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U. S. FOREIGN POLICY AND ITS
HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT

A Staff Presentation Delivered at the
Naval War College on September 10, 1862, by
Dr. William Montgomery McGovern

Admiral Conolly and Gentlemen:

This morning it is my duty and my privilege to discuss with
you some of the major features of the United States Foreign Policy
and to point out the historical development of some of these features,

By way of introduetion, I think that it would be well to exam-
ine certain basic facts which have been determining factors in the
development of all aspects of American Foreign Policy. The first
of these facts is that the emergence of the United States as a major
power has been a long, slow, and gradual process. The foreign
policy of any nation must necegssarily be conditioned by its relative
strength and importance in the community of nations, and many of
us are apt to forget that it is only in the last few years that America
has been in a pogition to play an important role in world affairs.

By 1790 we had suceeeded in firmly establishing our inde-
pendence and our unity, but it was many decadea before the United
States had more than a minor role in the development of internation-
al relations. The founding fathers believed that America was des-
tined to have little or no influence upon other nations; they hoped
that other nations would have little or no influence upon us. For
this reason they refused to establish a full time post of Secretary
of Foreign Affairs in the President’s cabinet. In its place they set
up the post of Secretary of State and the conduct of foreign affairs
was only one of the many responsibilities which originally devolved
upon this official.
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During the Napoleonic Wars the political and military im-
portance of America was so slight that neither Napoleon nor his
enemies made any serious attempt to secure American aid. While
she was still struggling with the Napoleonic colossus, England
felt perfectly free to engage in a war with the United States—
which to her was relatively insignificant.

In 1828, it was generally thought that there were only five
major powers in the world; namely, England, France, Austria,
Prussia and Russia. No one was willing to concede that the United
States ranked with any of these nations. In that year, to be sure,
we enunciated the Monroe Doctrine—but let us not forget that at
that period we had no armed forces capable of backing up this
doctrine. The Monroe Doctrine was an expression of wishes and
ideas rather than an embodiment of a policy which we were in a
position to enforce,

By 1871 the United States had come up considerably in the
world’s estimate. The War Between the States had shown that
Americans were capable of carrying out large scale military op-
erations and that they were fully abreast of the latest developments
in the science of naval warfare. The conclusion of this war showed,
moreover, that America was destined to remain a single political
unit, but no one ventured to suggest that the United States had be-
come a world power. At this time the world powers were listed as
England, France, Russia, Germany, Austria-Hungary, and Italy,

In a general way we may say that the rise of the United
States to a position where it was recognized as a major power took
place during the decade 1890-1900, A small but significant develop-
ment took place in 1898, during Cleveland’s second administra-
tion. Up to this time our highest diplomatic agents abroad had
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only the rank of Minister. In that year America gave to some of
these agents the rank of Ambassadors Extraordinary and Ministers
Plentipotentiary. At that time this rank was accorded only to the
diplomatic representatives of major powers and the very fact that
some American agents were given this rank was a clear indication
that the United States government was determined to play a sig-
nificant role in world affairs.

The year 18956 marked another major development in Ameri-
can Foreign Policy. In that year Olney, the American Secretary
of State, sent a sharp note to the British Government in connection
with the boundary dispute between British Guiana and Venezuela.
Up to that time our famed Monroe Doctrine had been implemented
not by the American, but by the British navy, with the natural re-
gult that this doctrine had never been used to the serious disad-
vantage of British interests. In 1896, however, we told the British
that they must arbitrate their claims against Venezuela, and that
we ourselves would serve ag arbitrators. For some weeks there was
gserious doubt as to whether the British would or would not accede
to our demands. But just at this time England became seriously
involved in South African affairs as a result of the Jameson
Raid. The German Kaiser sent a famous telegram to the President
of the Boer Republic, and this telegram seemed to indicate a seri-
ous potential threat to England’s position both in Africa and in
Europe.

As a result of this development, the British eventually came
to the conclusion that this was no time to alienate American senti-
ment. Not only did they accede to the American demands, but
they withdrew their fleet from the Caribbean, and let it be known
that henceforth they were willing to accept American leadership
in matters affecting the Western Hemisphere,
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The next major development of American prestige took
place as a result of the Spanish-American War of 1898-99. Al-
though Spain had long since given up her claim of being a first
class power, America’s easy and overwhelming victory over Spain's
military and naval forces attracted the attention of the world to
the growth of her own political and military power. The fact
that we secured not only Puerto Rico but also the Philippines was
an indication that our interests and our influence was no longer
confined to the Western Hemisphere, but extended to the Old World
as well.

Another small but significant development took place in
1906, during the Presidency of Theodore Roosevelt, By this time
we were dominant in the New World and were an important fac-
tor in Asia, but so far we had been careful not to become in-
volved in Europe and in Africa. In 1906, however, the great Euro-
pean powers decided to convene a special conference at Algeciras
in an attempt to solve several important problems, among them the
status of Tangier and Morocco. Theodore Roosevelt thought that
it was high time to have the United States present at such con-
ferences, and somewhat grudgingly the other powers agreed to
the admission of an American representative.

By 1914 every one was willing to admit that the United
States was worthy of being counted among the major powers, but
most foreigners continued to regard her as the weakest and the least
important of the major powers. The events of 1917 and 1918
brought about a great change in this general estimate. It was clear
to all that America had rendered valuable aid to England and France
in the struggle to defeat Imperial Germany. But it still made the
English furious for an American to declare that America had won
the war. The English were perfectly willing to admit that the
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United States was the equal of Great Britain, but they refused to
admit that America was superior in either power or prestige.

World War II brought a great change with respect to Ameri-
ca's position as & world power. The English were now frank to
admit that they would have been hopelessly crushed had it not
been for American aid. It was clear to all impartial observers that
France recovered her independence and that Russia was saved
from defeat only by the weight of American arms. By the end of
World War Il it was obvious that the old concept of the Concert
of Powers had gone down the drain. Germany, Italy, and Japan
had gone down in total defeat. England and France could claim
to be only second or third class powers. Only two world powers
remained—the United States of America and the U. 8. 8. R.

I have stressed the growth of America’s political and mili-
tary power merely because I want to bring out the point that
America’s foreign policy has necessarily been influenced by this
growth. A foreign policy that was good for the weak America of
1820 would obviously be ill suited for the strong America of 19562.

Before leaving the subject of America’s strength, I think
it highly advisable to remind you that in many cases “pride goeth
before a fall.” It is quite true that the United States is now a
major power; in fact, it is now one of the two great world powers,
At the same time we must remember that there are many severe
limitations on what we can hope to accomplish in international
affairs. Our strength is great, but it is not nearly as great as we are
gometimes apt to imagine. We are a first class power, and China
is surely no more than a second class power, but events in Korea
have shown even a second class power is capable of becoming a
formidable obstacle to the carrying out of our ohjectives,
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Another basic fact which influences all aspects of Ameri-
can Foreign Policy is the ambiguity which exists as to who does
and should make this policy. In many cases there iz a wide dis-
parity between theory and practice on this point. If you read the
Constitution you will find one thing; but if you take the trouble
to analyze actual facts you will find a very different situation.
The Constitution expressly declares that the right to declare war
rests solely with Congress. Theoretically, the President has nothing
to do with the matter—yet we all know that in actual fact the
question of whether we do or do not go to war rests with the ex-
ecutive branch of the government.

It is generally agreed that the President, as Commander-
in-Chief, has the right to dispose Amaerican troops where he pleases,
and we are all aware that in certain cases the disposal of our
troops will necessarily lead to the commencement of hostilities
with or without the consent of Congress. Time and again, by
Presidential order, American troops have been landed in Central
America and in Caribbean countries and have proceeded to overrun
the whole area without the formality of prior declaration of war
by Congress. More striking still is the fact that for over two years
we have been engaged in a desperate armed struggle in Korea—a
struggle which has resulted in well over a hundred thousand
American casualties, but which can not legally or technically be
called a war because there has not been a formal declaration of hos-
tilities.

