carried but by a much smaller margin

74

of 45 to 41. With thé_adoption of Senate Resolution 99

President Trumgn claimed victory séying'that it representéd
a reaffirmaiion of his foreign po1iCy.75‘

An analysis -of the vote helps to identify the
regional and party voting patterh; The McClellan amendment,
containing the main issue, passed by only a six-vote margin,
49 to 43. Twehty-nine midwestérh and western Republicéns
provided the majority of the 49 yeé votes with 9 northeast-.
_efn-REpublicans and 11 Democrats contributing the balance.
A switéh of either the_? southérn‘Democratic votes or the
9 northeastern:GOP‘votes coUid»havebeasily_defeated this
moré restrictive amendment. Most Democrats, other than
‘those from the South, supported the wording of the
Original Cpnna11y Resolution and therefore vqted against
the amendmeht. | | o

The actual tally on the Connally Resolution, Senate

Resolution 99, found 42‘Democrats and 27 Republicans

combining for a lopsided tota] of 69 yea votes. Except

Ibid., pp. 3282, 3293-94.

75

U.S., Truman Public Papers, 1951, pp. 217-18.
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forfthé South where 2 Democrats voted'néy,‘the Aaministra; 
tion's party voted unanimously for the ConhallybmeaSUre;
Only ‘in the Northeast énd Middle Atlantic states did
Repr]icans‘give‘a majority of their votés‘to the resolution;
nea}ly 60 per cent of midwestern and western Republicans
opposed it. |
” Mhen it came to the Russell Resolution, which
invited the House to voté on the'issue, 9 Democrats joined
36 Republicans to pass the reso1U;ion_by.on]y a 4 vote
margin. Republican strength was fairly uniform with GOP
members in each section of the country giving approximately
 8Q‘per cent of their party's support. Except for the
South, Democrats followed the lead of Senator Connally in-
voting agaihst spfeading.the debate tb_the House of. |
Representatives. Had it hof,beeh for‘8 southern Democrats
thé Republicans could not ha§e £érried the day.

| In summafy; Democrats;re]ﬁed‘upbn_the noffheastern
 Repub]ican Vote to carry'thevConnally RQSb]uﬁion, While
RepUb]icans nationa]]y_teamed’dp‘with a féw renegade
Democratslfofpass the RusseT1 Reéo]utidh. Repub]fcan
stfength invqpposition to the Trqman program was concentrated
in‘thg Midwest‘and-West where they voted’unanimou§1y for
the tougher McClellan amendment, then rejected the wéaker
Connally Reso]ution,ﬁand'ffné]]y_gaye majorities to the
'Russéll Reso]utfonzin hopes_the House would pbo]ong the

issue. On the other hand, Republicans in the industrial
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noftheast not bn]y backed»the Thﬁman proposal to send four
additional divisions but also supported, but on]y by the
very narrow margin of 9 to 8, their party cO]]éagUés in
demanding that‘fhe Congréss be informed before the Presi-
~dent made any mnre’commitments. ~Southern Democrats gener-
ally favored sending troops to Eurbﬁe, but the few who
voted for the McClellan amendment and the Russell Resolution
dehonstratedgthat they wefe not entirely in accord with
their Pres1’dent.7.6 -

Outside thefSenate the national press was hardly
exuberant, for the vaguely worded.reso]utions could be
ihterpreted to SUit-ones_own_need§; A variety of conser-
vative and liberal editors were'satiSfied with the measures
either becauSe.fhéy reinforced the Atlantic Allijance or

because the President was notigiVen_a carte b]anche;77

The Waéhiggton Post noted the éccompiishments in imple-
méntfﬁg the Pact but found the Admihistration's lTeadership
was."pafheticaily weak" when it came to Executive
consultation with Congressg78_

At the same time, a number of moderate and 1iberal

76Eor further statistics see Appendix.
77Editor‘1’al, Dallas Morning News, April 6, 1951,

IIT, p. 2; Editorial, Los Angeles Times, April 5, 1951,
sec. II, p. 4; Editorial, New York Times, April 5, 1951, '
p. 28; Editorial, Evening World-Herald (Omaha), April 5,
1951, p. 34. | R o '

sec.

I
I

78t 4itorial, Washington Post, April 4, 1951, p. 12,
April 7, 1951, p. 8. . ) o
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papers, who normally baékedithe Admin{stration,‘found no

reason whatever to claim victory. The St. Louis Post-

Dispatch blamed Administration "clumsiness" for allowing

the passage of "unreal and inconclusive" reso]utions.79ﬂ

‘San Francisco Chronicle editors viewed the results of the
' 80

debate as throwing icewater on Western Europe, - while the

magazine, Nation,_unhappy that the President had swallowed
'so many restrictions, called it a vote of no confidencé.al

The response, or rather lack of response, by

Colonel McCormick and his Chicago DaiTy-Tribune'was perhaps
the most glaring. Day after day the Tribune ﬁad fired
editorial vol1eyé_at Truman and his policies, yet after the
Senate voted'the.editorial page was’near]y devoid of
comment on this issue. Other than a weak hope that the
House wou1d stop Truman from sending even the‘four
'divisians,sz the editors cOnépicuou§1y avoided the matter
-in apparéht fecognition thatithe-Hooyer-Taft5Wherry forces
had not defeated the man.ﬁh'the White House.

McCormick's hope for House action never reaped any

real successes. In the House Armed Services Committee

79

Editorié], St..Louis Post-Dispatch, April 5, 1951,

80Editokia1, San Francisco Chronicle, April 4, 1951,

8lcditorial, Nation, April 14, 1951, p. 341.
82Fditorial, Chicago Daily Tribune, April 4, 1951,
sec. I, p. 20. | ‘ |
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Democrats upset a Repub]ican.attempt to aftach a restrictive
rider to a pending conscription bill. The rider would have
forbidden the President from sending any troops until both

83 In

_Houses of Congress gave their express consent.
addition,'thevHouse Committee dn Fdreign Affairs, haVing
received Senate Concurrent}Resolﬁtion 18, refused to report
out the measure. vUnhappy with the'Democratic leadership,
Representative-Frederick Coudert,-Jr.'offered an amendment
to a Defense Department appropriation bill again attemﬁting
to restrict the President's pbwer‘to deploy American ground

84 Throughout,

forces abroad,‘and again he met with defeét,
thé House generally took a disinterestﬂin the troops-for-
Europe issue perhaps hopfng to aVOid the.ﬁrotracted debate
in which the Senate indulged. »

| Debate on the troops-for-Europe issue contihued to
flare-up periodica]]y in 1951 even long after the Senate
had seemingly disposed of the matter. In July 1951
Secretary of Defense’MakShaT] revealed that the United States
hoped to have some.400,0001men——60;000}Air Force personnel
and 340,000 ground forcésQ—in-Europe_by‘the end of 1952.
This was‘nearly‘twice the'nuﬁber contemp]afed at tﬁé Senate

hearings in the Spring of 1951, and the critics reacted

83New'York-Times, March 14, 1951, p. 7.

