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Failing in this mission, Hurley was ultimately appouinted to the rank
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cf Ambassador after the resignation of Clarence F. Gauss. Hurley had by
this time, raken on the responsibility of promoting negatiations hetween
the Kvomintang Government of Chiang Kai-shek and the Cihinese Communist
Party, headc¢uarterasd in Yenan.

"oood offices" in the vegotiations,

.. _Rather than simply cffering his’
Hurley became personally involved, interjecting his personal, ideclogical
beliefs inte the proposals of each side. Through this involvement, Hur-
ley became personally committed to unification on his terms, aad eventuzlly
gave the Kucmintang Party and Chiang Kai-shek the impression that tha
United States was permanently comuitted to suppert of the Central Govern-
ment.,

Hurley scon came into conflict with & number of Foreign Service of-
ficers and the Department of State, below the level of tlhe Secretary of
State, over opposing interpretations of American pelicy in China.r Hurley
became intransigent in his overwhelming support of the National Covernment,
while nembers of the State Department believed that the Unitaed States
shouvld remain flexible in its approach to the problems in China to avoid
‘supporting the losing side in what was Seen as an inevitable civil war.

Hurley cames to see criticism of Chiang Kai-shek's government and
suggestions for alterations in policy, as personal criticism directed a.
him. In the face of this perceived threat to himself, he had a number of
Foreign Service officers re-called or transferred, only to discover that
they had been reassigned to positions which he thought were superior to

his.
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In the face of these events and rising criticism, in addition to
eventual failure to bring the two Chinese factions together and impend-
ing civil war, Hurley submitted his resignation to the Sanretary of
State, after first announcing his reasons vo the press. Experiencing
~on2 of the few failures of his life, the man who had risen from the
coal mines of Oklahoma to become a millionaire twice over, Secretary
of Defense under President Hoover, and Ambassador to China under Roose-~
velt, turned the blame for his failure to those with whom he had coume
in conflict, the Department of Spate being the principal culprit.

This study of Hurley's experieaces in China is based upun sever-
al secondary accounts of the period, recently published Department of

State papers (Foreign Relations of the United States: Diplomatic Papers),

Hurley's several testimonials before Congressionai Committees, and inter-
views with Mr, John Stewart Service, upon whom attention was focused in

numerous loyalty investigations subsequent to Hurley's resignation.
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.CHAPTER 1
THE "GREAT DEBATE"

On Novewber 26, 1945, Patrick J. Hurley, Ambassador to China
since November 30, 1944,1 tendered his resignation to President Harry
S Truman. On the following day, Mr. Hurley released the contents of
his letter of resignation to the press2 and launched what.his biograph-
er later termed the ''great debate,"3 one which, while not immediately

fruitful, had profound implications for a nuwmber of Americans in later

. . . - 4
years, and cne from which echoes continue to be heard in the 1970's.
In-his: letter to the-President and in his vobsequent news-re-~
lease, Hurley offerad much more thaan a simple resignation. Ima ". . .

scathing denunciation of State Department ssbotage of American foreign

policy . . . virtually uaprecedented in American diplomatic history,”

1Department of State, Foreign Relations of the United States:
Diplomatic Papers (Washington: United States Government Printing
Office), 1944, VI, 200, footnote 29, (herecafter cited as Foreign Re-
lations). Hurley was confirwmed as Ambassador to China by the United
States Senate on this date.
ANew York Times, November 28, 1945: Hurley's resignation was
reported in a front page story. The text of his letter to the Presi-
dent was printed on page 3 of the same issue. For official text of
his letter of resignation see, Foreign Relations, 1945, VII, 722.

3Don Lohbeck, Patrick J. Hurley {(Chicago, 1956), 474.

4See The Aweragia Papers: A Clue to the Catastrophe of China,
prepared by the Subcommittee to Investigate the Administration of the
Internal Security Act and Other Internal Security Laws of the Committee
on the Judiciary (Washington: United States Government Printing COffice,
January 26, 1970), (hereafter cited as Amerasia Pepers). See ia par-
ticular, the "introduction" by Anthony Kubek, parts I, II, III, pp. 1-113,
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Hurley laid the groundwork upon which he intended to build a case that

"

would awaken ". . . the indignation of the American people at the mis~

conduct of foreign relations to the:point where a thorough investiga-
tion and cleansing of the Department of State would be unavoidable."5

Hurley stated initially that he had had, during his tenure in
China, the full support of both Presidents Roosevelt and Truman, as well
as their Secretaries of’State, Cordell Hull, Edward R. Stettinius, Jr.,
and James F. Byrnes. But while American wartime objectives had always
been clearly defined in the "higher echelons of our policy-making of-
ficials,"6 there had existed according to Hurley, a wide discrepancy
between announced policies and the actual conduct of international re-
lations. The United States had begun the Second World War with the
pninaipiesmbfwtheuAtlantic,Charter and. democracy as its.goals,. ex-
plained Hurley, but had finished the war in the Far East furnishing
Lend~lease supplies and using its reputation to undermine democracy
and bolster imperialism and Communism.

Hurley went on to state that he had been directed by President
Roosevelt, first, as the President's personal representative to Chiang
Kai~-shek and then as ambassador to China, to prevent the collapse of the
Chinese Government and to keep the Chinese Army in tﬁe war against the
Japanese. While that had been his primary objective, Hurley continued,
it had also been his assigned function to harmonize the relations be-

tween the American Embassy in Chungking and the Chinese Government. The

ex—ambassador noted, however, that while all of these objectives had

sLohbeck, 437.

6Foreign Relations, 1945, ViI, 722.
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been accomplished, and although they had the support of the President
and the Secretary of State, the American policy did not have the support
of all the career men in the State Department. The professional foreign
service men, he charged, sided with the Chinese Communist armed party
and imperialistic bloc of nations whose policy had been to keep China
divided agains£ herself. They had openly advised the Communist armed
party to decline unification of thé Chinese Communist Army with the
National Army unless the Chinese Communists were given control. Fur-
thermore, these career men, after having been transferred to Washingtoﬁ
at Hurley's request, had been placed in the Chinese and Far Eastern Div-
isions of the State Department as his supervisors.

In summarizing, Hurley argued that the United States' World War II
poelicy as represeﬁted in the principles of the Atlaatic Charter and the
Iran Declaration, had been an elaboration of its First World War policy
of making‘the world free for democracy. But while the United States had
won both wars, it had failed to establish the principles for which it
had allegedly been fighting. The war which was then in the making was
not even intended to defend or establish democratic ideals. Instead of
putting its weight behind the Charter of the United Nations, the United
States had definitely been supporting the imperialistic bloc, At the
same time, according to Hurley, a considerable section of the State De-
partment was endeavoring to support Communism generally as well as
specifically in China.

Hurley's intént in releasing this denunciation of America's im-
plementation of policy in the Far East wvas not simply to inform the
President of the Ambassador's reasons for resigning. It was his hope,

rather, to instigate an investigation by America's Congressional bodies.



. . «» with his idealized concept of the American people and the
American government, Pat Hurley relied upon the Congress--now
that he had pointed out that path to follow--to_launch a '"great
debate" on the entire foreign policy situation.

It appeared at first, that Hurley would get his great debate. Al-
though the response to his publicized resignation was slight in the House
of Representatives, a debate was not long in beginning on the floor of
the United States Senate. On November 28, Senator Kenneth Wherry of Neb-
raska, addressing himself at first to impending legislation for implemen-
tation of the United Nations Charter, shifted his attention to the Hurley
statement of resignation on the grounds that perhaps the State Department
was an area to be examined to determine its ability to function under a
United Nations-—oriented system.8

Hurley had not merely charged that some people were incompetent or
inept in conducting American foreign relations in the Orient, Wherry ar-
gued, he ". . . has made charges against at least one section of the
State Department personnel which seems to . . . involve accusations which
fall very little short of treason."9 Offering lengthy remarks which read
like a defense of Hurley's charges Wherry concluded:

Mr. President, is it possible that we have fought this most

tragic of all wars in history only to discover that the gravest
danger and threat to America was not and is not derived from
any foreign power or combinations of power but from an indigi-
nous conspiratorial minority of foreign agents and their dupes
who have used the glorious freedoms of this land to work de-
struction from within?10

"Lohbeck, 474.

8U. S. Congress, Congressional Record, 79th Congress, lst Session,

1945, Volume 91, Part 8, 11109.

?}bid,, 11110,

0rpi4., 11111.
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Responding to Senator Wherry's remarks, Senator Tom Connally of

Texas expressed his surprise that Wherry had so hurriedly accepted the

. 11
entire statement of the former Ambassador, For nearly an hour Connally
addressed the Senate in terms highly critical of Hurley's behavior in
making his resignation public.

Mr. President, it looks to me as if it is a little ungracious

for an Ambassador to a great country, having enjoyed these per-
iods of service all over the world by appointment of the Presi-
dent of the United States, now, because of this disagreement with
some subordinate somewhere--what it was about I do not know, it
never having been made clear as to what he says they did-- to re~-
sign his great station in a moment of anger, or pique and under~
take to cover the foreign policy of the United States all over
with obloquy and diplomatic slime and say that the Foreign Policy
of the United States is almost approaching treason, as suggested
by the Senator from Nebraska. '

Admonished by Senator Styles Bridges for "making jest of a2 very ser-
ious matter," Connally responded that, "no; the Senator from Téxas is not
trying to make jest. He is trying to show the ridiculous attitude of the
former smbassador [sic] to China."13

Following this rather heated exchange, Senator Wherry called for-

14
mally for a Senate investigation of the Hurley charges™ and, on Decemwber
5, 1945, the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, chaired by Senator Tom
Connally proceeded to hear the testimony of:
General Hurley and such other witnesses as the Committee might

deem proper with respect to the situation in the Far East, par-

Mipi4., 11112,

120014, , 13113.

L31pid., 11114,

Yorpig,, 11111,



ticularly China, in the light of General Hurley's re31gnatnon
as Ambassador to China.'15

"Mr. Chairman," Hurley tegan,
I would like to state in the beginning that I did not ask
for this hearing. I would also like to make it clear that I
have had no meetings of any kind with the members of Congress
on the facts that I will endeavor to present. The reason for
this statement is that I am convinced that this Committee is
beginning a hearing on the foreign policy of the United States.
Such 2 hearing should not be partisan. I will decline to ally
myself with any partisan group or with any minority.l6
Hurley had thus begun his attempt to point out the path for Congress
to follow. Unfortunately, the path would be a muddy one. Hurley was not
at all clear in his testimony about what his charges actually were. A
close examination of the claims made in his initial statement and in re-
sponse to questions about the Committee reveal, when considered cumulative-
ly; howewer, that-Hurley's principal complaint was the-lack-of a public
- . ) . . . . 1
statement by high officials, articulating America's policy toward China. 7
Claiming that certain people in the Foreign Service were advocating a
different policv and telling the Communists and the American public that

the policy being followed by Hurley in China was his own and not the

United States Government's, Hurley had wanted a public statement to

5 . . . . .
1 U.S. Senate, Committee on Foreign Relations, Investigation of Far

Eastern Policy, December, 5. 6, 7. 10, 1945 [unpublished], (Washington:
National Archives), 120.1/11.3045, (hereafter cited as Investigation. Far

East Policy), 3

161bic_1_., 2.

l?lhig.. 7. Referring to Secretary of State Byrnes' public state-
ment of the previous day on United States-China policy, Hurley stated,

", . . if that public announcement of American policy had been issued by
the State Department before I returned from China, I would not have re-
turned. If that public statement had been made by the State Department
before I rendered my resignation, I would not have resigned." See, Ibid.,

5.
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7

suppert his action'and to lend credence to his attempts at unification of
the Nationalist and Communist Chinese.

Hurley pointed out to the Committee that while there had been state-
ments of policy made directly to him, no public statement had been made
". . . since Cordell Hull made it on the 26th day of November, 1941, be-
fore we got into war."18 Ke had asked for a public statement for gquite
some time, Hurley said, but had never received instructions from the State

Department, only from President Roosevelt.l9 He stated later, however,

that after having outlined in a letter of December 24, 1944, his concef—
" tion of American policy, to the Secretary of State (Stettinius), the
latter had sent Hurley a telegram in which he commended the Ambassador
highly for the work he had done. This was not, however, a public state-
ment, Hurley said; and the men whom he had referred to uzs working-agairst
him, had taken the position that the Secretary's commendation was not an
endorsement of the policy the Ambassador had outlined.20 On or about
Japuary‘Zl, 1945, Hurley said, he had called all the heads of American
agencies in China together in his office and stated to them the policy
of the United States. Hurley later reported to the Committee that those
men whom he claimed to be working against him were at that meeting, but
had expressed no hostility to the policy as announced to them at that
time.

B1bid., 8.

191bid., 40a.

201014, , 40u.
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Following his announcement of policy to his agency heads,

Hurley -returned to Washington, according to his testimony, and was
there confronted by a report to the Secretary of State from Mr. George
Atcheson (who had been left in charge of the Embassy), in which he él-
legedly recommended that Hurléy's policy of not arming the Communists--
belligerents who would fight against the government that the United
States was upholding~-be discarded and replaced with a policy of pro-
viding lLend-lease aid to the Chinese Communists. Atcheson had also
said in his report, Hurley added, that he (Atcheson) ". . . had the
support, the acquiescence of every official member of the American
Embassy in Chungking."gl In Hurley's opinion, Mr. Atcheson had been
guilty of insubordination in sending this report without his prior

. knowladgen.

Asked if he had resolved the issue over the Atcheson report,
Hurley answered in the affirmative. He claimed to have contended at
the time that if the Atcheson report constituted the policy of the
United States it was a departure from the purpose for whi;h he had
been sent to China. If that were the case then Atcheson should be
left in chafge and he, Hurley, kept at home. The result, after many
days of argument, was, Hurley asserted, ". . . that Mr. Atcheson was
recalled, because he had shown tﬁat in mf absence he had adyocated a

policy that I felt destructive to unification."22

2¥£E£§., 41. Hurley had stated earlier in his testimony that it
had beén his opinion while in China that arming or providing Lend-lease
to, the Chinese Communists faction would constitute the recognition of
a belligerent. See, Ibid., 40D.

221p1d., 49.
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Atcheson's recall, however, did not satisfy the Ambassador, for as

he stated in response to Senator LaFollette's request for a statement of

facts,

You have it, that I made this report to Secretary Stettinius;
he sent me a telegram which approved my conduct but did not
make a public statement upholding the policy, and as soon as I
left China the whole crowd got together and reversed or tried
to reverse that telegram. The result was that Atcheson was re-
called and placed in a supervisory capacity with all the others
over me in Washington, and that made untenable my position. I
wanteg3a public statement from the State Department of our pol-
icy."

Asked once more, what the issue was, Hurley replied:
What I wanted was a public statement of the American policy

so that they could not continue in high official positions to

say that what I upheld was not the American policy. I think
that is the issue, Senator .24

In addition to George Atcheson and the 'whole crowd" at the Chung-
king Embassy, Hurley named specifically, one John Stewart Service, a po-
litical advisor assigned to General Joseph Stilwell's command in China
as one of the principal sabqteurs. InArésponse to the Committee Chair-
man's question as to when these men defeated Hurley's policy in China,
Hurley festified that on October 30, 1944, Mr. John S. Service submitted
in his report number 40, ". . . a general statement of how to let the
government that I was sent over there to sustain fall; and that report
was circulated among the communists whose support I‘was seeking for our

w23

policy. . . . Later in his testimony, Hurley reiterated that ". . .

the report of Mr. John Service dated October 10, 1944, and numbered 40. . .

231444, , s0.

2%1pi4., s8.

e

231pid., 16.
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was the first outward evidence I had of a plan not to uphold but to
cause the collapse of the Government of the Republic of China."26

Although Hurley's testimony was extremely vague and rambling, it
appears that he was finally motivated to resign by a number of occur-
rences which led him to believe that his work was being undermined.
Having succeeded in getting Atcheson, Service and several other Foreign
Service officers recalled, Hurley then discovered that three of these
men, Atcheson, Service and John K. Emmerson, had been appointed as Ad-
visors to the Supreme Commander of the Allied forces in Asia. Although
the appointments irritated Huriey, he was far more concerned with the
fact that

the papers in China, especially in Yenan [the Chinese Communist
stronghold], and the radio, said that Atchescn and Service and
so. forth had won out over me, and. that I had.not heen. represeanting

the United States' policy, and the papers said they were coming
back to China and therefore the Communists shouid not unite. . . .

N

wil

Hurley further stated on this point that it had been Mao Tse-tung who had
told him that the United States was not going to follow through on its
unification program that he was trying to present.28

In addition to this challenge to Hurley's authority in China, the
ex—-Aubassador testified that while he was in Washington in November,
1945, someone had addressed a letter to President Truman in which Hurley
was charged with making his own policy in China. Everett Drumright,
Chief of the Department of State's China Division, prepared an answer

to this letter, Hurley told the Committee, in which it was stated that

261p1d., 89.

27114, 57

281114, s0.
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the policy being followed in China was the United States Government's
policy and not cne formulated by Hurley. But when the letter reached
John Carter Vincent, Hurley went on to report, the Director of the Far
Eastern Division struck ocut all but an acknowledgement of its receipt.
Drumright's defense of Hurley; in other words, never reached the ac-
cuser. On that same day Hurley charged, ". . . the same career man's
attack on me came out not only in papers in New York and in Chicago;
but on the fleoor of Congress."29 He had come home in November to re-
sign, Hurley explained, but Secretary Byrnes and President Truman had
talked him into going back after a brief rest. He was sincere when
he told the President and Byrnes that he would go back, said Hurley,
"but when 1 was confronted by the fact that again I was left naked to
my.. enemdes .and. the. enemies. of Americu, I deecdided.I would commence. firvr-~
ing, and 1 did. So that is the reason why 1 am here this mcrning."30

It is apparent from Hurley's testimony, when viewed as a whole,
that he had felt strongly about avoiding military and material support
of the Chinese Communists for fear chat this would constigute recogni-
tion by £he United States Government of the belligerent status of the
Communists in a Chinese ¢ivil war. The recognition of an armed force
which was fighting to overthrow a government allied with the United
States was.out of the question, as far as he was concerned. Foreign
Service personnel, however, were advocating the arming of the Communists,

and in Hurley's opinion, deing it behind his back. This apparent

291biq., 63. Hurley nevér identified this man in his testimony.

307p4d., 63.



12
insubordination threatened the Ambassador and was compounded by reports,
both in China and at home, which questioned publicly his authority to
carry out what he perceived to be his assigned duty--the unification of
the Chinese Communist and Nationalist governments.

Unfortunately, for Hurley, and perhaps for the American people,
the ex-Ambassador's charges could not be substantiated. The man who,
through Congress, was taking his case to the American public, could not
take the evidence to them as well. Hurley had based his charges on a
number of documents, stated at first to be written by himself, but ex-
panded in number as the hearings progressed, to include several written
by John Stewart Service, George Atcheson and John Patton Davies, Jr.
Although Hurley had testified in the beginning stages of the hearings
that he possessed nome of the coded copies- of these-documents; he-did
admit to having had in his possessioun, notes of the preparation of his
original copies. But Hurley would not reveal the contents of these doc-
unents, without the Committee being supplied paraphrases by the Depart-
ment of State. As Hurley stated,

I know what they contain, but I will have to ask the State De-

partment to furnish me with paraphrases of these documents for
the reason that if we should submit from the State Department
the original documents they would have a tendency to give away
the American secret code; and I do not want to do_any irrepar-
able dazmage to the foreign policy of my country.

After four days of hearings, in which Hurley's charges were reit-
erated, but not substantiated, the Committee moved to continue its in-

vestigation in Executive Session, where the contents of the documents

requested by Hurley could be examined without publicity. But Hurley

Hibia., 3.
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refused. ‘'He would testify only in public, where the press could trans-
mit the information of corruption to the entire citizenry."32 The ideal-
ism of Patrick J. Hurley which would not allow him to disclose the con-
tents of documents vital to his case, destroyed his attempt to take "the
truth" to the American people. On December 10, 1945, the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee's.Investigation of Far Fastern Policy came to an end.
For lack of a principal, the case was dropped. While Hurley had pointed
out the path for Congress to follow, he had, at the same time, blocked
that path with obstacles insurmountable at that time. About Senator
Wherry's resolution to set up a five-man Committee for a "top to bottom
investigation of the State Department,'" Senator Connally reported: "It
is lying calmly on my desk. It shows no signs of life, although we
have not put a puimotor on it.”33

Having instigated, but by his own action ended, an investigation
of the Stéte Department, Hurley, in 1946, decided to take his case di-
rectly to the people. But to do so, he needed a ". . . nationwide forum
from which to proclaim his charges against thé pro-Communist and pro-im-
34

perialist elements within the government." That forum, as Hurley saw

it, would be the United States' Senate for which he campaigned as the

Republican nominee from New Mexico in 1946. 1In a letter to an Oklzhcma

newspaper editor who had charged that Hurley changed his residence from

32, ohbeck, 446.

33Anthony Kubek, How the Far East Was Lost: American Policy and
the Creation of Communist China, 1941-1949 (Chicago, 1963), 313.

34Lohbeck, 453,



Oklahoma to New Mexico to pick up an easy Senate seat, Hurley wrote:
I ran for the Senate from New Mexico after I had resigned as
Ambassador to China. . . . I decided to go to the Senate to
obtain for myself a forum through which to speak to the American

people and by which I believed I could prevent the loss of our
great ally, China.35

Losing to the incumbent, Senator Dennis Chavez, who according to
Hurley's biographer, Don Lohbeck, ". . . controlled the large Spanish-
speaking vote in New Mexico. . . ," Hurley again attempted election in
1948, running this time against the former Sécretary of Agriculture,
Clinton P. Anderson. In the 1948 campaign which Lohbeck describes as
similar to the one in 1946:

‘Hurley spoke of the betrayal of America's honor and integrity
through the secret betrayal of our ally in the Far East, and of
the dangers of corrupting America's traditional support of po-
litical independence and territorial integrity through the policy
of "upholding imperialist greed and aggression. . . 6

Where Hurley had lost by only 4000 votes in 1946, he lost by
26,000 in the 1948 election. In both cases, Lohbeck reported Hurley's
losses in such a way that Hurley appeared once again, the victim of
machinations against him. Where it was reported that Hurley had been
accused of moving to New Mexico to pick up an easy seat in the 1946
election, Mr. Lohbeck wrote that in 1948 Hurley's opponents were again
campaigning on a personal level.

The smear commentators were brought to New Mexico to accuse

Pat Hurley of cowardice in the first World War, brutality dur-

ing the bonus march, and of having recommended during the de-

pression years that 'the pocr be fed the scrapings from the
rich men's plates. '3’

3 1bid=, 504. .
Fr1bid., 450.
37

-Ibid., 38.
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In 1949, the "China white-paper" was released by the State De-

partment. Entitled, United States Relations With China,3a this publi-~

cation was released following the Communist takeover in China and was
intended tc be an explanation of American policy toward China since
1941, but with emphasis on the five years preceding the Communist vic-
tory over the Nationalist government. In Hurley's eyes, however, it was
". . . a smooth alibi for the pro-Communists in the State Department who
have engineered the overthrow of our ally, the National Government of
the Republic of China, and'aided in the Communist conquest of China."39

Critical of the '"white paper" for numerous reésons, Hurley's pri-
mary complaints centered around the reporting of the Yalta agreement,
and the failure of the State Department to reveal to the American people,
the documents which he could not present in 1945, which, Hurley claimed,
had obviously been quoted from in the "white paper."&0

It was Hurley's opinion, that contrary to the justification pre-
sented in the "white paper," the szscret Yalta agreement which brought
Russia into the Pacific War approximately three months after the defeat
of Germany, was not necessary.

The import of the "white paper" to the effect that we were com-
pelled tc meet these demands of Russia because we were afraid of
what Russia would do about our war with Japan, is not a satisfactory
reason for our entering into the secret agreements of Yalta. At

38Department of State, United States Relations With China: With

Special Reference to the Period 1944-1949 (Washington, 1949), (Hereafter
cited as United States Relations with China).

39Quoted in Lohbeck, 457.

401pid., 458.
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that time the United States had on land, on the seas, and in
the air, the greatest military power ever assembled on this
earth. America's military power at the time of Yalta was in-
vincible. The United States did not need Russia. Russia

dared not oppose the United States. Japan was already defeated
before Russia reached the Japanese front.41

Once again, in 1950, as reported by Hurley's biogiapher, the ex~
Ambassador to China made a martyred appeal to the American people. 1In
a radie forum of that year, moderated by Eleanor Roosevelt, Hurley,

", . . expressing the weariness of years of shouting a warning from the
housetops while few paused to listen,' stated in answer to Mrs. Roose-

velt's question if everything had been published on the China incident,

"Well, no, Mrs. Roosevelt. Everytime I try to tell it, somebody tries

to stog;gg."éz (Emphasis is Lohbeck's).

But ironically, in that same year, 1950, Patrick Hurley denied
himself an opportunity to tell again what he saw as the cause of America's
failure in China. Invited to testify before the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee's hearings on State Department employee loyalty investigations,
better known as the Tydings sub~committee, Hurley refused because the
documents reguested by him in 1945vwould not yet be made available to

him.

He [Millard E. Tydings] advised me that they would not be,
that they were secret documents. I said then that it would
be futile for me to appear because I could not use the docu-
ments, even those which are my own which have been encoded,
until they are decoded and made available to me through the
State Department.

4lipia., 458.

“21b1d., 458.

431p1d., 460.
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In 1951, however, Patrick Hurley found himself with another chance
to tell his story fully, when he was invited to testify before the joint
hearings of the Senate Foreign Relations and Senate Armed Services Com~
mittees, on the military s}tuation in the Far East.‘M In his testimony,
to which thereqis no reference in his biography, Hurley made many of the
same points that he had in 1945, but added many more, since the long-
asked»fof documents were available to him, and the secret Yalta agree-~
ments had become public knowledge.

American diplomats, Hurley began, had surrendered the territorial
integrity and the political independence of China in the secret agreement
at Yalta. That secret agreement, he said, marked theAbéginning of a
change in America's foreign policy toward China, from support of the prin-

ciples of the Atlantic Charter to a policy based on concessions to Com~

munism, imperialism and fear of Russia. The provision in the Atlantic
Charter agreeing to no territorial or other form of aggrandizement by

the signatories during the war, was intended, said Hurley, ". . . to hold
Russia and Communism within the national boundaries of R.ussia."45 The
Yalta agreement, Hurley testified, released Russia from this bind. Fur-

thermore, the Atlantic Charter provision guaranteeing respect for the

right of all peoples to choose their own form of government had to be

"

repealed,-claimed Hurley, ". . . in order to give the colonial imperial-

ists the right to resubjugate their colonial and mandated people."46

44U.S. Senate, Committee on Armed Services and Committee on Foreign
Relations, Hearings on the Military Situation in the Far East (Washington,
1951), (hereafter cited as Military Situation Far East).

431p1a., 2832.

“1b14.
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The Atlantic Charter had been a consistent reference for Hurley

beginning with his letter of resignation in 1945, and now, finally, six
years later, his attachment to that document was revealed. He had
been instrumental in draft}ng the Iran Declaration47 at the Teheran Con-
ference in 1943, Hurley pointed out in his testimony. Although this
declaration had been presented by Secretary of State, Cordell Hull, to
the Russians earlier in Moscow, and rejected, it was accepted by the
powers at Teheran, according to Hurle&, after he had included the fol-
lowing additional phrase:
They [the signatories] count upon the participation of Iran
together with all peace-~loving nations, in the establishment of
international peace, security, and prosperity after the war in

accordance with the principles of the Atlantic Charter to which
all four nations have subscribed.48

Hurley identified himself with the Iran Declaration, therefore,
and this identification was carried over to the principles of the

Atlantic Charter which, in his mind, had been reaffirmed by the three

principal powers when they signed the Iran Declaration. Having charged
in his 1951 testimony that after the United States had entered the war,
the Communists and Imperialists had tried to discount the Atlantic

49 o . e as .
Charter ~—-claiming that it was not a binding agreement--it was Hurley's

contention that because the Iran Declaration had included a reference

47See: Foreign Relations, The Conferences at Cairo and Teheran,

1943 (Washington, 1961), 377. See also: Military Situation Far East,
2834; and Lohbeck, Chapter 4, 202.

&8Military Situation Far East, 2834.

491p14., s0.
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to the Atlantic Charter, and because the former had been signéd by the

United States, Great Britain and the Soviet Union, it was as binding
an international agreement as any treaty.50
Having thus testified to the binding legality of the Atlantic
\‘éﬁéfter, Hurléy proceeded to show how the United States had surrendered
the principles of that agreement at Yalta. The National Government of
the Republic of China was our ally, Hurley repeated, and the secret
agreement at Yalta gave away her propérty without her being represented.

This was, in effect, a violation of the Atlantic Charter guarantees of

the territorial integrity of sovereign nations. Furthermore, General
Marsh31151 who had been sent to China as Furley's repiacement, had been
ordered, according to Hurley, to force the Nationalists into a coalition
with the Chinese Communists. This was not in keeping with the United
States' policy of non~interferéncé in the internal affairs of sovereign
states, he pointed out.52
President Rcosevelt was a sick man at Yalta, Hurley claimed, and
did not know what was happening.s3 Hurley had learned that an agreement

had been made at Yalta in reference to China while he was still in

China, and when he came home in March, 1945, he confronted the President,

Oppid., 2842.

5lGeneral of the Army, George C. Marshall, was appointed by Truman
as the President's special envoy to China with the personal rank of
Ambassador, on November 27, 1945. See Foreign Relations, 1945, VII, 276.

52Military Situation Far East, 2838.

3 1p1d., 2888.



20
first with a demand to see the agreements made at Yalta, and then, after
having seen them, with the contention that the secret portion was a
violation of the territorial integrity of China. Hurley did not reveal
his actual conversations with Roosevelt in his testimony, only that
Rcosevelt, subsequently, and as a result of Hurley's urgings, felt that
there was some possible dangers of infringements on China's territory
if the Yalta provisions were carried out.

Agreeing that there was some justification for Hurley's fears,
Roosevelt, according to Hurléy's testimony, sent the ambassador immedi-
ately to London and Moscow to ameliorate the agreeménts related to
China. Once again, Hurley failed to reveal the substance of his conver-
sations with Churchill and Stalin, stating only that he was able to an-
nounce to the press upon his return tc China, that thie three governments
concerned had agreed that they would respect the territorial integrity
and the political independerice of China and that they would support the
efforts of the Chlnese people to establish self-government. On the day
following his announcement to the press, Hurley testified, the British
Prime Minister under question in Parliament54 affirmed the correctness
of Hurley's announcement.

Hurley concluded his testimony, however, stating that:

. « . the next thing I had was a cable from the State Depart-

ment in which they say that they are irrevocably committed to
the agreement signed at Yalta; in other words, I was making a
little dent on Britain and Russia, but I could not move the

American State Department; and that, my friends, I think,

brings you to what I consider the saddest defeat that I suf-
fered. . . .25

4
> 1bsd.

55Ibid.
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Once again, Hurley had been given an opportunity to tell his
story but, as in 1945, he was extremely vague iIn reference to a number
of points, the most vital being the actual substance of his conversations
with Roosevelt, Churchill and Stalin. He did reveal, however, his very

close attachment to the Atlantic Charter and to its reaffirmation in the

Iran Declaration of 1943, This personal attachment suggests a tendency
to become personally committed to the diplomatic work assigned to him, a
characteristic which deprived him of needed flexibility.

Roosevelt, who was in Hurley's opinion, a sick maﬁ at Yalta, was
a victim of the same machinations that had been working to defeat the
ambassador in his attempts to stabilize and sustain the Nationalist
Chinese government in the war effort. Hurley revealed in his testimony,
his-belicf that-the-United-States did not need Russia's-help in the-
fight against Japan, and that this was known pricr to Yalta. Referring

to the allegation in the "China white-paper," that American policy

mzkers feared there would be upwards of 1,000,000 casualties in an in-
vasion of Japan, Hurley stated:

If we believe this, . . we must also believe that the final
conquest of a broken and beaten Japan would cost more in
American casualties than all the battles of the Pacific, all
the battles of the islands, all the battles of Burma and
China, all the battles of the Atlantic, all the battles of
Africa, &ll the battles of the Mediterranean, all the battles
of England, all the battles of France, all the battles of
Holland, all the battles of Belgium, and all the battles of
Germany. America had less than 1,000,000 casualties in all
of those battles.>® N

It was easy, therefore, for Hurley to view the unnecessary Yalta

agreement to bring Russia into the Pacific war, as another of the State

Department's attempts to let China go to the Communists. The United

>61p1d., 2839.
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States did not need Russia's help in fighting the Japanese. This was
known at Yalta, according to Hurley, by all perhaps but Roosevelt. The
conclusion was obvious: The only reason Russia was brought into the
Pacific war was to aid the Communists in gaining a foothold in North
China and Manchuria, the resulting effect being aid to the Chinese
Communists in their fight to control all of China. And it was all done
by a key group of career State Department personnel.

In 1952, Patrick Hurley again ran for the Senate from New Mexico.
Once again, he lost, victimized this time, his supporters alleged, by
bi-partisan alignments, the ". . . communist-dominated Mine, Mill and
Smelter Worker's Union" and, ". . . the long arm of Zionist political

"y
pressure.

Betrayed by the leaders of his own party, smeared by pro-
Communist labor groups, opposed by those who sought to revenge
themselves against his anti-imperialism, Pat Hurley--when the
ballots were counted—--appeared to have been defeated by 5,071
votes out of a total of 239,971 ballots cast.”

But not only was BHurley the victim of a smear campaign in this,
his final bid for a Senate seat, the election, he complained, was rigged.
Two years after the election a sub-committee of the Senate Committee on
Rules and Administration, which had investigated the New Mexico election
in response to Hurley's petition, recommended, based on its findings,

"t

. » « that no member of the Senate was elected from the State of New

Mexico in the 1952 general election."59 In response to Senator William

27 Lohbeck, 462.

>81bid., 463.

bid., 467.
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Jenner's resolution of March 16, 1954, calling for Senate concurrence
in the committee's recommendation {(S. Res. 220) the Senate voted, 53
to 36 against setting aside the election of Dennis Chavez in 1952.
Hurley faced another defeat. In his biographer's words:
Once again he was denied the national forum from which to
carry on his fight against the perversion of America's world
mission into an appeasement of Communist aggression and a de~
fense of imperialist exploitation.6
But the Hurley story did not end with his defeat in 1952, nor has
it ended yet today. In 1956 his biography, authored by Don Lohbeck and
referred to previously in this account, presented the Hurley story in
glitterihg terms. Lohbeck pictured Hurley as a great American martyr,
who
« « « had left the coal towns before the turn of the century--
and-in-the mamy-yesrs since -had traveled the-verld comsulting
with Presidents, admonishing Prime Ministers, consoling Gen-
eralissimosi debating with Dictators, and giving advice to
Kings. . .6
but who ". . . himself suggested that the story of his life should be
titled: 'The Story of a Failure.‘"62
But in spite of Hurley's view of himself as a failure, Lohbeck
wrote, ". . . it is now becoming increasingly evident that he has not
failed."63 Quoting John Foster Dulles' 1955 statement that:
501114,

lrpia., 477.

62 1bid., 480,

63Ibid.
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What we need to do is to recapture to some extent the kind
of crusading spirit of the nation's early days when we were
darn sure that what we had was a lot better than what anybody
else had. We knew the rest of the world wanted it, and needed
it, and that we were going to carry it around the world. . .64
Lohbeck concludes his biography of Hurley with, "That is precisely the
kind of Americanism that Patrick J. Hurley has lived and taught through-
out his long and active 1ife."65
As the public reaction to the post-World War II events, partic-
ularly to the so-called "loss of China" and the Korean War, died down
in the late 1950's and 1960's, little was heard of Patrick J. Hurley
and the charged he leveled at the State Department. Most assuredly,
academicians studied and wrote about the China incident, and none could
ignore Patrick J, Hurley's role in the episode. But publicly, Hurley
disappeared from Qiew, though the charges he made, such as "the sick
man at Yalta" and Communist infiltration of the State Department, re-
mained as highly controversial themes thfough the two decades following
the Second World War, though without acknowledgment of their source.
Then, in 1970, twenty-five years after Hurley tried to show
Congress the path, the issues were raised again by a Subcommittee of

the United States Senate. On January 26, 1970, this subcommittee re-

leased, in two volumes, The Amerasia Papers: A Clue to the Catastrophe

of Chiqg,66 an edited collection of documents which had been seized in

a raid on the office of Amerasia Magazine in 1945. Among these documents,

641014, , 481.

65 1154,

66See fn. 4.
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most of which were stolen from the United States Government, were the
papers which Hurley had so adamantly requested be revealed to the American
people to substantiate his case since 1945,

The Amerasia collection was edited and introduced by Anthony Kubek,
Professor of History at the University of Dallas and author of How the

Far East Was Lost: American Policy and the Creation of Communist China,

1941-184S (Chicago, 1963). In his introduction, entitled "Historical
Survey of Kuomintang~Communist Relations,” the thesis presented is that
which was developed by Hurley so many years earlier: America's China
policy was sabotaged by the "old China hands," John Stewart Service
being the principle culprit.

The main thrust of Kubek's introduction of which there are three
parts, is-toward-the defamation of"Service; whose papers-or a portion of
them, were found among those confiscated from the offices of Amerasia
Magazine in 1945. 1Implicating Service in the scandal that was the
"Ameragia Case," Kubek all but convicts the men of treason on the grounds
that his papers were with those found in the Amerasia office. Although
Kubek eventually reveals that the Service papers found at Amerasia were
stolen from the State Department and not provided by Service, he persists
in making the following observations:

(1) During the years of World War II an aggressively pro-
Communist magazine office in New York, populated by individuals
vhose connection with international Communism was old and deep,
furtively obtained and copied many highly classified documents
of the United States Government; and (2) the official policy of
the United States Government in support of Chiang Kai-shek's
Naticonalist regime in China was actively opposed and subverted
during World War II by a few junior American career diplomats

on stggion in China, John Stewart Service conspicuous among
them.

7Amerasia Papers, 112.
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In concluding from the above that “connected inextricably, these

twin facts contain a special relevance today for the people of the United

.68
States. . ."

'

Mr. Kubek is, perhaps, more to the point than even he
had imagined. At a time when the People's Republic of China is gaining
prestige and recognition tﬁroughout the world and when the United States
governnment is being drawn closer to ?ecognition of the Chinese Communist®:
government, it becomes ever more necessary to re-—examine a story of con-
spiracy and duplicity that haé stood in the face of many challenges for
far too many years. This is all the more important when the present
conflict in Indo-China rages, and a Subcommittee of the United States
Senate publishes material which holds that:

the terrible wars in Korea and Vietnam have resulted directly

from the Comaunist sejzure of the Asiatic heartland, and all

the-brewing difficulties eleewhere in the-TFar-Last over-the-
past two decades have had the cancer of China at their root .69

The task remains, therefore, to examinc from the beginning, Patrick
J. Hurley's role in China and a story which has been perpetuated over a

period of two and a half decades.



CHAPTER II
CHINA AND THE ROOTS OF THE HURLEY MISSION 1943-44

The story of Patrick J. Hurley in China is, to a great degree, the
story of wartime China itself. Sent to the China Theatre in 1944 as
President Roosevelt's personal representative to Chiang Kai-shek, Major
General Hurley's principal mission was to reconcile the differences be-
tween Lt. General Joseph Stilwell and Chiang Kai-shek. Stilwell had been
assigned to China as Chief of Staff and commander of American forces in
1942, But when Hurley arrived in China it was immediately obvicus, if it
had not been so prior Lc¢ his depavture from the United- States; that there
were more deeply rooted problems in China than those between Stilwell and
Chiang--problems which had their origins in America's traditional view of
its role, vis»élvis the Chinese, and in President Roosevelt's view of
‘China's place in the post-war world.

Militarily, China's role in the world war was to be a minor one.

In terms of grand strategy, the Pacific Theatre was third in line behind
England and Russia for military aid, and China placed a poor fourth. The
Chinese were viewed as capable of resisting the Japanese advance on the
Asian continent until the Germans could be defeated and until the United
States could rebuild her fleet, after which China would ultimately
become the launching pad for the final air and sea assault against

the Japanesc home-islands. In other words, the Chinese were to fight

a holding action, Their primary function in the war would be to somechow
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stay in the war and on the side of the Allies.l

Pélitically, however, China loomed large in the minds of American
policy formulators, particularly Roosevelt's, as a future Great Power.
Always present in the President's mind, from the earliest days of the
war, was the belief that the world would never be free from war as long
as imperialism, particularly British imperialism, was allowed to con-
tinue. In his conception of the future post-~war world stood a free and
independent Asia, with a strong and unified China as its pillar of
strengtih egainst future imperialist incursions. Such a China would,
Roosevelt envisioned, take its place in a future world system which
would be policed by the four Great Powers: the United States, Great
Britain, the Soviet Union, and China.2

In'spibewofithezfaet»thaﬁ‘Chinafs immediate militazy and.future.
world political roles were not compatible, the United States intended
to give the Chinese its full moral support during the war, plus all the
supplies and equipment it could possibly spare. The assumption was
that this moral and, albeit minor, military support, when combined with
what were believed to be strong traditional ties between the United
States and China since the days of the open-door, would result not only
in a great power role for China, but a China which would 1éan politically

and diplomatically toward the United States as well.3

lGaddis Smith, American Diplomacy During the Second World War, 1941-
1945 (New York, 1967), 7; Herbert Feis, The China Tangle: the American
Effort in China from Pearl Harbor to the Marshall Mission (New York, 1965),
14; Charies F. Romanus and Riley Sunderland, Stilwell's Mission to China
(Washington, D.C., 1953) 64; James MacGregor Burns, Roosevelt: The Soldier
of Freedom, 1940-1945 (New York, 1970), 242.

2
Smith, American Diplemacy, 81-98.

>Ibid., 7.
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Though illusory, this view prevailed, and Roosevelt made policy
from the beginning with the idea in mind that when the war was over,
colonialism would be over as Well.é Even prior to the United States'
formal entry into the war, Roosevelt had begun to put his post-war plans
into effect. At Argentia, Néwfoundland, in August, 1941, Roosevelt
committed himself and the United States to the principles of self-de~
termination and non-aggrandizement when he signed, with the British

Prime Minister, Winston Churchill, the Atlantic Charter.5 These prin-

ciples, the first of which was new, in word at least, to American dip-
lomacy were applied to China by Secretary of State Cordell Hull, on
November 26, 1941. 1In what was to be the final formal policy statement
on China made by the United States until 1945, Hull informed the Jap-
anes&zthat'thewUniteduSta@e5~wa&wcommittéd to "the.principle of inviol-
ability of territorial integrity and sovereignty of each and all nations"
and to "the principles of non-interference in the internal affairs of
other countries.“6

AF the ARCADIA conference in Washington, D.C., calied shortly af-
ter the attack on Pearl Harbor, Roosevelt and Churchill, meeting to
plan their grand strategy, agreed to establish a seﬁarate China Theatre,
under the command of Generalissimo Chiang Kai~shek.. Operating under the
belief that Chiang would never consent to being placed under foreign
command, he was made responsible to none other than himself, rather than

to the Combined Chiefs of Staff, the unified command structure which was

“1bid., 81. .

SWilli&m L. Langer and S. Everett Gleason, The Undeclared Var,

6Foreign Relations, 1941, II, 766.
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also created at ARCADIA.7 This separate command reflected a sensitivity
on the part of Churchill and Roosevelt, to the century of foreign inter-
ference in China's internal affairs by the West. Keeping in mind past
European intervention in China and the American policy statement of Nov-
ember 26, 1944, to say nothing of the fact that the Allies were now in-
volved in the Far East in opposition to Japanese imperialism in Asia,
the two Western leaders were very cautious not to appear to be inter-
fering in China. It would, furthermore, be extremely difficult to sub-
ordinate Chiang Kai-shek to the Combined Chiefs. While he was, in fact,
Generalissimo of the Chinese Army, he was, as well, head of state. Unlike
the American wartime command structure, the Chinese structure did not
provide for a military Chief of Staff, subordinate to the Political Chief.
Chimye—~wvoe head of state, Commender—in~Ghief and.Chief of-Stafify all in
one, It would not have been politic to make him subordinate to the Com-
bined Chiefs in one role and equal to Churchill, Roosevelt and Stelin in
the other.

Involved as well, in these early planning stages, were Roosevelt's
hopes for an Asia free, in the future, of imperialism. Chiang Kai-shek
had become an ally of Roosevelt's in the latter's anti-imperialism cam~
paign, the two uniting early in the war, against Churchill, on that ques-
tion. Chiang believed, as did Roosevelt, that the existence of colonial-
ism in Asia provided Japan with considerable propaganda material to be
used in influencing the Chinese people. Chiang had spoken out strongly
against the British position in India and in support of Gandhi, and

Roosevelt had offered his encouragement. Roosevelt had realized the

7Romanus and Sunderland, Stilwell's Mission, 61-62.
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futility of his own advancements toward Churchill on the subject. As
early as the Argentia meeting, Churchill had announced that he had not

. .o , - . 8
taken office to preside over the liquidation of the British Empire.
Roosevelt, therefore, had turned to China, hoping to make that nation
strong enough to resist the colonial pressures of Great Britain and
others, throughout Asia. To avoid being associated with the imperial
powers, whose presence Roosevelt so opposed, it was necessary to avoid
direct American involvement in China.9

Chiang Kai-shek's nearly autonomous role in the China Theatre
was not, as the war developed, to his liking, as was evidenced by de-
velopments in August, 1943, when Roosevelt and Churchill were meeting
at Quebec. Just as that conference was beginning, T. V. Soong, the
Chinese Foreign Minister; approached Cordell ilull with an urgent plea
to make the unity of the four powers a reality by including China in
the major planning conferences. The letter handed to Hull
. « « remarked that the Chinese government had not even
been asked to present opinions and plans in regard to mat-
ters of utmost concern to China; and that even when given
2 hearing by the Combined Chiefs of Staff, Chinese spokesman
had nct been allowed to share in the arguments and the mak-
ing of decisions. The Chinese government . . ., wanted to be
included on a footing of equality in all existing joint and
. combined agencies. . . 10

Although the Chinese were not granted their request at Quebec,

they were soon diverted from that ccurse, when, on September 2, 1943,

8Smith, American Diplomacy, 82.

®Ibid., 91.

loFeis, China Tangle, 96.
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Kull revealed to Soong a declaration of principles for a United Nations
organization prepared by the State Department and agreed to in‘prin—
ciple by Roosevelt and Churchill at Quebec. The Declaration was placed
before tﬁé delegates of the Foreign Minister's Conference at Moscow and
formalized as the Moscow Declaration of October 30, 1943. Confirmed

at Cairo the same year, it became the foundation for the principles

outlined in the United Nations Charter. As soon as the Declaration had

been agreed upon by the three Foreign Secretaries at Moscow, it was
sent directly to Chiang, who signed it immediately. With the signing of
that document, China became, formally, one of the big~four that were to
police the world at war's end.11
Of particular interest to the Chinese was the sixth and final
pavagreph- of the Moscow NDeclarvation. Throughout the.wax period, the.
Chinese Nationalists had been more concerned with the activities of the
Communist‘faction? under the leadership of Mao Tse~tung, than with the
Japanese. Although Chiang felt that his forces could easily handle the
Coﬁmunist threat after the war, one of his greatest fears was that the
Soviet Union was secretly cooperating with Mac and would aid the Chinése
Communists once peacé had been made with Japan, If this should be the
case, thought Chiang, there would be little hope of bringing the Commu-
nist-controlled areas back under control of the Central Government.12
But the sixth paragraph of the Moscow Declaration seemed to offer some

hope that Russia would not become involved in what by 1943 was clearly

seen by outside observers as a civil war in the making. 1In that

Mipi4., 01, 95.