We find a similar disparity between theory and practice
when we come to analyze how treaties are made. The Constitution
provides that treaties shall be made “by and with the advice and
consent of the Senate.” From the very beginning one part of this
clause has been inoperative. Once and once only did a President
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attempt to secure the formal advice of the senators before trying to
negotiate a treaty. This took place during Washington’s firat ad-
ministration. The attempt was thoroughly unsatisfactory. The
President became annoyed and the senators became disgruntled
that their advice was not taken, Thereafter, all Presidents have
deemed it unwise and inexpedient to ask the Senate for any formal
advice before undertaking diplomatic negotiations.

It is still necessary for the President to secure the consent
of the Senate before any treaty can be formally ratified. In fact,
for the treaty to be valid it requires the consent of two-thirds of
the members of the Senate present and voting. This in turn has
led to endless complications. All the senators are fully aware of the
enormous importance of treaties in our constitutional system. A
treaty overrides and may well nullify all ordinary acts of Congress.
The terms of a treaty rank with the Constitution itself as the
fundamental law of the land. For that very reason the Senate
has been rather cautious in consenting to proposed treaties. Be-
cause of the development of party politics and the development of
divergent sectional interests, Presidents have frequently found it im-
possible to secure a two-thirds majority of the Senate in favor of
treaties which they have negotiated.

To get round this difficulty in recent years our Presidents
have made a practice of concluding “executive agreements” with
foreign nations in lieu of formal treaties. In fact, some of our most
important commitments abroad have been the result of such ex-
ecutive agreements rather than the result of treaties. Some of
these executive agreements have subsequently been ratified by
simple majorities in the Senate and in the House of Representatives.
But in many cases very far-reaching executive agreements have
never been brought before Congress at all and represent commit-
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ments solely by the executive branch of the government acting on its
own responsibility. To cite only a single example: the famous ex-
change of destroyers for bases inside British territory was the result
of an executive agreement that never received the ratification of
either the Senate or the House of Representatives.

It is clear that in recent decades the executive branch of the
government has tended to play an ever greater role in the conduct
of American Foreign Policy, a role far greater than that envisaged
by the founding fathers who framed the Constitution. We can not,
however, be content with so simple a statement. It 1s necessary
to analyze what we mean by the term “the executive branch of the
government.” Normally, of course, this means the President of the
United States acting as the chief of the executive branch of the
government. It is certainly true that many Presidents have been
strong personalities and have exerted a direct and personal control
over American Foreign Policy. This was certainly true both of
Theodore Roosevelt and of Franklin D. Roosevelt. In certain cases,
in fact, we find that the President himaself really assumes the duties
and responsibilities of the Secretary of State and the nominal
Secretary of State is little more than an administrative assistant.
This was undoubtedly true of the relationship between Franklin
D. Roosevelt and Mr, Stettinius.

In other cases it is not the President but the Secretary of
State who plays the dominant role in the carrying out of Ameri-
can Foreign Policy. During President Monroe’s administration it
was not the President but his Secretary of State, John Quincy
Adams, who tended to formulate the foreign policy of the United
States. In like manner, during President MecKinley’s adminis-
tration it was not McKinley but his Secretary of State, John Hay,
who laid down the basic pattern of our relations with foreign powers.
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Even more interesting and important is the fact that in sev-
eral instances our foreign policy has been dominated, or at least
strongly influenced, by persons completely outside the State De-
partment. Students of history will remember that in the early days
of the American Republic Alexander Hamilton, though nominally
only the Secretary of the Treasury, played a major role on the
formulation of our foreign policy—in fact quite as important a role
a8 Thomas Jefferson, the Secretary of State. In modern times an-
other Secretary of the Treasury, this time Mr. Morgenthau, was able
to exercise a very strong influence upon certain phases of our
foreign policy. I refer, of course, to the so-called Morgenthau Plan,
which for a time was adopted as a basis for our relations with
Germany in spite of the sharp opposition of most State Department
officials to this plan.

Another marked peculiarity of American Foreign Policy
is the fact that at various times this policy has been formulated
by persons who were not in the Cabinet at all; in fact by persons
who occupied no official position. Mosat of us can recall the enormous
influence over our conduct of foreign affairs that was exercised by
Colonel House during the administration of President Wilson. In
more recent times it is certainly no secret that during World War
II Mr. Harry Hopkins, merely as the personal confidant and agent
of the President, was an all-important factor in the conduct of our
foreign policy.

What I have said shows that there is considerable difference
between the conduct of our foreign relations and that of some of the
other major nations. In England, for example, the conduct of rela-
tions with foreign nations nearly always rests exclusively in the
hands of the Foreign Minister, subject only to over-all control by
the Prime Minister and the Cabinet as a whole. The Prime Minis-
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ter not infrequently takes an active part in laying down certain
basic policies, but the carrying out of those policies is left com-
pletely in the hands of the Foreign Minister. In the United States,
on the other hand, both the formulation and the carrying out of our
foreign policy may, or may not, rest primarily in the hands of the
Secretary of State, depending upon the situation at the moment. In
England, moreover, the Foreign Minister is able to maintain a
rather tight discipline over all the subordinate officials of the For-
eign Office and over the British diplomats who are sent to serve
in foreign countries, In the United States, on the other hand, the
control which the Secretary of State has over his nominal sub-
ordinates is frequently more lax. In many cases various persons
within the Department of State and several of our Ambassadors
and Ministers abroad are able to secure direct access to the Presi-
dent. In this way they are able to carry through policies to which
the Secretary of State himself is opposed. In some cases he is not
even aware of these policies until they are put into operation.

There is another factor in the development of relations
with foreign nations which is of some interest; namely, the growth
of the power of public opinion in the formulation and implemen-
tation of our foreign policy. Immediate control over our foreign
policy tends to rest more and more with the President or with
one or more of the President's confidants, but to an ever increas-
ing degree the President finds it necessary to keep in general ac-
cord with public opinion when it comes to departing from an old
policy or to initiating a new one. In the early days of the Republic
many Presidents were willing to disregard or even to go directly
contrary to current public opinion in matters of foreign policy on
the ground that the general public was too ignorant of inter-
national affairs to be capable of making sound judgments. A
classical illustration of this situation was the course which Wash-
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ington tock in connection with the treaty which John Jay nego-
tiated with England in 1794. This treaty was extremely unpopular
with the majority of the American populace at the time and this
fact was widely known. But this did not deter Washington from
seeing to it that the treaty was duly ratified and put into effect.

In récent years the situation has greatly altered. Even the
most vigorous of our Presidents and Secretaries of State now find
it advisable to keep an ear to the ground in order to find out
whether proposed policies will receive general acceptance with the
public. You will remember that in 1987 Franklin D. Roosevelt
made his famous *Quarantine Speech” in Chicago in which he in-
dicated that he was preparing to use firm methods to curb the
power of Germany, Italy, and Japan. This speech had a very un-
favorable reception with the American public with the result that
Roosevelt waa careful not to implement the proposed new policy
until public opinion had changed.

In this connection it would be well to bear in mind that our
foreign policy is strongly affected not merely by public opinion in
general but also by the action and attitudes of certain special
pressure groups within the United States.