84

Congressional Record, XCVII, 3452, 9735, 9746.
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| accordingTy.85
Also in July 1951, members‘of the Senate Foreign
~Relations Cqmmittee visited General Eisenhower in Europe
and sought a progress‘report on Européan defenses. Sehatdks
accepted the American commitment as a fact but were far
more interested in the European response to the deployment
 of United States forces. They wanted to know what the
Europeans were doing econémica]Ty and militarily to uphold
.their end of the bargainﬁ in turn, General Eisenhower and
his staff provided a_favoréb]e ana1ysis in;a Qay on1y thé
military could do._86
"One week after the Senate vote on the Conna]]y-
Russell Reso]utions Presideﬁt Truman was forced to remove
~General MacArfhur from his command. Although the firing
had nothing to do with the troops?forfEurope issue, the"
:re-examiniSts'begahza new barrage'upoh the Truman forejgn
policy. New debate and new hearings_on foreign policy only
frustrated the American_pébp]e more, and as a result, the

Senate Foreign Relations and Armed Services Committees

thought it necessary to reassure people at home and abroad.

85

New York Times, July 28, 1951, p. 1.

, 86SHAPE briefings for Senate Foreign Relations
Committee, July 1951, Congressional Visits File (1951, No. 3),"
Dwight D. Eisenhower Papers 1916-52, Eisenhower Library.

Parts of this have been published in: U.S., Congress, Senate,
Committee on Foreign Relations, On United Economic and
Military Assistance to Free Europe, Hearings before a subcom-
mittee of the Committee on Foreign Relations, 82nd Cong.,

Ist sess., 1951.
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Recognizing the effect of disSident voices in a democracy
the Committees, speaking jointly, made it known that the
American government was'not trying to alarm the world.
"The objectives of the people 0f the United States are
unChanged:by anything that has transpired during this ordeal
of controversy," thé.Commitfeé'report stated. "We are
unshaken in our determination to defend ourselves and to
~cooperate to the Iimit of our capabilities with all of those

w87  Tpe

free nations determinéd to survive.in'freedom.
Committees issued this statement as a direct result of the
ﬂacArthur coﬁtroversy, buf bécause'thé primary issue was one
‘of foreign policy, its 1mp11catipns_a]so'applied.to the

troops-for-Europe issue.

in_retrospect the participants in the debate did
 Titt1e to settle the constitutional problems surrounding
the proposed policy. Technological change and the Cold War

~did produce a shift of emphaéis from Congress to the White

87U.S., Congress, Senate, Committee on Foreign
Relations and Committee on Armed Services, General of the
Army Douglas MacArthur and the American Policy in the Far:
East: Joint Statement by the Committee on Armed Services
~and the Committee on Foreign Relations, United States
Senate, Relative to the Facts and Circumstances Bearing on
the Relief of General of the Army Douglas MacArthur and on
American Policy in the Far East, S. Doc. 50, 82nd Cong.,
1st sess., 1951, Senate Documents: Miscellaneous, X, 2.
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House, especia]Tylin the use of Américan troops abroad and
in the war-making powers. Prior to the Debate most
instances in,whibh the,President deployed American forces
abroad were cases dealing in,sdme way with the protection
of Americans or their prdperty; in such events justificatibn
and Congressiona1 apprové1 were self-evident. However, the
deployment of tr00ps.iﬁ‘times,of‘peace to an international
army created a new twiét in the.éonductvdf foreign policy.
Neither the Administration nor Congress had squarely faced
the issue at the time of the.Koréan intervention in that
Article 43 of the Uhited;Nations:Charter was never carried
out. AS»a result President Truman later acted in the belief
that the Constitution and the North Atlantic Treaty provided
him with sufficient authority to cope with the country's
national interest in the Atlantic area.

In taking the:inifiative, however, Truman also
acceptéd a heavy requﬁsfbility,va responsibi]ity he unwill-
~ingly shared. It would have been to his benefit had he
rallied an already existing éupport behind his plan, but in
announcing his decision before consulting with Congress he
alienated Republicans énd a-$ma1]fsegment of his own party.
As a result Senators and Representatives alike renewed their
efforté_at reasserting their role in'fofeign policy. Many
expressed concern that they were being presented another
“fait accompli and therefore rightly performed their duty as

a soundihg board through'the‘use of-debate and pUb]iC
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~hearings. On_the otherfhand, Truman faced the dilemma of
justifying a purely fbreién policy matter when dissidents
in the opposition party‘were undoubtedly trying to make it
a partisan issue. By shiftihg'thé,emphasis from European
defense to constitutional issues, Republicans prolonged
the debate hoping to reap any meager benefits.

The Conna]Iy-Russe]] Resolutions settled very
little. They were far more positive than the Wherry
ReSofution in that they récanized a general feeling tﬁat.
American ground forces weré—indeed_nécessary.in Europe.
Neither'resoldtion,'however,_settled the constitutional
differences over Presidentia]FCongressiona1vconsultation
“or further 1mp1ementation<of the North Atlantic Pact.
Although the measures attempted to solve these problems
they were not binding upon the President. Had a bill or
joint resolution been.enaéted an even more severe conflict
would have arisen in that the President would have queétioned
its constitutionality and‘mosf likely would have vetoed
it. In the final ana]yéis,it was perhaps best that the
‘jbint powers in foreign affairs were not decided in
finality, as the décision,may héve prdved unworkable in
different ciréumstances.

Whatever the sign{ficance'of the Conygressional
action, the debate did revea]'strong western and midwestern

Republican resistance'to:gréater involvement in world

affairs. As the editors of the St. Louis Post-Dispatch
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analyzed it, the vote ref]ected’é-fegiona] stronghold of a
"particular type of Republicanism which in some cases

takes the form of isoTationism.“88

88Editbria1, St. Louis Post-Dispatch: April 9, 1951,

p. 2B.



CHAPTER V

The Great Debate: An Analysis

President Truman's decision to send United States
ground forces to‘EUrobe and the résu]ting'debate-raise
two significant questionsf First; were the re-examinists
"genuinely concerned with the diréction of foreign affairs
or was fheir_goa} to make po]ifica] hay for partisan
reasons? Second, was the'European:army as established
under the adspices of NATO a heCess1ty; or were there
alternate solutions which would have produced the desired
resuits? . -

Playing politics with foreign.po]iby is ndthing
new and the troopsQfor-Europe‘debate disp]ayed a coﬁtinu-
ation of such téctics. This is not to say, however, the
re-examinists had no inferest in what would be considered
strictly foreign policy. Hoovér;'Taft, and Wherry did
moké than merely denouncé the Admﬁnistration's failures;
they offered their own alternative §o1utf0ns which appeared
to be'within.the capabi]ity‘of;the Unfted States.

This interest‘in foreign policy, however, lent
itself to purely partisan ends. The role of partisanship
has already been alluded to by the fact that the greatest

opposition to the Truman policy came from conservative
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Republicans, but it does not end there. Certain
Republicans were indeed looking for issues on which they
could defeat Truman, while others perhabs had personal
local goals which might be fulfilled.

