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PREFACE

Many volumes have been written dezling with American politics, and it is
a perpetuslly fascinating subject for scholars, journslists, columnists, and
politicians themselves, A great deal has been discovered about the way peolit—
ical parties in the United States work to gein office and how they operate in
the government, but relatively 1little has been writiten ebout how one or the
other of our major parties functioned and operated over a period of time
either with regard to 2ll questicns of public poliecy or on a given issue, Our
minor parties have perhaps fared better in this respect, but the task of pro~
ducing a complete history of the Republican party, for example, has yet to be
underteken, 3if indeed it will ever be feasible,

Ever btooks treating the behavicr of one party on a particular issue over
an extended period of time are ccmparstively rare, and it is this type of study
which is atiempted here with regard to Republican forelgn policy frém the
opening of the Second World War in Burope to the beginning of the Eisenhower
Administration, During this period-—September, 1939, to Jamuary, 1953--for-
eign policy assumed a central significance for the United Statss equalloed
only seldom in our history, These years found the Republicans out of the
White House and constituting the Minority in Conzress for all but two years,
The Republicans were therefore not "responsible" for ocur foreign policy, but
this does not mean that their attitudes were unimportant in determining the
course pursued by the United States in world affairs. In a democracy no
Government or Majority can afford to have the gap between its policies and
those of 1ts Opposition become toc wide, and under our system the Majority
party is seldom in & position to carry out an extensive program, even in

foreign affairs, withcut the active consent of at least part of the Minority,




In 1939 the opposition of the Republicens in Congress to Democratic foreign
policy was almost unanimous; sfter 1941 Republicens geve their consent in
varylng degrees to various phases of Administration policy. Thue the country
found itself greatly concernsd during this entire period with questions about
what policies were held by which Republicens and which Republicans were the
most powerful in Congress snd the perty. These are the questions which I have
attempted to answer in detail below,

To my thesis adviser 2t the University of Illinois, Dr. Clarence A,
Berdahl, must go credit for suggesting this comprehensive topie, for meny help-
ful suggestions and eriticisms, and for patience with my struggling first
fforte, I wish to thank Dr., Floyd E, McCaffree, Director of Regearch for the
Republican National Committee, for his cooperation in making a collection of
party documents available to me, Only by many monthe of household chores can
I repay my wife, Bonnie, for the untold hours she spent translating my hand-

Lriting into a typewritten maruscript,




CEAPTER I
PAST IS5 PROLOGUE

It is still customary, both aczdemicslly and popularly, to begin any
review of Republican foreign policy with a discussion of the League fight of
1919=«1920 and the policles of the Harding Administration, This study, which
really proposes & much later date as a starting point, must do likewise, There
seem to be 2ood reasons for not starting earlier and for treating World War I
as the cause as well as the beginning of all which has followed. If VWorld Var
II can be said to have destroyed the old issues and created new ones for
United States foreign policy, certairly this was at least as true of World Var
I, The decisions made after 1918 set the course for American participation
in world affairs, and, inevitably, the activities of the Republican party in
that period were crucial in determining the character of Republican foreign
policy for the following deczdes,

Occasionally, to be sure, attempts have been made within and without the
party toc call up the foreign policy sentiments of Theodore Roosevelt, William
Howard Taft, Elihu Root, and Charies FEvans Hughes; to remind Republicans of a
later day that thess, as well as Lodge, Harding, and Borah, are part of the
party's heritege.l The spirit of these early caints, it has been contended,
was quite different and certainly more worthy azs a guide for the party's be-
havior, We are asked to recall that the able and farsighted statesmen of the

Republicazn Era "developed a strong, open, almost aggressive foreign policy. "2

lRnssell W. Devenport, "The Fate of Mighty Nations", Fortupe, May, 1943,
pp. 114140

2Ibid., p. 116
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It is true that in the first decade of the century Republican Administra-
tions had made suggestions for a world court and periodic cornferences awong
nations to discuss common problems, The ecarly movement for a league of nations
had much Republican leazdership and backing, Willism Howard Taft was the first
President of the League to Enforce Peace, and many prominent Republicans were
among its leaders, Through the battle of the League and into the campaign of
1920 Republican friends of the League of Natlons fought to commit the party to
international cooverstion through the League and the Court.3

The period following the end of World War I, however, saw the twilight of
these internationalist gods.4 The Republicans who debated foreign policy in
the 1940%'s had to read ebout these men of 1900-1920, while they were reared in
the schools of the leaders of the twenties and the thirties when Republican
attitudes were quite different,

Just which factors were most important in bringing forth the new and
different post-wzr Republican party are difficult to isolate, There had, of
cocurse, been non-interventionist elements in the party all along. They were

the "irreconcilables" of the League fight, and they apparently had a strong

3Republican foreign policy hefore World War I is reviewed in Clarence A.

Berdahl, Policy of the United States with Rogard to the League of Nations, and
Denna Frenk Fleming, The United States and the World Court,

41t should be kept in mind that it was the atiitude of tle Republicans in
international affaire that changed so drastically after 1920, To Justify re-
Jectlon of the Lesgus a philosophy of minimum perticipation had to be developed.,
As will be Been below the international activities of the United States in the
twenties became very extensive in terms of attendance at international neetings
and interest and concera in world affairs~-perhaps significantly more so then
before World War I, There was no league to reject in the earlier period.
Whether or not we were any less "isolabtionist" in that period ought to be
examined in the 1light of concrete govermmenial activities as well as in stated
sentiments,

"In 1917 public opinion in the United States repudiated our century-oid
tradition of isolation, With the defeat of Germany in 1918 our prewar isola=
tionism revived to become a dogma," Richard B. Scandrett, Jr., "Self-Govern-

ment and Isolation, " Forum, April, 1940, pp, 214-217




voice in the convention of 1920, The end of the "Republican Bra! came with
the split in the Party in 1912, Russel) Davenport contends that had Hughes
won in 1916, the 'new-ers Republicans," as he calls the pro-leaguers, would
have remained in command of the party, and he feels this narrow defeat played
its part in changing the character of the party.>

The hate engendered by the League coatrcversy has often been mentioned as
an important factor., Unable to react objectively to any Wilsonien propcsal,
the Republicans were driven to justifying their stand on the League on the
grounds of 2 theory c¢f national 1solation.6 The events which put Warren

.
Harding in the White House in 1920 must alsc be considered as factors in the
molding of the new party, The story of the nomination and the platform on
which the cendidate was asked to stand has been related many times and need
not be repeated here in detail:
The Republican Party stands (the platform stated] for sgree-

ment anong the nations to preserve the peace of the world, Ve

believe that such an international association must be based uvon

international Justice, and must provide methods which shall main-

tain the rule of public right by the development of law znd the

decision of impartial courts, end which shall sscure instant and

general international cornference whenever peace shall be threatened

by political action, so that nations pledged to do and insist upon

what is just and falr may exercise their influence and power for the

prevention of war,"?

As Dr, C, A, Berdehl has said, "on this platform Senator Harding made an

almost ideal candidate."8 The "Thirty One" friends of the League apparently

SDavenport, Fortune, p. 138

6John A, Garraty, Henry Cabot Lodge, discusses the political hatred of
Lodge for Wilson

7Proceedings, Rep, Natl. Conv., 1920, pp. 96-97

8Clarence A. Berdehl, "The United States and the Lesgue of Nations",
Michigen Law Review, Vol. XXVII, p, 618, (Apr. 1929)




thought he meant to endorse the League., Others were confident he meant to
reject it, In DesMoines on October 7 Harding said, "It is not interpretation
but rejection I am seeking."9 Immediately following that speech, Borah, one
of the Senata's "irreconcilables” who had up to now refused to join the cam-
paign, announced that he wouwld enter actively.10 The mystery and confusion of
Harding's position were not removed even to election day, After the inaugura-
tion, however, time, if not the President's utterances, made it clear that he
would make no move to take the United States into the League of Nations,
II

The relations of the United States with the League of Nations under the
Republicans might be portrayed on a graph ty an almost straight ascending line
from zero in 1921 to something just short of 100 percent participation {member-
ship) at the end of the Republican period, The use of zero for 1921 would be
no exageration in view of the famous pollicy at that time of refusing even to
answar communications from Geneva., The extent of our perticipation in the
late twenties has been outlined by Dr. Berdahl who describes the type and
character of our rélationship in 1928-1929,11 There wasg, first of 211, he
points out, a great deal of unofficial cooperation with the League by individ=-
ual Americans who served as members of numerous orgens, commlissions, and agen-
cies of the League, but who did not represent the government. Secondly, the
Administration had "unofficial observers" at meetings of practically every

organ, committee, or conference of the League to observe the fuactioning of

9New York Times, Oct, 1920, p. 1
10James Malin, The United States After the World War, p. 66

11Berdahl, Michizan Law Review, pp. 627-630
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these bodies and report to Washington but not to partlcipate in the proceedings
or discussions, Thirdly, there were what Secretary Hughes called "official
representatives acting in an unofficial cepacity," and, fourthly, completely
official representsatives were designated in increasing numbers to sit with
League committees and commissions such as the Temporary Mixed Cominission on
the Reduction of Armaments (1924), the Preparatory Disarmament Conference, the
Opium Conferences, and the International Fconomic Conference.