All students of political science are fully aware of the fact
that no Secretary of State has a free hand to formulate any policy
which is likely to affect the Near East. When he attempts to deal
with any problem affecting our relations with Egypt, or Syria,
or Saudi Arabia he must constantly bear in mind how his pro-
posed policy will be received by the Jewish voters of certain states,
more especially the state of New York. Neither the Republicans
nor the Democrats will dare to make a stand on any issue which
is likely to awaken the ire of this important bloc of voters.
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I remember that a year or two ago I was discussing Near
Eastern affairs with an Egyptian official. He complained that in
any dispute between Egypt and Israel the American Department
of State always took the side of the Israelis. My friend wanted
to know what Egyptian diplomats could do to alter this situation.
To this query I was forced to reply that in my opinion the only
thing that the Egyptian Foreign Office could do was to arrange
for about five million Arabs to be settled in one of our key pol-
itical states, such as Pennsylvania or Illinois. Such a settlement
would be bound to have a profound effect upon American Foreign
Policy and would give it a pro-Arab slant.

In some instances the influence of pressure groups is less di-
rect and less obvious, but it is present just the same. For many
years our policy towards the countries of the Far East was strong-
ly influenced not by the descendants of Orientals settled in this
country but by American missionaries who had lived and worked
in Asiatic countries, more especially in China. The average Ameri-
can knew very little about China, but through the activity of
various church groups the opinions of returned missionaries re-
ceived broad dissemination and thus ultimately had an import-
ant bearing upon our policy in Far Eastern matters.

In like manner, you will find that in several instances our
foreign policy has been seriously affected by the likes and dis-
likes which are apt to be prevalent among American women'’s
clubs. For many years past Gandhi and Nehru were the idols of
most women's clubs with the result that a Secretary of State would
be severely handicapped if he were to attempt to take a firm and
realistic attitude towards the relations between India and Pakis-
tan. It would take a very strong Secretary of State to dare to dif-
fer with a host of embattled females on such a problem.
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We now come to the consideration of another vital problem;
viz., what is and should be the over-all or ultimate goal of our for-
éign policy ? Curiously enough, during the whole course of our na-
tional existence there has been a great variety of opinion on this
point, even among our greatest statesmen. In this connection it
is important that we contrast our position with that of the U. S.
S. R, our rival for world leadership, Certainly since 1918 it is
clear that all the major Soviet leaders have been united in believing
that the U. 8. S. R. should have not one but two ultimate goalsg in
its conduct of foreign policy. The first of these goals may be called
territorial aggrandizement, and is centered around the determina-
tion that the U. 8. 8. R. should constantly grow in size and in power
until in the end it is the Supreme Power throughout the world,
The second goal may be called ideological aggrandizement, and is
centered around the determination of the Soviet leaders that the
basic principles of Communism shall be made to spread until it
embraces the whole world. The two goals coalesce in the ideal that
all the countries of the entire globe, both in the Eastern and in
the Western Hemispheres, shall be transformed into a group of
countries dominated by Communist hierarchies—and all bound to-
gether as satellites of the U. S, S. R.

Ag I have already indicuted there has never bheen unani-
mity among American leaders as to what the ultimate goal of
American Foreign Policy should be, but at least all of these leaders
are united on certain points, and one of these points is that Ameri-
can Foreign Policy does not and should not aim at unlimited terri-
torial aggrandizement. As I shall have occasion to point out later on,
the United States has passed through several periods during which
Imperialistic doctrines were popular, and even at the present time
there are some persons who believe that one of the principal aims
of American Foreign Policy should be to see that the United States
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becomes and remains the dominant power in the Western Hem-
isphere. But there is not and never has been any important or
responsible group of American politicians who believed that it
was the sacred duty of the United States to annex or even to domi-
nate the whole world. For this very reason, it is hard for many
Americans to understand unlimited territorial aggrandizement is
a bagic doctrine among the leaders of the Soviet,

But whereas all American politicians, whether Republican
or Democratic, agree in rejecting unlimited territorial aggrandize-
ment as a goal of our foreign policy, there is atill great difference of
opinion as to how far in our relations with foreign nations we should
aim at the spread of basic American ideologies. Throughout the
course of American history there have often been important groups
who think that one of the basic goals of our foreign policy should
be to promote the spread of democratic beliefs and institutions
throughout all the nations of the world. In the case of a foreign
nation which has a civil war between monarchic and republican
factions most Americans have openly sympathized with the re-
publican faction, and many persons have demanded that our whole
foreign policy should be aimed so as to assist the republican fae-
tion in its struggle for victory. Many persons assert that it should be
the goal of our foreign policy to induce all nations to accept and
adopt universal suffrage and representative institutions as an in-
tegral part of their governmental organization,

This feeling was very strong in the period immediately fol-
lowing 1945, There was a strong faction in our government (and
more especially in the State Department) which felt that it was
the duty of the United States to impose a democratic form of
government upon other nations, even if this necessitated the use
of force. This faction was especially vociferous with reference to
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those countries over which we had a good deal of direct control,
such as Italy, Germany, and Japan. This group tried to insist that
we should take advantage of our occupation forces in those countries
to establish willy-nilly some sort of a replica of the American
form of government.

Personally, I have always disagreed, and disagreed very
strongly with the views of this faction. I have always insisted
that to be successful, the governmental organization of any country
must fit in with the cultural and traditional heritage of the nation
in question. I have always argued that it is very stupid for us to
try to impose our system of government or our type of economic
organization upon a people who have a completely different back-
ground and who do not share any of our cultural heritage,

In this connection I remember very vividly the bitter battle
that was waged in 1946 inside of governmental circles as to the
proper treatment of the Japanese Emperor. There was a power-
ful group within our government which wanted to insist that the
Japanese Emperor be deposed as part of the terms of surrender,
or at least that the Americans aid in the setting up of a Japanese
republic once we had fully occupied the country. I was one of
many people who fought this suggestion tooth and nail. It goes
without saying that I would be violently opposed to having an Em-
peror in the United States, but I was convinced that the long-term
interests of the United States would be better served by permitting
the Japanese to preserve the Imperial institution, and I think that
at the present time most informed Americans would be in accord
with this position.

What was true as regards Japan is also true as regards the
other nations of the world. Abstractly, I am all in favor of repub-
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lics as opposed to monarchies, but I do not belleve that it should be
part of American Foreign Policy to persuade the Eng]ish to depose
Queen Elizabeth. I am violently opposed both to ¥Fascism and to
Communism but I do not belleve that Amerlcan Foreign Policy
should be centered around the objective of upsetting the Franco
regime in Spain or the Tito regime in Yugoslavia. I am per-
suaded that even the State Department is gradually—very grad-
ually——coming around to the acceptance of this point of view.

If, then, we reject territorial aggrandizement as being the
proper goals of American Foreign Policy we are brought face to face
with the problem: around what principle should the long term for-
eign policy of the United States be centered? To my way of think-
ing, the answer to this problem is straight and simple: the goal of
our foreign policy should be essentially to protect the integrity and
security of the American nation. We can say that the foreign
policy of a President or of a Secretary of State has been success-
ful or unsuccessful according to whether or not it had aided in
safeguarding the independence, the safety, and the relative
strength of the American nation.

After this survey of the general background, we are now
in a position to examine certain detailed features characteristic of
the development of American Foreign Policy, In the first place
it should be noted that a great deal of our foreign policy has cen-
tered around the formulation and implementation of a few specific
items which are sometimes called “doctrines,” as in the case of the
“Monroe Doctrine”; sometimes called “policies,” as in the case of
the “Open Door Policy.”

