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LETIER OF SUBMITIAL 

Hon. CHARLES H. PERCY, 
• Chairman, Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, 

Washington, D.G. 

• 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: In response w the request of the Commit­
tee on Foreign Relations for an in-depth analysis of the role of the 
committee, the Senate, and Congress as a whole in the Vietnam 
war, including m~or decisions of the Executive and the relation­
ships between the two branches, I am transmitting Part I of a four­
part study of this subject, covering the period 1945-61. Part n will 
deal with 1961-65, Part m with 1965-69, and Part fV with 1969-75. 

This study is being prepared by Dr. William Conrad Gibbons, 
Specialist in U.S. Foreign Policy in the Foreign Affairs and Nation­
al Defense Division. 

Sincerely, 
GILBERT GUDE, Director. 
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FOREWORD 

For most Americans, the Vietnam war was a national tragedy, 
and for many it was also an intense personal tragedy. Beginning in 
1945 as a revolution against France, it eventually became a war 
against Communist control of state of Indochina. Before it ended, 
5'h million American military personnel and thousands of Ameri­
can civilians had served in the area; 58,000 Americans had been 
killed, and more than 150,000 were wounded and hospitalized. War 
deaths from both sides amounted to at least 1,300,000 for the period 
between 1965 and 1975, approximately 45 percent of which were 
noncombatant civilians. Almost as many deaths, most of them civil­
ians, were said to have occurred during the period 1945-54. 

Sometimes called America's "longest war," it was also one of the 
most expensive in our history. costing an estimated $150 billion in 
direct expenses, and probably more than $500 billion in total costs, 
which is an amount nearly equal to the size of our national debt in 
today's currency. 

The Vietnam war had a profound effect on America. It helped to 
unravel a general foreign policy consensus, alienate many young 
people, and create doubt about the viability of our government's 
policies. In its wake, new divisions emerged between Congress and 
the Executive, making it more difficult to reestablish the coopera­
tion, trust, and continuity needed to fashion an effective bipartisan 
foreign policy. 

Thus, by any standard, the Vietnam war represented an enor­
mous commitment, and a grievous loss. 

The Congress of the United States shares with the Executive the 
responsibility for decisions that led to our involvement in the Viet­
nam war and for approving the personnel and funds it required. 
Only by examining those decisions can we gain from this bitter ex­
perience the full understanding needed to act more wisely in the 
future. 

It has been with this goal in mind that the Committee on For­
eign Relations under the chairmanship of Senator John Sparkman 
asked the Congressional Research Service to conduct an in-depth 
study of the roles and relationships of Congress and the Executive 
in the Vietnam war. 

The material and fmdings contained herein are the work of the 
Congressional Research Service, and do not necessarily represent 
the views of the Committee or its present or past members. 

April 15, 1983. 
CHA.tu.Es H. PEaev 

Chairman, Committee on Foreign Relations. 
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PREFACE 

This study seeks to describe and to analyze the course of U.S. 
public policymaking during the 30 years of the Vietnam war, be. 
ginning with the present volume (Part I) on the 1945-61 period. It 
does not seek to judge or to assess responsibility, but it does at­
tempt to locate responsibility, to describe roles, and to indicate why 
and how decisions were made. 

The study is nonpolitical and nonpartisan, as all products of the 
Congressional Research Service (CRS) are required to be. Occasion­
al references in the text to "liberal" or "conservative," as well as 
to Hintemationalist" or "nationalist," Hinterventionist" or (jnonin­
terventionist," or the use of such adjectives as "influential" or 
"powerful" to denote relative influence Or power, are intended to 
be guides to understanding rather than political labels. 

A project of this size and scope requires the cOOperation of many 
people. At the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, strong sup­
port has heen provided by Chairman Charles Percy and by former 
Chairmen John Sparkman and Frank Church; by Staff Director 
Scott Cohen. and former Staff Directors Pat Holt, Norvill Jones, 
William Bader and Edward Sanders. Editor Jerry Ehrenfreund was 
very helpful in preparing the study for printing. 

CRS and the author also want to express deep appreciation to 
those ~hed former officials of the executive and legislative 
branches who were chosen to represent the various faceta of gov­
ernment involved in the making of U.S. policy toward Vietnam, 
and who have read and commented on some or all of Part I: Robert 
R. Bowie, William P. Bundy, Andrew Goodpaster, U. Alexis John­
son, and Edward G. Lansdale from the Executive; Francis Wilcox 
(who was subsequently in the Executive) and Carl Marcy (previous­
ly in the Executive) from the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, 
and Boyd Crawford from the House Foreign Affairs Committee. 

We also want to thank the many persons who are participating 
in this project through their oral histories. Material (rom some of 
these appear herein. 

In the Congressional Research Service, Director Gilbert Gude 
and members of his staff have provided the support needed for 
such a large research project. Director Gude was a Member of the 
U.S. House of Representatives at the time of growing congressional 
involvement in the war, and his personal interest and encourage­
ment have been very benefIcial. 

On the CRS director's staff, James Robinson, the Coordinator of 
Review, and James Price, the Coordinator of Automated Informa­
tion Services, and his assistant, Robert Nickel, have been especially 
helpful. Mr. Robinson, an Asian analyst before becoming responsi­
ble for review, made a number of excellent suggestions for 
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strengthening the manuscript, Mr. Price, a former national defense 
analyst, encouraged and gave technical support to the interviews. 
Suaan Finsen, the Coordinator of Management and Administrative 
Services, Beatrice Jones, Edgar Glick, Jeanne Hamilton and others 
have been most cooperative. 

In the Foreign Affairs and National Defense Division of CRS, the 
author particularly wants to thank the Chief, Dr. Stanley Hegin­
botham, as well as Dr. Joel Woldman, the section head primarily 
responsible for supervision of the project, and his successor, Robert 
Goldich, as well as Alva Bowen and Hugh Wolff at an earlier time, 
for making the study possible, and for their outstanding contribu. 
tion to the success of the project. Administrative support was also 
provided throughout by Irene Lecourt, Phyllis Fitzgerald, and Dale 
Shirachi. The division's library staff has also been very helpful, es­
pecially Ida Eustis, Carolyn Hatcher, and C. Winaton Woodland, as 
well as Cheryl Mobley. Valuable research assistance in preparing 
Part I was provided by interns Vanesa Lide of Cornell University 
and Connie Skowronski of Lawrence University, under the supervi­
sion of Warren Lenhart. 

Patricia L. McAdams, an attorney and former CRa employee, 
was the person principally associated with the preparation of the 
research materials, the preliminary drafting of some chapters, and 
the conduct of the interviews, Her excellent work and loyal colJabo. 
ration have been vital to the success of the project. Dr. Anna 
Nelson, a historian on the faculty of George Wasbington U niversi­
ty, also provided valuable assistance with the interviews and the 
archival research while working on contract with CRS. The author 
also thanks his friend, Dr. Robert Klaus, Executive Director, nli­
nois Humanities Council, for his encouragement and his careful 
review of Part 1. 

The study is being written while the author is Visiting Professor 
of Government at George Mason University (the state university 
for northern Virginia) under the Intergovernmental Personnel Act. 
The excellent Chair of the Public Affairs Department, Dr. Robert 
P. Clark, Jr., was responsible for this arrangement, and he and 
others on the faculty and in the administration of the university 
have provided exceptionally strong support. 

Others from the university whoee interest and contributions are 
appreciated include graduate assistants Robert Olson, who helped 
organize the research materials; Suaan Ragland, who helped with 
the research; and Candace Brinkley, now a member of the faculty, 
who began transcribing the interviews. 

The unstinting help and encouragement of Anne Bonanno, who 
transcribed most of the interviews, and has been responsible for 
typing, proofing and coding the text, as well as compiling the index 
and performing ail other tasks involved in preparing the manu­
script for publication, have been indispensable. No other person de­
serves more credit for assisting with completion of the present 
volume. Others at the George Mason University Word Processing 
Center have been very helpful, especially Donna Austin.Hodges, 
Director, Bonnie Ziegler, Virginia Berry and Charlotte Slater. as 
well as Byron Peters of the Academic Computing Services. 

For assistance with archival materials for Part I of the study we 
thank John Wickman, Director, and the Eisenhower Library staff, 
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especially archivist David Haight; Dr, John Glennon, General 
Editor of the Foreign RelatiollB Series, Office of the Historian, De­
partment of State; Nancy Bressler, Curator of Public Affairs 
Papers, Seeley G, Mudd Manuscript Library, Princeton University; 
Sheryl Vogt. Head of the Richard B. Russell Library, University Li­
braries, University of Georgia; and the staff of the Legislative 
Records Division at the National Archives, Helen Mattas. Staff 
CollBultant. House Committee on Foreign Affairs, has been helpful 
with historical references pertaining to that committee, 

Permission to quote from the Dulles papers at the Eisenhower 
Library has been given by the Dulles Manuscript Committee, John 
W. Hanes, Jr" Chairman; to quote from the Richard B. Russell 
papers by the Richard B. Russell Library; and to quote from the 
Senator H, Alexander Smith papers by his daughters. Marian 
Smith (Mrs, H. Kenastonl Twitchell, and Helen Smith (Mrs. 
Samuel M.) Shoemaker, and by Princeton University Library. We 
appreciate the cooperation of all of these parties, as well as the c0-
operation of those individuals who have given permission to quote 
from their interviews with or letters to CRS, 

None of those cited above. nor anyone else connected with the 
project, bears any respollBibility, however, for the facts and views 
presented herein. which are the fmal respollBibility of the author 
andeRS, 
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CH.wru 1 

FRANCE RESUMES CONTROL AND THE WAR BEGINS 

This chronicle of the U.S. G<>vernment and the Vietnam war 
begins in 1945 with the end of World War II and concludes in 1975 
with the helicopter evacuation of remaining American personnel 
from the roof of the U.S. Embassy in Saigon. 

For most Members of Congress, "Indochina," as the area com­
prising Vietnam, Laos and Cambodia was called in 1945, was a 
small, distant, insignificant place of little interest to the United 
States. It is even doubtful whether any Member of the 79th Con­
gress sitting in 1945 had ever been to Indochina or had any direct 
knowledge of its peoples and cultures. But this was not unusual. 
The State Department itaelf, in part because the area had been a 
French colony, had only a handful of staff who were knowledgeable 
on the subject. 

For one future Member of Congress, however, the impressions 
created by a visit to Vietnam in 1945 were unforgettable. In a 
letter to hls parents. Navy Lt. Mark O. Hatfield, later a leader in 
Senate opposition to the war, described hls feelings when hls ship 
anchored at Haiphong: 1 

It was sickening to see the absolute poverty and the rags 
these people are in. We thought the Philippines were in a bad 
way, but they are wealthy compared to these exploited people. 
The Philippines were in better shape before the war, but the 
people here have never known anything but squalor since the 
French heel has been on them . . . I tell you, it is a crime the 
way we occidentals have enslaved these people in our mad 
desire for money. The French seem to be the worst and are fol­
lowed pretty closely by the Dutch and the English. I can cer­
tainly see why these people don't want us to return and contin­
ue to spit upon them. 

Thirty·five years later Senator Hatfield reflected again on this 
experience: • 

One of the most impressive things was to come into that Hai­
phong port in an early morning hour when the rising sun was 
reflecting on the colored tiles of the casino that was on a hill­
top overlooking the harbor-tlOrt of the Monte Carlo of South· 
east Asia prior to the war-and to see, as we landed. the pover· 
ty and the absolute deprivation of the people living in squalid 
huts at the base of that hill. Here you had the casino, symbolic 
of the western colonial world, and the poverty of the people 
themselves, which sharpened the contrast for me between the 
oppression of colonialism. or occupation. or whatever, and 

IMark O. Hatfield. Not Quite So Sif11ple (New Y01'il; Harpe., and Row, 196o!S), pp. 153-154. 
lCongreesiontl.! Reeeareh Service ~('''RSj Interview with Mark Hatfield, Jan. II, 1~9, 
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what was emerging as a new spirit of identity for these people. 
It was going to be independent of any western power, France, 
America or any other. 

When World War II ended in August 1945, the nationalist feel· 
ings observed a few weeks later by Mark Hatfield began to be ex­
pressed throughout Indochina. In Vietnam, the League for the In­
dependence of Vietnam, popularly known as the Viet Minh, had 
become the dominant political force. Claiming full leadership, it 
had taken political control of much of the country after Japan sur· 
rendered.' On August 26, 1945, Emperor Bao Dai abdicated in 
favor of the Viet Minh and its leader Ho Chi Minh, having told 
both the French and the Americans of the deep desire of the Viet­
namese for their independence, as well as having warned the two 
Western powers of the consequences if the French returned. In a 
message in mid.August of 1945 to General Charles de Gaulle. Bao 
Dai said, addressing himself to the French people:' 

You would understand better if you could see what is hap­
pening here, if you could sense the desire for independence 
which runs to the bottom of every heart and which no human 
force can curb. Even if you should manage to reestablish a 
French administration here, it would no longer be obeyed; each 
village would become a nest of resistance, each former collabo­
rator an enemy and your officials and your colonials them­
selves would demand to leave this asphyxiating atmos­
phere .... We could so easily understand each other and 
become friends if you would drop this claim to become our 
masters again. 

On August 20, 1945, when de Gaulle was about to meet with 
President Harry S Truman in Washington, Bao Dei sent a similar 
message to Truman, saying, in part:. 

. . . we are opposed with all our forces to the reestablish­
ment of French sovereignty over the territory of Vietnam 
under whatever regime it would be. The colonial regime no 
longer conforms to the present COUrse of history. A people such 
as the Vietnamese people who have a two-thousand year old 
history and a glorious past cannot accept remaining under the 
domination of another people. The French people must yield to 
the principle of equity which the powerful American nation 
has proclaimed and defends. France must recognize this with 
good grace in order to avoid the disaster of a war breaking out 
On the territory of our country. 

When de Gaulle conferred with Truman, however, he was told 
that the U.s. "offers no opposition to the return of the French 
Army and authority in Indochina."6 

lFor a mo~ detailed diacwtsion of events during this period !lee Ellen J Hammer, ~ Strug­
gle (or lndtxhtM. 1940-19:55 iStanford: Stanford University PreM, 195.5.1, and the first-hand ac­
oount by the head of the ass (Offi~ of Strategic Services, tbepredeoeaeor of the CIAJ miaUon to 
Vietnam in 1945, Arehimede6. L. A. P.tti. Why Vitot Nom? fBerkeley: Univel'$ity of C.:lifOnlltt 
PrtS, 19801. Also u.aeful 1& the- first volume in the United State6 Arm>, in Vietnam _riea: 
Ronald H. Specter. Adv~ OM Support: TM Early YeaN!. 19.U-191iO \WashingtOn Center of MiU· 
t.ary HJStoty, United Stat.ell Army, 1983; 

4Quoted in Chester L Ccoper. TM Lt.t ~ !New York; Dodd, Mead, 19101, p. 4,5 
lfllld .. p. 46. 
'Charlet! de Gaulle. T'h.e 'M"Of MettWtrg: SoitJ€ltwn. 19,u-[9461New York' Simon and SchUlrter, 

19601. p 242. See below for further diac~on of the reasoning behind Truman's poe:itlon. 
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On September 2, 1945, the Viet Minh declared the independence 
of Vietnam in a document which began with these words: 

All men are created equal; tbey are endowed by their Cre­
ator with certain unalienable Righta; among these are Life, 
Liberty and the pursuit of Happiness. 