The press acknow]edgéd that Senator Taft was attempt-
ing to consolidate his 1eadersﬁip in the absence of Senator
Vandenberg by searching,for an issue to ral]y'Republicans |
behind him, and the troops-for-Europe program fit the bi]]..I
This desire. to engage the Demotratjc Administration became
clearly apparent in December,,1950,-When‘Repub11cans set out
to force Achéson's_resignation. Bﬁoyed by Republican gains
in the November election Taft adviséd a Repub]itan Senate
caucus against further consultation with the Administration.
As reported by Drew}Pearson,‘Taft told his colleagues, "I
seé‘no reason to consu1t‘as‘1ong»as Harry Truman is in the
White House. Our duty,as’Repubficansvis td criticize,
and 1 think that ought to be made clear 2

Not onTy did Taff procede to make a major foreign
policy speech in Jahuary; he hoped to keep the'discu$sion
going by pTaying.a direéfing fo]é. A week éffer Eisenhower's
February 1_testimony,,and'béfore Marshall's appearance at

the hearings, Taft complained publicly that the Administration

_ ']"Taft's Bid for Power--and Presidency," 'U.S. News
& World Report, January 19, 1951, p. 19. ' '

: 2Drew Pearson, "Taft, Dewey Head Up GOP Groups on
War Issues," Denver Post, December 29, 1950, p. 14.
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was still refusing to divulge the size of the contemplated
'Eﬁropean'armyvand the American Contribhtion to it.3 Yet on
-January 20, 1951, Génera] Bradley had briefed severq}
Republican Sehators,fincluding Taft, on the European army
project. At that time Rradley made it clear that the plan
was not to send severa1‘m111ibn men but only four divisions.4
 Taft obviously was aware of the Administration’'s plan well
before the beginning of the'hearfngs but refused to admit
it. A paper from Taft's home state piékéd up this
“inconsistency and suggested that as a man of "legendary
integrityf.the Senator was 1nduTging }n-"politﬁcal double-
talk."®
| From these two incidehts it may be suggeSted that
preft Taft had more than just foreign po]fcy in mind. The
issue made'h1m a foreign-affairs.spokesman, but more
ihportant]y,vit made him‘the Repub1ican‘spokesman on foreign
‘bolicy. He'Wasvoffering-a'Repub1fcan alternative to the
seeming Democratic_quaémire,.and as avresuit he was keeping.
HhiS‘Party’S’name in 1jght5“f0r the American people.
Nor;was-Taft‘alone in‘playing politics with foreign

‘affairs. _Senatorbdenner perhaps*expresSed best the

3Congressiona‘] Record, XCVII, 1117.
4

Poole, "Republican Foreign Policy," p. 389.

QSEd1tor1a1 St. Louis Post- Dispatch, March 17, 1951,
p. 4A. The ed1t0r1a1 was pr1nted with the permission of
the Dayton Daily News.

.
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aéitation'over foreign policy among the conservative
Republicans when he sajd, "We debate the Fair Deal policies;
we argue whether the pkoposa1s are-good or‘bad, but we

nb The conserva-

are always talking about their;policies.
tf&es who held positions of power, though not necessarily
control, in the RepUincah Party.were search{ng for issues
whereby'they could Tead'fhstead-of being led.

A]thdugh he refrained from making a personal attack
on-President-Truman'dqring_the'hearings,'Senqtor Wherry
doggedly looked for meanévtb increase Republican influence.
Thé troops-for-Europe {ssue provided him such a vehicle,
but it was General MacArthur's remové] which provoked his
most vehement partisan objéction-to ?he Truman Administra-
tion. While calling for é renewed examination of Truman's
foreign policy he made it a,pointvto denounce political
mofives by Saying that'tovinjéct pértisanship was
"comp}ete]y‘ih contradiction wifh_the American way."
However, after taking this step-fprward in behalf of bipart-
isanship he iook two steps backward with a comment consid-
érabiy less Vei]ed:- "Compare the monumental record of
-Geﬂeral MacArthur with that of hié accusers, with their
4re¢ord of mdra] decay,.greed, corruption and confusion . .

BeyOnd’nationaT headlines for the Republican Party

bcongressional Record, XCVII, 2594.
e :

St. Louis Post-Dispatch, April 13, 1951, p. 1D.

nd



157

the troops-for-Europe ‘debate proaided Senator Wherry a
chance to p]ug.his ownaihteresfs'and that of his state,
'thatibeing air power. Nebraska contained no major aircraft
industry, but the retent1on of Strategic Air Command
_headquarters in the state was important to the Senator.
His intense interest in‘a growingiair.force during the
debate is exemplified not only by'his<continued lecturing
on air power but also by the fact.that two of his witneéses,
Alexander de Seversky and General George, were in some way
associated with major aircraft comaanies.8 In regard to
the foreign affairs imp1ﬁcatfons af'the Wherry Resolution,
Genera] George admitted_foathe Committees he had not even.
read the're-solution.9 ana]Ty,]Wherry got wind of a story
“that a new North AtTant1c Bombardment Command would be
estab]1shed ‘as part of NATO ‘and asked General E1senhower
about the poss1b111ty of']ocat1ng that command in Omaha
under General LeMay To the: Nebraskan s dismay, no such
command ever deve]oped ]0

While the conservativé ﬁepub]icans were hoping to

make'gains at the expense of the Democratic Party they

| 8De Seversky had been a consultant to the Republic
Aviation Company while George, after retiring from the
military, became vice-president of Hughes Tool Company
which owned Hughes Aircraft Company

QSenate, Hearings, S. Con. Res. 8, p. 410.
10

Kenneth S. Wherry to Dwight D. Eisenhower, March 20,
1951, Miscellaneous Correspondence File, Eisenhower Papers
1916-1952, Dwight D. Eisenhower Library.



found themselves involved in'spmething close to a civil

war withih'their own party. As one analyst put it, the

-~ "Republicans failed to harmonfze their foreign and domestic
leadership" and this résu]ted in»shifting alliances 1nvoTVing
at one time or another Taf£; Véndenberg; Dewey, and
eventually John Foster Du]]es;1]  when the Great Debate
began Senator Vandenbérg was no longer able to exert his
inf]uencé over matters of.foreign‘pq]icy because of his
~health, and for ‘a period no one was sure who spbke as the
Republican foreign pof{gy.eXpert. At the time President
Truman announced his'troop'decision in September, 1950,‘thé

New York Timesvreported”that Senator Lbdge had become the
| 12

Repub]ican sp0kesman on foreigh affairs.
On the one hand,:the conservafives and i1iberals
within the Republican Pérfy’were at odds with eéch other.
.Thé conservatives saw no futuré'in a “mé-td0"_approach to
foreign policy, yet Thomas Dewéy'stoodvhis ground when
.chéllenged by the conservatives. As one columnist expressed
it, Dewey's téstimohy and ex§hange with Wherry at the
hearings Was_a»footnote to the 1948 campaign. "Dewey could
hqt express his true convictiohs in_thét éampaign'because
in state after state»weré found Repub]ican-congressiona].