The policy of non-membership in the Leagume, however, wes fixed and never
questioned bty the successive Republican Administrations., The platform of 1928

stated it this way:

"This Government has definitely refused nembership in the
League of Nations and to assume any obligation under the covenant
of the League.
"On this we stand.
"In accordence, however, with the long established American
practice of giving aid and assistance to other peoples, we have
most usefully assisted by cooperation in the hwmanitarian snd tech-
nical work undertaken by the League without involving ourselves in
Buropean policiee by sccepting membership, "12
The Permanent Court of Internationsl Justice was a different matter, The
l1dea of a court had been associasted with Republican foreign policy for a quarter
of a century, and it did not die easily. All three of the Republican presi-
dents from 1921-1933 favored joining the World Court, and each of them attempted
to get the Senate to adhere to the protocel, President Harding submitted the
proposal to the Senate on February 24, 1923, No acticn was taken, Coolidge
recommended rstification in his first annual message in December, 1923, After
more than two years of debate, wherein the Republicans in the Senate were divi-

ded along lines reminiscent of the League controversy, the resolution for ad-

herence, with reservations, was successful on January 25, 1926. After

12proceedinss, Rep. Natl. Conv,, 1928, p. 113




deliberation at a specisl conference in CGeneve among other members of the
Court, it was agreed to accept all of the reservations save the second part
of the last (the fifth), On Armistice Day following the election of 1926, which
had brought heavy defeats to the Republicans, Coolidge announced he would not
aslk the Senate to modify its position with respect to the Court,13

Shortly after Hoover's election in November 1928, the Council of the
League decided to invite & committee of experts to mect at Geneve for the pur—
pose of considering amendments to the Statute which established the Court,
Elihu Root was invited to become a member of the committee, an act which
caused at once the question tc arise whether or not the problem of the Amer—
ican Fifth Reservation might be solved, A formle submitted by Root was ac-
cepted by the committee, and on December 10, 1930, Hoover submitted the Protocols
to the Senste, In spite of his repeated urgings, they were never brought to a
vote during Hoover's administration,la

Thus it is clear that in spite of the scmewhet middle-of-the road pelicies
of the Republican Administrations there was a large, even predominant, group
in the party consistently opposed to any suggestion that the United States par-
ticipate in permanent internationsl organization,l® These same elements, how~
oever, folt that the goals of worldwide dissrmament and the outlawry of war
were worthy ones and were willing to attempt to reach agreement with the great
military powers of the world for this method of attack on the war problem,
The Kellogg-Briand Pact met little opposition in the Senate, end the original

suggestion for a conference on naval disarmament came from William B, Borah,

13Malin, pp. 465-1:83

Uwilliem Starr Myers, The Foreign Policies of Herbert Hoover, 29-~1 v
Dp. 27-40

15George Grassmuck's study shows that during the period 1921-1931 68, 5%
of Republican Senstors! votes on roll calls were favorable to participstion in
international organization. Sectionel Biases in Congress on Foreism Policy, p. 72




pacifist and isolationist, who was then the third renking Republican on the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee and destined to replace Lodge as chairman
in 1924.16 The result was the Washington Naval Conference of 1922 where three
treaties were signed regarding the level of naval strength, and these were
guided through the Senate by Lodge.]7

In 1924 the Coolidge Administration designated Mr, Joseph C, Grew to sit
with the League's Temporary Mixed Commission on the Reduction of Armaments,
and in 1926 sent a delegation o the Preparatory Disarmament Conference sitting
in Geneva, When it seemed to Coolidge in 1927 that this commission was not
making satisfactory progress along the lines he wished to see, he suggested a
conference of the powers signatory to the Washington Naval Treaties to discuss
the extension of the limitation of armesments. Italy and France declined, but
Japan, Great Britain,and the United States met at Geneve from June 20 to
August U without arriving at any agreement,

In his Memorial Day speech of 1929, President Hoover asserted that re—
duction of armaments was the only way to support the Kellogg Pact, He accepted
the invitation to the World Conference on the Reduction of Armaments in 1932
and sent a delegation headed by Mr, Fugh Gibson, When the failure of the con-
ference sppeared ijimrinent, Mr, Hoo%er sent a series of proposals designed to
suggest a soluticn for the deadlocked conference, but he left of fice before
the conference had ended,l8

Mr. Hoover's efforts were specifically cited for praise in the 1932 Rapub-

lican platform, although there were a few words of caution about the maintenancs

16gar1 Schriftgiesser, This Was Normeley, p. 134
17Ibid., p. 138

18Myers, pp. 137-152
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of naval parity:

"Conscious that the limitation of armements will contribute to
security against wer, and that the financial burdens of military
preparation have been shamefully incressed throughout the world the
Administraticn under President Hoover has made steady efforts and
marked progress in the dirsction of proportional reduction of arms
by agreement with other nations,

N, ..this policy will be pursued...

"Yoznwhile maintenance of our Navy on the basis of parity with any
nation is a fundamental policy to which the Republican Party is
committed, "19

Agide from these matters of League, Court, intermational law, and dis~

armament, which were problems of a world-wide nature, the Republican Adminis-
trations were called upon to form policies with rezerd to various specific
area precblems,

Vith respect to Xurope the theory was clear: under the terms of the
Monroe Doctrine the Governmment of the United States would take no part in
Buropean political guestions, FSecretary of State Hughes made a distinction
between politiceal and economic questions, saying the United States was vitally
Interested in the latter field owing to its position in the monetary worid.
Actually, of course, since economic implications were found to be present in
almost all matters, the distinction broke down in practice and was used prima-
rily for political purroses as a means of conciliating the extreme isolation-
ists in the party.20

The Harding Administration undertook to malre treaties of peace with Ger-
many, Austriz, and Hungary, while ir. the meantime German payments under the

Versailles Treaty came to a halt, When France undertook to collect by force,

a commission of experts worked out the Dawes Plan for collection of reparetions,

19proceedingze, Rep. Natl. Comv., 1932, pp. 114-115

20Malin, p. 442
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and to implement the plan there followsd the London and Paris financial con=-
f|ferences at which the United States was officially represented.
In the matter of foreign debts owed the United States, settlements were
negotiated over a period of ysars to provide for payment in a long period and,

in effect;, for partial cancellation, this in spite of the fact that the official

cm—

Republican position was for full repayment.21 A few governments repudiated
their debts entirely. Ore of these was the Soviet Union, and this fact was
given as one of the reasons for not rscognizing the new Soviet regime, Added
to this were the charges that the Soviet Government did not represent the
Russian people and that the Soviets continmed to carry on revolutionary activ-
ities in the Unlted States agsinst the Government,

Pacific area policies were outlined by Mr, Hughes on November 30, 1923,
when he stateds

"In relation to the Pacific Ocean and the Far Bsst we have
developed the policies of 1) the Open Door, 2) the msintenance of

the integrity of China, 3) cooperation with other powers in the

declaration of common principles, 4) cooperation with other powers

by conference and consultation in the interests of peace, 5) lim-

itation of naval armement, 6) the limitation of fortification snd

naval bzees, "