This immortal statement was made in the Declaration of In­
dependence of the United States of America in 1776. In a 
broader sense, this means: All the peoples on the earth are 
equal from birth, all the peoples have a right to live, to be 
happy and free. 7 

Bao [)ai's prophetic warnings were soon confirmed. During Sep­
tember 1945 French forces began reentering Vietnam, and on Sep­
tember 23 they staged a coup d'etat in Saigon. Violence erupted, 
and on September 25, 1945, an American was killed by Vietnamese 
forces resisting the return of the French. He was A. Peter Dewey, a 
lieutenant colonel in the U.s, Army, and the head of the oSS 
(Office of Strategic Services, predecessor of the Central Intelligence 
Agency) team in Saigon. The irony is that he was known for having 
established close relationships with nationalist leaders. The further 
irony is that he, the first uniformed American to die in a war in 
which Congress was to play such a prominent role, was the son of a 
former Member of Congress, Charles S, Dewey, an isolationist Re­
publican from Dlinois land a well-known international banker). (Lt. 
Col. Dewey was also the nephew of Thomas E. Dewey, Governor of 
New York, and Republican nominee for President in 1948,) 

On October 1, 1945, several Members of the House of Representa­
tives eulogized Lt. Col. Dewey. Of particular interest, looking back, 
were the commenta of Representative Harold Knutson (RI Minn.), 
who said that the shot that killed Dewey", ' , may, in a sense, be 
another shot 'heard round the world' in awakening the American 
people to the necessity of deciding how far we as a Nation are 
going to support with military forces the colonial policies of other 
nations. If the death of valiant Peter Dewey .' may result in 
saving the lives of many other American boys, his sacrifice may 
not have been in vain."8 

The reactions of Representative Knutson and of Mark Hatfield 
reflected the strong public and congressional opposition to colonial­
ism that prevailed at the time. Typical of this attitude was the p0-
sition of Senator Arthur H. Vandenberg (R/Mich.l, the ranking Re­
publican on the Foreign Relations Committee and the foremost Re­
publican supporter of a bipartisan foreign policy after World War 
II. In a major speech in the Senate on January 10, 1945, as well as 
subsequently during his role as a member of the U.S. delegation to 
the U.N. Conference in San Francisco, Vandenberg emphasized the 
importance of having a "just peace," in which the righta of small 
nations would be protected, He was concerned both about the occu­
pation by Russia of the countries of Eastern Europe and the fate of 

1AUan Cameron:eci " Vwt·Nam Cns..s, A Documentary Htsior-.. vol L 194fi-1956 !Ithaca: Cor-
nell Uni~"ersity Press, t97l!. f 52 ., 

~CottgJTSStOMl ~rd, "0, 91 IWllShington, DT ,(;$, Guvt Print. Off J, P 91~ (hereafter 
Cited u CR;, FOT d.l.8(u.iol1 of the lnCldent IJot'<e' PaUl, and R HarrlS Smith. 05.5, iBerkeley 
Unh'eniity of California Press. 19:72), pp. 33'1-345. For decla/iillified OSS !'eporta on the incident 
and comments by former OSS officials !lee tJ.5 Congreae. Senate, Cottlmlttee on Foreign Rela­
tiOM, ca_. 0rigi1f.B, and /..,ew)n.s Cf{ tM Vl.etMm War. Hearinge. 92d O:mg., 2d !Ie!ifJ, (Washing· 
ton, DC, U.S Govt Print Off .. 1972), p. 184 and appended documents 
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Western European colonies, He was fearful that President Frank· 
lin D, Roosevelt was beginning to compromise the principles of the 
Atlantic Charter, es~ially the principle in paragraph 3 of the 
charter recognizing , the right of all peoples to choose the form of 
government under which they will live," He urged the President to 
stand fast. "These basic points," he said in his speech, "cannot now 
be dismissed as a mere nautical nimbus. They march with our 
armies. They sall with our fleets. They fly with our eagles. They 
sleep with our martyred dead. The first requisite of honest candor 
. . ,is to re-light this torch,"· 

For many Americans, India was the colony that symbolized colo­
nialism. But it was also the keystone of the British Empire. and 
American suggestions that it be given its independence after the 
war invariably evoked strong protests from the British. Prime Min· 
ister Winston Churchill, who said that he had not "become the 
King's First Minister in order to preside over the liquidation of the 
British Empire,"'o declared repeatedly that the reference in the 
Atlantic Charter to people's freedom to choose their form of gov­
ernment referred only to European countries freed from Nazi rule. 
and did not apply to colonies such as India. When Roosevelt specifi· 
cally mentioned the problem of India, Churchill, according to his 
memoirs. "reacted IiO strongly and at such length that he (R0ose­
velt] never raised it verbally again."" 

The British were also opposed to suggestions for lessening control 
over other colonies, such as Indochina, because of the possible 
effect on their own Empire. At the Tehran Conference in 1943, 
Stalin and Chiang Kai-shek both approved Roosevelt's proposal for 
a trusteeship for Indochina, but Churchill was vehemently against 
the idea. Roosevelt said he told Churchill that Chiang Kai-shek did 
not want either to assume control over Indochina or to be given re­
sponsibility for administering a trusteeship in Indochina. Churchill, 
he said, replied. "Nonsense," to which Roosevelt retorted, "Win· 
ston, this is something which you are just not able to understand. 
You have 400 years of acquisitive instinct in your blood and you 
just do not understand how a country might not want to acquire 
land somewhere if they can get it. A new period has opened in the 
world's history, and you will have to adjust to it." "The British," 
Roosevelt said in 1944, in recounting this episode, "would take land 
anywhere in the world even if it were only a rock or a sand bar."" 

In Congress, there was strong opposition to colonialism, and 
widespread support for the independence of India in particular. At 
an executive session (closed to the public and press) of the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee on July 1, 1943, the U.S. Ambassador 
to India, William Phillips, testified that India's demands for inde­
pendence posed serious problems for the allies in the war as well as 
for the postwar period, This was Senator Vandenberg's entry in his 
diary:" 

'CR, val. 91, p. 166. 
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Western European colonies. He was fearful that President Frank· 
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Senator [Robert M.l La Follette bluntly said to Phillips tbat 
the fate of India is no longer Britain's own exclusive business, 
since our American boys are supposed to die there for Allied 
victory, and that F.D.R. should tell Churchill that he either 
yields to a reasonable settlement of the Indian independence 
question . . . or that American troops will be withdrawn from 
tbat sector. Phillips 8Ubstan tially agreed and, to our amaze­
ment., said he had told F.D.R. tbat precise thing. All of which 
moved Senator rrom] Connally to say that he himself had told 
the President that he ought to "turn the heat" on Churohill; 
that we ought to be "giving" instead of "taking" orders. It was 
cleer from Phillips' testimony that India is "dynamite" -and 
tbat its destiny will be a bone of contention at the peace table. 

On the other hand, there was growing concern in the executive 
branch and in Congress about the need for avoiding any postwar 
international territorial arrangements that would thresten U.S. 
base rights in the Mariana, Caroline, and Marshall islands which 
had been governed by the Japanese under mandates from the 
League of Nations, and were being taken during the war by U.S. 
forces. The argument was that in order to acquire bases in the Pa­
cific necessary for future U.S. security these islands had to be 
either annexed or controlled completely by the United States. 

Within the executive branch, there was solid support among ci­
vilian as well as uniformed authorities for protecting U.S. base 
rights in the mandated islands. The Navy was the strongest propo­
nent, and in a discUB8ion with one of his advisers Roosevelt asked, 
"What is the Navy's attitude in regard to territories? Are they 
trying to grab everything?" The adviser, Charles W. Taussig, re­
plied that the Navy "did not seem to have much confidence in civil­
ian controls," and that "the military had no confidence" in the 
U.N. He told the President of one admiral's letter to the Secretary 
of the Navy u~ that the Navy be represented at the San Fran­
cisco Conference • to protect themselves against 'the international 
welfare boys.' "14 

Beginning in 1944, Secretary of War Henry L. Stimson and 811 of 
the service secretaries, led by Secretary of the Navy Frank Knox 
(and subsequently James A. Forrestall, strongly opposed State De­
partment plans for an international trusteeship system. This, they 
argued, could prevent the U.S. from obtaining the kind of control 
over the Pacific islands which it needed, as well as weakening the 
strategic position of the Western powers in other areas of Asia and 
the world. 

In Congress, this position was strongly supported by the naval af­
fairs committees in the House and Senate. The Senate committee, 
chaired by Harry F. Byrd (DIVa), even traveled to San Francisco 
to confer with U.S. representatives to the U.N. Conference in order 
to make sure tbat U.S. naval base rights in the Pacific were ade­
quately protected.·· Although the House was not directly involved 
in approving the U.N. Treaty, its naval affairs committee became 
very concerned about the effect of the U.N. on U.S. bases, and on 
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January 23, 1945, established an investigative subcommittee to 
pursue the matter. Members of the HoUBe committee also toured 
the Pacific in July 1945, and in a report on August 6 the committee 
recommended, among other thingll: t. 

For (a) our own security, (b) the security of the Western 
Hemisphere, and (el the peace of the Pacific, the United States 
should have at least dominating control over the former Japa­
nese mandated islands of the Marshalls, the Carolines, and the 
Marianas-commonly known as "Micronesia"-and over the 
outlying Japanese islands of the Izus, Bonins, and Ryukyu. 

The opposition of the British on the one hand and the U.S. mili­
tary on the other created a serious political and policy problem for 
the President and his foreign policy advisers as well as the foreign 
policy committees (Senate Foreign Relations, HoUBe Foreign M­
fairs) of Congress. This was compounded by the fact that, as Secre­
tary of State Cordell Hull maintained, U.S. acquisition of the man­
dated islands would be grounds for similar claims by the U.S.S.R." 

. And, indeed, the Russians subsequently asked for U.S. approval of 
a Russian trusteeship for one or mOre former Italian colonies in 
North Africa. 

The solution to this problem, which was the omission of specific 
provisions in the U.N. Charter for the future of dependent territo­
ries such as India and Indochina, weakened the position of the U.S. 
in relation to dependent peoples, and, of course, worked directly 
against efforts to place Indochina under some kind of international 
trusteeship after the war. On the other hand, it may also have 
strengthened the postwar international security system, as well as 
regional security arrangements, especially NATO. 

It is important to note that Congress played a double-edged role 
in these decisions. On the one hand, the military committees of 
Congress, by supporting the acquisition of Pacific islands for U.S. 
bases, hel~ to force the President and the State Department to 
take a position in the drafting of the U.N. Charter that favored the 
European powers, and made it more difficult for the U.S. to deal 
with the French on Indochina or the British on India or the Dutch 
on Indonesia. 

On the other hand, the foreign policy committees of Congress, 
while generally favoring independence and self-determination for 
colonial territories, failed to anticipate adequately or to grapple 
with the postwar consequences of instability in the colonies. 
Rather, they tended to accept the compromises being made in the 
executive branch, and to yield to the concerns of the naval affairs 
committees about base rights. In part, this resulted from their pre­
occupation, especially in the Senate, with approval of the U.N. 
Treaty. They were keenly aware, as was Secretary of State Hull, a 
former Member of Congress, that the treaty could be threatened by 
the issue of military bases, and in their efforts to obtain maximum 
support for the U.N., and to neutralize major opposition, they tried 
to work out an accommodation on this point. In larger part, howev-

nu.s. Congrese.. Houee. Committee on Naval Affairs, Study of ~BEt, No. 106 in the 
&e'1"Ift'i o(printed he:a:rin3B or the committee. i9th Cong", hlt se86. (W' • D.C.: U.s. Govt. 
Print. Off., 1945;, p. HHO. iPSfl'f!6 in tbe hMrinp series WeJ"'e n consecutively, This 
report begins on pap 1009.1 

\lCordeU Hull, TM Mf'rnoil"8 of C:Jtr1el/ HulL vol. n (New York: Macmillan. 1948), p. 1466 

6 

January 23, 1945, established an investigative subcommittee to 
pursue the matter. Members of the House committee also toured 
the Pacific in July 1945, and in a report on August 6 the committee 
recommended, among other things:'. 

For (a) our own security, (b) the security of the Western 
Hemisphere, and (c) the peace of the Pacific, the United States 
should have at least dominating control over the former Japa­
nese mandated islands of the Marshalls, the Carolines, and the 
Marianas-commonly known as "Micronesia" -and over the 
outlying Japanese islands of the lzus, Bonins, and Ryukyu. 

The opposition of the British on the One hand and the U.S. mili­
tary on the other created a serious political and policy problem for 
the President and his foreign policy advisers as well as the foreign 
policy committees (Senate Foreign Relations, House Foreign M­
fairs) of Congress. This was compounded by the fact that, as Secre­
tary of State Cordell Hull maintained, U.S. acquisition of the man­
dated islands would be grounds for similar claims by the U .S.S.R. " 

. And, indeed, the Russians subsequently asked for U.S. approval of 
a Russian trusteeship for one or more former Italian colonies in 
North Mrica. 

The solution to this problem, which was the omission of specific 
provisions in the U.N. Charter for the future of de~ndent territo­
ries such as India and Indochina, weakened the posItion of the U.s. 
in relation to dependent peoples, and, of course, worked directly 
against efforts to place Indochina under some kind of international 
trusteeship after the war. On the other hand, it may also have 
strengthened the postwar international security system, as well as 
regional security arrangements, especially NATO. 

It is important to note that Congress played a double-edged role 
in these decisions. On the one hand, the military committees of 
Congress, by supporting the acquisition of Pacific islands for U.S. 
bases, helped to force the President and the State Department to 
take a position in the drafting of the U.N. Charter that favored the 
European powers, and made it more difficult for the U.S. to deal 
with the French on Indochina or the British on India or the Dutch 
on Indonesia. 

On the other hand, the foreign policy committees of Congress, 
while generally favoring independence and self-determination for 
colonial territories, failed to anticipate adequately or to grapple 
with the postwar consequences of instability in the colomes. 
Rather, they tended to accept the compromises being made in the 
executive branch, and to yield to the concerns of the naval affairs 
committees about base rights. In part, this resulted from their pre­
occupation, especially in the Senate, with approval of the U.N. 
Treaty. They Were keenly aware, as was Secretary of State Hull, a 
former Member of Congress, that the treaty could be threatened by 
the issue of military bases, and in their efforts to obtain maximum 
support for the U.N., and to neutralize major opposition, they tried 
to work out an accommodation on this point. In larger part, howev-

leu.s. CoI.'lgT't$!l. Houae. Committ£e on Naval Affairs, Study of Poeifie &uta:, No 106 in the 
~ria;; of printed hearinge of the committee, 7!1th CQng., tAt sellL iWash.iJultoo. D,C: U.S. Govt. 
Print. Off., 1945t, p. 1010. iPsges in the hea.ringB series were numbered consecut'vely. This 
report begins on pap 1009, i 

IlCurdeIl Hull, ThY Mrrnoin; of Corrhll HulL voL Il (New York: Macmillan, 1948), p. 1466 



7 

er, the foreign policy committees of Congress supported the posi­
tion finally worked out in the executive branch, first, becsuse they 
considered it to be the only practicable and workable compromise, 
and, second, becsuse they were participating hand and glove with 
the executive branch on the development of the U.N., and there­
fore tended to support both the process and its results. This had 
the effect, however, of reducing the legislative choices of the for­
eign policy committees, as well as causing the "loyal opposition" 
party to be more loyal and less opposite. 

As a consequence, during the formation of U.S. policy toward the 
U.N. neither of the foreign policy committees of Congress conduct­
ed any independent inquiries or reviews of the proposal for the 
U.N. or the position of the U.S. toward such vital questions as the 
fate of the colonies and the provision for trusteeships. There were 
no hearings or other inquiries concerning the postwarjroepects for 
areas such as Indochina, and what U.S. policy shoul be with re­
spect to these areas. 

When the U.N. Treaty was sent to the Senate for its advice and 
consent there was such an outpouring of approval and support that 
any possible questions about the colonial problem or trtulteeship ar­
rangements must have appeared inappropriate if not moot. And 
there were none, either in the hearinga or in floor debate. Only in 
the report of the Foreign Relations Committee were these matters 
raised, and this was done by way of reassuring critics. According to 
the report ,. the security of the U.S. was fully protected by the 
charter, as evidenced by letters from U.S. military authorittes to 
this effect which had been included in the printed hearinga. 

The U.N. Treaty was passed by the Senate, 89-2, and neither of 
the two Members voting in the negative raised the colonial ques­
tion or trtulteeships. Thus, the achievement of this remarkable p0-
litical consensus, one of the highest ever achieved in the history of 
U.S. foreign policy, had the effect of chilling debate at the time. It 
also set the stage for the use of similar consensual techniques in 
the postwar period, including the Gulf of Tonkin Resolution in 
1964.. 

Could the foreign policy committees of Congress have played a 
stronger role in the development of the trusteeship arrangements 
of the U.N.? Should they have been leas concerned about passage of 
the treaty and more concerned about the consequences of a post­
war plan that did not deal with the problem of the colonies? These 
important questions transcend the scope of this study, but a brief 
review may help in clarifying why the foreign policy committees 
were not more active in relation to the oolonial problem, and how 
this affected their role in relation to Vietnam. 

Development of the u.s. Position on Trusteeships 
In 1942, when the U.S. Government first began considering the 

creation of the U.N., the colonial issue was deemed to be a major 
factor in the development of a postwar international organization. 
Roosevelt told RUSBian Foreign Minister Vladimir M. Molotov, for 
example, that there was "a palpable surge toward independence" 
in colonial areas. and that the Europeans could no longer hold colo-
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nies. In Asia, each colony, including Indochina, was going to be 
ready in a matter of time, within 20 years, for self-government. 
Meanwhile, he said, they might be administened under an interna­
tional trusteeship system. ,. 

Roosevelt's views were echoed by Under Secretary of State 
Sumner Welles. In a speech in May 1942 Welles declaned:' O 

Our victory must bring in its train the liberation of all pe0-
ples. . , . The age of imperialism is ended. The right of a 
people to their freedom must be recognized as the civilized 
world long since recognized the right of an individual to his 
personal freedom. The prinCiples of the Atlantic Charter must 
be guaranteed to the world as a whole. . . . 

Secretary of State Hull, however, had not been consulted by 
Welles about the speech, and, besides being piqued by Welles' "dis­
loyalty," he was concerned about proposals to divest European 
allies of their colonies, particularly at a time when they and the 
U.S. were together in war. Thus, when the first State Department 
staff proposal for the postwar period, drawn up in 1942 by a com­
mittee under Welles' direction, recommended an international 
trusteeship for all colonial areas, Hull, "for obvious reasons of p0-
litical feasibility," in his words, had the proposal rewritten to in­
clude only former German and Italian colonies and islands con­
trolled by the Japanese under League of Nations mandates." 
There is no indication that Congress was consulted about this 
change, although Hull was generally in close touch with key Mem­
bers of Congress, and seldom toek a step of any importance without 
their acquiescence or concurrence. 

Beginning in May 1942, Hull asked Members of Congress to join 
State Department committees engaged in postwar planning. Sena­
tors Tom Connally (D/Tex.), chairman of the Foreign Relations 
Committes, and Warren R. Austin (R/Vt.), were the first Members, 
and a number of others were added subsequently. By May of 1943, 
there were eight Members of Congress on the 23-member group." 
The record does not show, however, whether Connally and Austin 
were consulted by Hull about the change in the trusteeship plan. 