121414, , os.
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paragraph, the Soviet Union, along with the United States, Great Britain
’and China, had pledged:

That after the termination of hostilities they will not
employ their military forces within the territories of other
states except for the purposes invisaged in this declara-
tion and after joint consultation.13
There occurred one other important event at Moscow, however, one
which carried profound implications relative to China. At the closing
banquet, which formally ended the Moscow Conference, Hull found himself
sitting next to Joseph Stalin, who, half-way through the dinner, leaned
to Hull énd announced matter-of~factly that Russia Would enter the
Pacific war shortly after the defeat of Germany.14 Although the United
States had been anxiously awaiting such a development and welcomed it
for the promises Soviet entry held for a speedier defeat 6f Japan, the
prospect of such an event meant that a settlement of Sino-Soviet relations
was all the more important. When Russia entered the Pacific war, she
would more than likely do so through Manchuria., This meant she might
enter North Chinz and come in contact with the Communist forces of

Mao Tse-tung in that area. With Russian entry quite probable, it was

more urgent than ever for the United - States to impress Chiang with the

importance of establishing more cooperative relations with the forces

of Mao Tse-tung.ls

Aware of repeated statements from both the Nationalist and Commu~

nist leaders to the e&fect that both sides were united, at least in

Bryia., 99.

Y41pia., 100.

Brpid., 102.
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their desire to remove the Japanese from Chinese soil, Americans at
the higher diplomatic levels prcbably believed that the two woﬁld be
just as opposed to future incursions into Chinese territory by the
Russians. If, however, the two competing factions were still close
to civil war when the Soviets made their appearance in the north, there
were good chances that the Chinese Communists would take a more prag-
matic course and enlist the aid of their "ideological" brethren to
further their own ends.16

In November, 1943, President Roosevelt traveled to Cairo and
Teheran to meet, for the first time, all three of the other powers,
though his meeting with Chiang Kai-shek would be a separate one. Aware
of Chiang's fears of Soviet assistance to the Chinese Communists,
Rcoseveit'hoped“té gain a reassertiom of the-Moscow Declaration-and- to-
come to an agreement with Churclill eand Stalin about some major conces-
sions he Hoped could be made to the Chinése.l7 Roosevelt was also aware
of 2 number of rumors of recent origin which held that Chiang might
poésibly arrive at a separate peace with the Japanese. Although the
rumors were groundless, Roosevelt saw it necessary once more to give
the Chinese a morale boost, particularly in view of ;he fact that the

Pacific strategy was in the process of change.l8 Allied military

161414,

l:"Roosevelt succeeded at Teheran in arriving at an agreement with
Stalin and Churchill which provided for the return to China of Manchuria,
Formosa and the Pescadores, and for a temporary trusteeship for Korea
following the defeat c¢f Japan. See, Ibid., 106-107.

18[bid., 105; Romanus and Sunderland, Stilwell's Command Problems
(Washington, D.C., 1955), 53.
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planners were fast moving to the conclusion that the best route to Japan
would be across the Central Pac;fic‘and up from the Southeast Pacific, in
what came to be known as the island=hopping strategy.19 China was moving
out of the military vision as the final launching-pad for the assault on
Japan. The fact remained, however, that China would still be a necessary,
if not vital factor in that final assault. It was believed that the main-
land Japanese forces might attempt to pull back to the home-islands for
defensive purposes, making itnecessary for the Chinese to keep those
forces gied down on the continent. There was the other possibility as
well, that those Japanese forces might entrench themselves in China,
prolongiug the war and making it necessary to launch an allied invasion
there, a prospect which was undesirable for the military diffigulties
invc%ved¢2o China must, therefore, remain in»tha»W&w»&m;duwet?eng%haaed.

Roosevelt gained his desired reassertion of the Moscow Declaration,
and he arfived at an acceptable agreement which made far-reaching ter-
ritorial concessions to the Chinese,zl concessions, it was believed, wnhich
woﬁld convince Chiang that the Soviets were not interested in reestablish-
ing their influence over areas which were historically Chinese. But the
President's efforts were for naught, for by late spring-early summer, 1944,
the situation in China showed little, if any, impro;ement.

While Roosevelt had been adhering teo the principle of a strong

China, the reality of the situation was being expressed in other circles,

Q
1’1bid.

zoFeis, China Tangle, 169.
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a reality grasped by China-based observers, military, political and
diplomatic. The most vehement of these observers, and one who ex-
pressed himself in no uncertain terms, was General "Vinegar" Joe Stil-
well. Despatched to China in 1942 ". . . to increase the effective-
ness of the United States aid to the Chinese government for the prosecu-
tion of the war and to improve the combat efficiency of the Chinese
Army,"22 Stilwell had, by 1943-44, met with little success. Al-
though caused in part by Stilwell's own lack of tact in dealing with
Chiang, his failures were attributable to a far greater degree, to
other priorities for American aid, the refusal of Chiang and the
Kuoumintang to make economic, social and military reforms conducive
to the creation of an effective fighting force, and the conflict be-
tween the Nationalist government and the Communist faction in the
North. Stilwell had consistently relayed his objections to these condi-
tions to the War and State Departments, and many members of the latter
had just as consistently supported his assessments. His criticism
was heard in the White House as well, but with reserve. The Presi-
dent felt it more essential at the time to preserve a basically
friendly attitude toward.the Chinese government, rather than pressure
them into making the changes necessary for active Chinese prosecution

of the war.2

2Romanus and Sunderland, Stilwell's Mission, 74. Stilwell was
assigned to the China Theatre with a number of specific tasks: "To su-
pervise and control all United States defense-aid affairs for China;
under the Generalissimo to command all United States forces in China and
such Chinese forces as may be assigned to him; to represent the United
States on any international war council in China and act as the Chief of
Staff for the Generalissimo; to improve, maintain, and control the Burma
Road in China.”™ 1Ibid., 73. It was the long-term objective of Stilwell's
mission, to improve the combat efficiency of the Chinese Army. Ibid., 75.

23Feis, China Tangle, 37.
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By early 1944, as reports from both the State Department and mil-
itary personnel clearly indicate, the political and military situation
was becoming critical. The Natioralist forces under Chiang were not
fighting, the Japanese were gaining considerable ground, the economy was
in a chaotic state, increased friction was developing between Chiang's
government and the Soviet Union, and the personality gap was ever ﬁiden-
ing between Stilwell and Chiang.24

Although concessions had been made at Cairo and Teheran with
Soviet acquiescence, Chiang's worries about the Soviet Union were not
satisfactorily dispelled. By early summer, 1944, he was still ex-
tremely dubious about the possibilities of the Soviet Union maintaining
a hands—-off policy toward China. 1In the face of extreme problems in
m&ﬁﬁﬁ&&%&ﬁg«populéﬁvsupportvofwthairvown people and«conbinuved ~demesali~.
zation of their armies, the Chinese leaders were increasingly fearful
that the Soviets vere maintaining close but secret ties with the
Chinese Communists. Furthermore, Soviet aircraft had, in March, fired
upon and killed Chinese‘troops who were reportedly pursuing Chinese
rebels near the border of Outer Mongolia. The Soviets had claimed that
the troops crossed the border, a claim the Nationalist government
denied. Whatever the facts may have been, the Chinese reported that
the Soviet attitude had been hostile and that this hostility was evi-
dence of a more general attitude oun the part of the Russians toward
the Nationalists, and not isolated to the immediate episode. This in-

cident, combined with the signing of the Russo-Japanese Sakhalin

fishing agreement of the same month, and a feeling on the part of the

24Foreign Relations, 1944, VI, 41, 54-56, 58, 59, 69, 77.
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Chinese that their inability to arrive at an acceptable agreement with
the Chinese Communists was a result of Soviet support of the Communists,
led to apprehensions about/the reality and sincerity of the Soviet
policy.25 ’

President Roosevelt and the State Department put little stock
in Chiang's contentions of Soviet hostility. Thev agreed with the
Ambassador in China, Clarence Gauss, that Chiang was merelv attempting
to elicit greater help and more activevsupport for his central govern~
ment from the United States. But they had, nevertheless, exerted a
great amount of energy attempting to pacify the Generalissimo, drilling
into him the need for getting along with both the Comﬂunist Chinese
and the Soviets for the sake of the whole war effort. But in spite
of their effurts, Chiang remained in fear of future Soviet support
of the Chinese Communists, and the former's extension of influence over
the frontier regions—--Inner Mongolia. Sinkiang and Manchuria.26

Roosevelt maintained that there was little fundamenﬁal opposi~
tion between China and the Soviet Union. Nevertheless, he was suffi-
ciently worried about Chiang's appeals, to send another mission to
China-~an attempt once again to calm the Chinese leader and to urge
an agreement between the Nationalists and Communists. and thus, a re-
duction of Chinese fears of Soviet incursions. Roosevelt's.choice for

the mission was his Vice-president, Henry Wallace.27

251014,

26Feis, China Tangle, 15@.

271p14, 140.



Wallace arrived in Chungking, the wartime Nationalist capitol,
with instructions from Roosevelt to
+ « « €xplain to the Generalissimo that China had been
recognized as one of the four Great Powers primarily because
of the insistence of Secretary Hull at the Moscow Conference

and to elaborate on this by expressing the hope that the Gen-
eralissimo must realize this and could not let America down

after America had pinned such faith and hope on China as a

World Power.?
In a cabinet meeting around the middle of May, Roosevelt had explained
that he was greatly concerned about the situation in China, and that

". . . he was apprehensive for the first time as to China holding to-

gether for the duration of the war."zgv In his testimony before the Sen-
ate Internal Security Committee in 1951, Wallace pointed out that Roose-
velt had told him to do what he could to get the Chinese Nationalists
amrd~-Commemists to stopﬂfightiag;BO Roosevelt's crplanstion and-
Wallace's testimony indicate that the President was at that time less
worried about the possibility of Soviet incursions into the Northern
regions after the war than he was about Chinese internal problems
whnich might frustrate the whole war effort against Japan.

China was becoming a problem of prestige as well, particularly
for Roosevelt and Hull, who had fought long and hard to gain great
power status for China. While the idea of "loss of face' has tradi-
tionally been applied to the Oriental races, these two American leaders
stood to lose their full share if the Chinese proved unworthy of the
status which had been won for them.

28Edward Stettinius, Under Secretary of State, to Joseph C. CGrew,
Director of the Office of Far Eastern Affairs, Foreign Relatioms, 1944, VI, 230.

29114,

30Feis, Chira Tangle, 145.
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In the four days spent with Chiang, Wallace discussed topics cov-

ering the full range of Sino-American relations. The Vice-president had
not been instructed to arrive at any specific agreements with Chiang, but

1

rather, had been referred to by Roosevelt as a "messenger,' well suited

. . . 1
to bring back a valuable first-hand report on the situation in Chlna.3
And messenger he was, for at one point in his conversations,

Mr. Wallace told Pres. Chiang of Pres. Roosevelt's comment
that the British did not consider China a great power; that
Pres. Roosevelt wanted China to be a great power in fact as
well as in theory; that at Cairo the British were opposed
to giving any reality to China's position as one of the "Big
Four," and that at Teheran the Russians were cool regarding
China. Mr. Wallace then quoted to Pres. Chiang the following
statement made by Pres. Roosevelt: "Churchill is old. A new
British Government will give Hong Kong to China and the next
day China will make it a free port.'32

This was the message Roosevelt most wanted to be stated explicitly.

The United States was intent upon making China a great power in the post-
war world. But implied in the message was that Chiang need not worry
about the Soviets. Instead, he should be working to prove the Chinese
were worthy of the role Roosevelt had envisioned for them. Wallace's
mission was, for the most part, one of goodwill. The Chinese it was be-
lieved, needed yet another morale boost. It was with that goal in mind
that the not~so-subtle promise of a return of Hong Kong after a century
of British control, was intended.

There appear to have been no concrete commitments made, at least

on the part of the United States. One of Wallace's more specific tasks

lPresident Roosevelt's public announcement of the Wallace mission
to China. Foreign Relations, 1944, VI, 228.

2Summary cf notes of conversation between Wallace and Chiang.
Ibid., 232.
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had been that of discussing with the Chinese the possibilities of send-
ing an American observer group to Yenan, the Communist stronghold in North
China, to gather information on Communist Chinese activities there. Such.
a mission had often been récommended by a number of Foreign Service éffi—
cers in China since 1943. Li£tle had been done to implement their recom~
mendations, until a strongly-worded memorandum written in January, 1944
by Johﬁ Patton Davies, reached’the hands of the President. Evideptly
impressed by Davies' plea for such a ﬁission, Roosevelt brought it to
the attenﬁion of General Marshall and directed that appropriate action
be taken on the proposal.33

. Wallace had obviously been instructed to discuss such a mission
with Chiang while in Chungking, for, on June 22nd, the subject was
brosched. Negative at first; the Generalissime-roversed-hiumself the-
following day and agreed in principle to the despatch of an cbserver
group to the North.34 It was this observer group, soon to be called
the Dixie Mission,35 that would carry John Stewart Service and others
to the Communist capital. As fate would have it they would come into
conflict with the President's personal representative to Chiang and
later Ambassador in China, Patrick J. Hurley.

It was, in fact, one result of the Wallace mission that Hurley
went to Cﬁina in 1944. At the last meeting of Wallace and thang, the

Generalissimo had suggested to the Vice-president that Roosevelt send

33David D. Barrett, Dixie Mission: The United States Army Obser-

ver Group in Yenan, 1944 (Berkeley, 1970), 23.

V7
Fypid., 26.
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to China, a personal representative. Chiang desired closer cooperation
with the President. There being too many channels through the State De-
partment which made communication difficult, would it be possible,
Chiang inquired of Wéllace, to have a personal representative such as

Carton de Wiart, Churchill's representative "

« « « who handles polit~-
. 136
ical and military matters?

Wallace, in his report to the President of June 28, 18944, relayed
this request for a personal representative, while at the same time pre-
senting to Roosevelt an extremely pessimistic account of conditions in
China. Claiming that '"the fact in China at present is the strong prob-
ability that East China will be lost to the Japanese in the near future,
Wallace went on to suggest that the situation was far from hopeless and
could possibly-le turned to bothr pelitical and militery advantage.

With the right man to do the job, it should be possible to

induce the Generalissimo to reform his regime and to establish
at least the semblance of a united front, which are necessary
to the restoration of Chinese morale; and to proceed there-
after to organizing the new offensive effort for which re-
stored morale will provide a foundation.

But Wallace did not have in mind a new representative. He urged,
rather, a replacement for Stilwell. Such a replacement, Wallace ar~
gued, should be placed in closer contact with Chiang and be given author-

ity over both military and political matters. Stilwell would not do, in

part because of his involvement in Burma, but even more because Chiang

36

United States Relations With China, 55%.

37Wallace to Roosevelt, Foreign Relations, 1944, VI, 235.
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had expressed dissatisfaction with and a lack of confidence in the
sharp-tongued General.3

But neither the President nor the War Department was of the
same mind, and ultimately, in the face of strong Japanese advances
which threatened the American air-bases in East China, Roosevelt sug-
gested not that Stilwell be recalled but that Chiang place him in
command of all Chinese forces.40 Responding to the President's sug-
gestion, Chiang zgreed that in principle, it was a good idea, but
that this.would take some time to accomplish, given the present po-
litical situation in China and the length of time it toock Chinese
troops to adapt to new leadership. In the meantime, Chiang added,
it would be well that a personal representative be sent to China

", . . to.constantly collaborste.with me and . . . adjust. the.rela-

tions between me and General Stilwell. . . ."41

In the face of Chiang's tactful denial to place Stilwell in
such a position of power, Roosevelt, agreeing with Chiahg's asser-
ti&ns that some form of political and military liaison should be es~-
tablished,42 informed fhe Chinese leader on August 19, 1944, that he
was sending to China; Major General Patrick J. Hurley. General Hurley,
Roosevelt informed Chiang,

. « « is to be my personal representative on military mat-

ters. . . . His principle mission is to coordinate the

whole military picture under you as Military Commander-in-
Chief-~your being, of course, the Commander~in~Chief of the

39Feis, China Tangle, 156.

“Crpid., 170.

410hiang to Roosevelt. Foreign Relations, 1944, VI, 120.

42Feis, China Tangle, 172.
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whole area--to help to iron out any problems between you and
General Stilwell who, of course, has problems of his own re-
garding the Burma campaign and is necessarily in close touch
with Admiral Mountbatten.%3
The climate in China on the eve of Hurley's departure was there-
fore stormy. The United States was, as it had been since the beginning
of the war, committed to the support of the Nationalist government in
word and in deed. Roosevelt had gone to great lengrhs to fcrce China
upon Britain and the U.S.S.R. as-a Great Power. But militarily, as well
as politically, Chiang's government was not living up to the role being
handed her. Rosevelt's post-war dream depended on China's strength

L3

for fulfillment, and he was not anxious to see that dream shattered——for-
reaéoﬂs of prestige as well as utility. Militarily, Chiﬁa was noé as
important as she had once been, but she was still important nevertheless.
Victory in Eurovpe was just over the horizon. The main theatre would
soon shift to Asia. 1If, when it shifted, there existed no stable gov~
ernment in China, the vacuum might in fact be filled, not by the Chinese
Communistsbut by Russia, a prospect’Roosevelt finally realized but did
not desire for reasons related not only to his dream of an Asia free of
outside interference, but to fears of a world power structure imbalanced
in favor of the Soviet Union as well.

| The Japanese had attacked the American fleet at Pearl Harbor to
protect tﬁemselves from a threat to their further encroachments in Asia.
The United States had attempted to block the Japanese movements diplo-
matically, but by the time war began it was clear that America was
involved in Asia in opposition to Japanese aggression in China which

began with the incident at the Mukden in 1931. The United

3Roosevelt to Chiang. Foreign Relations, 1944, VI, 249,
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States had clearly stated its opposition to Japanese incursions at that
time and once war began in 1941 it was understood that it was a war to
remove the Japanese from the Asian continent. With that view of the
war, Roosevelt surely had misgivings about the possibilities of another
power or powers, gaining control once again inside China. If, at war's
end, there was not a strong Chinese government clearly in control of
all China, foreign intervention was highly probable.

Americans had been slow to go té war in the first place, and
did so finally, when the reasons appeared clear and unquestionable.
If that war should end with China weak and overpowered once more,
albeit by other than the Japanese, the American publié would not take
kindly to having fought a worthless war. There can be no dcoubt that
this was a paramount consideration for Franklin D. Roosewelt,

Chinese internal problems must be solved, but in a manner that was
in keeping with the statement issued by Cordell Hull in 1941--that
the United States was committed to "the principles of non-interference
in the internal affairs of other countries.”" Although not the inten-
tion of the President initially, Patrick J. Hurley would be the man to
attempt the resolution of those internal problems while trying to keep

within the bounds of the principles set down by Hull in 1941.



CHAPTER III

»

THE PRESIDENT'S PERSONAL REPRESENTATIVE

General Hurley was not lacking in experience nor was he unfamiliar
to Roosevelt when in 1944 the President decided to send a personal rep-
resentative to China. A self-made maﬁ, a millionaire two times over,
Secretary of War under President Herbert Hoover, successful attorney

\ 1
and investor,  Hurley had volunteered his services to the nation

lHurley was born in Lehigh, Choctaw Indian Territory (now Oklahoma),
on January 8, 1883. The son of Irish Immigrants, Hurley was forced to go
to work at the age of 11 after his father was injured in a fall from a
horse and his mother died. He tended trap-door in a shaft of the Atoka
Coal and Mining Company near Lehigh for 23¢ per hour. Hurley received
some schooling when he was 14 years of age, attending night classes taught
by an itinerant school teacher by the name of Golightly. When his school-
ing was cut off by a strike in the mines, the young man turned to "cow-
punching." Following an abortive attempt to join Theodore Roosevelt's
Roughriders in 1898, Hurley entered the Baptist Indian University, now
Bacone College near Muskogee, Oklahoma. He received his Bachelor of
Arts degree in 1905 and in 1908 received his Bachelor of Law degree from
the National University in Washington, D.C. He opened a law office in
Tulsa, Oklahoma, where he was an immediate success and where he began to
accumulate his fortune. One of his early fees was a large tract of land
on the outskirts of Tulsa, land which very soon was engulfed by the rapidly
expanding city. Elected President of the Tulsa Bar Association in 1910,
Hurley was admitted to the bar of the United States Supreme Court in 1912.
Shortly thereafter he was appointed attornmey for the Choctaw Nation, a
position which, while not lucrative, provided him with considerable pres-
tige and the foundation upon which to build his fortune. Following his
World War I experience, Hurley became involved through his law practice,
in banking and o0il operations. As receiver from the Gilliland 0il Company,
he managed the company's affairs so well he was able to sell it to
Standard 0il for a profit of over three million dollars, for which he
received a handsome fee. Campaigning for Herbert Hoover in the election
of 1928, Hurley was rewarded with an appointment to the position of
Assistant Secretary of War. When Secretary Good died nine months later,
Hurley became Hoover's Secretary of War, and the first Oklahoman ever to
sit on a Presidential Cabinet. Losing most of his fortunme in the
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immediately after the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor. Although he had
been quite outspoken against the New Deal administration of Franklin
Roosevelt since 1932, Hurley was a strong supporter of the President's for-
eign policies in the years'immediately preceding Pearl Harbor. He had
urged repeal of the Neutrality Act and America's active participation
in the European struggle, despite the centralization of government which
would result, and which he so despised. "The Neutrality Act," Hurley had
stated in 1941, "is a cowardly surrender of the freedom of the seas. . . .
The United States is in no position to maintain its traditional policy on
freedom of the seas until the Neutrality Act has been repealed."2

‘With great faith in his natien's ability to win>and a strong be-
liéf in action over words, Furley wired Preéident Roosevelt shortly after
the Pearl Harbor attack, requesting a command aasignment:B He-had-pre—

viously been informed by the War Department that he was "on the Eligible

lDepression years, Hurley returned to his law practice after Hoover's de-
feat, rebuilding his assets quickly, again through some very successful

0il dealings, investments, and real estate transactions. In 1940, he be~
came involved in the Mexican-American oil expropriation dispute as counsel
for the Sinclair oil interests. Through individual action and negotiations
with the Mexican government, Hurley arrived at an acceptable agreement where
others had failed. For his services, Hurley received from the Sinclair com~
panies a reported one million dollars, and from the Mexican government,
that nation's highest honor, the Order of the Aztec Eagle. He was on a bus-
iness trip to Venezuela when the Japanese bombed Pearl Harbor on December 7,
1941. See: Don Lohbeck, Patrick J. Hurley (Chicago, 1956); George Milburn,
"Mr. Hoover's Stalking-Horse,'" The American Mercury, XXVI, No. 103 (July,
1932), 257; Who Was Who in America, (Chicago, 1968), IV [1961 -1968], 477;
Anna Roth, ed., "Patrick J. Hurley," Current Biography: Who's News and Why:
1944 (New York, 1945), 319; Parker La Moore, Pat Hurley: The Story of an
American (New York, 1932),

2Lohbeck, 156, .

31bid., 158.
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List for appointment in case of emerge;cy as Brigadier General of the
Lihe, Reserve."4 The emergency had obviously arisen, and now Hurley
wanted to serve, more it might be ventured, for his own glorification
than for what he could offer to his country in military expertise.

Not lacking in vanity, Hurley held himself in high regard, and
consistently resisted, throughout the wartime period, assignments which
kept him away from the theatres of action. But this was not the first
war in which he sought military glories. When he enlisted in the Army
in 1916, he was assigned to the Judge Advocate General's Office in Wash-
ington D.C. An experienced attorney, his skills had been utilized where
they were most needed. But he was highly dissatisfied, and following
numerous requests for transfer to the battle zones, Hurley was sent with
the firet detachment of artillery to France, where he.pasticipated,.al-
beit behind the lines, in the battles of Aisne-Marne, Meuse-Argonne and
St. Mihiel. But even this did not satisfy Lt. Colonel Hurley.

Although assigned to a staff position far behind the lines,

Hurley was determined to be decorated for valor. He arranged
to carry a message from one artillery command post to another,
and, as a result, the Army awarded Hurley the Silver Star,?

When President Roosevelt received Hurley's request for assignment,
he turned it over to General Marshall, who informed Hurley that the Army

was looking for younger men to take command posts and that his services

would not be needed.6 A few days later, however, Hurley was summoned to

1bia., 156.

sRobert Thomas Smith, "Alone in China: Patrick J. Hurley's Attempt
to Unify China," (Unpublished Ph.D. Dissertation, University of Oklahoma
1966), 9. .

6Lohbeck, 158.
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the White House where the President offered him the post of Minister to
New Zealand, a post which had not previously existed. The Preéident was,
without doubt, aware that Hurley was an influential Republican who had
supported his foreign but not his domestic policies. It would have been
impolitic to refuse to allow such a man the opportunity. to serve his country.
But Hurley insisted upon a more militarily-oriented role, and was
sent finally to General Marshall's office, where he noticed a message
from General Douglas MacArthur, appealing for assistance at Corregidor.
Hurley and MacArthur had been long-standing friends, Hurley having beeﬁ
responsible for MacArthur's appointment as Army Chief of Staff over the
strong objecéions of General John J. Pershing, in 1930.8 Expressing an

immediate desire to .

. just help Doug,”g Marshall responded just as
quickly to Hurley}s desires by offering him the job of acquiring ships-
and crews in Australia to run the Japanese blockade of Corregidor and get
supplies fhrough to MacArthur. Once this mission was accomplished, Hur-
ley was to take up his post in New Zealand.10

Accepting this assignment, Hurley was sent directly to the War
Plans Division, and Marshall, "lest the ebullient Hurley talk too much,"
telephoned to tell them Hurley was coming and to keep him there and take
him to the plane and not let him out of the Department.ll On this note,
Hurley's World War II service to his country began.

7Forrest C. Pogue, George C. Marshall: Ordeal and Hope, 1939-1942
(New York, 1966), 243. )

8Lohbeck, 101,

gPogue, 244,
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Failing to make a significant break in the Japanese blockade,
Hurley went on to New Zealand and was sworn in as American Minister on
April 1, 1942, 1In July of the same year, dissatisfied with his non-
military role, he requested and was granted permission to travel with
Peter Frazer, Prime Minister of New Zealand, to Washington to discuss
Pacific military strategy,l2

Although Hurley was supposed to return, eventually, to New Zealand,
he did not. Following his discussions‘with Roosevelt, he was sent in
the opposite direction--to the Middle East, Iraq and Iran--and then on to
Russia. The President had sent him on this side-mission, allegedly to
discuss the Europe First strategy with Stalin, after which he was to

return to New Zealand and Australia and explain to the governments there
the-necessity for major operations in Europe as oppese&vto~thevPacif&c.13
But by all appearances, Hurley's journey to Russiz was intended to reas-
sure the Soviet government of America's desire for a second European
Frent as well.
In Hurley's letter of introduction, Roosevelt informed Stalin that
he was sending the General to Moscow so that
. . . as a result of his personal experience [he would]
. « «» be gble to assure the Government of Australia that the
most effective manner in which the United States can join in
defeating Hitler was through the rendering of all possible
assistance to the gallant Russian armies, who have so bril-

liantly withstood the attacks of Hitler's armies.

The President went on to state:

12
Lohbeck, 171.

Bipia.
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As you know, the Governments of Australia and New Zezland have
been inclined to believe that it was imperative than an immed-
iate and all-out attack should be made by the United Nations
against Japan, What I wish General Hurley to be able to say to
these two Governments after his visit to the Soviet Unien is
that the best strategy for the United Nations to pursue is for
them first to join in making possible the defeat of Hitler and
that this is the best and surest way of insuring the defeat of
Japan.14

It is unlikely that Stalin could have given Hurley any better rea-
sons than Roosevelt for a Europe First strategy, or #hat anything the
Soviet leader had to say would have had any more influence on the gov-
ernments of Australia and New Zealand than would the words of Roosevelt.15

That Hurley's mission to Russia was intended to pacify Stalin is
fqrther evidenced by the fact that the General never did return to New
Zealand or Australia. Following two months of "barnstorming" through
Russia, he moved‘on to Teheran, Iram, arriving there-.on~New.Year's Day,
1943, He very quickly uncovered & situation which, as he wired Roosevelt,
warranted’a verbal report to the Presideht.16 Apparently Roosevelt was
not greatly concerned about relaying Stalin's attitudes to the New
Zealanders and Australians, for he called Hurley home to Washington to

hear his report, and on March 3, 1943, designated the General as his

personal representative to act as an observer and to report under condi-

Yirpia., 173.

15Ibid. It appears to be the case that Hurley's mission to Moscow
in the fall of 1942 was more related to problems the United States and
Great Britain were having trying to convince Stalin that they were doing
all they could, both to supply the Russians and to arrange for a second
front in Europe, than to laying the groundwork for pacifying the govern-
ments of New Zealand and Australia. See Herbert Feis, Churchill, Roose-
velt and Stalin: The War They Waged and the Peace They Sought (Princeton,
New Jersecy, 1967), 67--68.

16Smith, "Alone in China," 23.
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ﬁions in Egypt, Syria, Lebanon, Iran, Iraq, Palestine, the Arab States,
‘including Saudi Arabia, and Karachi.17 Hurley never returned to his
post as Minister to New Zealand.

Despite the fact that Hurley was instructed by Roosevelt to assume
no responsibility for conduct of foreign policy or military and naval
operations,18 he did, by his mere presence, interfere with the normal
diplomatib and military activities in the areas he visited. Taking what
has been described as little more thaﬁ ". . . aV.I.P. tour of each
country through which he passed," Hurley's activities caused a great
deal of resentment on the part of the regular State Department and mil-
itary personnel in the area.19

Untrained as a diplomat, and with very little actual military
experiénce, Hurley believed he could accomplish much by virtue of his
personality alone. A handsome; striking individual, and one who was
not lacking in confidence, Hurley believed in the straight-forward ap-

proach and disdained subtleties. Such behavior did not appeal to the

foreign service men who observed his activities in the Middle East, and

who looked upon the General as little more than a "bumptious amateur."zo

. 17Roosevelt to Hurley, March 3, 1943 (Franklin D. Roosevelt Library,
Hyde Park, New York), President's Personal File 6533.

181114,

lQSmith, "Alone in China," 23.

20Ibid., 24, Following Hurley's visit to the Soviet Union, he wrote
voluminous reports on vhat he’saw there. Referring to those reports,
George F. Kennan, a noted diplomat and Russian specialist, stated: "I
don't think. . . [Hurley] knew what he was talking about when he reported
on the views of the Soviet leaders. On the other hand, there was ample
advice available to him which he shcowed no desire to tap on these subjects.
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Quite aware of such attitudes toward him, Hurley reacted to them
by way of his reports to the President.

Hurley's reports from the Middle East had charged that ele-
ments in the State Department were either pro-British or pro-
Communist in their sentiments. He said that some members of
the State Department were intent upon using the war against
Germany and Japan as a means for strengthening the British
Empire's hold over weaker nations of Europe, the Middle East,
and Asia. Others, he continued, were determined to assist the
Communist conspiracy for world domination by the Soviet Union.

The seeds of Hurley's discentent with the State Department were
plantéd,_therefore, early in his relatively short diplomatic career.
This early conflict would not be forgotten by them or by Hurley, when the
time came for the General to move on to China.

Although Hurley had visited China during his tenure as Secretary

of War under Hoover,22 his first visit there under Roosevelt was in 1943,

201 mean, it was not surprising to me that Hurley didn't know that he was

being given the usual run-around and the usual patter by Stalin and Molo-
tov, but I think that if he had been a wiser and more thoughtful man, he
would have asked some people who would be familiar with those conditions

for some years to comment on those." Ibid., 22. Although Kennan's remarks
did not relate directly to Hurley's activities in the Middle East, they are
representative of the attitudes held by regular career Foreign Service men
toward him and his movements in circles for which they felt he was not
trained. See also: William D. Leahy, I Was There: the Personal Story of
the Chief of Staff to President's Roosevelt and Truman (New York, 1950), 123.

21

Smith, “Alone in China," 24.

22Lohbeck, 94. Hurley happened to be in Shanghai enroute to the
United States from an inspection trip to the Philippines on September 18,
1931, the day of the Mukden incident which preceded the Japanese takeover
of that year in Manchuria, Hurley, upon his return to the United States,
hotly opposed the subsequent "Stimpson non-recognition doctrine," whereby
the United States addressed "notes" to the Govermment of Japan," . . . an-
nouncing the United States policy of refusing to recognize territorial
changes brought about by force of arms.' Ibid., 95. It was Hurley's opin-
ion that ". . . 'the Japanese was going to seize Manchuria anyhow' unless
stopped by force." Richard N. Current, Secretary Stimson: A Study in State-
craft (New Brunswick, 1954), 81, ". . . opposing further notes and protestsand
deprecating nonrecognition, [Hurley] argued that we should put up or
shut up, should either use our fleet (along with the British) to restrain
Japan or else say and do nothing." Ibid., 94. Hurley used this experi-




The President was making preparations for his conference with Stalin,
Churchill and Chiang Kai-shek at Cairo and Teheran, and wanted‘Hurley
to sound out the Generalissimo on the arrangements and various problems
which might arise at the upcoming Cairo meeting. In addition, Hurley
was to review with Chiang the developing plans for the Pacific Island-
hopping strategy.23

- After meeting with Chiang for three days (November 7-10, 1943),
Hurley flew on to Cairo and Teheran where his presence had been requested
by the President.24 On November 5, 1943, Acting Secretary of State
Stettinius had written Hurley instructing him.to go to Teheran on a
special mission as the President's '"Personal Representative with the
Rank of Ambassador."25 He was not to assume actual charge of the
Diplounatic Mission in Iran, bui was, rather, tc cosrdinate. the various
agencies of the American government there and the activities of those
agencies Qith the British and Soviet Russians, while the regular Min-
ister to Iran, Louis Dreyfus, was on leave of absence. Although at
first glance, such a mission might appear to have been one of high

regard, Hurley was actually being sent to Teheran to make arrangements

22jence in later years as evidence that he was not unfamiliar with China

when he went there in 1944 as Roosevelt's Personal Representative.
Military Situation Far East, 2852.

23Roosevelt to Hurley, October 12, 1943 (Franklin D. Roosevelt
Library). President's Persomnal File 6533. See also: Smith, "Alone
in China,™ 25.

24Ibid., 26.

26Lohbeck, 208.
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for the President's accommodations there.
Although he was not to play a major role in the diplomatic negotia-
tions at Teheran, Hurley did performm at least one vital function. He
was instrumental in urging upon the President the need for a tri-partite
declaration on the status of Iran, and drafted the document (The Iran
Declaration) which was subsequently signed by the three major powers,
the United States, the Soviet Union and Great Britain.
In early May, 1943, Hurley had written to to the President about
the situation in Iran, urging Roosevelt to |
. » . assume at least that degree of leadership that will
justify the confidence of the officials and the people of Iran
in America's capacity to uphold the principles of the Atlantic
Chax:ter2 and to assure the continued existence of Iran as a free
nation.
Iram had beeuwcxpériencing difficulticecs as an cceupded-countryy; having
not yet declared war against any nation or block of nations. Serving
essentialiy as a military base, the country had been occupied by the
Soviets in the north and Great Britain in the south. American forces
wefe present there as well, but only to operate the rail transport
system that ran from the Persian Gulf to the Soviet froatier, an es-
sential route of supply for the Red Army.28 It was assumed that the

Iranian Government was pro-Axis and, according to Hurley, "the Government

of Irar had been rendered impotent by the occupying forces."29 The

26Ibid., 210.

27Milita:y Situation Far Fast, 2843.

28Feis, Churchill, Roosevelt and Stalin, 266,

o
Z’Military Situation Far East, 2844.
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Shah of Iran was becoming increasingly distressed by the situation,
claiming ". . . that he and his people were not in fact pro-Axis; they
- “30
were pro-United Nations.
Urging the Shah to prove his alignments by declaring war on the
Axis powers, Hurley proceeded to convince President Roosevelt that there
vas need to assure the Iranian government that the United States at

least, insisted upon the principles of the Atlantic Charter, and that

those principles be applied to Iran; that Iran should be admitted to the
United Nations by virtue of her declaraticn of war against the Axis po§~
ers; that the American and British legations should be raised immediately
to the status of Embassies, and that American and British Ambassadors
compatible to one another and capable of understanding and promoting
British“American-ﬁussian"cocper&t&on~should be appointed to Iran;Bl

The British had been aware of the preblems. in Iran and had taken
the initiative to assure the Iranians that wartime occupation would not
lead to any permanent impairment of hzr independence. At the Moscow
Coﬁference, Great Britain had raised the subject in an agenda item en~-
titled the "Common Policy in Iran.”" She had urged that ". . . the
three countries whose forces were in Iran should join in a public dec~
laration stating that when the war was over these would be withdrawn."32

But both the United States and the Soviet Union had expressed res-—

ervations at Moscow, the United States because American troops were in

307144,

31p44.

32Feis, Churchill, Roosevelt and Stalin, 267,
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Iran in a different capacity than the Russian and British forces, and
because Hull had hesitated to become involved in Iranian domestic poli-
tics. The Soviet Union hesitated because the Soviet-Anglo-Iranian Treaty
of 1942 provided for the presence of an Iranian representative whenever
questions relating to that country were discussed. The, subject was
avoided, therefore, to be dealt with when the three heads of state met
at Te’neran.33

In his discussion with Roosevelt at Cairo in November, Hurley re~

vealed to the President his belief that the Soviet Union and Great

Britain were disregarding the pledges made in the Atlantic Charter, now

that the United States was fully committed to the war.34 Roosevelt,
susceptible to such ideas as a result of his own experiences with
Britishrintran&@génce on- questions of Asian Colonialismy agreed with
Hurley's feelings and suggested that Hurley find a place and a proce-
dure at Teheran appropriate for insisting that Churchill and.Stalin

reaffirm their Atlantdc- Charter commitments.35

Secretary of State Hull had suggested at Moscow that each of the

Big Three make separate statements of intention to Iran and had pre-

sented on behalf of the United States, a Declaration Regarding Iran as
an example of the kind of statement he thought each should make. Roose-
velt and Hurley agreed that Hull's Declaration should be the appropriate

vehicle through which to gain a reaffirmation by Stalin and Churchill

331bid.

34Lohbeck, 214,

31b1d., 215.
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of the Atlantic Charter.36

While Roosevelt was meeting with Churchill and Stalin at‘Tehéran,
Hurley and J. D. Jernegan of the State Department drew up the proposed
Declaration, and, following discussions with Molotov and Eden who
approved the proposal, a final draft was made.37 Presented at the last
Teheran meeting, the draft was accepted with but a few minor changes
being made by Winston Churchill.38 The document was essentially that
which had been prepared and presented by Hull at Moscow. It was merely

rewritten to include a reference to all three major powers and to the

Atlantic Charter. The final paragraph read as follows:

The Government of the United States, the U.S5.5.R., and the
United Kingdom are at one with the Governments of Iran in their
desire for the maintenance of the independence, sovereignty and
territorial integrity of Iran. They count upon the participa-
tiomr-of Iran, together witir all other peace~loving nations, in
the establishment of international peace, security and prosper-
ity after the wax, in accordance with the principles of the
Atlantic Charter, to which all four Governments have subscribed.

On December 1, 1943, the Declaration on Iran was initialled for the
Iranian government by Foreign Minister, Mohammad Saed,AO and with that
Patrick Hurley became personally committed to the document, believing it

to have constituted a reaffirmation of the Atlantic Charter. Unfortun-

ately, the words ". . . in accordance with the principles of the Atlantic

3 1bid.

3 1pia.
B1bid., 216.

39Military'Situa;ipn Far East, 2834.

49Lohbeck, 217.
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Charter . . . ," left a great deal of leeway for interpretation by the
powers. According to Hurley's own charges, the Russians and the British
had already chosen to interpret the Charter to fit their own purposes.
Yet he failed to recégnize that if what he said was true, Churchill and

Stalin would no doubt see the Declaration on Iran in terms of their own

individual interpretations of the Atlantic Charter.

When Hurley claimed in later years that the Delcaration on Iran was

a reaffirmation of the Atlantic Charter, he was quite correct, for it

was. Unfortunately, he equated reaffirmation with clarification. There

was no clarification of the Atlantic Charter at Teheran.

Following the Teheran Conference, Hurley remeined in Iran, having
been requested by Roosevelt, who had by this time established consider-
abl@ugonfidence in the General, to coordinate the acitivities of the
various agencies in that country.41 The career Foreign Service officers,
however, had even less faith by this time in the President's assignee and
Hurley succeeded in alienating them even further by his overly-gregarious
nature and unpredictable behavior.42

Nor was Hurley particularly fond of the officials stationed in Iran.
He soon came to believe that State Department personnel were attempting
to sabotage his mn'_s-;sion.‘&3 On December 21, 1943, Hﬁrley had submitted
to tﬁe President a full report with recommendations for an American

policy in Iran.44 On January 12, 1944, Roosevelt forwarded this
41 13 : 3 H
Smith, "Alone in China," 27.

“21biq,

“rbia,

44Military Situation Far East, 2846,
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feport to the Secretary of State indicating his strong agreement with the
recommendations made by Hurley.45 In March, Roosevelt corresponded with
Hurley directly, and.again indicated his favorable response to the pro-
posals made in Becember.46: But wﬁen Hurley returned to Washington in
March for consultation with the President, he happened upon a memorandum
in the State Department which had been written by Eugene Rostow and ini-
tialled by the Assistant Secretary of State, Dean Acheson. The memoran-
dum referred to Hurley's proposals on iran as "hysterical, messianic
globalony."Q? Attributing this statement to himself, Acheson, reporting
the incident years later, explained that the phrase referred to the
charges Hurley had made in his report to the President;~that the British
were misusing Lend-lease goods in Iran, and that Russia and Great Britain
had~imperialistic designs for the Miedle East--not to the report per se.
But Hurley apparently took this as confirming evidence of his prior sus-
picions that his whole mission in Iran was being sabotaged by the State
Department., In a September, 1944, letter to the President, Hurley re-
viewed the incident and added:

My report which you sent to the State Departwent was circula-
ted in other departments of the Government. It carried with it
the "messianic global boloney'" memorandum and was also verbally
attacked by men in the State Department to such an extent that

the report was discredited. It finally reached the press through
a keyhole columnist in discreditable form. So, the basic work

éslbid.

461114,

47Ibid., 2847.

8Dean Acheson, Present at the Creation: My Years in the State
Department (New York, 1969), 134.
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of destroying your Iranian plan was accomplished in Washington.49
Furthermore, Hurley added, those who opposed the Iranian plan in

Washington, also opposed the Atlantic Charter, particularly those arti-

cles dealing with free trade and self-determination.
These aré men in the State Department who are uphclding im-
perialism, monopoly and exploitation as opposed to the prin-
ciples stated in the Atlantic Charter., That is one of the deep-
seated reasons for the failure of the Iranian plan.50

Hurley did not return to Iran following his March meeting with the
President, for he refused to serve any longer in positions which would
place him in the State Department chain of command.s1 For the remainder
of the spring and summer of 1%44, he sﬁayed in Washington, where, in
~July, he began to hear rumors of the developing crisis which in August
wculd take him, again as the President's personal representative, to
China.

During the summer of 1944, the Japanese had been making considerable
advances in China ﬁroper, threatening the American air bases at Liuchow
and Kweilin. 1If those bases were to fall, the next Japanese move would
most likely;be toward Kunming and Chungking. Kunming was vital to the
war effort in Cﬂina as the terminus of the air supply route from India
and the nerve center of American air attacks on the Japanese in China.
As Herbert Feis pointed out in The China T%gglg} "if that was loét, the
whole tremendous Allied effort to move supplies into China and maintain

effective air bases and equipment would be canceled."52

49Milita‘{y Situation Far East, 2847.

50Ibid.

51Smith, "Alone in China," 28.

2Feis, China Tangle, 166.
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Although in July Roosevelt had accepted MacArthur's plan for
moving into the Philippines instead of Formosa and the China mainland,
thus putting campaigns in China in the background, it was still felt
essential to enable the Chinese to fight more effectively.53 Chiang
Kai-shek's forces had been meeting with little success on the battle-
field, and American observers were fast becoming convinced that the
Chinese were waiting for the United States and Great Britain to win
the war, after which the Chinese would reap the benefits of American
benevolence in particular.54'VIn addition, there was still the Communist
threat which Chiang believed must be met after the war, and for which he
was preserving his best troops. According to a report from the Military
Intelligence Division of the War Department, submitted in July, 1945,
but referring to the wilitary situation in summer, 1944, the-Chungking
government was adhering to a policy of conserving its military strength
by keeping its best armies away from the fronts in East Chiné. Many of
the troops which were on the front lines were military units comprised
of troops loyal to local war-lords who had formerly opposed Chiang Kai-
shek, and were not eager to do the Generalissimo's bidding except as it
might benefit their own political and military position.s5 In short,
the Chinese Nationalists were, as usual, fighting only among themselves.

By midsummer, 1944, the United States began, in spite of changes

in strategic planning, a concerted effort to get the Chinese into the

>1pid., 168.

Sh1bid., 167.

[
>>Ibid., 166.
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war on an active footing. Vice-president Wallace had conferred with
Chiang in June and had reccmmended to the Presidené‘upon returning to
the United States, that General Stilwell be replaced with a personal
representative to Chiang Kai—shek;who could handle both military and
political affairs. Men in the War Department, however,, K felt Stilwell
had been judged unfairly.56 But the British were suggesting Stilwell's
recall as well, and in the face of strong pressures, thoughts in Wash-
ington turned to the possibility of transferring Stilwell from Burma to
China where he might salvage the situation if given a command assign-
ment.s7 Stilwell had been queried on his attitude toward such an as-
signment and reportedly answered that the Generalissimo might give him
a command job if the President pressed the issue, but for such a com-
maird to be effective he would have tu be given complete-authority over
the Chinese armies.s8 Pressed by tbé Joint Chiefs of Staff, Roosevelt
informed Chiang on July 6, 1944, that Stilwell had been made a full gen—
eral, and urged the Generalissimo to recall Stilwell from Burma and

11

confer upon him ". . . the power to coordinate all Allied military re-

sources in China, including the Communist forces."59 Chiang had hedged,
agreeing in principle, but had placed obstacles in the path of an im-
mediate takeover by Stilwell.

In the meantime, Roosevelt had traveled to Hawaii where he met

with the Pacific Theatre Commanders and made the finzl decision to move
Sélhié., 169,

57'Ib:i.d.

*®1bia.

1pid., 170.
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against the Japanese in the Philippines rather than on Formosa and the
China Mainland.éo As thése decisions were being made, the President was
also searching for the appropriate'man to represent him in Chungking.
Patrick J. Hurley, meanwhile, was still in Washington searching for a
new assignment.

On August 3, 1944, Secretary of War Stimson had remarked to Gen-
eral Marshall that he was still trying to find an adequate job for
Hurley. It had been suggested that Hurley be sent back to the Middle
East, but the Foreign Economic Administration had objected, and Hurleyl
was still seeking a military assignment.él Marshall, who had originally
held reservations about sending a personal representative, found himself
faced with the need to send someone friendly to Stilwell, before others
with presidéntial.influence had an ovpportumity tc suggest a candidate
friendly to General Clair Chennault with whom Stilwell had been having
a long~sténding dispute over China stratégy.62 Hurley, having estab-
lished very cordial relations with Stilwell on their meeting just prior
to‘the Cairo Conference in 1943, was suggested to Marshall by Stimson
and Marshall found him to be acceptable for the jcb,éé a decision he
made more from a sense of urgency perhaps, than of a'careful weighing

of Hurley's ability to do the job.

01p14., 172.

lporeign Relations, 1944, VI, 247.

Barbara Tuchman, Stilwell and the American Experience in China,
1911-45 (New York, 1970), 478.