Nearly e decade later, when the United Stztes and the League of Nations
were faced by a crisis in the Far East, President Hoover's Secretary of State
put forth the famous Stimson Doctrine as a policy under which the United
States counld cooperate with the Leasgue in censuring Japanese aggression in
Manchuria, Briefly stated it was that the United States could rot admit the

legality of eny situation, nor did it intend to recognize any treaty of agree-

ment entered into between these govermments which might impair the treaty

2lProceedings, Rep. Natl. Corv,, 1928, p. 113

22Ma1in, v. 365
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rights of the United States or of its citizers in China, Furthermore, the
atatement was made that the United States did not interd to recognize any sit-
uation, treaty, or agreement which might be brought atout by means contrary to
the covenznt and obligations of the Kellogg-Briand Pact.23
III

As the Great Depression settled down upon the United States, the attention
of the American people was largely diverted Trom matters of foreign policy.
The last term of the Republicans and the first of the Democrats sow the efforts
of the Goverrment directed to domestic economic provlems of the gravest kind,

In the election of 1932 the Republiczns not only lost control of the
Bxecentive branch but were reduced to a relatively small minority in both
houses of COongress, In 1933 there were in the House of Representatives only
115 Republicans and in the upoer house only 35 Senators. In 1935 their numbers
were 103 Representatives and 25 Senstors, and in 1937 after the Roosevelt
"jandsitde! of 193€ there were only 89 Republicans in the House and 16 in the
Senate. Significant gzins were made in the election of 1938 bringing the
figures to 23 in the Serates and 169 in the Houss of Representstives,

The greatest significance in the above statiéﬁics lies in two resulting
factors, TFirst of all the Republicans becams the Minority and fell heir to
the tradition of this role in opposing the President's program in foreiga as
well as domestic policy. That the Republicans carried this strelegy to ex~
tremes may have partly been due to the second major factor which was that
Republican representation in Congress after 1932 was confined to certain geo-

graphical areas which were at that time traditionally isolationist, "By 1935

23Myers, pp. 150-161




e o o O A TS A RS AT

13

the Democrats held most of the metropoiitan and sea coast congressional seats
while the Republicans became an inland party, driven out of the big cities and
away from the sea.“zu In the study by George Grassmuck, noted above, it is
shown that these rural and inland areas tended generally to be less sympathetic
to measures of international participation and national defense,

Talren together these factors intensified the isolationist attitudes of
the Republican party in the thirties as against the twenties, The following
figures from the Grassmick study azre revealing, In the Senate the Republican
votes favorable to increasing the Army decresased by 13.4 percent in the thirties
as against the twenties, On support for foreign loans and ald the percentage
of decresse was 63,8 percent, and on participation in international organisza-
tion, the decrease was 52 percent, In the House of Representatives the de-
creases in favorable votes were as follows! on increasing the Army, 30 percent,
on supvort for the Navy, 09.2 percent, aud on foreign loans and =2id, 62.5 per-
cent,25 Grassmuck points out the importence of the antl-presidential attitude
of the Republicans by noting in the above figures that the change of attitude
on the part of the Republicans in Congress from a Republican to a Democratic
Administration was greatest on those issues where presidential prestige and
influence was most important, namely foreign aid and international organi-
zation, 26

With this view of the general trends of Republican Congressional voting
in the thirties, the party's actions on some of the specific issues can be

examined, Although on national defense matters there was some decrease in

24 Grassmick, p. 113
251bid., p. 139

261bid.
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Republican support from the twenties to the thirties, by and large it remained
high although not so high as Democratic support., As noted above the 1932 plat-
form, while endorsing disarmement as 2 worthy aim, called for maintaining the
Navy at parity., The 1936 platform was noncommittal, but Grassmuck's tadbula-
tions show that the percent of favorable Republican roll call votes from 1933~
1941 wae A3.85 in the House and 70.45 in the Senate, The percentages for Army
support are somewhat lower, being 44,3 for the House and 54.2 for the Senate.27
The major Republican criteria for judging military affairs issues was
whethar or not a given measure would increase Americen cormmitments abroad,
Republicen opposition to the fortification of Guam is 2 case in voint. The
first pronouncement was a statement drawn up in 1939 by the House Republicens
from the military snd navel affairs committees and other regular committees
which dealt with national defense,
"The Monroe Doctrins...is & policy of defensees..
"Obviously our military establishment must be adequate tc carry

out the obligetion so clearly implied Iln the Monroe Doctrine--thse

obligation to prevent the extensiorn of foreign political domination

through military action in the Vestern Hemisphere...

"For our defense in the Pacific we believe the nission of our
milltary establishment is the maintenance, imnregnadbly, of the line
following roughly the 180th meridian, commencing at the Alaskan

Islands, passing somewhat westward of Hewaii, and thence generally
soubheagtward to include and cover the Panama Canal,

"We find ourselves in agreement with,,.pending legislstion
looking toward the addition and strengthening of naval aviation and
submarine bases in the Atlantic as well as the addition of similar
bases in the vast Pacific area bounded...by the 180th meridisn,.,

"We entertain serious doubts as to the necessity or wisdom of
extending our line of defense as far to the Westward as the Islands
of Guam,"

27Ivid., p. 33




15

By 1932 the controllirgs elements in both parties were agreed that the United
States should not join the League of Nations, although some leading men in each
favored membershin, Both party platforms and both candidatas, on the other
hand, called for joining the world court, but when Mr., Roosevelt submitted a
protocol to the Senate in 1935 he was unsuccessful in pushing it through. The
resolution of approval was defeated by a vote of 52 for adhereace to 26 azainst,
thus falling to get the needed two=thirds majority.ze Nine Republicans voted
for the court and 14 ageinst, and as if to finally bury this long-lived issue,
the 1936 Republican platform for the first time stated that the party wes
opposed to Jolning the court.29 The rejection of 1936 was final and our
relationship with the League and the Permenent Court was settled once and for
all, The Republicen Party through its rejection first of the League snd
finally of the Court had become the symbol of opvosition to international

organization,

Final rejection of the League, however, did not solve Americz's problems
with regard to the new confllicts and dangers arising in Burope and Asisa,
America's first answer tc these threats was the same as it had beeﬂ in 1798,
in 1806, and in 1914=--neutrality, By 1935 Italy had attacked Bthiopla., Also
in 1935 the Nye Committee, investigating the munitions industry, brought out
in the course of its public hearings some disturbing information concerning
the internaticnal trade in arms,

Neither party had spoken of neutrality in the platforms of 1932, but by
1935, "right or wrong, the nation wanted legal protection against actions

leading to war and expected Congress to provide such protection, "0

281p14., p. 88
29Proceediggs. Rep. Natl. Conv., 1936, p. 145

30Grassmuck, p. 115
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The primary issue throughout the debates over neutrality from 1935-1939 was
the strictness of the neutrality requirements imposed on the President, The
Pittman Resolution, the initial neutrality law, passed in August, 1935, was
not considered as a permanent solution, and its operation was limited to six
months, From that time until our entry into World War II there were 39 Senate
and 18 House roll calls related to this broad issue of developing and maintain—
ing or relaxing strict neutrality lews, In February, 1936, the Piitman Reso-
lution was extended, with modifications, for one year, In 1937 Senate Joint
Resclution 51 extended the neutrality law indefinitely, but by 1939 Mr,
Roosevelt was asking for the repeal of certain parts of tle law which he felt
were working azzeinst cur best interests,

The President after 1935 became increasingly identified with efforts to
relax the laws ard allow more discretion to the Chief Executive, This fact
in itself tended to make the Republicans in Congress defend a strict neutrality.
Add to this the other factor mentioned above, that Republican representation in
aGongress during this period was largely from the northern, inland areas, These
areas, standing to lose little or nothing, economicelly, from striet neutrality,
generally opposed relaxation of the laws, Working together, these factors
made it almost inevitable that the Republicans would oppose changes in the
stricter provisions of the la'w.31 Gragssmuck's survey of the roll ca2lls men-
tioned above show that Republicans in the House of Representatives cast only
13 percent of their votes for nevwtrality relaxation and that Republicans in the

Senate voted favorably on this issue only 31.8 percent of the time. 32

31Grassmick, pp. 113-132. The foregoing discussion is largely based on
the findings and coneclusions of the Grassmuck study.