Roosevelt approved Hull's proposal for allowing colonisl powers 
to decide whether to place dependent territories under trusteeship. 
but he continued to propose an international trusteeship for Indo­
china. Here, toe, there is no indication that any Member of Con­
gress was consulted, but most Members doubtless would have 
agreed with Roosevelt's opposition to continued French rule, while 
also approving Hull's concession to what he perceived as realism. 

Although Hull felt that it was not politically feasible to propose 
trusteeships for all dependent territories, he also thought that it 
was important for the U.S .• as he said in the summer of 1942, "to 
use the full measure of our influence to support the attainment of 
freedom by all peoples Who, by their acts, show themselves worthy 
of it and ready for it."23 Thus, in recommending to Roosevelt in 
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trusteeships for all dependen t territories, he also thought that it 
was important for the U.S., as he said in the summer of 1942, "to 
use the full measure of our influence to support the attainment of 
freedom by all peoples who, by their acts, show themselves worthy 
of it and ready for it."" Thus, in recommending to Roosevelt in 

tlIRobert E. Sherwood, R(')('I$(t(!f!it and Hopkins (New York: Harper and BI'06 .• 1948,. p. 573. 
IIJDeportment ofStaU' Bulletin, May 3Q, 1942, p, 488. 
%tHUll, Memoirs. vol. n, pp. 1228, 1638. 
,u~ U.S. Department of State, twtwar Forr~ Policy ~t;l~ion. 11.f!J-J94J, Publication 

No. 3580 by Harfey A Notter (Washington. D,C,: U,S, &Jvt. Print. Off .• 1950). pp. 74. 9'1. 
ulkpartmellt orStatft Bulktin. July 25.1942. p. 642 
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Novemher 1942 that colonies not he mandatorily included in the 
trusteeship system he a1so prollOlled a declaration, "The Atlantic 
Charter and National Independ"ence," applying the Atlantic Char­
ter (a Roosevelt-Churchill declaration in 1942 on principles for the 
postwar world) to all peoples, whatever their status, in which the 
allies would commit themeel ves to help colonies become independ­
ent. Colonial peoples would, in turn, he obliged to prepare them­
selves for independence. 

Roosevelt approved the proposed declaration. In February 1943, 
the British tlien s~ a joint declaration on colonial polier. 
which, while maiDtaming control in the "parent" or "trustee' 
state, would require each colonial power to prepare colonies for 
self-government. The State Department thereupon revised its earli­
er declaration to inco~rate some of the ideas of the British, and 
sent the new version, , Draft Declaration by the United Nations on 
National Independence," to the President in March 1943. The Brit­
ish did not support the new U.S. proposal, however. Foreign Secre­
tary Anthony Eden objected to the U8e of the word "independence," 
saying that he had to think of the British Empire system, which 
W8.11 ba.sed on Dominion and colonial status. AlsO objectionable W8.11 
the proposal for setting dates for achieving independence." 

At the Moscow Conference in October 1943, the British refused to 
discuss the declaration on national independence. At the Tehran 
Conference in December 1943, 8.11 noted earlier, Churchill rejected 
Roosevelt's proposal for an international trusteeship for Indochina. 

In January 1944, the question of U.S. policy toward Indochina 
W8.11 raised by the British. Despite several statements by the Presi­
dent himself and by officials of the State Department to the effect 
that the U.S. would not prevent the French from reasserting sover­
eignty over the area. Roosevelt told the British Ambassador that 
he preferred an international trusteeship. "France ba.s had the 
country-thirty million inhabitants-for nearly one hundred years, 
and the people are worse off than they were at the beginning . . . 
France ba.s milked it for one hundred years. The people of Indo­
China are entitled to something better than that."'· 

Meanwhile, the State Department redrafted in early 1944 the 
proposed declaration on national independence, substituting "self­
government" for "independence," and generally weakening the 
provisions of the earlier draft. The new title W8.11 "Draft Declara­
tion regarding Administration of Dependent Territoriee." Omitted, 
among other things, W8.II the proposed timetable for independence. 
After again consulting the BritiSh, the U.S. toned down the draft 
declaration even further, however, as well 8.11 the trusteeship ar­
rangements under the proposed U.N.'· 

The role of Members of Co"lJl'e8S in decisions about these com­
promises in the U.S. poeition 18 not clear from the record. After 
passage by both Houses of Congress of resolutions supporting the 

UHull. Mnnoir3, vot I1. p. 1237. For the development of the U.s. position see also pp. 1234-
1235. and Ruth It RU8I!IeU. A Hiltory of 1M United No.tionB ChLufq (W1IIIb.ingtoD., D"C.: Brook­
~ lnttitution. 1958). pp, ~91. For the ten of the Much 1943 draft or the dpciaration see 
FRllS. 1943'. voL 1, p. 747. 

uHull, Mtlmoira. vol. II. p, 1597, In November 1943 ttoc.eve1t had made a simi.lar comment in 
a prin-toe ~ with Stalin at the Tehran Conference, See FRU8. 1943. '''The Confe-reDC:e8 at 
eo;..,. and Tehnn," p. 485 . 

• 6See Ru.eU. pp. 339-343. 
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Charter and National Indepencfence," applying the Atlantic Char­
ter (a Roosevelt-Churchill declaration in 1942 on principles for the 
postwar world) to all peoples, whatever their status, in which the 
allies would commit themselves to help colonies become independ­
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tary Antbony Eden objected to the use of the word "independence," 
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dent himself and by officials of the State Department to the effect 
that the U.S. would not prevent the French from reasserting sover­
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France has milked it for one hundred years. The people of Indo­
China are entitled to something better than that."" 

Meanwhile, the State Department redrafted in early 1944 the 
proposed declaration on national independence, substituting "self­
government" for "independence," and generally weakening the 
provisions of the earlier draft. The new title was "Draft Declara­
tion regarding Administration of Dependent Territories." Omitted, 
among other things, was the proposed timetable for independence. 
After again consulting the Britisn, the U.S. toned down the draft 
declaration even further, however, as well as the trusteeship sr­
range1llents under the proposed U.N .• • 

The role of Members or Congress in decisions sbout these com­
promises in the U.S. position is not clear from the record. After 
passage by both Houses of Congress of resolutions supporting the 
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creation of the U.N., which occurred in the fall nf 1943, direct par· 
ticipation by Members of Congress in the formulation of U.8. policy 
was replaced by consultation. 21 Active participation resumed only 
in the spring of 1945 when Members of Congress were appointed as 
members of the U.S. delegation to the San Francisco Conference. 

Although they no longer were actual members of the State De­
partment Planning Group, leading Members of Congress were con­
sulted very closely by Secretary of State Hull and his associates 
during the 1943-44 period. In the spring of 1944, Hull asked the 
Foreign Relations Committee to appoint a bipartisan group for the 
purpose of such consultation. This group, the "Committee of 
Eight,"'· met frequently with Hull to discuss the U.S. position, and 
to review confidential working drafts of the proposed U.N. Charter. 
Additional sessionS were held with House leaders, and they too 
were given the draft of the charter for review. After the 1944 elec­
tion these consultations were resumed, and Members of Congress 
were given the Dumbarton Oaks proposal for review. In January 
1945 there were additional meetings by the President and State De­
partment officials with members of the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee to discuss plans for the U.N." 

Throughout this process of consultation the question of trustee­
ship arrangements was among the topics of discussion. and it is 
clear that there was ample opportunity for Members of Congress, 
especially members nf the Foreign Relations Committee, to consid­
er the U.S. position on trusteeships and on the colonial issue. 
There is no available record as to whether they did, but there is 
also no indication that, if they did, it had any impact On poJicymak­
ing. Nor is there any evidence that those members who were con­
sulted disagreed with the way in which the executive branch was 
handling the colonial issue and the plans for trusteeships. It may 
be safely aasumed, however. that while supporting some moves 
toward independence. they were also concerned about U.s. base 
rights in the Pacific. 

In the spring of 1944 the internal dispute began between the 
War and Navy Departments and the State Department over the 
postwar status of the Pacific islands. As noted earlier. it was the 
position of the military authorities. civilian as well as uniformed. 
that these should be tightly controlled by the U.S. At the request of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff (who were also concerned that such discus­
sions might adversely affect U.S.-U.S.S.H. relationships at a time 
when the U.S, was trying to get the Russians to enter the war 
against Japan), the State Department agreed to remove the section 
on trusteeships from the draft charter of the U.N. that the U.S. 
was to present at the Dumbarton Oaks meeting in Augnst 1944. at 

!7The Subcommittee on Political Problema of the Advisory Omunittee on Problema 0( FoniKn 
Relations. on which Members of Congrea I&f"V'ed during 1942-43. gave we, in late 1943 to the 
Informal PoJi~ Apnda Gl"OUp> c:om~ entirell. of State Department oftk:ia.J. and eon.Nlt.­
eta, which in turn gave way to two similar Sttlte lJItpIu'trnenl groopa. the Part,-Wat Program. 
(',Qmmlttee and the Policy Committee, in early lUi" In addition, th~ ..... an interdepartmeo.· 
tal P'''''''''' planning _p, .... State-Wac·Na.,. c.ordjnating COmmi .... , 

"Democrats Torn ConnaliyfI'ex.), Walter F. George (Ga), Alben W. &ark.ley (Ky.), Guy M. 
Gillette Ilowal; Republica.na Wallace H. White (Maine), Wa.rren R. AWItin (Vt). Arthur H. Van· 
denberg (Mich.!; and ProgreEve Robert M.1a Follette (wi.eJ. 

USee- Poslwar Ff.'HYign Policy PrYptlI'Ulioo.. pp" 258, 380, 412. 
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which the general framework of the U.N. was to be approved.' 0 

The result was that the draft proposal for the U.N." worked out at 
the Dumbarton Oaks "Conversations," as they were called, omitted 
all reference to the trusteeship system and the settlement of terri· 
torial questions after the war. 

After Dumbarton Oaks, the State Department continued to urge 
that action be taken on establishing a trusteeship system as well as 
expressing the position of the U.S. on the future of French, British 
and Dutch colonies. This was especially important, in the opinion 
of the State Department, because, as Hull contended, " ... we 
could not help believing that the indefinite continuance of the Brit­
ish, Dutch, and French possessions in the Orient in a state of de­
pendence provided a number of foci for future trouble and perhaps 
war. Permanent peace could not be assured unless these p0sses­
sions were started on the road to independence, after the example 
of the Philippines. .... 

In a State Department memorandum to the President on Sep­
tember 8, 1944, Hull suggested a declaration by the governments 
concerned making "definite commitments" about the granting of 
independence or full self-government (with Dominion status, where 
appropriate) to their colonies, including a timetable for such action. 
He said that they should also pledge that prior to independence 
each colony would be governed as an international trusteeship. 
Roosevelt approved the proposal, and sent word to the three coun· 
tries involved that the U.S. expected to be consulted on postwar 
plans for Southeast Asia.·. No action was taken, however, to follow 
up on the State Department proposal, in part, no doubt, because of 
Hull's illness followed by his resignation toward the end of 1944. 

In November 1944, the State Department proposed that the dis­
pute between State and the War and Navy Departments be re­
ferred to an interdepartmental committee. Roosevelt agreed, and 
reiterated his support for international trusteeships, and his oppo­
sition to military demands for U.s. annexation of the mandated 
island, which, he contended, was neither necessary for U.S. securi· 
ty nor consonant with the Atlantic Charter:" 

He said that the Army and the Navy had been urging upon 
him the point of view that the United States should take over 
all or some of the mandated islands in the Pacific, but that he 
was opposed to such a procedure because it was contrary to the 
Atlantic Charter. Nor did he think that it was necessary. As 

10Hult. Mvrwira, voL n, pp. 1599. 1706-1707. and RUlJBell, pp. 343-348 For the tut of the JCS 
"'l-- - nus, 1944. YO]. I. p. 100 
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far as he could tell, all that we would accomplish by that 
would be to provide jobs as governors of insignificant islands 
for inefficient Army and Navy officers or members of the civil­
ian career service. 

The issue of the trusteeshipe was raised again at the Yalta Con­
ference in early February 1945, despite a plea to Roosevelt from 
Secretary of War Stimson to delay any discussion of the issue." 
Stimson, as mentioned earlier, was supported by the House Naval 
Affairs Committee, which, in response to a bill introduced in the 
House in January 1945 to provide for administration by the Navy 
of all U.S. possessions, including the Pacific islands, had estab­
lished a subcommittee to study the need for U.S. acquisition and 
control of the Pacific islands. 

At Yalta, the U.S. propceed adding a trusteeship system to the 
U.N. framework approved at Dumbarton Oaks. The Foreign Minis­
ters agreed that this should be considered, and they propceed fur­
ther consultations prior to the San Francisco Conference. But when 
the heads of state met, Churchill was reported to have "exploded," 
declaring, "I absolutely disagree. I will not have one scrap of Brit­
ish territory flung into that arena. . . . As long as every bit of land 
over which the British Flag flies is to be brought into the dock, I 
shall object as long as I live."" When it was explained that no ref­
erence to the British Empire was intended, Churchill appeared to 
be reassured, but it was clear that the British would only agree to 
a trusteeship system which did not directly affect colonial territory. 

After further discussions, agreement was reached on the follow­
ing language with respect to the recommendations for a tru.steeship 
system;"' 

The acceptance of this recommendation is subject to its being 
made clear that territorial trusteeship will only apply to; (a) 
existing mandates of the League of Nations; (h) territories de-­
tached from the enemy as a result of the present war; (c) any 
other territory which might voluntarily be placed under tru.st­
eeship; and (d) no discussion of actual territories is contemplat­
ed at the forthcoming United Nations Conference or in the pre­
liminary consultations, and it will be a matter for subsequent 
agreement which territories within the above categories will be 
placed under tru.steeship. 

The Interdepartmental Committee on Dependent Areas which 
had been proposed by the State Department in November 1944 did 
not begin to function until early 1945. In January 1945, the State 
Department submitted to that committee a revision of its earlier 
trusteeship proPOSSls. This proposal was vigorously attacked by the 
War and Navy bepartments.·. The argument continued for several 
weeks. Meanwhile, President Roosevelt had appointed the U.8. rep­
resentatives to the San Francisco Conference, including four Mem­
bers of Congress: Senators Connally and Vandenberg, and Repre-

URwwgell, pp. 511-516. ~ FRU8. 1941i, vol. I, pp, 18-22 for 8 Sta~ De:partment !ilUmJD&TY of 
the War~te controversy, sa well as diffenmeee between the U.s. and Bfitain. See al80 pp. 23-
'Z't for Stimeon's memo on his position, 

s'Edward R. Stettiniua,. Jr., RlXIffeveit and tl4! RUII8UtnA" ~ Yalta Ccn.te1"f!lla {Garden City. 
N,Y,; Doubleday, 1949;, p.. 236. and J~ }l', Byrnes. Sp«J1t11l6 Frodly (New York.: Harper and 
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sentatives Sol Bloom (D/N.Y.), chairman of the Foreign Affairs 
Committee, and Charles A. Eaton (R/N .J.), the committee's rank· 
ing minority member. On March 13, 1945, at its first meeting in 
Washington, the U.S. delegation discuesed the proposed U.N. orga· 
nization, including the arrangements for trusteeships. Representa· 
tive Eaton asked whether the provision for trusteeships would in· 
clude the "treatment of colonial problems." Secretary of State 
Edward R. Stettinius, Jr., who had just replaced Hull, replied that 
it would not be possible to deal with dependent areas at the San 
Franciaoo Conference except for former League of Nations man· 
dates. Senators Vandenberg and Connally stressed the imporlance 
of clarifying for the public the fact that the Conference would deal 
only with creating the organization, and not with the peace settle­
ment itself or other postwar questions such as the future of colo­
nies. They obviously had been well briefed on the U.S. poaition on 
postponing the consideration of territorial settlements, including 
the future of colonial areas, and had accepted that position.3 • 

As the debate continued in the executive branch, the military 
argued against any consideration of trusteeships at San Francisco, 
with the possible exception of a resolution agreeing that the matter 
would be considered later.4. This suggestion was rejected by the 
State Department on April 9, 1945. State sent a memorandum to 
the President summarizing the status of the issue, and asking for a 
meeting of the three departments with the President. 4' Roosevelt, 
then in Georgia, ~~lied that he agreed with State's poaition, and 
that they would about it when he returned. He died on April 
12, before the meeting could be held. 

On April 17 the Secretaries of State, War and Navy met with the 
U.S. delegation to discuss the trusteeship question. Although Presi­
dent Truman had not yet officially acted on the matter, the three 
departments had finally agreed on a paper for presentation to the 
White House. After hearing from Secretaries Stimson and Forres­
tal, the delegation discuesed the proposed position. In another 
meeting the following day each delegate was polled, and all ap­
proved the proposal. Senator Vandenberg said the "Congressional 
opinion is totally in sympathy with the poaition of the Secretaries 
of War and Navy."" 

It should be noted that this discUS6ion centered on the questions 
of protecting U.S. security in the Pacific. There was almost no dis­
cUS6ion of the broader question of the future of dependent areas, 
and no official of the executive branch, Member of Congress, or 
nongovernmental members of the delegation raised the colonial 
question with the exception of Dr. Isaiah Bowman, (president of 
The Johns Hopkins University, and a consultant to the State De­
partment prior to being named a member of the delegation). 
llowman said, "We have been led into a situation in which the 
world expects us to do something on trusteeship. We are faced with 
such questions as whether we wish Somaliland to go to the British. 
We will have to participate in its dispoaition. What in this situa-
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tion is our safeguard? It is in the fact that we have set up a princi­
ple-a principle of trusteeship in the interests of the natives."" 
He agreed, however, that U.S. military needs should be met, and at 
the meeting the following day he joined the rest of the delegation 
in approving the proposed position. 