®31b1d., 479.
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Hurley was sounded out about the mission on the same day that
Stimson raised his name.64 Following his discussion with Marsﬁall,
Hurley immediately contacted Stettiniﬁs, inquiring about the possibility
of his being made Ambassador. Informed by the Undersecretary that there
was little chance of any changes being made in China at any time in the
near future, Hurley pressed Stettinius to discuss the matter with Hull,
which Stettinius did on that same day} Hurlei.it appears was not as much
against serving within the State'Department chain of command as he had
led some to believe-—as long as his link was somewhere toward the top of
that chain.65

By August 9, 1944, the President and General Marshall had agreed up-
on Hurley as the man to go to Chungking,66 and on August 18th the Pres-
ident, after receiving word‘from~chiang>that Hurley would be-acceptable,
talked briefly with his new a§pointee and issued him a brief letter of

instructions.67 In two short paragraphs Roosevelt designated Hurley as

6'{‘Ibid.

6SForeign Relations, 1944, VI, 247. Hurley's biographer claimed
that the General initially turned down the President's request that he
go to China because he did not want another diplomatic post. But when
Roosevelt told him that he could go in the capacity of an Army officer,
Hurley readily agreed. Hurley's inquiries about the possibility of his
being sent as Ambassador, seem to contradict such findings. See Lohbeck,
279.

66Feis, China Tangle, 178.

67According to Foreign Relatioms, 1944, VI, 250, Hurley's letter

of instructions was never located in State Department files. Hurley
merely reported the contents of that letter to the Department on August
22, 1944, 1Ibid. According to Robert Smith "Alone in China," 48, there
was such a letter in Hurlev's Personal Papers from which Smith did the
proportionate amount of his research. No such letter has been located,
however, in the Roosevelt collection at Hyde Park.
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his personal representative to Chiang Kai-shek and outlined his principle
mission as that of promoting efficient and harmonious relationé between
the Generalissimo and Generai Stilwell. Hurley was, further, to
facilitate Stilwell's ekercise of command over the Chinesc armies, which,
it was hoped, were soon to be placed under him., Although Hurley was
instructed to report directly to the President, he was also directed to

coordinate all his activities with the Ambassador in China, Clarence
68
Gauss.

Following seven days of briefings with military, diplomatic and

Presidential advisors on the China situation, Hurley met again with the

69

President on August 24, It was during this meeting that Hurley

gained the impression that one of his primary functions in China would
be to uphold and sustain the Government of Chiang Kai-shel:
Meeting for less than an hour in the late aftermnoon the two
men discussed corruption in the Chinese governuent and the po-
litical alternatives to Chiang Kai-shek. The President char-
acterized Mao Tse-tung as 'probably a competent man, but un-
tried in the larger responsibility of governing China." Roose-
velt felt that the lack of Chinese leaders forced the United

States to depend on Chiang; therefore, the policy of the Am-
erican government was to support the Generalissimo.

The existing American policy toward China, the President further
explained, made recognition of any other political factionsrin China im-
possible. Secretary of State Hull had clearly explained this in his note

to the Japanese Ambassador before the outbreak of war in 1941. Suggestions

GBSmith, "Alone in China," 48.
9 1p1a., 49.
70

Ihid.
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which were being made to the effect that there were other leaders in China
more capable than Chiang, were, therefore, rejécted‘by Roosevelt.71

In the same meeting, Roosevelt and Hurley discussed proposals which
had been made to arm the Communist forces in China. Although such pro-
posals had been intended not to threaten Chiang's position, but rather, to
put into the war military forces whiﬁh had evidenced a sincere desire and
the ability to successfully fight the Japanese in China, Hurley and the
President agreed that because of Chiang's ". . . well known apathy toward
the idea," it should be rejected.72 |

On August 25, 1970, General Hurley, in the company of Donald Nelson73
and two aides, departed for Chungking, China, flying first to Moscow to
converse with the Soviet leaders to ". . . acquaint them with the purposes
and objectives OffhiS‘trip'tO China."?a But Hurley's purposes and objec-
tives would change soon after his arrival in Chungking, and in spite of
his seven days of briefing on the situation in China, he was unprepared
for the task which awaited him there., Without any real military or dip~
lomatic experience, Hu:ley relied upon confidence in his own personality,

believing as did Roosevelt in himself, that ". . . his power to make

" ibia.

721114,

?3Foreign Relations, 1944, VI, 252. Donald Nelson, Chairman of the
War Production Board was sent to China with Hurley "specifically . . . to
look into the problem of civilian supply to China 'over the hump' and in-
to the related problems of production and distribution in China." Ibid.,
Hull to Gauss, August 23, 1944, 251,

741bid., Deputy Director of Office of European Affairs, H. Freeman

Matthews to the Secretary of State, August 24, 1944, 252,
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friends was so irresistible that all opposition could be charmed out of
existence."75

When thé President sent Hurley to China. . .‘he knew full well

the kind of man he had selected. Roosevelt realized that Hurley
had no special diplomatic training. Furthermore, Hurley's past
history had demounstrated him to be a poor team worker and a flam~
boyant dandy.76 '

Hurley ". . . delighted in wearing his General's uniform,"77 but
had relatively little training as a soldier. His past experiences, in
many pafts of the world, had provided him with little in the way of dip-
lomatic expertise as far as the Department of State and the Foreign Sei»
vice personnel were concerned. In later years he would level charges at
members of the latter, which related to the situation that developed
in China. But the contempt he held for the Department of State did not
sprout- in~China. ‘He took: it with his and it hindered him imw the role
he was to play. Hurley went to China with little in his favor, aside
perhaps, from the fact that he was a prominent Republican who supported
a Democratic President's foreign policy, and had gained the President's
coﬁfidence. There was a great deal working against him, not the least
of which was his own personality. 'Nevertheless, Hurley held the con-

fidence of President Roosevelt and that qualification overrode any of

Hurley's deficiencies."78

75
Gaddis Smith, American Diplomacy, 9.

761bid., 252.

?7Smith, "Alone in China,” 28.

781bid.
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CHAPTER IV
DIXIE MISSION

Whiie the President and his advisors were attempting to arrive at
feasible solutions to the problems in China during the summer months of
1944, at least one operation was moving forward with success. In June,
Vice-president Wallace had managed to convince Chiang Kai-shek of the
utility of an observer mission to the Chinese Communist stronghold in
the north. Such a mission had been prcposed to General Stilwell early
in 1943 by John Patton Davies, a Foreign Service officer attached to
Sti&weii’s»hea&quérters as-a political advisor. Stilwedl, pre~occupied.
by other troubles, not the least of which were his relatious with Chiang,
paid little attention to his early proposal. Then, on June 24, 1943,
Davies again put his arguments in writing and addressed them to both
Stilwell and the Department of State. Davies pointed out that only one
official United States observer had ever visited Yenan, and that had
been in 1938. The largest concentration of Japanese troops and the
second largest Japanese industrial base were in North China, he noted,
and the Chinese Communists constituted the most cohesive, disciplined
and aggressive anti-Japanese group in the country. This was the area
which Russia would probably enter when she attacked Japan, Davies pointed
out, and the Chinese Communists there were in a position to become the

foundation of a new rapprochement with the U.S.S.R.1

1 . s . s
Barrett, Dixie Mission, 23.
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Once again in January, 1944, Davies memorialized Stilwell and the
2 . . . .
State Department, and this time his urgings were brought to the atten-
tion of the President, who in February, pressed upon Chiang the need for
information on the strength of the Japanese forces in North China.
Information at present regarding the enemy in North China and
Manchuria is exceedingly meagre. To increase the flow of such
information and to survey the possibilities of future opera-
tions, both ground and air, it appears to be of very great ad-
visability that an American observers' mission be immediately
dispatched to North Shensi and Shansi Provinces and such other
parts of North China as may be necessary.3
In answer to the President's suggestion, Chiang wrote on February
22 that he would be glad to send an American observer mission ". . . to
gain more accurate information regarding the troop concentration of our
common enemy in North China and Manchuria."4 He had already issued in-
structions-to-the Mimistry of War, Chiang reporied, to-contact Cencral
Stilwell's headquarters for the purpose of mapping out a prospective itin-

erary for a mission to "

. « . all areas where the political authority of
the National Government extends and wherever our Army is stationed."5
But the political authority of the National Government did not ex-
tend into the area to which the President wished the mission to go, nor
was the Kuomintang Army stationed there. By June, ho?ever, when Vice-
president Wallace discussed the proposal with Chiang, that condition was

no longer evident. Chiang only required that the mission come under the

auspices of the National Military Council, a condition which was clarified

21pid.

3Roosevelt to Chiang, Foreign Relations, 1944, VI, 329.

4Chiang to Roosevelt, Ibid., 349.

>Ibid.
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on June 23, to mean that the mission would be "sponsored" by the National
Military Council. As far as the Communist areas were concerned, Chiang
simply denied responsibility for the mission if it desired to travel there.

The Generalissimo returned to the subject of his attitude to-

ward the project by emphasizing again that he desired it to have
the completest freedom, and being merely under the nominal spon-
sorship of the Natiomal Military Council. He went on to say,
however, that while he could promise full freedom in Kuomintang
territory he could make no promises for the treatment and free-
dom given by the Communists, and that we would have to arrange
that with the Communists ourselves.

On July 22, 1944, the first group of American military observers
left for Yenan, a second group departing about August 5. Commanded by
Colonel David D. Barrett of the Genesral Staff Corps, the observer group,
known by its code name "Dixie", included sixteen military observers and
two Foreign Service men who were assigned as political observers.’

These two, John Stewart Service and Raymond P. Ludden, had been
assigned to the Army mission because, as one Department of State official
put it, ", . . for sometime to come the only way the Department can get
its political observers into the growingly important Communist ares is
by detailing them to the Army."8 Ambassador Gauss also wrote to the
Secretary of State on July 8, that

. « . as understanding reached with ChineseGovernment was

that this group should be & military group for purpose of ob-
taining military intelligence, care must be exercised in at-
taching Foreign Service officers to it. So far as Chinese

Government is concerned they should appear as 1an§uage offi-
cers and not as diplomatic or political officers.

Ibid., report of conversation between Wallace and Chiang Kai-shek,

462.

7Barrett, Dixie Mission, 13.

John Patton Davies, as sent to Hull by Officer in Charge, New
Delhi (Merrill), Foreign Relations, 1944, VI, 113,

9Gauss to Hull, Ibid., 119.
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Commander of the Dixie Mission, Colonel Barrett, had been ordered
to Chungking in March, 1944, where he had been informed by Service that
. 1 . . s
he was to be in command. 0 But final approval for the mission had not
come in March, and Barrett was sent back to Kweilin to resume his duties
there. Ordered once more to Chungking in July, he was finally informed
officially that he would command the mission.ll
But oddly enough, Barrett was never issued official orders relating
to his specific duties in the north.
It is amusing now to look back on the busy days just before
our departure, and recall that with all the talk there had been
about the necessity for sending the mission and the valuable
work we hoped to accomplish, up to the last minute no one seems
to have thought about giving us any definite orders. On the
21st day of July, with everything set for us to take off the
next day, it suddenly occurred to me I had received no instructions
in black and white.l2
With this realization, Barrett contacted a Headquarters "G-2", who
gave him a typed sheet listing the topics on which the mission was to
obtain information. "These orders were unsigned, and without authenti-
cation of any kind," and in the form of a "Memorandum to Colonel David

13 which told the Colonel that "in connection with the

G. Barrett, GSC,"
despatch of an Obeervation Section to area under control of the Chinese

Communists, information is particularly desired con the following subjects:

loBarrett, Dixie Mission, 24.

Mipi4., 25.

120414, , 27.

B1pia.
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Enemy Order of Battle
_Enemy Air Order of Battle
Puppet Order of Battle

Strength, composition, disposition, equipment, training, and combat
efficiency of the Communist Forces,

Utilization and expansion of Communist 1ntelllgence agencies in
enemy and occupied territory.

Complete list of Communist officials (Who's Who)
Enemy air fields and air defenée in North China.
Target intelligence
Bomb damage
. Weather
Economic intelligence
Operations of Communist forces.
Enemy operations
Evaluation of present contribution of Communists to the war effort
Present extent of areas under Communist control (with maps)

Most effective means of assisting Communists to increase the value
" of their war effort

Naval intelligence

Order of Battle of Communist forces

. . e s 14
Evaluation of potential contribution of Communists to the war effort.
"No other instructions of any kind, oral or written, secret or non-

\ 15
secret," Barrett wrote, 'were ever given me." But whether the orders were

officially given or not, it was perfectly clear to the men who traveled to

Yenan, exactly what it was they were expected to do. That expectation had
Y1pid., 28.

lSIbid.
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been indicated in the last item on Barrett's list of subjects, that is
to evaluate the potential contribution of the Communists to the war ef-
fort against the Japanese.

If Service and Ludden were given specific written instructions,
they have either been lost, or no record of them was ever kept. More
likely thaﬁ not, the two Foreign Service officers were well aware of the
intent of the Mission, and functioned without specific instructions in
the same manner as they had previously--as observers reporting on the
political situation where and when they believed such repérts would be
of interest to their superiors. Although they were still Foreign Service
officers, they were directly résponsible to General Stilwell prior to
their assignment to the Dixie Mission, after whiéh they came under the
command of Colonel Barreti. Thedir reports went—first-to Darrett wvho
approved them for transmission to Headquarters, China-Burma-India the-
atre.16 From there they were transmitted wherever the commander-in-chief
of that Theatre, General Stilwell, chose to send them.

John Stewart Service was considered by many to be a highly compe-
tent political observer in China. He was born and spent part of his early
life in Szechuan, where he learned the language, and, according to Barrett,
", . . was accustomed to what I considered the barbarous dialect of that
province and theklocal accents of other areas."17 But Service went to
Yenan with strong negative feelings toward the Government of Chiang Kai-
shek and held a critical opinion of the manner by which the United States

had previously dealt with that Government, In a March, 1944 memorandum

160154., 45.

Y 1bid., 47.
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which was transmitted to the Department of State by the Ambassador in
China, Service wrote that China was in a mess. "No military action on a
significant scale is in sight. The economic crisis continues to drift
and worsen. Internal unrest ;s active and growing. Relations with all
her allies are'estranged."18 Admitting that the United States was par-
tially to blame for adding to China's economic difficulties, Service as-
serted that Chiang and only Chiang was responsible for the sorry situa-
tion in China at the time. The answef to the enigma, Service contended,
would be found in Chiang's background and limitations, and in the United
States' failings in dealing with him. The words of the Ambassador, he
wrote, carried little weight ' . . because the State ﬁepartment has not
taken a strong policy and because it does not, in any event, speak for
the White House."l9 Chiang had no fear of Genearal Stilwell, Service cou-
tended, because the General could not demonstrate the unqualified backing
of the War Department or the White House.

Chiang will cooperate if the United States, upon which he is
dependent, makes up its mind exactly what it wants from him
and then gets hard-boiled about it. Until the President deter~
mines our policy, decides our requirements, and makes these
clearly and unmistakably known to Chiang, Chiang will continue
in his present ways.20

The President could make his policy known, Service urged, by Stil-

well and the Ambassador working in close concert. Although such action

might mean taking an active part in Chinese affairs, Service argued, ". .
unless we do it, China will not be much use as an ally." In taking an
18

Service to Assistant Chief of Staff, G-2, Foreign Relations,
1944, VI, 38,

lgIbidf, 39.

2OIbid.
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. 21
active part, he closed, ". . . we may save China."

In March, Service had also written, in a memorandum relating to
the possible unification of anti-Central Government elements, that civil
war in China was likely to occur following the war. Out of such a civil
war, he wrote, "there can be expected to emerge either a more progressive
Kuomintang Government or a communist state, probably of the present modi-
fied Chinese communist type."22 Inasmuch as this memorandum was written
prior to the one in which Service proposed a stronger, clearer diplomatic
position on the part of the United States with the objective of gaining
a greater commitment from Chiang, he did not advocate Chiang's removal,
nor, to touch here on a subject which later will be dealt with at length,
did he have in mind the overthrow or destruction of the Government that
the-United Stutes was pledged to uphold. Hé~was~simply registering a
warning, prophetic ass it was, that if the United States did not take a
stronger position with Chiang, the chances of civil war following Japan's
defeat were good, and the possibility existed of a "modified Chinese

communist type,"

of government coming to power if it did.

On July 28, Service wrote the first of many reports on his obser-
vations of the political, social and cultural conditions in Yenan. Ad-
mitting in this report that he had only been in Yenan for six days,
Service explained that he felt it necessary, given the availability of
mail facilities and their future uncertainty, to record a few general

first impressions of the Communist Region. "My own experiences,'" Service

reported, "is that one enters an area like this, concerning which one has
21,
Ibid.

22As reported by Gauss to lull, Ibid., 378.
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heard so many entirely good but second-hand reports, with a conscious

determination not to be swept off one's feet."?3

It is interesting, therefore, that my own first impressiong--
and those of the rest of our Observer Group--have been extremely
favorable. The same is true of the foreign correspondents, at
least two of whom . . . could not, by any stretching of the term,
have been called "pro-Communist” before their arrival. The spell
of the Chinese Communists still seems to work,

Greatly impressed by the openness and cordiality of the Communists,
Service found their leaders to be very competent, political and military
men. Mao Tse-tung, Service reported, was far more warm and magnetic than

had been anticipated. And the general feeling of the military men was

‘ ; . 2
one of calm, self-confidence and self-respect, Service wrote. >

Summing up this rather lengthy initial report, Service added:

I think now. that further study and observation will confirm
that what is seen-at-Yenan is a well integrated movement, with
a political and economic program, which it is successfully
carrying out under competent leaders.

And that while the Kuomintang has lost its early revolution-
ary character and with that loss, disintegrated, the Communist
Party, because of the struggle it has had to continue, has kept
its revolutionary character, but has grown to a healthy and
moderate maturity.

One cannot help coming to feel that this movement is stroag
and successful, and that it has such drive behind it and has
tied itself so closely to the people that it will not easily
be killed.26 | ‘

23Service, Report No. 1, Ibid., 518.

24Ibid.

251444, , 520.

261114,
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Colonel Barrett, over whose signature all of Service's reports
from Yenan.were submitted wrote in 1970, that ". . . I saw at once [that
Service's reports] were strongly in favor of the Communists and adversely
. eritical of the Generalissimo and the Kuomintang. I spoke to Jack and
told him I was concerned lest the reports get him into trouble with ul-
tra-conservatives in United States Government circles."27 Service's
response, Barrett claimed, was "Dave, I'm a Foreign Service Officer.
What I have written in these reports énd the recommendation I have made
are my observations and carefully considered opinions. If they don't
like them in Washington, they can th;ow them out."28
. Service was true to his words, for the stream 6f'reports which
flowed from Yenan were neither brief, nor were they, for the most part,
critical of the Communists: On September 4, two- days-before Hurley: ar-
rived in Chungking, Service submitted his 21st report from Yenan, en-

titled "General Impression of the Chinese Communist Leaders."29

In the
report, Service lauded the Communist leaders, finding thgm with very few
negative traits-—at worst they demonstrated voluntary effacement of in-
dividuality, a noticeable uniformity in their thinking and expressions,
and a lack of humor among them. .In conclusion, Service added:
The general impression one gets of the Chinese Communist
leaders is that they are a unified group of vigorous, mature

and practical men, unselfishly devoted to high principles,
and having great ability and strong qualities of leadership.

27Barrett, Dixie Mission, 45.

281114, , 46. .

29Foreign Relations, 1944, VI, 551.
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This impression-—and, I suggest, their record--places them
above any other contemporary group in Chima. It is not sur-
prising that they have favorably impressed most or all of the
Americans who have met them during the last seven years: '
their manners, habits of thought, and direct handling of prob-
lems seem more American than oriental,30
Earlier on August 3, Service had submitted report No. 5, entitled
"The Communist Policy Toward the Kuomintang,"Bl in which he suggested
that ". . . the policies of the Chinese Communist Party will not run
counter to the interests of the Unitéd States in China in the foreseeable
future, and that the Party merits, so far as possible, a sympathetic and
friendly attitude on our part."32 He arrived at this conclusion through
an extensive analysis of the Communist;s attitude toward Chiang and the
Kuomintang, attitudes which were held by the political though not the
military leaders. The political leaders, Service noted, appeared to
have complete control of the military leaders in policy matters, and
the policy of the former continued to be ". . . adherence to the United
Front; full mobilization to fight Japan; abandonment of any purely Com~
munist program; and recognition of the Central Government and the
leadership of the Generalissimo."33
It might seem strange, Service suggested, that a party which was

striving for political power, and was theoretically at least, revolutionary

in nature, would not be taking advantage of the deteriorating control of

30554, ss6.

3lipia., se2.

321pid., 567.

331pid., s62.
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the Kuomintang throughout China. VWhy, Service asked rhetorically, would
the Communists still be adhering to the United Front when the political
and military situation in China was to their advantage? "The question
therefore presents itself:"” he wrote, "are the Communists sincere in
this policy?"34

The indications, Service offered, were that the Communists were

sincere.

Except for the months from July to September, 1943 when they
seriously thought they were in danger of attack by the Kuomintang,
they have not talked of violent opposition to the Kuomintang. The
Communists steadfastly stick to the line that civil war would be a
tragedy which must be avoided at any cost-—although scme observers
believe that it would be difficult if not impossible for the Kuom-
intang to defeat them. They will not permit any suggestion that
China should be divided or that they should hold one section of
it, such as North China, more or less independently.- Propaganda
wall slogans in Yenan (long antedating our arrival) call for both
parties to unite to resist Japan.35

Service went on to offer two explanations of Communist policy, one
based on theoretical grounds as given by the Party leaders, the cther a-
rising out of practical considerations. The second, he suggested, may be
too cynical, and it would be rejected by the Party leaders. Nevertheless,
they both made some sense, he added, "and both would seem to show that
the party is under far-sighted, careful leadership and strong discipline.“36

As a theoretical explanation, Service pointed out that the Chinese
Communist Party claimed to be Marxist. "By this the Communists mean that

their ideology, their philosophical approach, and their dialectical metheds

341bid., 563.

35114,
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. . - "37 . .
are based on Marxist matevrialism, M-rxism was, therefore, an attitude
and an anproach to prohlems, according to Service. "It is a long-term
view of political and economic development to which all short-term con-
siderations of temporary advantage or premature power are ruthlessly sub-
. 38 |

ordinated."

. . . although the Chinese Communist Party aims at eventual
socialism, it hopes to arrive at this, not through a violent rev-
olution, but through a long and orderly process of democracy and
controlled economic development. This democracy will be of a
progressive——or what would generally be called radical--type.

The economic development will be partly socialistic, partly pri=-
vate. The first is essential to the second: the desired eco-
nonic development can come about only under democracy.39

The long-~term approach, Service commented, determined for the Com-
munists their policy toward the Kuomintang. Because they believed in
democracy, they advocated multi-pariy participation in politics. In
keeping with this approach, they sought compromises with the Kuomintang
in the hope that the progressive elements in the Kuomintang would rise
to ithe occasion and make such compromises possible, Thus the Communists
refused to exploit what appeared to be an excellent opportunity to over-
throw the Nationalist government. "And for this reason they seek to avoid
civil war: even if they win after a long struggle, the country's devel-
opyent will be set back by loss of time and destruction of resources."40

But at the same time, the Communists would not sacrifice the gains

made thus far if that would be the prerequisite to a compromise with the
3 1bia.

38Ibid.
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Kuomintang. They would accept provocation and abuse, Service noted, but
they would'make no concessions cf principle, ". . . because to make such
concessions would be a viclation of their long-term policy and a turning
back in the pursuit of their ultimate objectives."41

By this view the Commuhiét Party becomes a party seeking order-

1y democratic growth toward socialism--as it is being attained,
for instance, in a country like England--rather than a party fo-
menting an immediate and violent revolution. It becomes a party
which is not seeking an early monopoly of political power but
pursuing what it considers the long-~term interests of China.

But Service was not the naive observer that some would claim he was
in later years, for his second explanation held forth the possibility
ﬁhat the Chinese Communists were simply well-versed in Machiavellian pol-
itics, Their support of the war could be giving them time to mobilize,
organize, and indoctrinate the people and to train and equip an efficient
army. Their operation behind the Japanese lines could be providing them
with relative freedom from Kuomintang hayassment. Land reform programs
might be designed merely to gain the support of the people in the areas
of Communist operations, while at the same time their espousal of dem-
ocracy acted as an appea; to the majority of the Chinese people and as
a good club for beating the Kuomintang. Their democratic claims, Service
further noted, along with their engagement in guerilla warfare behind
eneny lines, and their proclamation of liberal ecconomic policies based
as they were on private property, were also useful as an appeal to foreign

sympathies to the point of winning the foreign support necessary for the

rebuilding of China following the war.

4lpid.
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With the conditions as bad as they appeared to be throughout China,
the Communists grew stronger, Service revealed, and with this fact in
mind, it was unnecessary for them to take active steps toward the defeat
of the Kuomintang. "If things continue as they are now geing, time will
bring the collapse of the Kuomintang, leaving the Communists the strongest
force in China."43
It was difficult, Service wrote, to make a clear-cut determination
of whether the first or second explanation of the Communist Chinese
policy was appropriate. It was probable, he speculated, that a portioh
of both entered into the actual formulation of Communist strategy. The
bellicosity of the Communist generals tended to draw him toward the sec-—
ond explanation.
But - on—~the other hand, the apparentiy genuine.attempts-of the-
Communists to avoid any civil war now or after the present war
are hard to fit into the second explanation. And the impressive
personal qualities of the Communist leaders, their seeming sin-
cerity, and the coherence and logical nature of their program
leads me, at least, toward general acceptarice of the first ex-
planation~-that the Communists base their policy toward the
Kuomintang on a real desire for growth through a stage of pri-
vate enterprise to eventual socialism without the need of vio-
lent upheaval and revolution.%4
" Thus did Service arrive at his conclusion that the Chinese Communist
policies did not run counter to the interests of the United States. Al-
though he was not advocating the arming of the Communists at this early
date, he did press strongly his belief that the United States should ap-

proach the Communists with a friendly attitude.

Ambassador Gauss transmitted Service's report No. 5 to the Secretary

#31p14., 566.
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45 o . \ : :
of State on September 8. Admitting in his prefacing remarks that the
Chinese Communists had moderated their policies since about 1937, Gauss
took the position that this had come about, in all probability, for rea-
sons of self-preservation and the obvious need for unity in the face of
Japanese aggressions. "It was only by following such a policy that the
Comnunists could hope to participate actively in the war in its early
. R 46 .
stages and command support from the Chinese public." In Gauss' opin-
ion, the changes in the Chinese Communists' policies were measures of
expediency, and were intendedkto give the Communists time for the
strengthening of their position vis~a-vis the Kuomintang.

The attitude of the several foreign powers with interests in China,
the United States, Great Britain and the Soviet Union in particular,
would, more likely than not, contribute to the evoluiion of Kuomintang-
Communist relations in Chaina, Gauss pointed out, and could, perhaps, be
decigive.

For this reason, the position of the foreign powers is ob-

viously one of great responsibility in dealing with this prob~
lem. A decision, for example, of one or more of the great
Powers to arm the Communists to assist in the confliect against
Japan might in the end produce far-reaching internal repercus~
sions; indeed, it i¢ almost certain to do so. Independent or
unilateral foreign support of the Chinese Communists under
present conditions would in all probability be a serious blow
to the Kuomintang and the National Government and might even
bring about their early collapse.47

But Service had not yet suggested that the United States arm the

Communists. He soon would, however, and others already had. For that

“Scauss to Hull, Ibid., 559.

46Ibid., 561.

“T1big.




it is necessary to turn to the arrival of Patrick J. Hurley, who, on
September 6, 1944, conferred with Chiang Kai-shek for the first time

since their meeting in 1943.
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CHAPTER V
STILWELL, CHIANG AND THE COMMUNISTS

Although President Roosevelt and Hurley had agreed in their discus-
sions of August 24, 1944 that the idea of arming the Communists should be

rejected, the fact remains that the President, having accepted the propos-

f

al of the Joint Chiefs of Staff to put General Stilwell in command of all
Chinese forces,1 radioed Chiang Kai-shek to that effect on July 6, and

added:

The extremely serious situation which results from Japanese ad-
vances in Central China, which threaten not only your Government
but-a¥l that the U.S5. Acmy has been building up-in Chinaz, leads
me to the conclusion that drastic messures must be taken immedi-
ataly if the situation is to be saved. The critical situation
which now exists, in my opinion calls for the delegation toc one
individual of the power to coordinate all Allied military resources
in China, including the Communist forces. [emphasis added]?

On August 23, 1944, the day before Hurley's last meeting with the
President, General Hearn, Stilwell's chief of staff, presented to Chiang
another message from Roosevelt, urging again that positive steps be
immediately taken to place General Stilwell in command of the Chinese
forces. In that message, Roosevelt also pointed out that,

I do nét think the forces to come under General Stilwell's

cormand should be limited except by their availability to de-
fend China and fight the Japanese. When the enemy is pressing

1Romanus and Sunderland, Stilwell's Command Problems, 382.

21bid.
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us toward possible disaster, it appears unsound to refuse the
aid of anyone who will kill Japanese.

The President had in mind, when he sent these messages to Chiang,
the unification of all Chinese forces, who would then launch a combired
effort under Stilwell's command to defeat the Japanese forces in China.
There are no indications that he intended the Communisté to be armed
independently by the United States.

But when Hurley arrived in Chungking he discovered that the ques-
tion of the use of Communist forces was still very much a point of con-
tention between Chiang and Stilwell in their attempts to arrive at an ac-—
éeptable arrangement for Stilwell's command takeover. 1In his first
meeting with Chiang on September 6, Hurley was informed by the Generalis-
simo that if Stilwell wished to use the Communists, those forces would
have to acknowledge the authority of the National Military Council. Fur-
thermore, the Generalissimo informed Hurley, any Communists serving
under Stilwell would héve to submit to Chiang's control.4

On September 8, Hurley took up his formal role as negotiator,
meeting with Chiang and T.V, Sooﬁg to hear the Chinese conditions for
Stilwell's command takeover. Hurley took emphatic objection to these
conditions whereupon the Generalissimo suggested that agendas be pre-—
pared by Hurley and Stilwell for the remainder of the negotiations.
Chiang then proposed that the Communist troop issue be met by incorporat-
ing the Communists into the Chinese Army if they would submit to his

command.

3Ibid., 417.

41bid., 423, )

1bid., 425.
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On September 12, Hurley presented his ten-point Agenda to Chiang:

1. The paramount objective of Chinese-American collaboration

is to bring about the unification of all military forces

in China for the immediate defeat of Japan and the libera-

tion of China.
2. To cooperate with China in bringing about closer relations

and harmony with Russia and Britain for the support of the

Chinese objectives.
3. The unification of all resources in China for war purposes.

4. The marshalling of all resources in China for war purposes.

5, Support efforts of Generalissimo for political unification
of China on a democratic basis,

6. Submit present and postwar economic plans for China.

7. Definition of the powers of General Stilwell as Field Com-
mander.

8. Definition of General Stilwell's powers as Chief of Staff to
the Generalissimo.

9. Prepare for presentatian a diagram of command.
10, Discuss future control of Lend-léase in China.6
Taking objection to the words "on a democratic basis," Sooung asked
thét this phrase be struck from point 5. Chiang, agreeing to the "objec-
tives" outlined in the first six points, stated, upon reaching the points
relating to Stilwell's assumption of command, that his powers would have
to be defined by an internatioﬁal agreement.7
Stilwell took this to mean.that the Generalissimo had agreed to

give him command so he and Hurley proceeded, following the meeting, to draft

6Ibid. See also, Foreign Relations, 1944, VI, 259.

7Romanus and Sunderland, Stilwell's Command Problems, 426. Soong's
objections to 'on a democratic basis,' arose, no doubt, out of his idea
of the political philosophy of Sun Yat-gen which called for a period of
one-party tutelage prior to the creation of a democratic system. <China,
he probably btelieved was still under the one-party system.
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outlines of Stilwell's new powers for the purpose of presenting to Chiang
the type of agreement he desired. Among the many suggestions made by
Stilwell relating to his command over the Chinese Armies, was that "all
the Chinese Armed Forces, air as well as ground,"8 were to be included
in his command. He also pointed out to Hurley that his' conception of
arrangements with the Chinese Communists was that they should be purely
military in nature and limited to the present crisis.

The 18th Group Army (Reds) will be used. There must be no
misunderstanding on this point. They can be brought to bear
where there will be no conflict with Central Government troops,
but they must be accepted as part of the team during the crisis.
Nothing was exolicitly stated about the use of the Communist forces
in the two papers presented to Chiang around September 14.10 But bv this
time Chiang was well aware of the desires of President Roosevel:, the
War Department and Stilwell, that the Communist forces be included in
Stilwell's command.
Furthermore, the War Devartment had, a few weeks earlier, told
Stilwell that it was contemplating giving Lend-lease aid to a Chinese
Army that might include Communist as well as Nationalist troops‘ll At

about the same time that Stilwell received this information, he received

as well, John Stewart Service's report No. 16 from Yénan,12 in which

8Ibid.. 428.

Ibid., 429.

10Huf1ey presented to Chiang a draft of Stilwell's order of appoint-
ment and a proposed directive from the Generalissimo to Stilwell, Ibid.

Nypiq., 420.
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Service suggested that the United States should begin furnishing desper-
ately needed basic military supplies to the Communists. Not only should
the Communists be supplied, Service argued, but those supplies

« « . should be supported by training in the effective use

of these supplies. It should be planned to lead, as the war
in China develops into its late stages, to actual tactical
cooperation of Communists with air and other ground forces.

Earlier, on July 28, Service had informed Stilwell that in a con-
versation with Chou En-lai, the then Communist representative to Chungking
had said that the Communists would welcome an American Allied Supreme
Commander such as that which Chu Teh, the Communist commander.in-chief,
had earlier suggested to an American newsman. Chou had pointed out also
that the Communists would welcome collaboration with the Nationalists,
but that this would only occur if there had been a radical change in the
Central Government's earlier opposition.14

On September 13, just prior té éti}well's departure for Kweilin and
East China where Japanese movements were causing him some worry, he was
visited by Communist emissaries. According to Romanus and Sunderland's

Stilwell's Command Problems,

All that is recorded of the meeting in his diary is that
Stilwell told them he would go to Yenan, that he would meet
again with them after he returned from Kweilin, and that
they were much pleased. In the light of events, this sug-
gests that after Stilwell's position had been settled to the
mutual satisfaction of the Generalissimo and himself he would
go to Yenan for the bargaining sessions that would precede
any exercise of command over Communist forces.l5

Lypi4., 619.

14

Romanus and Sunderland, Stilwell's Command Problems, 431.

L1pid., 432.
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While there is no evidence to indicate that Stilwell had proposed
a political settlement between the Communists and the Kuomintang-—t?at,
after all, was not his reSponsibilify——there is ample evidence that pol-
icy makers in Washington were urging just that. On September 4, Gauss
reported to the Secretary of State on the Communist problem in China, in-
forming him that Chiang was

. « . as adamant as, if not more adamant than, before in his
attitude which is one that no compromise is possible and that
the only acceptable solution would be capitulation by the Chi-
nese Communists to the demands and wishes of the Government,
i.e. of himself and the present leaders of the national party.

In response, Hull told Gauss in a September 9, telegram that he and
the President had taken note of Chiang's suggestions that the Communists
should be told to settle with the Government, and in view of similar sug-

gestions made to Vice-president Wallace, it appeared that there had been

". . . a discouraging lack of progress in Chiang's thinking, in view of

his own professed desire to reach a settlement with the Communists."17

Hull went on to suggest to Gauss that if he considered the step advisable,
he could tell Chiang that if he would arrange a meeting with the Commu-
nist representative in Chungking.

« « » you will point out to the Communist representative that
unity in China in prosecuting the war and in preparing for the
peace is urgently necessary, that a spirit of tolerance and good
will--of give and take--is essential in achieving such unity;
that Chinese of every shade of political thinking should cooper-
ate now to defeat the Japanese; and that differences can_be set-
tled if the major objective of victory is kept in mind."

16Gauss to Hu#l, Foreign Relations, 1944, VI, 544.

|
17Hull to Gauds, Ibid., 567.
S 2228

|
181hid., 568. |
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Furthermore, Hull informed Gauss, he should tell Chiang that he
and the President were concerned about the absence of a settlement with
the Chinese Communists. Chiang should alsoc be informed, Hull indicated,
that he and the President were not interested in the Chinese Communists
as such, but that they were anxious on behalf of the United States and
the Uniied Naticns, as well as on the behalf of China, for the Chinese
people to merge and settle their factional differences by intelligent
conciliation and cooperation. Their hope, Hull pointed out, was for the
establishment, following the war, of a durable, democratic peace.l9

In concluding, Hull instructed Gguss to inform General Stilwell,
Hurley and Nelson, of the matter, and, if he considered it useful, to
invite one ér more of them to accompany him when he called on Chiang.
Gauss. so.informed both Hurley and. Nelson, though the.two.did.not accom-
pany him when he approached Chiang on the matter on September 15.20

President Roosevelt and the Secretary of State, therefore, were
becoming impatient with Chiang for his recalcitrance on the Communist
question, as well as over the now obvious fact that the Chinese forces
under Chiang were doing a poor job of fighting the Japanese. This im-
patience was not relieved when in September General Stilwell's situation
report of the 15th was relayed to General Marshall who was at Quebec
where Roosevelt and Churchill were meeting with the Combined Chiefs of
Staff in the OCTAGON Conference.21

Where in the past, particularly at the Washington Conference in 1943

and the Cairo Conference in December of that year, there had been strong

19Ibid.

20Gauss to Hull, Ibid., 573.

lRomanus and Sunderland, Stilwell's Command Problems, 439.
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disagreements between the Joint Chiefs and the British Chiefs of Staff
over the value of committing British resources to a major offensive in
Burma, now, with evidence of recent defeats over the Japanese along the
Indo-Burmese border and in north Burma, the British were in the process
of altering their thinking. On September 1, the British Chiefs of Staff
had suggested that an operation be launched by air and by sea against the
city of Rangoon. To the Americans this was immediately acceptable as it
would minimize jungle fighting, would cut the Japanese line of communica-
tions to Burma, and would be a step toward-reopening prewar lines of
communications from Rangoon north. For the British, such an operation,
if successful, would offer them the hope for the much-desired advance-
ment toward Singapore.22

It was.in. this.atmoesphere of reldief over a fimal compromise on
Burma that Stilwell's report was placed, a report which told of Chiang
Kai-shek's desire to withdraw Chinese troops from Burma to be used in
the defense of Kunming. This action would, if carried out, end the cam-
paign in Burma and upset completely the Combined Chiefs of Staff's strat-
egy for Burma.23 On Septembér 16, the problem was formally presented to
the CCS, the President and the Prime Minister.24 The outcome of the dis-
cussions would be the first step, or perhaps the final step, leading to
Stilwell's recall from China and the end of Hurley's first duty as the

President's personal representative to Chiang Kai-shek.

zzlbid.

231144, 440.
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After reviewing Stilwell's report, Marshall presented to Roosevelt, a
600-word telegram which had been drafted by Marshall's staff at Quebec
and upon which Marshall had written his endorsement. "I recommend that
you send the proposed attached message to the Generalissimo,"25 Marshall
had written, and Roosevelt cowplied. Because the telegram was perhaps
the most controversial one ever sent by Roosevelt to Chiang, it is
quoted here in its full length.

After reading the last reports on the situation in China my
Chiefs of Staff and I are couvinced that you are faced in the
near future with the disaster I have feared. The men of your
"Y" forces crossing the Salween have fought with great courage
and rendered invaluable assistance to the campaign in North
Burma. But we feel that unless they are reinforced and sup-
ported with your every capacity you cannot expect to reap any
fruits from their sacrifices, which will be valueless unless
they go on to assist in opening the Burma Road. Furthermore,
any pause in your attack across the Salween or suggestion of
wicthdraval is exactly what the Jap has beer striving to cause.
you to do by his operations in Eastern China. He knows that
if you continue to attack, cooperating with Mountbatten's com-
ing offensive, the land line to China will be opened in early
1945 and the continued resistance of China and maintenance of
your control wiil be assured. On the other hand, if you do
not provide manpower for. your divisions in North Burma and,
if you fail to send reinforcements to the Szlween forces and
withdraw these armies, we will lose all chance of opening land
communications with China and immediately jeopardize the air
route over the hump. For this you must yourself be prepared
to accept the consequences and assume the persomal responsibility.

I have uvrged time and again in recent months that you take
drastic action to resist the disaster which has been moving
closer to China and to you. Now, when you have not yet placed
Ceneral Stilwell in command of all forces in China, we are faced
with the loss of a critical area in east China with possible
catastrophic consequences. The Japanese capture of Kweilin
will place the Kunming air terminal under the menace of constant
air attack, reduce the hump tonnage and possible severing of
the air route.

Even though we are rolling the enemy back in defeat all over
the world this will not help the situation in China for a con-
siderable time. The advance of our forces across the Pacific
is swift. But this advance will be too late for China unless
you act now and vigorously. Only drastic and immediate action

25Tuchman, 492.
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on your part alone can te in time to preserve the fruits of your
long years of struggle and the efforts we have been able to make
to support you. Otherwise political and military considerations
alike are going to be swallowed in military disaster.

The Prime Minister and I have just decided at Quebec to press
vigorously the operations to open the land line to China on the
assumption that you would continue an unremitting attack from
the Salween side. T am certain that the only things you can now
do in an attempt to prevent the Jap from achieving his objec-
tives in China is to reinforce your Salween armies immediately
and press their offensive, while at once placing General Stilwell
in unrestricted command of all your forces. The action I am ask-
ing you to take will fortify us in our decision and in the con-~
tinued efforts the United States proposes to take to maintain and
increase our aid to you. This we are doing when we are fighting
two other great campaigns in Europe and across the Pacific. I
trust that your farsighted vision, which has guided and inspired
your people in this war, will realize the necessity for immediate
action. In this message I have expressed my thoughts with com-
plete frankness because it appears plainly evident to all of us
here that all your and ocur efforts to save China are to be lost
by further delays.26

" Although Roosevelt's message to Chiang was very nearly an uvltimatum,
it probably would not have been considered as such by the Generalissimo
had it not been delivered to him by General Stilwell. Stilwell had re-
ceived the message on the morning of Septembef 19, and realized its pos-
sible impact on Chiang. Because of the strength of Roosevelt's words,
Stilwell had doubts as to whether or not he should deliver the message to
Chiang himself, and sought the council of his chief-of-staff, General
Hearn. Hearn told Stilwell he did not see how the General could stop a
message from the President. Stilwell was cognizant of the fact, further-
more, that Roosevelt had ordered in May, that his messages were to be
delivered to Chiang by the General. Stilwell was not one to disobey
orders from the President. He decided, therefore, that he himself must

. 27
deliver the message.

26Roosevelt to Chiang, Foreign Relations, 1%44, VI, 157,

2?Romanus and Sunderland, Stilwell's Command Problems, 444.
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Stilwell went immediately to Chiang's residence where Hurley was in
conference with the Generalissimo and other Chinese, including T.V. Soong.
On the table around which the group was seated, were a draft of Stilwell's
commission, a draft of his directive, and a draft diagram of command chan-
nels. It was Hurley's opinion that the Generalissimo was about to place
his chop on each of the documents, an act which would have placed Stilwell
in complete command of the Chinese forces.28

When Stilwell arrived, he called Hurley out of the room and showed
him Roosevelt's message. Hurley read it and remarked thaf in effect it
was an ultimatum. He suggested to Stilwell that the General let him para-
phrase the message, but Stilwell, after a brief discussion, told Hurley
that he was under orders to deliver the message himself., -With this the
two- moved bask into the rcem where Stilwell announced that he~had a mes-
sage for the Generalissimc from President Roosevelt. He handed the mes-
sage to General Chu Shih-ming to read to Chiang, but Hurley, realizing

the embarrassment Chiang would suffer if others in the room heard the
message at the same time, took the note from General Chu and ganded the
Chinese portion to the Generalissimo, saying that it would save time
if Chiang read it himself. Chiang read the message, stated quietly, "I
understand," and closed the meeting.29

Chiang apparently found it difficult to believe that Roosevelt, whom
he coﬁsidered to be his close and devoted friend, would have sent such a

harsh message. He therefore thought, it appears, that Stilwell had drafted

the message himself, and had sent it to Washington, arranging to have it

28_1biq :

21p1d., 445,
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sent back to Chiang as though it had come from the President.30 What~-
ever his thoughts may have been relating to the origins of the telegram,
his response was one of indignation and bitterness. Shortly after
reading the telegram, he reportedly called in T.V. Soong and told him
that Roosevelt's message forced him to cancel his promise to give Stil-
well command.Bl

But negotiations continued, though haltingly, for a few more days,
and on September 23, Stilwell handed Hurley a new agenda, designed, he
hoped, to get the talks movihgf "I propose that we go to the GMO," wrote

Stilwell, "and take up the following items for his considerations."

1. That I be sent to Yenan to make the following proposi-
tions to the Reds:

a. The Reds to acknowledge the suprems authority of the GMO,
and to accept command through me.

b. The Red Forces to be employed north of the Yellow River,
out of contact with the Central Government Troops.

¢. Equipment and ammunition to be furnished five divisions
with supporting artillery.

d. Keep these Red Divisions at full strength at all times.

e. Both the KMT [Kuomintang] and the Reds to drop discussion
of political matters until the Japanese are beaten.32

In spite of Hurley's understanding with President Roosevelt on

August 24, he ". . . accepted [Stilwell's agenda] with characteristic

gusto and the remark, 'This will knock the persimmons off the trees'"33

Orpid., 447.

31Ibid.

321pid., 451.

331p14., 452.
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But when Hurley took Stilwell's agenda to Chiang on September 24,
he learned that Chiang had zlready arrived at a decision--Stilwell must
go. Further discussion took place between Hurley and Chiang on this

matter, but the Generalissimo's decision stood, and on September 25,

Hurley transmitted to Washington for Chiang an aide-memoire in which the
Generalissimo informed the President that Stilwell would no longer be
acceptable as Field Commander of the Chinese Armies.34
With this, Patrick J. Hurley's first assignment ended, and in

failure. He had not been abie to bring about harmony between Stilwell
and Chiang because, as he later wroﬁe, the two men were incompatible.
By all indications, however, Hurley's failure was not really his own,
but rather was the result of the mis-handling of a very delicate situa-

tion, by nearly all involved, inciuding the President. In a first draft

of Chiang's aide-memoire, Chiang had written that his position was being

taken because Stilwell had handed him Roosevelt's September 19 message.35
The nature of that message, and the fact that Stilwell had delivered it,
made Chiang appear to be Stilwell's subordinate, the Chinesé leader wrote.
With that kind of relationship and 'were Stilwell appointed, the Chinese
Army might mutiny,"36 Chiang informed the President. Although Hurley con-
vinced Chiang that sucﬁ a response would be inappropriate, and that the
first draft should be rewritten without that charge, Hurley did, in his

own prefacing remarks, make it quite clear that the method of delivery

had been a cause of Chiang's reaction.37

3 bia,

3SIbid.

361bid.