321pid., p. 120
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Coming up to the end of the period considered in this chapter, the final
puestion facing the first session of the Seventy-Sixth Congress was one re-
|garéing repeal of certain sections of the neutrality law, The President hnad

pointed out to Congress early in 1939 that "we have learned that when we delib-

erately try to legislate neutrality, our neutrality laws may operate unevenly
and unfeirly--may actnally give aid to the agressor and deny it to the victim.“33
The House of Representatives went along with the President's request by a vote
of 201 to 187 with the Republicans in oprosition by a margin of 150 to Pead
The Senate Foreign Relations Committee, however, by a vote of 16 to 11 on
July 11, decided not to report the bill to the floor., Congress adjourned its
regular session with the laws unchanged.
i Iv

In concluding this brief survey of Republican policies during the twenties
enc. the thirties it may be asked what phases of the party's experience were
most important in determining the character of GOP foreizn policy in the fall
of 1939 when the war in Burope began, In two vericds of crucilal foreign policy
decision, the Republicans found themselves in the role of the opposition., In
both cases the Presidents they were opposing were taking bold strides toward
more international involvement for the United States, If *lLe GOP was to
crpose the foreign policies of Wilson and Franklin Roosevelt, it was most apt
to develop theories of non-participation and non-interventicn in international
affeire, Thus during the two great perlods of crisis in American foreign
policy, 1914-1920 and 1935-1939, the Republicens took stands against the kind

pf international asctions propossd by the Democratic executive.

33002g.. Record, Vol., 84, v. 75 (76th Cong., lst Sess,, Jan., 4, 1939)

34Ibid., p. 8513 (June 30, 2939)
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What kind of foreign policies would heve been adopted by the Republicans

if the Presidents during these crises had heen from their own party cannoi De

as they arose, There were many ideas eamong individusle and groups about what
Americen policy should be, but Republican policy as it wes made by the party

in Congrees was largely & mabter of opposition,)d

35Further discussion of the problems experienced by the Republicans as
an opposition party will be found in Chapter X: Conclusion
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determined, RBeing the opposition in Congress the GOP did not feel it necessary

or possible to formlate delalled positive programs to meet the urgent problems




CHAPTER II

EPUBLICAWS AND TFE COMING OF THE WAR

Having alded effectively in defecting neutrality revision, the Fepub-
licans went home when Congreecs adjourned in August, 1939, end they may have
found some support for their stand when they made politicul scundings among
their constituents, The Americen Institute of Public Opinion found that by
and large & majority of Republicans in the country had views similar to their
congressmen, although not always in the same proportions. Without question
they wanted to stay out of war, erd many of them were willing to g¢ to almost
eny lengths to do sc.

Fifﬁy—two percent ¢f the Republican voters, said the AIPO, thought that
the Constitution should be amended to require & netional referendum before
Congress cculd draft men for war overseas (September 19).1 Only forty-seven
percent thought‘Congress should change the neutrality law s¢ that the United

States could sell war materials to England and France (September 3).2 Just

seventeen percent thought thke United States should allow its citizens to travel

on ships of countries which were then at war (September 14),2 On Septembver
19 only thirteen percent thought we should send cur own army and nevy abroad
to fight Germany,”

War was declared by Great Britain and France on Germany on September 3.
On September 13 Mr. Roosevelt called a specizl session of Congress for

Septewnber 21 to reconsider the amendments to the Neutrality Act, the main

lpyblie Ovinion Quarterly, Vol, 4, p. 103, . (Mar., 1540)
21pid., p. 105

31vig., p. 106

bivia,




20

issue being the repeal of the embargo on arms., At this special session there
were twenty-two Republicans in the Senate (total menbership of 96) with three
former Republicens, Messrs, Lundeen and Shipstead of Minnesota and Norris of
Nebraska. Senator McNary of Oregon was the Minority Leader and Chairman of the
Reputlican Conference; Austin of Maine was the Party whip; and William E, Borah
of Idaho was ranking Republican member of the Senate Committer on Foreign
Relations which had in addition the follcwing Minority members: Johnson of
California, Capver of Kanses, Vandenberg of Michigan, White of Maine, as well
as Lundeer of Minnescta, Figure IV indicates that 211 of thqse. with excertion
of White and Austin, were clearly isolationists., In the House of Representa-
tives, whose total membership is 435. there were 166 Republicans, Joseph W,
Martin of Massachusetts was the Minority Leader and Hamilton Fish, arch-
isolationist, was the ranking Minority member of the Committee on Foreign
Affairs,

The Senate took up the resolution to amend the Neutrallty Act which had
passed the House in the regular session, The Committee on Foreign Relations
reported the resolution favorably but with considersble amendment, elininating
completely the embargo on the export of arms which the House had retained with
some reservations, There was no Minority report, but on October 10 Senator
Tobey of New Hampshire moved to recommit the resolution to committee, and,
although the motion was defeated, he was supported by a majority of the Repub-
licans 15 to 7.5

There followed a series of fifteen amendments proposed by Republicans and
Democrate who were opposed to relaxing neutrality. Among the Republicans these

amendments were supported regulerly by a group comprising more than half of

5Cong, Record, Vol. 85, p. 237. (76th Cong., 2né Sess., Oct. 10, 1939)
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their membership in the Senate, Senators Johnson, Capper, Frazier, Nye, Wiley,
Eorseh, McNary, Reed, Danaher, Holmen, and Lodge voted slmost solidly for these
amendments; Senators Tobey, Vandenberg, Davis, and Townsend voted for somewhat
fewer of them, and Senstor Taft was found voting for about half of these. As
was so often the case, the Senator from Ohio himself proposed the two amend-
ments which gained the widest support among Republican Senstors, The first of
these would have prohitited the Secretary of the Treasury from using more than
one half the money availlable for exchange stabilization under tre Gold Reserve
Acet for the purpose of stabilizing the exchange of any belligerent, IEvery
Republican voting in the Senate supported this amendment.é

Another Taft amendment, which would have prohibited any United States
Government agency or corporation from financing the export of goods to a
belligerent, was supported by all the Republicans save one.7 The voting
during the entire consideration of this measure found a small group of Senators
opposing almost all of the limiting amendmente, Senators Austin, Hale, (ibson,
end, to a somewhat lesser extent, Barbour, Gurney, and White voted as a group
opposed to the effcrts of the majority of the Republicans to amend the reso-
lution. Using the record of Senator Johnson of Cslifornia as an example of
the voting of the extreme isolaticnist Republicans in the Senate, a scele will
show that Austin voted against Jobnson on eightesn roll calls out of twenty,
Hele and Gibson on sixteer, and Barbour and Gurney on thirteen and fourteen
respectively., (Figure I)

Figure I and the others of its type throughout this paper are designed
to reveal irends In voting among Congressional Republicans, and for tiale pur-

pose &all the forelign policy rell calls from September, 1939, through the last

6Ivid., p. 923 (Oct. 26, 1939)
7Ibid., p. 925
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adjournment of Congress in 1952 have been used. This means, of course, that
orly those issues on which individual yees snd nays vere recorded are considered,
but it seems evident that the issues on which roll calls are taken are the ones
that members of Congress consider the most imvortant, the ones on which some
members at least went their positions snd the positions of others recorded and
available to constituents, the Administration, and the country at large. It

is felt, also, that, a recorded vote comes neerest to indlcating the politicsel

(not necessarily personal) attitudes of members.
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Figure I, Republican voting in the Senate on
H.J. Res, 308 (Neutrality Relaxstion)

It 1s clear that the main questions at issue among Republicans (1939-1952)
were (1) the degree to which the United States should participate in world
politics, and (2) the extent to which Republicans in Congress should cooperate
with the Democratic Administration in the area of foreign policy., At first
the two guestions were almost synonymous, that is, the internationalists
tended to follow Administration leadership, while the isolationists oprosed it,
After 1949, however, as will be shown below, many Republicans who fevored a
considerable degree of American participation in world affairs opwosed the
Administration's method and manner of carrying this out., Kone the less, threre
tended to be throughout the entlre perlod two consistent groups at the extreme

poles on both issues. The group most violently opposed to Administration
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policics in 1952 was the most extreme isolationist before 1949 (Langer, Malone,
Kem, Wherry). It can even be contended that these men were still isolationists,
but the same cannot be said of 2ll those who followed them in their opposition
to the Administration, At the other extreme the group thet wac made up of the
leading internationalists before 1949 was the same who also continued to suprort

the Administration down to 1952. (Lodze, Saltonstall, H. A. Smith, lorse).