Some of these doctrines and policies have had a profound
effect upon our relations with the outside world. Considering this
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fact, it is rather remarkable that most of these doctrines and
policies were originally nothing more than the expression of an
opinion or an objective by an individual President or an individual
Secretary of State. In some cases the President made an official
announcement of this policy to Congress, but in no instance did the
President, at least at the time, make any attempt to have Congress
formally accept or ratify them. Thus, the so-called Monroe Doc-
trine was merely a statement by President Monroe as to what he
thought American Foreign Policy ought to be, and which would
serve as a general guide as long as he was in office, but legally and
technically it had no binding effect upon his successors. In like
manner, the Open Door Policy was merely a statement of certain
aims by John Hay, the Secretary of State under McKinley, and
had no binding effect upon his suecessors in this office, nor upon the
legislative branch of the government.

In some cases, at a later period, sometimes a much later
period, these doctrines or policies were incorporated in, or form-
ally recognized in treaty obligations and thus became part of the
fundamental law of the land. But even in these ingtances the refer-
ences to the doctrine of policy was made so vague that the Presi-
dent or the Secretary of State was left perfectly free to interpret
and reinterpret them as they pleased. Thus, the Monroe Doctrine
as interpreted by Monroe himself was something quite different
from the Monroe Doctrine as interpreted by President Cleveland,
and this in turn was something far different from the Monroe
Doctrine as interpreted by President Theodore Roosevelt. The Open
Door Policy of 1899-1900 was officially recognized in the Nine
Power Treaty of 1923, but even after this period each President
was free to decide for himself as to the true meaning and scope
of this policy and as to what conatituted a breach of this policy.
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Not infrequently the doctrine or policy of one President or
one group of Presidents is in flat contradiction to the doctrine and
policy of another group of Presidents. Sometimes the American
public is aware of this flat contradiction; at other times the gen-
eral populace seems scarcely aware of this drastic change in our
national policy. An interesting instance of the latter situation is
the fact that some Presidents have openly pursued a policy of Im-
perialism, while other Presidents have been ardently anti-Imper-
ialistic, and the general public has not always been fully aware of
this sharp and sudden shift of policy.

During the early years of the American Republic, from
1789 to 1803, the Presidents and Secretaries of State almost uni~
formly adopted an anti-Imperialist or at least a non-Imperialist pol-
icy. It was generally taken for granted that the territory inherited
from the old thirteen colonies would constitute the United States
forever. A few disgruntled politicians spoke of the advisability of
annexing Canada and Florida at some time in the future but such
ideas found only a cold welcome among the responsible officials who
were charged with conducting our foreign policy.

A great change took place in 1808 during the administra-
tion of Jefferson. Jefferson started out as a vigorous anti-Imper-
ialist, In fact he was inclined to the opinion that any attempt to
add territory to the United States was unconstitutional. In 1808,
however, he came around to the belief that it was advisable to
carry out the Louisiana Purchase, This not only brought the an-
nexation of a vast expanse of land, but it also inaugurated a new
policy ; namely, that expansion should go on indefinitely, and this
pelicy was adopted by most of the administrations between 1808
and 1861. I'mperialism is an ugly word, and I do not recall during this
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period anyone openly defending Imperialism as such, but we do
witneas the rise of such slogans as “Manifest Destiny,” and “Fifty-
four Forty or Fight.”

As a result of this policy we annexed what is now Oregon
and Washington; we welcomed the accession of Texas as one of
the United States; we fought the Mexican War and secured as a
war prize a huge area including the present states of New Mexico
and Arizona, During this same period there was a strong and
influential group which desired to seize Canada to the north; an-
other group desired to annex Cuba and other Caribbean islands to
the south. Such groups were listened to sympatheticaliy by the
leaders of several administrations. During the later 1860’s, seri-
ous consideration was even given to the problem as to whether or
not it was advisabie to jump across the Pacific Ocean and claim
the island of Formosa as American soil.

This period and this policy came to an end in 1861 with
the outbreak of the War Between the States. For several years,
of course, America was too concerned with domestic problems to
pay any attention to further external expansion, but even when
the fighting was over it was found that the American people had
lost all interest in further expansion and succeeding administrations
had to take this fact into consideration when they tried to formu-
late national policy. In fact, we may say that the period 1861-
1898 was an era of marked anti-Imperialism. There were many
reasons for this change of sentiment, with most of which we have
no need to deal. One basic factor, however, requires brief mention,
Prior to the Civil War most of our wealth came from commerce and
especially from foreign commerce. The men who became million-
aires during this period were mostly men who derived their wealth
from trade “with the Indies” and with China. After the Civil
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War, however, a great deal of our wealth came not from commerce
but from industry. During this period we became so interested in
building up the factories in Pittsburgh and Chicago that we lost
interest in the markets of Canton and Shanghai,

During this period there was only one instance of terri-
torial expangion, and that was occasioned by the purchase of Alaska,
It is to be noted that, at the time, the acquisition of this territory
was 80 unpopular that a great many Congressmen had to be bribed
before they were willing to vote in favor of the proposal. Even so,
in order to appease popular indignation, the leaders of the adminis-
tration had to make a strenuous plea that they were not interested
in expansion as such, but that during the troubled Civil War days
the Russians had been very friendly to the United States, and out
of gratitude we ought to be nice to Russia and take Alaska off
her hands.

All other attempts at expansion led to failure, President
Grant negotiated a treaty with San Domingo, under the terms of
which that country was to be annexed to the United States. At
that time the inhabitants of San Domingo were delighted to be an-
nexed. Moreover, at the time he made the treaty Grant was still a
powerful and popular figure, However, the anti-expansionist feel-
ing was so strong that the proposed treaty had to be withdrawn.
Warned by this example, later administrations adopted a determined
anti-Imperialist policy. In 1893 this policy was put to a test. As
you know, all during the nineteenth century a great many American
missionaries went out to Hawaii in order “to do good”—and
many of them ended up by doing extremely well—for them-
selves, In 1893 the American commercial community in Honolulu
(many of them the sons and grandsons of missionaries) was pow-
erful enough to overthrow the royal house of Hawaii. A republic
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was proclaimed and the leaders of this republic asked that Hawaii
be incorporated within the United States, But because of the ex-
isting policy this request was politely but firmly refused.

A remarkable change of policy took place in 1898. In that
year William Randolph Hearst unofficially declared war on Spain
and President McKinley officially followed suit shortly thereafter.
The Spanish-American War witnessed a number of outstanding vie-
tories. Admiral Dewey crushed an important naval force out in dis-
tant Manila Bay. We had the famous naval battle of Santiago,
in Cuba, which started out as a fight between the Spanish on one
side and the Americans on the other and which ended up as a fight
between two American admirals—but only after the Spanish fleet
had been annihilated, Teddy Roosevelt and the Rough Riders
charged up San Juan Hill and the American public was thrilled.

As a result of the tremendous and easily won victories
achieved by the American forces during the war there was a tre-
mendous change in American sentiment. Almost over night the
vast majority of the populace of the United States became ex-
pansionistic once more. In response to this change in popular
feeling the American government annexed Puerto Rico, Guam,
and the Philippines. We told the American dominated republic in
Hawaii: “We were wrong when we turned down your plea for an-
nexation a few years ago,” and before long Hawaii became an
American territory. We did not annex Cuba, but by means of
the so-called “Platt Amendment” Cuba became, and for several
years remained, little more than a satellite power of the United
States. The new expansionist policy was continued under the ad-
ministration of Theodore Roosevelt. As a result of Roosevelt’s
forceful and rather high-handed action, Panama broke away from
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Colombia and became in name an independent republic but in
reality another country subject in large measure to American
control,

During the administration of William Howard Taft there
was a slight shift in policy. The doctrine of military and political
expansion was no longer in vogue, but in its place there grew up
the idea of “dollar diplomacy.” During the last few decades the
United States had grown immensely wealthy, and Americans were
once more keenly interested in foreign trade—especially in the ex-
port of American industrial products. We were also, for the first
time, in a position to invest a good deal of capital abroad. Taking
" advantage of this situation the Taft administration embarked up-
on a policy of using American economic power to strengthen dip-
lomatic ties and to increase American influence, especially among
the other countries of the Western Hemisphere,

With the election of Woodrow Wilson to the Presidency in
1912, the period of expansionism, both military and economic,
came to an end. In fact, from 1912 down to 19562 both the
American people and the American administrations have been
markedly anti-expansionist and anti-Imperialist. During this
period we have been victorious in two major wars, but in neither
cape did we take advantage of our victories to annex any important
additional territory. The one and only exception to this rule was
that after World War II we demanded, and I think rightfully de-
manded, control over the so-called “mandated islands” of the Pa-
cific because of the important role they play in our plans for stra-
tegic defense. During this period not only did we abandon our pre-
vious expansionist policy; we also voluntarily gave up control over
several areas already in our possession. We made the Philippines
into an independent republic; we repealed the Platt Amendment,
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thereby granting the Cubans complete control over their own af-
fairs; we have indicated to the Puerto Ricans that they are free
to secede from the United States if they so desire.