candidates Who were diametrically opposed to the views of

11
12

Poole, "Republican FOreﬁgn Policy," pp. 2-3.
New York Times, September 9, 1950, p. 5.
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the Repub]icén presidential candidate.“]3

His forthright
‘statement on,thevtroops-for-Europé;issue indeed alienated
the conservative Factioﬁ of the party. Nor was Dewey the
only liberal who was a problem to the right wing of the

party; the Chicago Daily Tribune suggested that Senators

‘Margaret Chase Smith of Maine, Wayne Morse of Oregon,
"Alexander Wiley of w1sconsih, H. Alexander Smith of New
Jersey, Irving Ives of New York, Leverett Saltonstall and
Henry Cabot dege of MaSsachusetts, George Aiken and Ré]ph
F]ahders-of Vérmont, Charles Tobey of New Hampshire, and
James Duff of Pennsy]vania all "take_a walk" as they would
make better Democrats than Repub]icans‘.]4

| On the other hand, the conservatives within the
Repubiican Party also were not united in their effort. The
fact that Taft had Presidential éépirations has q]ready_
been mentioned, but it shou]d}be‘édded that Senator Wherry
15

had like interests. Early in the debate the New York

Times recognized that Wherry was taking issue with Taft's

16

more moderate stand. This difference is more recogniz-

able in the final vote in which the two men did not stand

‘]3Marquis‘Chi1ds, "Foreign Policy and 1952,"

Washington Post, February 28, 1951, p. 9.
V4Editorial, Chicago Daily Tribune, March 6, 1951,
sec. I, p. 16. -
15

Dalstrom, “Kenneth S. Wherry," p. 751.
16 | '

New York Times, January 306, 1951, p. 11.
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together. Accordihg tb one historian‘it was John Foster
Dulles who was instrumental ih wooing Taft away from the
extreme positions of Hoerr and wherv‘y.]7

As much as anyfhing‘the-Great'Debate exposed a
standing division within the>RepubTican Party. Except.for
John Mdtlellan and His.amendment'tb the Connally-Russell
resolutions and a few other_southern Democrats,»no such
schism developed in Presideht-Truman's party.

The u]fimate goal fn making the trodps-for-Eurdpe
program a‘partisan issue was the Presidendy fn 1952. Taft
was espec1a]1y interested in the Repub11can nom1nat1on and
let it be known he would f1ght tooth-and-nail to prevent a

]8 ‘In add1t1on, the

"me-too" Repub11can from getting it.
Ohio Senator was being confronted,w1th‘a new cha]]enéer.from
another quarter--Genefal Eisenhower. Although Eisenhower
had'not'pub1ic1y announced his party preference or his
intention to run, the press continued to speculate about

the growing Repub]ican suppbrtffOr'the’GeneraI and ité

19 Even though the election was nearly two

affect on Taft.
years away a number of Repub11cans began g1v1ng public

support to an Eisenhower campa1gn Governor Dewey ,

]7Pooie,'“Repub1ican Foreign Policy," p. 377.

: ]8Ed1tor1a1, Evening World- Herald (Omaha),
December 4, 1950, p. 18

. : 19James Reston, "Eisenhower or Taft? A Question
Looms for '52," New York Times, February 18, 1951, sec. IV,

p. 3.
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California Governor Earl Warren, Senator James Duff and
Harold Stassen all rejected Taft because of his foreign

20

policy. Déwey and Duff were both publicly committed

to Eisenhower before the end of March, 195].2]
Taft vicewed the chance to beat Eisenhower as

‘significant as bééting-Truman in that the General was in

full agreement With the*Administrétion‘s policy. 1In effect,

Taft saw that either a Truman or Eisenhower victory in

1952 would brfng no change of policy. The Chicago Daily

'Tribune.warhed conservative Repubiicans to look inside

the Eisenhower,poiitica1“Teran horse as it appeared that

‘the "New Dealers" were "using Eisénhower to kill off a real

Répub'li'can-opposition,“22
The Eisenhower\challengé;ianhodnced or not, was

very'genuine}as revealed by an Apfi],_]QS] Gallup poll.

That survey showed EiSenhoWer}Teading Taft by sixteen

percentage'points”Within,fhe,GQP.23. Six months later,

whi1e.Eisenhower was in Europe, he asked W. Averell Habriman

to‘secure_for him the.voting}retord of Senator

2071 0mas L. Stokes, "Four Men Against Sen. Taft,"
Atlanta Constitution, March 6, 1951, p. 10. '
| 'Z]Fulton Lewis, Jdr., "Freshman Senator Duff Readies
Blast at Hoover-Taft-Wherry," Evening World Herald
(Omaha), March 15, 1951, p. 30; Drew Pearson, "Eisenhower's
Snubs Anger Dewey,"VWashington'Post, March 18, 1951, p. 5B.

22Editoria1, Chicégo Daily Tribune,.Fébruary'24,
1951, sec. I, p. 8. =

23yashington Post, April 15, 1951, p. 1B.
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Taft;24- Although the General asked only'forvthe votes on
Eufopean aid, ftjcan‘be specufated that Eisenhower was as
much interested in future political evehts as in assistance
to Europe. By May, 1952, the cOﬁﬁervatives were up in arms
at the Eisenhower‘movement with{hathe Republican Party.
Michigan Senator Homer Ferguson;helped prepare a study
which_conc]uded that a "Mj]itary—InternatiQnalist—New Deal"
coalition was promoting Eisenhowéf as a Rgpﬁb]ican
candidate. The coﬁéervatives realized that if both parties
nominated a_firm 1nternationaliéf the Truman po]iciés
would be "sa.fe'."25 | |

| From all of this it can be surmfséd that the Great
.Débatérwas 1ndeed co]ored,witH partisanship. The Republi-
can re—exaministé weré:outbto make po]itfca] hay anﬁfa
nation frustrated with existing foreign-problems provided
fertile ground., If Sehator Taft was sincerely interested
'in foreign affairé and his.beTfefs,_why dfd he vote for the 
two pathetically weak resolutipné? Perhaps he realized the
press, the CongreSs, éhd the pﬁb]ic-were not rallying behihd_
Hoover and}Wherky. In such a case he coh]d’sa]Vage his

chance for the 1952 Répub]ican nomination on]y'by‘-

24w; Averell Harriman to Dwight D. Eisenhower,
September 14, 1951, W. Averell Harriman File (#2),
Eisenhower Papers 1916-1952, Dwight D. Eisenhower Library.

. 25Homer Ferguson to Herbekt Hoover, May 8,‘1952,
D. D. Eisenhower File (1948-1953), Post-Presidential
Papers, Herbert Hoover Presidential Library.
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moderating his}stand--the Hoovér‘and Wherby positions were
too extreme}and the Eisenhower cha11énge was only more of
the existing medicine..,His position had to be an alternative
to.the'Truman Doctrine yet comménd:the support of a majority
of the voters. .