In order to discover trends on these two issues amonz the whole Repub-
lican membership in Congress, it is possible to compare the voting of 211 mem-
bers with the record of the extreme group. The extreme isolationist or opposi-~
tionist group was selected for this purpose, but the prehlem then became to
find & single individzal whose record could be used as a standard of isola-
tionism or, later, opposition. In the Senate William Langer of North Dalota
was chosen, because, among this group, his tenure in the Senate covered more
of the period than any other, and because hic record 1s among the most isola-
tionist (Langer voted against ratificstion of the United Wotions Charta?).
Langer, however, Gid nct enter the Senate urnitil 1941, wo the record of Hiram
Johnson (equally isolationist) was used for the 76th Congress. Ia the House

Noah M, Mason of Illircis, whose membership covers the entire period of the |

study, was selected, Mason ig Trvom the heertof Chicaen Tribune Republicanism,
and has been a consistent supporter of that newspaper's foreign policy views,

It is not to te inferred that Lawger or Mason were the most isglationist
members of Congress at all times, nor that thelr own positivns were not mod-
ified from time to time, but il i1s clear that the contrast in votlng on foreign
nolicy betwesn tlhiese mea and such men as Austin, Lodge, Saltonstall, and Morse
is grester than that of any other two Republican groups in Congress,

On the final Senate vote on neutrality relaxation fifteen Republicans

voted againet the resolution and eight supvorted it., The eight weres Taft,
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Gurney, Hale, Bridges, Austin, Gibson, Barbour, and Reed. It is quite clear
that a majority of the Republicans in the Senate were opposed to relaxing
neutrality to Lhe extent proposed by this resolution,

In the House of Representatives the situallion was somewhat different, The
Senate version differed considerably from the House version and the qurestion
before the House was to whet extent it wovld inslst on ibts position which
retained nany more restrictions on trade with belligerents then did the Senate
measure, There were five roll calls on various phases of the resolution, One
hundred forty~four of the Republican Congressmen voted togetlier in opposition
to the atteupts to further relax the neutrality law, The greatest number of
Republicans which broke away from the majority position on any vote was twenty-
one, Only two Republican Representztives voled against the party position
on all five roll-call votes, However, on the final vote eighteen Republicaus
voted for repeal, ten more than had done so in June.8

We may corclude from this examination that the ouattreak of war in Burope
had little effect on Republican views of what the United States ought to do,
In the Senate the desire to help BEngland and France contended with the desire
to stay neutral, and a few Senators broke away from what might be calied the
Congressional party position., Outside of Congress a few Republican leaders
were beginning to press for more aid, but by November, 1939, Congressional
party thinlzing had not changed,

II

Congress came back to Waskington in January for an election-year session
with important decisions to make, Early in the session the Republicans
recelved the report of a Program Committes whick had been appointed by the

National Committee early in 1938, At that time thers had been & great desl

8New York Times, November 3, 1939, pp. 1-2
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of discussioh about the possibility of holding a mid~term convention designed

to rejuvenste the spirits of the perty, crushed in 1936, Many prominent Re-
mublicans, including former President Herbert Hoovern favored such a step, but

it met the opposition of Alfred Landon, the party's titular lsader, and his

1934 running mate, Frank Knox, publisher of the Chicago Dailv Hews, In lieu
of the convention, the idea of a program comiittee waes accepnted and began work
under the leadership of Dr, Glenn Frenk, former Presideni of the University of
Wisconsin, The membership on the comuittee eventually comprised more than
200 members iacluding specific representation of farmers, manufacturers, edu-
cabors, labor, the professions, and many other groups. No holders of public
of fice were included, nor were any meimbers of the National Committee appointed,
and Dr. Frank made & great desl of the fact that it was a layman's group., He
envisioned it as a study committee which would sample GOP opinion in the
country and study the issuses which the party and the nation faced, but he was
clear to poirt out that:

"It is not the business of this commission to write plat-—

forms for the 1938 and 1940 cempaigns...The sole legal scurce of

national party policy is the rational convention, and the custo-

dians of party policy in the interval between national conventions

are the Republican members in the Senate and the House when, as

now, the party is not in power."

The commlttee divided into nine regiornal zroups desiznated to study
problems directly or particularly concerning their areas, but it is intaresting
to note that no group was assigned the topic of foreign policy. In the final
report of the committee, issued by the National Committee on Febrvary 19, 1940,

scant attention was given to foreign affairs in snite of their growing urgency.

This much was stated:

91bid., Jen. 7, 1938, p. 7
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"In the forefront of our foreign policy must be the avoidance

of all commitments and ccurses of action that might involve us in

other peoples' wars. Vhen such wars are on, we must observe a

scrupulous government neutrality.”l

A strong deferse was called for, but the implication was clear that this
defense was to be conflined to the Westerr Hemisphere, a view widely held by
Republicens in Congress, There was no aiscussion of foreign aid, selective
service, or other lssues which c¢onfronted Congress at the moment ,+1

The Selective Service debate was one of the longest of the session,
lasting from August 7 tc September 13. In the Senate there were fourteen
roll-call votes before the bill passed in final form., Agzin, as in the neu-
trallity debate, Republicans aand 2 few Democrats tried to modify the bill before
it was enactsd,

Wher the bill was reported favorably out of the Committes, 2 minority
of three members wrote a dissenting report. %Bdwin C. Johnson of Colorado
(Democrat), Jolm Thomas of Idaho (Republican). and Brnest Lundeen (Farmer-
Lobor) of Minnesota signed a statement which csalled for the use of voluntery
enlistment until such a sysism had failsd to meet the needs of the armed
services:

"Voluntzry enlistment [the report concluded] should be given

a2 thorough trial before any Hitlerized method of peacetime con-

scription with its far reaching implicotion of militarism and

imperialism is adopted as a permanent policy in America. After a

thorough erd fair trial, if the voluntary enlistment plan faills

in part or in whole, then before it is too late, the minority

will be glad to supnort conscription, but not before, "2

On the guestion of limiting the use of troops to the Western Hemisphere

the Republicans were nearly united., In the Senate there were no Republican

101bid., Feb. 19, 1940, p. 2
N 1nia,

125 Rept.. No. 2002, 76th Cong., 3rd Sess. (Aug. S, 1940), p. 13
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votes against the Lodge amendment which would have restricted service of men
drafted to the Western Hemisphere and Territories of the United States., On the
second issue the Senate Republicans were divided, tat in tre House the Repub-
licans supnorted (135—25) an zmendment which was accepted to provide for a
period of voluntary enlistment before the draft would become effective.l3 The
bill passed the House September 7, and, with the above amendment attached,
fifty-four Republicans voted for it and 111 against.lu In the Senzte the Re-
publicans cast eight yeas and ten nays, with two others announced sgainst the
bill and three for it,13

Voting among the Republicans in the Senate on this issue formed a some-
what different pattern than it had on the neutrality bill the year before. There
were a total of eleven roll-call votes and the familiar division in the party
Ean be observed. Austin, Gurney, Gibson, and Barbour voted agsinst all but two
of the amendments designed to modify the committee measure, while Johnson and
Capper voted for all but one.16 There was, however, considerszble wavering
in the ranks of the isolationists, Danaher, for exemple, voted "no" on three
of the "crippling" amendments, and even more striking ic the fact that
Senators Lodge and Holman were found voting almost identically to the Austin
group. It 1s to be remembered that while the Selective Service issue was
partially fought out on lines of "intervention" versus "non-intervention," it
was also a defense measure, and Republican support for national defense had re-
mained relatively high through the entire period of the twenties and

thirties.1? (Figure II)

13Congz. Record, Vol. 84, p. 11728 (76th Cong., 3rd Sess., Sept. 7, 1940)

W1bid., p. 11755
151pia., p. 11142, (Aug. 23, 1940)

16Announced voeitlons will te included throughout except where noted,
17George L, Grassmuck, Sections) Bieses in Conzress on Foreign Policy, p. 36
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Figure II. Republican voting in the Senate on Selective Service, 1940

1,

In the House cf Representatives a similar pabttern can bg.noted, and the
Treguently well~unibted ranks of the varty in that chasber wers somewhat
shattered on this issune. Sixty of the most faithful stocd strongly asgainst
the bill and im favor of all proposed modifications., Thirty-rine varied by
only one vote on five rcll calls from trat vositicn, Twelve wavered twice,
twenty—-six three times, ten four times, a2nd twelve representatives voted in

opposition to the sixty on five out of five rcll calls, (Figure III)