Immediately after approval by the delegation, the interdepart­
mental paper was submitted to President Truman and was ap­
proved by him on April 18.'· There is no indication that he had 
any questions or reservations about the proposal, nor did he, unlike 
Roosevelt, indicate any particular commitment to trusteeships or 
concern about the future of colonial areas. 

Final approval of the U.S. position, which had been slightly 
modified since the President's action, occurred on April 26, when 
the delegation met in San Francisco and adopted the revised lan­
guage.·· There was no discussion of the colonial problem. In its 
fmal form the proposal provided that all territories, including 
League mandates and former German and Italian colonies, woula 
be placed under trusteeship only by "subsequent agreement," based 
on action initiated by the country holding such territory. Moreover, 
two classes of trusteeships were to be created: strategic and non­
strategic. The latter would be under the administrative control of 
the General Assembly; the former, primarily the Pacific islands 
being occupied by the U.S., would be under the Security Council, 
where the U.S. could protect its interests, if necessary, by the veto. 
Nothing was said in the U.S. paper about the future of British, 
French or Dutch colonial areas or generally about the responsibil­
ities of nations for dependent areas under their control. Moreover, 
proposed oversight of trust territories, including investigations and 
reports, was to be limited, in the U.S. draft, to nonstrategic areas. 

During the San Francisco Conference the status of the U.S. trust­
eeship proposal was reviewed continuously by the American dele­
gation. According to John FOOIter Dulles, a nongovernmental 
member of the delegation, this "ritual" was observed: "At the daily 
meetings of the United States Delegation, Senator Connally and 
Senator Vandenberg would always put to [U.s. Navy] Commander 
[Harold E.] Stassen this question: 'Are you sticking to the "subse­
quent agreement" provision?' Commander Stassen would regularly 
reply in the affirmative. Then the meeting would go on."'· 

On May 2, 1945, M. Georges Bidault, the French Minister of For­
eign Affairs, made it quite clear that the French did not intend to 
place Indochina under the trusteeship system. The principle of 
trusteeship, he said, applied to other areas, not to Indochina, whose 
future rested solely with France.' 1 

Ultimately, the American trusteeship. plan prevailed, and 
became chapter XII of the United Nations Charter. Pressure from 
the Soviet Union, China, and some of the smaller countries result­
ed, however, in the addition of language about the responsibilities 
of trustee nations toward trust territories. The Soviet Union and 
China wanted to add the word "independence" as an objective of 
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the trusteeship system. This was oppoeed by the British, French. 
Dutch, South Mrican. and American delegations. which favored 
the wording "progressive development toward se!lovernment." 
The U.S. position was that self-government might I to independ­
ence. To support inclusion of the word "independence" would be 
"butting in on colonial affairs," according to Commander Stassen, 
the delegate who was representing the U.S. position on the trustee­
ship question. "While it was unfortunate to oppose Russia on this 
matter," Stassen said in a meeting of the U.S. delegation, "we also 
did not wish to fmd ourselves committed to breaking up the British 
empire . . . if we sided with the Chinese and the Rl.UI8ians on this 
issue, there probably would be no trusteeship system since the Brit­
ish will never accept that position." Furthermore, he said, "Inde­
pendence . . . was a concept developed out of the past era of na­
tionalism. It suggested, and looked in the direction of, isolationism. 
We should be more interested in interdependence than in inde­
pendence !Uld for this reason it might be fortunate to avoid the 
term 'independence: " Dulles agreed with Stassen. Other delegates 
disagreed. Charles Tal.Ul8ig. who had been personally close to R0ose­
velt. reminded the group that both ~velt and Hull had insisted 
that "independence" should be the objective of the trusteeship 
system. "Mr. Tal.Ul8ig explained that in talks with the President it 
was clear that he felt that the word 'independence' rather than 
progressive self-government would alone satisfy the Oriental 
people. To deny the objective of independence, he felt, would sow 
the seeds of the next world war." 

Of particular interest in relation to Congrese' treatment of Viet­
nam is the position of Members of Congress on the U.S. delegation. 
Senator Connally supported Stassen's position, as did Senator Van­
denberg !Uld Representative Eaton. Representative Bloom's position 
is not clear, although he was known to favor an independent state 
of Israel. Connally said he was "afraid that, if the word 'independ­
ence' was put in. there would be a good deal of stirring up of a 
desire for independence and the orderly procedure in the direction 
of self-government would be interrupted: 

Secretary Stettinius as well as Leo PasvoIsky, the State Depart­
ment's principal specialist on the U.N., indicated, however, that 
they hoped a way could be found to insert the word "independ­
ence" without giving it too much importance. Eventually this was 
done, and the fmal language in the charter'· provided for the "pro­
gressive development towards self-government or independence as 
may be appropriate to the particular circumstances of each terri­
tory !Uld its peoples !Uld the freely elQlressed wishes of the peoples 
concerned, and as may be provided by the terms of each trustee­
ship agreement ... •• 

Later in the Conference, the question arose as to the U.S. posi­
tion on a proposal by the Russians to add "self determination" to 
the language on trusteeshipe. The British and French had objected, 
Stassen said, !Uld had propoied instead the words "in accord with 
the freely expressed will of the people," Stassen thought the U,S. 
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16 

ought to yield to some reference to "self determination." Senator 
Connally argued, however. that either version, that of the Russians 
or that of the British and French. "would weaken the position of 
the United States .... To accept 'the principle of self determina­
tion' in any form would be to invite trouble," he said, but he 
agreed to let Stassen handle the problem.·o In the end, as the char­
ter language quoted above indicates, the British/French version 
prevailed, 

There is one fInal note of interest concerning the U.N. Confer­
ence and the arrangements for trusteeships. Taking advantage of 
the opening provided by U.S. insistence on controlling the mandat­
ed islands in the Pacific, the Russians themselves asked whether 
they would be eligible for a trusteeship, and Secretary of State 
Stettinius was forced to admit that they were, whereupon, as indi­
cated earlier, they asked to become the trustee for the former Ital­
ian colony of Tripolitania in North Africa." 

Several tentative conclusions may now be suggested with respect 
to the question raised earlier about the role of Congress in the de­
velopment of postwar U.S. policy toward dependent areas. The 
debate on trusteeships began with the assertion of broad national 
principles, baaed on traditional American values, and ended with 
decisions based on the immediately perceived political and military 
requirements for apJ:roval of the U,N. Treaty and continued coop­
eration of America 8 European allies. As frequently if not common­
ly happens in the formulation of national policy, broad general 
principles tend to be qualified and compromised in the process of 
translating the abstractness of principle into the reality of policy. 
Thus, even Roosevelt himself. while continuing to favor trustee­
ships, and opposing restoration of French rule in Indochina, was 
forced to recognize that the U $, had important strategic interests 
in the Paciflc islands that might be affected by a trusteeship 
system. He also found that in order to assure British and French 
cooperation after the war, he would have to accept compromises in 
that trusteeship system, beginning with the most important of all, 
the exclusion from the system of the colonies of Britain, France 
and the Netherlands. Even with respect to Indochina, which he 
particularly wanted to see freed from the French, Roosevelt had 
begun in the several months before his death to accept the possibil· 
ity of renewed French rule, even though he clung to the hope of 
ultimate independence." 

Although they may not have been consulted on several of the im­
portant decisions made during the process of narrowing the range 
of choice and finally choosing alternatives, Members of Congress 
who participated in postwar policyroaking tended to arrive at the 
same or similar conclusions as the President and officials of the ex­
ecutive branch. They, too, were concerned about protecting U.S. 
strategic interests in the Pacific, and they were, of course, acutely 
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aware of the implications of this issue for public and Senate accept­
ance of the U.N. Treaty. But they aIao appreciated the significance 
of British and other opposition to including colonies under the 
truateeship system, and the need for maintaining strong relation· 
ships with British and European allies a.l't.er the war. For moet 
Members of Congress, as well as moet officials of the executive 
branch, these factors tended to outweigh the demands, real or p0-
tential, of the dependent areas. 

The Communist Threat and Its Ef{ects on U.S. Polie;r Toward Colo­
nial Problems 

The primacy of these political and strategic factors was greatly 
reinforced during the cloeing months of World War II as the Ame .... 
ican people and the U.S. Government became progressively 
alarmed about Russian (Communist) expansionism. By the spring 
of 1945, in fact, the debate over postwar policy was shifting toward 
a new anti-Communist perspective. Spurred in part by warnings 
from W. Averell Harriman and George F. Kennan in Moscow, U.S. 
policymakers were rapidly abandoning their hopes for Great Power 
cooperation, and instead began streeaing the maintaining of U.S. 
power, and of U.S. relationships with Western European and Brit­
ish allies, in order to block the RUlISians. This, in turn, changed the 
focus on the colonial issue. Rather than a problem in itself, it was 
becoming subordinated to the larger problem of preventing Com­
munist expansion. This was exemplified by an OSS policy paper in 
April 1945 stating that the Russians seemed to be seeking to domi­
nate the world, and recommending that the U.s. take steps to 
block Russian expansionism. The first priority of the U.S., it 
argued, should be to create a strong European-American bloc in 
which France should play a key role. The U.S. should a void "cham· 
pioning schemes of international trusteeship which may provoke 
unrest and result in colonial disintegration, and may at the same 
time alienate us from the European states whose help we need to 
balance Soviet power." The memorandum went on to say, "The 
United States should realize its interest in the maintenance of the 
British, French and Dutch colonial empires. We should encourage 
liberalization of the colonial regimes in order the better to main­
tain them, and to check Soviet influence in the stimulation of colo­
nial revolt."u: 

By the time of the Potsdam Conference in July 1945, the RUlISian 
threat seemed increasingly ominous. During the Conference, Aver­
ell Harriman met with Secretary of War Stimson, Assistant Secre­
tary John J. McCloy, and Stimson's lI.88istant, Harvey H. Bundy, 
and, according to Stimson's diary, "confirmed the expanded d ... 
mands being made by the Russians." Harriman said, among other 
things, that Stalin had raised the question of a truateeship for 
Korea, and Stimson's reaction was that unless the British and 
French were willing to consider truateeships for Hong Kong and 
Indochina, the RUlISians might demand sole control of Korea. Stim· 
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aware of the implications of this issue for public and Senate accept­
ance of the U.N. Treaty. But they also appreciated the significance 
of British and other opposition to including colonies under the 
trusteeship system. and the need for maintaining strong relation­
ships with British and European allies after the war. For most 
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branch. these factors tended to outweigh the demands. real or p<>­
tential, of the dependent areas. 

TM Communist Threat and Its Effects on u.s. Policy Toward CoUr 
nial Problems 

The primacy of these political and strategic factors was greatly 
reinforced during the closing months of World War II as the Amer­
ican people and the U.S. Government became progressively 
alarmed about Russian (Communist) expansionism. By the spring 
of 1945, in fact, the debate over postwar poliey was shifting toward 
a new anti-Communist perspective. Spurred in part by warnings 
from W. Averell Harriman and George F. Kennan in Moscow, U.S. 
policymak:ers were rapidly abandoning their hopes for Great Power 
cooperation, and instead began stressing the maintaining of U.S. 
power, and of U.S. relationships with Western European and Brit­
ish allies. in order to block the Russians. This, in turn, changed the 
focus on the colonial issue. Rather than a problem in itself, it was 
becoming subordinated to the larger problem of preventing Com­
munist expansion, This was exemplified by an OSS poliey paper in 
April 1945 stating that the Russians seemed to be seeking to domi­
nate the world, and recommending that the U.S. take steps to 
block Russian expansionism. The first priority of the U.S., it 
argued, should be to create a strong European·American bloc in 
which France should playa key role, The U.S. should avoid "cham­
pioning schemes of international trusteeship which may provoke 
unrest and result in colonial disintegration, and may at the same 
time alienate us from the European states whose help we need to 
balance Soviet power," The memorandum went on to say. "The 
United States should realize its interest in the maintenance of the 
British, French and Dutch colonial empires, We should encourage 
liberalizetion of the colonial regimes in order the better to maIn­
tain them. and to check Soviet influence in the stimulation of colo­
nial revolt.}J U 

By the time of the Potsdam Conference in July 1945. the Russian 
threat seemed increasingly ominous. During the Conference. Aver-­
ell Harriman met with Secretary of War Stimson, Assistant Secre­
tary John J, McCloy, and Stimson's assistant. Harvey H. Bundy, 
and. according to Stimson's diary. "confIrmed the expanded de­
mands being made by the Russians." Harriman saId, among other 
things. that Stalin had raIsed the question of a trusteeship for 
Korea, and Stimson's reaction was that unless the British and 
French were willing to consider trusteeships for Hong Kong and 
Indochins. the Russians might demand sole control of Korea, Stim-
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son was so concerned about this possibility that he sought out 
President Truman, who supported what Ha,..,.iman had said. 
Truman also said, according to Stimson, that the Russians were 
bluffIng in some of their moves and demands, and that the V.S. 
was standing firm. And there is at this point in Stimson's diary 
only the briefest reference to the reason why Truman was willing 
to stand firm, and why he did not think that the Russian position 
on Korea required co,..,.esponding action by the 8ritish and French. 
Truman, said Stimson, ". . . was apparently relying greatly upon 
the information as to S-1,"" 

S-1 was the atomic bomb, which had just been tested successful­
ly, and Truman assumed that this change in the relative military 
power of the two countries would enable the V.S. to call any bluffs 
by the Russians. 

The Executive Branch Debates U.S. Poliey Toward Indochi1Ul 
Fear of Communist expansion also tended to strengthen the 

Office of European Affairs (EVR) in its argument with the Office of 
Far Eastern Affairs (FE) over V.S. policy toward Indochina. (Prior 
to 1944, the Office of Far Eastern Affairs had no jurisdiction over 
colonies. In 1944, a Division of Southwest Pacific Affairs was cre­
ated in FE, and was later renamed the Division of Southeast Asian 
Affairs. It could act on colonial questions only with the concur­
rence of the Office of European Affairs,) FE contended that the 
V.S. should insist on French concessions to the nationalists in Indo­
china. EUR on the other hand, urged the strengthening of France, 
and endorsed French repossession of Indochina. In support of this 
position, the V.S. Ambassador to France, Jefferson Caffery, report­
ed a conversation with de Gaulle, who said he did not understand 
American policy. (At that time, March 1945, the Japanese, after 
letting the Vichy French continue to administer Indochina during 
the war, had dismissed the French administration and were fight­
ing the French forces stationed in the area. The French had ap' 
pealed to the V.S. to assist them, but direct assistance had not been 
approved, and de Gaulle was upset about the failure of the V.S. to 
come to their aid.) "What are you driving at?" de Gaulle asked Caf­
fery. "Do you want us to become, for example, one of the federated 
states under the Russian aegis? The Russians are advancing apace 
as you well know. When Germany falls they will be upon us. If the 
public here comes to realize that you are against us in Indochina 
there will be terrific disappointment and nobody knows to what 
that will lead. We do not want to be Communist; we do not want to 
fall into the Russian orbit, but I hope that you do not push us into 
it."65 

In April 1945, shortly after Roosevelt's death. it became apparent 
that decisions on V .S. policy toward Indochina could no longer be 
postponed. The immediate need was to respond to French demands 
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for a role in the liberation of Indochina, a decision with obvious im­
plications for subsequent decisions affecting the area. 

In a meeting of the State-War-Navy Coordinating Committee on 
April 13. 1945, Robert A. Lovett. then Assistant Secretary of War 
for Air. said that Admiral Raymond Fenard, Chief of the French 
Naval Mission in the United States, "had been using a technique of 
submitting a series of questions to various agencies of the United 
States Government and by obtaining even negative or noncommit­
tal responses thereto had been in effect writing American policy on 
Indo-China." Lovett added that U.S. policy needed to be clarified, 
and that Roosevelt's prohibition on discussing the postwar status of 
Indochina should "be reconsidered or reaffirmed promptly." The 
State Department representative on the committee, H. Freeman 
Matthews (Director of the Division of West European Affairs in 
EUR), concurred, but he also confirmed the existence of a "diver­
gence of views" within the State Department that was blocking 
action on the subject. The committee agreed to request the State 
Department to take up the matter with the President.·· 

In response to this action. the Division of West European Affairs 
proposed on April 20 a memorandum for the President essentially 
recommending support for the French position: 

The United States Government has publicly taken the posi­
tion that it recognizes the sovereign jurisdiction of France over 
French possessions overseas when those possessions are resist­
ing the enemy and has expressed the hope that it will see the 
reestablishment of the integrity of French territory. In spite of 
this general assurance, the negative policy 80 far pursued by 
this Government with respect to Indochina has aroused French 
suspicions concerning our intentions with respect to the future 
of that territory. This has had and continues to have a harmful 
effect on American relations with the French Government and 
people. 

Referring to the Yalta agreement that the trusteeship arrange­
ments of the U.N. would be based on voluntary action by Allied 
powers in placing dependent territories under trusteeship. the 
memorandum stated: 

General de Gaulle and his Government have made it abun­
dantly clear that they expect a proposed Indo-Chinese federa­
tion to function within the framework of the "French Union." 
There is consequently not the slightest possibility at the 
present time or in the foreseeable future that France will vol­
unteer to place Indo-China under an international trusteeship. 
or will coll!lent to any program of international accountability 
which is not applied to the colonial possessions of other 
powers. If an effort were made to exert pressure on the French 
Government, such action would have to be taken by the United 
States alone for France could rely upon the support of other 

~·Extnct of minutes of the April 13 mming in U"ikd Slates· Vietnam JUlatwn8, 1945-67. 
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colonial powers, notably, Great Britaln and the Netherlands. 
Such actions would likewise run counter to the established 
American policy of alding France to regain her strength in 
order that she may be better fitted to share responsibility in 
maintalning the peace of Europe and the wOrld. 