Having considered thé'dohestic'side of the:iésue it
is now necéssary to 1ook at-théfimﬁ]ications_in foreign
affairs. This study was not done for the purpose of méking
a blanket generalization about the Administration's Cold
Nar po]icy;’however,‘oné can.indu]ge in,a'degree of
Specu]ation._ WhethernTrumanPs decision was correct_dr not
was debatable not only then but continues to be so.

| Throughout the debate both Truman and hi$ critics
accepted the premise that a Soviet mi]itary threat did
exist. It éan be conceded fhat‘the mere existence of a
re]ative]y‘large Red Akﬁy éonsfjtuted a threat whéh compared.
to the meager forces avai]ab]é,in_westerh Europe. The
vapprehensioﬁ incréased with the aggreSsion,Tn Korea, and
as a result it awoke Europe ahd‘the'United States tb the
possibilities of a Soviet march across Europe. In 1951 the
‘alternatives for a European'aefense appeared to be either
all-out nuclear retaliation with air power or creating a
mixéd force capable of a‘f1exib1e responsel The Administra-
tion, finding defecfs in the éir power thesis and a nuclear
hoiocaust unacceptable for European morale, opted<for a

defense which hopefully would keep most of Western Europe
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free and fhereby prevent the.hecessity of anothéf D-Déy‘
landing. The immediate gOaT'was to strengthen a pitifully
weak Europe as quickly as possible. .

The question then arises why did Stalin not attack
Western Europe before or duriﬁg the formationwof the
European'Arﬁy? One answer given was the American possession

26

of the atomic bomb and her long range bombers; however,

if the Jofnt Chiefs of Staff were correct these weapons
~alone would have not stopped the Red Army. A number of
other observers found the answer, in part, to spring from
interna] problems with_noneRuSSfan nationalities within the

27

‘Soviet Union and the satellites. As one writer put it,

"The’irreconcflabiTity of East Germany with the other

sate]]ités is one of the majoh problems facing the

n28

Russians Stewart and Joseph Alsop saw the troop

build-ups in the satellites as aimed at subduing Tito and

29 John

his Yugoslavia rather than at Western Europe.
Kennedy'fe1thta]in’wou1d not»make a move because the best

the Russians could hope for was a stalemate as result of

2bsenate, Hearings, S. Con. Res. 8, p. 755.
271bid., pp. 255, 494, 749.

_ 28 ey Middleton, The Defense of Western Europe
(New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, Inc., 1952), p. 81.

29 tewart and Joseph Alsop, "Chance of Peace Rests
on West's A11-0Out Rearming and Meeting Soviet Efforts to
Block Build-up," St. Louis Post-Dispatch, January 26, 1951,
p. 1C. - ' ‘
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overextending thevRed Army,30 The military, political, and
economic weakness of*western Eurepe,'according to Hans
Morgenthau, was hot a threatvto the Russian position in
central and Eastern Europe and'tberefore made the acquisi-
tion of Western Eurdpe unattractive for the moment.3]
Others viewed the North Atlantic ATiiahee and the plans for
an army as an effective deterrent‘caUSing the Soviet

32

Ieaders to be content temporarily. General Eisenhower,

however, contended the Russians couid find an excuse for

marching with or without the existence of the pact.33

There were oiher analyses, Someequitedebatab1e§4 but the
majority continued to fall back upon the air power and
nuclear bomb thesis.

Whether it was air»powers NATO, or some other reason

30Senate, Hear1ngs, S. Con. 'Res.‘8, p. 429.
31

Morgenthau, Defense of National Interest p. 161.

3zDanie1 DeLuce and Richard 0 Regan, "0dds Favor
Another Year of Peace in Europe, in Cautious View of
Observers in Germany, Austria," St. Louis Post-Dispatch,
March 25, 1951, p. 3B. : -

33

Senate, Hearings, S. Con. Res. 8, p. 21.

34The editor of the Ch1cago Daily Tribune came up:
_w1th the thesis that Russia would not attack the nations of
Western Europe because they were all colonial powers. The
argument was to the effect that, if in taking over Europe
the Soviets also kept the colonial possessions, Communism
would lose its appeal to the colonial populations. On the
other hand, if Russia gave the colonies their independence
she would also lose the "source of wealth and income from
overseas that largely sustains" the West European powers.
In all, the thesis was a bit unbelievable. (Editorial,
Chicago Daily Tribune, December 25, 1950, sec, I, p. 18.)
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that'preyented fﬁe'Red Army'from‘attacking; a considerable
portion of the American peop1e'agreed with‘Truman‘that the
'Soviet_thréatiwas a military one.  However, there was a
small group headed by George'Kennan who viewed the threat
as more political than miITtary;”Kennan'had first-hand
expérience with the Soviet leaders during his assignment as
a Foreign Service Officer in Moscow during the years 1945
and}j946 and was among the first to warn of Russian
intransigence;

. In analyzing Soviet policy in 1945 Kennan predicted
that other than a "baring of the fangs" Russia had "no
‘fﬁrther means with which to assail the Western World." He
further ackncwledged that the Red Army would not be
demobilized because Stalin needed it to consolidate his
power in the newly-acquired areag; "Furfher mi1itary‘
advances in theIWest could only increase responsibi1ities
already beyond the Russian.capacity to meet."35
Two years later in writing his Mr. X article, "The

Sources of Soviet anduct,f he continued to view the threat
‘as more-po]iticai than military. 'Communist ideology saw

a cbntinuing‘antagonism between capita]ism'and socia]ism,
but in Kennan's view this did not mean the Soviets were
bent upon a do-or-die prbgram-;they weré in no hurry; When

he asked for a "firm and vigilant containment of Russian

35Kennan; Memoirs, pp. 533, 546.
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expansive tehdencies,"ehe‘said nothing about a mi]itery

36

threat or military containment. Many, including Walter

Lippmann, immediately read a military connotation.into the
passage, and shokt]y thereafter Kennan attempted to correct
Lippmann's false interpretation by‘pointing out

- The Russians don't want to invade anyone. It
is not in their tradition. They tried it once in
Finland and got their fingers burned. They don't
want war of any kind. Above all, they don't want
the open responsibility that official invasion
brings with it. They far prefer to do the job

politically with stooge forces. Note well: when
‘I say politically, that does not mean without
violence. But it means that the violence 1is 37

~nominally domestic, not international, violence.

Unlike Acheson, Kennan attempted to put the brakes
on the growing hard line of contefnment es time passed.
This was especia]ly true‘when-as a- member of the State
Department staff he workedvon-the North Atlantic Treaty.
Recognizing the intent of the]peet he_photested to his
‘superior, Secretary of State Marshall. Although he accepted
the need to bb]ster European morale he_waé'fearfui that a
preoccupation withfmi]itary’affefrs would be detrimental to
the more important'fulfillmehf of:economic recovery. "The.
danger that European'NATO‘pértherS faced in the political
field," he wrote to Marshall, "was stilivgreater . . . than
5 38

any military danger that confronted them." Somewhat later

_ 36uy [George F. Kennan], "The Sources of Soviet
Conduct,"”" Foreign Affairs, XXV (July, 1947), pp. 522—73, 575.