A rij r@L

0 1 2 3
Figure III, Republican voting in the House of Representatives
on Selective Service, 1940,
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Anéther issue developed when, on July 22, 1940, President Roosevelt sent
to Oongress a message in which he stated that as =z result of the European War,
with the resultant blockades ard counter-blockades, the sale of Latin-American
products in their natural market was being prevented, This, he declared, was
causing and would continue to coause distress in Letin Americen countries until
the war was ended and normal commerce restored, For these reasons he asked
Congress to increase the czpital and lending powers of the Export-Import Eenk
by $500,000,000 tc enable the bank to meke loans to Letin American countries
for the financing and orderly marketing of some part of their surpluses,18

The proposel was submitted to the appropriete Senate and House committees
and subsequently was reported favorably in both Houses. In the Senate Robert
Taft wrote a Minority report which was signed by the Republican members of
the Comaiiitee on Banking and Currency. Taft pointed out that this bill would
remove for Latin American countries the limitation of $20,000,000 on loans
to one country., It slso, he reminded the Senate, would remove the limitation
prohibiting loans to finance the export of arms, ammunition, and implements
of war, Continuing, the Minority argued ageinst this bill for several specific
reascns?

1. The constitutionality of the prorosition was challenged on the
grounds that no such powers were given Congress under Article 1, Section 8.

2, Taft maintained that the policy of international surplus control
is pot only futile but positively hsarmful to the producers of Forth and South
America,

3¢ The furnishing of economic 2id to South Americe was not thought

to be an zdvisable step,

)laﬁangb.ﬁeﬂﬂxﬂﬂ Vol. 86, pp. 9571-9572 , (76th Cong., 3rd Sess., July 22,
1940




— e ———
30

{ 4, The new policy, the Taft opinion stated, had a definitely "anti-
German' flavor, It seemed to suggest thst we should prevent the Germans from
acquiring American products, It could hardly be considered wise to adopt such
a policy before the totalitarian nations had talten any economic steps of the

L kind contemplated.

5. This step would in the long run be encouraging lLaztin American

competition for North American products,

"We know [the Minority report concludeﬁlas individuals that the poorest
way to make a man a good neighbor is to lend him money., It is far
more likely to meke him your enemy fer 1ife. The same result has
come in the YaSt from internaticnal losns and is bound to come in
- the future, 19
Republican Senators were slmost unanimouns in their opposition to the bill
when it came up for vote, only one voting for it on final passage. And the
party was equally united in the House of Representatives where a total of only
five votes was cast against the party majority on the three roll calls taken
on this issue, Only four Republicen votees were cest in favor of the bill on
final passage in the House.
In reviewing foreign policy voting in the 2Znd 2nd 3rd Sessions of the
76th Congress we find, in brief, the following: In the Senate six Republicans

voted sgainst the extreme isolationists on more than half the roll-call votes,

These internationalists were quite regularly supporting the Administration

in its efforis to prepare the Unlted States for possible war and to act on an

international scale to solve certain problems arising out of tle wars in
Furove and Asie. (Figure IV). In the House of Representatives greater unitly
was maintained in the Republicsn ranks, and only twoe Republicane voted

differently than Mason on as many as half the votes recorded., (Figure V)

195, Ropt.. No. 2005, 76th Cong., 3rd Sess.. (Aug. 8, 194%0), p. 9




Figure IV:

Johnson

Capper

Nye

Reed (A)

Fragier, Wiley
Boreh, Thomas, Tobey
MeNary

Vandenberg
Danaher

Townsend

Davis
Taft
Lodge
Holman

White

Bridges

Gurney
Barbour
Hale

Gibson

Austin

HRHTHOMEERELEILSEHEEE2CTE0E628242925212E222T20Z8TaTLATITSTHICIZITIOT 6 8 L 9 G HE€ 2 T O

-~
i3
~

NG frirty

Republican voting on Foreign Policy issues in the Senate;

76th Congress; 1939(2nd Sess,)=1940; as compared with the record
of Senator Hiram Johnson of California

(The letter (A) indicates that no vote or announced position

was recorded for that Senator on more than one third of the roll
calls compiled, In compilations for the House, members not voting
or annocunced on more than one third of the recorded votes are not
included in the tabulations)

31




32 ’

54
z9
1

e
a
Jd 10
: r—l
\ 5 fll
2
&l LI
O 1 2 2 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1 12 12 W 15

Figure Vi Republican voting on Foreign Policy Issues in the House
of Representatives; 76th Congress; 1939(2nd Sess.)=1940; as
compared with the record of Congressman Noah M, Mason of Illinois




33

I1I

Again the question arises as to whether or rot Republican congressional
views were representztive of the "rank and file" of party members, First of
all one must say that 1t would not be expected that they would represent Re-
publicar. views from all parts of the country but only of the states and
Cietricts which elected them, To the extent that Republicans from areas
represented in Congress by Democrats had views different from those in areas
represented by Republicans, their opinions were not herrd in the party councils
on Capitol Hill,

That there were such variations became evident in several ways during
1940, The first was the appearance of many prominent Republicans high in the
circles of a new organizaticn known as the Committee to Defend America by
Alding the Allies, This group was formed through the efforts of leading
cltizens of both parties to take every form of political action possidble to
obtain Americen 2id for the countries still fighting Germany in Furope. The
group was headed by William Allen White, & prime mover in the organization.
White was chosen for his zbility, his eympathy for the cause of allied aid,
and also what he represented. Coming from the Middle West, traditional sest
of isolation, he wes an outstanding liberal Republican who at the same time
was on very good terms with President Roosevelt,

The efforts of the group tock several forms, among them the formation of
local groups 2and regional organizations seeking to influence public opinion
in favor of Amerlcan supoort for England and France, Nevspaner and magezine
space was purchased on a2 nation-wide scale, and full page messages were
printed periodically., Not only did the Committee seek to mold vublic opinion,
but also to bring the force of this public opinion to hear on public officials

and especially on Congress,
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The 1940 political conventions gave snother opportunity for the Committee
to gain political support for a nrogram of aid to the allies. Henry L. Stim-
son, a Secretary of War under Theodore Roosevelt and Secretary of State under
Herbert Hoover, was active in the group, and was particularly anxious that the
Republican party should not follow an isolationist policy. William Allen
White felt the best hope in this direction was to keep the Republican Committee
on Resolutions from making any definite declaration on foreign pollcy that
would prevent the Presidential caundidate from taking a stend in favor of aiding
the 2llies, Many supportere of the Committee to Aid the Allies hed friends in
tigh places in the Republican perty, and they promised to work through these
friends while White worked through his fellow Xansan, Alf Landon, 20

On the oprosite side of the guestion was the America First Committee in
vhich many Republicans were active but which waz slsc intended to he privete
and nonpartisan, This group, which opposed first the relaxation of neutrality,
secondly the loaring of moner 4o the Allies, and finally the entrance of the
Urited States into thLe war, wae headed by General Rodert E, Wood, chairmen of
the boerd of Sears Roebuckr snd Company, who was censidered to be a Resrltlicax,

and o majority of the national committee of America First with political

affiliations were Republicans.zl Among the many Republicans who served as
speakers or advisors for the America First Committee were Philip LaFollette,
formsr Governor of Wisconsin, Senator Gerald P. Nye (North Dakota), Representa~
tives Karl Mundt (South Dakota), Hamilton Fish (Wew York), aud Dewey Short

(Missouri).2?