Accordingly, EUR recommended that the U.s. "neither oppose 
the restoration of Indo-China to France, with Or without a program 
of accountability, nOr take any action toward French overseas p0s­
sessions which it is not prepared to take or suggest with regard to 
the colonial possessions of our other Allies." 

It recommended, further, that the U.S. cOllBider French offers of 
military assistance in the Pacific "on their merits," and that if 
these actions had the effect of strengthening French claims of sov· 
ereignty over Indochina, that this should not bar the acceptance of 
such assistance. 

In its memorandum, EUR also recommended that the U.S. con· 
tinue efforts to get the French to liberalize "their past policy of 
limited opportunities for native participation in government and 
administration," as well as modifying "colonial preference" eco­
nomic policies. 

FE responded on April 21 with suggested changes in and addi­
tions to EUR's draft memorandum to the President. Prepared by 
Abbot Low Moffat, Chief of the Division of Southeast Asian Affairs, 
these emphasized the need to recognize the "independence senti· 
ment" in Indochina, and the adverse effect on U.s. interests which 
could result from a failure to recognize legitimate demands for self· 
government. "If really liberal policies toward Indochina are not 
adopted by the French-policies which recognize the paramount in· 
terest of the native people and guarantee within the foreseeable 
future a genuine opportunity for true, autonomous selfirQvern· 
ment-there will be substantial bloodshed and unrest for many 
years, threatening the economic and social progress and the peace 
and stability of Southeast Asia." 

James C. Dunn, Assistant Secretary of State (whose jurisdiction 
covered EUR), objected strenuously to the changes proposed by FE, 
and argued that it would be preferable to "let the matter drift." 
The U.s., he said, needed to strengthen its relationship with 
France, particularly in light of the new threat to the West posed by 
the Russians. 

Dunn was overruled, and EUR and FE were told by Under Secre­
tary of State Joseph C. Grew, who favored FE's position, to work 
out a compromise memorandum. During the following month they 
did so, but Dunn, then at the San Francisco Conference, sent back 
a "scorehing wire" opposing the proposed compromise." 

The issue became moot, however, and the memorandum was 
never sent to the President, as a result of a meeting between 
Truman and M. Georges Bidault on May 19. Acting on the basis of 
advice from the State Department, Truman told Bidault that the 
U.s. would welcome French assistance in the war in the Pacific. 
but that, because it was 8 military matter, decisions would have to 
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be made by U.S. military authorities in the field based on military 
needs and capabilities." 

Thus, on May 23 the answer went back to the State-War-Navy 
Coordinating Committee from H. Freeman Matthews for the State 
Department. Repeating the President's statements to Bidault, Mat­
thews suggested that "while avoiding so far as practicable unneces­
sary or long-term commitments with regard to the amount or char­
acter of any assistance which the United States may give to French 
resistance forces in Indochina, this Government should continue to 
afford such assistance as does not interfere with the requirements 

• of other planned operations."'· 
On June 2, 1945, U.S. hands-<>ff policy toward Indochina was ce­

mented further by Secretary of State Stettinius in a meeting in 
San Francisco with Bidault and Henri Bonnet, French Ambassador 
to the United States. Stettinius "made it clear to Bidault that the 
record was entirely innocent of any official statement of this gov­
ernment questioning, even by implication, French sovereignty over 
Indochina."'· 

On June 22, 1945, the position of the State Department on U.S. 
policy toward Indochina was finally hammered out in a policy 
paper prepared for the use of the War Department, entitled, "An 
Estimate of Conditions in Asia and the Pacific at the Close of the 
War in the Far East and the Objectives and Policies of the United 
States."·' The U.S., it said, had two objectives: peace and security 
in the Far East, which required "increased political freedom" in co­
lonial areas; and the maintenance of world peace and security, 
which required the cooperation of colonial powers with the United 
States. Faced with the need to "harmonize" policy in relation to 
these objectives, "The United States Government," the paper con­
cluded, "may properly continue to state the political principle 
which it has frequently announced, that independent peoples 
should be given the opportunity, if necessary after an adequate 
period of preparation, to achieve an increased measure of self-gov­
ernment, but it should avoid any course of action which would seri­
ously impair the unity of the major United Nations." 

In discussing Indochina specifically, the paper stated that there 
was a strong independence movement, and that the French would 
"encounter serious difficulty" in reestablishing control over the 
country. "An increased measure of self-government would seem es­
sential if the Indochinese are to be reconciled to continued French 
control," the paper added, but such action appeared unlikely. As 
far as U.S. policy was concerned, the conclusion of the paper was 
as follows: 

The United States recognizes French sovereignty over Indo­
china. It is, however, the general policy of the United States to 
favor a policy which would allow colonial peoples an opportuni­
ty to prepare themselves for increased participation in their 
own government with eventual self-government as the goal. 

USee Grew's memottlndum tQ Truman, May 16, 1945. in FRUS, 1945. vol. VI, pp. 3fJ7-308. 
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The position of the Europeanists, as they were called by some, 
was generally sustained in the June policy paper, and was rein­
forced as the cordial relations of wartime grew cool. By August 
1945, as has been noted, it was the announced policy of the U.S. to 
support French repossession of Indochina. Truman even denied 
that trusteeship was an option. In a conversation with Madame 
Chiang Kai-shek on August 29, he was asked by Madame Chiang 
about Roosevelt's proposal for a trusteeship for Indochina. His 
reply was that "there had been no discUB8ion of a trusteeship for 
Indo China as far as he was concerned."·' 

In September 1945, as violence broke out when the French began 
reoccupying Vietnam, the Office of Far Eastern Affalrs recom­
mended that a commission of the war-time allies be sent to Viet­
nam to investigate the situation and to seek a compromise solution. 
The Office of European Affairs and others in the State Department 
objected, however, and George Kennan cabled from his post in 
Moscow that although the RUB8ians probably would not intervene 
directly in Indochina, they were seeking to have the French and 
other Western powers removed from the area so as to leave it 
"completely open to communist penetration." Under Secretary of 
State Dean Acheson approved the recommendation of the Office of 
European Affalrs that the proposal not be acted upon unless the 
situation worsened markedly.·' 

Beginning in September 1945, and continuing until March 1946, 
Ho Chi Minh made a number of efforta to bring the Vietnamese 
cause to the attention of the U.S. Government, but his letters to 
Truman and to Secretary of State James F. Byrnes, as well as con­
versations with U.S. diplomate, were oft1cially ignored on the 
grounds that the U.S. could not become directly involved in the 
French-Vietnamese situation .• ' 

Until the publication of the memoirs of Archimedes L. A. Patti, 
there was no indication, nor was there any reason to believe, that 
any Member of Congress had been the intended recipient of a com­
munication from Ho Chi Minh concerning the efforta being made 
by the Vietnamese to solicit U.S. assistance. Patti, however, has re­
vealed that Ho Chi Minh also attempted to contact Congress 
through a letter addressed to the chairman of the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee, which, Patti says, "reached my desk" in the 
State Department sometime between mid-November 1945 and 
March 1946.·' It is doubtful whether the letter was eVer transmit­
ted by the Department of State to the Foreign Relations Commit­
tee, but there is no avallable evidence one way or the other. 

There is also no record that at this stage any Member of Con­
gress questioned the policy of the executive branch toward Ind<>­
china, despite strong and continuing congressional opposition to 
colonialism. 
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The position of the Europeanists, as they were called by some, 
was generally sustained in the June policy paper, and was rein­
forced as the cordial relations of wartime grew cool. By August 
1945, as has been noted, it was the announced policy of the U.S. to 
support French repossession of Indochina. Truman even denied 
that trusteeship was an option. In a conversation with Madame 
Chiang Kai-ilhek on August 29, he was asked by Madame Chiang 
about Roosevelt's proposal for a trusteeship for Indochina. His 
reply was that "there had been no discussion of a trusteeship for 
Indo China as far as he Was concerned."" 

In September 1945, as violence broke out when the French began 
reoccupying Vietnam, the Office of Far Eastern Affairs recom­
mended that a commission of the war-time allies be sent to Viet­
nam to investigate the situation and to seek a compromise solution. 
The Office of European Affairs and others in the State Department 
objected, however, and George Kennan cabled from his post in 
Moscow that although the Russians probably would not intervene 
directly in Indochina, they were seeking to have the French and 
other Western powers removed from the area so as to leave it 
"completely open to communist penetration." Under Secretary of 
State Dean Acheson approved the recommendation of the Office of 
European Affairs that the proposal not be acted upon unless the 
situation worsened markedly.·' 

Beginning in September 1945, and continuing until March 1946, 
Ho Chi Minh made a number of efforts to bring the Vietnamese 
cause to the attention of the U.S. Government, but his letters to 
Truman and to Secretary of State James F. Byrnes, as well as con­
versations with U.S. diplomata, were officially ignored on the 
grounds that the U.S. could not become directly involved in the 
French-Vietnamese situation .• ' 

Until the publication of the memoirs of Archimedes L. A. Patti, 
there was no indication, nor was there any reason to believe, that 
any Member of Congress had been the intended recipient of a com­
munication from Ho Chi Minh concerning the efforts being made 
by the Vietnamese to solicit U.S. assistance. Patti, however, has re­
vealed that Ho Chi Minh a1ao attempted to contact Congress 
through a letter addressed to the chairman of the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee, which, Patti says, "reached my desk" in the 
State Department sometime between mid-November 1945 and 
March 1946. so It is doubtful whether the letter was ever transmit­
ted by the Department of State to the Foreign Relations Commit­
tee, but there is no available evidence one way or the other. 

There is a1ao no record that at this stage any Member of Con­
gress questioned the policy of the executive branch toward Indo­
china, despite strong and continuing congressional opposition to 
colonialism. 
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Congress Begins Debate on U.S. Policy in Asia 
Questions were being raised in Congress in late 1945, however, 

about U.S. policy in Asia, and about China in particular. The U.S. 
Ambassador to China, Patrick J. Hurley, had resigned, charging 
that U.S. efforts to support the Nationalist government were being 
undercut by Foreign Service officers who favored the Chinese Com­
munists. He was strongly supported by several Members of Con­
gress led by Senator Styles Bridges miN .H.), and at Bridges' insti­
gation the Foreign Relations Committee held hearings on the 
matter in December 1945 with Hurley as a leading witness.·' 

The issue was ripe for investigation. U.S. policy had been to sup­
port the Nationalists while encouraging them to work with the 
Communists in the war against the Japanese, to be followed by a 
negotiated political settlement between the Nationalists and the 
Communists to achieve poetwar stability. In <ktober 1945, when it 
began to appear that the Communists would occupy key parts of 
North China being vacated by the Japanese, the U.S. sent 50,000 
Marines to the area to hold it pending the arrival of Nationalist 
troops. Despite orders not to become involved in the conflict be­
tween the oppoeing sides, U.S. forces became engaged in h06tile 
action against Communist troops, and the U.S. commander in 
China, Gen. Albert C. Wedemeyer, recommended that the troops 
either be strengthened or withdrawn. 6 7 Secretary of War Robert P. 
Patterson and Secretary of the Navy James Forrestal argued that 
the U.S. had to take steps to prevent the Russians from controlling 
Manchuria and North China, and urged the State Department to 
clarify U.S. policy in this respect, and to take up the matter with 
the Russians and, if necessary, with the U.N. Meanwhile, they said, 
U.S. forces should not be withdrawn, but a clearer directive should 
be given to General Wedemeyer .• • 

There were objections to the deployment of U.S. forces in China 
from some Members of Congress, primarily Democrats of liberal 
persuasion. Chairman Connally advised against U.S. military inter­
vention on behalf of what he considered a "corrupt and reaction­
ary" government. Representative Mike Mansfield (D/Mont.l 
warned a State Department representative that deployment of the 
Marines could be used by the Russians as an excuse to continue 
their occupation of Manchuria.·' Others argued that the U.S. 
should not becsme involved in a civil war, and that the public 
would not support another war in the Far East. 

The hearings by the Senate Foreign Relations Committee were 
inconclusive, and the committee dropped the issue without coming 
to a formal decision and without writing a report. 7 0 In part, this 
resulted from Truman's appointment on December 15, 1945, of 
Gen. George C. Marshall as his personal representative to China. 
Marshall was a man of outstanding reputation and ability, and his 
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Conqess Begins DeooUi on u.s. Policy in Asia 
Questions were being raised in Congress in late 1945, however, 

about U.S. policy in Asia, and about China in particular. The U.S. 
Ambassador to China, Patrick J. Hurley, had resigned, charging 
that U.S. efforts to support the Nationalist government were being 
undercut by Foreign Service officers who favored the Chinese Com­
munists. He was strongly supported by several Members of Con­
gress led by Senator Styles Bridges eR/N.H.), and at Bridges' insti­
gation the Foreign Relations Committee held hearings on the 
matter in December 1945 with Hurley as a leading witness.·· 

The issue was ripe for investigation. U.S. policy had been to sup­
port the Nationalists while encouraging them to work with the 
Communists in the war against the Japanese, to be followed by a 
negotiated political settlement between the Nationalists and the 
Communists to achieve postwar stability. In October 1945, when it 
began to appear that the Communists would occupy key parts of 
North China being vacated by the Japanese, the U.S. sent 50,000 
Marines to the area to hold it pending the arrival of Nationalist 
troops. Despite orders not to become involved in the conflict be­
tween the opposing sides, U.S. forces became engaged in h06tile 
action against Communist troops, and the U.S. commander in 
China, Gen. Albert C. Wedemeyer, recommended that the troops 
either be strengthened or withdrawn.47 Secretary of War Robert P. 
Patterson and Secretary of the Navy James Forrestal argued that 
the U.S. had to take steps to prevent the Russians from controlling 
Manchuria and North China, and urged the State Department to 
clarify U.S. policy in this respect, and to take up the matter with 
the Russians and, if necessary, with the U.N. Meanwhile, they said, 
U.S. forces should not be withdrawn, but a clearer directive should 
be given to General Wedemeyer.'· 

There were objections to the deployment of U.S. forces in China 
from some Members of Congress, primarily Democrats of liberal 
persuasion. Chairman Connally advised against U.S. military inter­
vention on behalf of what he considered a "corrupt and reaction­
ary" government. Representative Mike Mansfield (D/Mont.) 
warned a State Department representative that deployment of the 
Marines could be used by the RUBSians as an excuse to continue 
their occupation of Manchuria.·· Others argued that the U.S. 
should not become involved in a civil war, and that the public 
would not support another war in the Far East. 

The hearings by the Senate Foreign Relations Committee were 
inconclusive, and the committee dropped the issue without coming 
to a formal decision and without writing a report.70 In part, this 
resulted from Truman's appointment on December 15, 1945, of 
Gen. George C. Marshall as his personal representative to China. 
Marshall was a man of outstanding reputation and ability, and his 
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appointment had the desired effect of suppressing, for the moment, 
the partisan political debate over China. 

In a broader sense, however, the abortive inquirr into U.S. Far 
Eastern policy was indicative of the state of affai.rB In 1945 with re­
spect to Congress' role in foreign policy. Although Members of Con· 
gress had been actively involved in the establishment of the U.N., 
they had not participated as actively in the making of other m*r 
foreign policy decisions affecting the postwar world. As H. Bradford 
Westerfield has noted, "As an issue in American politics interna' 
tional relations came to be nearly synonymous with international 
organization, and as the months went by public figures and politi· 
cal leaders of both parties reached extraordinary consensus on that 
subject-while the decisions which really did most to shape the 
postwar world were made largely in private by the military, the 
l'resident, and a few advisers who, for the most part, were leaders 
of neither political party."" 

This preoccupation with the establishment of the U.N. also 
tended to result in a corresponding orientation in public and con· 
gressional attitudes, which, in turn, reinforced the inaction of Con· 
gress in other foreign policy areas and the making of other deci· 
sions. 

The continuing struggle to exclude "politics" from foreign policy, 
and to develop a bipartisan or nonpartiaan approach to foreign pol. 
icymaking, also had the effect of inhibiting congressional inquiry. 
This was particularly true in the case of a subject, such as China, 
which lent itself to partisan exploitation. When it became apparent 
that conservative RepUblicans, led by Senator Bridges, were at· 
tempting to make a partisan issue out of Hurley's charges, there 
was strong bipartisan support from members of the committee for 
Chairman Connally's efforts to shorten the hearings, as well as not 
issuing a report on the hearings. In so doing, of course, the commit· 
tee was continuing its war-time collaboration with the Executive, 
but the effect, as Connally knew full well, was also to protect the 
new Democratic President, as well as to help congressional Demo­
crats in the upcoming 1946 election. 

In addition, of course, few Members of Congress, even on the for· 
eign policy committees, had much background or experience in in· 
ternational relations. Congressional foreign policy committees were 
still staffed by only a few persons, none of whom had specialized 
training in the field. Only after passage in 1946 of the Legislative 
Reorganization Act did the committees begin to get "professional" 
staff and to develop a more active role. 

In light of these and other factors it is not surprising that the 
1945 Foreign Relations Committee inquiry on the Far East died 
aboming. But the effect, as one scholar has suggested, was to de­
prive the country of a public examination of key questions facing 
the United States in Asia at a time when such an inquiry could 
have been beneficial" As Westerfield has also noted, partisan di· 
visions over China policy in the following years were attributable, 
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appointment had the desired effect of suppressing, for the moment, 
the partisan political debate over China. 