37Ibid.
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Had that September 19, message been delivered to Chiang in a dif-
ferent manner and by someone other than Stilwell, it might not have ap-
peared quite so harsh and Chiang might not have been quite so taken aback
by it. 1In a September 28, draft message to the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
Marshall offered an explanation and an apology for the poor handling of
the President's message:
. « - The delivery of my message by Stilwell personally was
a routine procedure which had been in effect for more than a
year due to difficulties encountered in the past in securing
prompt deliveries and in at least one instance of some evidence
that the phrasing of my messages to you had been tampered with.
You have my apology for the procedure in the present instance
and I much regret that the transmitting agencies in the War De-
partment did not think to give instructions for the message to
be presented by General Hurley.38
Although this message was never sent to Chiang, for whom it was
originally intended by Marshall, it does point out Marshall's impression
of what was at least partially, the cause of the final breakdown between
Stilwell and Chiang. But whatever the reason, President Roosevelt in-
formed Chiang Kai-shek on October 18, 1944, that Stilwell was being re-
called from the China Theatre.39
Hurley's role as negotiator had been of little consequence in the
dispute between Chiang and Stilwell, but the episode has been dealt with
here to emphasize the fact that in the early period of Hurley's tenure
in China, he revealed little aversion to using or to arming the Chinese

Communists, in the war against Japan. Hurley had stopped in Moscow on

his way to Chungking in late August, where he and Nelson had talked with

381pid., 454,

o
3'Roosevelt to Chiang, Foreign Relations, 1944, VI, 165,
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V.M. Molotov, Soviet Commissar for Foreign Affairs, about the Soviet atti-
tude toward China. Molotov had told the two that some of the people ih
parts of China who were extremely impoverished, half-starved and miser-
able, called themselves Communists. But, Molotov stressed, they had no
relation whatever to communism. ‘''They were merely expressing their dis-
satisfaction at their economic conditions by calling themselves Communists.
However, once their economic conditions had improved, they would forget
this political inclination.”40 Hurley had apparently believed this alle-
gation, as he came to refer‘consistently to the Yenan forces of Mac Tse~
tung, as the "so-called Communists,"él As late as january, 1945, three
months after Stilwell's recall, Hurley informed the Secretary of State
that "The Communists are not in fact Communists, they are striving for
democratic principles. . . ."42

But his attitude would change toward the "so-called Communists."
For by mid-February, 1945, less than a month after he had informed the
Secretary of State that the Communists were not really Communiéts, his
view had changed drastically. All the arguments and all the documents
should indicate, Hurley wrote to the Secretary on February 18, ". . . that
the Chinese Communist Party .is not democratic; that its purposeris to

43

destroy the control of government by the Kuomintang."

4OAsreported by the Ambassador in the Soviet Union (Harriman) to

Hull, Ibid., 255.

AlHurley to Roosevelt and Marshall, Ibid., 154.

42Hurley to Secretary of State, Foreign Relations, 1945, VII,

211.

431p1d., 227.



CHAPTER VI
HURLEY MEETS THE COMMUNISTS

On October 5, 1944, President Roosevelt had wired Chiang Kai-shek,
expressing his surprise that the Generalissimo had reversed himself on
the decision to give Stilwell command of all Chinese forces.v The Pres-
ident had not yet decided to recall Stilwell, only, as he informed Chiang,
to relieve him of his duties as Chief of Staff to the Generalissimo and
of his respensibilities in connection with Lend~lease matters. Nor
would the President te willing to suggest another candidate for command
of the.Chinese. forces, he informed Chiang. The ground situation in
China had so deteriorated, he wrote, that he was inclined to feel that
the United States Government should not assume the responsibility in-
volved in placing an American officer in command of the ground forces
throughout China.l

But Roosevelt was willing, he had informed Chiang, for Hurley to
continue as his personal representative to the Generalissimo ". . . re-
garding military affairs in China,"2 and to this offer, Chiang had indi-
cated his appreciation and his hope that Hurley's assignment would be on
a more permanent and broader basis. Chiang expressed to Roosevelt, his
desire that Hurley's directive would be broad enough that he could cooper-

ate with the Generalissimo on the many vital questions involving China's

1Roosevelt to Chiang, Foreign Relations, 1944, VI, 165.

2 Ibid.
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relationship with the United States.3
Stating that it was his purpose to increase the Communist troops
iﬁ the regular forces of the National Army, and indicating that this con-
stituted one of the vital requisites in China's war effort against Japan,
Chiang revealed to Roosevelt that he was relying on Hurley for assistance
in negotiations with the Chinese Communists.
General Hurley has my complete confidence. Because of his rare
knowledge of human nature, and his approach to the problem, he
seems to get on well with the Communist leaders. As your person-
al representative, possessing my full confidence, his contribution
in solving this hitherto insoluble problem would be of the great-
est value to our war effort.?
Apﬁarently this undated response to Roosevelt's Oc?ober 5, message
was deépatched sometime shortly after October 17, for in it Chiang in-
- dicated that Hurley had already begun to confer with the Chinese Communist
representatives, and the earliest indicator of Hurley's contact with
those representatives was his meeting with them on Octouber 17, 1944,
Chiang had decided in late September that the political situation in
China required not only changes in his own government, but a liberal
agreement with the Communists as well. He had not made this decision
known publicly, however, for fear that if his intentions became known,
the Communists might increase their demands upon the Kuomintang for a

settlement.5 In an Embassy document dated October 17, therefore, it

had bezen suggested that General Hurley hold confidential talks with

3Chiang to Roosevelt, Ibid., 170.

élbid‘ N

sAs reported by Gauss to Hull, Tbid., 595.
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Mesérs. Lin Tzu-han and Tung Pi-wu, the two Communist members of the
People's Political Council in Chungking, to determine if the Communists
desired the General's good offices for bringing about a settlement with
the government. If the Communists should favor Hurley's offer, the mem-
orandum read, he should then submit a draft proposal for settlement to
both the Communist and the Central Government representatives.6

Thus, on October 17, 1944, Patrick J. Hurley, meeting with the
two Communist representatives, took on a new role. His original in-
structions had not directed him to act as a negotiator between the
Kuomintang and the Communists, but those instructions were broad encugh
to allow such activity, and Roosevelt did not oppose Chiang's suggestion
that Hurley should involve himself in such negotiations. On October 23,
Huwdey -informed Roosevelt. that "with the ~dvice.and conseat.of the Gissimo
we are having conferences with the leaders of the Communist Party and the
Communist troops."7 Because there was again, no response to this announce-
ment, from either Roosevelt or the Department of State, it can be assumed
thét Hurley's new role was acceptable to them.

Hurley was quite elated following his first meetings with the

Communist representatives on October 17 and 18, learning, as he did,

6Embassy Memorandum, Ibid., 650.

7Hurley to Roosevelt, Ibid., 177. According to R.T. Smith, there
was evidence in the Hurley papers that the General had written to Roose-
velt on October 19, 1944, informing the President that he had entered
into negotiations with the Communists, a feat which, he wrote, many con-
sidered impossible. This report was optimistic, Hurley claiming he had
advanced a formula for unification which would put Chiang in unquestionable
command of all forces in China. Perhaps Hurley decided not to send this
message, for there appears to be no record of it in the printed diplomatic
papers. This is all the more apparent in view of Hurley's October 23, mes-
sage, which seems to te informing the President for the first time, of the
conferences which were occurring with the Communists. See Smith, "Alone
in China," 73.
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that the Communists favored unification of China under a government which
would allow what they called democratic principles to evolve. For the
present, the two representatives told Hurley, they were willing, for pur-
poses of fighting the Japanese, to submit to the leadership of Chiang
Kai~shek. Asking the Communists to put their proposals in writing, Hurley
then met with Wang Shih-chieh and Chang Chih-chung, the Kuomintang rep-
resentatives, on October 19, to make a similar request.8

But after both sides had submitted their proposals, Hurley found
little about which he could be excited. The Kuomintang nine-point pro;
posal which came to Hurley on October 21, demanded, for military unifica-
tion, that the Communist forces be formed into twelve units which would
be placed in the fromt lines. Under complete control of the Gemeralissimo,
thase-units. wenld be treated in the same manner as other units of the
Nationalist Army. The Communists would be thrown into the heaviest fight-
ing, without the proper equipment, merely to be destroyed by the Japanese.
As far as political concessions were concerned, the Kuomintang merely of-
fered the Communists an unspecified role in a government dominated by
the Kuomintang.

The Communist proposals, handed to Hurley on October 23, offered
little more toward a reasonable compromise than had those submitted by
the Kuomintang. 1In addition to the four pledges of the Communist Party
made on September 22, 1937 and a listing of the 'Main Demands" of the

Communists made during earlier negotiations in June, 1944, the document

S1bid., 74.

91bid.
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which Hurley received presented the "Present Political Notions of the

Chinese Communist Party."

Because there are so many defects in the policy, structure
and personnel of the National Government, the Chinese Commu-
nist Party thinks, in order that China may coordinate the
coming counter—-offensive of the Allies to defeat the Japanese,
the following steps must be taken:

1. Changes must be quickly made in the policy, structure and
personnel of the CGovernment.

2. The Kuomintang must immediately end its one-party rule.

3. The national government must immediately call a national
Emergency Conference of all the anti-Japanese political par-
ties, armies, local governments and public bodies, to reorganize

the Goverument into a coalition gcvernment.

4. The'present military High Command must be reorganized in-
to a joint HMigh Command.

The Communist demands for immediate changes in governmental struc~
ture and philosophy surely must have appeared just as absurd to the Kuom-
intang as did the Kuomintang military proposals appear to the Communists.
The two factions were not even close to any reasonable compromising posi-

~tion, a fact which would have appeared impossible to alter to anyone less
optimistic and confident than Hurley. In spite of the obvious distance
between the two positions, Hurley wired the President that "the Communist
military forces can be united with the National Army;"ll Hurley was de-~
termined to bring that unity about.

Hurley's preconceptions of the "democratic" orientation of both
the Nationalists and Communists in China were demonstrated when, on

November 7, he journeyed to the Communist headquarters at Yenan to

10Lin Tsu~han and Tung Pi-wu to Hurley, Foreign Relations, 1944, VI,

655 »
Nipig., 177.



106
confer with Mao and the Communist military leaders. On October 27, he
had received a telegram from Davies urging him to go to Yenan from
where, Davies wrote, the General could ". . . take significant informa-
tion and proposals back to the President vitally affecting the war and
the future balance of power in Asia and the Pacific."12

At the same time that Hurley received this message from Davies, he
was iIn the process of drafting a five-point "Basis for Agreement"13 to
present to the Kuomintang, and, as was finally decided, to the Comaunists
at Yenan rather than to their representatives in Chungking. On November
3, Hurley presented his draft to Wang and Chang, and then proceeded to
make preparations for his trip to Yenan. But just prior to his departure,
the Kuomintang presented Hurley with a revised draft of his "Basis for
Agreement," in.which they proposed that the Communists should observe
and carry out the orders of the Centrzl Government and its National Mil-
itary Couhcil, rather than, as Hurley's draft had read, ". . . acknowledge
Chiang Kai-shek as President of the Chinese Republic and Generalissimo of
ail the military forces of China."14

This alteration of Hurley's draft was in keeping with the Kuomintang's
privately announcedvdecision, made through Chiang in September, to make
important military and civilian changes in the Centrél chernment.15 It

was no doubt in view of the possibility of such changes, as well as the
fact that Chiang would surely, someday, step down from his position of
12 \ .
Davies to Hurley, Ibid., 659.
3"Basis for Agreement," Ibid.
14

"Revised Draft by Chinese Government Representatives," Ibid., 566.

15As reported by Gauss to Hull, Ibid., 595.
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rule, that the Kuomintang draft established the Central Government as
the ultimate source of authority rather than placing that authority in
one individual.

To Hurley neither the reasons for such a change nor the change it-
self were of much concern. More important to him was the fact that with
the exception of this one slight change, the Kuomintang had accepted his
basis for an agreement, providing him with something concrete to present
to the Communists when he journeyed to Yenan.

On November 7, Hurley wired the President, informing Roosevelt that
he was about to depart for Cémmunist territory. His intent, Hurley wrote,
would be to confer with the political leaders of the "so-called Communist

Party," and with the military leaders of the Communist troops. "This will

be," Hurley iwdicated, "a short preliminary survey for the purpose of
finding a basis of agreement between the National Government and the Com-
munist Party for the unification of all military forces in China."16
Meanwhile, as Huriey was making his preparations, John Patton
Davies, who had gone to the Communist Capital a few weeks earlier,l7 was
busily writing memoranda on his observations of the Communist leaders.
Although there is no indication of who received Davies' reports other
than Stilwell's headquarters, where all such material was sent from
Yenan, his perceptions are worthy of examination as indicators of the

strength of the Communists' negotiating position just prior to Hurley's

arrival.

léHurley to Roosevelt, Ibid., 666.

17As reported by Gauss to Hull, Ibid., 663.
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Davies wrote three reports on November 7, the first of which he en-
titled "The Chinese Communists and the Great Powers."18 In his opinion,
the Communists were at that time, confident of their own strength and no
longer felt that their survival or extinction depended upon foreign aid
or foreign attack. They differed in that respect from the Nationalists
and Chiang, realizing, however, that acceleration toward their ultimate
goals could be affected drastically by actions which might or might not
be taken by the powers. |

Although the Communists were uncommunicative about Soviet assis-
tance it was Davies' opinion that if the Soviets were to offer aid, the
Communists would gladly accept it. They hac no fear §f Soviet dominance
over them as a result of possible Russiaq movement through Manchuria and
Worth Cliina when the Soviets entered the Pacific war. The Comnunists
maintained that the Soviet Government had no expansionist intentions
toward China, Davies reported, believing as they did, that even Outer
Mongolia would be absorbed after the war, into the Chinese federation.

Britain, however, was believed to be playing its old imperial game
of dividing China into spheres of influence. \The Communists suspected
an Anglo-American deal which would give the British a free hand west of
the Philippines and Formosa. They feared, furthermore, that a marriage
of convenience would transpire between the British and Chiang, whereby
Chiang would gain British support in exchange for special concessions
in South China, Such a relationship would not hgrm the Communists per
se, it was felt, but a side effect of such a relationship would be

greater freedom for Chiang to wage war against the Communists making

81y44., 667.
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éivil war that much more costly for the northern faction. For that
reason, Davies wrote, the Communists were highly suspicious of the
British.

The United States, Davies contended, was "

. . . the greatest" hope
- ' . nl9 .
and the greatest fear of the Chinese Communists. They realized, he
gaid, that if the United States was to provide them with aid equal to
that being supplied Chiang, they would quickly establiish control over
most if not all, of China, and more likely than not, without civil war.
Most of Chiang's bureaucrats were opportunists, the Communists believed,
and would desert to the North if it appeared the Communists were gaining
the upper hand over the Central Government.

The United States was the greatest fear of the Communists, however,
because~the more oid given tu Chiang. as opposed. to an. equal distribu-
tion between the two factions, the more able Chiang would be to wage war
against the Communists. If that were to occur, Davies indicated, uni-
fication of China would simply take longer and be more costly to the
Communists. According to a reading of Davied report, although he did
not explicitly make the point, the Communists appear to have been quite
confident that they would eventually win the struggle.

In conclusion, Davies wrote:

So ‘the Chinese Communists watch us with mixed feelings. If

we continue to reject them and support an unreconstructed Chiang,
they see us becoming their enemy. But they would prefer to be
friends. ©Not only because of the help we can give them but also
because they recognize that our strategic aims of a strong, in-
dependent and democratic China can jibe with their nationalist

objectives.

-

Y1pia., 668,

20114, , 669,
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In his second memorandum, Davies questioned the degree to which the
Chinese Communists were really Communists. "The Chinese Communists are
backsliders,”21 he began. They still acclaimed the infallibility of
Marxian dogma and called tﬁemgelves Communists, but ". . . they have be-
come indulgent'of human frailty and confess that China's communist sal-
vation can be attained only through prolonged evolutionary rather than
immediate revolutionary conversion."22 There were several reasouns for
the moderation of the Communists, Davies suggested. First, they were
Chinese, and being so they were inclineq‘in spite of their early excesses,
toward compromise and harmony in their human relationships. Secondly,
they were realists. They recognized that 90% of the Cﬁihese masses were
peasants and that they still lived in semi-feudalism. Not until China
had developed through several generations would it be ready for Communism.
The immediate program, they beiieved, according to Davies, ". . . must
therefore be elementary agrarian reform and the introduction of political
democracy."23
Furthermore, Davies pointed out, the'Chinesé in Yenan were mdre
nationalist than Communist. Their primary emotional and intellectual
emphasis had shifted after seven years of fighting from internal revo-

lution to nationalism. And now that the Communists were beginning to

come into power, Davies added, they were, as had many revolutionary

21pia.

22Ibid.

231p1d., 670.
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- groups before them, mederating and becoming scbered by their realization
of responsibility.24

In his third memorandum, Davies asked rhetorically, "Will the Com-
munists Take Over China?"25 His answer was an unequivocal, Yes. "The
Communists are in China to Stay,"26 he wrote. China's destiny was not
Chiang's but the Communists'. The Communists were so strong between the
Great Wall and the Yangtze River, he contended, th=y could look forward
to the postwar control of at least North China. The chances were good
that they would also control many areas in Central and South China,
though not through the use of force, he implied. '"The Communists have
fallen heir to these new areas by a process which has been operating for
seven years, whereby Chiang Kai-shek loses his cities and principal lines
of ‘communication £o the Japanese and the countryside to the Communists.”27
Chiang could crush the Communist movement only if he were able to enlist
foreign aid and intervention con a scale équal to the Japanese invasion of
China. More likely than not, Chiang would plunge China into civil war,

but he would not succeed, Davies argued, "

. where the Japanese in
more than seven years of determined striving have failed. The Communists

are already too strong for him,"28 Davies concluded.

24Ibid.

231bid., 671.

261114,

271p14., 670.

281p14., 671.
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Davies undoubtedly prepared these reports in anticipation of Hurley's
arrival. WNormal procedure would surely require the Foreign Service offi-
cer on location to advise an arriving political negotiator on political
conditions in the area, as well as the position of strength or weakness,
from which the party to the negotiations was bargaining. It appears quite
clear that Davies saw the Communists in a very strong bargaining position.
It was his job to relay this impression to General Hurley upon his arrival
on November 7, 1944,

The story of Hurley's arrival at the Communist Capital is a color-
ful one, and has best been recorded by the then Commander of the Dixie
Mission, Colonel Barrett.

The arrival of the plane from Chungking was always a big event

in Yenan, and on the afternoon of the 7th of November, Chou En-
lai and. T were.among. a large crowd of Chinese and Americans on
hand to greet it. After it had landed and the doors opened,
there appeared at the top of the steps, a tall, gray haired,
soldierly, extremely handsome man, wearing one of the most behu-
tifully tailored uniforms I have ever seen, and with enough rib-
bons on his chest to represent every war, so it seemed to me, in
which the United States had ever erngaged except possibly Shay's
Rebellion. It was Major General Patrick J. Hurley. . . .29

The exact date of Hurley's arrival had apparently not been announced
in Yenan, for neither Barrett, nor the Chinese officials were prepared to
find the General aboard this particular Yenan flight. Barrett was asked
to hold Hurley there until Mao could be summoned, and shortly, the high
Communist official arrived in the only piece of motorized equipment that
the Communists owned, an old broken-down truck with a covered cab, which
looked as if it should not have made it even to the landing strip. Fol-

lowing the truck, came a company of infantry, hastily mustered at a nearby

barracks. The entourage was a humorous sight tc behold, claimed Barrett,

29Barrett, 56.
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as it quickly lined up in guard-of-honor formation to be reviewed by the
arriving dignitary. But even more humorous, Barrett recounted, was Hur-
ley's review of the Communist formation.

After the General had returned the salute of the officer command-
ing the company, he drew himself to his full impressive height,
swelled up like a poisoned pup, and let out an Indian warwhoop.

I shall never forget the expressions on the faces of Maoc and Chou
at this totally unexpected behavior on the part of the distin-
guished visitor.

Following this display, one which the Russians had experienced as

well, when Hurley was visiting the Soviet front earlier in the war,Bl Mao

and the General boarded the ancient truck and with Barrett along as an
interpreter, moved toward their quartefs in Yenan. Barrett's remembrance
of this journey is equally as entertaining as his report gf Hurley's mil-
itary review.

This [interpreting] was a task of some difficulty, due to the
saltiress of the General's remarks, and the unusual language in
which he expressed himself. His discourse, in addition, was by
no means connected by any readily discernible pattern of thought.
Seeing country people on the road would remind him of anecdotes--
which probably meant nothing to Mao--about old friends back in
Oklahoma. One old farmer having trouble with a balky mule which
had been frightened by our truck elicited a yell from the General,
"Hit him on the other side, Charley!" These and other spontaneous
remarks required quick thinking and free translation on my part
in order to give the chairman and Chou En-lai some faint idea of
what the talk was all about.32

Barrett was, on the other hand, impressed by General Hurley's skill
as a negotiator, once the official meetings opened on November 8. Hurley,

Barrett pointed out, was quite cautious and leaned over backward to be fair

Pmbiq,

31Lohbeck, 179.

32Barrett, 57.
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to both the Rational Government and the Communists. He emphasized that
the American interest was only in accomplishing the final defeat of Japan as
opposed to interference in the internal affairs of China.

Hurley quickly presented Mao with a copy of what Barrett assumed to
have been the "Revised Draft" of Hurley's "Basis for Agreement.'" After
reading the draft handed him by Hurley, Mao asked the General whose ideas
the five points of the document represented. Hurley replied that they
represented his ideas, but that they had been worked on by the Generalis-
simo and some of his advisors as well. In Barrett's opinion, and, as he
told Hurley at the time, Mao actually wanted to know if the Generalissimo
had agreed ﬁo all the points, a question which Barrett felt was under-
standable as the points presented to Mac were not at all in keeping with
the-usual way Jrr whiclr Chiang expressed himsell., Hwerley-indicated that
the Generalissimo had agreed to the points.33

This first meeting was more for formalities, and little was ac-
complished beyond casual introductions and the presentation of the Kuom-
intang~revised draft. That afternoon, however, the group met once again,
and this time became involved in more substantive issues. Mao opened
the discussion with a long tirade against the National Government, claim-
ing it was Chiang's intransigence and corruption which blocked all ef-
forts by more reasonable Chinese to unify the country and fight the Jap-
anese. Defending the National Government, Chiang, and the Kuomintang,

Hurley was met with the response that what Mao had said about Chiang

33;9;9,, 58. Barrett did not see the actual document which Hurley

gave to Mao, but based his judgment on his recollection of the wording

as read to Mac, compared to the two documents printed in Foreign Relations,
1944, VI, 569 and 666.
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Kai-shek and the Kuomintang had already been said by President Roosevelt,
Winston Churchill, Doctor Sun Fo, and Madame Sun Yat-sen. These people
were not enemies of China, Mao indicated, bringing Hurley to task for
the suggestion he had made that Mao's criticisms had sounded like the
words of China's enemies.

Hurley rallied to this challenge, and in Barrett's opinion, showed
considerable skill as a negotiator, by simply telling Mao that he had ap-
parently misunderstood the Communist leader®s remarks, and admitted that
there was some corruption in the Cﬁinese Nationalist Gove?nment. He then
quickly took another tack, acknowledged the-sincerify of Mao's desires
for a peaceful ard united China, and turned to the Kuomintang's proposals
as evidence of Chiang's sincere desire for a scttlement with the Communists.

Mao; however; was not swayed by the National-Government's so-called
"sincerity," for as Barrett related, Mao simply "pooh-pocohed" the Nation-
alist's offer of a seat for the Communists on the National Military Coun~
cil. It meant nothing, Mao indicated, and to Hurley's suggestion that
this would at least be a foot in the door, Mao'pointed out that a foot
in the door meant nothing if one's hands were tied behind one's back.
Many members of that Council were denied knowledge of its action, Mao
charged and furthermore, the body had not even.met for some time.

With this, Hurley wisely suggested that if the Communists did not
consider the Kuomintang's terms fair enough, they should offer their own
terms for joining in a coalition with the National Government. This the
Communists agreed to do if given time to prepare such terms. The meeting
ended, thereupon, to convene once more on the following afternoon, when

the Communists would be prepared to present their terms.34

34Barrett, 58--61.
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When the group met again on the afterncon of November 9, Mao handed
Hurley the Communist proposals. Barrett did not read the document re-
ceived by Hurley but recalled that Hurley had read it and had stated that
the proposals appeared to be entirely fair, but did not go far enough.
Hurley then said, according to Barrett's account, "if Chairman Mao has no
objections I would like to study them carefully and make some suggestions
which I shall present tomorrowAmorniné."35 According to Barrett, the Com-
munists seemed surprised that Hurley wished to broaden the scope of their
proposals, but did not objéct. The meeting was adjournedkthen, and Hur-
ley departed for his quarters to work on the Communists' proposals.

It is unfortunate that there was no official transcript made of
the negotiatiéns, other than a recording of the events by Hurley's per-
sonal. seeretary; a. Sergeant Smith, which conflicts drastically with Bar-
rett's account of the events.gﬁ‘ According to Barrett, the document which
Hurley returaed to‘Mao on the morning of November 10, evidenced very

clearly Hurley's ideological contributions. Point two of the five-point

3D1pid., 62.

36Ibid., 36. It is of significant interest that in the report

written by Hurley's personal secretary, and printed in Foreign Relations,
1944, VI, 674, there was no mention of this action taken by Hurley. Bar-
rett made note of this fact and wrote that "It is my distinct recollection
. » « that after the General had said he found the terms fair but not
breoad enocugh, he took them back to his quarters and worked them over, and
did not offer his suggested modifications until the final meeting on the
morning of 10th of November." Barrett, 62. Sergeant Smith's report of
the negotiaticns indicated that all revision took place on the afternocon
of November 8. But there is no mention by Smith, of Hurley's alleged
re-writing of the Communist proposals., The evidence tends to support
Barrett's account, 2s a reading of Smith's report indicates that the
negotiations had to have consumed more than a period of one day. Fur-
thermore, the final draft of the Communist proposal was in fact, signed
on November 10, 1944, yet Smith indicated that the final draft was at~-
tached to his November 8, report. Because the entourage left Yenan on
November 10, a further question arises over what occurred on November 9,
and why Smith left that day out of his report.
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proposal had called for the reorganization of the National Government into
a Coalition National Government which would embrace all anti-Japanese par-
ties and non-partisan political bodies. Then, in point three, the Com-
munists proposed that "the Coalition National Government will support the
principles of Sun Yat-sen for the establishment in China of a government
of the people, for the people and by the people."37 This terminology had
also been placed in the draft basis for agreement presented by Hurley to
the Kuomintang and the Communists, and related to the political philosophy
articulated by Sun so many years earlier. But in addition, point three
stated that

The Coalition National Government will pursue policies designed

to promote progress and democracy and to establish justice, free-
dom of conscience, freedom cof the press, freedom of speech, free-
dom of assembly and association, the right to petition the govern-
ment for the redress of grievances, the right of writ of Habeas
Corpus and the right of residence. The Coalition National Govern-
ment will also pursue policies intended to make effective those
two rights defined as freedom from fear and freedom from want.

It appears that at least one member of the negotiating party was
well-versed in the provisions of the American Bill of Rights. It is
doubtful that the above terminology was placed in the proposal by the
Chinese. As Barrett has written:

The fine Italian hand of General Hurley in the above terms

is clearly apparent. If the Communists present at the meeting
had never before heard of the Bill of Rights in the Constitu-
tion of the United States, they had a good opportunity to learn

about them on this occasion.

The Chinese do not traditionally show their feelings on their faces,

37Foreign Relations, 1944, VI, 687.
381444, , 688.
39

Barrett, 63.
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Barrett pointed out, but on this occasion it was quite evident from their
expressions that they were ektremely rleased with the document presented
them by Hurley. They had every right to believe that Hurley had taken
the document to reduce their proposals to fit those of the Kuomintang.
But he had come back with all they had offered and more--including every
right guaranteed Americans ﬁn&er the first ten Amendments of the United
States Cc:mstit:utim'l.‘{'D

According to Barrett's account, Hurley's presentation on thz morn-
ing of November 10, was followed by a "love feast" with éverycne in a
very happy mood. Both events lasting»far past the lunch hour, that meal
was bypassed and sometime after noon the groﬁp departed for the landing
strip for the return flight to Yenan. But as they weré about to leave
the-seene-of the meeting, Barrett recounted, Hurley turned to Mao. and
suggested that the two of them sign the document just agreed upon, to
indicate that they both considered the terms fair and just. Mao agreed,
and just as they were about to place their signatures (Mao signed the
copies rather than placing his chop upon them), Hurley said to Mao, "Chair-
“man Mao, you of course understand that although I consider these fair
terms, I cannot guarantee the Ceneralissimo will accept them.v"t}l Hurley
was obviously trying to point out to Mao that the documents being signed
were not final agreements. Unfortunately, it would be Hurley who would
forget this fact in later months, and charge the Communists with a breach
of faith for not standing behind what they had solemnly agreed to at Yenan

on November 10, 1944,

40Ibid.

411p14., 64.
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As Hurley left Yenan to return to Chungking, his confidence in him-
self, to the extent that he believed he had made giant strides toward af-
fecting a settlement between the Communists and the Kuominténg, had been
greatly bolstered, And he now believed even more that he was dealing
with two political factions each with democratic motives, and each willing
to compete democratically for a voice in the ruling of the country.

But when Hurley reachéd the National wartime Capital, his confidence
ebbed somewhat.‘ Driving straight to his villa, he met with T.V. Soong,
the Kuomintang Foreign Minister, who looked at the Communist proposals,
and informed Hurley that the agreement was little more than a "bill of

goods."

Greatly disappointed at Soong's immediate rejection, Hurley, al-
ready suffering from a col& contracted in the north, went to bed where he
stayed for the better part of a week, receiving ra.visitors. and nat re-
turning to his work until November 16.&2
When he did finally return to his desk, he found waiting for him, a
Kuomintang counter-draft prepared and delivered by Dr. Wang and General
Chang on November 15. This counter-draft was couched in similar terms
as that handed Hurley on November 7, but now called for the total sub-
mission of the Communist forces to the rulc of the Kuomintang.43 The
two factions were still separated by a considerable distance, therefore,
neither really Qanting a coalition government which would give the other
the chance of surviving as a permanent political force in China.

But Hurley had not given up hope, and was still confident that he

could eventually bring the two together, as he continued to promote

42Smith, "Alone in China," 89.

43Foreign Relations, 1944, VI, 697.
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negotiations between the Kuomintang and Chou En-lai, the latter having

flown with Hurley to Chungking for just that purpose. But at the same

time, Hurley was facing other obstacles which would soon, in his mind at

least, become major impediﬁents to a successful settlement of the Chinese

problem.



CHAPTER VII
TOWARD ALIENATION AND ISOLATION

In a memorandum dated November 14, but apparently not sent until
sometime after November 16,1 John Patton Davies reported on conversa-
tions between him and Hurley in which Hurley had evidenced "guarded op-

timism" over the negotiations which had begun between the Kuomintang
|
representatives and Chou En-lai. But in addition to Hurley's optimism,

. |
there was detected by Davies, a degree of skepticism and distrust in

Hurley's view of other personnel around him; Hurley had indicated to
Dawies that any breakdown. in thavnegotiatio%swwaswm@zewap&-tawbe-thew
fault of the Government than of the Communiéts. He believed that the
Generalissimo was willing to reach an agree;ent with the Communists but
that Chiang's wishes were being éaboiaged b; the Nationalist leader's
subordinates. Hurley claimed he was being éold one thing by Chiang and
another by the men surrounding-the Generali;simo. Furthermore, Hurley
revealed to Davies, ﬁe had had a conversati&n with Sir Horace Seymour,

the British Ambassador to China, and Sir Horyace had attempted to convince

the General of the desirability of China reﬁaining divided, and to dis-

|
suade Hurley from working to bring the Government snd the Communists to-

gether.

Davies Memorandum, "Conversation With Major General Hurley," For-
eign Relations, 1944, VI, 692, Davies indicated that Hurley had seen the
Kuomintang counter-draft to the Communist draft agreement brought back
from Yenan, Hurley did not see this draft until November 16. Therefore,
Davies must have started his memorandum on November 14, but not finished
it until after November 16.
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Davies épparently felt it wise to follow up on Hurley's contention,
and on November 17, lunched with Mr. John Keswick, Counselo; of the Brit—
ish Embassy.2 From their conversation, Davies gathered that the British
had little concern about the expansion of the Chinese Communists, taking
that expansion for granted. Keswick pointed out that Chiang had proven
himself in the past to be a wily, hard-~headed politiciéﬁ, and that if he
had not become inflexible and if he was still prdvided with accurate in-
formation, he might succeed in unifying China. Keswick was doubtful,
however, that this was still the case. He felt that if a coalition were
formed and tﬁe National Government reformed, ". . . many rice bowls would
be broken,"s.meaning, according to Davies' interpretation of the remark,
that many of Chiang's closest advisors were opposed to a coalition which
would include the Communists. Keswick's overall attitude, Davies observed,
was one of slightly perplexed resignation. )

I asked him what British policy was. Keswick replied that it

was to stay out of involvement in the present Chinese political
scene., He said that the British felt that there was nothing
they could d? §t this staﬁe to help the situation; that they
proposed to wait and see.

Keswick's remarks to Davies were not quite in keeping with the atti-
tude Hurley claimed to have detected from Sir Horace, though, understandably,
Keswick may not have been at liberty to express such to Davies at the time.
Sometime around December 4, however, Hurley became cognizant of a report

of an interview held by a British Colonel with a Kuomintang General in

which the Chinese General had allegedly said that it was a mistake to

2Dayies Memorandum, "British Views on the China Situation," Ibid.,
7040,
31pid., 701.

4Ibid.
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attempt to unite the Kuomintang and the Communists. Hurley had called in
the Chinese General to question him about the statement, and was met with
a denial, the General claiming that he had never made such a statement.

Hurley, now believing the British were engaged in a conspiracy to
frustrate his attempts at unification, called in Sir Horace, to whom he
branded the report false and cha?ged that it had been intended to in-
fluence the American Foreign Service officers against unification. The
British Ambassador was reportedly bewildered by this attack, but never-
theless, told Hurley that he would withdraw the report.5

Hurley's charge that there was an attempt being made to influence
Foreign Service officers, must surely have stemmed from several reports
which had come‘to the General's attention at about the same time he was
experiencing his first'set-backs in the Communist-Kuomintang negotiations.

On November 15, Davies had submitted a memorandum entitled, "Amer-

ican Chinese Relations During the Next Six Months,"6

in which he urged
that Chiang Kai~shek not be abandoned, but at the same time, that the
United States be realistic, and exercise caution in supporting a bankrupt
regime. Pointing cut that the Russians might soon enter the Pacific war,
Davies wrote that ". . . we must make a determined effort to capture po-
litically the Chinese Communists rather than allow them to go by default
wholly to the Russians."?

A coalition government would be most desirable, Davies suggested,

and pointed out that Hurley was negotiating with both factions to that

5Smith, "Alone in China," 103.

6Foreign Relations, 1944, VI, 695.

7 1bid., 696.
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end. But if that proved impossible, then the United States must deter-
mine which side it would support. Meanwhile, there was little time to
spare, Davies urged. '"While being careful to preserve the Generalis-
simo's 'face', we should without delay begin to expand our limited
representation and activities at Yenan."8 Then, he wrote, if a coali-
tion government was established, the United States could immediately
launch large scale operations against the Japanese in the Communist con-
trolled areas. If negotiations broke down, however, there would still
be Qell—established relations with a Communist regime that would, in all
likelihood, inherit North China and Manchuria.

The greatest danger, as Davies saw it, was in the United States'
being placed in 2 disadvantageous middle position, betwecen 'the British,
undercutting us with Chiang, the Russians undercutting us with the Com-
munists, and we. . . impotent with indecision."9

Davies concluded his memorandum with seven points which the United
Stétes, he wrote, should keep in mind as basic considerations. The
seventh indicated his strong feelings about the whole political situation
in China, and his pessimism toward the negotiations then going on between
the two factions:

. . . 8till presupposing a collapse of the current negotia-

tions, should we reject the Communists and continue to back
Chiang we shall be committed to a regime dependent upon Anglo-

American support for its truncated existence, a regime of
slight use to us in our final attack on Japan.l10

8Ibid.

9Ibid.

105114, 697.
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In addition to Davies' rather negative views on the possibility of
a successful outcome of the Communist-Kuomintang negotiations, Hurley
had become aware of the views of John Stewart Service, who, when Hurley
was in Yenan, had been in Washington conferring with policy makers. On
October 10, 1944, Service had submitted his report No. 40 from Yenan, but
the report had not reached the Embassy until November 9.11 Hurley undoubt~-
edly saw it for the first time when he returned from Yenan on November 10.

In submitting this report, Service indicated that in the past he
had been allowed to express his opinions based on observations in Yenan,
with perfect frankness and that he trusted he would be permitted the con-
tinued frankness which was evidenced in his attached report--a report in
which he would advocate a stronger American policy toward Chiang Kai-shek
and the Central Government.

Service began his report by pointing out that the United States'
dealings with Chiang Kai-shek continued to be on the basis of an unreal~
istic assumption that he was necessary to the cause, It was time, Ser-
vice suggested, that the United States, for the sake of the war and her
iInterests in China, take a more realistic line. The Kuomintang was bank~
rupt, he contended, and with that party's failure, dissatisfaction was
rapidly growing in China. The Kuomintang was dependent upon American
support for its survival, but the reverse was not the case~~the United
States was not dependent upon the Kuomintang.

Service then went on to expand upon five areas in which the United

States was not dependent upon Chiang's government or his party. "We do

llJohn Stewart Service, Report No. 40, "The Need For Greater Realism

in Our Relations witn Chiang Kai-shek," Ibid., 707.
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not need it for military réasons,"l2 he emphasized. The National Army was

not, nor was it capable of, fighting an effective-offensive against the
Japanese. But because of the sentiment of the people, the National govern-
ment could not refuse to allow American forces to fight the Japanese on
Chinese territory, Service contended, implying that the United States
should perhaps, launch its own offensive despite the objections which

ﬁight arise from the Central Government over large numbers of American
troops on Chinese soil.

Nor did we need to fear Kﬁomintang surrender or oppbsition, Service
claimed. The Party and its leader, the Generalissimo, would stick by the
United States because victory was certain and the United States was their
only hope for continued power. Unifed'States support of the Kuomintang,
houwaset:,..would -not stop its traitorous. relations.with. the-enemy and.would.
. . . only encourage it to continue sowing the seeds of future ciQil war
by plotting with the present puppets for eventual consclidation of the
occupied territories against the Communist-led forces of popular resis-
tance."l3

Collapse of the Kuomintang Government need not be feared, he con-
tinued, because all the other groups in China wished to mobilize to fight
the Japanese. Any new government would be more cooperative and better
gble to mobilize the country. By continued support of the Kuomintang
government, Service contended, the United States.was tending toward pre-
vention of the reforms and democratic reorganization of the government

which were essential for the revitalization of China's war effort. With

21454, 708.
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United States support the Nationalists would continue on their present
course, becoming more corrupt and more impotent, and the other factions,
particularly the Communists' would eventually be forced to protect their
interests by more direct opposition to the Central Government.

Furthermore, Service noted, the United States did not need to sup-
port the Kuomintang for international political reasons. The day when
China was to be considered one of the '"Big Four" had come to an end, he
argued. The United States could no longer hope that China, under the
Kuomintahg as it then stood, could be an effective balance to Soviet
Russia, Japan, ox the British Empire in the Far East. On the contrary,

"

Service added, . . . the perpetuation in power of the present Kuomin-

tang can only mean a weak and disunited China--a sure cause of interna-
tional involvements in the Far East."14

Finally, Service countended, the United States need not support
Chiang in the belief that he represented pro-American or pro-democratic
- groups. All the people and all other political groups in China were
friendly to the United States, he argued, and they looked to the United
States for their salvation, both then and after the war. Furthermore, the
party ideology at that time, as evidenced in books written by Chiang
himself, was fundamentally anti—fCreign and anti-democratic, both po-
litically and economically.

In conclusion, Service pointed out that American policy toward
China should be guided by two facts. First, the United States could not

hope to successfully deal with Chiang without being hard-boiled. Second,

the United States could not hope to solve the problems in China without

Y 1pid., 710.
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considering the opposition forces there—-Communist, provincial, and
liberal.

As had others before him, Service drew the parallel between the
Communist influence in China and the situation in Yugoslavia. The United
States should not seek to solve the problems in China by talking only to
the Kuomintang officials in Chungking as the British had tried to do in
Yugoslavia, through Mikhailovitch and King Peter's government, and by
ignoring Tito.

Reiterating his contention that the United States should not fear
the collapse of the Kuomintang government, Service held that it might
very well collapse,

. . » but it will not be the collapse of China's resistance,

There may be a period of some confusion, but the eventual gains
of.the.Kvomintang's -collapse will more tham.make. up-for this.
The crisis itself makes veform more urgent--and at the same
time increases the weight of our influence. The c¢crisis is the
time to push~-not to relax.1l3

These reports were crossing Hurley's desk at the same time that he
was experiencing set-backs in his attempts to negotiate a settlement be-
tween the Communists and the(Kuomintang. The proposal which he had
brought back from Yenan--a proposal’which he thought was fair and rea-
sonable--had been rejected out of hand, by the Kuomintang. This must
surely have been a personal defeat for Hurley, if in fact, as thé evidence
seems to show, he did have a considerable influence on the wording of the
Communist proposal. But other events were occurring which, when combined
with a generally negative attitude expressed by Foreign Service personnel, .
were beginning to lead Hurley to believe that his attempts were being

undermined by those around him.

151014,
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Shortly after Stilwell's recall, Ambassador Gauss had resigned, and
ﬁn November 17, President Roosevelt indicated to Hurley that he would like
to appoint the General to the position of Ambassador. Apparently the
President was of the opinion that Hurley was by then familiar with the
situation in China, and as capable as anyone of assuming Ambassadorial
responsibilities, But though Hurley commanded the respect of the President,
he was not highly respected by the men who would work under him--men who
had held Stilwell and Gauss in esteem and who saw Hurley as lacking in the
professional military and diplomatic expertise of his predecessor. These
men saw Hurley, furthermore, té have been to a degree, responsible for
Stilwell's recall and Gauss' subseﬁuent resignation. They were of the
opinion that Gauss had resigne& in protest to Stilwell's recall-—-an op-
inion.widely held in Washington as,well.lé

From the moment of Hurley's arrival in Chungking, he had witnessed
a display of pessimism on the paft of nearly all those with whom he came
in contact, toward the possibilities of uniting the Chinese. Gauss had,
from the beginning, been quite skeptical of the probability of successfulr
negotiations between the two competing factions,l? and his skepticism had
been shared by éthers such as Davies and Service. Initially, however,
Hurley had shrugged off the pessimism and ﬁad movéd ahead with confidence.

But shortly after he had been confirmed as Ambassador, the person-
ality conflict became very pronounced over an incident which was a severe

affront to the man who had displayed'no lack of pride in the past. Prior

to his appointment and confirmation as Awbassador, Hurley had maintained

16

Smith, "Alone in China,"™ 122.
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quarters provided by the Army. But once he assumed his Ambassadorial
position, he thought it only fitting that he reside in the Ambassador's
residence. Upon investigation, however, Hurley discovered that after
Gauss' departure a number of Foreign Service officers had occupied the
house, and that the Ambassador's bed had been comandeered by George
Atcheson, the senior officer in the Eﬁbassy.

Hurley immediately demanded that the house be vacated, including
the bed, but Atcheson claimed that the men had a right to live there
and that the bed had been Gaﬁssf personal property. Gauss had turned
the bed over to him as a gift, Atcheson clained, and advised Hurley to
maintain his Army residence. Hurley then ordered the men out of the
residence, but met with initial resistance. Eventually the house was
vacated "ard- Hurley woved in, though it has never been learned who kept
the bed. Nevertheless, the incident did not rest well with Hurley, and
did not make his relations with the Foreign Service persbnnel any
smoother. Apparently, the General ;ever forgot the incident.18

To compound these clashes of personality, there soon occurred a
drastic split ih opinion azbout American policy in China, between Davies
and Hurley. On December 12, Hurley reported to President Roosevelt that
after a long dela&, Chou En-lai had returned to Yenan and had, on December
10, notified Hurley that the Communists would not accept a three-point
proposal submitted by the Kuomintang.lg On that same day, Da&ies, in a

memorandum which was transmitted to Harry L. Hopkins at the White House

81154, 123.

19Hurley to Roosevelt, Foreign Relations, 1944, VI, 733. See also

"Third Counter Draft by Chinese Representatives,'" Ibid., 706.
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as well as to Hurley,20 charged that the negotiations aimed at finding a
basis for settlement between the Communists and the Kuomintang had failed,
although it was not impossible, he added, that one side or the other might,
in the near future, revive the talks with neﬁ proposals.

But as long as the deadlock existed, Davies wrote, or as new nego-
tiations dragged on, it was reasonable to assume that Chiang would con-
tinue to refuse the United States pe?mission to exploit militarily the
position held by the Chinese Communists which extended far into the Jap-

anese zone of operations. With the war proving so costly to the United

"

States, Davies argued, ". . . we can ill afford to continue denying our-

n2l

selves positive assistance and strategically valuable positions. It

was time, Davizs continued,

« + . that-we unequivocally told Chiang Kai-shek that we will
work with and, within our discretion, supply whatever Chinese
forces we believe can contribute most to the war against Japan.

We should tell him that we will not work with or supply any
Chinese unit, whether Central Government, Provincial or Com-
munist, which shows any inclination toward precipitating civil
conflict. We should tell him that we proposa to keep him, as head
of the recognized governmen%2 informed of what supplies we give
the various Chinese forces.

In an earlier report of December 9, which was also sent to Hopkins,23

Davies had charged that unless driven to an extremity, Chiang Kai-shek
would not form a genuine coalition government. This was quite the con-
trary to what Hurley had been indicating to Roosevelt, and to what he

again relayed to the President in his December 13, telegram:

2ODavies Memorandum, "Proposed Statement of American Policy," Ibid., 734.

21p44., 735.

?21bid.

3Davies Memorandum, "The Generalissimo's Dilemmas," Ibid., 724.
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« +» o+ Chiang Kai-shek again advises me that it has been and is
his earnest desire to arrive at a settlement with the Communist
Party. He assured me again and wished me to assure you that it
is now his purpose to make a settlement with the Communist Party
his first order of business.2% '

The day following the despatch of Davies' memorandum in wﬁich he had
claimed that the Kuomintang-Communist negotiations had ended in failure,
Hurley wired the Secretary of State to stress that although the Communists
had rejected the Central Governmentfs counter—-proposals, the door to fur-
ther negotiations was defiﬁitely not ciosed. Nor was the Communist posi-
tion fmmutable, he argued. "'While they are unquestionably in a strong
bargaining position," he wrote, 'they will probably be willing to retreat
somewhat from their original proposals provided that they are convinced
that the Generalissimo is genuinely desirous of meeting them on an equit-
ab%ewbaaisn"zs Aware of Dawies! memorandum to Hopkins, Hurley no.doubt
sent this message to the Secretary in an attempt to diminish the impact
of Davied remarks.

By late December, 1944, it had become clear to Hurley that certain
members of his staff, both those working directly with him and those as-
signed as observers in the north, were viewing the general political sit-
uation with much less optimism than he. In a report to the newly-ap-
pointed Secretary of State, Stettinius, dated December 24, Hurley indicated
that he believed there was considerable opposition to unification, but
mentioned only that which he thought was coming from foreigners.

Generally speaking the opponents to unity in China are the im-

perialist nations who are now fighting for the reconquest of

zaﬂurley to Roosevelt, Ibid., 734.

25Hurley to Stettinius, Ibid., 737.
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their colonies in Southeast Asia and for the reestablishment
of imperialist colonial governments in the colonies. All of this
group try to convince the Chinese that everything America does
to unite_and strengthen China is interference in Chinese internal
affairs. '

But in a December 29, report to the Secretary, Hurley did, in an
indirect way, implicate American Foreign Service personnel in such ac-
tivity. Under the guise of reporting on several rumors being spread in
China and in the United States that Chiang had arrived at or was nego-
tiating secret peace arrangements with the Japanese, Hurley informed
the Secretary that he was pfesenting all of the points to that effect
which had been covered in the reports made by American diplomatic rep-

resentatives, who, among others, were persons "

. .+ « who have predicted
or who desired the collapse of the Chinese National Goverhment."27

THis very élight hint that some American dipiomatic personnel in
China desired or predicted the collapse of the Kuomintang government,
was the first on record made by Hurley. Although few, if any, of Hur-
ley's superiors in Washington saw it as such, it was as well, the first
hint of Hurley's alienation from the professional diplcmats‘in China.