During this period we have also abandoned most of the basic
prineciples of dollar diplomacy. During the past few years we have
poured billions of dollars into foreign countries, but in all cases it
was either to aid in their economic rehabilitation or else to help
them with their military preparations against the common men-
ace of Communism. In no case has American financial assistance
aimed at or resulted in American political control. In this connec-
tion I remember with some interest the conversations I had with
SCAP officials in Japan and with General Hodge in Korea during
the period of American occupation. In both instances I found that
the American officials were anxious to see that American military
and political control did not result in having American business in-
terests secure an intrenched position in the areas subject to their
command,

As far as I can make out, both the Republicans and the
Democrats, for all their differences on other points, are in gen-
eral accord in embracing the principle of anti-expansionism so that
a change of administration is not likely to cause a change of pol-
icy on this matter. At the present time any politician who openly
proclaims that America should again go in for aggressive territor-
ial expansion is apt to be soundly booed by his audience, with the
result that politiciana being politicians, they are careful to refrain
from advocating such a policy. Certainly for the time being the
dominant policy may be expressed as follows: America should re-
fuse to give up a single square inch of any territory she now pos-
sesses, but neither should she seek to gain a single additional
square inch. Personally, I am a little dubious about the validity of
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the first part of this policy, as I, for one, would be willing to give
Southern California back to the Indians—but I know that Iam in a
hopeless minority on the question and shall not press the matter.

The transition from a policy of anti-expansionism to expan-
sionism and then back again has frequently been sharp and sudden,
but for the most part this transition took place more or less un-
consciously and without awakening a storm of opposition. In con-
trast with this situation is the storm which has frequently arisen
when an administration attempts to pass from a policy of isolation-
ism to one of collective security, or vice versa. The struggle over
these two policies began at a very early period in American history.
Shortly after the establishment of the republic some persons ar-
gued that we should ally ourselves with the British in an attempt
to repress the French Revolution. Other persons argued that we
should ally ourselves with the French Revolutionaries in their
struggles against the British. The acceptance of either doctrine
would have carried with it a tacit acceptance of the principle of
collective security. But in the end we accepted neither doctrine
and adopted instead a doctrine of isolationism, as embodied in Wash-
ington’s Farewell Address of 1796 and Jefferson’s Inaugural Ad-
dress of 1801. This doctrine is generally summarized as being
the idea that America should refrain from contracting any “en-
tangling alliances,” The idea behind this doctrine deeply permeated
a large section of American public opinion and enormously af-
fected our foreign policy during a large portion of the nineteenth
century. Any suggestion that we contract an alliance with any for-
eign power—even a suggestion that we join in some world confer-
ence—was greeted with the how! that we were departing from the
principles of Washington and Jefferson. Even as late as 1917 when
we decided to give active military aid to England and France,
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Woodrow Wilson thought it necessary to insist that the United
States was not an “allied power” but merely an associated power,

In this connection it is interesting to note that many of the
persons who made passionate appeals that we hold fast to the ideas
embodied in the addresses of Washington and Jefferson quite ob-
viously never took the trouble to read them, for a careful examina-
tion of these documents shows that both leaders were advocating
gsomething very different from rigid isolationism. More especially,
a close study of Washington’'s Farewell Address shows that Wash-
ington was advocating not so much “isolationism’ as “opportunism.”
He objected not so much to alliances as to permanent alliances. In
fact, he expressly stated that in place of permanent alliances ‘“‘we
may safely trust to temporary alliances for extraordinary emergen-
cies,” Incidentally, may I say that I think that there is still a good
deal of vitality to Washington’s remarks on the subject, I believe
that it would still be unwise to establish a permanent policy based
upon alliances with some nations and against other nations. At
one period in our history it was doubtless useful to join in an al-
liance directed against Germany and Japan, but it may well be that
on another occasion it may be equally useful to ally ourselves with
Germany and Japan against some other enemy. At one period it was
probably useful to join in an alliance with Russia, but a great
many Americans were guilty of a serious mistake when they as-
sumed thias alliance would or could prove permanent in character.

In 1917, Woodrow Wilson bowed to the isolationist tradition
by calling the United States merely an associated power. But a
year later he made a sharp break with this tradition by demanding
that America join the newly constituted League of Nations. 'This
led to long and bitter discussion, both in Congress and among the
American people, For the time being the isolationist tradition
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triumphed and the United States refused to join the League, or
even the World Court. The wisdom of this step is even now a mat-
ter of acrimonious discussion. It so happens that I was one of the
persons who was in favor of America joining the League, but I
still think that it is perfectly ridiculous when I hear people insinu-
ate that if we had only joined the League of Nations we would have
entered the Millenium. It is equally ridiculous to state categorically
that if we had only joined the League, World War II would never
have taken place, In my opinion the League of Nations was a step
in the right direction, but it was far from perfect and never
could have provided absolute guarantees for universal peace and
security,

In the period 1918-1920, America rejected collective security
and held fast to isolationism—Dbut during the latter part of World
War II there was a sharp reversal of public sentiment and President
Franklin D. Roosevelt, by a series of very astute political moves,
was able to convert a large number of Senators and Congressmen
to the idea that it was necessary for the United States to join
the United Nations. More important still, he was able to convert
the bulk of the American people to this way of thinking. Almost
over night isolationism became a term of opprobrium and both Dem-
ocrats and Republicang emhraced the new gospel of collective se-
curity. Many of the new converts were wildly optimistic in their
appraisals as to what the United Nations could be expected to aec-
complish, Under the aegis of the United Nations, Imperialism and
Power Politics were to be abolished forever; international under-
standing and perpetual peace were to be established, almost auto-
matically. The widespread acceptance of this line of thought had a
marked effect upon cur defense program. Many persons sincerely
believed that with the UN in operation there was little or no need
to keep up a large army, navy, or air force.
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The events of the laat few years, from 19456 to 19562, have
disillusioned many of these naive optimists. We have seen that the
UN, for all its virtues, is not an infallible cure for all the evils of
the world ; we have seen that it does not automatically secure peace
and guarantee our national security. As a result of this, there has
been a marked change in public sentiment. I am sure that a ma-
jority (possibly 60% of the American people) are still in favor of
some kind of collective security, but in many places we can witness
a revival of the old isclationist or semi-isolationist point of view,