In a broader sense, however, the abortive inquiry into U.S. Far 
Eastern policy was indicative of the state of affairs in 1945 with re­
spect to Congress' role in foreign policy. Although Members of Con­
gress had been actively involved in the establishment of the U.N., 
they had not participated as actively in the malting of other m!\jor 
foreign policy decisions affecting the postwar world. As H. Bradford 
Westerfield has noted, "As an issue in American politics interna­
tional relations came to be nearly synonymous with international 
organization. and as the months went by public figures and politi­
cal leaders of both parties reached extraordinary consensus on that 
subject-while the decisions which really did most to shape the 
postwar world were made largely in private by the military, the 
President, and a few advisers who, for the most part, were leaders 
of neither political party." 11 

This preoccupation with the establishment of the U.N. also 
tended to result in a corresponding orientation in public and con­
gressional attitudes. which, in turn, reinforced the inaction of Con­
gress in other foreign policy areas and the maJting of other deci­
sions. 

The continuing struggle to exclude "politics" from foreign policy, 
and to develop a bipartisan or nonpartisan approach to foreign pol­
icymaking. also had the effect of inhibiting congressional inquiry. 
This was particularly true in the case of a subject, such as China, 
which lent itself to partisan exploitation. When it became apparent 
that conservative RepUblicans, led by Senator Bridges, were at­
tempting to make a partisan issue out of Hurley's charges. there 
was strong bipartisan support from members of the committee for 
Chairman Connally's efforts to shorten the hearings, as well as not 
issuing a report on the hearings. In so doing, of course, the commit­
tee was continuing its war-time collaboration with the Executive, 
but the effect, as Connally knew full well, was also to protect the 
new Democratic President, as well as to help congressional Demo­
crats in the upcoming 1946 election. 

In addition, of course, few Members of Cougress, even on the for­
eign policy committees, had much background or experience in in­
ternational relations. Cougressional foreign policy committees were 
still staffed by only a few persons, none of whom had specialized 
training in the field. Only after passage in 1946 of the Legislative 
Reorganization Act did the committees begin to get "professional" 
staff and to develop a more active role. 

In light of these and other factors it is not surprising that the 
1945 Foreign Relations Committee inquiry on the Far East died 
aborning. But the effect, as one scholar has suggested, was to de­
prive the country of a public examination of key questions facing 
the United States in Asia at a time when such an inquiry could 
have been beneficial.72 As Westerfield has also noted, partisan di­
visions over China policy in the following years were attributable. 

11 H. Bradfonl Westerfield. FortJ.grl Pr>iU")' and Part'; Politia.' hor; Horbar to KOTWl (New 
Haven: Yale Uniwrsity Pre.. 195bJ, p. 1,"_ . 

"Kenneth S. Chern, "Polit.ica. of American China Policy, 1~5: Roots of the Cold War in 
Asia," Pohtt.rol &I.t!~ Qutuvrl .... , 91 (Winter 19'11).-77\ p~ 6.."11-'45. 



25 

at least in part, to congressional avoidance of the China issue in 
1945-47.13 

U.S. forces were withdrawn from China in 1946, and Marshall 
continued his efforts to bring peace and stability to the country." 
By the end of 1946, however, he concluded that his mission would 
not succeed and he returned home. In 1947, Congress began active­
ly debating U.S. policy toward China. 

Before turning to this next phase it would be well to summarize 
developments to this point. By the time the Second World War 
ended, a way appeared to have been found by which to achieve a 
foreign policy conaensus between the legislative and the executive 
branches, thus overcoming the policy differences that could result 
from the separation of powers. But this, in turn, contained the 
seeds of its own contradiction. While these efforts to correct the 
consequences of the failure to establish the League of Nations 
proved to be successful in the ease of the U.N., in the end they had 
unforeseen consequences of an opposite kind in the postwar period. 

Similarly, the decisions on trusteeships and the acquisition of 
U.S. bases in the Pacific had an adverse effect on U.S. leadership 
on the colonial issue and helped to set the stage for future events 
in Asia, even though they may also have helped to establish strong­
er international and regional security arrangements. 

The War Begins in Vietnam, 19.66-.68 
By late 1945, storm signals were flying in Asia. The Communists 

were exerting pressure on several countries, and in China the 
United States was being asked to provide assistance, including mili· 
tary training and advice, to the government in power to assist it in 
fighting Communist insurgents. 

Although the United States was not directly involved in Viet· 
nam, developments there during 194G-48 were also of concern to 
the U.s. Government, particularly to the Division of Southeast 
Asian Affairs. But as Abbot Low Moffat said subsequently, "With 
French forces back in Indochina and with all potential leverage 
gone, there was little that the United States could do to alter the 
outcome."15 Thus, the United States did little more than to observe 
while the French reoccupied the country. Fighting continued in the 
south. but on March 6, 1946. an agreement was signed by which 
the Vietnamese consented to "welcome amicably" the return of the 

• French Army to the northern part of Vietnam. and the French to 
recognize the existence of the Vietnamese Republic (the Democrat­
ic Republic of Vietnam, or DRV, which then claimed to represent 
all of Vietnam). as a "free state" with its own government and 
army, as a part of the French Union. Further negotiations failed to 
produce results, however. and the French announced that the 
southern part of Vietnam-COChin China, where their economic in-
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at least in part, to congressional avoidance of the China issue in 
1945-47.73 

U.s. forces were withdrawn from China in 1946. and Marshall 
continued his efforts to bring peace and stability to the country." 
By the end of 1946, however. he concluded that his mission would 
not succeed and he returned home. In 1947. Congress began active­
ly debating U.S. policy toward China. 

Before turning to this next phase it would be well to summarize 
developments to this point. By the time the Second World War 
ended. a way appeared to have been found by which to achieve a 
foreign policy con.sensus between the legislative and the executive 
branches. thus overcoming the policy differences that could result 
from the separation of powers. But this. in turn, contaioed the 
seeds of its own contradiction. While these efforts to correct the 
consequences of the failure to establish the League of Nations 
proved to be successful in the case of the U.N., in the end they had 
unforeseen consequences of an opposite kind in the postwar period. 

Similarly, the decisions on trusteeships and the acquisition of 
U.S. bases in the Pacific had an adverse effect on U.S. leadership 
on the colonial issue and helped to set the stage for future events 
in Asia, even though they may a1so have helped to establish strong­
er international and regional security arrangements. 

The War Begins in Vietnam, 1948-48 
By late 1945, storm signals were flying in Asia. The Communists 

were exerting pressure on several countries, and in China the 
United States was being asked to provide aasistance, including mili­
tary training and advice, to the government in power to assist it in 
fighting Communist insurgents. 

Although the United States was not directly involved in Viet­
nam, developments there during 1946-48 were a1so of concern to 
the U.S. Government, particularly to the Division of Southeast 
Asian Affairs. But as Abbot Low Moffat said subsequently, "With 
French forces back in Indochina and with all potential leverage 
gone, there was little that the United States could do to alter the 
outcome."" Thus, the United States did little more than to observe 
while the French reoccupied the country. Fighting continued in the 
south, but on March 6, 1946, an agreement was signed by which 
the Vietnamese consented to "welcome amicably" the return of the 
French Army to the northern part of Vietnam, and the French to 
recognize the existence of the Vietnamese RepUblic (the Democrat­
ic Republic of Vietnam, or DRV, Which then claimed to represent 
all of Vietnam), as a "free state" with its own government and 
army. as a part of the French Union. Further negotiations failed to 
produce results, however, and the French announced that the 
southern part of Vietnam-COChin China, where their economic in-
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terests were concentrated-was being established as a "free repub­
lic," obviously to protect their most important holdings and to 
thwart the reunification of the north and the iIOuth. The Democrat­
ic Republic of Vietnam objected, and additional negotiations were 
postponed. 

In late 1946, the "First Indochina War" began as fighting broke 
out between French and DRV forces in the northern part of Viet­
nam. On November 26, the French shelled Haiphong, which was 
under the control of the DRV, killing 6,000 or more Vietnamese. 
On December 19, the Vietnamese attacked French forces in Hanoi 
and the French then occupied the city. Ho Chi Minh and other 
DRV leaders fled, and the war began. In 1947, as the war contin­
ued, the French turned to Bao Dai, but for months he resisted their 
entreaties while urging greater concessions to Vietnamese nation­
alism. 

Reactions in the Division of Southeaat Asian Affairs were that 
the U.S. was being put in an increasingly difficult situation by the 
French. On January 7, 1947, Moffat cabled from Bangkok during a 
trip to the region: ". . . feel impelled as chief SEA [Southeaat Asia] 
urge prompt US action aimed terminate war Vietnam not only 
save countless lives but protect position US and other democracies 
SEA. Hanrls-<>ff policy seems here based European considerations 
and temporary French political situation and appears as US ap­
proval French military reconquest Vietnam although in fact Viet­
nam record no worse than French." "Soviets not directly active 
SEA," he added, "and need not be as democracies performing most 
effectively their behalf. Moral leadership by US essential this area, 
hundred million people increasing nationalist." He concluded that 
"Because of recent French action believe permanent political solu­
tion can now be based only on independent Vietnam (alternative is 
gigantic armed colonial camp). , .. "76 

Moffat and his associates, however, were rowing against the tide. 
In late 1946, as he said subsequently, "a concern about Communist 
expansion began to be evident in the Department." This led to a 
"fixation on the theory of monolithic, aggreIlSive communism that 
began to develop at this time and to affect our objective analyses of 
certain problems."" 

On May 13, 1947, Secretary of State Marshall cabled the U.S. 
Ambassador in France expressing concern about the lack of 
progress in settling the "Indochina dispute," and concluding by 
warning: "Vietnam cause proving rallying-ery for all anti-Western 
forces and playing into hands Communists all areas. We fear con­
tinuation conflict may jeopardize position all Western democratic 
powers in southern Asia and lead to very eventualities of which we 
most apprehensive. 'I1S 

The Commitment is Made to "Containment" and to tlu! Defense of 
"Free Peoples H 

As the situation in Vietnam continued to worsen, so did the situ­
ation in Europe, Early in 1947 the U.S. was officially informed that 
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terests were concentrated-was being established as a "free repub­
lic," obviously to protect their most important holdings and to 
thwart the reunification of the north and the south. The Democrat­
ic Republic of Vietnam objected, and additional negotiations were 
postponed. 

In late 1946, the "First Indochlna War" began as fighting broke 
out between French and DRV fOrcES in the northern part of Viet­
nam. On November 26, the French shelled Haiphong, which was 
under the control of the DRV, killing 6,001) or more Vietnamese. 
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and the French then occupied the city. Ho Chi Minh and other 
DRV leaders fled, and the war began. In 1947, as the war contin­
ued, the French turned to Bao Dai, but for months he resisted their 
entreaties while urging greater conceasions to Vietnamese nation­
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save countless lives but protect position US and other democracies 
SEA. Hands-<>ff policy seems here hased European considerations 
and temporary French political situation and appears as US ap­
proval French military reconquest Vietnam although in fact Viet­
nam record no worse than French." "Soviets not directly active 
SEA," he added, "and need not be as democracies performing most 
effectively their behalf. Moral leadership by US essential this area, 
hundred million people increasing nationalist." He concluded that 
"Because of recent French action believe permanent political solu­
tion can now be hased only on inde~ndent Vietnam (alternative is 
gigantic armed colonial camp), ... ". 

Moffat and his associates, however. were rowing against the tide. 
In late 1946, as he said subsequently. "a concern about Communist 
expansion began to be evident in the Department." This led to a 
'TllUltion on the theory of monolithic, aggreossive communism that 
began to develop at this time and to affect our objective analyses of 
certain problems."" 

On May 13, 1947. Secretary of State Marshall cabled the U,S, 
Ambassador in France expressing concern about the lack of 
progress in settling the "Indochlna diepute," and concluding by 
warning: "Vietnam cause proving rallying-cry for all anti-Western 
forces and playing into hands Communists all areas. We fear con­
tinuation conflict may jeopardize position all Western democratic 
powers in southern Asia and lead to very eventualities of which we 
most apprehensive."'· 

The CommitlTU!!nt is }Jade to "ConlainlTU!!nt" and to the Defense of 
"Free Peoples" 

As the situation in Vietnam continued to worsen. so did the situ­
ation in Europe. Early in 1947 the U.S. was officially informed that 



the British were withdrawing from the area of Greece and Turkey. 
This led to the making of a commitment by the United States-the 
Greek-Turkish aid program-through which the U.S., in effect, as­
sumed Britain's role in the area. But the commitment was not just 
to Greece and Turkey. Rhetorically, at least, it was, in the words of 
what became known as the "Truman doctrine," to defend "free 
peoples" everywhere. 7 • 

In his address to Congress on March 12, 1947 on the new aid pro­
gram, President Truman depicted the world situation as one in­
volving a choice between democracy and communism, and declared 
that "totalitarian regimes imposed on free peoples, by direct or in­
direct aggression, undermine the foundations of international 
peace and hence the security of the United States." "I believe," he 
said, "that it must be the policy of the United States to support 
free peoples who are resisting attempted subjugation by armed mi­
norities Or by outside pressures." The U.S. had the responsibility to 
keep alive the "hope of people for a better life." "The free peoples 
of the world look to us for support in maintaining their freedoms. 
If we falter in our leadership, we may endanger the peace of the 
world-and we shall surely endanger the welfare of our own 
Nation." Failure to aid Greece, which was threatened by Commu­
nist insurgents, and to preserve the national integrity of Turkey, 
would have a profound effect on Europe, the Middle East, Asia, and 
ultimately on the United States.80 

This concept is of fundamental importance in the search for the 
tributaries of public policy which, when joined, formed the stream 
of policy that carried the U.S. toward involvement in Vietnam. 
Prior to the Truman doctrine there was no "doctrine" of interven­
tion, no assertion of a universal commitment to the defense of free­
dom. The Truman doctrine--though this was not the intention of 
at least some of those involved in its conception-provided a gener­
alized philosophy of intervention, however, that was as broad in its 
potential application as the concept of the United Nations had 
been in relation to maintaining peace throughout the world. 

One indication of the broad applicability of the Truman doctrine, 
and the endurance of the philosophy of intervention which it repre­
sented, was the speech by President Ronald Reagan to a joint Bell­
sion of Congress on April 2:1, 1983, on the situation in Central 
America, in which Reagan said, quoting the above passages from 
Truman's speech (but without identifying these passages as the 
Truman doctrine): "President Truman's words are as apt today as 
they were in 1947 .... The countries of Central America are 
smaller than the nations that prompted President Truman's mes­
sage. But the political and strategic stakes are the same ... •• 

The Truman doctrine was based On the policy of "containment" 
formulated by George Kennan, a Foreign Service officer and RI1&-
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sian expert, in early 1946, and made public in Kennan's anony­
mous article in Foreign Affairs in July 1947, "The Sources of Soviet 
Conduct," (signed simply by the letter "X"). According to Kennan, 
" ... the main element of any United States policy toward the 
Soviet Union must be that of a long-term, patient but nrm and 
vigilant containment of Russian expansive tendencies. . .. Soviet 
pressure can be contained by the adroit and vigilant application of 
counter-force at a series of shifting geographical and political 
points .... " 

Kennan suggested "containment" as a response to Russian ex­
pansionism, and not as general policy for all situations involving a 
perceived Communist threat. Although he supported aid to Greece, 
he objected strenuously to the "sweeping nature of the commit­
ments" implied by the language in President Truman's sEh on 
Greek-Turkish aid in which he referred to the defense of ' free pe0-
ples." Kennan urged that this phrase be removed from the speech, 
and in his memoirs he said he regretted its effect on subsequent 
policymaking, CUlminating in the Vietnam war:·' 

Throughout the ensuing two decades the conduct of our for­
eign policy would continue to be bedeviled by people in our 
own government as well as in other governments who could 
not free themselves from the belief that all another country 
had to do, in order to qualify for American aid, was to demon­
strate the existence of a Communist threat. Since almost no 
country was without a Communist minority, this assumption 
carried very far. And as time went on, the firmness of under­
standing for these distinctions on the part of our own public 
and governmental establishment appeared to grow weaker 
rather than stronger. In the 1960s so absolute would be the 
value attached, even by people within the government, to the 
mere existence of a Communist threat, that such a threat 
would be viewed as calling, in the ease of Southeast Asia, for 
an American response on a tremendous scale, without serious 
regard even to those main criteria that most of us in 1947 
would have thought it natural and e6Sential to apply. 