20ya1ter Johnson, The Battle hgainst Isolation, p. A6

21Wayne S, Cole, American Pirst, ». 169

221pid,, p. 170
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During ils brief life, which ended in December, 1941, this organization
attempted by the same methods used by the Committee to Defend Amnerica to
influence public opiniocn and the course of legislation zlong lines consistent
with its principles of non-intervention, Although it cannot be said that the

committee was totally without influence in the course of American foreign

policy, 1t is obvious that it failed completely to zcihieve its major objectives,
The fascinsting story of Wendell Willkie's rise and fall in the Repub-
lican Party has been told in considersbls detail ty Donald Johnson in his

doctoral thesis entitled Wendell Willkxie and the Rewubllcar Party.20 The

Herculean effort which brought Willkie forward from comparative obscurity, the
spectacular convention where he was nominated, and the candidate's attempts
to swing the party away from its stand against intervention in the FBuropesan
War--all these are examined by Dr, Johneon, The details neced not be gone
over again,

Willkie's earliest and strongest backing came from certain eastern husiness

interests and the editors of the New York Herald Tribune. By and large Willkie's

foreign policy views coincided with those of his backers, It was obvious that |

his attitudes would bear little resemblance to those of the party in Congress,
Willkie was to do much wavering and compromising in the course of the cam-
paign, but from beginning to end it was clear that he fevored as much aid to
the British as possible, and supported most of the Fresident's efforts in this
direction.24 It became very difficult for him to attack the President's
foreign pollicy program, and he was often found to be criticizing the President

for too little rather than too much intervention and preparation for war,

23University of Illinois, 1952

z“Donald Johnson, Wendell Willkie aznd the Revubllcan Party, pp. 71-76.
See also Mary Barhart Dillon, Wendell Willkie, Chaps. 9-12
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At the %ime the 1940 platform was written Willkie was far from the
favored candidate for the nomination but was nonetheless enough in the running
to have some influence on the drafting of the foreign policy plank, On June &
he spoke out to say that sentiment in the Republican party was overwhelmingly
for aid short of war and that he was confident that the Republican partiy was
not isolstionist,

"I don't think there is any chance that the Republicans will

adopt any isoletion plank, I haven't beeun able to find any stirong

isolation group in the Republican Party, and I an sure that the

country is overwhelmingly iu faver of granting immediate aid to

the sllies."?

This kind of a statement must certainly be considered something akin to
whistling in the dark, Tor thet there would be a real battle over the platform
on the issue of intervention appeared certain from the beginning., John D, M,
Familton, Chairwan of the Republican National Committee, was saying that the
declaration on foreign policy wounld be the mogt important in the platform.26

The Republican Resolutions Committez convened informally on June 17,
seversl days before the opening of the convention., Turner Catledge, New York
Timeg reporter, wrote that "a strong current toward a declaratiorn of sympathy
for the forces still battling Nazi domination, a2s well as for all possible
meterial aid 'short of war', developed guickly among the 40-o0dd members,.."<7
Leda by Mr, Landon and Walter B, Edge of Nevw Jersey, this "current! was repcrted
to be pushing into the background, for the time belng at least, any serious

agitation for a restatement of the traditional isolation policy for which the

party had been noted in recent years,

N

SNeN York Times, June 9, 1940, p. 3

N
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In spite of this sentiment Mr, Herbtert K, Hyde, a Dewey supporter, was
chosen chairman of the Committee, although it was said that hie foreign policy
views were not sought before the selection was made.28 My, Landon refused the
chairmanship so as to be free to make his fight for allied ald in the committee
and, if necessary, on the convention floor. Mr, Landon, in line with the
views of William Allen White, was said to favor a short "postal card® platform
with the most general and simple statement possible on foveigh effairs, leaving
details to be filled in to meet events abroad, He said, "I favor all possible
aid to the allies that does not involve any commit ment that will take us
into war unless the vital interests of America are threatened in & tangible
and concrete way. 49

On the 18th Lzndon was chosen Chairman of the Subcommittee on Foreign
Policy and National Defense., The membership of the subcommittee represented
slmost all shades of opinion on the foreign policy issue ranging from strong
pro-ally sentiment in the Bast to o0ld-time isolation in the West,30 The sub-
comnittee held hearlngs the same day, and a genersl cross—-section of views
was presented., H. O, Hogan of Indiana told the group that the Middle Vestern
Region, for which he was Program Committee Chairman, was "definitely and over-
whelningly" for staying cut of the war., PFurthermore, he said the idea of
following & policy of giving aid to the belligerents "short of war' was like
rabbit sausage--"half rabbit and half horse." A delegate from North Carolina
endorsed the views of the Frank Committee for the Southeastern States, E, E.

Galloway of Florida werned the committee that if it tried to counter the New

281pi4.
291114,

30Ipia,, June 19,.1940, p. 1
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Deal foreign policy it might as well give nup hope of again breaking into the
solid South, for he had no doubt of the popularity of that policy in the South-
east, William S, Howe of Sommerville, Massachusetts, spesking for former
Governor John H, Trumbull of Connecticut, insisted Yhe party would make a grave
mistake if it failed to recognize the idealistic strain of Americans which was
now being aroused by events abroad. Howe also favored giving all helv to the
allies "short of an expeditionary force," and said this was the expressed
opinion of New England.31

At this point in the efforts to write a platferm a bomb shell exploded
in Washington and was immediately felt in the deliberations of the Committee
on Resolutions, Mr, Roosevelt on June 20 appointed Frank Fnox, editor of the

Chicazo Daily News and Republican Vice-Presidential candidate in 1936, and

Henry L. Stimson, both considered to be pro-interventionist Republicans, to be
the Secretaries of Navy and War respectively, The immediate reaction at the
convention was gener2lly to the effect that these aprointments were made to
form a psuedo-coalition cebinet to gain the support of certain segments of the
Republican party. It was also felt that this more than ever demanded thati the
Republican party take a stand acs the "peace party." bMany observers were cer-
tain that from this incident would result a more clearly anti-intervention
foreign policy plank, and this is just what many leading Republicans were
saying, The National Committee Chalrmen, Mr. John Hamilton, issued the
following statement:
The action which hzs been taken by Colonel Enox and Mr., Stimson
in associating themselves with the present national administration
as members of the President's cabinet is purely personal on their

part. Bvery individual has the right to serve the State and Govern-
ment as he sees fit. As members of the President's Cabinet they

3l1vig,
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owe thelr allegiance to the President and hereafter will speak and

act in that capacity. Colonel Knox's and Mr, Stimson's desire for

American intervention in Buropean aff irs 1s s0 well known that

their appointment speaks for itsslf,"’<

This statement was subsequently adopted as the sentiment of the National
Committee, Colonel Knox resigned as a delegate-at-large to the convention
from Illinois., The isolationists on the platform committee took the position
that the appointments made it virtually mandatory for the convention to adopt
a non-intervention plank, ZEven Mr, Landon was reported to feel that the
appointments had given the Republicans the cue to become strictly a 'peace
party! and to attack the Demccrats as the "wer party.!

It is a 1ittle difficult at firsit to see the logic of this position, but
perhaps the best explanation came from Herbert Hyde who sald, "The appointment
indicates that President Roosevelt 1s attempting to lead this nation into war,

becsuse a coalitlion government is not possible in our two-party system of

government in times of peace."33 The Republicans wer~ snxious to show that

they did not consider that a coalition had been formed snd thal the Republican
party was not represented by Knox and Stimson in the Cahinet, The two best
ways to make this clear were to read Enox and Stimson ont of the party and to
adopt a foreign policy plarkabsolutely opposed to the Administration program,
The first of these actions was taken by Hamilton's statement, but in
another twenty-four hours the move to inclnde supvort for aid to the allies
revived strongly. Many leaders still were determined to pin the label of
peece on their perty, but 2 goodly numter of the platform writers seemed equally
intent upon avoiding any action that would run directly counter to what they
felt was the current popular demand for every possible material assistance to

the allioss.