Speaking for myself, and only for myself, I should like to
say that I believe that the extreme advocates of collective security

and the extreme advocates of isclationism are both in error. I am

of the opinion that we Americans should be neither isolationist nor
internationalist but rather nationalist in our basic sentiments and
in our approach to the solution of world problems. Isolationism must
be rejected because it ia absurd to say that American security
will not be affected by the turn of events in Europe or in Asia.
Even from the purely selfish point of view we must be vitally con-
cerned with whether or not the free countries of the old world
are able to maintain themselves against the Red Menace. At the
same time naive internationalism must be rejected as this, too,
threatens American security. I do not believe that the primary aim
of American Foreign Policy should be to establish world govern-
ment. At the present stage of civilization world government is im-
practical, and even if possible would be deeply injurious to the
American standard of living and the American way of life. I am
firmly of the opinion that we should work with and for the United
Nations, but only to the extent that such a line of action helps
to maintain American security and integrity. Moreover, we must be
realistic about what the UN can and ecan not accomplish. We
should work with and for the UN but we must also be sure that we
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are in a position to maintain our security in case the UN collapses.
If we had merely relied on the UN to repel aggression we would
certainly have been in a bad fix in Korea, to say nothing of other
parts of the world. We can not afford to be isolationist, but we
should be internationalist only to the extent that our commitments
with foreign nations, singly or collectively, promote the welfare of
the United States of America. In a word, it would be well to go
back to Washington’s opportunism and support or reject alliances
according to whether or not the proposed alliance will promote the
gecurity of the American nation.

Let us now turn to a brief analysis of the Monroe Doc-
trine. Unlike the doctrines we have been discussing, the Monroe
Doctrine has never been the subject of bitter controversy—at least
in its broad outline. Since its original promulgation practically all
responsible statesmen have felt it necessary to pay at least lip
service to this doctrine. At the same time there has frequently
been sharp difference of opinion aa to the real meaning of the doc-
trine and what it ultimately implies.

Every one calls the doctrine in question the Monroe Doctrine
because of President Monroe’s allusion to it in a message to Congress
in 1828. In reality, however, there is good ground to call it the John
Quincy Adams Doctrine because it wag Adams, when serving as
Secretary of State, who first thought out the policy and who per-
suaded Monroe to accept it as a smart diplomatic move. We could
also, with justification, call it the George Canning Policy because
the original proposal which led to the formulation of the so-
called Monroe Doctrine came from Canning, the British Foreign
Minister. Canning, a very able statesman, was aware that Spain,
with the backing of the major Continental powers, was thinking
seriously of making a major effort to reconquer her former colonies
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in South America. He was also aware that if this effort succeeded
it would be a serious blow to English commercial interests in that
area. For this reasion he proposed to the United States the forma-
tion of an Anglo-American Alliance aimed at maintaining Latin
American independence. This proposal was given serious considera-
tion in Washington, and several peraons spoke in favor of accept-
ing the British proposition, It was John Quiney Adams who con-
ceived the notion that America would secure even greater benefits
by making a unilateral expression of policy, knowing that England
would be forced by circumstances to back up this policy.

Following Adams' suggestion, President Monroe announced
to the world that the United States would look with extreme dis-
pleasure upon the attempt of any European power to conquer or
reconquer any part of the Weatern Hemisphere. All this was very
fine, but let us not forget that at this time we had no army and
no navy worthy of the name. If we relied only upon our own forces
at the time, we could not possibly have enforced the new doctrine
if the European powers had made a serious move in opposition to
it. But Adams proved right in his prediection that the British
would feel compelled to back us up—and at that time Britain still
ruled the waves. For the next few decades the Monroe Doctrine
was a success but only because we could induce the British, for their
own selfish reasons, to pull our chestnuts out of the fire.

Originalty, the Monroe Doctrine, in fact if not in theory,
was merely a warning to the Spanish, the French and the Russians
that they should keep out of the Western World. Aa I have already
remarked, it was only in 1895, over fifty years after the Monroe
Doctrine was publicly annoumnced to the world, that America felt
strong enough to apply this doctrine to the British as well. It was
only at this time that the Monroe Doctrine came to mean what
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it said. Even so, the Monroe Doctrine remained essentially,
defensive in character and in intent. It implied merely that all Euro-
pean nations should refrain from aggressive actions in North and
South America; it did not imply that the United States claimed any
paramount power over the whole of the Western Hemisphere.

But as I have already pointed out, each President can and
frequently does give his own interpretation to any “Doctrine” or
“Policy.” When Theodore Roosevelt succeeded to the Presidency a
startling new interpretation was given to the Monrce Doctrine, an
interpretation which is usually called the “Roosevelt corollary.”
Roosevelt insisted that if the United States assumed the responsibil-
ity of protecting the Latin American nations from European ag-
gression, she was morally bound to see that the Latin American
nations paid their just debts and carried out their other obligations
to the European powers, even if this meant armed intervention by
American troops. In effect, the Roosevelt corollary meant that the
Monroe Doctrine carried with it the notion that the United States
must play the dominant role in the whole of the Western Hem-
isphere and claimed the right to settle the affairs of any Latin
American state that got into trouble.

It is not surprising that this new interpretation of the Monroe
Doctrine aroused a good deal of passionate ill-will south of the Rio
Grande. Instead of looking upon the Monree Doctrine as a guarantee
of their independence, most Latin Americans regarded it as a mask
for Yankee Imperialism, As a result, all over Latin America there
was a marked rise of anti-American sentiment,

This situation was radically altered, and altered for the bet-
ter, by the new interpretation given to the Monroe Doctrine in
the period after World War I and more especially during the ad-
ministration of Franklin D, Roosevelt. This new interpretation

~
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of the Monroe Doctrine involved the linking of this doctrine with
the principle of non-intervention, with the so-called Good Neighbor
Policy, and with the development of the principle of Pan-American-
ism. By Pan-Americanism is meant the idea that the various in-
dependent nations of the new world should voluntarily come to-
gether in the form of a loose *“Union” for the purpose of discussing
their common problems and preparing common or at least parallel
plans in case any part of the Western Hemisphere was threatened
by any non-American power.

The Pan-American movement has had a long and rather
checkered history. The idea of a Pan-American Union was first
suggested in 1824-26 but the attempts made at this time to es-
tablish such a union proved abortive. The idea was revived in 1889
when Blaine was Secretary of State and a nominal “Union” was
established at this time, but for many decades thereafter the union
was a name rather than a fact and had very little serious effect
upon either the Monroe Doctrine or the conduct of inter-Ameri-
can affairs. During the Franklin D. Roosevelt administration, how-
ever, and more especially during the period of World War II, the
United States made a serious effort to strengthen the Pan-Ameri-
can idea and to give it a more concrete and forceful embodiment.
This effort resulted in the Treaty of Chapultepec in 1945 and the
Treaty of Rio de Janeiro in 1948, By the terms of these treaties
the Monroe Doctrine received a new and very marked modification.
The Monroe Doctrine was no longer a unilateral expression on the
part of the United States of her intentions to defend the Western
Hemisphere from external attack; it is now a multilateral ex-
pression by all the Latin American nations of their willingness to
aid one another in the event of a threat to any one of them by an Old
World power.
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Peracnally, I am of the opinion that this reinterpretation of
the Monroe Doctrine has had very useful and valuable results. It
remains true, of course, that the United States is the strongest
and most influential of all the American republics, It is true that
in the event of a threat from outside the defense of the Western
Hemisphere will depend in large measure upon the armed forces of
the United States, For psychological purposes, however, it is far
better to say that we are prepared to defend Brazil from attack be-
cause Brazil has promised to defend us from attack, or even that
we will guarantee Costa Rica’s independence because Costa Rica has
promised to defend our independence. Our foreign policy should be
realistic, but realism includes an appreciation of the sensitivity
of our potential allies.