‘37Kennan,'Memoirs, pp.7358—61;

38

1bid., pp. 409-10.
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he observed, "I:have never seen any eQidence'that the Soviet
1eadér$ have at any‘time,sihce World War II . . . desired a
general war between the Soviet Union and the major
capitalist powers;"sg

Throughout; Kennan'consistentiy warned against
overemphasizing mi1itary containment at the expense of
jEurdpean economic’recovery; The Soviet threatvin his view
could best be met by a poi%tica]Ty and economically stable

40

‘Western Europe. Ten yearsvafter his Mr. X article Kennan

“moved ever further away from the militant containment line
and turned towards Lippmann's ear1ier_proposa1 of gradual
disengagement in_Europe. By then he and Acheson were far

apart, with Acheson continuing to demand action based on

positions,of mi]itary strength.4]

In talking about the containment policy Kennan later
said

The failure consisted in the fact that our own
~government, finding it difficult to understand a
.political threat as such and to deal with it in
- other than military terms, and grievously misled,

in particular, by its own faulty interpretations
of the significance of the Korean War, failed to
take advantage of the opportunities for useful

3gGeorge F. Kennan, Realities of American Foreign
Policy (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1954), '

pp. 69-70.
George F. Kennan, Russia, the Atom and the West

40
(New York: Harper & Brothers Publishers, 1958), pp. 88-91.
Myatter LaFeber, America, Russia, and the Cold

War, 1945-1966 (New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1968),
p. 209. o '
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political discuséion‘whén, in iater years, such
opportunities began to open up, and exerted itself,
in its military preoccupations, to seal and to.
perpetuate the very divisions of. Europe which it
‘should have been concerned to remove.

IT Kennan's analysis that the threat had always been
more political than military is correct, thenvthe decision
to form-avEuropean Army and Truman's sending American
ground forces to Europe only cdntributed to the intensity
of the Cold War. If the miiitary‘threat was not as gréat
as perceived by the Administration thén perhaps the soihtion
was to encourage a degree 6f rearﬁament while playing down
the creation of a European army aimed at the Soviet
frontiers. Due tovthe'cdnflicting views of the Soviet
threat the Great Debate, in a sense, has never ended. The
questions grow more encompassing and require further
analysis of the origins of the Cold War, Sovietigoa]s, and
the American understanding.of the Russian mind. The

questions perhaps can never -fully be answered, but a re-

examination of the Cold War deserves more‘attention.

It has been said that foreign policy cannot be
. separated'from domestic influences--the Great Debate is a
manifestation of that premise. Bipartisanship involves a.

number of conditions including the necessity of the

42Kennan, Memoirs, p. 365.
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Executive consulting Congress prior to the public announce-
ment of a decision or policy. President Truman, even though
his plan had a.legitimate basis, acted hastily and with a
determination to shoulder tﬁe entire responsibility. Aware
that Congress contained a majority of internationalists he
felt he could move unrestricted, yet a small but vigilant
group of conservatives acting out of frustration-and the
desire for parfisan.gain fired broadside into the President's
conduct and his entire foreign policy.

The partisan tactics, while draped with legitimate
arguments, included both a conservative Republican alterna-
tive in foreign policy and constitutional haggling. That
is not to say the alternative policy wasi:an entirely
unworkable one--the intent was to capita]ize on the public
frustration with the Truman policy. After finding themselves
outnumbered the conservatives resorted to constitutional
‘arguments to deny the President completion of his policy.
UlTtimately the.goél was to elect someone in 1952 who was
something less than a liberal and internationalist.

Of the military services, the air power advocates
had the most to gain from .the debate. The Air Force was
expanding and hoped to establish itself firmly as the first
aﬁdng equals. A wé]]-knoWn military historian admittéd>that 
the Air Force "overplayed" its hand somewhat, which is "normal

in the f{ght for a larger slice of pie."43

435._L;5A. Marsha]T to author, December 28, 1970.
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~The re-examinists askedvsome pertinent questions
when it came to the conduct of foréign-po]icy. Calling the
Truman policy one of spreading the United States thin
everywhere andistrong nowhere they found a glamorous and
seéming]y effective solution in ajr power. Indeed, .the
United States could not be the world's policeman with
troops everywhere, but what a number‘of re-examinists failed
to rea]ize.was that American'interests were not necessarily
the same fh all parts of'thevwoer., On the other hand;
Truman by his limited reéponse in Korea and his deploymént
of troops tQJEurope acknowlédged,that,there was more at 
stake in the Atlantic commynﬁty than in Asia. |

The éir'pOWer 50]ution to the argument that the
United States-wa§ oVerextended was‘perhapS'not the best
answer. It denied a f]exigle:responsé, left no room fbh
1imited ConfTiCts,‘and demanded a total victory which in
itself meant another wor}d:war. The re-examinists argued
“that it waéla deterrent, but as a means to peace it was |
a deterrent‘oﬁ]y soflong‘aé it did not -have to be used. In
retrospect the re-éxamihists were asking some penetrating
questions about fofeign bo1f¢y'b0t offering an oversimpli-
fied solution.

The air power advocates did make some advances at
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44 but they received greater attention during the

this tihe, |
Eisenhower Administration. Once in office Eisenhower was
”fqrced to compromise with the fiscal conservatives who
~wanted fo balance the budget,451and as a resu]tlthe
’Administration.attempted to §tretch out the American
build-up of forcés in Europelf By the beginning of 1954
the new Secretary of State, John Foster Dulles, had formu-
lated what became known as the'maSSive retaliation policy.
Although it allegedly continded a strategy aimed at |
preventing Europe from being over'run,45 there was a decided
emphasis that "Communism could best be hand]ed from a height
of_S0,000 feet." The overall effect was to cut the tota]
number of American armed forces‘aﬁd-place greater re]iance
upon air power.47: This amounted‘to'an acceptance of the
re-examinist arguments even though American forces were not
withdrawn from Europe. | |

From the beginning the European Army never met the

~intended ‘goal of the planners. It had been hoped that by

44Harry S. Truman, "Nation's Progress in Air Power:
The Goal is Worth the Price," Vital Speeches of the Day, '
XVIII (June 15, 1952), 521-22. Truman noted that by June
1952 the Air Force had been increased to ninety-one wings
with a future goal of 143 wings.