Shortly after Hurley's clouded charges were made, John Davies, who
had been the first to openly and directly confront the General with op-
inions which by this time were quite opposed to the Ambassador's way of
thinking, arranged a transfer to the Embassy in Moscow. Just prior to
his departure, he was confronted by Hurley and involved in an exchange

which clearly evidenced Hurley's reéction to those who were by‘this

time being viewed by the Ambassador as his enemies and as enemies of the

26Hur1ey to Stettinius, Ibid., 737.

27Hurley to Stettinius, Ibid., 214.
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United States. The confrontation was reported by General Wedemeyer,
who was a witness to the exchange.

While having breakfast with Hurley, Wedemeyer was visited by
Davies who had come by to bid the latter farewell. In the General's
words:

It was inevitable that he and Mr. Hurley should exchange some

remarks, which became rather acrimonious. Other members of

my staff were present, so I suggested that we three go to an-

other room. The Ambassador and Mr. Davies then launched into

a very heated argument during which Hurley accused Davies of

being a Communist and of failing to support the directives of

his country in support of the Chinese Nationalists. Tears

came to the eyes of Mr. Davies as he heatedly denied Hurley's

accusation. Hurley said that he was going to have him kicked

out of the State Department.28
Wedemeyer apparently calmed the two, however, and reported that Hurley
relented somewhat, telling Davies that he would not immediately take
action against him.29 With that, Davies left the two and, on the same
day, left China.

The break between Hurley and Davies was a forewarning of future
conflicts which would develop between Hurley and the majority of his
senior Foreign Service officers. That Hurley's charges against Davies
were unfounded, is, without doubt, in retrospect. But Hurley at the
time was facing failure, perhaps for the first time in his life, and
was experiencing difficulty in determining the causes of his failure.
By all indications, the negotiations should have been a success, he

felt, for each side had professed the same objectives, each avowedly

seeking democratic unity and the defeat of Japan. But the negotiations

28Albert C. Wedemeyer, Wedemeyer Reports! (New York, 1958), 318,

291bid., 319.
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had broken down, and Hurley, hard pressed to determine why, began to see
less than loyal forces at work which were beyond his control, and in fact,
working directly against him and what he viewed to be the policy of the
United States Government.

In his December 24, report to Stettinius, Hurley had written that
it had been his understanding that the policy of the United States in
China was, among other things, 'to prevent the collapse of the national
government" and "to sustain Chiang Kai-shek as President of fhe Republic
and Generalissimo of the Armies."3o But there is no indication that the
State Departmentyor the President had explicitly stated this to be the
policy of the United States, either publicly or privately. The last for-
mal policy statement on Chinz had been that which Hull enunciated to the
Japemese-in-194d--one which had denounced interferemce in the internal
affairs of other countries. Privately, Roosevelt had made it quite
clear that he intended China to be one of the Great Powers after the war,
and that the United States recognized the National government to be the
legitimate government of all China. But there had never been an official
policy articulated which called for the prevention of the national gov-
ernment's collapse or for sustaining Chiang Kai-shek as President of
the Republic and Generalissimo of the Armies. Witgout doubt, the United
States'political and military leaders hoped that someone would bring order
to the chaos which was China, but their concern by 1944, was with getting
China into the war against Japan. The European conflict was drawing
nearer to victory for the Allies and the theatre would soon shift to the

Pacific. If China was divided when Japan met defeat, there would be a

30Hur1ey to Stettinius, Foreign Relations, 1944, VI, 745,
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ﬁolitical vacuum on the continent--one which might be filled By the Soviet
Union if some form of stable unity had not teen found by the Chinese.
Roosevelt had told Hurley in August that the United States would continue
to support Chiang, not because Chiang was a good leader, but because
Chiang was the best there was at the time and under the circumstances it
would be unwise to shift support to a leader who was untried. In other
words, Chiang held at least nominal power, and at such a late date a
shift in power might have resulted in‘greater chaos than already existed
in China,

But by the end of 1944, two major changes had been made in the
American diplomatic chain. Hurley had been named Ambéssador and Stet-
tinius had been named Secretary of State to succeed Cordell Hull, This
meant that Hurley was bLack in the State Department chain and no longer
communicating directly with the President. It also meant that he was
now communicating with a Secretary of State who was unaware of the pre-
vious developments in China. Therefore, when Hurley articulated what he
saw as policy in China, he received no word from Stettinius to the con-
trary. Roosevelt was, by January, 1945, making preparations for his
journey to Yalta to confer with Churchill and Stalin, and no doubt put
China in the background for the moment, confident that things were pro-
gressing well there as Hurley had been so optimistically reporting.

With no word coming from Washington to contradict his view of
American policy, Hurley came to believe that what he was prometing was
the official policy of the American Government. Criticism of Chiang
and the Kuomintang from any source other than the President or the
Secretary of State, therefore, appeared to Hurley to be in conflict

with the wishes and desires of the United States Government. Although
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Hurley was not even a well-trained professional soldier, he was more
that than a well-trained diplomat. Being more militarily-oriented, he
was more disposed to the idea that servants of the American Government,
both military and diplomatic, were obliged to follow orders. His orders,
as he saw them, were to preveﬁt the collapse of the Kuomintang Govern-
ment and to sustain Chiang Kai-shek in power. Any person other than his
Commander-in-Chief or the Secretary of State, after Hurley had been ap-
pointed Ambassador, who suggested doing other than what had been ordered,
was, in a sense, committing an act of insubordination. But Hurley's mil-
itary orientation was not the sole source of his attitude that others
were being insubordinate. He was clearly a man who toék‘pride in his
own perceived abilities and position. Ve recognized few who had greater
'aunhexingnthanmthat possessed-by himself, and was-easily offemded by oth-
ers who seemed tc be acting toward him with less than the respect he felt
was due him. And as his attempts to find a reasonable basis for settle-
ment were met with continued frustration, he became ever more sensitive
to criticism, until finally, he and the American policy in China, became

inflexible in support, albeit de facto, of Chiang Kai-shek.



CHAPTER VIII
CONFLICTING VIEWS OF AMERICAN POLICY

That Hurley's congeption of American policy in China was not as con-
cretely accepted in Washington as it was by the Ambassador is well evi-
denced by State Department probings and expressed views of December, 1944
and through the early months of 1945. |

Hurley's December 24, 1944 report to Stettinius had been in response
to the new Secretary's inquiries into the Ambassador's activities and his
views of the situation in China to that date,l On January 4, 1945, Stet-
tiniuswrepvrte&“té Preszident Rovusevelt, the impressions-gathered from
Hurley's return telegram.z Briefly reviewing the impédiments to a settle-
ment which had been imposed by both the Communists and the Nationalists,
Stettinius suggested to the President that an alternative to a final
seﬁtlement, if the latter proved impo%sible, might be an American military
command of all Chinese forces. Both %ides in China seemed to be in agree-
ment on such a command, and it would make possible ailimited supply of
ammunition and demolition material to the Communists--material which ". . .

all observers agree could be effectively used. "> An American command

would, Stettinius informed the President, obviate political difficulties

lStettinius to Hurley, Foreign Relations, 1944, VI, 744,

ZMemorandum, Stettinius to Roosevelt, Ibid., 1945, VII, 154.

*Ibid.
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in case of an American landing in coastal areas adjacent to Communist-
held territories. If Russia came Into the war in the Far East, there
would be considerable advantages to having an overall American command
in China rather than a dis;nited Chinese command. "And finally, an
American commaﬁd could serve as a stabilizing political influence in
the period immediately following the conclusion of hostilities in China."4

On §r about January 12, the Division of Chinese Affairs had sub-
mitted to the Joint Chiefs of Staff a memorandum entitled "Political Ap-
preciation of the Situation in China.“5 This memorandum was sent to Hur-
ley on February 8 by the Secretary of State, who remarked in his accom-
panying instructions that this and other material being sent to Hurley
"may be helpful to the embassy as indicating general lines of policy
and thinking in the Department with regard to China and matters affect-
ing present and post-war interﬁational relations in the Far East."6 The
memorandum was, in form, little more than a contingency report, which ex-
amined the various possible developments in the event that the Japanese
captured Kunming and/or Chungking.

The loss of either or both of the two cities would, the report be~
gan, seriously weaken or destroy the Central Government's armies and its
political position, which was already quite precarious. Such a loss
would encéurage the disaffection of the Central forces and probably lead
to their disintegration, after which the dissident elements would become

active and consolidated in a movement to form a "representative' govern-

ment, either through pressure on Chiang to support such a government, or

4Ibid,
5Memorandum prepared by the Division of Chinese Affairs, Ibid., 169.
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independently’of him.' In such a government, "the 'Communists' would prob-
ably participate‘. . . and in any case the weakening of the Kuomintang
armies and the heterogeneous, incohesive character of other groups would
make the 'Communists‘ the dominant force in China."? Along with Hurley
and many of the Foreign Serviée personnel in China, the Division of Chi-
nese Affairs was not yet convinced that the forces led by Mao were, in
fact, Communists. But by this time there was little doubt of the‘strength
of those forces.

If the Japanese were to fail to capture Kunming and/or Chungking, or
if they did not attempt to do so, the situation would probably remain as
it was, although if the Japanese did attack and were turned back by the
Chinese, Chiang's political position would be made much stronger. The
critdcism-of.Chiang's regime, the.report said,.had.been based.partially
on the failure of the Central Government armies to impede the Japanese
thrust into Free China. Without a Japanese drive against Kunming/Chung-
king, the conditions would probably continue at about the same rate of
deterioration as had been the case in the past. No perceptible change
under those circumstances was expected by the Division until Americans
landed on the China Coast or until the entrance of Russian forces into
China, if the Soviet Union came into the war against Japan.

There were two portions of this report which were no doubt of con-
siderable interest to Hurley. The first brought into douBt the success
of his efforts to unify China. The second, if read in a certain light,
would reinforce the Amﬁassador in his view of the China policy. The re-
port was pessimistic toward th; possibility of the Nationalists and Com-

munists being united. "A Kuomintang-'Communist' rapprochement which

71bid., 170.
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ﬁould provide the basis for real cooperation, is believed unlikely,"s the
report read. If Chiang were to succeed in stopping the Japanese drives
his position would be strengthened to the point that he would be less
likely to cooperate with the Communists, and the Communists could not be
expected to modify their terms. If Chiang's position were to weaken, how-
ever, the Communists would probably be encouraged to press for terms which
the Generalissimo would stubbornly oppose. While Chiang would probably
agree to Communist participation in tﬁe Government, he would not, it was
believed, give them or any other non-Kuomintang participants any real
voice. Informed Chinese observers; the report read, felt that in a genuine
coalition government Chiang would slowly lose his powér'and position and
that he was aware of this fact and was thus opposed to a real coalition.

Ofgreater hope, thie report-suggested, would be- the concluston of
a2 Kuomintang-Communist agreement, which would involve the coordination
of military activities through a coalition military council or through
an Allied command of the armies of the two competing facgions.

This suggestion was obviously a stop-gap measure aimed at putting
the Chinese armies into the field in a joint effort to fight the Japan-
ese. It was not a political measure. The political situation was seen
at best to be tenuous. The greatest fear, it appears, was that the Cen~
tral Government would fall at about the time the primary theatre of war
shifted from Europe to the Pacific, If the Central Government were to
fall, the report indicated, ", . . a considerable period of confusion
might ensue before a new Government could be established and its machin-

-

ery put into operations."9 During this period resistance would be

81bid.
Ibid., 171.
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&isorganized and, quite likely, even less effective than it was at
present.

The Division believed, therefore, that under the existing circum~
stances it would be advisable for the United States to continue dealing
with the presently recognizedigovernment of Chiﬁa. To deal with other
elements as long as the Central Government remained in power would ser-
iously endanger the existence of that government. However, when the
United States found it_necessary to laﬁd troops in areas of China where
the authority of the Central Government was non-existent, ". . . the
American commanders could not be expected to deai with friendly local
groups through the medium of Chungking or to await Chuﬁgking's approval
of supplying them with arms."10 Under such circumstances, the report
'canaiudadwamilitary exingencies would require the use of-aid to any and
all groups able and willing to fight the Japanese-~-"., . . irres@ective

' political affiljations and the state of their relations

of such groups
with the Central Governments."ll

From this report, one which was definitely not a policy statement,
Hurley probably gathered that his view of American policy had been rein-~
forced, though it did indirectly cast doubt upon the possible success of
his exuberant attempts to find a basis for agreement between the Communists
and the Kuomintang government. But the report also focused on an idea to-
ward which Hurley had expressed and would continue to express vehement
opposition--the possible arming of the Communists.

This report did not reach Hurley until February 8. In the meantime,
the Ambassador had submitted th; first of a four-part report to Stettinius

10
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feviewing in considerable detail the steps he had taken in China; first
to settle the problems between Stilwell and Chiang, and then to negotiate
a settlement between the Kuomintang and Communist Parties.l2

Hurley had apparentl& sent this report to his staff for review, for
in a memorandum of the same day to the Ambassador, George Atcheson, Coun-
selor of Embassy, had responded with a protest in defense of the Embassy
staff and others, against accusations which Hurley had apparently leveled
in his original draft.13 Hurley must‘have charged members of his diplo-
matic staff with advocating that the National Government be by-passed in

favor of the Communists, for Atcheson responded:

We would question the statement in the next to the last para-
graph of the telegram that there is opposition among ocur own
diplomatic representatives. There is no one on the staff who
believes we should by-pass the National Government in dealing
withr the Communists. From a recent conversation with-Mr: Ser-
vice . . . I am convinced that he does not think we should by~
pass the National Government in dealing with the Communists.l4

Hurley must also have expressed in the original draft a feeling that
his efforts were being unjustly criticized by his staff,wfor Atcheson al-
so informed Hurley that in reference to comments about the staff in the
preamble to his report:

We would question the penultimate sentence of the second para-
graph. We have not heard anyone on the staff express an opinion
that your conduct of the negotiations is an unusual and unjusti-
fied departure from State Department procedure. We do not believe
that any member of the staff holds such opinion. There is no mem—
ber of the staff that I know of who has not whole-heartedly hoped
for the success of your negotiations and the benefit to the war
effort which will obviously result therefrom.l

12Hurley to Stettinius, Ibid., 192,

-«

13Memorandum, Atcheson to Hurley, Ibid., 190.

Y41p14., 191.
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Hurley apparently took Atcheson's comments to heart, for there is
little in his‘report, as sent, which would indicate that the criticisms
which Atcheson and the Embassy responded to had been retained. Hurley
did, however, charge that he was meeting with opposition from some of the

", . . on the ground that the Com-

United States' military staff in China,
munist armed party is stronger than the National’army and we should deal
directly with the Communists, bypassing the National Government."l6 This
opposition, Hurley concluded, was based on erroneous and upsound premises.
Hurley made no mention of American policy in China. | The report &as
meant to review his activities and to give the new Secretary of State an

idea of how the negotiations had progressed to that point.  He did point

out, in concluding, that throughout the period of negotiations he had in-

sisted-that the-United States would not supply or othrevwise-aid the. Chi~
nese Communists as an armed political party or in an insur?ection against
the Natioﬁal Government. Any aid to the Communists, he wrote, must go
through the National Government of China. But in making !is point, Hur-
le& emphasized that, j

The Chinese Communist Party had never indicated to me that they

desired to obtain control of the National Government until, if

and when,. they achieve control through a political el%ction.l7

Stettinius responded to Hurley's report with remarks supportive of

Hurley's activities. In addition, the Secretary indicated that he was in
full agreement with the view expressed by Hurley that there was opposition

'. - 13 L | i 8
coming from the American military to continued support of!the National Army.1

16Hurley to Stettinius, Ibid., 197. I

1pid., 19. ‘ |
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Stettinius was referring here to a plan of which Hurley had become
aware and had informed the President about on January 14, In the process
of trying to determine why the Commﬁnist—Kuomintang negotiations had bro-
ken down in December, with Chou En-lai's return to Chungking, Hurley had
discovered a plan which had been formulated by General Robert McClure,
Wedemeyer's Chief of Staff, for the use of American paratroopers in the
Communist-held areas. The plan, according to Hurley, provided for the
use of Communist troops led by Americans in guerilla warfare. As Hurley
related the plan to Roosevelt:

The plan was predicated on the reaching of an agreement between
the United States and the Communist Party, by-passing completely
the National Government of China, and furnishing American sup-
plies directly to the Communist troops and placing the Communist
troops under command of an American officer.l

This plan héd become known to the Communists, Hurley wrote, and had
offered them exactly what they wanted all along--recognition and Lend-
lease supﬁlies from the United States, and the destruction of the National
Government. If the Communists were to succeed in making such arrangements
with the United States Army, Hurley contended, it would be futile to at-
tempt to save the National Government.

Hurley héd not known that the plan had been presented to the Commu-~
nists, he informed the President, until he became aware of a message from
the Communists, transmitted through Wedemeyer with instructions to by-pass
Hurley, requesting passage of Mao and Chou to Washington to talk to the

President. Wedemeyer had revealed this request to Hurley, and the Ambas~

sador deduced that it was a result of the McClure plan having been revealed

19Hurley to Roosevelt, Tbid., 174.
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to the Communists. Hurley believed that this was the reason for the
break-down in negotiations. With such a plan, which would provide aid
to the Communists without that aid being directed through the National
Government, the Communists had no need for further negotiations.20

Following a thorough investigation instigated by General Marshall
at Rcosevelt's suggestion, it was discovered that the plan, of which Hur-
ley was aware from the beginning, had been divulged to the Communists by
an overanxious McClure. Hurley had thought the plan a feasible one, but
only if it had the approval of Chiang. Against Hurley's advice, McClufe
had discussed the plan with Soong and General Chen Cheng, both of whom
expressed an interest but made no commitments. Excited at the response
his plan was receiving, McClure sent Lieutenant Colonel Willis H, Bird,
oﬁ«thew@ﬁ%icemoffStrategic-Services, to Yenan late -in-December-to ex—
plore with the officials there the practicality of a special unit for
operationg in Communist territory. Unfortunately, Bird conveyed to the
Communist leaders, much to the consternation of McClure who had not in-
tehded such, that a plan for a special unit was in the making. He did,
however, consistently point out that such a plan was tentative and sub-
ject to changes in American policy.21

Once these events became known to Wedemeyer and Hurley, the two
agreed wholeheartedly upon the facts of the case, but disagreed completely
on the results. Hurley felt the revelation of this plan to the Communists
had been the cause of the breakdown in hegotiations. Wedemeyer disagreed

emphatically. Nevertheless, in initially conveying the information to

21bid., 176.

21R.T. Smith, "Alone in China," 134.
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Washington, Hurley led the President to believe that high ranking officers
of the United States Army had been negotiating separately with the Commu-
nists. For this reason had Roosevelt directed Marshall to instigate an
investigation of the situation,z2 and it was this incident which Stetti-
nius had in mind when he wired Hurley on February 1.

In part two of his four-part report to Stettinius, Hurley reviewed
the events surrounding ﬁhe leak of the McClure plan to the Communists, and
pointed out that "as soon as I sensed this situation by opposition was more
than aggressive, it [was] impeccable and, as the results have indicateé,
successful."23 It was a proud and boastful man, therefore, who received
shortly thereafter the report issued by the Division of Chinese Affairs
which had éuggested that when the United States found it neceésary to land
troops~in.Communist-held territory, the American. commanders shewld provide
the local groups with arms and supplies without gaining Chungking's prior
approval.

In the period during which the main thrust of the war had been to-
ward Furope, the United States had been using valuable time in the Far
East seeking political stabilization in China in preparation for the in-
evitable assault on japan. By January, 1945, time was running out, and
China was in worse shape than ever. Those closest to the scene in China,
except perhaps Hurley, were increasingly concerned, not about stability
for its own sake, but rather over the ability of the United States to

successfully prosecute the war in the Far East, given the unstable cendi-

tions existing in China. On February 14, 1945 John Stewart Service and

221144, , 137.

23Hurley to Stettinius, Foreign Relations, 1945, VII, 210.
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Raymond P. Ludden expressed that concern in a lengthy memorandum to Gen-
eral Wedemeyer,24 a task which, for Service, must have been difficult.

Having been in Washington since October, Service rethrned to China
in January to replace Davies. Returning at about the time that Hurley was
involved in the controversy over the McClure plan, the Foreign Service
officer had been summoned to the Ambassador's office where he was told by
Hurley that if he interfered with the Ambassador in any way, he would be
broken. Service took this to mean he was not to make any more policy
recommendations.25 But he pfoceeded to do so, nevertheless, with Luddén
in February.

While in Washington, Service had been working in the Department of
State and was in close contact with the attitudes being expressed there
below the level of the Secretary. Unfortunately, the Department had
played a minor role throughout the war period, with Roosevelt conducting,
as he did; his own diplomacy. In Service's opinion, the Department was
not strengthened, but Was, after Stettinius' appointment, ". . . drifting
under a new and inept Secretary."26 As the European war was drawing near-
er to a close, the apparently imminent civil war in China and its post-
war implications began to concern the State Department below the Stettin-
ius level. Hurley was seen to be interpreting his mission more and more
as that of supporting Chiang, and the analysis of Service and the men
around him was that this was likely a losing cause. As Service had written

in retrospect, 'the State Department in this murky situation was operating

4Memorandum, Service and Ludden to Wedemeyer, Ibid., 216.

" ‘
23R.T. Smith, "Alone in China," 139.

26John Stewart Service, Personal Letter to Author, November 23, 1970, 3.
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hesitatingly and with difficulty and caution. Its desire was that we be
able to maintain some fle%ibility in what promised to be an unstable sit-
uation in China to avoid all-out commitment to Chiang and his government

if they should go down.”27

But the State Department was not, according to Service, ". . . in
a position to shout from the housetops, to issue orders, ot to slam the
w28 . . s .
table. The Department did make its position clear, however, in a mem~
orandum, which was subsequently sent to the State-~War-Navy Coordinating
Committee as well as to Hurley, pointed out that the short-term objective
of the United States government was ". . . to assist in mobilizing all
of China's human and material resources for prosecution of the war against
2 . . . . ;
Japan." 2 The long-term objective in China, the report continued, was
to ". . . assist in the development of a united, democratically progres-
sive, and cooperative China which will be capable of contributing to
N o 730
security and prosperity in the Far East.
The mission of the United States' military authorities in China,
the report said, should be focused upon the short-term objective. Mea-~
sures aimed at containing Japanese forces in cooperation with the Chinese

would call for a degree of rearmament, but, it was believed, ". . . mea-

sures undertaken at this time to rearm China in order that it might be-

31

come a strong Asiatic power would be impracticable." The Department
T 1bia., 4.
28Ibid.

9Memorandum, John Carter Vincent to Joseph C. Grew, Foreign Rela-
tions, 1945, VII, 38. See also, fn. 52, Ibid., 37.

301p44., 38.
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would like, it was added, to see the rearmament of all forces willing to
fight the Japanese, ". . . but the present unsatisfactory relations be-
tween the Chinese Government and the Chinese Communists makes it impol-
itic to undertake measures for the rearmament of the Chinese Communists
even though it is generally conceded that they could effectively use
quantities of small arms ammunition and demolition materials."32 If op-
erations were undertaken along the China Coast, however, it was suggested
that American military authorities should be prepared to arm any Chinese
forces which they believed cbuld be effectively used against the Japanese.

It was the United States' purpose, the report\stated, to utilize

its influence to bring about, both as a short-term and as a long-term ob-

jective, the unification of China. But it did not necessarily follow,

33

", . . that- China should be uaified under Chiang Kai-shek."

However, with regard to the short-term objective, Chiang appears
to be the only leader who now offers hope for unification. The
alternative to the support of Chiang for the attainment of our
immediate objective might be chaos. With regard to our long-
term objective, it is our purpose to maintain a degree of flex-
ibility which would permit cooperation with any leadership in
China that would offer the greatest likelihood of fostering a
united, democratic and friendly China.3%

The report made by Service and Ludden on February 12 was in keeping
with this two~pronged policy statement which Hurley had received on Febru-
ary 9. The United States had but one immediate objective, the two men
wrote; ''the defeat of Japan in the shortest possible time with the least

. . . 3 . . e
expenditure of American lives." > But the attainment of this objective
32_
Ibid.

33Ibid.

3&I{tamoranchlm, Service and Ludden to Wedemeyer, Ibid., 216.

*>1bid.
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demanded the effective mobilization of China in the war againét Japan.
There was ample evidence to show, the men argued, that the war against
Japan was of secondary importance to the Kuomintang Government. The
Generalissimo's intentionsboﬁ eliminating all political opposition, by
force if neceésary, had not been abandoned, nor had its desire to con-
serve such military force as it possessed for use in maintaining its po-
litical ﬁower.

The aim of the American policy in China, the report continued, was
", . . the establishment of political unity in China as the indispensable
preliminary to China's effective military mobilization."36 But the execu-
tion of American policy had not contributed to the achievement of this
stated aim. It had, in fact, retarded its achievement, the men argued.

It has had this undesired and undesirable effect because our
statements and actions in China have convinced the Kuomintan
Government that we will continue to support it and it alone.

The United States could not hope for any improvement in the situa-
tion, the argument ran, unless the decision was made to throw considerable
influence upon the Kuomintang Government in the direction of internal
unity. "We should be convinced by this time that the effort to solve the
Kuomintang-Communist differences by diplomatic means has failed,"38 they
concluded,

The men went on to offer suggestions on execution of American pol-

icy, referring, as had many in the past, to the British approach to the

361p14.

3 1py4., 217.

381p14.
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situation in Yugoslavia, and Churchill's declaration of support for Marshal
Tito. Quoting Churchill's statement, which in effect said that ideolog-
ical preferences were irrelevant to the problem, and that all parties and
factions should be judged by their readiness to fight the enemy, Service
and Ludden admitted that for the Commander-in-Chief to take such a stand
would mean the withdrawal of support from the Central Government. But '"that
would be both unnecessary and unwise,"Bg they continued.

It would service notice, however, of our preparation to make use

of all available means to achieve our primary objective. It

would supply for all Chinese a firm rallying point which has thus

far been lacking. The internal effect in China would be so pro-

found that the Generalissimo would be forced to make concessions

of power and permit united front coalition. The present opposi-

tion groups, no longer under the prime necessity of safeguarding

themselves, would be won wholeheartedly to our side and we would

have in China, for the first time, a united ally.ao

Service and Ludden were no doubt thinking of the original United States
policy of non-interference in the internal affairs of other countries, when
they then noted that, like it or not, the United States was, by its very
presence in China, becoming a force in the internal politics of that country.
Then, in their concluding paragraph, they made their strongest point:
Our objective is clear, but in China we have been jockeyed into

a position from which we have only one approach to the objective.

Support of the Generalissimo is but one means to an end; it is not

an end in itself, but by present statements of policy we show a

tendency to confuse the means with the end. There should be an

immediate adjustment of our position in order that flexibility of

approach to our primary objective may be restored.

This final point was clearly directed at Ambassador Hurley. That he

had felt its impact as well as that of other messages reaching him by this

39 1p1d.

40Ibid.

“I1pig., 218.
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time was revealed when, on February 18, he despatched part of his report
to Stettinius. After reviewing the developments of the negotiations, de-
velopments which by that time looked to him to be somewhat favorable if
each side would make a few slight concessions, Hurley suddenly shifted
from a discussion of the negotiations to an obviously bitter denunciation
of the Communists.

All the arguments and all the documents submitted should indi-
cate to you that the Chinese Communist Party is not democratic;
that its purpose is to destroy the control of the government by
the Kuomintang before there has been an opportunity to adopt a
constitution or to return the control of the Government to the
people on a democratic basis.42
It is difficult to determine whether Hurley intended to express his
own opinion with this statement or to relay the thinking of the Kuomintang,
for with the sentence which followed he began a lengthy listing of argu-
ments against the Communists as expressed by Chiang and his close associ~
ates. In sum, these arguments said, in effect, that the Communists were
simply interested in overthrowing the one-party rule of the Kuomintang
and replacing it with the one-party rule of the Communist Party. All the
criticism which had come from the Communists and all the propaganaa about
the Communists being democratically inclined had been just that--propa-

"

ganda, disseminated by the Communists ". . . for the purpose of breaking

the faith of the United States in the integrity of the Chinese National
Government."43

But whether or not they were his own arguments or those of the Chi-

nese Nationalists, it was clear that Hurley agreed with them. In his

42Hurley to Stettinius, Ibid., 227.

“31pid., 228.
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closing two paragraphs he pointed out that he was convinced that the United
States was right in its decision to support the National Government of
China and the leadership of Chiang Kai-shek, and that General Wedemeyer
had read the report and had stated in his own opinion that it was an ex-
cellent and logical presentation of the facts.

Hurley was, in a sudden and vehement manner, expressing his frus-
tration to the Secretary of State, a fact which was made perfectly clear
by comments attached to his February 18 report, sub-headed, 'New Subject."éa
On February 6, Hurley had received a telegram from Acting Secretary of
State Grew, in response to a report the Ambassador had submitted two days
earlier. Hurley had enclosed in his report a'c0py of the tentative agenda
to be followed by T.V. Soong in his soon-anticipated meeting with govern~
nent-leaders in the Soviet U'nion.é‘5 Grew's responce to Hurley was in part
intended to caution the Ambassador:

. . . we feel, and believe you will concur in our opinion that,
while we are at all times anxious to be helpful to the Chinese

Government, we should not permit the Chinese Government to gain
the impression that we are prepared to assume responsibility as
"advisor" to it in its relations with the U.S.S.R.

Although Grew's message was directed specifically at Hurley's at-
tempts to involve himself directly in the coming negotiations between the
Chiuesé and Soviet government, Hurley apparently took it to be an admoni-
tion for his close involvement in the Kuomintang-Communist negotiations

as well, In his February 18 attachment he informed the Secretary that he

had prepared a reply to the February 6 telegram, but had not sent it as

4 1bid., 229.

4SHurley to Stettinius, Ibid., 851.

46Grew to Hurley, Ibid., 852.
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he intended to see him shortly and discuss the matter more fully in per-
son. Nevertheless, Hurley proceeded to ekpress his opinion ofVGrew's
suggestion:

In your message you appear to have reduced my role in these neg-
otiations to the position of merely making suggestions without
implementing my suggestions. It is my earnest desire to be amen-
able to every suggestion from [the] State Department even when I
believe our position is weakened and accomplishment postponed by
lack of vigorous implementation of suggestions.

Hurley had obviously misread Grew's message, for the Acting Secre-
tary had not suggested a reduction in the Ambassador's role in the nego-

tiations with the Soviet Union.48 But by this time, Hurley's behavior was

In an interview with John Stewart Service on December 7, 1970, the
present library curator at the Center for Chinese Studies, Berkeley, Cali-
fornia, made a point which meant little at the time but which has become
much more meaningful in light of the consistent misinterpretation of docu-
ments by Hurley, Grew's message of Februavy 6, 1945, being a particular
case in point. Service said that in all the time he had known Hurley in
China he had never seen the man read. Hurley had always, Service said, had
his material read to him by one of his staff or by his personal secretary.
At the time, Service indicated, he had thought that Hurley simply disliked
reading. But he had later come to believe that the man was somewhat short
on reading skills and to avoid a task which must have been tedious, had oth-
ers read material to him.

Taken at face value and in light of treatment Service received in the
years following the war, the statement may have been vindictive. But an ex-
amination of Service's and other State Department reports, compared with
Hurley's interpretation of those reports, indicates that for one reason or
another, Hurley was missing the primary thrust of their arguments.

If Hurley was, in fact, having those reports read to him, and was not
spending time studying them, it is easy to understand how they might have
been misinterpreted. Many of them deserved careful scrutiny, being complex
in verbage and the subtle logic of trained State Department minds.

On the other hand, it is hard to believe that a man with the legal
background of Patrick J. Hurley would not be a skilled reader. The fact
remains, however, that notwithstanding his legal training, Hurley had re-
ceived no schooling until he was 14 years of age, and then, what he did
receive until he attended law-school was sub-standard. While he might have
struggled through law training with low reading ability, the chances were
great that the task remained a tedious one. If so, the chances were quite
good that Hurley did, in fact, prefer to have one of his aides do his read-
ing for him,

A far more reasonable explanation, and one which has been attested
to by Mrs. Eugene Pierce, a New Mexico resident who has done a considerable
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becoming symptomatic of one suffering from paranoia. He had ordered
Service to cease interfering with him, had threatened to break both Ser-
vice and Davies, accusing the latter of being a C&mmunist, and had turned
abruptly against the Communists. In the short period of eleven days,
since his telegram of February 7, in which he had noted that the Commu-
nists were not iﬁ fact Communists, but rather were striving fﬁr democrat—-
ic principles, Hurley had made a complete about-face, charging now that
the Communists were not democratic. In the earlier telegram, he had
written that the Communist Party had never indicated to him that they
desired to obtain control of the National Government ". . . until, if
and when, they achieve control through a political (@:lec:tion."":‘9 Yet,
eleven days later he noted that the Communists' purpose was to destroy
the control of’thé government by the Kuomintang before there had been
an opportunity to adopt a constitution. Patrick J. Hurley was on the
defensive.

It appears to be quite clear that during these first weeks of 1945,
Américan policy in China was, in many respects, uncertain. The Secretary
of State was in the process of trying to gather background information,
most likely to get a feel for the situation in China so that he could
formulate policy. The State Department, below the level of the Secre-
tary, was moving with caution, but at the same time held the opinion that
the first priority was the defeat of Japan in the quibkest way possible.

amount of research on Hurley and had contact with the late Ambassador, as

well as with his wife and son, is that Hurley, in his vanity, refused to re-
veagl that his eyesight was deteriorating while in China. He probably did
not wish his associates to know that he needed eyeglasses to read. It surely
would not have been beyond the man, given his egomania, to lead his subordin-
ates to believe that in deference to his position, it was only proper that

material be read to him.

49See fn. 17.
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To that extent, some form of military unity in China was imperative,
The drive against Japan was foreseen to be quite near and the Department
believed the Chinese forces would be vital for the containment of Japan-
ese forces on the continent, Because of the immediacy of the situation,
it would be unwise at that point to shift support from thang to any
other political or military ieader. He at least controlled a government
which was, if only to‘a‘degree, functioning. Ser?ice and Ludden, in
their February 14 message, had not advocated that the United States
shift its support away from Chiang, only that it shift from a "diplo-
matic" to a hard-line approach, and force Chiang, under the threat of
cessation of aid, to create an effective fighting force which would in-
clude all those willing .to fight the Japanese.

The-greatest .fear being expressed by Service, Ludden and the De-
partment, was that Chiang would come to believe that he had the complete
and permanent support of the United States, not only against the Japan-
ese but against the Communists as well. If there were any clear-cut
Américan policy in‘China, it was merely to sustain Chiang Kai-shek in
his fight against the Japanese, not in his fight against the Communist
Chinese or any otherkdissident Chinese group.

But Hurley had come to believe that American pélicy was to sustain
Chiang Kai-shek in power--period. He therefore saw not only himself but
American policy as well being criticized by all, except perhaps the Sec~
retary of State and the President. As he received messages which, unfor-
tunately, were aimed at his activities in subtle rather than explicit
£erms, he became outraged and defensive. As indicated in his message
attached to the February 18 report, his approach to the task facing him

in China had included "vigorous implementation of suggestions," to the
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negotiating parties. But as has been shown, his idea of vigorous imple-
mentation was active involvement to the extent of incorporating his per-
sonal ideological convictions into proposals supposedly written by the
negotiating parties—-convictions which were alien to the political cul-
ture of the Chinese people. And as evidenced by his final report to
Stettinius, Hurley had made the shift which members of the State Depart-
ment had feared--he had rejected the Communists and had thrown his per-
sonal support to Chiang. Through Ambassador Hurley, the United States
had taken sides in the internal affairs of China, and had violated the

policy of non-interference articulated by Cordell Hull in 1941,



CHAPTER IX

THE OPPOSITION FAILS

On Februvary 19, 1945, Ambassador Hurley departed Chungking for the
United States for consultations with the State Department. Immediately
upon his departure, the Embassy staff at Chungking grasped at an oppor-
tunity they had not previously been offered. Challenged‘by Hurley's au-
thority, threatened by the Ambassador's warnings to Service and his fight
with Davies, faced with the accusations in Hurley's January 14 draft re-
port to Stettinius, and in general, objecting to Hurley's naive and un-
realtistit view of his ability to a {ind a solution-to the~problems of
China, the staff, led by the now ranking cfficer in the Embassy, George
Atcheson, prepared a report to the State Department.

The draft report, which was actually written by John Stewart Ser-
vice,l was signed and sent by Atcheson on February 28, with the closing
remark that it had been drafted ". . . with the assistance and agree-
ment of all the political officers of the staff of this Embassy. . . ."2
It reached Washington shortly before Hurley arrived on March 3, and the
next day was brought to the Ambassador's attention.

"The situation in China appears to be developing in some ways that

are not conducive to effective prosecution of the war, nor to China's

lR.T. Smith, "Alone in China," 157.

2Atcheson to Stettinius, Foreign Relations, 1945, VII, 246.
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future peace and unity,"3 the report began. The recent diplomatic and
persuasive attempts by the United States to assist the Chinese factions
in arriving at a compromise settlement of their differences was a neces-
sary first step, it continued. And unity had been correctly understood
to be the best way toward the effective conduct of the war by China, as
well as toward the speedy emergence of a peaceful, strong, united and
democratic China. But recent developments had combined to increase
Chiang Kai-shek's feeling of strength and had resulted in an unrealistic
optimiém on the Generalissimo's part which had in turn led to his lack
of willingness tc compromise.

The Communists, on the other hand, had come to the conclusion that
the United States was definitely committed to Chiang's support, and that
there would.be no force exerted to compel him to allow aid to or cooper-
ation with them. The Communists were, therefore, for their own self-
protection, taking a line of action, and aggressively expanding their
area of control southward. In doing so, it was the Communists' inten-
tion to make themselves invincible before Chiang's armies were ready,
and to present the United States with the dilemma of accepting or refus-
ing Communist assistance if American forces were to land anywhere along
the China Coast. Some Communists close to the Yenan leaders were, as
well, beginning to discuss the possibility of seeking Soviet aid.5

The conclusion seemed clear, the Embassy staff reported:

. . . although our intentions have been good and our actions in
refusing to deal with or assist any group by the Central Govern-

31bid., 242.

“Ibid.

Ibid., 243.
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ment have been diplomatically correct, if this situation contin~
ues and our analysis of it is correct, chaos in China will be in-
evitable and the probable outbreak of disastrous civil conflict
will be accelerated.

If the high military authérities of the United States Government
agreed, the report suggested, that some aid and cooperation with the
forces that had proven themselves willing and able to’fight the Japan-
ese was necessary, it was the staff's opinion that any further steps in
American policy should be based upoﬁ this military question. "The pres-
ence of General Wedemeyer in Washington as well as General Hurley should
be [a] favorable opportunity for discussions of this matter,"? they urged.

Assuming that the military neceésity existed, the staff proposed,
for the Department's consideration, that the President inform Chiang in
no uncertain terms '"that military necessity requires that we supply and
cooperate with the Communists and other suitable groups who can assist
in the war against Japan . . . and that we are taking direct steps to
accomplish this end."8 Assufances could be made to Chiang, they added,
that the United States was not contemplating a reduction in aid to the
Central Governmént and that the Central Government would be kept fully
informed of the extent and types of such aid. Chiang could also be im~
pressed with the idea that aid at that time would insure him against any
independent action on the part of the Communists, and would lessen the
chances that the Communists would turn to the Soviets for aid.

As one result of the recent Kuomintang-Communist negotiations, the
report claimed, the principal and over-riding issues had become clear:

61bid.

7 Ibid., 244.

8Ibid.
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The Generalissimo and his Government will not at this time on
their own initiative take any forward step which will mean loss
of face, prestige or personal power. The Communists will not,
without our guarantees in which they have confidence, take any
forward step which will involve dispersion and eventual elimin-
ation of their forces upon which their present strength and fu-
ture political existence depend.9

The steps the staff was proposing, therefore, would exert upon both
parties the necessary force needed to break this deadlock. The "modus
operandi" embodied in the proposals would, furthermore, initiate concrete
military and eventual political cooperation which would, in turn, provide

" : , " . 10
a foundation ". . . for increasing future development toward unity."

The staff's proposals were quite reasonable:

(1) The formation of something in the nature of a supreme war
council or war cabinet in which Communists and other groups
would have effective representation and some share in respon-
sibility for the formulation and execution of joint war plans,
amd (2) the nominal incorporatioa of Communist- and other se-~
lected forces into the Central Government armies under the op-
erational command of American officers designated by the Gen-
eralissimo on the advice of General Wedemeyer, on agreement by
all parties that these troops would operate_ only within their
present areas or specified extended areas.

The teport stressed, however, that it should be made quite clear
that the above proposals would not be contingent upon reaching final agree-
ment, on internal Chinese arrangements. In other words, the immediacy
of the situation called for implementation of the proposals before reach-

ing a negotiated settlement between the Communists and the Kuomintang--

contrary to the condition which Eurley had demanded.

Ibid., 245.

lolbid.

11
Tbid., 244.
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Again, the staff referred to the Yugoslavian predicament which was
handled successfully, it appeared, by Churchill. The statements of poliqy
should perhaps be made to Chiang in pfivate, they suggested, but in the
event that he refused to cBoperate, the policy should be made public, just
as Churchill had done in Yugoslavia. But even if not made public, the
fact of American assistance would gquickly become known throughout China,

and would, the staff believed, have "

. « » profound and desirable polit-
ical effects in China."12 There was fremendous pressure in China for
unity based on a reasonablekcompromise with the Communists, which would
‘perhaps give the repressed liberal groups a chance to express themselves.
Liberals within the Kuomintang had been ignored in thé recent negotiations
by their own government, but not by the Communists. This group had be-
come disillusioned and discouraged by what they saw as an American commit-
ment to the reactionary Kucmintang leadership. But if the steps being
proposed were implemented, the Embassy staff argued, the morale and pres—
tige of these liberal groups would be raised considerably, ". . . and we
would exert the strongest possiblé influence through these internal forces
to impel Chiang to put his own house in order and make the concessions
necessary to unity."l3
~ The Chungking Embassy staff had been genuinely concerned over the
situation in China for some time. A great part of that concern was over
the good possibility that the Communists would turn to thé Soviet Union

for aid, purely out of necessity. This concern was expressed again in

the February 28 report, when the staff argued that

-«

120454, , 245.

L1via., 246.
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. « «» by such a policy, which we consider realistically accepts

the facts in China, we would expect to secure the cooperation of

all of China's forces in the war, [and] to hold the Communists

to our side rather than throw them into the arms of Russia (which

is otherwise inevitable if Russia enters the war against Japan) .14

There can be no doubt that the Division of Chinese Affairs received

this report with approval. On March 1, John Carter Vincent addressed a
memorandum to Undersecretary Grew and to Joseph W, Ballantine, the Direc~-
tor of the Office of Far Eastern Affairs,15 in which he wrote that

. « . the probability that unity of command will not be achieved

in the near future, considered in the light of prospective mili-

tary action in China this year, compels us to seek an alternative

solution to the problem of effective utilization of all forces in

China capable of fighting the Japanese.16

There was every likelihood, Vincent wrote, that United States forces

which might land in coastal areas north of Shanghai would find Chinese
Communtst troops nearby. There seemed to Le-every indicationy he con-
tinued, that the Communist forces would be of assistance to the American
troops, not only in coastal landings but in related operations against the
Japanese in North China as well. The United States should be prepared,

T

therefore, ". . . while continuing to exert our influence to bring about

Chinese political and military unity,"17 to supply those forces when the
need arose, with arms and ammunition.

- But this had been said many times over in recent weeks by several
State Depdrtment men. What had not yet been said, and wha; Vincent now

wrote, was:

141014,

L1v1d., 247. fo. 19, -

161bid., 248.

17114,
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There should be no question of choosing between Chiang and the
Communists; of withdrawal of support from Chiang. But likewise
there should be no question of an exercise of our prerogative,
dictated by military necessity, to utilize all forces in China
capable of cooperating with us in the fight against Japan.
Chiang, having failed to effect military unity, should.-be told
that he has forfeited any claim to exclusive support.
Vincent then added parenthetically, that since writing the above report
he had read Atcheson's February 28 report, and felt that it should receive
. . : 19
the most serious consideration.

On the following day, the Division of Chinese Affairs issued a
statement entitled, "American Policy With Respect to China.” Written by
Everett M. Drumright with contributions from Vincent and Edwin F, Stanton,
Deputy Director of the Office of Far Eastern Affairs, this policy state-
ment incorporated every suggestion and argument made by the Embassy staff
and by Vincent in his memorarrdum of the previous day.20 ~Although vot~ -
versed in terms as strong as those used by the Embassy staff, the policy
statement did press the point that Chiang should be ". . . frankly in-
formed that because of the vital importance of the vigorous prosecution
of the war we may find it necessary to give military assistance not only
to his forces but to other groups who in the opinion of our military au~
thorities can be effectively used in specific military operations against

21 .
the Japanese." It was clear, the statement read, that the United States,

must, in its own interest, maintain a flexible policy, vis-a-~vis Chiang

Kai~shek, for two reasons. First, the United States might be in a posi-
181414.

014,

201454, , 249.

211444, 252.
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‘tion to withdraw support from Chiang should his government become impo-

11

tent; and second, . . the United States appears to possess, in its

discretion to grant or to withhold support and assistance, a weapon which
may be used to induce Chiang to cooperate . . . ."22

Although the title of this statement indicated that it was one
which defined American policy toward China, the fact remained that but
one person made policy in Washington--President Roosevelt. Unless Roose-
velt directed Hurley‘to follow the policy outlined on March 2, the Ambas~
sador would continue to follow what he considered to be the President's
original instructions.

Joseph Grew, Acting Secretary of State, received the policy state-
ment on the same day it was written.23 Although there is no indication
that~he-sent-the wirsle docvument, he did transmit to the-President the
Embassy telegram of February 28, with the comment that despite a number
of encouraging developments in China over past months, the Department
had become increasingly concerned over indications that Chiang had adopted
an intransigent attitude toward a settlement with the Communists. ''These
developments," Grew wrote, "emphasize the need of flexibility in applying
our policies toward China."24 The coming meeting with Hurley and Wede-
meyer, Grew concluded, would provide an opportunity to go over the whole

L]

situation with them, ". . . in particular the Embassy's recommendation

that we consider giving war supplies to the Chinese Communists as well
'3 » 'S "25
as to Generalissimo Chiang.

22Ibid., 251.

233a11antine to Grew, Ibid., 253.

ZAGrew to Roosevelt, Ibid., 254.

251p1d.
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On March 4, 1945, Hurley was shown the Atcheson telegram at the
State Department and his reaction to its contents was violent.26 Claim-
ing to have been "called on the carpet" by Vincent and another man, Hur-
ley, recounting the incident in 1546, charged that the two men had put
him on the defensive about his activities in ChiAa, but that neither of
the two had understood America's role there. ”Hé told Vincent the pol-
icy he had been implementing as Ambassador in Chi%a was the policy of

the President, which had been in effect since theibeginning of the war
w27 E
) 1

There exists no record of Hurley's conversations with Vincent on

-

that day, other than Hurley's own account given t? Life Magazine in
8 ‘

January, 1946.2 There does exist, however, a re&ord of a telephone con~

|

versation between Hurley and Joseph Ballantine cnithe"following day, in

which Hurley's objections to the Atcheson telegraﬁ are clearly revealed.

1
Hurley had called to tell Ballantine that he would not be able to make a

scheduled appointment with him on that day, and hak then referred to the

conversations of the previous day about the Atchesbn telegram. He wanted

to know if his point of view had been understood. [Ballantine told the

!
Ambassador it had, although it was felt that Hurley had read into the

1 .
message implications which were not in accord with the Department's in-

terpretati'on.29 Apparently Hurley had argued that|arming the Communists

|

would be a recognition of their belligerent statusﬁ Such recognition
|
R.T. Smith, "Alone in China," 159. |
. a

27zh;g‘ i

26

|
281p14. \ |
|

29Ballantine Memorandum, Foreign Relations, 1?&5, VIiI, 260.

|

|
|
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would be inconsistent with the United States' recognition of the National
Government as the government of China. Ballantine attempted to point out
to Hurley that he did not see how Atcheson's recommendations would in-
volve recognition of Communist belligerency, but to little avail. Hurley
simply turned to the ethics of the telegram, telling Ballantine that he
felt the sending of it was an act of disloyalty to him on the part of his
staff.