Let us now turn to an examination of the Open Door Policy
and the part that this policy has played in determining our rela-
tions with other powers. In some ways we may say that the Open
Door Policy is very old, dating back to our first contacts with the
countries of the Far East. If you study what the United States
did and did not do in China during the period of the First and
Second Opium Wars you will find that we had already tacitly
adopted what was later called the Open Door Policy. In like manner
you will find that what Commodore Perry and Townsend Harris
aimed at in Japan during the period 1853-1868 was also in general
accord with this same policy.

But as we all know, the Open Door Policy in its final and
explicit form dates back only to 1899-1900, when John Hay was
Secretary of State. In 1899 we had just emerged victorious from
the Spanish-American War, and as the result of that war we had
secured control of the Phiiippines. For some decades previously we
had not been greatly concerned with developments in the Far East
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but now, because of cur recently acquired foothold in the Philippines
the American public and the Depariment of State became acutely
interested in what was happening in China. We discovered to our
amazement that the ancient Chinese Empire was threatened with
imminent collapse.

The Sino-Japanese War, from which Japan emerged as an
eagy victor, showed that China far from being a “sleeping dragon,”
was weak and powerless. Many of the then great powers of the
world decided to take advantage of this situation. They extracted
from the Manchu rulers of China valuable coneessions and also de-
manded recognition of apecial “spheres of influence.” The Rusaians
demanded and secured recognition of the principle that all of the
Chineae Empire north of the Great Wall was part of the Russian
sphere of influence. The Germans secured complete control of the
port of Tsingtao and recognition that the whole of the Shantung
peninsula was to form part of the German sphere of influence, The
French secured complete control over the port of Kwangcho-
wan and recognition of a large sphere of influence in southwest
China. The Japanese secured recognition of their claim that the
province of Fukien should be considered Japan’s sphere of in-
fluence,

At first the British were opposed to the idea that China
should be split up into numerous spheres of influence, for the very
good reason that such a division interfered with the normal flow of
British goods to all parts of the Chinese Empire, but when it ap-
peared that the other powers were going to be successful in their
demands for special apheres they, too, demanded a special sphere of
influence which was to emhrace the whole of the Yangtze valley. In
a desire not to be outdone by the other powers even Italy demanded
a special sphere of influence. But this was too much even for the
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long-suffering Chinese. After making a rapid but correct estimate
of Italy’s real power, and her ability to enforce her demands,
China politely but firmly denied the Italian claim for a special
sphere of influence,

But Italy was the only major power that the Chinese dared
to rebuff and to most students of international affaira it appeared
that the Chinese Empire was headed for complete coliapae, to be fol-
lowed by the partition of this empire between Japan and the great
powers of Europe. Just at this time a distinguished British naval
officer, Admiral Lord Charles Beresford, who had served for some
" time in Far Eastern waters, wrote a book called The Break-up of
China. More important still, he came to the United States and
gave a number of public lectures on the same subject and these
lectures made & great impression on the American public. Before
long the Department of State became interested in the matter and
Mr. Hay, the Secretary, devoted a great deal of time and energy
to the study of the whole situation,

Mr. Hay established contact with Lord Charles Beresford.
He also sought the advice of a Mr. Hippsley, another Britisher who
had spent several years in the Far East as a member of the Chinese
customs service, He then talked the matter over with some of his
American friends. He listened eagerly to what his old class-mate,
W. W. Rockhill, had to say about the problem. Rockhill was a
rather astonishing person. He was both a diplomat and an Oriental
scholar. Because of his friendship with Hay, he was appointed
American Minister to China. To everyone's amazement he soon
learned not only to speak but also to read and write Chinese, and
in addition mastered Mongolian and Tibetan, Bureaucracy being
bureaueracy, it is not surprising to find that as soon as Rockhill
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gained fluency in the language of the Far East he was sent as
Ambassador to Turkey, where he did not know a word of the
language,

In any event, Hay, after consultation with Beresford, Hipp-
sley, Rockhill, and others, proceeded to propound the Open Door
Policy as being in the best interests of China, of the United States,
and of the world in general. The Open Door Policy demanded
that in China there should be equal opportunity for all, special
privilege for none, and also that the territorial integrity of China
should be respected. The plea for equal opportunity for all, apecial

privilege for none meant, of course, that the Unitd States made no -

demand for special rights and privileges, but did demand that all
the rights and privileges granted to other foreigners should be
shared by American citizens. The plea for the territorial integrity
of China meant, of course, that the political, military, and economic
integrity of China should be respected by all the powers.

In 1899, and again in 1900, John Hay sent notes to all the
major powers pleading for the general recognition and acceptance
of the Open Deor Policy. The Japanese, the Russians, the Germans,
and the French were rather cool towards the proposal but none of
them felt in the position openly to defy or to attack the idea. The
British, on the other hand, after a little hesitation, accepted the
proposal with enthusiasm and it was because of this fact that the
Open Door Policy operated successfully for several years. Most
Americans are proud, and justly proud, of the role which the United
States played in the formulation of the Open Door Policy—but they
are apt to forget that this policy worked well only as long as there
was force available to back it up. It worked very well from 1900 to
1914 largely because in addition to our own Pacific squadron there
was also a British fleet in Far Eastern waters which stood ready
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to give support in case of need. The Open door Policy began to
weaken toward the close of 1914 when the British had to withdraw
their naval vessels to European waters to make use of them in the
fight against Germany. During the period 1915-1918, Japan took
advantage of this situation and sought to secure predominant power
in China by means of the Twenty-One Demands and it looked for a
while as if the Open Door Policy would be permanently wrecked.

The collapse of Germany in 1918 brought about the tempor-
ary revival of the Open Door Policy. The American and British
navies were once more free to take action in case of trouble in the
Far East. The more extreme of the Japanese demands on China
were withdrawn and at the Washington Conference of 1922-28 pro-
vigion was made for the complete restoration of the Open Door
Policy. In fact in the treaties drawn up during this conference the
principle of the Open Door Policy was for the first time specifically
recognized and accepted by the major powers.

All of this was well and good and the American public set-
tled back in a state of complacent optimism. Only a few years later,
however, Japan kicked over the traces and again began a long series
of aggressive actions. This began in 1981.82 with the Manchurian
incident, was continued in 1935 with an overt action to control
North China, and in 1937 developed into an attempt to secure con-
trol over the whole of the Chinese Republic. The United States from
the beginning made a desperate effort to stem the tide, and appealed
to England for support. This time, however, England refused to
come to our assistance because she had already embarked upon a
policy of appeasement to the aggressor powers and it looked as if
the whole Open Door Policy was on the verge of shipwreck.
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Notwithstanding this situation, the United States remained
adamant in her determination not to abandon this time-honored
policy, and this very fact was the cause of our war with Japan.
It was because we insisted that Japan withdraw her troops from
China and restore the Open Door Policy that the Japanes¢ made
their attack on Pearl Harbor, with the results that are well known
to all of us. In our campaigns against Japan we spent many
billions of dollars. More important still we lost hundreds of
thousands of American boys as casualties. For a while it seemed
that all this sacrifice was worth while. The Japanese surrendered in
1945, and it was taken for granted that the Open Door Policy (the
cause of the whole conflict) would automatically be restored,

We were soon to be bitterly disillusioned. Because of our
foolishness in disregarding the Communist menace the situation in
China is far worse than it was in December, 1941. In China today
there is special privilege for one power only, and that an enemy
power. There is privilege for no other power, neither for curselves
nor even for the English who again have been foolish enough to
try and curry favor by appeasement, To talk about the political,
military, or economic independence of China is a grim, tragic farce.
The Open Door Policy has received a smashing and damaging blow,
and I foresee a great deal of trouble for the United States until
this policy is once more restored.