45
p. 169.
46

LaFeber, America, Russia, and the Cold War,

Paul Peeters, Massive Retaljation; The Policy and
its Critics (Ch1cago, Henry Regnery Company, 1959), pp 1,
17, 46-47, 126.

| 47LaFeber, America,'Russia, and the Cold War,
pp. 169, 178.
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the -end of 1954 NATO_Wou]d have,ninety-seVen divisions, but
the quota was nevek fi1Jed "because the European powers
,weke'unimpréssed by the immediacy of any threat and were
~content to rely on the U.S._détérrent if any shou]d_arise.“48
The NATO commahd was established, but nearly six years
passed before German part{cipatTOn was a fact; in the mean
 time Greece‘and Turkey joined‘thevA11iahce. As Acheson
Observed, "During thaf [sfx—year] period the_European Army
was conceived and miscarried;"49 |

At’home the re-examinists, whf]e.p]aying upon the
‘nation's frustratidn,'found'thatvneither they nor Truman
were in full accord with the pubiic; -In'Gallup polls taken
,regarding fhe trbopsffok—Europe fssue the public readily
agreed that Congress_shbu]d have more vbice in the determin-
ation of foreign policy. On_thé other hahd, when asked if
more troops were nécessary in}EUrOpe,.the pub]ic”respondéd,
both in Jdanuary and’Apri],]1951; with_a five-to-three margin

in favor of the Truman p]an.50

Whatever the goa]s_of the
reéexaminists——pOSSib]e resurrection‘of_Hoover's‘prestige;
partisan gains for Taft; Wherfy, and others, or a true
reversal of policy--the majdrity of people were not about

to initiate drastic changes.

48David Horowitz, The Free World Colossus: . A Criti-
que of American Foreign Policy in the Cold War, American

Century Series (New York: -Hill and Wang, 1971), p. 263.
49 |

50yashington Post, April 8, 1951, p. 3B.

Acheson, Present at the Creation, p. 440.
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The Senate resolutions wefe weak and did little to
alter the President's plan, Whiie ft might be contended
that the Great Debate accomplished very little, it did
reveal a cthistency in the American people. The frustra-
tions of the Cold War cannot be denied and, in fact, regeh-
erated an isolationist Spiki£§ however, the nation did not
suddenly disavow its position of‘responsibility; Whétever
the weaknesses of the;Trdman,foreign policy, the Ameritan
public realized they could no ]dngék depart from the wbrld

about them.'L



APPENDIX A

Senate Concurrent Resolution 8: The
Wherry Resolution*

Resolved, that the Committee on Armed Services and
the Committee on Foreign Relations are authorized and di-
rected to meet jointly to consider and report recommendations
on whether or not the Senate should declare it to be the
sense of the Senate that no ground forces of the United _
States should be assigned to duty in the European area for
the purposes of the North Atlantic Treaty pending the
adoption of a policy with respect thereto by the Congress.
Such report, which shall be approved by a majority of the
combined membership of the Committee on Armed Services, and
the Committee on Foreign Relations, shall be limited to the
subject matter of this resolution, and shall not contain
any recommendation .on any matter which is not germane
thereto, or which is in substantial contravention thereof,
or any recommendation either approving or disapproving
the assignment of ground forces of the United States to
duty in the European area for purposes of the North Atlantic
Treaty, and to be made on or before February 2, 1951. '

*Senate, Hearings, S. Con; Res. 8, p. 38.




APPENDIX B

Senate Resolution 99: The Connally

Resolution as Origina11y>1ntroduced*

Whereas the foreign policy and military strength of
"the United States are dedicated to the protection of our
national security, the preservation of the liberties of the
American people, and the maintenance of world peace; and

Whereas the North Atlantic Treaty, approved by the
Senate by a vote of 82-13, is a major and historic act
designed to build up the collective strength of the free
peoples of the earth to resist aggress1on, and to preserve
world peace; and

Whereas the security of the United States and its
‘citizens is involved with the. security of its partners
under the North Atlantic lreaty, and the commitments of
‘that treaty are therefore an essential part of the foreign
policy of the United States, and

Whereas article 3 of the North Atlantic Treaty
p1edges that the United States and the other parties thereto
"separately and jointly, by means of continuous and effec-
tive self-help and mutual aid, will maintain and develop
their individual and co]]ect1ve capacity to resist armed

attack"”; and _

Whereas recent events have threatened world peace
and as a result all parties to the North Atlantic Treaty
are individually and collectively mobilizing their produc-
tive capacities and manpower for their self-defense; and

Whereas the free nations of Europe are vital centers
of civilization, freedom, and production, and their subjuga-
tion by totalitarian forces would weaken and endanger the
defensive capacity of the United States and the other free
nations; and

o Whereas the success of cur common defense effort
under a unified command requires the vigorous action and
the full cooperation of all treaty partners in the
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~supplying of materials and men on a fair and equitable basis,
and General Eisenhower has testified that the "bulk" of

the land forces should be supplied by our EurOpean allies.

and that such numbers supplied should be the "major fraction"
of the total number: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That--

1. the Senate approves the action of the President
of the United States in cooperating in the common defensive
effort of the North Atlantic Treaty nations by designating,
at their unanimous request, General of the Army Dwight D.
Eisenhower as Supreme Allied Commander, Europe, and in
placing Armed Forces of the United States in Europe under
his command;

2. it is the belief of the Senate that the threat
to the security of the United States and our North Atlantic
Treaty partners makes it necessary for the United States to
station abroad such units of our Armed Forces as may be
necessary and appropriate to contribute our fair share of
the forces needed for the joint defense of the North
At]ant1c area;

3. it is the sense of the Senate that the President
of the United States as Ccmmander in Chief of the Armed
"Forces, before taking action to send units of ground troops
to Europe under article 3 of the North Atlantic Treaty,
should consult the Secretary of Defense and the Joint Chiefs
of Staff, the Committee on Foreign Relations of the Senate,
the Committee on Foreign Affairs of the House of Representa-
tives, and the Armed Services Committees of the Senate and
the House of Representatives, and that he should likewise
consult the Supreme Allied Commander, Europe;

4. it is the sense of the Senate that before sending
units of ground troops to Europe under article 3 of the
‘North Atlantic Treaty, the Joint Chiefs of Staff shall
certify to the Secretary of Defense that in their opinion
the parties to the North Atlantic Treaty are giving, and
‘have agreed to give full, realistic force and effect to
the requirement of artic]e 3 of said treaty that "by means
of continuous and effective self-help and mutual aid" they
will "maintain and develop their individual and collective
capacity to resist armed attack," specifically insofar as
the creation of combat units is concerned;

5. the Senate herewith approves the understanding
that the major contribution to the ground forces under
General Eisenhower's command should be made by the European
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. members of the North Atlantic Treaty, and that such units
of United States ground forces -as may be assigned to the
above command shall be so assigned only after the Joint
Chiefs of Staff certify to the Secretary of Defense that in
their opinion such assignment is a necessary step in
strengthen1ng the security of the United States; and the
certified opinions referred to in paragraphs 4 and 5 shall
be transmitted by the Secretary of Defense to the President
of the United States, and to the Senate Committees on
Foreign Relations and Armed Services, and to the House
Committees on Foreign Affa1rs and Armed Services as soon as
they are received; .

6. it is the sense of the Senate that, in the
interests of sound constitutional processes, and of national
unity and understanding, congressional approval should be
obtained of any policy requiring the assignment of American
troops abroad when such assignment is in implementation of
article 3 of_ the North Atlantic Treaty; and the Senate
hereby approves the present plans of the President and the
Joint Chiefs of Staff to send four additional d1v1s1ons of
ground forces to Western Europe,

7. it is the'sense of the Senate that the President
should submit to the Congress at intervals of not more than
6 months reports on the implementation of the North Atiantic
Treaty, including such information as may be made available.
for this purpose by the Supreme Allwed Commander, Europe.