Hurley had argued furthermore,
. » » that it reopened a question which he had thought had al-
ready been decided, that it revived the question of the recog-
nition of the Communists as armed belligerents, and that it was
over that issue that General Stilwell had been recalled. He
felt that the sending of the telegram made it necessary for him
to fight all over again with the State Department, the War De-
partment and the White House the issues raised in the telegram.
Batlantine repertedly tried- to convince llurley that Atcheson had
merely been doing his duty in sending his estimate of the most recent de-~

velopments in China along with the theoughts of the Embassy in that connec~

tion. But Hurley had responded that he had ended the Army's oppbsition
. w3l
"

to his policy by ", . . getting the die~hards transferred. It looked

to him as though he still had the State Department career officers to

contend with now, "

. . . who were upholding each other and who resented
Ambassador Hurley's policies."32 The net effect of the telegram, Hurley
told Ballantine, was to undermine his efforts. The Communists would not

be conciliatory if they thought that they were going to get supplies from

the United States. Ballantine then closed the conversation with Hurley,

3O}Zbid., 261. .

S1bia.

321b1d.
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informing the Ambassador that any decision made would be done so at
high levels and that Hurley should talk to Mr. J.C. Dunn, Assistant
Secretary of State and to Mr. Grew.

On the day following.the Ballantine-~Hurley telephone conversation,
Ballantine,,SténcOn and Vincent drafted a memorandum to Assistant Secre-
tary Dunn, in which they stated that as far as they could determine, there
was no difference in view between them, (including Atcheson) and Hurley.
They again reviewed the recommendatioﬁs whtich had been coming through the
Department, and those which they had favored, particularly the ones which
urged the creation of a unified military force commanded by an American
officer and that of giving aid to all military forces.in China,

As fezr as they could understand him, Hurley was concerned that the
supplying of military arms to the Communists would constitute recognition
of that party's belligerent status, and would result in the speedy over-
throw of the Nétional Government. They differed with Hurley on both
counts, the message indicated. Arming the Communists to the degree which
they had in mind, would neither provide them with enough to overthrow the
National Government, nor constitute recognition of belligerency. This
did not involve any question of concluding a formal agreement with the
Communists, they reported, or the taking of any steps which would consti-
tute recognition of belligerency on the part of the Communists or ény
other group.33

Again, the message urged that a statement be made to Chiang that,

+ « «» with a view to expediting operations against the Japanese in

the Far East our military ‘authorities may give limited quantities
of military equipment to the Communists or any other Chinese group

33Ballantine Memorandum, Ibid., 262.
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which in their opinion would effectively use such ezuipment in
carrying on guerilla warfare against the Japanese.3

In concluding the report, they stressed that Atcheson's plan had
peen proposed as a method to be turned to only in case of a deadlock. If
there should be no deadlock, and ", .‘. if an agreement is reached between
Chiang and the Communists, whiéh Ambassador Hurley feeis confident will be
achieved by the end of April,"35 then no alternative plan would be war-
ranted, and the need for Atcheson's plan would not arise.

What Hurley was doing during this period is not quite clear. The
most comprehensive coverages of the events following his reaction to the
Atcheson telegram are to be found in R.T. Smith's "Alone in China,” Her-

bert Feis' China Tangle, and Don Lohbeck's Patrick J., Hurley. Smith's ac-

count, one which was based almost entirely on the Hurley Papers, merely
states that, "confident that he still enjoyed the support of President
Roosevelt, Hurley began the process which would bring the situation in the
Chungking Embassy under control."36 Smith then goes on to report that
Atcheson and Service were eventually reassigned at Hurley's request. He

offered no documentation on either of the two points. In China Tangle,

Feis wrote that Huriey talked to Stettinius, Marshall, Stimseon and the’
President about the issues, and, "in the upshot the President upheld Hur~
ley. It was again decided that we would not help the Communists uunless
and until Chiang Kai-shek consented."37 Here again, no documentation is

provided.

341v1d., 264,

351bid.

36R. T. Smith, "Alone in China,' 161.

37Feis, China Tangle, 272.
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As Lohbeck reported in his biography on Hurley:
Pat Hurley did not accept defeat. He carried his fight against
the sabotage of American policy to higher quarters; he talked to
Secretary of State Stettinius, with Chief of Staff Marshall, with
Secretary of War Stimson, and finally President Roosevelt,38
Lohbeck~then quoted Hurley as having later said, "I won over all of
their criticism for one reason only . . . . The President sustained my
position and said it was in keeping with the traditional American policy

in China."39

There is no indication by Lohbeck of where he obtained this
information, except that the above quoted statement was made by Hurley in
retrospect.

It‘is truly unfortunate that no record or documentable information
is aveilablc to substantiate the three claims put forwafd that Hurley was
upheld by the President. Not to be debated is the fact that Atcheson and
Service wereAtransferred short}y after Hurley's clash in Washington. But.
there is nothing in the record to show that this was a result of Roose~
velt's interference on Hurley's behalf. Furthermore, there was no need
for the President's interference in this action. Hurley was Ambassador,
and the recall of Foreign Service officers is a prerogative of an Ambassa-
dor. The alternative would be for the Secretary of State to refuse and
cause the Ambassador considerable embarrassment which would, in turn, no
doubﬁ lead to his resignation. That the latter was highly undesirable at
that time is without doubt.

That the President upheld Hurley on the question of American policy

in China, as Hurley understood it, is gquestionable. The evidence which

is available leads to the conelusion that Hurley did not take a strong

38Lohbeck, 382.

39Ibid.
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stand with the President over the Chinz policy which was being debated
between the Ambassador and the Department of State. By the tiﬁe Hurley
did see Roosevelt the issue raised was one dealing with the recent agree-
ments arrived at between Roosevelt and Stalin at the Yalta Conference--
agreements which were secret, but which had been the subject of rumors in
China, and about which Hurley intended to learn more. On that point, more
will be written later.

Suffice it to say that there existed no substantial agreement be~-
tween Hurley and the State Department on China policy. The Department>
was calling for flexibility to meet certain military exigencies which
might arise as the war in the Far East progressed toward the final as-
sault on Japan. It was not yet known if the United States would be land-
ingwAmerican'forcés“along the China coast, though it was suspected., If
that should be the case, it was felt wise to prepare for the use of what-
ever Chinése forces were available to fight the Japanese in the landing
areas and possibly elsewhere. This meant that Communist troops might
ha&e to be armed--if and when that exigency arose. The post~war situa-
tion was as vet unknpwn. But even on this question the Department was
advocating a flexible position. TFlexibility meant, to the State Depart-
ment, keeping the United States free to shift its support to a political
leader other than Chiang Kai-shek if he should prove impotent, and unable
to maintain a viable government. The Department was carefully avoiding
an all-out commitment to Chiang and his govermment, but it was also cau-
tious not to indicate that American support, if it did shift from Chiang,
it would go to the Communist Party.

Hurley, on the other hand, was vehemently opposed to even the sug-

gestion that relatively small amounts of assistance be given to other than
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the National Government and its forces. Not only had he become inflex-
ible in his support of the Kuomintang Government, he had reached the
point where he would not even consider a course of action which was pro-
posed to take effect only {; the case of his failure to bring the two
Chinese factioﬁs together. The very suggestion was a challenge to his
ability and he firmly believed that aid in any form to the Communists
would conétitute the recognition of their belligerent status in a civil
war. He held this opinion in spite of the fact that men who were edu-
cated and trained in international relations rejected the argument that
aid to the Chinese Communists to fight the Japanese would constitute rec-
ognition of that Party's belligerent status vis-a-vis the National Gov-
_ernment. Perhaps Hurley believed that because he had been trained in
law, he was better prepared to make such a judgment.

Nevertheless, Hurley beliéved that the outcome of his clash with
the State Department was renewed support for his China policy. He had
been victorious over those whose intent it was to sabotage all that he
had accomplished so far. Service and Atcheson were to be recalled, and
in his opipion the President's faith in the Ambassador to China had been
reaffirmed. That reaffirmation came in the form of another special mis~

sion dpon which Hurley was sent following his meetings with the President.



_CHAPTER X

THE VICTOR FAILS

Ambassador Hurley did, on several occasions, talk to the President
during his February, 1945, visit to Washington. He confronted the Pres-
ident in fact, though he immediately softened his approach upon seeing
Roosevelt's extremely poor physical condition. Having haa no success in
gathering informatign about the Yalta agreements from the State Depart-
ment, Hurley went to the President, as has been reported on numerous oc-
casioné, "with my ears back and my teeth skinned, to have-a fight about
whatchadwbeen'donef"l But whern-the Ambassador saw-how-ill the Presdident
was, he lost all the fight he had in him, and quietly inquired about
what had occurred at Yalta.2

According to most accounts, Hurley and the President discussed the
Yalta Conference on several occasions far into the month of March. Hur-
ley finally prevailed upon Roosevelt to let him examine the documents,
and once this had been accomplished, the Ambassador attempted to show
the President that the secret portion would be a violation of China's

territorial sovereignty.

lFeis, China Tangle, 279. See also, Lohbeck, 366,

2Ibid.

3F0r "Agreement Regarding Entry of the Soviet Union into the War
Against Japan," signed on February 11, 1945 by Roosevelt, Churchill and
Stalin, see Foreign Relations; The Counferences at Malta and Yalta, 1945,
968-84. See also Diane Shaver Clemens, Yalta (New York, 1970), Appen-
dix A, 315. The agreemeunt was as follows: The three signatories agreed
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According to all that Hurley said and testified to in later years,
the President finally came to agree that ". . . Hurley's fears seemed to
be justified," and gave the Ambassador a special directive--". . . to go
to London and Moscow; to speak to Churchill and Stalin; and seek a way
to ameliorate the betrayél of China and return to the traditional Ameri-
can policy in the Far East."4

But with a view to the discussions which subsequently took place
between Hurley and the British and Russian heads of state, the directive
which Hurley claimed to have received from Roosevelt mustkbe questioned.
rhere is no indication whatsoever tha§ Hurley discussed the amelioration
of the Yalta secret agreement with either of the two. 1In substance, his
discussions with Churchill and Stalin revolved around questions of sup-
port of the American policy in China; In addition, Hurley discussed
with Stalin the coordination of joint Soviet-American disclosures of the
Yalta accords to Chiané Kai-shek. Chiang had not been at Yalta, and
Roosevelt and Stalin had decided to hold back on revealing the secret

agreement to him, both feeling that if he received the information pre-

3that Russia would enter the war against Japan within two or three months

after Germany had surrendered and the war in Europe had been terminated.
The conditions of Russian entry were: (1) The status quo in Outer Mon-
golia shall be preserved; (2) The former rights of Russia violated by the
treacherous attack of Japan in 1904 shall be restored viz: (a) the south-
ern part of Sakhalin as well as all the islands adjacent to it shall be
returned to the Soviet Union, (b) the commercial port of Dairen shall be
internationalized, the preeminent interests of the Soviet Union in this
port being safeguarded and the lease of Port Arthur as a naval base of
the USSR restored, (¢) the Chinese-Eastern Railroad and the South-Manchur-
ian Railroad which provides an outlet to Dairen shall be jointly operated
by the establishment of a joint Soviet-Chinese Company, it being under-
stood that the preeminent interests of the Soviet Union shall be safe-
guarded and that China shall retain full sovereignty in Manchuria; (3) The
Kuril Islands shall be handed over to the Soviet Union.

All of the above were conditioned upon the successful conclusion of
a pact of friendship and alliance between the USSR and China.

41ohbeck, 368.
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ﬁaturely, it might quickly be leaked to the Japanese. But as R.T. Smith,
who had examined the Hurley papers, has written, ". . . the subject of
changing the terms of the [Yalta] agreement did not arise."5

Roosevelt had no doubt expressed some reservations about the agree-
ment to Hurley in February and March, but it appears that those reserva-
tions were over questions of implementation. He had received word from
the State Department about the possibility of the Chinese Communists
seeking Soviet aid if not aided by the-United;States, and was well aware
of the problems of disunity in China. These ﬁroblems were no doubt re-
emphasized by Hurley in his discussioms with the President. But in view
of the fact that Hurley's mission to London and Moscowlwas to gain a re-
statement of Churchill's and Stalin's commitmént to American policy, it
appears-that Roosevelt's concern-was more witﬁ gaining guarantees that
the Soviet Union in particular would support the Central Government rath-
er than the Communists, when the Russians entered the Pacific War.

Judging from the concerted efforts made earlier in Phe war to con-

1
vince Chiang Kai-shek that he need not fear the Russians, Roosevelt

|
|

to China, so that when the Ambassador returned to Chungking he could
1

again announce to the Generalissimo that he had talked to the Russians

might very well have sent Hurley to London and Moscow on his return trip

and had received their guarantees of support. (Chiang, as well, had ex~

I

pressed fears of continued British imperialism in China and Hurley's stop

in London was quite probably aimed at alleviating those fears.

SR.T. Smith, "Alone in China," 170. For reports on Hurley's conver-
sations with Stalin, see Hurley to Truman, Foreign Relations, 1945, VII,
867; Kennan to Secretary of State, Ibid., 339. For Hurley's report of
conversation with Churchill, see Hurley to Secretary of State, Ibid.,

329, :
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That this was most clearly Roosevelt's intent in sending Hurley to
London and Moscow, is revealed in Hurley's telegram of April 14, 1945,
sent through the Secretary of State'to the new President, Harry 8 Tru-
man, on the occasion of Roosevelt's death.6 As the Secretary was aware,
Hurley began, he was then presently on a special mission which had been
directed by President Roosevelt to confer with Churchill and Eden in
London, and Stalin and Molotov in Moscow. Hurley then went on to out-
line the intent of his mission:
It was the President's suggestion that 1 undertake to obtain co-
operation from the British and Soviet Governments for the Ameri-
can policy to support the National Government of China; to unite
the military forces of China to bring the war with Japan to a
speedy end and to support all reasonable efforts of Chinese lead-
ers for the purpose of creating a free, united, democratic China.
Although Hurley did not and was not instructed to, seek an amelior-
ation of the Yalta secret agreement on his mission, he did become en-
lightened on at least one point of British policy toward China. The Brit-
ish, he learned, had no intention of giving up Hong Kong. While Hurley
and others had suspected for some time that the British were not support-
ing American attempts to unify China, his suspicions that tﬂey were in-
tent upon continuing their imperial éosition in the Far East were rein-
forced while in London. It was here that a basic portion of the views
expressed in his later letter of resignation--that the United States was
"using its reputation to . . . bolster imperialism,"--were formed. What
he learned from Churchill, and what he would observe in China at war's

end, would combine to convince him of America's rejection of the Atlantic
s J .

Charter principles.
®Ibid.

"1bid., 330.
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Vice-president Wallace, it will be remembered, had indicated Roose-
velt's intent to return Hong Kong to China when he visited Chiang Kai-
shek in June, 1944. 1In Hurley's report to Truman of April 14, 1945, he
wrote that Roosevelt had briefed him ". . . regarding Hong Kong,' and
had authorized him to discuss it with Churchill if the question was in-
troduced. The question had apparently been raised, for, according to
Hurley, "Churchill flatly stated that he would fight for Hongkong to a
finish." Furthermore, Hurléy went on, Churchill had said that "'Hong-
kong will be eliminated from the British Empire only ovefimy dead body.'”8
Hurley had discussed the matter_further with Churchill and had re-
marked that if the British were to decline to observe the principles of

3

the Atlantic Charter and continue to hold Hong Kong, then Russia would

probab&y-mékﬁwsimilar demands on areas in North China. This would fur-~
ther complicate the situation and probably nullify most of the principles
for which the leaders of the United Nations had said they were fighting.
Expanding on his reported remarks, Hurley added:

I said that such a position would also be a complete nullifi-
cation of the principles of the Atlantic Charter which was re-
affirmed by Britain and the Soviet [sic] in the Iran Declara-
tion. At this point Churchill stated that Britain is not bound
by the principles of the Atlantic Charter at all. I then called
his attention to the fact that he reaffirmed the principles of
the Atlantic Charter . . . when he signed the Iran Declaration.
Notwithstanding all this he persisted that Britain is not bound
by the principles of the Atlantic Charter.9

Hurley announced in a press conference, upon his return to Chungking,

that he had discussed American policy with the heads of state in London

81bid., 331.

Ibid.
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and Moscow, and had found, "

icy."10 But when the time came, three months later, to accept the Japan-

« « « 2ll in agreement on the Chinese pol-

ese surrender throughout China, it was quite obvious that the British
had not agreed on the American policy toward Hong Kong.
On August 11, 1945, shortly after the Japanese acceptance of the

terms of the Potsdam Declaration, the new Secretary of State, James F.
Byrnes informed the Chinese Government, through Ambassador Hurley, that
the Allied acceptance of Japan's surrender had been forwarded through
the Swiss Government.ll On that same day, but in a separate message,
Byrnes notified the Chinese Government that in accordance with the word-
ing of the acceptance of surrender General MacArthur had been designated
Supreme Commander for the Allied Powers, and that he was to coordinate
and carry-into effect the general surrender of the~Japanese-armadrforces.lz
In addition, the message stated:

It isAalsc contemplated that General MacArthur will direct the

Japanese Imperial General Headquarters to have Japanese forces

in China, other than those opposing the Russians, surrender un-

conditionally to you or your subordinate commanders .13

But on August 16, Hurley revealed to Byrnes a difference of opinion

between the Chinese and the British over what constituted the China The-
atre, The British Embassy, Hurley informed Byrnes, had notified the
Chinese Government that they were arranging for ". . . the despatch of

0Hurley to Secretary of State, transcript of press conference re-
marks, Ibid., 377.

1lByrnes to Huriey, Ibid., 494.
12 .
Byrnes to Hurley, Ibid., 495.

L3 1pid.
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the necessary British forces to reoccupy and restore the administration

of Hong Kong. . . ."14 The Chinese had informed the British that this

action was ". . . not in accord with the general order of surrender

which President Truman has sent to the Supreme Commander for the Allied

Powers. . . .“15 Reviewing the wording of those orders, which clearly

designated areas of Japanese surrender and to whom the Japanese forces

were to surrender, the Chinese Government's note pointed out that ". . .

Hong Kong is not included in the placés to be surrendered to the Supreme
Allied Commander of Southeast Asia Command and it is in the area which
Japanese . forces are to surrender to the Generalissimo of the China
‘%‘heatre."16 In conclusion, the note stated quite empﬁatically that

The Chinese Government respect all legitimate British interests,
and are prepared to accord them every necessary protection. But
ag-a concerted plan of accepting the surrender: of the-Japanese
forces is essential to the restoration of peace and order in
Asia, it is suggested that His Majesty's Government should make
arrangements for the acceptance of the surrender of the Japanese
forces in accordance with the general order of the Allied Nations
and refrain from landing troops in any place in the China Theater
without getting authority from the Supreme Commander for Allied
Powers and the Supreme Commander of this theater.1l7

In addition to this note to the British Embassy, which Hurley for-
warded to the Secretary of State, Chiang Kai-shek memorialized the Pres~-
ident, informing him that ". . . if the British Government does take such

actions in contradiction to the agreements and the cooperative spirit of

the Allied Nations, it will be indeed a matter of great misfortune to the

lAHurley to Byrnes, Ibid., 500.

Libia.

161444., 501.

1 1pi4.
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Allies."18 Chiang then suggested that Truman bring the matter to the
attention of the British Government and request that they make their ar-
rangements in accordance with the general order of surrender.

On August 18, Prime Minister Atlee informed Truman that the British
Government did not concur in the Chinese Government's interpretation of
the general order of surrender. The British could not accept, Atlee wrote,
". . . any interpretation of general order number one as meaning that
Hongkong, which is British territory, is included in the expression ‘with-
in China'."19 |

Truman apparently agreed with the British interpretation, for on
the same day that he received Atlee's message, the President informed the
British government that "from the U. S. standpoint there is no objection
to the-supreadexr of Hong~Ksnngeingvacceptedmby'a Br&tishwofficer3"20
as long as full coordination had been effected between the British, Chi-
nese, and American forces in the area. Such action, however, did not,
as Truman had informed the Chinese Ambassador, ". . . in any way repre-
sent U. S. views regarding the future status of Hong Kong."21 In other
words, Truman was accepting for the present the British demands that they
accept the Japanese surrender, but was reserving for the time any deci-

sion on the part of the United States pertaining to the future political

status of Hong Kong.

18Chiang to Truman, Ibid., 502.

194t1ee to Truman, Ibid., 504.

20)¢ reported to Chiang in Byrnes to Hurley, Ibid., 509.

lebid.
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In forwarding Truman's message of August 18 to Chiang, Secretary
Byrnes made it quite clear that the problem was ". . . primarily a mili-
tary matter of an operational character." No question had been raised,

Byrnes informed the Generalissimo, ". . . with regard to British sover-

eignty in the area."22
Chiang's response to these messages was quite diplomatic though

somewhat arrogant. He simply informed the United States that he would

delegate to a British officer the right to accept the Japanese surrender

on behalf of the Chinese Government23-—a position which was tactfully

accepted by Truman.24 Chiang was surely "saving face" with this mes-

sage, for it was quite clear that Truman had accepted the British ar-

gument that Hong Kong was a part of the British Empire, and that it

was the legitimaté right of the British to take the surrender there.

The Japanese had taken the island from Great Britain and the Chinese had

not takenvit back. Under the circumstances, there was little Chiang

could do.

. ‘During the same period in which the question of Hong Kong‘was be-

ing debated, problems had arisen over the taking of the Japanese sur-

render in Indo-China as well. Hurley notified Byrnes on August 13 that

the Chinese Government had beén approached by the French Chargé d'Affairs,

Jean Daridan, requesting that the Chinese use the approximately 5,000

French troops in the vicinity of Kunming for the occupation of French

?2Ibid.

23Chiang to Truman in Hurley to Byrnes, lbid., 51.

4Truman to Chiang, Ibid.
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Inéo—China. Apparently Daridan had earlier informed a Chinese Government
official that there might be "serious trouble" should Chinese troops en-
ter indo—China, and that Sino-French rglations might be gravely prejudiced
if the Chinese did not allow the aforesaid French forces to join in the
occupation of that area.25

Byrnes had acted on Hurley's message by instructing the American
Ambassador to France to inform Georges Bidault, French Minister for For-
eign Affairs, that the Japanese in Indo-China were to surrender to Chiang
Kai-shek in the north and to the British under Mountbatten in the soutg.
This division, Byrnes wrote, was to be considered pureiy operational and
without any ﬁolitical significance whatsoever.26 On August 31, however,
Byrnes informed Hurley that the French had been notified that if they
could make arrangéments with the Chinese, which would provide for Chi-
nese acceptance of the Japanese surrender in the north and French accept-
ance on behalf of the British in the soufh, the matter would be left to
the discretion of Gemneral MacArthur.27 Hurley responded on September 6,
writing that the Chinese Government felt that because surrender arrange-
- ments were by then so far advanced, it would not be practicable from a
military point of view for them to accede to the French request.28

By September 11, Hurley had become totally dissatisfied with the
developing situation in China, and in a telegram to Byrnes, expressed

that dissatisfaction. Giving himself credit for having prevented the

25Hurley to Byrnes, Ibid., 498.
26Byrnes to Caffrey, Ibid., 499.
27Byrnes to Hurley, Ibid., 513.

28H.urley to Byrnes, Ibid., 555.
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collapse of the National Government predicted by Vice-president Wallace
and two Congressional leaders in 1944, Hurley outlined Rocsevelt's di-
rectives to him as personal represeﬁtative to Chiang. The Ambassador
then pointed out that the United States had some long-term diplomatic

1"

objectives in China and that those objectives were ". .. to support the

aspirations of the Chinese people for the establishment of a free, united

. . . 29
democratic government in China.”

The President had directed him to
London and Moscow in April, Hurley wrote, where he had discussed with
Churchill and Stalin all the problems pertaining to China, both military
and civil, and had gained public endorsements from both, of the long-
range American policy. Implying that the United States' China policy
had been well-established under President Roosevelt, Hurley proceeded
to suggest that it was being violated.
The fundamental issue in Asia today is between democracy and
imperialism; between free enterprise.and wonopoly. The Ameri-
can delegation at San Francisco last May voted with Great Brit-
ain and France against China and Russia on the question of co-
lonial independence. Then came the reversal of the Roosevelt
Atlantic Charter policy on Indo-~China and, perhaps, Hong Kong.
Although these actions had probably been exaggerated, Hurley wrote,
the fact remained that an opinion was steadily growing in Asia, ". . .
that America is supporting the imperialisms of Britain, France and the
Netherlands as against democracy."31 President Roosevelt had definitely

stated in their last meeting that the United States had favored the sus-

taining of the Republic of China as the strongest stabilizing force in

29Hur1ey to Byrnes, JIbid., 555.

301p44., s56.

3ypiq.
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Asia, Hurley contended. But it was being stated that these imperial na~
tions favored sustaining Japan as the dominating regulatory force in Asia.

He was, therefore, "

. . « convinced- that all of the imperial nations rep-
resented in China are supporting a policy intended to keep China divided
against herself."32

Perhaps the United States had decided not to continue what Presi-
dent Roosevelt had outlined as the long-range policy toward China, Hur-
ley concluded. Whether or not this was true, he added, ". . . there
seems a definite trend in American policy toward the support of imper-l

n33

ialism rather than democracy in Asia. With that, Hurley requested
permission to return to Washington,

There could be no argument with the fact that the situation in the
Far- Fast was little less than chaotic when the war.ended.there. The
atomic bomb had pre-empted long-range, coordinated planning for surrender
arrangemeﬁts. The speedy capitulation of the Japanese had come as a sur-
prise to most, as had the effects of the two bombs dropped on Hiroshima
and Nagasaki. Quick decisions and equally quick planning were the order
of the day. Hurley was not prepared, however, for the rapidity of events
around him, nor for the vagaries accompanying those rapid developments.
For a man with limited patience and a hasty temper, such an environment
was hostile and uncomfortable.

One incident in particular had doubtlessly stuck in Hurley's mind,

and was surely a contributor to his opinion that American policy was

changing, without there being any concerted effort to inform him of those

321bid.

331pid., s557.
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changes. On August 20, he had wired Byrnes to inform the Secfetary that
the day before he had been summoned to the Generalissimo's country resi-
dence, where Chiang had read to him, a cable from the Chinese Ambassador
in Washington. The cable ;oqstituted an outline of the United States'
post V-J Day ﬁolicy on Lend-lease, UNRRA, and the arming of Chinese for-
ces, in addition to general statements concerning the United States'
post V-JADay economic assistance to China, as well as its relations with
China.“ Asked if he was aware of these policies, Hurley was forced to
admit that no such information had as yet reached him. Wedemeyer was
then summoned and the cable was read again. Wedemeyer was asked if he
had been in receipt of this information, and was also.put in the embar-
rassing position of answering as lurley had. The Generalissimo then pro-
ceeded to instruct the twe to meet with the appropriate government of-
ficials to begin planning for implementation of American policy.34

Although this information did come to Hurley the next day, and
although it was a more tentative appraisal of American policy than
Chiang's cable had indicated, the fact remained that Hurley received
the information ". . . some 44 hours after the Chinese had received
theirs."35 Given Hurley's rather high estimation of himself and his
position, a grave error in diplomacy had been committed, not between
the Americans and the Chinese, but between the Department of State and
the American Ambassador himself.

Perhaps a trained and experienced diplomatic representative would

have understood the circumstances in which this incident had occurred,

34Hur1ey to Byrnes, Ibid., 535.

351p14., 537.
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-and would have taken it in stride. But Hurley lacked such trainigg and
was definitely without the ability to respond to the incident with subtle
gréce. On this particular occasion he merely informed the Department
that such was in keeping ﬁith the normal course of events, which had
found the Embéssy in Chungking receiving its first indication of changes
in American policy from other than Department sources.36

Shbrtly after Hurley had informed Byrnes of his desire to return
to Washington, the Ambassador discovered that George Atcheson and John
Stewart Service had been assignea as political advisors to General Mac-
Arthur. In protest, Hurley composed a strongly~worded memorandum,
charging that Atcheson and Service had oppoéed American.policy in China
and had supported the imperialistic nations in their objectives of a
dividéd Cliina. Both men, Hurley charged, supported the Chinese Communist
Party, whose purpose it was to4overthrow the government cf Chiang Kai-
shek, and to bring about civil war in China. He had accomplished his
mission in China, Hurley noted, only over the extremely able opposition
of the two Foreign Service officers.

Hurley then turned to the State Department's Division of Chinese
Affairs, arguing that the Division had long been attempting to subvert
his goals in China. Even after he had gained the concurrence of Churchill
and Stalin in American policy, the Division of Chinese Affairs had done
all it could to report every minor skirmish and every political and per-
sonal clash, as indications of impending civil war in China.

Talks were still continuing between the Nationalists and the Commu~

nists, Hurley having managed to bring Mao to Chungking, in what he thought

361114,
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was the final successful move on his part to bring the two factions to-
gether. But the presence of Atcheson and Service in the Far East would
disrupt the conferences, Hurley. wrote, as the two would again attempt
to break up the talks just as they had in the fall of 1944.37

But Hurley did not send this letter of protest.38 Instead, it ap-

pears that he left that task to Chiang Kai-shek. On September 20, Hur-

ley wired the Secretary of State that the Generalissimo had requested he

transmit an enclosed aide-memoire to the President.39 The aide-memoire,

allegedly written by Chiang, pointed out that recent press reports had
indicated that George Atcheson and John Stewart Service were to be mem-
Eers of a Political Advisory Board for General MacArthur's assistance in
determining American policy in the Far East. These press reports had
also indicated that the Board might be traveling to Chungking, Chiang
added.

Both men, the Generalissimo argued, were generally accepted in
China as having strong convictions that a coalition between the Commu-
nist and the Kuomintang Parties should be imposed arbitrarily. They
had both expressed views that were definitely unfriendly to the Central
Government and had clearly revealed their support for the policies of
the Communist Party.

The Kuomintang Government and the Communists had been in important
conferences for the past three weeks, Chiang pointed out, and each side

was sincerely striving to reach an equitable and reasonable arrangement
37R. T. Smith, "Alone in China," 216.

381bid., 218, fn. 21.

39Hur1ey to Byrnes, Foreign Relations, 1945, VII, 565.
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and to alemiorate their conflicting views. But there had recently oc-
curred a noticeable change in the Communists' attitude, and they were
reliably reported to have taken the view that ". . . prominent Ameri-
cans will soon come to China with the mission of firmly supporting the

Communist Party."40

They know that Mr., Atcheson and Mr. Service are svmpathetic and
they interpret the above referred to appointments as indicative
of the change in the United States policy on China.4l
He felt certain, Chiang concluded, that the United States, having
done so much to assist China in its attempts to realize unity and dem~
ocracy, would not knowingly approve the appointment of officials ". . .
that might militate against the hoped-for success of the present Central
Government."42
Whan- Hawdey- finally departed from Chungking on Septewmber 23, sev-
eral things were clear in his mind. The United States had supported
Great Britain in its desire to accept the surrender of Hong Kong, and
had deferred to the French in their desire to accept the surrender of
French Indo-China. The fact that the United States had clearly stated
its position as one which applied only to the military exigencies of
the time and not to the future political status of either area, was of
little importance to Hurley. In addition, the United States Government
had by-passed him, or at least had treated him with less than the dig-
nity he deserved by informing the Chinese of policy or tentative policy

without first informing the Ambassador. To make matters worse, Atcheson
4OIbid., 566,

4loyia.

“21pia.
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énd Service had been reassigned to the Far East, an act which was a direct
affront to the man who had succeeded, he thought, in discrediting them.

Yet, as Hurley left China, Mao Tse-~tung himself was in Chungking,
conferring with the National Government--evidence, in Hurley's view, of
the continuing success of his.efforts. Hurley had met with Chou En-lai
on September 16, and had received a draft communique to be issued as a
joint declaratioﬁ by both sides. Chou's draft contained six points,
each with a number of subdivisions.43v Hurley set to work on the draft
and simplified it to nine, one of which called for the promotion of a
bill of ‘rights.44 Just prior to his departure, Hurley dictated a letter
to be sent to the Secretary of State, in which he poiﬁted out that beth
sides had agreed on all points but twé. Those two had not been rejected,
the-message  stated; but were merely being reeonstdered by the Commmists.
As usual, Hurley'g message was versed in optimistic terms:

The spirit between the negotiators is good. The rapprochement

between the two leading parties of China seems to be progressing

and the discussion and rumors of civil war recede as the confer-
ence continues.%> B

Nor was the message lacking in self-glorification, for added to the
dictated ?eﬁort was a separate statement of praise informing the Depart-
ment that both negotiating parties had ". . . agreed upon a paragraph
to be included in their proposed final resolution tﬁanking the Ambassador
for his great services to China in bringing about the conferences and
for his general helpfulness as mediator during the negotiat:ions."‘g}6 No
doubt Parker LaMoore, who had written a glittering biography of Hurley
in 1932 and who had gome to Clrina in 1945 to act as one of Hurley's press

43Chou to Hurley, Ibid., 464.

44p . T. Smith, "Alone in China," 219.

4SHurley to Byrnes, Foreign Relations, 1945, VII, 468.
“61pi4,
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éides, had taken Hurley's dictated message and, with Hurley's‘knowledge,
had added the additional comment.

This suspicion is more credible in view of the fact that shortly
after Hurley arrived‘in Waéhington, LaMoore was credited with an article

printed in the New York World Telegram which, in R.T. Smith's words, ". .

made it appear that Hurley had single-handedly united China in the face

SRR . N 47
of a Communist-inspired State Department plot to subvert his activities."

Here was the final rock for Hurley's foundation of charges yet to be
leveled in his letter of resignation.

Only a short time earlier Hurley had met with James Forrestal,
Secretary of the Navy, and had told the Secretary thaﬁ the Chinese Com-
munists were not Communists at all, and that the Soviet Union was sup-
porting fully the govermment of Chiang Kai-shek. Tlie Russians did not
want civil war or anarchy in Cﬁina, Hurley told Forrestal, because their
own problems in Asia were far too complex as it was. But he had, at the
same time, indicated to the Secretary the problems he had‘experienced
with the Foreign Service personnel, and had suggested that these men were
communistically inclined48~— a contradiction to say the least,

Thus, having presented himself to Americamn in an aura of success--
victorious over the communist-inspired opposition of nearly all State
Department men with whom he had been associated~-Hurley marched proudly
into the President's office on October 13, 1945, to offer his resigna-

49

tion. He had done his duty for America, had served well and faithfully,

and now that China was clearly on the road to unity and democracy, it

47R.T. Smith, "Alone in China," 224,

“81pid., 223.

4 1pia., 225.
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was a fitting time for the old General to step down.

But Truman would have none of it. Refusing to accept his reisgna-
tion the President told Hurley to have a checkup at Walter Reed Army Hos-
pital and to take a few weeks' rest in New Mexico. Only then would they
again discuss the matter of Hurley's resignation.so

On October 14, the Secretary of State announced that Hurley would
return to China.51 The announcement came amid numerous reports of pro~
gress in the Communist-Kuomintang negotiations. By October 29, the
Chungking Embassy was able to report on a news release igsued two days
previously by the Chinese Minister of Information, telling of an agree-
ment between the two sides to maintain the status quo of the Communist
forces around the northern railway zones, provided the Communists left
tha»railroada«alone.sz This had been the final point of. conflict be-~
tween the two men when Hurley departed from Chungking. With this re-
solved, it looked as though unity had finally come to pass.

But thé‘report raised false hopes. On October 31, another Embassy
report revealed that the National Government's news release was designed
only for foreign consumption. The Natiénal Army, according to a later
report to the Embassy, had managed to acquire United States arms and equip-
ment, and now that the Japanese had been disarmed, the Kuomintang forces
were turning to the elimination of the Communists.53 A second report of

the same day, relayed a message from Wang Shih-chieh, Chiang's Minister

301114,

51Ibid.

52Charge in China to Byrnes, Foreign Relations, 1945, VII, 480.

331bid., 481.
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éf Foreign Affairs, which held that the Russians had forbidden the landing
of Chinese Government trcops at the port of Dairen. They had made arrange-
ments for landings at the ports 6f Yingkou and Hulutao, but both were in-
ferior to Dairen, and there were reported to be large concentrations of
Chinese Communist forces near Hulutao. The Communist-Kuomintang negoti-
ations had been going well, the Minister told the Embassy, until about
September 24. Since then the Communists had cut every railway line over
which the Government's forces were to Ee transported north to occupy for-
merly Japanese-held territory. Government forces had, furthermore, suf-
fered from numerous unprovoked attacks by the Communists, there having
been heavy Government trcop casualties in a recent surfrise attack in
Shansi Province,

The Minister had informed the Embassy that in the opinion of the
National Government, the actions of the Chinese Communists and the re-
fusal of the Russians to allow landings-at Dairen had a direct relation-
Ship.sa

In Santa Fe, New Mexico, Ambassador Hurley was receiving this news
with considerable consternation. It was becoming quite clear not only
to Hurley, but to the American press as well, that civil war in China
had not been averted. By late October it was even clearer that full-
scalefcivil war was being waged there, and the press had begun openly
and harshly to criticize the Ambassador for his activity in committing

all-out support to the Kuomintang Government. An editorial in the New

York Herald Tribune of November 2, leveled these charges at Hurley,

claiming that he had made the United States a virtual ally of the

41pid., 1036.
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Kuomintang Government in its civil war with the Communists. Accord-
ing to R. T. Smith's account of the editorial:
The most outrageous aspect of the situation, the editor said, was
that the State Department officials knew very little of what was
going on in China, primarily because of Hurley's refusal to for-
ward to Washington any reports by subordinates which contained
.eriticismof the Kuomintang.

Nor was the criticism limited to the press. On November 5, 1945,
the issue was raised in the House of Representatives by Congressman
Albert J. Engle, whose critical remarks followed the general line of neg-

. . . , 6
ative press reports, then circulating throughout the natlon.5
With an eye to this increasing criticism, Hurley decided the time

had come for him to resign, and on November 15, returned to Washington

to prepare a letter to that effect. With assistance from Parker LaMoore

- and-anottrer of his Chine press zides, Lacey Reynolds, Hurley drafted.

and, on November 25, signed his letter of resignation. The next morn-
ing, the Ambassador to China met with Secretary Byrnes to tell him his
reasons for resigning.57

He had not been getting the support he felt he deserved from the
Administration, Hurley told Byrnes. He had heard rumors that as soon as
the war was over his post was to go to a deserving Democrat, and that if
he returned to China some pretext would be found to discharge him. Fur-
thermore, in spite of the opposition which had been expressed to the as-

signment of Service and Atcheson to the Far East, the men were still there.

55R.T. Smith, "Alone in China," 231.

-
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Byrnes' response was cautious as he told Hurley to reconsider his

|

desirel te resign while he, the Secretary, had time to investigate the

|
|
|
|
|

charges the Ambassador had leveled. Hurley left his letter with Byrnes
but agreed to meet with him again in the afternoon to discuss the matter

AN

further,

Meeting again that day, Byrnes attempted to convince Hurley that
the Administration did support him and that it had the greatest confi-
dence in his ability to continue his work in China. Finally, Hurley
gave in and agreed to fly back to China, but not until affer he had ad-
dressed the National Press Cluﬁ on Novgmber 28. Byrnes then informed
Truman that Hurley would return and that a plane was being readied for
his flight to China,

Fully. intending to returr to. his duties. in. China, Hurley arose
on October 27, and began casually to glance through a recent Congres-

sional Record. Much to his shock, he happened upon the printed record

of a speech given by Congressman Hugh Delacy on November 26. Delacy
had charged in his speech that the United States had contributed mili~
tary supplies to a government bent upon suppressing the aspirations of
millions for 2 new democracy which they had spent years ir building for
themselves. Delacy blamed Hurley for bringing about Gauss' resignation,
and said that Hurley's step by step reversal of the Roosevé1t~Gauss
policies in China had made civil war unavoidable. Piling charge upon
charge, Delacy finally accused Hurley of committing the United States to
armed intervention in China.

Although Delacy's charges had been based upon reports coming from
newsmen in China, Hurley was convinced that the Congressman had receiQed

his information from the Ambassador's reports, the contents of which,
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Hurley believed, had been "leaked" by personnel in the State Department
who were in opposition to his views. Hurley had taken all the criticism
he could stand. He immediately telephoned various press headquarters to
inform them that he would hold a news conference at twelve~thirty. One
half~hour later, the reporters had assembled, and without first informing
his superiors of his final decision, Hurley announced his resignation to
the American people.58

Patrick J. Hurley, who had stepped from the poverty of the Oklahoma
coal mines to a career of ". . . consulting with Presideﬁts, admonishing
Prime Ministers, consoling Generalissimos, debating with Dictators, and
giving advice to Kings,"59 had, perhaps for the first time in his life,
failed. In 1938, just as the negotiations to settle the Mexican oil ex-
propriatdon- dispute-had broken down, Patrick Hurley, representing the
Sinclair interests, had gone to Mexico and had independently negotiated
an acceptable agreement. TFor his services he had received in excess of
one million dollars and Mexico's highest honor. But that dispute had
been between the Mexican Government and American private enterprise.
Occurring at the height of the Good Neighbor era, the United States had
refused to interfere. From 1941 to 1945, however, the United States
was involved in a world war. No longer were matters to be settled by
virtue of the gregarious nature of diplomats, or, for that matter, by
the ocutgoing personality of a President. Unfortunately Patrick Hurley
did not agree. In 1944, Hurley went to China holding the belief that,

as in Mexico, his personality would bring the competing factions together.

S81bid., 234-237.

59See Chapter I, 23, fn. 61.
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‘His independent action and approach had worked for him in 1938; why
should it not work again?

But as he became more deeply involved in the negotiatioms, the
struggle became more and more his own. Viewing each side to be demo-
cratically-inclined, Hurley quickly introduced his own, perhaps his
nation's, political philosophy into the proposed terms for agreement,
and thus became personally committed to a political structure alien to
the negotiating parties. This alone would perhaps not have been in
error had Hurley not become‘sq personally dedicated to the kind of unity
which he had designed. But once he had made the commitment, the out-
come of the negotiations became the test of his own success or failure,
énd the man became inflexible and quite vulnerable to criticism, which
ne-always® thereafter saw directed at him personally, rather than, as it
was at first, toward the government of Chiang Kai-shek,

That John Stewart Service, George Atcheson and other State Depart-
ment Foreign Service personnel who came to be Hurley's scapegoats, were
not siding with the Communists, must be considered an understatement.
Their loyalties were to their government. Their recommendations were
made with what they saw as their government's best interests in mind.

As John Stewart Service still maintained, in a December 1970 interview,
the greatest fear of the Foreign Service men with whom he was associated
was that the Chinese Communists, who by all indicators were far superior,
militarily and in terms of popular support, to the Central Government,
would be glienated by American refusals of support and would thus turn

to the Soviet Union. If that were to occur, Service said, it was be-
lieved that the United States would eventually lose China as an ally.60

601nterview with John Stewart Service, December 7, 1970.
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Though the statement was made in retrospect, the evidence shows
throughout, that these were opinions held by many in 1944-45.

Service and the others who had witnessed the activities of the
Communists in Yenan were far from captured by the Marxian rhetoric
they heard. They in fact had discounted it, as had the Russians, accord-
ing to Hurley's consistent reports. Service had considered the "so-
called" Communists to be democratically-inclined. So had Hurley, up to
the time of his last meeting with Forrestal.

But in spite of Service's ideological view of the Communists' form
of democracy relative to that in America, the fact remains that his pri-
mary emphasis was on the fact that the Chinese Communists had a popular
following compared to the Kuomintang, that because of this popular sup-
port; the.Yeman~contvolled forces were the only ones effectively fight-
ing the Japanese, and that unléss the United States directed aid to the
Communists as well as pressure on Chiang to bring the Communists into
the Central Govérnment, there would be civil war following the Japanese
surrender. If, by that time, the United States had not shown support of
the Communists, but had instead supported the National Government, the
Communists would in all likelihood turn to the Russians. But even with-
out Russian support, the Communists were clearly strong enough to defeat
the National Government troops, and in such an event the United States
would have supported the losing side,

It was with this in mind, Service commented in December, 1970, that
he and others who held the same views received with dismay the news of
the Yalta secret agreement and'the Sino~Soviet friendship pact. Those
two agreements guaranteed civil war in China, Service said. Once Chiang

was assured that the Russians would not support the Chinese Communists,
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ﬁe had confidence in his ability to win in a civil war and waé no longer
hesitant to launch an all-out effort to eliminate the Communists.6l

But Hurley had viewed the Sino~Soviet pact much to the contrary.

He firmly believed that onEeithe Communists realized they would receive
no aid from the Soviets they would come to terms with Chiang's govern-
ment.62 Hurley could not have been further from the truth.

There can be no doubt that Patrick J. Hurley was a dedicated and
sincere American. He put a considerable amount of energy into trying
to bring unity to China. One would be amiss in placing even a moderate
portion of the blame on his shoulders for the problems which developed
in post-World War II China. It any blame were to be ﬁlaced for the mis-
takes Hurley made during his tenure in China, it would be better directed
at a President who placed too much confidence in personal representatives,
one of whom did not prove wortﬁy of the assignment.

But the problem went farther than that of Roosevelt having made a°’
poor choice of Ambassadors, for Roosevelt could hardly have been blamed
for his own death. Here lay the btase for the final breakdown of rela-
tions with China~-in the shift from the diplomacy of Roosevelt back to
that of the State Department; in the face of Truman's overwhelming respon-
sibility in picking up the pieces of world events; and, because the big-
gest pieces were European, China and the American Ambassador were given
secondary consideration in the final months of the war. Policy was in a
state of flux through the summer and early fall of 1945, and Hurley had

not, In fact, been kept up to date on developments. But then, neither

had many others.

Interview with Service.

621bid.
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The fact remains that a more competent and less vain man, and one
with more training, might easily have weathered the storm éf shifting
policy. As Ceorge F, Kennan? one of America's more experienced diplo-

mats, indicated throughout his Russia Leaves the War,63 the Ambassador

is often the last to know when policy changes have occurred. Had Hur-
ley been an experienced international politician he might have under~
stood this fact of diplomatic life, and would not have left his position
in such an irresponsible manner.

But Hurley's temperament had not allowed him to weather the storm,
and as the criticism toward him increased at home in the fall of 1945,
his vanity and pride did not enable him to fade quietiy from the scene.
He felt his reputation was at stake, so he took his case to the American
peovle, mearty ruining the livas of several whom he picked as scapegoats
in the process.

One of those persons was John Stewart Service, who, on June 6, 1945,

had been arrested following a raid on the office of Amerasia Magazine in

New York City. In that raid, 600 documents were discovered, classified
from personal to top secret. They had originated in thé State Department,
Department of War, Office of Strategic Services, Office of Naval Intelli-
gence, Office of War Information, and the Federal Communications Commis-~
sion. A considerable number of them had been written by John Stewart
Service.64

But on August 10, a federal Grand-Jury refused to indict Service

and two others of the six who had been arrested at the same time,.

-

George F, Kennan, Russia Leaves the War: Soviet American Rela-
tions, 1917-1920 (Princeton, 1956).

4 .
Amerasia Papers, 43.
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Documents written by Service had, in fact, been among those confiscated,
‘but there was no evidence to show that he had supplied them. The Grand-
Jury voted 20-0 against indicting Service. Subsequent investigations
ascertained that the material written by Service had been stolen from
the Department's files and turned over to Amerasia.65

Nevertheless, the fact that the arrest had occurred, strengthened
Hurley's charges and made it much easier for him to use Service as one
of the principal scapegoats when he testified before the Senate Foreign
Relations Conmittee following‘his resignation. The raid itself had no
doubt confirmed Hurley's suspicions that information was "leaking" from
the Department. With Service being implicated, the Ambassador became
convinced of a conspiracy against himself.