Before concluding my talk I should like to give expression
to certain opinions regarding the strength and weakness of Ameri-
can Foreign Policy. I should again like to stress the fact that these
opinions are merely personal opinions, for which I alone am res-
ponsible. In the conduct of our foreign policy we have had some as-
tounding successes and some catastrophic failures, On the whole
I think that our foreign policy has been sound but it has been
handicapped by certain basic weaknesses, One basic weakness is
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the fact many of the men who have been charged with the conduct
of our foreign relations have shared with the general public a
tendenecy to take a theoretical and legalistic approach rather than
a realistic approach towards foreign policy. Most Americans have
tended to look at treaties rather than at basic facts. We have
thought that we could lay down certain moral axioms and write
notes expresging indignation when certain foreign powers did things
contrary to these axioms, feeling that these nations would see that
" we were right and that they were wrong, and as a result would
quickly change their conduct. We have failed to realize that when
any of our foreign policies has succeeded, it succeeded because
it was backed up by forece—either actual or potential.

The Monroe Doctrine succeeded, not because Monroe made
a magnificent address before the American Congress, but be-
cause in the early days it was backed up by the British Navy and
in later days we were powerful to enforce it ourselves. In like
measure the Open Door Policy worked very well as long as the
armed forces of the United States and England cooperated in
enforeing it. It ceased to work when America and England were
unable or unwilling to carry out this cooperation.

In this connection I should like to remind you of the de-
velopments which took place during 1931-32, when Mr. Stimson
was Secretary of State. Mr. Stimson was a very fine man and a
very brilliant man, but he, too, was inclined to take a moralis-
tic and a legalistic approach rather than a realistic approach to the
problems of international relations. When the Japanese began to
march into Manchuria he addressed to the Japanese government
a serieg of sharp notes, pointing out that the Japanese actions were
contrary to our concepts of international ethics and international
law. We now know that the Japanese made a serious effort to find
out whether or not the American armed forces meant to take any
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serious step about implementing the ideas laid down in these notes
before making any further commitments. They soon found out that
our armed forces had no plans for implementation—with the result
that after each of Mr. Stimson’s notes the Japanese instead of
moving out moved further and further in.

Going back to an even earlier period, I remember that in
1928 there were many heated discussions in America about the
merits of the Kellogg-Briand Peace Pact. On several occasions I
was asked my opinions about the matter, I replied that, of course,
I was all in favor of peace, and that I certainly saw no harm in
signing the proposed pact but that it was ridiculous to assume that
the signing of the pact would obviate the dangers of war. Several
of my friends argued that a solemn treaty to outlaw war would be
certain to make for perpetual peace, for surely no nation would be
willing to break a treaty. I had to smile a little at this naivete,
and certainly it is curious that only a few years after the signing
of the Kellog-Briand Peace Pact, forever eliminating war as an in-
strument of national policy, we witnessed the outbreak of the
greatest war that was ever known to mankind.

I believe that there is another weakness inherent in the
formulation of a good deal of our foreign policy, and that is the
frequent lack of coordination between the different branches of our
government with respect to our long-range diplomatic, military, and
economic plans. As I have already pointed out, the State Depart-
ment has frequently erred by formulating diplomatic policies with-
out consultation with the armed services, which the armed serv-
ices felt that they could not implement. In like manner some of our
military leaders have also erred by formulating war plans aiming
at the immediate defeat of the enemy without reference to the long-
range effect of these plans upon America’s position in the world
after the actual fighting is over. Some of these leaders were so
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busy fighting Hitler and Tojo that they had no time to consider
what was likely to happen to the United States after Hitler and
Tojo were crushed.

During World War II, as you may remember, I served in
a very subordinate position with the Joint Chiefs of Staff organi-
zation. While carrying out my duties there I frequently had to read
and comment on memoranda which the British Joint Chiefs of Staff
had sent to the American Joint Chiefs of Staff. In many cases it
was clear that in preparing these memoranda the British Joint
Chiefs had consulted with the British Foreign Office and that the
memoranda themselves were an expression of British national
policy and not merely of the ideas of the British military leaders.
I also became aware that in many cases the Armerican Joint
Chiefs answered these memoranda without prior consultation with
our Department of State. I also discovered that in many instances
the Department of State sent to the British Foreign Office memor-
anda which seriously affected our national policy without prior con-
sultation with the American Joint Chiefs.

This confusion and lack of coordination was obvious to many
persons besides myself, As a result, an attempt was made to
improve matters in 1946 by the formation of SWNCC, or the
State-War-Navy Coordinating Committee. This organization ful-
filled & very useful function, but it was soon found that itz mem-
bera worked on too low a level for it to have a decisive influence
on national policy. In consequence of this fact SWNCC was abol-
ished and in its place there was established, in 1946, the National
Security Council, in which the Secretary of State and the Secre-
tary of Defense were directly represented and which reported im-
mediately to the President., This waa certainly a step, and a very
important step in the right direction, but for various reasons
which I cannot go into here the NSC has never performed quite
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so efficiently as had been hoped. 1 sincerely trust that in the
next few yeara the NSC will be permitted and required to function
more effectively,

I am of the opinion that there has been another weakness
in our foreign policy, especially in the last few years, and that is the
lack of a global approach to our national problems. We have
been in the habit of dealing with a European problem one day,
a Near Eastern problem the next day, and a Far Eastern problem
the day following without stopping to examine whether or not
there is a connection between these problems. It is time that we
bear in mind that at the moment we are dealing with an enemy
that does have a global approach to these matters. I am convinced
that anything which Russia does in Korea, in Indo-China, in
Rumania, or in Eastern Germany is all part and parcel of a single
underlying plan. The tactics may change from area to area and
from time to time, but the basic strategy is the same, and we
must be prepared to counteract this strategy. As an instance of
our stupidity in this regard may I remind you that in 1946-47 we
were telling the Italians and the French that they would not
secure any American aid if they permitted any Communists inside
their government. At this very same time we were telling the
Chinese that they would not secure any American aid unless they did
take Communiats into their government.

By way of conclusion may I be permitted to express my
opinion as to what our basic American Foreign Policy should be dur-
ing the course of the next few years? It goes without saying that
we should have a firm, a vigorous, and a positive foreign policy.
We must learn to say what we mean, and to mean what we say.
We should adopt no policy which we can not implement, and make
no commitment which we can not carry out. So much for generali-
zations. Now for one or two concrete suggestions.
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In the first place I am sure that you will agree with me
that we must continue to guard the security and integrity of the
whole of the Western Hemisphere against possible aggression
from outside. This, of course, means that we must continue to
maintain the spirit of the old Monroe Dogtrine, though I am quite
willing to accept the modifications of this doctrine as affected by
the treaties of Chapultepec and Rio de Janeiro.

But what about our relations with the countries of the 0ld
World? For some time I have been convinced that if at any time
in the foreseeable future any power unfriendly to ourselves were
to secure control over the whole of Western Europe we would be
faced with a serious danger. War would become possible, even
probable, but not inevitable, In like manner, if at any time in the
foreseeable future an unfriendly power were to secure control over
the whole of the Far East we would also be faced with a serious
danger. Here, again, war would be possible, even probable, but not
necessarily inevitable, On the other hand, if in the foreseeable
future an unfriendly power were to secure control over both West-
ern Europe and the Far East we would be in a desperate situa-
tion, and war would be not only probable but inevitable.

If this statement be true, I believe that it is essential that
our foreign policy be directed towards the eastablishment and main-
tenance of what I call the Open Door Policy for hoth the whole of
Western Europe and for the whole of the Far East. To the extent
that we are able to establish and maintain both in Western Eur-
ope and in Eastern Asia equal opportunity for all, special privilege
for none, and the territorial integrity of the countries in each
area—to that extent we are establishing and maintaining a succeas-
ful foreign policy.
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