Kennan and some of his associates did succeed in getting Under 
Secretary of State Dean Acheson, who testified before Congress on 
the Greek-Turkish aid request, to state that the Truman doctrine 
was not applicable to every situation involving a Communist 
threat, but Acheson also acknowledged, in response to questions 
from Senator Connally, that although each ease would have to be 
handled individually, "the principle is clear. . . we are concerned 
where a people already enjoying free institutions are being coerced 
to give them up." And he agreed with Connally that although the 
U.S. might react differently in different cases, it would react.· 3 

Moreover, as pointed out by Louis J. Halle, an associate of Ken­
nan's on the Policy Planning Staff, Truman's rhetoric was not the 
SOUrce of the problem. The commitment to provide aid to Greece 
and Turkey, he said, "made sense only as part of a larger commit-
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ment, which was therefore implicit in it. There is no such thing as 
filling only one corner of a power vacuum. It follows that the 
Truman doctrine was implicit in aid to Greece and Turkey, rather 
than being merely the independent consequence of a statement in 
President Truman's message of March 12. Nothing essential would 
have been altered by leaving the statement out."·· 

Both Halle and Kennan take exception to what Halle calls the 
"universalistic disposition of American thinking," which they feel 
was responsible, at least in part, for the tendency to make general 
policy out of the Greek-Turkish situation, and to apply the Truman 
doctrine to situations where it is not relevant or efficacious. Halle 
cites one episode which he says illustrates this kind of thinking, 
and which, for present purposes, also bears on the origin of support 
for anti-Communist regional security pacts such as the Southeast 
Asia Treaty Organization (SEA TO). At some point in 1948, accord­
ing to Halle, and he is apparently the only source for this, Dean 
Rusk, Director of the Office of U.N. Affairs, called a meeting at the 
request of Secretary Marshall to consider preparing a treaty to in­
clude any and all non-Communist countries in the world "disposed 
to resist the expansion of the Soviet Union." Halle says that this 
was the first meeting in the chain of events that ultimately pro­
duced NATO, but that the original conception was "one arrange­
ment that would embrace, alike, the defense of Japan, of South 
Asia, of West Europe, and of any other threatened areas of the 
world.u8

$ 

Some writers have argued that the Truman doctrine was couched 
in broad terms to ensure public and congressional support; that it 
was not intended to be "universal doctrine"; and that between 1947 
and 1950 the Truman administration continued to make choices, to 
define the national interest selectively, and to recognize the limits 
of American interest and power. They conclude, therefore, that it 
was not a "turning point"; rather, that the fall of China and its 
effects on American politics, followed by the Korean war, forced 
the U.S. to take a more general anti-Communist stand, thus uni­
versalizing the Truman doctrine·. This analysis, while useful in 
explaining the disjunction between the development of public sup­
port for policy and the carrying out of that policy, is quite wide of 
the mark in other respects. Although the Truman administration 
limited U.S. involvement in China, it never retreated from the con­
cept of defending free JX!'lples everywhere. Moreover, the selective 
application of a general principle does not necessarily vitiate that 
principle; thus, in 1950, after the Communists became more aggres­
sive, but prior to the Korean war, the Truman administration de­
veloped a comprehensive plan-NSC 68-for implementing the con­
tainment policy and the Truman doctrine. The application of the 
Truman doctrine in 1947-50 may not have been a "turning point," 
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but its fonnulation and enunciation surely were, as its subsequent 
application suggests. 

This interpretation is supported by the most authoritative ac­
count of the development of the Truman doctrine, The Fi/U!en 
Weeks, by Joseph M. Jones, who was then a public affaire officer in 
the State Department. As Jones amply demoIllltrates, those who 
were involved in the momentous events of that IS-week period 
were convinced that they were participating in a historic moment; 
one which would, indeed, be considered a "turning point." More­
over, there was general if not unanimous agreement that, as Jones 
said, "Greece and Turkey were only the crux of a world problem, 
and that, although they were in the moet urgent need, they were 
only two of many countries that might require United States sup­
port in one form Or another."·? 

Dean Rusk, who was made Director of the Office of U.N. Affairs 
on March 5, 1947, the day after the first draft of Truman's message 
to Congress had been prepared, and who objected to the lack of ref­
erence in the speech to U.S. confidence in the Unlted Nations and 
the reasons for unilateral action outside the U.N., agrees with 
those who argue that the language which became known as the 
Truman doctrine was included in the speech for political reasons: 
". _ . my own recollection is very clear that what has been called 
the Truman Doctrine was never intended to be of universal appli­
cability and that the language Mr. Truman Ulled was a part of the 
rhetoric in getting aid for Greece and Turkey."·· Yet, in 1966, in 
one of his most notable appearances before the Senate Foreign Re­
lations Committee during the Vietnam war, Rusk began his testi­
mony by quoting the Truman doctrine, saying, "That is the policy 
we are applying in Vietnam in coIlllection with specific commit­
ments which we have taken in regard to that country."·· 

Although the Greek-Turkish aid bill was presented in response to 
an aileged "crisis," the executive branch had, indeed, been plan­
ning for some months to take such stepe, and, as in the case of the 
1964 Gulf of Tonkin Resolution, used a dramatic event as the occa­
sion for action. As early as September of 1946, the Secretaries of 
State, War, and Navy had agreed that the U.S. should assist other 
friendly nations "in every way" with economic and military aid .. o 
In February 1947, General Dwight D. Eisenhower, the Chief of 
Staff of the Army, sent a memorandum to the Secretary of War 
suggesting a study of ail other countries in addition to Greece and 
Turkey that were in need of assistance, "with a view to asking for 
an appropriation to cover the whole."·' A week before Truman 
proposed the Greek-Turkish aid program to Congreas, Under Secre­
tary of State Acheson ordered similar studies, but decided that 
future plans should not be made public. "If F.D.R. were alive," he 
said, ") think) know what he'd do. He would make a statement of 
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mony by quoting the Truman doctrine, saying, "That is the policy 
we are applying in Vietnam in connection with specific commit­
ments which we have taken in regard to that country."·' 

Although the Greek-Turkish aid bill was presented in response to 
an alleged "crisis," the executive branch had, indeed, been plan­
ning for some months to take such steps. and, as in the case of the 
1964 Gulf of Tonkin Resolution, used a dramatic event as the occa­
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global policy but confine his request for money right now to Greece 
and Turkey."·' 

In its action on the Greek-Turkish aid request, Congress general­
ly endorsed both the request and the broad commitments contained 
in the Truman doctrine, although both foreign policy committees, 
especially the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, cautioned 
against the general application of the Truman doctrine. 

In his opening statement in the Senate's debate On the Greek­
Turkish aid bill, Senator Vandenberg, then chairman of the For­
eign Relations Committee, followed Truman's lead and took a simi­
lar position on the responsibility of the United States to assist 
"free peoples," saying, ". . . we Americans have an inescapable 
stake in all human rights and fundamental freedoms." The support 
of "free peoples who are resisting attempted subjugation," he said, 
was not something new, but "a principle long ingrained in the 
American character." He denied that it represented "a new doc­
trine," or that the U.S. " ... had suddenly resolved to underwrite 
the earth," but he added that although it might not be new doc­
trine, ". . . we must frankly and honestly assess the fact that it 
has new and broad implications .... The truth is ... that Greece 
and Turkey are not isolated phenomena .... We must face the 
fact that other situations may arise which clearly involve our own 
national welfare in their lengthened shadows." 

It was "necessary," Vandenberg said, for the U.S. to aid Greece 
and Turkey. Otherwise there could be a "chain reaction which 
would threaten peace and security around the globe," and "we 
would give the green light to aggression everywhere."" 

In its report on the Greek-Turkish aid bill, the Foreign Relations 
Committee, which approved the bill 13-0, took a somewhat more 
careful stance.·' It quoted but did not endorse the President's com­
ments about the responsibility of the United States to assist "free 
peoples," adding that " ... it is not to be assumed that this Gov­
ernment will be called upon, or will attempt, to furnish to other 
countries assistance identical with or closely similar to that pro­
posed for Turkey and Greece in the present bill. If similar situa­
tions should arise in the future they will have to be examined in 
the light of conditions existing at the time." In the event of future 
situations in which the U.S. might be faced with such a decision, 
the report stated, "A number of factors must enter into any par­
ticular decision in this regard, among them the question of wheth­
er a given country is in really serious straits, whether it genUinely 
deserves American support, and whether as a practical matter the 
United States would be able to provide it effective assistance and 
support."·' These, it might be noted, are interesting and signifi­
cant criteria when viewed against subsequent U.S. involvement in 
Vietnam. 

----- .......... -- ---_ .......... _----
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By contrast, the House Foreign Affairs CommitU!e in its endorse­
ment of the bill reiterated the President's position, declaring that 
" ... the foundations of international peaoe and the security of the 
United States are jeopardized whenever totalitarian regimes are 
imposed on free peoples, whether by direct or indirect aggression." 
There was, however, the caveat that "Any similar situations that 
may arise in the future must be considered in the light of condi­
tions existing at the time, and would, necesaarily, require consider­
ation and study by the Congress."" 

The Greek-Turkish aid bill, which was approved by Congress in 
less than 60 days, was passed by the Senate 67-23 and by the 
House 287-107. (Voting for it in the House were future presidents 
Kennedy, Johnson, and Nixon.) The opposition consisted largely of 
conservative Democrats and Republicans with a sprinkling of liber­
al Democrats. 

The opposition of liberals to the bill was perhaps best expressed 
by Senator Edwin C. Johnson (D/Colo.), who said that the U.S. 
should not intervene in the internal affairs of other countries, espe­
cially in a situation involving a civil war in which the existing gov­
ernment did not have public support. He drew up but did not offer 
an amendment to the bill stating in part that "Nothing in this act 
shall be construed to imply that the government of tha United 
States has adopted as its policy in international affairs ... inter­
vention in civil strife, civil war, or political conflict in foreign coun­
tries .... "97 "Mr. Truman's policy," he said, "if adopted, will lead 
to American intervention in every country in the world which is in 
the process of social change either because of political unrest or of 
actual revolution . . . if the Truman doctrine is adopted by the 
Congress without corrective and clarifying amendments, we will 
have radically altered American traditional foreign policy. We will 
have adopted a policy of aggressive unilateral imperial action in 
behalf of reactionary governments throughout the world."·· 

Johnson also stressed that the commitment to provide assistanoe 
to countries such as Greece and Turkey could lead to additional 
commitments to the governments being supported, and to increas­
ing U.S. involvement in the conflict, which in tum could prevent 
Congress from exercising any control over the situation. In a state­
ment that presaged later events in the Vietnam war he said:·· 

Suppose we get our flag over there, and establish our troops 
over there, and the war clouds begin to roll closer and the 
threat becomes greater. What can we do? We shall have to go 
on. Congress will be helpless. Congress cannot do anything 
about it. 

Ouring the last war we voted appropriation after appropria­
tion. We never batted an eye. We voted whatever was asked 
for. We never turned down any requests. We never restricted 
those in authority to the extent of a single dollar on any occa­
sion. We never questioned the amount of money asked for. We 
could not. American youth was in uniform. American youth 

8'H. Rept 80-314. ~printed in HFAC HiJJ, Su., vol. VI, pp. 421-438. 
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was facing gunfire. It was no time for us to be quibbling over 
appropriations. We shall be facing exactly the same situation 
in this case. 1 00 

Conservative opposition to the bill was probably best represented 
by Senator Harry F. Byrd (DIVa.), who said that the U.S. was "not 
only taking over the burdens of the British Empire," but was "ex_ 
tending its commitments." "Approval by Congreas of this bill," he 
said, "will be approval of this new world-wide policy as American 
doctrine .... " and was "certain to open a new, costly, long-range 
policy with war implications, and later embrace areas of the world 
far beyond the borders of Greece and Turkey." "I do not say that 
this expansion will come overnight," he added, "but I do say with 
all confidence that our foreign commitments and expenditures will 
grow and grow under this policy, because it is certain that once we 
begin giving ald to a country we will not dare to withdraw, for 
then we will admit failure and encourage our enemies."l01 

Byrd, among many others, including Senator Walter F. Grorge 
(D/Ga.), the powerful second-ranking Democrat on Foreign Rela­
tions. and Vandenberg himself, objected to the "crisis" atmosphere 
in which the bill was being considered. ". . . the effort to drama­
tize this as an imminent crisis has been over-emphasized and exag­
gerated," Byrd said, and he warned that "In the end, this haste 
and lack of complete candor may defeat its own purpose, for here 
in America, under our democratic processes of government, a for­
eign policy is only as strong as an enlightened and supporting 
public opinion. A policy approved without due consideration by 
Congress under the stress of emotion and high-powered propaganda 
may become very distasteful when the fmancial impact of these 
new foreign burdens is reflected in increased taxation on an aI­
ready overburdened people."'o. 

In one particularly revealing executive session of the Foreign Re­
lations Committee the members di.scusaed the dilemma of main­
taining the legislative-executive consensus needed in fore~ affairs 
while upholding the role of Congress in a time of "crisis.' The dis­
cussion was touched off by Senator Grorge, who thought that the 
Greek-Turkish "crisis" had been manufactured, and that the effec­
tive date of the legislation shouid be postponed for 60 days after 
enactment to give the United Nations time to study the situation. 
"I do not see any emergency in the Greco-Turkish situation," he 
said, "except such as Great Britsin herself is voluntarily bringing 
about." Chairman Vandenberg replied, "I totally agree with that 
statement." Yet, Vandenberg said, "Here we sit, not as free agents, 
because we bave no power to initiate foreign policy. It is like, or 
almost like a Presidential request for a declaration of war. When 
that reaches us there is precious little we can do except say 'Yes.' .. 
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In that situation. he added. division between Congress and the 
President would be very dangerous because of the possibility that 
the Communists might take it as a sign of weakness and disunity. 
George agreed. as did the ranking Democrat, Senator Connally, 
and Senators Alben W. Barkley (D/Ky.) and Wallace H. Whi~ (RI 
Maine). Whi~ said, ". . . We are facing a situation, a situation cre­
ated in part by our own Government. . .. 1 do not see how we. 
without any original sin in connection with the mat~r, can leave 
the President in this situation."'·' 

Congress Also Approves the Use of Militory Advisers 
In approving the Greek-Turkish aid program, Congress not only 

sanctioned the general principle of assisting "free peoples" threat­
ened by communism; it also agreed to the establishment of defense 
pacta with such countries, and to the dispatch of U.S. military mis­
sions and American military personnel as military advisers. This, 
too, was something that had been requested before. In 1926, an 
act'O' was passed permitting U.S. military missions to be sent to 
Latin America, and in 1946 and again in 1947 the Executive, at the 
urging of the Pentagon, requested general authority to establish 
such missions in any country. The House passed the legislation 
both times, but it was not accepted by the Sena~. Separa~ legisla­
tion was passed by both Houses in 1946 authorizing a military mis­
sion in the Philippines, but the Sena~ declined to approve continu­
ation of a mission in China that had been established on February 
25, 1946, by the President under war powers authority which was 
claimed to be still in effect. A bill reported by the Naval Affairs 
Commit~ was passed. however, which authorized the continu­
ation of the naval advisory unit in China,'o. and the army and air 
force units were continued under Presidential order without statu­
tory authorization.' 0. 

In the 1946 statu~ authorizing the naval advisory unit in China. 
Congress added this proviso: "United States naval or Marine Corps 
personnel shall not accompany Chinese troops, aircraft, or ships on 
other than training maneuvers or cruises:" 07 

In its request for authority to send U.S. military advisers to 
Greece and Turkey, the executive branch, sensing the mood of Con­
gress, included in its draft of the bill a proviso that these military 
personnel, "limited in number," would serve "in an advisory capac­
ity only." The reaction of many Members of Congress was very 
skeptical. Some questioned how "limited" the number would be, 
and seemed to have their fears confirmed when the administration 
backed away from an earlier acceptance of a numerical limit and 
opposed any limitation on numbers. Others doubted whether the 
advisers would refrain from becoming involved in combat, and 
were concerned that once the U.S. became involved in the war, and 
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its prestige was on the line, withdrawal might prove difficult if not 
impossible. 

Opposition to the proposal for military advisers was particularly 
strong in the House. In the Foreign Affairs Committee's public 
hearing on the bill, Representative Karl E. Mundt (R/S.D.) asked 
Secretary of War Patterson whether he would object to having a 
numerical limit on military advisers. He said he would not object. 
In a subsequent executive session of the committee, Mundt then 
proposed limiting the number to 100 in either Greece or Turkey. 
(Patterson had said that there would be a maximum of 40 in either 
country.) Supported by Acheson, Patterson objected, saying that he 
did not think a numerical limit was wise. Representative Jacob K. 
Javits (R/N.Y.) suggested that instead of a numerical limit the 
words "in an advisory capacity only" be replaced by the words "in 
the instruction and training of military personnel. and in the pro­
curement of military equlpment and supplies ouly." "We are wor­
ried," he said, "about the undertaking of tactical aid, that is, aid to 
tactical operations. We are worried that one day an American cap­
tain will be found in the mountains advising a Greek officer how to 
fire on a guerrilla." 

Mundt said he could understand why the executive branch 
wanted maximum administrative flexibility, but that the bill in­
volved a "new type of foreign policy ... which may have to be ex­
tended down through a great many countries." and that Congress 
had the constitutional responsibility to control the war power. 
" ... if we delegate the congressional power of authority over the 
sword," he said. "we have done something which is precedent-shat­
tering in this country, and then we have vacated, in the final anal­
ysis. the authority to declare war."IO' 

The Foreign Affairs Committee declined. however, to cha~e the 
proviso on military advisers contained in the administration s bill, 
and stated in its report: '09 

Combat forces are not to be sent to Greece and Turkey. The 
military assistance provided in the bill is to consist only of 
arms and other supplies for the armed forces of Greece and 
Turkey. These supplies are to be provided on the basis of inves­
tigations and recommendations by small military missions sent 
out by the United States in an advisory capacity only. 

During House debate on the bill, Mundt offered his amendment 
to limit military advisers to 100 each in Greece and Turkey. Agree­
ing with Mundt on the need for congressional control. Representa­
tive Walter H. Judd (R/Minn.l said. "I cannot for a moment sup­
port the bill if perchance by any stretch of interpretation of lan­
guage it could permit an expeditionary force, or even a battalion of 
our armed forces, to go into these countries either in addition to 
British troops Or in substitution for British troops." 