*Congressional Record, XCVII, 2363-64. Senate
Concurrent Resolution 18, the Russell Resolution, is
identical except that the word "Congress" was substituted
in place of "Senate I : = ' ‘




APPENDIX C

Senate Resolution 99: The Connally

o ‘ *
Resolution as Adopted

Whereas the fore1gn po]1cy and military strength of
the United States are dedicated to the protection of our
national security, the preservation of the liberties of the
American people, and the maintenance of world peace; and

Whereas the North Atlantic Treaty, approved by the
Senate by a vote of 82-13, is a major and historic act
designed to build up the co]]ect1ve strength of the free.
peoples of the earth to res1st aggress1on, and to preserve
world peace; and ' , :

whereasAthe seCurity'of the ‘United States and its
citizens is involved with the security of its partners
under the North Atiantic Treaty, and the commitments of
that treaty are therefore an essential part of the..foreign
policy of the United States, and

‘ Whereas article 3 of the North Atlantic Treaty
p]edges that the United States and the other parties thereto
"separately and jointly, by means of continuous and effec-
tive self-help and mutual aid, will maintain and develop
their individual and co]]ect1ve capac1ty to resist armed
attack"; and

Whereas recent events have'threatened world peace
and as a result all parties to the North Atlantic Treaty
are individually and collectively mobilizing their produc-
~tive capacities and manpower for their self-defense; and

: Whereas the free nations of Europe are vital centers
of civilization, freedom, and production, and their subjuga-
tion by totalitarian forces would weaken and endanger the
defensive capaC1ty of the United States and the other free
-nations; and _

Whereas the success‘of our}cdmmon defense effort:
under a unified command requires. the vigorous action and
the full cooperation of all treaty partners in the
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supplying of mater1als and men on a fair and equitable basis,
and General Eisenhower has testified that the "bulk" of

“the land forces should be supplied by our European allies

and that such numbers supplied should be the "major fraction"
of the total number: Now, therefore be it

Resolved, That--

1. the Senate approved the action of the President
of the United States in cooperatinyg in the common defensive
effort of the North Atlantic Treaty nations by designating,
at their unanimous request, General of the Army Dwight D.
Eisenhower as Supreme Allied Commander, Europe, and in
placing Armed Forces of the United States in Europe under
his command; :

2. it is the belief of the Senate that the threat
to the security of the United States and our North Atlantic
Treaty partners makes it necessary for the United States to
station abroad such units of our Armed Forces as may be
necessary and appropriate to contribute our fair share of
the forces needed for the Jo1nt defense of the North
At]ant1c area;

3. it is the sense of the Senate that the President
of the United States as Commander in Chief of the Armed
Forces, before taking action to send units of ground troops
to Europe under article 3 of the North Atlantic Treaty,
should consult the Secretary of Defense and the Joint Chiefs
of Staff, the Committee on Foreign Relations of the Senate,
‘the Committee on Foreign Affairs of the House of Representa-
tives, and the Armed Services Committees of the Senate and-
the House of Representatives, and that he should likewise
consult the Supreme Allied Commander, Europe;

4, it is the sense of the Senate that before sending
units of ground troops to Europe under article 3 of the
North Atlantic Treaty, the Joint Chiefs of Staff shall cer-
tify to the Secretary of Defense that in their opinion the
parties to the North Atlantic Treaty are giving, and have
agreed to give full, realistic force and effect to the
requirement of art1c1e 3 of said treaty that "by means of
continuous and effective self-help and mutual aid" they will
"maintain and develop their: 1nd1v1dua] and collective
capacity to resist armed attack," specifically insofar as
the creation of combat un1ts is concerned;

5. the Senate herew1th approves the understanding
that the major contribution to the ground forces under
General Eisenhower's command should be made by the European
members of the North Atlantic Treaty, and that such units
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of United States ground forces as may be assigned to the
above command shall be so assigned only after the Joint
Chiefs of Staff certify to the Secretary of Defense that
in their opinion such assignment is a necessary step in
strengthening the security of the United States; and the
certified opinions referred to in paragraphs 4 and 5 shall
be transmitted by the Secretary of Defense to the President
of the United States, and to the Senate Committees on
Foreign Relations and Armed Services, and to the House
Committees on Foreign Affairs and Armed Services as soon
as they are received; -

6. it is the sense of the Senate that, in the
interests of sound constitutional processes, and of national
unity and understanding, congressional approval should be
obtained of any policy requiring the assignment of American
troops abroad when such assignment is in implementation of -
article 3.-of the North Atlantic Treaty; and the Senate here-
by approves the present plans of -the President and the
Joint Chiefs of Staff to send four additional divisions of
ground forces to Western Europe, but it is the sense of the
Senate that no ground troops in addition to such four
divisions should be sent to Western Europe in implementation
of article 3 of the North Atlantic Treaty without further
“concre<s1ona1 annrova]

7. it is the sense of the Senate that the President
shou]d submit to the Congress at intervals of not more than
6 months reports on the implementation of the North Atlantic
Treaty, including such information as may be made available
for this purpose by the Supreme Allied Commander, Europe;

8. it is the sense of the Senate that the United
States should seek to eliminate all provisions of the
existing treaty with Italy which impose limitations upon the
military strength of Italy and prevent the performance by
Italy of her obligations under the North Atlantic Treaty to
contribute to the full extent of her capacity to the defense
of Western Europe;

_ 9. it is the sense'of’the Senate that consideration
should be given to the revision of plans for the defense of
Europe as soon as possible so as to provide for utilization
on a voluntary basis of the military and other resources of
Western Germany and Spain, but not exc]us1ve of the military
and other resources of other nat1ons

*Congressional Record, XCVII, 3282-83. Senate Con-
current Resolution 18, the Russell Resolution, is identical
except that the word "Congress" was substituted in place of
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- "Senate," and sécti’on 9 included Tufkey and Greece 1in
~additon to Western Germany and Spain. '



APPENDIX D

McClellan

Yea - Nay

Northeast &‘Middle'At1antic States

Democrats 2 . -
Republicans 9 -

Total 17 -

South &‘South-Atlantic States

Democrats ‘7‘ -

Total 7 -
Midwest

Democrats 0 -

Republiicans 17 -

, Tota] 17 -

Southwest,-Mountaih & Pacific

"Amendment S. R. 99

Yea - Nay

9 9 - 0

8 15 - 2

17 24 - 2

16 22 - 2

16 22 - 2

4 -0

0 7 =10

4 10 - 10
States

Democrats _2"— 6 8 - 0

Republicans 12 - 0 5 - 7

Total 14 - 6 13 - 7

43 69 - 21

TOTAL 49 -

Voting Patterns‘by Region and Party

S, C.

Yea

13
13

13

13

10
11

45

R,

18
Nay

41
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