It has been clearly shown that neither Jolin Stewart Service nor
any of the others whom Hurley charged were gulity of attempting to over-~
throw the National Goverument of China. Further evidence that Service
in particular was unjustly charged by Hurley and later by others, in-
cluding Anthony Kubek most recently, has been provided in a'36—page
rebuttal memorandum by Service following the publication of The Amerasia

Papers in February, 19?0.66 In this detailed refutation of Kubek's at-

tempt to place Service in the '"central role' in the Amerasia case, Service
provides the strongest evidence of his innocence by listing ". . . a
whole series of decisions conscientiously reached over the years," which

were in his favor:

85 1bid., 4s.

-66See Appendix 1, "Memorandum: A Partizl Examination of One Aspect
of the Many Gross Errors Contained in The Amerasia Papers."
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a) the grand jury, which voted unanimously against my indict-
ment,

b) the State Department, under Secretary Byrnes, which cleared
me and returned me to duty in August, 1945,

¢) the Loyalty Security Board, under General Snow, and the re-
sponsible security and personnel officers of the Department
of State, under Secretaries Marshall and Acheson, who cleared
me in some seven investigations and hearings between 1946 and
1951,

d) the Tydings Subcommittee, including Senator Lodge, found Sen-
ator McCarthy's charges--similar to thoce here revived by Dr.
Kubek-~to be unfounded,

e) the State Department, under Secretary Dulles, which accepted
my return to duty (after the Supreme Court had ruled unani-
mously that my discharge was illegal) and which, under Secre-~
tary Herter, restored my security clearance in 1959 after
another full investigation.67

It is sufficient to say in conclusion, that Patrick J. Hurley's ex-
perience in China had a profound effect on the life of at least one

American, to say nothing of his contribution fto the ideological orienta~-

tion of America for at least two decades.

& ‘Ibid., 34.



SELECTED REFERENCES

PRIMARY SOURCES

The principle source materials for this work were: Department of

State, Foreign Relations of the United States: Diplomatic Papers, 1944,

VI, China (Washington, D.C., 1967); and 1945, VII, The Far East: China

(Washington, D.C., 1969). Although these two volumes contain the predom-
inant amount of diplomatic correspondence and documents on China, some
relevant material had previously been printed in Department of State,

United States Relations with China with Special Reference to the Period,

1944-1949. (Washington, D.C., 1949). This latter publication, the "Chinz

White Paper," was published in 1949 in an attempt to explain the develop-
ments in China leading to the Communist takeover of that year. It was,
therefore, lacking somewhat in its coverage of the role Hurley had played
in the last two years of the war.

Of related use, though they were referred to for information indi-

rectly related to Hurley's role in China, were the Department of State

publications: Foreign Relations of the United States: Diplomatic Papers:

The Conferences at Cairo and Teheran, 1943 (Washington, D.C., 1961); and

The Conferences at Malta and Yalta, 1945 (Washington, D.C., 1955).

Of considerable interest was Hurley's testimony in the hearings on

The Military Situation in the Far East before the Committee on Armed Ser-

vices and the Committee on Foreign Relations, 82nd Congress, lst Session
(Washington, D.C., 1951). While Hurley's testimony offered considerable

insight to his view of events, the reader must be aware that the
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‘ex—ambassador's perception was clouded by what had by then become an id-
eological crusade. It may have been this that motivated Hurley's biograph-

er (Don Lohbeck, Patrick J. Hurley [Chicago, 1956],) to avoid mentioning

this final Hurley testimony.
Of greater significance was Hurley's testimony before the Senate

Foreign Relations Committee's Investigation of Far Eastern Policy [unpub-
g g Y

lished] (Washington: National Archives), Decimal File Number 120.1/11.

- 3045, These hearings, conducted very soon after Hurley resigned, were held
to determine whether or not a full investigation of the Department of State
was in order. Hurley's testimony shoﬁed clearly thé vagueness of the ex-
ambassadorés charges, and his unwillingness to cooperate when, finally,

he refused to go into executive session where the contents of the documents,
which would purportedly substantiate his arguments, were to be examined.

For the student interested in pursuing Hurley's career to a greater
extent, a task which has not yet been accomplished, the Patrick J. Hurley
Collection, Bizzeel Library, Manuscript Division, University of Oklahoma,
would be an invaluable source., Unfortunately, that collection was closed
to other than Russel D. Buhite, Professor of History at the University of
Oklahoma, when an attempt was made to do research there in the summer of
1970.

The Franklin D. Roosevelt Library, at Hyde Park, New York, would al-
so reveal a considerable amount on Hurley if the student could travel there.
Some material in this work did come from the Roosevelt Collection, thanks
to the cooperation of Associate Professor Jim Heath, Portland State Univer-
sity, who deveted part of his valuable time to search for some pertinent

information at the Hyde Park Library in the summer of 1970.
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Some very valuable insights to Hurley's personal ideological in-
velvement in the Communist-Kuomintang negotiations are to be found in

David D. Barrett's remembrances, Dixie Mission: The United States Army

Observer Group in Yenan, 1944 (Berkeley, 1970).

Also from Berkeley came the very willing and gracious remarks of
John Stewart Service, who must surely be tired of answering questions
pertaining to his role in China. Unfortunately, the time spent with
Service was extremely limited, though well spent indeed. Any study of
Hurley's role in China is iﬁcgmplete and will continue to be so until
Mr. Service sees his way clear to publish his own memoirs. A great deal
can be learned, however, from his testimony before the United States

Senate, Committee on Foreign Relations' State Department Loyalty Investi-

ga%ionmw(Washington, D.C., 1950). Because of the extent of that testi-
mony and the limited nature of this.work,roniy the actual documents
written by Service in China, his 1970 interview statements and his Nov-
ember, 1970 personal letter to the author, were cited in this work.

0f secondary interest are personal works which were of but slight

value to this paper. General Albert C. Wedemeyer's Wedemeyer Reports!

(New York, 1958), and Dean Acheson's Present at the Creation: My Years

in the State Department (New York, 1969), would be of value for a more

comprehensive account of the whole China situation after 1944. But for
purposes of examining Hurley's activities, both are of limited value. The

same might be said of the Stilwell Papers (New York, 1948), edited and ar-

ranged by Theodore H. White. FExtremely superficial relative both to his
complete works and to his relaticnship with Hurley during the period of
principle focus in this work, Stilwell's edited papers do provide the

reader with a clear indication of why he was called "Vinegar Joe," to say



ﬁothing of the opinions he held of Chiang Kai-shek.

That portion of this work which briefly outlined Roosevelt's dip-
lomacy-by-personal-representative was based in part on a previous seminar
paper entitled "To the Hurley Mission in China: A Case Study in Roose-
veltian World War II Diplomac&" (Portland State University, July 29, 1970),
which used, in addition to many sources cited herein, Cordell Hull's Mem-
oirs (New York, 1948). An Examination of Hull's Memoirs clearly shows
the degree to which the Secretary of State's responsibiliﬁies were chan-~
neled more in the direction of creating the structure for a post-war in-
ternational peace~keeping organization than toward traditional diplomatic
activity. Also clear in this work are his and other's opinions about
Roosevelt's use of personal diplomatic representatives and the President's
negkect of the-State Department when it came to informing the Department
of these représentatives' activities arcund the world (see: Ibid., II,
1585).

Though not cited in this paper, Harry S Truman's Mgmoirq, Volume f,
(New Yo;k, 1955), are of value to the student interested in the difficulties
Truman faced following Roosevelt's death, and the implications this had on
China and the policy there~~a policy which had been formed primarily in
Roosevelt's mind and was transmitted in garbled form to the new President

by Hurley through the equally uninformed Secretary of State Stettinius.
SECONDARY SOURCES

The most comprehensive account of Hurley's activities in China to
date is to be found in R.T. Smith's "Alone in China: Patrick J. Hurley’s
Attempt to Unify China, 1944-1945" (Unpublished Doctoral Dissertation,

University of Oklahoma, 1966). The predominant amount of Smith's material



207
eame directly from the Hurley'Collection at the University of Oklahoma.
He focused to a great extent on the’actual negotiations between the Com-
munist Chinese and the Kuomintang representatives, and Hurley's involve-
ment therein. He unfortunately did not have the benefit of the Foreign
Relations volumes on China fo? the years 1944-1945, He was, therefore,
unable to examine the great number of reports submitted by Service,
Davies and other Foreign Service officers in China, other than those
which Hurley had retained in his persenal files. His account suffered
as well, from the unavailability of documents relating to internal State
‘Department attempts to formulate a reasonable China policy. Nor did he
have the benefit of such insights as those provided by Barrett, relating
to Hurley's inclusion of a bill of rights into the Communist Five-Point
Proposal concluded at Yenan i November, 1944,

Herbert Feis' China Tangle: The American Effort in China from
Pearl Harbor to the Marshall Mission (Princeton, 1953 [Atheneum 1965 re-
print used herein]), is without question the most comprehensive coverage
of wartime China diplomacy. Published prior to the printing of the For-

elgn Relations 1944-1945 volumes, Feis had been granted the privilege of

having prior access to the archival material. But because of the compre-
hensive nature of his work, Feis devoted little space to the deep-seated
conflicts between Hurley and the Department of State personnel. '"The

main seams of the terrain of difference between Hurley and the Foreign Ser-

1"

vice officers," were "briefly traced" by Feis in a total of five pages (see:

Ibid., 260-264). The one incident expanded upon was that which developed

-

after the Atcheson telegram of February 28, 1945 (see: Ibid,, 268).
Relative to these two very excellent accounts, this paper may be

considered to have combined and expanded upon the information they both
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provided, with material which has since become available. In addition
to the primary sources cited above, several related secondary sources

were, in that respect, of added value. Barbara Tuchman's Stillwell and

the American Experience in China, 1911-1945 (New York, 1971), in spite of

its incomplete documentation and general classification as '"popular his-
tory," is the best, most comprehensive account of Stilwell's life, and,
in particular, his experiences as the Commander of American Forces in

China until his recall in 1944, James MacGregor Burns' Roosevelt: The

Soldier of Freedom, 1940—1945 (New York, 1970) might also be classified

a "popular history" but offers, nevertheless, a valuable contribution to
the study of Roosevelt's life during the war years. Burns' work tends to

substantiate that of Gaddis Smith, in his American Diplomacy During the

Second World War, 1941-1945 (New York, 1967), which develops the theory

that the Department of State was reduced to the subordinate task of creat-
ing a structure for the future United Nations Organization.
Again, Feis must be credited with having written the most comprehen-

sive account of world diplomacy during the war, in his Churchill, Roosevelt,

and Stalin: The War They Waged and the Peace They Sought (Princeton, 1967).

His account, combined with Charles F. Romanus and William Sunderland's

Stilwell's Mission to China (Washington, D.C., 1953), Stilwell's Command

Problems (Washington, D.C., 1955), and Time Runs Out in C.B.I. (Washington,

D.C., 1959), and Smith's American Diplomacy, provides an accurate account

of Roosevelt's intent to make China a Great Power following the war and the
gradual frustration of that policy by a China which did not live up to the
President's expectations. William L. Langer and S. Everett Gleason's The

- Undeclared War, 1940-41 (New York, 1953), contributes to an understanding

of Roosevelt's early desire to end world colonialism, and therefore
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~complements the five accounts cited immediately above.
The weakest portions of this and all other works which deal with
Hurley are those relating to the man's complete life. There have been
two biographies written on Hurley, one by Parker LaMoore, Pat Hurley:

The Story of an American (New York, 1932), the other by Don Lohbeck,

Patrick J. Hurley (Chicago, 1956), both of which were politically moti-

vated polemics and of little use to the scholar, except for general in~
formation. Additional material may be found in two sketches of Hurley,
both of which were quite suﬁerficial. George Milburn's '"Mr. Hoover's
Stalking Horse," (American Mercury, XXVI, No. 103 [July, 1932], 257),
was a rather cynical review of Hurley's life and activities leading

to his appointment as Undersecretary of Defense by Hoover. Combined

with a sketch in Who Was Who in America (Chicago, 1968, IV [1961-1968],

477, Lohbeck's and Milburn's Qorks offer enough information for a work

of this nature. The task is left, however, for a more complete and ob-
jective accounting of Patrick J. Hurley's life and experiences, with par-
ticular reference to the effect he had on the ideological ofientation of

the nation after 1950,
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Memorandum: A Partial Examination of One Aspect of the Many Gross

Errors Contained in The Amerasia Papers.

From: John 8, Service

Date: September 18, 1970

A few months ago (in February, 1970), the Internal Security
Subcommittee, with the help of Dr. Anthony XKubek as editor,

published a massive two-volume compendium entitled The Amerasia

Papers: A Clue to the Catastrophe of China. The title offers a

good clue to the theme, It is an elaborate attempt to breathe
new life into many of the charges of Senator Joseph McCarthy and
the China Lobby. Except for some research scholars (who welccmed
the rublication of documentary materials on the period) and publi-
cists in Taiwan (who expressed opinicns running the gamut from

a turning poirt in history" to "a book of the century"), the book
deservedly abtracted little notice,

However, on August 21, 1970, the Governmenti Printing Office

in its biweekly bulletin Selected United States Covernment Fublice-

tions carried--Tor this normally sustere and straitlaced sheet--a

——

surprisingly flarboyant and imaginative notice,

THE AMERASIA PAPERS: A CLUE TO THEZ CAYAS-
TROPHE OF CHIMNA. These documents read fike a spy thriller, but
is all the more interesting because it is true. They contzin hundreds
of oificial documents, many hitherto vnpublished, which raflect abun-
dantly the tragic errors in the Far Eastern policy of tha Uaited Stales
Government in the closing months of Worid War 1. The story of what
happened to China prior to, during, and inuncdiately following World
War H is the subject of a number of fengihy historical studies, one .
of which was the work of the author of these documests. Thst stery,
in brief, follows as Part | of this introducticn. Part 1} treats tha con-
troversial case of Amerasia magazine, or “Cas2 of the Six” as it
vas called in ths newspapers in 1945 when six American cilizens wore
suddenly arrested on chergas of conspiring to commit espionags, and
Part 11l presents an anzlyzis of some of the documents, herein pub-
lished in 7ull test, wiich ware written ia 1943-1845 o5 oifichsl dis-
patches by one of the sivestad six, Joha Stawart Senvice, thea a young
career diplomat on siation in Chiua,

39, Volumes. 1970, [iC17]p. i
Y4.89/2:80 3/v.1 L0

40N, Volume Il 1970, [844] p.
Y4J83/28m 3 02 2178
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The GPO bulletin obviously has a very wide circuletion. Since
its appcearance, 1 have been deluged wilh inquiries from far and near,
friendly and not so friendly. People ask, What is this 2]l about?--
Does it contain new material on the case?--Why is it bpeing reopened
after twenty-five years? It is understandable that questions are
directed to me, since I am the only person wentioned by name in the
blurb. _

In this respect (but in very few others), the GPO advertisement
is accurate, The book does, indeed, seem to concentrate on we as
its main target. As Dr. Kubek puts it:

His central role in the strange case of the purloined Govern-
ment papers rests on the integral faclt that Service was the
author of so many of the documents which turned up in the New
York office of an ardent Communist sympathizer in 1945, The
content of these documents may prove, however, to be of even
greater importance to the historical record than the fact that
they were stolen, because herein the fall of China. to Communism
was anticipsted and espoused. (Page 70: emphasis added. All
references are to The Amerasia Papers unless otherwise noted.)

Lest it be thougnht that T aw irmodestly Jumping vo conclusions,
 here=-briefly--is what Dr. Kubek has done. He has carefully studied
923 "non-personal’ documents turned over to the Subcommittee by the
Justice Departmernt. OFf these, he has selected 315 ("more than a
third") as significant enough to warrant publication. And of these
315, a "hundred-odd" (about a third of the total published) were
originally written by me.

Each has been chosen for at least one special reason--its
source, its classification when known, its innate interest of
content, or its diplomatic significance. The last reason is,
of cource, the wmost important. Among the 315 different docu-
ments to be published here, therefore, the hundred-odd items
from the pen of John Stewart Service that were recovered in
the Amerasiz seizures are by far the most vital. (p. 71)

Of course I was not the only officer reporting as an individual
from China. There were several Foreign Service Officers attached,
as 1 was, to the Army; others were scatiered around the country by
the Ewbassy to observe and report. From thé mass of material avail-

able, Dr. KubeX has made the following selection:



E.E. Rice 8
E.F. Drumright 7
R.M. Servige 5
J.K. Penfield 5
R.S. Ward 5
J.X. Eumerson 3
P.D. Sprouse 2
R.P. Iudden 2
0.E, Clubd 4
J.P, Davies 1
A.R. Ringwalt 1
J.5. Bervice 101

This comes out to a total of 41 for eleven other experienced and
-capable Foreign Service feporters in China as against my 101. The
Embassy at Chungking was & large and comprehensive reporting organi-
zation and certsinly the prinéipal source of information on China
reaching the Department of State. Only 30 of its reports are in-
cluded, only 6 from the important Consulate at Kumming, and only
12 documents from the whole State Department. It 1s preposterous
to pretend either that I was thet much more prolific or that my
reports had that much more "interest of content" and "diplomatic
significance." Scme of Dr. Kubek's strains in building up my total
will be discussed later.

To prepare the reader for the documents he has selected, Dr.
Kubek has contributed =& 113~page Introduction. This has three parts:
e historicel survey of Kuomintang-Communist relstions, an account
of the Amerasia case, and an analysis of the "Amerasia documents”
published. The 30-page historical survey reaches John Davies, John
Service, et al, on page 22 and thereafter "Kuomintang-Communist re-
lations" are largely ignored. I share the peroration with John
Davies: '

...the hands at the control levers were those of a few young
men on diplomatic duty in China. What John Paton Davies and
John Stewart Service were writing in their official reports
was of the greatest importence at the time. They were at the
scene as expert observers, and their despatches from China
contained opinion which was accepted as gospel in the Depart-
ment of State., The slanted words of the ceareer diplomats re-
leesed the steam, therefore, to reverse the wheels at this
Juncture end change the direction of United States policy in
the Fer East. (p. 30)



.John Davies was not, of course, involved in the Amerasia csase,
So X clea:ly outshine him in Dr. Kubek's LQ-page discussion of the

case, in'fact, I even outdo Jaffe, who pleaded guilty, and Larsen,

who pleaded nole contendere, Twelve pages seem to be devoled wholly
to me, and I receive prominent mentién on et least eight others.,

Dr. Kubek turns next to anAanalysis of the Amerasia "collection
as & whole." He werns his readers that I was not the only source
of documents reaching the "mysterious network" of Amerasia,

VWhile it has been emphasized that the hundred-odd documents
from the pen of John Stewart Service comprise the most
significant segment of the 315 items published in these
volumes, the reader will readily recognize many other docu-
ments to be highly important not only because of their source
but because of their content as well., (p. 7h)

The 21l documents not credited to me are then dealt with in 5 pages,
in which only 17 documents are specifically wmentioned, By contrast,
Dr. Kubek devotes 26 pages to my reports, with specific mentjon of
68 of them.

Actually, the.point necd not be made statlsulcally Dr. Kubek

himself is quite direct--and insistent.

...the one whose importeance to these volumes is paramount.
This person was John Stewari Service. (p. 36)

...the hundred-odd items from the pen of John Stewart Service...
are by far the most vital., (p. 71)

.the hundred-odd documents from the pen of John Stewart
Serv1ce comprise the most significant segment... (p. 7&)

His fifty-odd reports from the Communist base...are by far
the most importent documents in these volumes. (p. 86)

For the busy reader, who has no time to wade through en un-
avoida’ély rather lengthy discussion, let me say, therefore, thatr
there is in fact nothing new in this ponderous effort of Dr. Kubek
and the Internal Security Subcommittee--except thet my peripheral

. involvement in the Amerasia cese has, after a lapse of twenty-five



years, been miraculously mctamorphosed into the "ecentral role.”
if the reader is interested in the histcry of the case itself, he

will not find it in The Amerasia Papers. The authoritative source

is still the transcript and report of the Tydings Committee, published
by the Coumittee on Foreign Relations of the Senate in July, 1950,

- * ¥ % % % x

Before examining how Dr. Kubek tries to achieve this remarkable
transformation, it may be wmore convenient to deal first with his
second general charge (see first quotation on page 2), concerning "the
content of the documents.”

Dr. Kubek's concept is baffling in its simplicity. Using,
and going beyond, lhe more extravagant statements of Hurley's extreme
late period, he essentially reduces American policy in China to un-
limited support of Chiang Kai-shek. Ergo, to report information
criticel of the Chiang regime is to "oppose and subvert" American
policy.. And to foresee the failure of the Nationalisl government
is to "espouse" it. Furtherwore, the mere submission of these re-
ports was Tated to beccue  the direct cause of "the fall of China ™
But that is not all! | |

Just as these documents of World War II provide a clue to the
catastrophe that befell China a few years later, so will The
Amerasia Paperste seen to pertain irresistibly to the present
perplexities of American policy in the Far East.

When the United States unwittingly assisted the wrong side in
gaining control of China proper, Korea and Vietnam became in-
evitable involvements for the nation that had to assuwme the
mantle of leadership in the free world. History will set it
dovn as simply as that. (p. 113) '

Not all scholars of the periocd will accept history as being
quite as simple as that. And if they do, argument-—ér even friendly
persuasiqn—;is probably wasted. One thing that can be said, if
Dr. Kubek is correct, is that there has never been a higher testi-
monial to fhe potency of Foreign Service reporting.

Df. Kubelk's line of logic has--for him--certain clear advantages.
Since his real concern is what he alleges to be the effect of the
reports, the actual content of each report has no relevance except
as 1t wmay contain something which Dr. Kubek considers to be deroga-

tory to the Kuomintang or faverable to the Communists. Thus it is



entirely wnnecessary for him to confront the question of the truth

or felsity of the information reported, or to deal with the broader
issue of the validity and value of the reporting, either as helpful
to en understanding of the contemporery situation, or a projection

of 1likely future events and trends and their probable impact on the
long-range interests of the United States. This confrontation, it

wey be noted, is conspicuougly sbsent.

There are other advantages. What some scholars might consider
to be significant agreement regarding the situation in China by |
isolated reporting officers scatiered all over that large country
need not, again, be related to the question of whether this unanimity
might indicate something about the validity of the reporting. On
the contrary, to Dr. Kubek it is only suggestive of conspiracy.

Other questions can also be ignored if one is willing to
follow Dr., Kubek's circumsecribed and predestined way. What is the
nature of Foreign Service reporting, and what are the responsibilities
of Foreign Service officers? How is American foreign policy actually
made, and what shcﬁldithevrole,of Anerican public opinion be? Vhat
part may have been played by the five or six hundred million people
of China in reviewing "the mandate of Heaven"? Should they have
been perumitted (by us) to express and exercise that weandate? And
so on,

. ¥ ¥ % % ¥

Moving back to the first segment of Dr. Kubek's charges, we
start dealing with things a bit more tangible., My "central role"
in the Amerasia case, he says, rests on "the integral fact" that I
was the author of "so many" of the "purloined Governuent papers"
seized in the possession of Amerasia. Dr, Kubek lays a foundetion
by insistently drumming into the head of his reader three points:

a) that all the documents which he discusses end which are

published in The Amerasia Papers were {ound by the FBI in

the offices of Amerasia magazine;
b) thet they were all official government documents which

had been stolen from the United States government; and



c¢) that a vexy large number--"a hundred-odd"--of these "pilfered
...classified U.S. Government documents" were drafted by me.

Thus one reads:

Dr. Kubek has examined some 1,700 Government documents seized
on June 6, 1945, by ihe Federsl Burean of Investigation from
the office of Amerasia. (p. iii)

More than 300 of these stolen wartime documents will be found
in full text in the pages which follow. (p. 1ii)

Since all the documents publishéd herein were recovered by the
FBI at the time of the spectacular arrest, these volumes are
entitled The Amerasia Papers. (p. 2)

In March of 1945--special agents of the Office of Strategic
Services made a wmidnight raid on the headguarters of the little
magazine. Here...were literally hundreds c¢f classified U.S.
Government documents...almost a hundred bore the signature of
of John Stewart Service.... (p. 30)

...the fact that they were stolen. (p. 70)

The preceding parts of the Introduction are to be regarded,
therefore, as background for the reader's personal study of
the recovered Awerasia papers themselves. (p. 70)

»..the hundred-odd items from the pen of John Stewert Service
that were recovered in the Amerasia seizures. (p. 71)

...the rich variety of materials that Amerasia editors received
during World Var II from their secret sources within the Federal
Government. (p. 73)

In no way, of course, does the date of a document indicate just
vhen the Amerasie people first saw it, but it may properly be
assumed that the earliest were perhaps among the first to be
pilfered. (p. 73)

The next documents from the pen of John Stevart Service to turn
up in the Amerasia collection were his field reports.... (p. 86)
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Classification refers to the classification noted at the time
the document was obtained from the Amerasia offices.... (p. 115)

Dr. Kubek recognizes that in the case of one document, No. 315,
he has a problemn. |

Since Serviece was making comment here cn an article appearing

in the New York Times the day before, his memorandum could
hardly have been either misdated or post-dated. It is possible,
therefore, that this document was never in the actual possession
of Amerasia, and that it ended up in the Department of Justice
simply because it was among the pepers confiscated by the ¥FBI
from Service's desk al the State Departwent at the time of

his arrest. (p. 112)

Only "skeptics,” he goes on, could wish to consider that this might
be the case with more than this single document. But to confuse

even the skeptics, he concludes that it is "not really important...
exactly how many documents Service.passed——or how many documents
comprised the total which Jaffe received from his network of sources"
(which is hardly the point Dr. Kubek started out to discuss).

It so happens that the actual number of my reports owahich
copies were found in Amerasia has been no mystery since July, 1950.
That is when the Tydings Subcommittee (of the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee) published the whole transecript of my lengthy hear-
ings before the Department of State Loyalty Security Board in Part 2,

Appendix, of its own State Department Employee Loyalty Investigation.

The actual number--az matter of public record for twenty years--was
4. Not "one hundred-odd."

While I am on the subject, testimony before the Loyalty Security
Board, and in the Tydings Subcommittee hearings, established a number
of facts ebout these reports:

a) None of them was in a form that could have come from me.

b) A number of them showed the fingerprints or bore the hand-

vriting of E.S. Larsen--who was indicted and eventually

pleaded nolo contendere.

¢) All of the documents had been routed to the section in the
State Department where Larsen was working,

d) Iarsen had admitted giving some of the reports to Jaffe,
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and was an inconsistent and changeable witness regarding
V others~-even concerning documents which he was known to
ﬁava given to Jaffe, | ;
Dr. Xubek notes (correctly) that by official, "routine" approval
of the U.S. Army headquarters in.Chungking (for whom the reports
were wiiﬁten); I had in wy posséssion personal copies c¢f the memoranda
I had prepared during the Yenan period., He fails to note that I
had also personally acquired and collected what was, at that time
in the United States, probably a unique collection of recent research
materials dealing with the Chinese Communist movement: publications,
reports, speeches, notes of interviews, et cetera. There was, of
course, nothing secret or improper about this attempt to find out
all I could aboul the thnese‘Communists: it had been wy principal
assigned official duty for a long time. All of these research
materials were kept with the perscnal cbpies of my memoranda in my
desk at the State Department. After my arrest, the entire contents
of my desk--personal copies of memorandas, research malerials, personal
correspondence, address books, memos to myself--were taken by the
FBI. It was not long, however, before the Department of Justice
conceded that none of these materials were government property or
teken from official files, and that they were a1l my personal and
‘private papers. Accordingly, the Department of Justice very punc-
tiliously returned them all to me--personally. .
Fortunately, the Department of Justice was courteocus enough
to provide a list of these personal papers that were taken and then
returned, Furthermore, so that I could be interrogated on them,
the Loyalty Security Board provided a list of my reports of which
copies were actually found in Amerasia. When these two lists are
compared with Dr. Kubek's so-called “Amerasialpapers," some quite
interestihg facts are revealed,
Sixty-nine of the documents which he selects to print were
never anywhere near Amerasia. They are purely and simply (if
those are the right words) lifted from my personal paspers. The
Departuent of Justice may have been proper and punctilious about

returning the originals to me, but it appears that somebody thought
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it might come in handy to keep copies.
At one point in his Introdusticn, Dr., Kubek claims that the
editors of Amerasia had obtained:

. ..many translations of basic doctrinary proncuncements

of the Chinese Communists....In other words, the Amerasia

editors were receiving grist of every soxrt, size, and

texture for the will they were operating in New York. (pp. 71-72)

This is a wonderfully graphic picture. Apparently to help drive
home the point, Dr. Kubek prints & total of fifteen of these "doc-
trinary pronouncements"--which turn out mainly to be wartime writings
by Mao Tse-tung and Liu Shao-ch'i, But it happens that all fifteen
are gmong the sixty-nine documents just mentioned that were never
near Amerasia., They all come from my perscnal papers~--in this case
ny rescarch collection, ’

Some questions are suggested. Dr, Kubek tells us repeatedly
that he is concerned with stolen government documents, of diplomatic
end security significance, What, then are these papers doing in
here? Mao Tse-tung's well-known "Investigation of the Rursl Village"
and Tiuv Shao-ch'i's old stendby "On Self-Cultivation" are not clessi-
fied, not stolen, not U.S. government docurments, and not reports of
diplowatic significance. Even if they had been found in Ameresia
(which in thisc cese they were not), so what? Amerasia was a specialist
magezine in Far Eastern affairs with a particular interest in China.
¥hat Echolar of modern Chine would not be expected to have in his
1ibraLy these basic materisls, and others such as Meo's Selected
EEEEE’ Does not Dr., Kubek, himself, have these publications in his
posse%sion or readily available? It is hard, therefore, to see any
reason for their inclusion here except to provide a suggestively
prejuaicial stage-setting. The reader apparently is intended to
visu :ize a Communist megazine busily collecting Communist publica-
tions from a nysterious network of "pro-Communist" conspirators
withig the government. T suggest that the only thing mysteriocus
here %s the naiveté of Dr., Kubek, or his expectetions of gullibility
on the part cf his audience.

i come next to an interesting group of thirty-one documents

aemong those selected by Dr. Kubek. As printed, all thirty-one are

1
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f}p@ ﬁy personal pepers. But the material contained in each of
then, thqugh in somewhat different form, ectuelly was found in
the Amerasie office. The interesting qpestion; of course, is the
reason for this seemingly illogical choice, Wny use a copy of a
report from my personal file, when another copy of the same report
wes available from what may legitimately be called "Amerasia papers"?
i have some thoughts on this, but they may come more Jogically at
& latér point.. : ' '

And then, finelly, Dr. Kubek has printed fifteen of my reports
which do not come from my own personal papers. These actually did
come from among the "Amerasia papers."

To summerize, among the 315 documents published in The Amerasia

Papers, a total of at least 115 are tied to me by authorship or were
& part of umy personal research collection. Of this 115 documents,
69 were from my personal papers and were not in Amerasia in any
form; 31 were my personal copies although the same material was in
Amerasis in a different form; 15 were from Amerasia, Thus, 100
“documents as printed are from my personal papers. This makes Dr. Kubek's
dismissal of "skeptics” séem perhaps a bit disingenuous--since the
skeptics ciearly win by = score.cf 100 to 15, Nor do I find it
possible to agree with Dr. Kubek that the matter "is not really
important." ’
Cne thing that obviously is of importance to Dr. Kubek is to

build up .the number of my reports. This makes it difficult for him
to adhere to his own standards for selection:

Each Zaocument publishe§7 has been chosen for at least one
special reason--its source, its classification when known,

'its Innate interest of content, or its diplomatic significance.
The last reason is, of course, the most significant. (p. 71)

So far as reports by me were concerned, diplomatic significance
epparently included: |
a request fer travel orders,
an incomplete and abendoned draft of & memorandum;
very brief, sketchy outlines of contemplated but never written
memoranda (5), (How did unwritten memoranda help to
acconplish "the fall of China'?)
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brief, routine transmission of texts of news broadcasts (3),

similar routine transmission of newspapers (at least 3).
Strangely, my systematic collection and forwarding of Yenan new‘spépers
seems to have been one thing that particularly upsets Dr. Kubek:

Service employed every device in the arsenal of propaganda....
One of his favorite methods was to deliver vcluminous materials
from the Yenan daily newspaper, the Chieh Fang Jih Pao.... (p. 98)

Thé research and informational value of this type of malerial hardly
needs emphasis to scholars. Personally, I was rather pleased with
béing able to obtain and forward the couplete back file of this
important and hitherto unavailable Pariy newspaper. And, as I

pointed out in my first transmitiing memorandum: "The Chieh Fang Jih

Pao is probably of greatest value because it is a publicity and
propaganda organ of the Communist Party." (Emphasis in the original.)
Indeed, it appears (with one exception) that every single

piece of paper written by me, or attributable to me, that could be
found either in Amerasia or among my ?ersonal papers, has been selected
by Dr. Kubek for inclusion as an important and diplomatically sig-
nificant docﬁment. If one could accept this evaluation with a
straight face, it would seewm thal no field reporter has ever before
had such a high batting average. It is an accolade which, under
the circumstances, I decline,

- The solitary exception--the only memorandum not selected by
Dr. Kubek--vas my memorandum No. 5, written from Chungking in February,
1945, entitled "Chinese Feelers Regarding Formosa." It reported
the concern of some résponsible non-Communist Chinese in Chungking
that the National Government was not adequately prepared to take
over the administration of Formosa (Taiwan) immediately after the
Japanese surrender., In view of the record of events in Taiwan during
the first two years of Nationalist administration, one wonders why
this report was not considered to have some interest of content and
diplometic significance,

One vay that my total is increased is by duplicate printing

of two of my memoranda. In each case, the ba§ic memorandum ( from
my personal papers) is printed alone. Then it is reprinted as an
enclosure to a transmitting Army report (from Amerasia). It seems

reasonable to assume, however, that anything so bizarre is more
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likely to be the result of editorial oversight then conscious intent.
There. is another way in which the total is. given the appearance
of being increased. Here is an exemple out of a group. In the

bona fide "Amerasia papers" there was a copy of an Embassy despalch

which transmitted and ccamented on a meworandum which I had prepared
et Yenan. Amohg the personal papers from ry desk, there was my |
file copy of that memorandum. For reasons not apparent, Dr. Kubek
first prints the memorandum from my personal file and then, at s
considerably later point, the transmitting Embassy despatch from
Amerasia. Since the headings for both documents wake proninent
mention of "report from John S. Service," the unwary reader can
hardly be blamed for feeling inundated by Service reports. But
at least the editor does not--as in the paragraph above--reprint
the memorandum itself for a second time, | ’
Several pages ago, I mentioned that Dr. XKubek laid a founda-
tion for his allegation of my centrality in the Amerasia case by
three wmuch-repeated assertations: (1) that he is offering his
readers only documents found in Awerasia; (2) that they werc all
documents stolen from the U.S. sovernment; and (3) that a hundred-odd
of these stclen official documents were drafted by me. It is now
arply clear that the first assertation is false: so far as documents
related to wme are concerned, the overwhelming majority'wére never
anywhere near Amerasia. The second assertion is likewise false:
most of the papers he is talking about were not official documents,
were never in any official file, and were not stolen--they were,
in fact, my persconal papers. Not much is left, by this point, of A
his third allegation. Dr. Kubek does indeed, by some remarkable
exertions, put together one hundred pieces of paper originally drafted
by me; but the majority, being nothing more than wy personal papers,
were never in Amerasia and thus have no relation to the Amerasia
case. )
One would like to be able to conclude that Dr. Kubek had made
a simple mistake in treating my personal papers and research materials
&s having been seized in the Amerasie office, But Dr. Kubek obviously

knows the record; and he could hardly be that simple. The elaborate



manner in which he has prepared and repeated these allegations

mekes it clear, instead, that The Amerasis Papers is an attempt

at fraudulent deception of the reader,
*¥ ¥ X ® %

One might leave the matter at this point--but Dr; Kubek does
not. Tc buttress his allegation that I pleyed a central role in
the Amerasia case, he goes beyond the "these-are-all-stolen-government-
documents" ploy in severel important ways: ‘
a) doubt is cast on the number of memcranda which I loaned
to Jaffe;
b) it is then suggested that "many" documents were "delivered"
' by me to Jaffe; and finally, '
¢) +the record is ignored and distorted to suggest non-existent
mystery and official laxity in the prosecution of the case.
I have, of course, always acknowledged that I permitted Jaffe
to read and to retain for a time in his possession eight to ten
of wmy personal eopies of descriptive reportorial memoranda which
I had written in China..

.o J went through my personal copies of ny Yenan memoranda
and selected several--I think about 8 or 10--which were
purely descriptive and did not contailn discussion of American
military or political policy. These I considered it would be
appropriate to allow Jaffe, as a writer on China, to see...

These personal copies I refer to, and from among which I
allowed Jaffe to see selected ones of a descriptive nonpolicy
nature, were some of my file copies of memorends which I had
written in China over my own signature, recording my own ob-
servations and conversations as & reporter. They did not rep-
resent, nor purport to represent, the views of the Embassy,
the Army, or the Department of State. They bore only the un-
official classification which I placed on them when I wrote
them, a ¢lzssification vhich by this time was of no significance
since the information contained in them had been extensively
reported by Americen newspaper correspondents who had visited

. the Commmist areas. They were not removed from any official
files; they had never been in official files.

It was not unusual tc allow writers to have access to this
type of factual meterial for background purposes, since reading
the materiel or teking notes on it was always more satisfactory
from the viewpoint of accuracy than merely relying on one's
memory end orzl recitation. (Service testimony before the Tydings
Committee. State Deperiment Employee Loyalty Investigation
[hereafter TT/, pp. 1272-1273.)
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.  :As already noted, I had official permission to retain these
personal copies, and kept them in my desk at the State Department.
They bore no official classification, were,nevér part of the State
Deperiment or any other government files, and lending them to a
Journalist wés not a violation of law (though admittedly--particularly
with the tenefit of hindsight--unwise and indiscreet), Furthermore,
the papers were loaned: not "supplied," "delivered," or "passed."

They were all returned by Jaffe to me, and nc reproductions~or coples
were found in Amerasia. The record is more than amply clear on these
points,

Mr. HITCHCOCK. The personal copies wnich Service admitted

lending to Jaffe never were part of the State Department files,
(Testimony of Mr. Robert M. Hitchcock before the Tydings Committee,
May 26, 1950. Mr. Hitchcock was special assistant to the Attorney
General in 1945 and in direct. charge of the prosecution of the
Amerasia case. TT, p. 1008) '

Senator TYDINGS. ©Now, if Service had given Jaffe his own personal
copies, would he have violated any injunction of secrecy as to
State Department documents?

Mr. HPICHCOCK. To my knowledge he would have violated no law
whatsoever or injunction the State Depaxtment mey have had

with reference to Service's persenal copy.... (TT, p. 1008)

All documents found in his desk at the State Department
were carbons of his reports which he [Service/ was entitled
to keep, As Mr. Service suggests, it is not logical that he
should take official copies of his reports, that had become
Government property, when he had carbon copies that he could
freely lend without violating any law. (Tydings Committee Report, p.93)

While not condoning it, we recognize that it was an accepted
practice for Stete Department officials to impert some types
of classified information to writers in order to give thenm
background information for their articles. John S. Service
was 1in an unusual position in China and, in accordance with
General Stillwell's wishes, he maintained relaticns with the
representatives in China of the American press in order to
brief them on political end quasi-militery developments in the
China theater. He appears to have been allowed a greater freedom
in contacts with the press then would an officer in a similer
position in Washington. If should also be emphasized that
both Mark Gayn and Philip Jaffe were considered reputsble newsmen
end writers by the public in the spring of 1945 when Service
first met then. (TCR, p. 93)
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Dr. Kubek, however, has it somewhal differenlly:

According to a statement by Service in 1957 to the State
Department security officer Otto (tepka, he passed only
eighteen documents; end in his testimony E.S. Larsen admztted
having shown to Jaffe some documents written by Service. It
cannot be stated with certainty, therefcre, exactly how many
documents Service passed--or how many documents couprised the
total which Jaffe received from his network of sources, The
actual numbers, in both cases, are dispulable and not really
important.. (p. 112)

It is quite clear, I ©think, that to Dr. Kubek the actual number of
documents that I "passed" to Jaffee is not really important. As
I shall note presently, his next charge literally depends on this
uncertainty. ’

A few points, I made no statement to Mr. Otepka, so far as
I can remember, in 1957. I believe my first meeting with him was
in the sutumn of 1958 when I went fhrough a lengthy "interrogation”
(by & panel of three officers, not two as Mr. Otepka says) as a
step to&ard my eventual security clearance, This went on for more
days and sessions than I can recall. Unfortunately, though a stenog-
raphker-was-presant anc busy, I have no transcript: the Federal Loyalty
Security prograh,hgs long since .evolved beyond the stage of allowing
the perszon most concerned to receive transceripts in proceedings
such as this. I repested my best recollection that the number of
personal copies of my meworanda involved was eight to ten. It was
then intimated (as it had been in even more vague terms iﬂ‘some of
my previous hearings) that someone was supposed to have been heard
to say to someone else that the number was eighteen. The implica-~
tion--never made clesr--was that this was a wiretap of e phone con-
versation between Jaffe and another person involved in the Amerasia
case. There was never any identification of persons; never a record-
ing, transcfipt, text, or even clear statement of just what was said.
I could only reply that 1 believed (as I still do) that the number
was eight to ten; but that since my recollection was not -absolute,
it would be difficult for me to prove othervise if cleer and positive
evidence was presented that the number was eighteen. The panel made
no attempt to present such evidence, and I have never seen or heard

anything that could be considered evidence to show that my mewory
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is incorrect. The panel was interrogsting wme, it might be noted,
more than thirteen years afler the event--which is now more than
twenty-five years away. I should also mention here that it is likem
wise untrue that "Service told Otepka that his only motive in passing
the papers to Jaffe was to discredit'Ambassador Hurley" (footnote 252,
‘p. 112}. I had no such motive; but even if I had, it is hard to
see hov it would have been furthered by any such action--since none
of the memoranda mentioned Hurley or dealt with his atteﬁpts to bring
the Cormunists into a coalition government,

Dr. Kubek is not really interested, however, in any such rela-
tively modest mumber as eighteen. He is ready to go far beyond it.

Because evidence to the contrary is lacking, it may be assumed
that many of Service's documents found at Amerasia were delivered
by Service himself in these few wmeetings with Jaffe and his
associates. (p. 111)

I understand that Dr. Kubek is not a lawyer: nor am I. Nonetheless,
Y find it ralher startling to be told that if I cannot present com-
plete and incontrovertible proof of innocence, then I am guilty.
Innocence is not aimays easy to prove-~though I have always thought
that thefe was ample direct evidence in my own casge, But if someone
else is found to have cdone what you are accused of, is that not to
be considered "evidence to the contrary"? The record, as in other
aspects of the much investigated Amerasia case, is copious. A few
exaﬁples:

Senator TYDINGS. ILet me ask you this: Was there any evidence
gathered by the FBI that came to your knowledge that showed
thal Service was connected in any manner, shape, or form with
the taking or stealing of documents from the State Department
other than we have had described here in your memorandum?

Mr. HITCHCOCK. DNo sir; other than the clearly identified
eight State Department ozalid copies which were found in
Jaffe's brief case which I assumed, up until the time Larsen
had admitted giving them to Jaffe, might well have come from
Service.

Senator TYDINGS. Was he ever detected passing any document
to anybody connected with this case or anybody on the outside?

Mr, HITCHCOCK. ©No, sir, not to the best of my recollection.
(T7, p. 1008) '
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Mr, HITCHCOZK. TFrom my recollection--and I think it is
pretty good on that point--Larsen was in a position to supply
them. '

Mr. MORGAN. Any of the documents in the case?

Mr, HITCHCOCK., Well, now as I said earlier this morning, my
recolleclion is that virtuaily all of these documents, even
those that had not originated from State, had been routed to
State. DNow all of these, from anything I know %o the contrary,
had to come from Larsen. (TT, p. 1034)

Mr. MORCAN. 1Is it proper to say, therefore, that from your
handling of the situation, you were adequately satisfied on

the basis of the documents and other Government material you

had available to you, that the subjects who were being considered
for prosecutive action were those who had a hand in obtaining
these documents?

‘Mr. HITCHCOCK. Yes; in this sense; that there was nobody else.
Now, what I mean by that is--I am not trying to quibble. Larsen
is the only person that I could ever attribute from the evidence
submitted to us as having been able to do this, with the exception
of Roth. (TT, p. 1035)

Earlier in this memorandum, I mentioned & group of thirty-one
documents printed by Dr. Kubek, where he had selected a copy from
wy personal papers although, in each case, the same basic material
was among the documents actually found in Amerasia. This sort of
thing might be regarded as an accident if it happened once or twice;
it cannot be an accident when, as here, it is done consistently.
What, then, can be the explanation for this seemingly illogical
choice?

Most of the copies of my reports that were in the possession
of Amerasia had been forwarded to Washington under cover of Embassy
despatches, Army or other official reports, or were ozalid copies
prepared in--and hence clearly the property of--the State Department.
As the record mekes very clear, these various types of material
were never available to me (since I never prepared the transmitting
despatch or report). They were generally unknown to me, and were
never in my possession. On the other hand, if it is alleged--as
Dr. Kubek does repeatedly--that Amerasia had in its possession, not
Embassy despatches, but my own file copies--which Dr. Kubek points

out I had permission to retain--then the reader will be much more

PN
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ready to believe Dr. ¥ubek when he says thal "many of Service's
documents found at Amerasia were delivered by Service himself...."

An exauwple may make this more clear. Document No. 275 is my
report No. 13 from Yenan, dated March 15, 1945, giving a factual
summary of "Chinese Coumunist Views in Regard to Sinkiang." The
copy of this report which was actually in tne possession of Amerasia
was an ozalid fecsimile reproduction of the signed original. It
carried on its face State Department distribution symbols which
linked it to the office in which E.S. Larsen worked. It was, in
fact, one of the docunents which Larsen had admitted giving to
Jaffe. The personal copy of this report which was in my desk was
a typed carbon copy. It could not have been very sharp and distinct,
since it was the fourth copy; made on a small Hermes portable
typewriter, at night in a cave in Yenan. But it carried my hand-
written initials above my iyped name on the last page. In the
Foreign Service in those days (and perhaps also today), the drafter
might sign the origimz=l but, of the duplicates, he initialed only
the-file.copy. A

When we turn to Document No. 275 itself (page 1L09), it will
be seen from a thoughtfully added footnote that: "This is a carbon
copy, but the initials JS are written above the t&ped signature.”
There is, therefore, no question whatever sbout the source of the
document that Dr, Kubek has selected to print. Despite the facts
that the copy actually in Amerasia was clearer and more legible,
and carried markings which identified it indisputably as being
government property, he has preferred the copy from my personsal
papers~-which was never near Amerasia., The reader, particularly
if he knows anything about State Department procedures, will naturally
assume that Amerasia, where he is erroneously told it was found,
could only hava gotien this copy from me directly.

Finally, Dr. Kubek persistently suggests that there was some
nystery esboul the Amerasia case, and that t was mishandled and
covered up.