After criticism from some Members that the number in Mundt's 
amendment was too low. Judd offered an amendment raising it to 
200. This. too. was said by some to be arbitrary and unnecessary. so 
Judd and Mundt offered a substitute. They dropped the numerical 
limitation, and instead proposed adding after the words "in an ad-
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visory capacity only" the words "and not to include armed orga­
nized military units to serve as occupational or combat troops." 
There was considerable support for this amendment, especially 
among Republicans. Representative Kenneth B. Keating (R/N.Y.) 
said, for example, "We must permit no loophole whereby the mili­
tary minded might, under any circumstances, take a step to involve 
this Nation so deeply that it could not, with honor, extricate itself 
short of war." 

Among those who supported the Judd-Mundt amendment was 
Toby Morris (D/Okla.). who said, " ... if we send them over there, 
with unlimited power, and do not reserve the conatitutional right 
to declare war, we do not know what kind of an incident is going to 
happen, and they could send an army over there and we would be 
helpless, and we may be catapulted into a war .... " Minority 
Whip John W. McCormack (D/Mass.) replied that the language in 
the bill was already restrictive enough, and that the remarks of 
Representative Morris ignored the practical realities of the Com­
munist challenge. "I SBf it is in our national interest," McCormack 
declared, "not to let thIS wave envelop country after country until 
it envelops all of Europe. If it ever reaches that point, it will over­
run all of Asia and thus actually reach OUr shores." 

The Judd-Mundt amendment was defeated on a teller vote, 70-
122, but judging by the large number of Members voting for the 
amendment there was considerable support for the proposal to re­
strict the role of military advisers." 0 

In the Senate, the Foreign Relations Committee approved the ex­
ecutive branch language for military advisers, even though some of 
the members were obviously concerned about the implications of 
the proposal. Chairman Vandenberg said that this particular provi­
sion "is going to raise the most serious questions of all. . . . The 
'detailing of officers and enlisted men of the Armed Forces of the 
United States' seems pretty close to a blank check that comes 
pretty close to a potential act of war; does it not?" Acheson dis­
agreed.1ll 

In testimony in an executive session of the committee, Senator 
Qaude Pepper (D/Fla') questioned the provisions for military advis­
ers, and pointed out that a Gallup poll published on March 28, 
1947, had indicated strong public preference for aid to Greece and 
Turkey, but also strong opposition to sending military advisers."· 
Senator Edwin Johnaon (D/Colo.) also testified against the proposal 
for military advisers, and recommended stripping the bill of all 
provisions for military assistance. This suggestion was defeated by 
a voice vote in the committee, and by a vote of 22-68 in action by 
the Senate on the bill. 113 

During Senate debate on the bill there was also considerable crit­
icism of the military advisers provision, but also strong support 
from senior Members of the Senate, including the Democratic mi-

\leFor the debate and vote see eR. vol. 93. pp. 4816-4822. 4916-4921. In the House of Re~ 
Bentati~ there am three types of voteE: in addition to the roll ~ 'I"b.ese are the voice vote, the 
division lMemhenJ atanding and being counted by the Chairl. and the teller vote <Members being 
counted by two other member&-teliers-repreeenting each party, as they go up the center 
aisle.!. 

t IlSFRC Hu. Ser., "t..egWative Origins or the Trum.an Doctri.ne,'· p. 10. 
11 Z Ibut, p. 107. 
IUlbul., p. 191, and CR, voL tl.~. p. 3792. 
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nority leader, Scott W. Lucas (D/lll.).tH The Senate joined the 
House in approving the provision without change, and it became 
law as it had been drafted by the executive branch. 

Before leaving the Greek-Turkish aid bill, one further observa­
tion is in order as part of the background for congressional action 
on Vietnam. This concerns the tendency, as represented by amend­
ments offered in the Senate and the House, to apply American 
standards to countries being considered for aid, and to propose con­
ditioning such aid on reforms in the direction of greater democracy 
and more efficient government. These were offered, as they tended 
also to be in the case of Vietnam, by Members of Congreas knO\Vll 
for their internationalist viewpoint and for their attachment to the 
ideals of a democratic social order, predominately liberal Demo­
crats. It should also be noted, however, thst there Wall strong oppo­
sition, particularly in the House, to such political conditions, at 
least in the case of Greece and Turkey, all demonstrated by the 
votes by which the various amendments were defeated. 

One such reform amendment Wall offered in the House by Repre­
sentative Mike Mansfield (D/Mont.), a member of the Foreign Af­
fairs Committee, expressing support for "the political cooperation 
of alI loyal Greek parties for a dynamic prog.-am in Greece of am­
nesty coupled with the disarming of illegal bands, just and vigorous 
tax forms, modernization of the civil service, realistic financial con­
trols, and even-banded disposition of justice." This Wall defeated on 
division, 18-128.11 ' 

Another reform amendment was offered by Representative Jacob 
Javits aUN.Y.), a liberal internationalist and a member of the For­
eign Affairs Committee, to provide that as a condition for aid the 
government of the recipient country should have majority support 
of its public. In his minority report on the bill when it was report­
ed from committee, J avits said, among other things, "If we are 
seeking to help democracy as contrasted with communism then we 
must strive for democratic and representative governments in the 
countries which we assist, and if it is impractical to obtain immedi­
ately the reform of existing regimes, at least we must be trying to 
do 80."118 Javits' amendment Wall defeated by the House on divi­
sion, 6-104.' 11 

Although the Far East Wall mentioned in congressional debate on 
the Greek-Turkish aid bill-Judd, for example, said that although 
aid for Greece and Turkey Wall essential for the defense of Europe, 
the struggle for China was also "crucial," because "As China goes 
80 will go Asia" "S-the logical extension of the Truman doctrine 
to the situation in Asia was argued much more strenuously in con· 
junction with the proposed Marshall plan. 

I USee CR, vol. 93, :PSI. 3281, 3337, 3591, 3689, 3761. 
lillbitl.. pp 4968-4969. For another good eXBlbple eee the amendment offered in the Senate 

by Edwin Johnson, SFRC His. &r., "Legi.elative Origine of the Truman Doctrine",pp. 10..1, 190, 
and in the House by Repretentative George H. Bender ffi!Ohio}, in en. vol, 93, p. 4975. 
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The Debate Over Intervening in China 
It was the "loss" of China to the Communists that helped to pre­

cipitate the U.S. commitment to defend Indochina, It was also the 
presence of China, and the experience of Chinese intervention in 
the Korean war, that had a strong effect on the making of subse­
quent decisions about the Vietnam war. 

China is also interesting as a case in which both the Executive 
and Congress had to decide what the role of the U.S. should be 
toward the revolutionary situation prevailing in that country, and 
the extent to which the U.S, should intervene and involve itself in 
efforts to suppress the Communist insurgency. In that sense, be­
sides its relevance in other respects, it was a case that bears on 
subsequent U,S. involvement in Vietnam, and on the making of the 
commitment or commitments to defend Indochina. 

It is useful to look hack briefly at the .period immediately before 
and during World War II when the U.S. was heavily involved in 
China, where there are direct parallels to the later role of the U.S. 
in Vietnam. 

The parallel to Vietnam began in 1940-41, when the U.S. devel­
oped an elaborate covert plan to provide China with American 
planes and pilots (volunteers, who had been permitted to resign 
from the milItary for this purpose) through a dummy private corp<>­
ration for the purpose of conducting air raids over Japan in order 
to deter the Japanese from further aggression."· There were vig­
orous objections to this plan from Secretary of War Stimson and 
Chief of Staff Gen. George Marshall, as a result of which it was de­
cided that the U.s. would provide fighter planes and pilots rather 
than bombers. This modified plan, which was being implemented at 
the time of the attack on Pearl Harbor, was subsequently carried 
out by the "Flying Tigers." After World War n, some of those in­
volved in the original scheme. most notably Gen. Clair Chennault, 
worked with the U.S. Government in establishing the Civil Air 
Transport (CAT), the parent company for Air America. which oper­
ated in Southeast Asia throughout the Vietnam war as an arm of 
the CIA, Thus, as one scholar suggests, the clandestine operation 
developed in 1940-41 became a precedent for subsequent operations 
and ". . . foreshadowed the style, if not substance, of future poli­
cies in Asia and is an important link with ,l,'?licies the United 
States pursued during the later Indochina War. 120 

U.s. involvement in China during 1943-44 also led to efforts by 
Gen. Joseph W. Stilwell, Commander of the CBI (China-Burma­
India) Theater to "modernize" China along Western, and especially 
American lines. "Could 'China be the leader in East Asia after the 
war and through its influence and the threat of its army control 
the western Pacific,' Stilwell asked himself. 'The answer is an over­
whelming YES!' It was imperative. a 'matter of duty.' for America 
to create the proper kind of postwar China. even if America (or 
Stilwell himselO had to guide the hand of destiny 'through the 
fierce use of power politics and a ruthless progressive pro­
gram.' "121 

119Miehael Schaller, Th£ U.S CrtLMJde f1I Chine.. 1938~J9.5 (New York; Columbia Univemty 
Preea. 197&). ch. ·t 
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Stilwell's zeal for reforming China took a bizarre turn in 1944 
when, after he returned to China from a trip to Washington and a 
meeting with President Roosevelt, plans reportedly were made by 
some U.S. Government personnel to assassinate Chiang Kai-shek 
and his wife. Here, too, there may be a possible parallel in the 1963 
aBSrulSination of Vietnam's President Ngo Dinh Diem, in which the 
United States, having decided that Vietnam needed new leader­
ship, gave its approval and asaistance to a coup d'etat. 

This is the account of the 1944 episode by Stilwell's aide, CoL 
Frank Dorn: '22 

When Stilwell returned to China he visited Dorn at Y -Force 
headquarters in Kunming and delivered a top-secret verbal 
order which he said came from Roosevelt. The order was to 
prepare a plan to assassinate Chiang Kai-shek. The President, 
according to Stilwell, was "fed up with Chiang and his tan­
trums," and said so, In fact, he told me in that olympian 
manner of his "if you can't get along with Chiang, and can't 
replace him, get rid of him once and for alL You know what I 
mean, put in someone you can manage," 

Dorn dutifully devised a plan to sabotage Chiang's aircraft 
while he new over the Hump to make an inspection tour of 
Chinese forces in India, When the passengers were forced to 
bailout, both the generalissimo and Madame Chiang would be 
given faulty parachutes. According to Dorn, the President 
never gave (mal authorization for Stilwell to carry out this as­
sassination, But the very planning for such a contingency, as­
suming both Stilwell and Dorn had told the truth, reveaied 
that the White House no longer saw China and Chiang as 00-
terminous. 

This is the conclllJlion of one historian, based on a study of the 
"American crusade" in China in the period 1938-45, as to the par­
allel between U.s. policy in China and the subsequent role of the 
United States in Vietnam: 12 3 

In a haunting way Vietnam became the macabre fulfillment 
of Joseph Stilwell's reform strategy, Advisors attached to the 
White House, State Department, 'Pen~on, and CIA did all 
that was humanly possible to create a pliable government and 
army in South Vietnam which would form the core of a bona 
tide nationalist regime, The level of overt and covert manipula­
tion of the client in Saigon surpassed even Stilwell's imagina­
tion. When the approach falled, massive and direct applica­
tions of American power were rushed into the battle, And in 
the end, it all went the same way as China for almost the same 
variety of reasons, 

In 1947, there was considerable debate in Congress about the 
question of intervening in the conflict between the Nationalist gov­
ernment, still led by Chiang Kai-shek, and Communist forces that 
had steadily increased in size and strength. In May 1947, concur­
rently with p~e of the Greek-Torkish aid program, Congress 
approved an aid bill'" for humanitarian relief to several countries 

IUQuoted from Schaller, p 1.13, baaed on Dorn's book. K"alktrut WIth SlilUJfll iTI BU17f14 r~ew 
York.: Crowell. 1971), and comments by Darn to Schall.,. 
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devastated by the war-Austria, Greece, Hungary, Italy, Poland, 
and, at the insistence of Members of Congress, China, In November 
1947 this was augmented and extended by an interim or emergency 
aid act"S for all of Europe, designed to provide assistance until 
Congress could act on the Marshall plan legislation in 19413. Again, 
China was added as a recipient by Congress when the Senate yield­
ed in conference to a HoUlle amendment making this addition.' 2. 

These efforts by Congress, led by Representatives Judd and John 
M. Vorys (R/OhioJ, to push the administration toward providing Ill!­
sistance to China, were resisted by the executive branch. Secretary 
of State Marshall, after his unsuccessful mission in China in 1946-
47, was convinced that the only solution to the China problem was, 
as he stated in a meeting with the Secretaries of War (Patterson) 
and Navy (Forrestal) on February 12, 1947, ", , , to oust the reac­
tionary clique within the Central Government and replace them by 
liberals from both the Kuomintang [Nationalist] and Communist 
parties."'" On February 27, Marshall was asked by President 
Truman whether the time had come to provide some ammunition 
to China (military supplies had been banned at Marshall's insist· 
ence since the summer of 1946), and Marshall replied that if this 
were done, ". . . we certalnly would be charged with assisting in 
the civil war." Such assistance could also "stabili2e the Kuomin· 
tang Party in its present personnel," Le., prevent the formation of 
the coalitIon he thought was necessary and had been directed to 
seek.'" In a letter to Secretary of War Patterson, who took the p0-
sition that the Chinese Government was as liberal as it was going 
to be in the near future, and that withholding aid would not serve 
our interests."· Marshall reiterated his position, and said that 
before giving military aid it would be better ", .. to let the oppos­
ing Chinese military forces reach some degree of equilibrium or 
stalemate without outside interference." 130 

U.S. officials in Washington, as well as American civilian and 
military representatives in China, kept pressing, however, for Ill!­
sistance to China, as numerous documents in the State Depart­
ment's historical series attest. For example. in a major policy 
memorandum prepared in June 1947 the JCS concluded that " ... 
the only Asiatic government at present capable of even a show of 
resistance to Communist expansion in Asia is the Chinese National 
Government," and that it would collapse unless it received military 
assistance. If the Nationalists were to fall, "the United States must 
be prepared to accept eventual Soviet hegemony over Asia." Refer­
ring to the Truman doctrine by name, the memorandum stated, 
"From the military point of view it is believed important that if 
this policy is to be effective it must be applied with consistency in 

, IIPublie Law 80-38£1, 
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aid act'" for all of Europe. designed to provide assistance until 
CongreliS could act on the Marshall plan legislation in 1948. Again. 
China was added as a recipient by CongreliS when the Senate yield­
ed in conference to a House amendment making this addition ... • 

These efforta by Congreaa. led by Representatives Judd and John 
M. Vorys (R/Ohio), to push the administration toward providing !I&­

sistance to China. were resisted by the executive branch. Secretary 
of State Marshall. after his unsuccessful mission in China in 1946-
47, waa convinced that the only solution to the China problem waa. 
as he stated in a meeting with the Secretaries of War (Patterson) 
and Navy (Forresta1) on February 12. 1947, " ... to oust the reac­
tionary clique within the Central G<wernment and replace them by 
liberals from both the Kuomintang [Nationalist] and Communist 
parties." 127 On February 27. Marshall was aaked by President 
Truman whether the time had come to provide some ammunition 
to China (military supplies had been banned at Marshall's insist­
ence since the summer of 1946), and Marshall replied that if this 
were done, " ... we certainly would be charged with assisting in 
the civil war." Such assistance could also "stabilize the Kuomin­
tang Party in its present personnel," i.e .• prevent the formation of 
the coalition he thought was necessary and had been directed to 
seek ... • In a letter to Secretary of War Patterson, who took the p0-
sition that the Chinese Government was aa liberal aa it waa going 
to be in the near future. and that withholding aid would not serve 
our interests,'" Marshall reiterated his position, and said that 
before giving military aid it would be better " ... to let the oppos­
ing Chinese military forces reach some degree of equilibrium or 
stalemate without outside interference." 13. 

U.s. officials in Washington. as well as American civilian and 
military representatives in China, kept pressing, however. for !I&­

sistance to China, as numerous documents in the State Depart­
ment's historical series attest. For example, in a major policy 
memorandum prepared in June 1947 the JCS concluded that " ... 
the only Asiatic government at present capable of even a show of 
resistance to Communist expansion in Asia is the Chinese National 
Government," and that it would collapse unless it received military 
assistance. If the Nationalists were to fall. "the United States must 
be prepared to accept eventual Soviet hegemony over Asia." Refer­
ring to the Truman doctrine by name. the memorandum stated. 
"From the military point of view it is believed important that if 
this policy is to be effective it must be applied with consistency in 

!2JPubJic Law 80-389. 
J UFor a good discWllBion of the role of' Congress in the indwrion of China in thilR transitional 

aid Dlea!f\U"E'S see Charles Woif. Jr., Foreigl1 Aid: T!u:ory and Practice in SootMrn Asia (.Prince­
ton: Princeton Univenrity Pres&. 196m, pp. 14-26. FOT Congreee' action on China ge.nel"Blly, espe­
cially the role of party poHtks. see Westerfield, FIXf!ign Policy and Party PoUtlCS,. ell$:. 12 and 16 
For an analysis or the question of appl)'ing containment to China see 'Thomas G. Paturaon.. "ff 
Europe, Wh. y Not China? The Containment Doctrine, 1947-49," Pro~, 13 (Spring 1981). 
pp. 1!j-38 

lUFRl..rs, 1947. vol. vn, p. 79tt 
IUIbid.., p. S04 
U9'See Robert P. Patt.er80n '8 letter to George C. Marshall in i.bid., pp. 7~2. 
1 HI Ibid.. p 806. 