«..reads like & spy thriller, but is all the more interesting
because it is true. (p. iii)
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:;..one'of the strangest tales in recent American history; (p. 30)

The strange case of Amerasia, like many a fictional spy
thriller... (p. 31)

...the éﬁrange circumstanceé.... (p. 35)

.;.perhaps the most bizarre of all its peculiar features. (p. h9}
...strange ayrangement...a final peculiar piece of business (p. 51)
...strange case of the purloined Gove?nment ?apers...v (p. 70)
...secret sources within the Federal Government. (p. 73)
...through their mysterious network... (p. 7h)

...Service's role in the whole strange affeir. (p. 111)

In no real sense was the Amerasia case tried; it wes merely
heard, (p. 51) ‘

...the annals of American Jurisprudence contain few example of
wmisused legalism as shocking as this one. (p. 52)

...the curtain was quietly drawn on the spectacular case of
the purloined documents. (p. 55)

Why, indeed, did the Criminal Division of the Department
of Justice handle the whole case of Amerasias in so timid and
apologetic a manner...? (p. 59)

«+.the hitherto all-but-forgotlen "Case of the Six" which had
been so ¢ffectively buried... (p. 62)

Had the Amerasia case been prosecuted honestly and vigorously,
as some had hoped... (p. 113)
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One interesting easpect of this labored and studied atten@t
to suggest derk mysteries, both in the background of the case itself
and in the way in which it was prosecuted, is that Dr., Kubek is un-
eble to offer any new facts vwhatsoever ebout the case that are not
to be found in the traunscript and report of the Tydings Committee.
That transcript included testimony from the FBI and Department »
of Justice officials in charge of investigating and prosecuting the
case. It also contained the report of the 1946 investigation by
the Hobbs Commitiee of the House Committee on the Judiciary, the
. presentuent of the Rew York grand jury in 1850, testimony b¥ E.S.
Larsen, and the full ftranscript of wy own hearings before the State
Department Loyalty Security Board as well as ny testimony in three
days of hearings before the Committee itself.

If there was ever a caSe which has been throvghly investigated,
and of which the full record has been opened to public scrutiny,
it must be the Awmerasia case. TUnfortunately, the Tydings Committee
finished its work twenty years ago, and its transcripi a,ndArepcrt
totel some 2,850 pageéy From a record of this sive (though the
Tydings transcript is not entirely taken up with the Amerssia case),
Dr. Kubek has bzen what can only charitably be described as "highly

selective.”

It may be helpful to the reader, therefore, to insert
here a factual summary of the case, This was preparéd in 1950 by
the Department of Justice for the Tydings Committee which, after
its long investig§tion, concluded: |

The facts set forth in the ensuing mewmorandum of the Department
of Justice are In all respects consistent and in accord with
the facts and evidence adduced before this subcommittee.

(TCR p. 122)



MEMORANDUM OF THE DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE ON TRE Aserasia Case
INTRODUCTION

This report is a summary of the events relating to the prosecution in the

Amerasia case. In addition to the salient facts, it sets forth the various proseeu-

- tion problems encountered and the reasous for thn decisions made at the various

stages of the litigation. 7The legal conclusions expressed are documented by an

analysis of the pertinent Supreme Court decisions, which is attsched to this
report &s an appendix.

THE BACKGROUXND OF THE CASE

“Amerasian’” was a bimonthly magsazine owned, edited, and published by
Philip J. Jaffe in New York City. Kate Mitchell was an associate editor, The
ublication, iu existence for some 8 years, had a small circulation, less than
000, and was devoted exclusively to political and economic matters in the Far
East. Both its editorial Position and the contents of its articles projected the pro-
Communist viewpoint. Its ehief appeal was to persons interested in a speeinlized
study of pan-Pacific problems, events, and developments.

Since many avenues of communication between the Far East and the United
States were closed during the war, persons interested in political, economie, and
other developments in the Pacific area were cut off from the usual sources of pub-
liec information and were largely dependent on information obtained through

overnmental sources, legally or illegally. Data of the charaeter required could
ge obtained from censored dispatehes, departmental releases and press relations
offices, from on-the-reeord and off-the-record interviews with governmental
officials, from monitored broadeasts, and from the Oflice of War Informsation, It
appearcid that classificd documents were shown to writers and others for “back-
geound” purposes with the understanding that the article, story, ete. subscquently
writien would be submitted to censorship sutherities.  And, of course, in this
ease.data of this charseter were nlso obtained by aequiring unauthorized accesato
actual Government docunents and reports.

- The Amerasia case investigation was comimenced as & result of an instance in
the Intter category where the contents of a Government decument, not authorized
for publication, weve found in an issue of the magazine Amerasia.  An article,
#The Case of Thailand,” prepared by 0SS, was reprinted in almost verbatim form
at page 23 of the January 26, 1045, issue of Amerasis,

The Thailand article dated December 11, 1944, was part of a classified 0SS
document and in geueral pointed out thie major differences of British and American
viewpoints on Thailand, commenting upon that country’s political future. The
document, weas a stardard OS8 report published periodieally every 2 weeks. These

reports were made up primarily for the use of OSS and State Department

employees.
- THE INITIAL SEARCH AND SEIZURE BY 0ss

In February 1945 an official of the Office of Strategic Services, in examining the
foregoing issue of the magazine Amerasia, noticed the Thailand article,

Sines the unauthorized publication of the contents of a classified document would
have been a violation of security regulations, the O3S official turned the docu-
ment, together with the Amerasia article, over to Mr. Archibald Van Beuren,
security officer of 088, who, in turn, on February 28, 1043, took them to Mr.
¥rank B. Bielaski, Director of Investigation, OSS, in New York, N, Y. Mr.
. Bielaski was requested by Mr. Van Beuren to place under surveillance every
person in Washington who had access to the document in an effort to determine
who was supplying secret information to the editors of the Amerasia magazine.
When Biclaski was informed that numerous persons had access to the document,
he decided against surveillance of these individuals, and on his own initiative
decided that the way to get the facts conceruing the matter would be to go directly
to the office of the Amerasia magazine,

The 0S8 approached the matter as being solely one of countersecurity within
that agency. It overlooked or disregarded the fact that there might be involved
© possible vinlations of Federal criminal laws and that they had no investigaiive
jurisdiction whatever in respect to criminal offenses. Consequently, the O3S at
this point should have referred the entire matter to the FBI, which has primary
investigative juriscdiction of espicnage cases and unlawful removal or coucealment
of Government documents.
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Acting without the krowledge or epproval of the Department of Justice,
Biclaski proceeded to the office of the Amerasia magazine at 225 Fifth Avenue,
New York City, and by subterfuge and without the knovledge or consent of
Philip J. Jaffe, the sole owner and publishier of the Amerasia magazine, secured
admission to the Amerasia promises around roidnight on Sunday, March 11, 1945.
¥or about 2% hours thercafter Dielsski and 5 essistants thoroughly searched all
the papers, reeords, and documents on the premiszs and, after exanmining in the
neighborhood of 300 documents, DPielaski decided to take 20 or more of the docu-
ments to Washington as proof. After taking these documents, Biclaski and
his assistants then replaced all the other documents so that there would be no
evidence of their illezal search and seizure,

THE FBI INVLESTICATION

Immediately after this search and scizure of the documents in the premises of
Amerasia, Bielaski came to Washington bringing with Lira the documents seized
and re?orted to General Donovan, head of the 0ss. Thereafter, the documents
were shown to the Secrctary of State. The latter immediately requested that
futurce investigations be conducted by the Federal Bureau of Investigation and
the documents were turned over to the Bureau at that time.  With this informa-
tion the Bureau immediately inaugurated an intensive and full-scale investigation
lﬁmginning in the middle of March and continuing until after the arrests on June

1945, .

"1t is, therefore, clear the illegal search of the Amerasia premises and the illegal
seizurc of the documents by the OSS sgents constituted the basic information
which started the FRI investigation in motien. Until the FBI received these

- documents in March 1945 it had no knowledge of the aclivitics of the OSS agents
and was not then eonducting an independent investigation of this matter.

The investigation launched by the ¥DI, consisting largely of continuous physical
surveillance, established that Jaffe, in the spring of 1945, made several trips to
Washington on wkich he contacted Emmanuel 8. Lersen, 8 Ching specialist
employed by the State Departinent,  Jafl also contacted Andrew Roth, an ON{
lidtitenant who was s Far Fast speciulist and a onz thee cmployce of Amerasie,
John 8. Bervice, a State Department Foreign Service employee on duty in China,
returned to the United States on about April 15, 1945, and was observed in the
company of Jaffe on scveral occasions bebween that time and the time of his
arrest on June 6, 1645, On some occasions, these persons were observed studying
papers together or passing papers to each other, but since both Jaffe and Roth
were writing books at the time and all of the persons were interested in a common
subject, no significant or guilty connotations could be drawn from such conduect
without some admissible evidence of identification of the papers as official docu-
ments. However, there was no evidence of the contents or natuve of the papers
which were passed between these persons, .

Insofar es criminal prosceution was concerned, the carefully observed actions
of the suspects in this respect were as consistent with innocence as with guilt,
As was later found by the House subcommittee which made & painstaking examin-
ation of the case, “No Government items were ever seen t0 be passed from one
subject to another, although all of them were under constant surveillance for some
time.” (Report of Subcommittee IV of the Committec on the Judiciary, House
of Representatives, 79th Cong., 2d sess., pursuant to FL. R. 420.)

While in New York City, gaﬂ’e was, of course, in daily association with Kate
Mitchell, his office associate. He was also in frequent contact with Mark Gayn,
& correspondent and magazine writer who also specialized in far eastern subjects.
Once duriug the investigation, Gayrn while riding on a bus was observed reading
what appeared to be a copy of an official report.  This report, it was Iater ascer-
tained, had to do with common gossip about the marital relations between General-
fssimo Chiang Kai-shek apd his wife.  Generally speaking, the results of the physi-
eal surveillances of the subjects while in New York were of 8 neutral or negative
echaracter except as proof of association. The surveillance failed to establish
the actual theft or upauthorized remioval of a single official document by any one
of the subjects and no evidence was adduced which iudicated that any official
document or other paper was ever passed or delivered by any of the suspects to a
known or suspected espionage agent.  In this eounection, the House subcommittee
which later reviewed this case found: “slthough the various parties were frequent-
ly observed in the company of one another by trained investigators, no one of
them was ever seen to deliver any Government itemis to another.”

The investigation of the FBI, [n addition to establishing association bstween
the various subjects, elso established that there were numerous clossified docu-
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wents or copies of such documents en the premises of Amcrasia, at Larsen’s
home and in Gayn’s home. The possession of theze documents was established
by means of unauthorized and illegal entriss upon the premises of the subjects
snd the information and evidence 30 obtainad could not, of course, be legally used
“in & criminal prosecution. In fuct, in the event of & subscquent trial or even pre-
trial hearings, in which the evidence was ehallenged, the Department would have
been required to concede the facts as to the illegal trespasses, searches, and seizures.
~ The offices of Amerasia were entered without seareh warrants on March 20,
1943, March 26, 1945, Mareh 27, 1945, April 23, 1945, April 24, 1945, and
May 14, 1945, and the documents found therein inventoried and photographed.

The apartment of Philip Jacob Jafle was entered without search warrants
on April 2, 1945, and April 6, 1945. No muterial of interest was located,

The apartment of Emmanuel Bigurd Larsen was entered without a search war-
rant on April 6, 19435, and some of the documents found were photographed,

The apartiment of Mark Julius Gayn was entered without a scarch warrant
ic.)n Aé)ril 6, 19435, and April 27, 1945, Photographs were made of the documents
ound.

The apartment of Kate Louise Mitchell was entered without & scarch warrant
on March 31, 1945, Nothing material was found.

Of course, & criminal prosecution in any ease, and particularly in this case,
would be the greatest of deterrents. But even absent the possibility of a success-
ful prosecution {(becausc of the nccessary methods by which the evidence in
this case was secured), the steps taken by the FBI were more than justified, not
only to put & stop to the loose handling of Government documents, but also to
protect the internal sccurity. of the country. ’

SUBMISSION OF CASE T0 CRIMINAL DIVISION

Until May 20, 1945, the Criruinal Division of the Department had no knowledge
of the facts hereinbefore set forth or of the investigation conducted by the OSS
or the ¥BI. On that date the First Assistant of the Criminal Division was
given & memorandum dated May 29, 1945, which had just been reccived from

~the FBI, This memeranduwm bricfly summarized the salient facts doveloped by
the FBI investigation. The First Assistant was instrucied to study this memo-
randum and make an iromediate decision with respeet to prosecution. The FBI
memorandum itselfl solicited a deciston within 24 hours s to the arrest of the sub-
jects,

The First Assistant reviewed the FBI memorrndum and then conferred with

the FBI officials who had the ease in charge. After this conference and after a
review of the memorandum of May 29, 1945, he came to two conclusions, The
first conclusion was that the Department did rot then have the necessary legal
evidence available to convict the individuals involved. Auw attachment to the
memorandum of May 29, 1045, under the heading “Evidence’” pointed out the
warning that—*“Most of the foregoing information regarding the contacts made
by the various principals and the documents which were exchauged were obtained
through highly confidential means and sources of information whick cannol be
used in evidence.”” [Emphasis supplied.]

The Criminal Division, of course, recognized the obstacles inherent in the ease.
Nevertheless, it was concluded that, with the usual “break” which attends the
apprehension of Federal law violators, sufficient evidence might be obtained to
establish & case. This conclusion was based on two factors: One, that more
than 80 percent of Federal law violators confess their offense after their arrest,
and two, by confronting the suspects with the incriminatory documents expected
to be found on their arrest, damaging admissions might be obtained.

It was decided to authorize the issuance of 8 complsaint for three reasons:

First, we were then at war and the indications were that the suspects were
engaged in what might be dangerous espionage activities. Their arrest would at
least put & stop to these activities and unearth their ramifications. The Burean
“gnticipated that & considerable amount of additional evidence will, of course, be
developed’’ against contacts and associates of the defendants after their arrests.

Second, it was hoped that sufiicient legal proef might be acquired by admissions
upon their arrest and otherwise. '

Third, there exisied the possibility that timely motions to suppress any doeu-
ments which might be scized at the time of the srrest migl.i not be made,

The Criminal Division authorized the fling of 8 complaint on Jyne 5, 1945,
against Philip J. Jaffe, Emmanuel Sigurd Larsen, Andrew Roth, and John Stewart
Service as suggested by the Bureau. In addition, the Criminal Division suthor-
fzed the arrest of Kate Louise Mitchell and Merk Julivs Gayn. The complaint
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eharged all six with 2 conspiracy to violatc title 59, section 31 of the Espionage
Act, having to do with the unauthorized removal and possession of decuments
relating to the national defense.

On Jene 6, 1943, a3 the defendants were arrested in New York City or in
Washington, D. C,, s in eachicase where a defendant was found en his preiizes,
the premnises were thoroughly scarched and the documents found removed by the
arresting officers.  No ‘‘consent to search” authorizations were obtained from any
of the defendants,

The results of the arrests, the séarches and the interviews were, on the whole,
disappointinz and did not provide the prosccution, except in the case of Larsen
and Jaffe, with the evidence hoped for as to when, where, how, and by whom the
ofticial papers were removed and received by the defendauts. No documncnts
were found en Roth er Service or at their premises. Jaffe, Mitchell, and Roth
declined to sign statements. Only a small percentage of the documents scized by
the F'BI related to the national defense, .

After the arrests, the prosccution of the case was, on June 13, 1945, assigned to
Robert M. Hitcheock, & Speria! Aszistant to the Attoruey General, one of the most
able, experienced, and conscientious trial attorneys in the Department., Des-
ignated to assist hiin was Donald B. Anderson, a former Federal Bureau of Tnvesti-
gation special agent, Stale judge, and prosceutor.

All of the defendanis were separately represented by counsel and sll indications
were that the case would be vigorously defended. Defense counsel requested
conferences with representatives of the Criminal Division, and demanded early
hearings in New York and Washington, Since prelimivary hearings before a
United States Commissioner would not have been in the intereats of the Govern-
ment bocansze they would preimmaturely expose the prosccution evidence, an imme-
diate indictment was sought to make such hearings unnecessary. An'indictment
would eliminate the defendants’ right to a preliminary hearing at which evidence
of probahle cause wenld have to be adduced. This was particularly important
for the additional reaszn that it would require considerable tirae to process in the
FBI lzboratery hundreds of seized documents for fingerprinting, handwriting, and
typineeand to-trace thown to their official sourees, ete.

rom the very bezinning, counsel for some of the defendants advised that
motions would be made attacking the arrests and the seizure of the documents
aud that appiication would be made o the court secking to suppress the evidence
so obtained. :

As a matter of fact, 23 early as June 11, 1943, Larsen had ascertained from the
building superintendent that he had permitted agents to enter Larsen’s apartraent
withoul & search warrnnt.  This did not become known to the prosccutors until
September 28, 1945, when Larsen filed a motion to suppress,

n view of the fact that the Government’s knowledge of the existence of the
seized documents wes oblained by prior illegal entries end scarches, it was inevi-
table that a eourt would suppress all of the evidence scized at the time of the
srrests with the resutt that the Government would be without a provable case.
For the Supreme Conrt has held that where information has been obtained by
the Governntent through a previous unconstitutional secarch and seizure “not
merely the evidence so pequired shall not be used before the egurt but thst it
shall not be used at all” (Silverthorne Lumber Co. v, United States, 251 U. 8. 333,
389). This quoted lanzuage has been constried by the Supreme Court as making
inadinissible not only the evidence illegally obtained, but &lso all evidsence deriveg
from leads or clues, because they are ““fruits of the poisonous tree” (Nardone v,
United Siates, 303 U. 8. 338, 340-341). :

It is appropriate to note here that, somewhat analogous to the question aof
unlawful szarch and secizure, certain Information was in the possession of the
Criminal Division which had been furnished by the FBI with the admonition
that such ‘““information regarding the contacts made by the various principals
and the documents which were exchanged were obtained through highly con-
fidentis]l means and sources of information whkich cannal be used in evidence.”
[Emphasis supplied.] This information wes obtained by the Bureau through the
merdium of technical surveillance, which included the recording of conversations
between some of the Jdefendants.

Ons such conversation between Jaffz and Service, occurring in the former’s
room at the Statler Hotel, Washington, D. C., on Max 8, 1043, has been widely
publicized recantly dus to the fact that a single sentence thereof found its way into
the record of an execcutive sossion of the Senate committee. In order that this
single sentence might be viewed in its setting, rather than out of context, the
Department of Justice on June 26,°1930, made available to the comuaittes the
trenscript of the conversation relating to this particular statement, ’
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Information of this type of course could have no bearing on the question of
prosecution, It was furnished by the FBI with the explicit ndmenition that it
was obtained through highly confidential means and sources of information and
could not be used in evidence. Morcover, evidence oblained by wire tapping
or thiough leads or clues theréfrom is inndmissible in eourt {(Nardone v. United
States, 302 U. 8, 379, Nardone v. Uniled Slates, 208 U. 5. 338, and Weiss v. United
States 308 U. 8. 321), and evidence obtained by plenting microphones on &
defendant's premises cannot be used when o trespass aecoinpanins its installation,
(Bee Goldman v. United States, 316 U. 8. 129; compare United Sintes v. Coplon,
88 F. Supp. 021 (BDNY).) Henee, information of this type could not be con-
sidered in weighing the possibility of successful prosceution in this case.

THE GRAND JURY PRESENTATION

As previously indieated, in order to forestall preliininary hearings during which
the Government's evidence would be needlessly divulged while the defendants
could remain silent, an carly presentation to & grand jury was decided upon.  This
early presentation was planned even though the case was not yet ready for pres-
entation and the analysis and tracing of the documents had been barely begun,

While the matter was being presented to the grand jury, somn of the defendants
requested a conference with the Asszistant Attorney éeneml in charge of the
Criminal Division. These requests were received on June 21, 1945, the first day
of the grand jury presentation and on the days immediately following, It was
suggdested to counsel for the defendants that if they would agree to a postponement
of the prelimivary hearings the Government would afford the defendants an
opportunity to eonfer with the Criminal Division. Defense counsel agreed. lo a
postponement of the preliininary hearings, requesting an opportunity for & further
discussion of the case.

Thus the necessity for an early indictment was averted, since the Governunent
was no longer faced with revealing its evideuce in a preliminary hesrivg. The
FBI was, of course, still engaged in the laborious task of prozessing the hundreds
of documents that had been geized.

A conference was held on June 27, 1943, Counsel for the defendants bitehell
end Goyn represented that their clicnts were not guilty of a eriminal offcuse and
that what they did was being dore by every newspaper reporter, columnis:,
correspondent, and writer in New York and Washingtou.

During this confercnce, it was brought out that the eurrent grand jury would

o out of existence in a few days and a discussion was had as to whether the

jovernment would apply to the court to exiend the term of the grand jury then
in session or represent the matter to the new grand jury. The Criminal Division
representatives stated that they were inclined to extend the grand jury for
snother nionth but that they would review the whole case subsequent to the
conference. : ’

Imniedintely after the conference was concluded, Kate Mitchell's attorney
offered to have her appear before the grand jury, waive immunity, and answer
every question put to her. This offer was particularly favorable to the Govern-
ment. For, in addition to enabling the Government to make out a stronger case
against defendants than could be otherwise established, the defendants’ defensive
evidence i3 obtained snd the witness lcaves himself open to & charge of perjury
in the event he makes & false statement in his sworn testimony before the grand

ury,

! Thereafter, the attorneys for Jafle, Gayn, and Service also made this same
unusual offer in writing although Jefle leter failed to appear and testify. The
Government agreed to the appearance of the defendants before the grand jury
and coupled the acceptance with & demand that such defendants also submit
themselves to examinetion by the Government prosccutors prior to their ap-
pearance before the grand jury.  Another condition imposed by the Government
was that the New York defendants, in the event of their indictment, would
not contest their removal from New York to Washington. These conditions
were agreed to by the defendants.

With the case in the position outlined, it was decided, subject to the grand
jurors’ consent, to withdraw the ease from the expiring grand jury which had

-only heard 1 day’s testimouy and re-present the evidenee to a new grand jury.
This decision was based on the following considerations and no athers:
1. The evidence and, in particular, the documents seized, hundreds in
rumber, wore not ready for presentation to the grand jury.
<
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2. The offer of the defendants to be examined by Government counsel and
appear before the grand jury wilhout immunily or counse! nccessitated a
~ more deliberate and time-consuming approach, preparation, and grand jury

- presentation. ! :

The grand jury which beard 1 day’s lestimony on June 21, 1943, and which was
expiriug on July 2, 1945, was inforined of the above considerations. They were
also informed that if they desired to retain jurisdiction in the matter it would be
necessary for the Government to get an order extending their term for a month or

6 weeks., The grand jurors agreed without any objection to have the case with--

drawn from their consideration.

The preperation of the case was continued on sn intensive scale during the
month of July 1945, Startiog on July 23, 1945, the Government prosscutors
etarted the pre-grand-jury examination of thoze defendants who had offercd to
waive immunity, They were cross-examined and confronted with the docu-
ments, and every effort was mmade to establish their possible complicity.  As the

reparation and exposition of the case dcvclzg_ed it became increasingly clear that
affe and Larsen were the main culprits.  Jaffe, Larsen, and Roth did not submit
to examination by the Government prosecutors or appear before the grand jury.

The presentation of the case to the grand jury wes commenced on July 30,
1945, and sessions were held on July 30, 31, August 1, 3, 6, and 7, 1945. Three
of the defendants (Service, Mitchell, and bayn) and 24 Goverrmeut witnesses
including 16 FBI agents testified before the grand jury, It must be emphasized
that each witness who had testified on June 21, 1945, before the previous grand
jury was again called and testified before this grand jury and all pertirent evidence,
documentary or otherwise, supplicd to the Griminal Division was presented to or
made available to the grand jury for its consideration. .

On August 10, 1945, an indictment wes returned against Jaffe, Larsen, and
Roth charging them, in substauce, with conspiracy to cmhezzle and remove
official docunmients without permission.  The grand jury refused to indict Service,
Gayn, and Mitchell after listening to their own festimony and the Covernment’s
testimony and evidence with respect to them.

The-graud jury, in voting for or sgzinst Indietments, voled as followa:

For indlziment | AEAIDSt ndict-

ment
4 6
14 4
13 7
& 15
] 18
¢ 2

Twelve grand jurors must, of course, coneur before & valid indictment can be
returned. The vote of the grand jury was particularly significant since the pro-
cecdings were ex parte and only the Government's evidence was presented except
for such explanations as were made by the defendants who testified without the
aid of counsel. :

Many of the grand jurors who voted for no bills, after listening to the testi-
mony, adopted the position that the loose methods of handling, filing, eontrolling,
and releesing official papers almost invited the form of activity in which the
defendants were engaged. They also took the position that many other news-
- papermen and writers, besides the defendants, were obtaining access to classified
material for background purposcs and that the remedy lay within the depart-
ments and agencies rather than in prosecution,

Kof only was the attitude of the grand jurors indicstive of what might be
espected of petit jurors, but it should be borne in mind in considering the quastion
of the disposition of the case that the remaining defendants would be represented
by conunsel on their trial, and would have their own witnesses and an opportunity
to testify themselves. It iz also worthy of note, in view of the grand jury vote,
that after a 3- or 4-nionth trial, only one petit juror would be reguired to prevent
the conviction of the defendants.

And, fizally, wherees & grand jury may indiet me.ely upon 8 showing that
there is probable cause for believing an offense hes been committed, the petit
jury (_:l.mnot convict unless it is satisfied beyond aressonable doubt that & defendant
is guilty. ’

-
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In this type of ense it is importent that the Government’s evidencc be clear
and eonvincing., To lose s ease of this kind is bad not oaly for the prosecution,
but it could have an adverse effect on public opinjon as 1o the real danger involved
in cases of this nature. In other words, the country would tend to depreciate the
case and the seriousness of the conspiracy., In this connection it is interesting
to note that the Department of Justice, with ons exception, has not lost 2 single
cese where Communist activity was & feature of the case. It might be added there

that in one case, now pending, the Government has been unable to date to
institute prosecution because the evidence obtained would not be admissible in &
trial of the case.

As stated previously, the indictments returned cherged Jaffe, Larsen, and
Roth in substance with conspiracy to embezzle and remove official documents
without permission. The Government had abandoned the doubtful premise that
any considerable part of the documents related to the national defense, One
factor to be considered in evaluating this decision then reached by the prosecutors
is that none of the documents seized by the OSS were known or available to
the prosecutors at that time,

8peecific documents which appeared to relate to the national defense were made
the object of special study by Department attorneys and IBI representatives
with o view to making out possible substantive charges of espionsge against one
or more of the defendants. However, this study revealed in eacli instance that
proof of some vital element was lacking. In additior, an indictment charging
bribery was prepared with respect to Larsen and Jafie, but an ansalysis of the facts
ovailable established that such a charge could not be sustained because the money
paid by Jaffe to Larsen’s wife was ostensibly for typing copies of Larsen's personal
r?ci)rds and not for the purpose of influencing the oflicial conduct or action
of Larsen,

The indictment, as drawn, did not require the Government to prove that the
documents related to the national defense—only that they were official documents.
The indictment returned was basod on the same conspiracy section of the Criminal
Code as the complaint, Thus it is ciear that the defendants were subject to the
sanie punishment on either theory. The only result in the change between what
the complaint charged and what the indictment charged was to lessen the burden
of proof for the Government. )

n this connection, it is interesting to note that the House subcommittee which
later reviewed this case stated, ufter examining all the documents, “Few, if any, of
the identifizble classified documents involved in this case had any real importance
in our national defense or our war effort.” .

In addition, the subcommittee also raade the foilowing observations with respect
to the nature and contents of the documents involved:

21) Many had already been given wide publicity.

2) Many of the identifiable documents might havc had their evidential

value destroyed by reason of the eourt’s sustaining the defendants’ motions
sttacking the warrants of arrest.

(3) Most of the “classified” items in question were copies. There were
few, if any, original documents.

(4) The bulk of the documents were not of recent date. Some were
dated as early as 1936, were innocuous in content, and were and could have

- been generally known to anyone interested in the information they contained.

(5) Most of the items seized at Jaffe’s office were typewritten copies.
Some of such copies were proved to have been typed In one of the Govern-
ment departments. It may be fairly inferred that the originals of such
copies were pever removed but that copies were made at the department or
agency where the originals reposed.

(8) Most of the items deall with personalities or political aspects in
countries in the Far East.

)} * * * there was no evidence that any of the documents or copies
. were ever put to any use harmful to the war effort. -

(8) Many *“classified” Government documents or copies were found In
the possession of some of them, the greater part of the docuinents pertaining
to political matters in Japan, China, India, and Asia.

After the refurn of the indictment, Jaffe, Roth, and Larsen pleaded not guilty
-and sttorveys for Larsen and Roth indicated that they would contest the case
very vigorously and would not plead guilty. On the other hand, Jaffe's counsel
indicated the possibility of a plea in the event thas no sentence of imprisonment
were imposed.
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Since Jaffe, Roth, and Larsen were chargad together in a single indictment as
codefendants, the normal and desirable procedure would be a joint trial of all
three. It was for this reason that the Goverument did not at first regard these
overtures favorably,

-

ATTACK UPONX THE GOVERNMENT'S PROOF

While the easc was in this status in the last weck of September 1915, several
things happened which threatened to destroy the Government's ease.

1t develeped that sometime shortly after Larsen was released on bond following
his arrest he contacted . R. Sager, the manager of his apartment house in which
he lived, and told him that he, Larsen, knew that someonc had been in his apart-
ment. He inquired whether Sager had let the persons into his apartment, Jt
appears that Sager admitted that he had given the FBI agents the keys to Larsen’s
gpartment. .

Thereafter, and on Scptember 24, 1945, Larsen telephoned Seger and stated,
“you remember you told me you let those men into my apartment.” To this
Sager replied “Yes”' Larsen thereupon informed Mr. Sager that his attorney
weas desirous of obtaining an aflidavit from Sager, setting forth the facts of the
situation, : . :

The facts were that the ageats had previously entered the apartment of Larsen
twice without a scarch warrant, once on April 6, 19453, to inventory and photostat
the documents on the premises and to take typewriting speciruens and once to
install a microphone in an apartent in the same building into which Larsen was
to move on June 1, 1945,

On September 28, 1945, the Crimival Division was informed that Larsen’s
attorney was about to file a dewwurrer, motion to quash the indictment and an
application to suppress the evidence obtained from the search of Larsen's
epartment. .

Representatives of the Criminal Division conferred with FBI officials on the
morning of September 28, 1943, and it was generally agreed that the case was in
serious jeopardy. A number of suggestions were made and disecarded. The

ossibility of offering to suppress voluntarily all of the docuuents seized {rom
arsen at the tiine of his acrest, and then attempt to establish the ease against
Latsen on the basis of documents found in the possession of Jaffe, was discussed.
However, the most serious problom was that Jaffe would learn of Larsen’s motion
and file a similar motisn, in which event the entire ¢ase would be destroyed.  And
- if Jaffe's motion to suppress were granted, the supprrssed evidence not only would
not ba admissible sgainst Jaffe, but would also be inadmissible sgainst Tarsen
and Rath on & joint trial of all three. Sec Goldsicin v. United Stales (316 U, 8.
114, 119-120); McDonald v, United Stetes (335 U, 8. 451, 456, 457, 461). In view
of the imminence of Larsen’s motion, time was of the essence and immediate action
had to be taken, if the prosecution of Jaffe was to be saivaged,

The first assistant thcreupon called Jaffe’s counsel and discussed his previous
suggestions with respeet to a plea of guilty and a confereuce was arranged for the
carly afternoon, that same dav, September 28, 1945,

While waiting for Jaffe’s Washington counsel to appear, Larsen’s motion to
quash the indictment and suppress the evidence was served upon the Department.

Immediately after the motion papers were served, Jafie’s attorney appeared
for the conference. Before admitting him, inquiry was made of the clerk of the
district court as to whether Mr. Larsen's attorney had filed the motion to quash,
g‘he}flerk stated that the motion had just been filed and had already been reviewed

the press.

H,y,The motion as filed alleged briefly that the evidence obtained by the Govern-
ment had been obtained by illegal searches and seizures, by wire tapping and by
the illegal detention of the defendant. Larsen supported the application by a
detailed 13-page aflidavit in which he swore that at the time of his arrest at his
apartment the agents betraved a prior knowledze and familiarity with his personal
effects which they could not have nequired by legal means.,  He also set forth the
building manager’s admission that he had permitted the agents to have acesss to
his apartment in the absence of Larsen and prior to his arrest.

JAFFE'S PLEA OF GUILTY

It was realized that when Jaffe's lawyer concluded his conference with the
Department, he would learn of Larsen’s motion from the newspaper accounts, and
would thercafter in all probability initiate a similar motion on behalf of his own
client. It was thought imperative to do whatever possible to salvage the case
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egainst Jaffe.  To this end an effort was made to obiain av inunediate and finmn
commitment from Jale’s attorney that Jaife would plead guilty.

During the discussions the parties to the conference speculated on the nature
of the santence which the court would be likely to impose.  The Criminal Division
advised Jafie's attornex that the judees of the Disteict of Columbia did not ordi-
parily ask for or request any recotumendation and that we were not in & positicn
to make any commitment with respect to sentence.  After some discussion, it
was finally ggreed that Jafle would plead guilty and the Government would, if
permitted, recommenyd the imposition of a substautial fine.  The maximum fine
was §10,000 and it was undevstood that such a fine would be paid by Jaffe iu the
event it was imposed. However, Jaffe's counsel conditioned his commitment
upon the premise that the court would consent to hear a recommendation from
the Government, After Jafle’s counsel was firmly committed to pleading his
client guilty, inquiry was made as to the eanrliest time in which the plea of guilty
could be entered.  Jafie’s counsel stated that the plea would be entered whenever
the Government could arrange for it,

This conference took place on Friday afternoon, September 28, 1945,

The Criminal Division was anxious to dispose of Jafle’s case bafore he would
reconsider (as he had done befure) or file & motion to suppress the evidence
obtained from his premises. Upon inquiry it was learned that Judge Proclor
would be holding court on Saturday morning, Septembar 29, 1045, Judge
Proctor was asked to take Jaffe's plea and agreed to do so. Judee Proctor also
advised that he would consent to hear the recommendation of Government and
defense counsel as to sentence afier a plea of guilty was entered by Jafie,

On Saturday morning, September 29, 1915, Jalle pleaded guilty to the felony
charge. Judge Proctor heard the views of Jafte's eounsel and Goverument coun-
sel. Governinent counsel recommended that a substantial fine be imposed. After
hearing counsal for both partiss, Judge Proctor imposed a fine of §2,500, which
was paid. There kad not been any presentence conference or consultation of any
kind with the court before the case came on foirr piea and sentence. :

DISFPOSITION AS$ TO REMAINING DErENDANTS

With the case of Jafie safely disposed of in what was considered a manuer satis-
fuctory under the circumstances, the Depnrtment was still confronted wilth the
motion to suporess fild by Larsen. A nuinhor of conferences were held with the

“attorneys for Larsen snd Roth in an effort to obtain pleas of gniity but without
success. Laren’s attorney at first wook the position he would uot consider & ples
until hiz motion to suppress was decided.

The tine for filing the Government’s response to the motion to suppress was
deferred. In response to the motion, the Government would have been obliged to
sdmit the illegality of the search and sefzure. However, the nocessity for making
this admission was averted when Larsen’s counsel finally offered to plead his client
nolo contendere if he eould recelve some assurance that only & moderate fine would
be imposed. He pointed out that Larsen had been imposed upon by Jaffe, that
he had lost his Goverument position which he had held for 10 years, that he was
unemployed and penniless, and that he had a wife and family dependent upon him.,

The Government was aware of these facts and finally agreed, if consulted by
the court, to recommend a fine of $300. This positinn was taken Iargely because
of the above factors but 2lz0 hecause we realized that Jaffe was the main culprit,
that he had corrupted Larsen and was responsible for his plight, and that it
would be manifestly unjust for Larsen to receive a sentence greater or even equal
to that imposed upon JafTe. Larsen entered a ples of nolo eontendere on Novem-
ber 2, 1945 and was fined 8500, as recommended by the Government.

Only the case sgeinst Roth now remained. 7This case was very weak and
depended orn several pazes of handwriting and typewriting (identified as Roth's)
of what appoared to be official documnents. | | |

In view of the staie of the evidence sbove outlined, the decision was reached
that the case sgainst Poth could not be successfully prosecuted. After several
postponements of hearings on motions brought by Roth's attorneys, ar}d after
an unsuccessful effort was made to plece it on the pending insctive docket, the
Government was forced to nolle prosse the cese against him on February 15, 1946.

This reprrt iz not intended to qusaiily the seriousnsss or gravity of this case.
The FBI = prompt end vigorous action in face of & situ..don already teinted wfch
Dlegality was of inestimeble ssrvice to this country, This report only deals with
the difficultizs of successful prosecution and the bases for the decislons mede.
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(Tydings Cormittee Report, pp. 123-133. The memorandum is
printed in Iull except for one cm3331cn—~beio the penultimate
paragraph-~-of details cf the evidence against Roth, against
vhonm cherges were dropped. The appendix which follo”ed this
nmenorandum is a technical legal discussiocn of precedents and
Supreme Court decisions, under the fourth and fifth amendments,
which the Department of Justice believed to be contrelling.

For reasons of spzce, it is not reproduced. It can be found

at TCR, pp, 133-135.) ‘

Among the verious investigations of the Amerasia case, I have

mentioned the Federal grand Jjury in New York., This was a "runaway"
grand Jury. Following Senator MceCarthy's much«publicized charges
(similar to those made here by Dr. Kubek), this grand jury, "acting
on its owh authcority” and utilizing its subpoena power, msde an in-
dependent investigation., If Dr. Kubek would like to suggest bias
on the part of the Democratic majority of the Tydings Committee
(Senators Tydings, McMahon, and Green), he can hardly'level such

an accusation against the grand jury. It is interesting, therefore,
to note that its presentment, dated June 15, 1950, incliuded the
following conclusions:

The grand jury slso found no evidence to indicate that the
Department of Justice was remiss in its prosecution of the
cese,

The grand jury believes that the American people have been

poorly served by the compounding of confusion through dis-

closures of half-truths, contradictory statements, ete., in
this end similar cases. (TCR, pp. 136-137)

There is, then, no great mystery about the way the case was
handled., "The tainted nature of the original search by 0SS agents
infected the entire 1nvest1gatory process wnich followed." The
illegal entries havzng become known to one of the defendants (Larsen),
the prosecution moved gquickly to salvage what it couid of the case
by accepting a guilty plea from Jaffe with & moderate fine and no
demand for a jell sentence. Similarly, it was agreed that Larsen

would plead nolo contendere and pay & fine of $500. The Tydings

Committee came to the conclusion:

The fact that some of the defendants did not receive the punish-
ment which we teday feel they deserved or which we would lile
to have seen them receive is the result of certain incidents
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of the case which have been heretofore discussed and not the
resull of dereliction on the paxrt of the prosecuting officials.
Under all of the circumstances of the case, we are constrained
to suggest that the Departuent was fortunate in securing the
punishment that was meted cut. (TR, p. 1ho)

Our inquiry has been thorough and designed to develop
every logical source through which informetion of relevance
to the case might be cobtained.

This case has now been considered (1) hy the Hobbs Committee
of the House of Representatives in 1946; (2) by a special grand
Jury in New York in 1950; and (3) by this subcommittee. In
each instence the conslusion is the sawe--indeed, the only con-
clusion which the facts will support--that no agency of our
government was derelict in any way in the handling of the
Amerasia case. (TCR, p. 1hk)

Parenthetically, this matter of illegal entry and search did
.not enter into and could not have affected the grand jury congidera-
tion of my case and its decision against an indictment. In any event,
there was no iilegal entry of my temporary residence, and I had no
governuent documents in my possession. ‘

Since Dr. Kubek has sowe Ll footnote references to the Tydings
transcript, one must assume that he is familiar with this record.
If he is not, he certainly should be. But in his effort to convince
his readers that my role in the "strange" case was "central," there
is much that he chooses to omit. He notes, for instance, that the
grand jury voted 20-0 against wy indictment (one seems to feel that
this in itself is meant to be evidence that there was something
strange aboul the case: it has, as a matter of fact, already been
so considered by at léast one writer in Taiwan), But he fails to
mention that I waived immunity and appeared voluntarily before the
grand jury. He repeats (without source) the statement (made by
Senator Joseph lcCarthy) that the FBI gave assurances that the evidence
was "airtight." But he ignores the leiter in the recofd from J. Edgar
Hoover denying that such assurance was ever given. He repeats (with-
out source) the accusation (zgain from Senzior McCerthy) that Under
Secretary of State Grew was forced to resign as a result of my clearance.

v he fails to see the clear evidence--including a letter from Mr.

Grow-~that this was not irue,
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He refers to the 0SS reid on Amerasia on March 11, lQhS,.and
the finding there of "hundreds" of clzssified government documents,
but fails to note (as mentioned in the Tydings Report, p. 91) that
this clearly indicated that Amerasia's source of government documents
was already fully developed before I arrived in thé United States
on April 12, 1945, Likewise, he fails to note the'record that the
FBI indicated to the Departments of State and Navy on April 18--
before I had ever met Jaffe, Larsen, Mitchell, or Gayn-;that it
was ready to present the case for prosecutive action. In other
words, even before I was first sought out by the Amerasia group,
the FBI was saltisfied that the source of Amerasia's documents was
known and the case solved.

Dr. Kubek also chooses to ignore some very direct refuta-
tions of his allegation that X ha& any central rcle in the Amerasia
case:s

Mr. McINERKEY. The evidence on Service was thin., They said
there vas in Jaife's office, as I recall it, copies of his
confidential reports. When we arrested, or made the searches,
we-Tound copies of his report. We interviewed Larsen; and Larsen
edmitted that he had given Scrvice's copies to Jaffe, and Service
had not given then. Service was very surprised that Jaffe had
that report. It wes on that thin allegation that we authorized
on Service.... (Testimony of Mr, Jamés McInerney, Assistant
Attorney General in charge of the Criminal Division, Department
of Justice, before the Hobbs cormittee in 1946, TT, p. 2289)

Mr. MORGAI. You savw all the evidence I assume, available in
connection with Johi Service,

Mr. McINERNWEY. Yes, sir. You mean--

Mr., MORGAN, At that time,

Mr. McINERNEY, I, personally? :

Mr. MORGAN. I mean, at the time of the prosecution, were you
cognizant and familiar with the evidence against Mr. Service?
Mr, McINERNEY. Yes, sir.

Mr, MORGAF. And, on the basis of your knowledge of such evidence,
did you feel that prosecution of him was warranted?

Mr. McINERNEY. UWo, sir. (T7, p. 998)

To summarize. After laying a foundation of assertion that a
hundred-odd stolen government documents written by me were found
in Amerasia, Dr. Kubek goes on to "assume” that many of these docu-

ments were delivered by me to Jaffe, and that I had a central role
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ihiéfétrange case which was not prosesuted honzstly and vigorously,
but inétead effectively buried. I submit that, by eny definition,
this is clear and serious defamation. A .
The Amerasia case, after a2ll, involved the criminal charge of
"conspiracy to embezzle, steel, and purloin property, records, and
valuzble things of the records and property of the ﬁnitgd States.”

To this charge, one man pleaded guilty and another, nolo contendere,

Punishable crimes, against the United States and during a time of
war, were obviously therefore committed., For Dr. Kubek to say that
I had a "central role" in such a case cannot be anything other than
saying that I also was guilty.

In other words, Dr. Kubek, without being able to offer the
slightest scintilla of new evidence or information, blandly denies
the validity (good faith? honestyé) of a whole series of decisions
conscientiously reaChéd over the years by numbers of boards, grand
jﬁries, committees, and individuals, who had before them the whole
record: | ‘

a) the grand jury, which voted uﬁanimously against my indictment,

b) +the State Department, under Secretary Byrnes, which cleared
me and returned we to duty in August, 19h5,

¢) the Loyalty Security Board, under General Snow, and the
responsitle security and personnel offiéers of the Depart-
ment of State, under Sec;etaries Marshall and Acheson,
who cleared me in some seven investigations and hearings
between 1946 and 1951,

d) the Tydings Subcommittee, including Senator Lodge, which
found Senator McCarthyis charges--similer to those here
revived by Dr. Kubek--to be unfounded,

e) the State Department, under Secretary Dulles, which accepted
my return to duty (after the Supreme Court had ruled unan-
imously that my discharge was illegal) and which, under
Secretary Herter, restored my security clearance in 1959

after another full investigation.

* * * * *



There is wmach more that might, but need nci, be said about

The Amerasia Papers. My chief concern here is to point out the

fraudulent representation that a hundred-odd reporis of uine were
found in Amerasia, and the defamation in the statements that I
delivered many documents to Jaffe and had a central role in the
Amerasia case. ,

Dr. Kubek's other errors of fact in the Introduction and in
his editorial comments are of many categories--major, minor, and
Judicrous-~and oo numerous to be dealt with adeguately here,

Dr. Kubek is, of course, free to form his owm opinion of wy
reporting from China. I am content to leave to the scholars in
the field the evaluation of this reporting (and the editor's
analysis of it). Although I dislike the packaging provided by
Dr. Kubek, I weléome the publication of my reports: I wish,
indeed, that it had not been so long delayed., My own peréonal
copies were deposited with the Office of Chinese Affairs in 1945
end subsequently lost. In 1950, in my hesrings before the Loyalty
‘Security Board and the Tydings Commiftee,rl had congidered that
ny best defense against some of the accusaztions would be the actual
texts of my reporits from Yenan, Despite strenuous efforts, it was
never possible to assemble anything like a complete set., Little
did I and my counsel suspect that the "evidence" neeaed for é&
defense was there all the time, locked up by the Department of
Justice in the form of retained copies of wy personal papers.

Scholars will perhaps find the documentary materials useful
for research into that period. They way find Dr. Kubek's contri-
butions less useful in some other ways. Chinese names are one problem.
It mey be hard, for instance, to Xnow that Dr. Hsi-jo is really
Dr. Chang (p. 1162). Or that Dr. Hu Shih, the scholar-philosopher
and forwer amwbassador to the United States, is generally (but not
elvays) listed in the index under Shih. The editor's notes are not
uniformly helrful: as, for instance, when h2 informs the reader that
"CC Clique" means "Chinese Communist Cligque in Kuomintang politics"
(p. 527). And it may be a good' idea to check footnote citations.

Professor Harold M. Vinacke may be surprised, for example, to find
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" Chiang Kai-shek's views put into his mouth {fcotnote 29, p. 21).
' ¥ ®* * ¥ ¥
Vhat, one wonders, is the purpose of this ponderous, maladroit
effori to raise the ghost of Senator McCarthy.

Scon after the appoa*ance of The Amerzsia Pepers, Dr. Kubek

commenced what seems, from the news reports, to have bezen something

of a triwmphal tour cf Taiwan, The Frec China Weekly of March 29,
1970, headlined a featured interview with him: WARSAW TATKS HURT ‘
ALLIES, This would probably not be the first time that {the Internal
Security Committee has dewonstrated an interest in external affairs.
It is also true that the Committee has been waging & feud with
the Department of State for a number of years over the employment
of Mr, Obto Ctepkxa. But it is now wmore than eight years since I
retired from the State Department;.and, in any case, any relevance
or connection of wmy case to Otepka's seems obscure. '
' Dr; Kubek also makes a somewhat obscure statement about my
employwent since retirement,

...eventually /"érv1cé7 found a convenient cockpit for further
possible propagandizing of .the beatitudes of the Conmunist
regime, This was on the library staff of the Center for Chinese
Studies at ihe Berlreley campus of the University of Califcornia.

(p. 70) »

Since I have neither written, spoken, nor taught any courses dealing
with the government and politics 'of modern China, Dr. Kubek can hardly
know my current views. Presumably, then, it must be the mere fact
of my employment that he wishes to call attention to.

Finally, there is a statement in the Foreword that the Amerasia
story should be a lesson "especially for all the officials in our
Government, whether or not in the diplomatic service,”

But none of these clues really casts much light on why I, per-
sonally, should have been picked as the prime target of Dr. Kubek's
monunental work. To use one of his own favorite words, I find it

very "strenge”,
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able job of typing this work.
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this work several times over with considerable accuracy, and to Mr. John
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