321pid., June,2i, 1940, .p. 1
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Cn June 22, Thomas Dewey of New York declared himself to be in fevor of
2id to the &llies without violating international or domestic law or entering
the war, Willkie, of course, was for aid to the a2llicse without goling to war.
By this tice it appeared that the best way out of the centroversy over the
platf&rm was to leave the whole matter mainly up tc¢ the candidate, The ide=a
would have been to tell the convention and to stmte in the platform that the
internatlonal situation was so fluid that the party could take no restricted
stand on thie issue. It evidently appeared zt this stage trat almost any
positive stand would lead to clash in the full Resclutions Committec or on the
floor of the convention.3” Also on June 22 there wes & meeting of the delegates
of thirteen western states and Alasks called by Ezra VWhitla, national committee-
man frcm Idaho., This group adopted a resclution oprosing any interventlon by
the United States in Buropean or Asistic wars, snd selected Senator John
Thomas, also of Idaho, to present these views to fhe Committee on Resclutions.3d
The same day tentative agreement "in principle" was reported reached
on the foreign policy plank, It was learned that the main features of the
plank were (1) a condemnation of the Roosevelt Administration's foreign policy;
(2) a declaration for keeping us out of war; and (3) while thre originally
planned support for aid to the allies "short of war' was omitted, there was a
general statement of support for all "oppressed peoples" in their fight for
freedon, and approval of such aid to these beleagured governments as might be
extended without viclation of internationel law or peril to the United Statess
Finally, coupled with the foregoing statement and evidently insertsd as part
of the bargain, was & reference to the cost in lives and money of the last

venture of the United States into foreign wars, 36

341pig., June 23, 1940, p. 1
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After the drafting committee had completed its work, the resolution went
to the full platform committee, At 2 session of the committee on June 26, C,
Wayland Brooks cf Illinois, backed by Senators Thomas, Lodge, and Hyde, succeeded
in writing in sti11 another sentence which provided that any aid extended to
oppressed peoples "doess not include the sons of America." Thic language was a
part of the Illinois State Republican Platform. The next morning wier the
drafters met again to approve the document for mimeographing, Messrs. Pepper
and Bdge discovered the new clause, Apparently outmuubered by the non-interven—
tionists, they threatened tc resign, and Mr, Pepper actually left the room,
Brooks finally agreed to withdraw the new clause in the interests of & unanimous
report, but told the committee he might go before the convention to explain
his position,

This episode over the 1940 Republican platform is guite illustrative of
how platforms are written and of what their language can be taken to mean, It
1s difficult tc say just where a majority of the convention stood on =2id %o
the allies and on an anti-war program for the party. The New York Times felt
the platform indicated that the convention was overwhelmingly non-intervention-
1st.37 Willism Allen VWhite was certain that seventy percent of the delegates
favored aid to the allies shoert of war. The nomination of Willkle would tend
to support the latter view, but the later rejecticn of Willkie by large seg-
ments of the party throws any such conclusion into doubt.

Vhether or not the platform represented the views of the convention is
impossitle to guess, That there were two strong conflicting points of view
is cbvicus, One wes primarily agreed that we stay our of war but also wanted

to include a statement in support of aid to the allies, The other group wes

371bid., June 27, 1940, p. 22
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anxious to see 2 strong anti-interventlion plank adopted and would accept approval
of anv 2id only in the most general terms and then only grudgingly. Both the
Committee on Resolutions as a whole and its foreign policy subcommittee were
divided along these lines, TlLe fact that the fight did not reach the floor of
the convention could be talken to indicate that neither group felt the rcport was
entirely unrepresentative of their views and that eact felt no new strength would
be found on the floor, To this extent the plarnk could be said to represent the
views of tre convention--and 2 rather delicate balsnce of those views at that,
One phrase different, in one direction or the other, might hsve resulted in a

lack of unanimity in the report.

To most people reading the 1940 platform today, or even on the day it was
adopted, it would seem merely s wesk and meaningless statement whrich should be
ignored in favor of an examination of the views of ire cendidete, And sgo it is,
abstractly considered. Ard yet reading it against tlie background of the stiuggle
over every word in its sentences, it glves some indication of the state of
foreign policy in the Republican party convention, It tells us that the faction
which wanted 2id to the allies was not strong enough to have s direct statement
to that effect adopted., It tells us that the isolationist group wes not strong
enough to exclude a2l1 mention of aid, hut was able to exact additional strong
anti~-interventicn statements as a price for the inclusion of tha clause favoring

aid to oppressed peOples.38

“ClThs Republican Party is firmly opvosed to involving this Netior in
forelgn war,

"We are still suffering from tte 111 effects of the last World Wari-—a war
vhich cost us a twenty-four billion dollar incresse in our nationsl debt, billiong
of uncollectible foreign debts, and the complete upset of our economic system, in
addition to the loss of humen life and irreparsble damage to the health of
thousands of our boys...

"Our sympathies have been wrofoundly stirred by invasion of unoffending
countries and by disaster to nations whose ideals most clesrly resemble our own.
Ve favor the extension to all pecples fighting for liberty, or whose liberty is
threatened, of such aid as shall not be in violabticn of internstional law or con-
sistent with the requirements of our own defense...," Proceedinzs, Rep. Matl.
COI’].V., 1914'0) P 117'1




Considering this balance of strength and remembtering the stand of the
Republicens in Congress in 1939-19.0, one is bound to conclude tlat Vendell
Willkie did not on mett~rs of foreign policy represert the views of the Rerub-
lican organigzation., That he may hsve ccme close to representing the views of
a large segment of the party "rank and file" 1s to be nresumed fr-m the public
opinion polis, but car never be clearly mroved, The factors which influencad
his nominetion sre too comvlex to aralyze in terms of hie Toreigr rolicy views,
bat the nomination of Senator McNary would indiecate that the convention did
not support Willkie's views s: strongly that it felt it necessrry tu rominete
a2 running mate with similar ideas. It seems probable that Mclsry was norinsted
chiefly for hig favorable views toward public Hower to counteract the anti-
oublie power views often cxpresced by Willkie, MceWary's voting record shows
that he oppored all meastres to 2id the allieg--~vern thoce reasures which vere
srecifically endorscd by Wendell Willkie., A1l the 2fforte from June to November
which were nafe to create an spuearance of ascreement between the two men were
nnever convinceiaz.

Willkie's statements on forelgu policy during the campaisn were often
confusing, contradicisry, arna pazzling, but there was little douovl that his
opinions rerained essentially as he stated them in his aceceptance specch atb
Tlwecod, Indiana, on Avgust 17. There, after a rather carofal aua lengthy

explanation of his thinking on the cgitustion Americe faced, e specilicelly

€

indicated nis support of Selective Service arnd tlhe zeneral forelgn policy live
of the Rousevelt Administrstion:

"I canrot ack the American wpeople to vut their faith in me
witrout recording my conviction that some forn of Selective Servicee
is the ocly dewocratic way in which to assare the treined and
competenl manpower we need 1u cur nationzl defense,

"Also, in the light of my principles we must honestly face
our relationship with Great Britain, We mnst admit that the loss
of the British fleet would greatliy weaken our defense...
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"The President of the United States recently said, 'We will
extend to the opronents of force the material rescurces of this
nation, and at the same time we will harnecs the use of those
resources in order that we ourselves in Auerica may have the equip-
ment and training egual to the tzsk of eny emergency and every
defense, !
"I should like %o state thet I am in sgreement with those two
principles as I understand them——and I den't understand them as imply-
ing militery involvement in bthe present hostilities., As an American
citizen I am glad to pledge whole-hearted supnort to the President
in whatever action he may take in accord with those principles. n39
Fe then went on to attack Roosevelt's policy on two grounds: (1) for
making belligerent and threatening statements which were uncalled for and
unnecessary and thus runring the risk of taking us into war; (2) for failing
to take the people of the United States into his confidence iun his diplomatic
movesa

Senator McNWary and other non-interventionists were placed in a very diffi-
cult position in trying to march under a Willkie banner emblazoned with the
foregoing principles. They were, by and large, restricted to agreeing again
and again with the Willkie statement which saild he wag against our entering
the wer-~a rather frustrating situstion to cay the leact, Willkie's defeat
deprived political observers of their chance to see wlether or not Willkie
vould have been a2ble as President to change the views of Congressional Repub-
licans 2nd gain their support for his oclicies. It will be seen later that
in his role as "titular leader! of the party Willkie did attempt to influence
party policy, largely without csuccess,.

IV
The Republicans, although defeated for control of the Txecutive, Just

about held thelr own in the Houze of Representsatives and gained six Senate

ceats, There were now twenty—eilght Reoublican Senators and 162 Representsatives,

39ew York Times, Avgust 18, 1940, p. 33
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The Minority leadership remained in the hands of Senator McFary and Joseph
Martin, and McNary's votiag record for the 1941 session indicates he was in-
fluenced in his foreign policy views 1little, if at =2ll, by the experience of
running with ¥Wendell Willkie. He continued to line up solidly with the major-
ity of Repmblicans in the Senrte who opposed all efforts to further commit the
United States on the international ecene., It is curious, however, that Senator
Austin was again the Reoublicua whip in the Senate, for during the entire
period from 1939 to 1942 he was wvoting in almost constent ovmosition to the
isolationist gronp, He veoted in opposition to svuch Senators as Johnson, Nye,
and Capper more than three~fourths. of the time during this entire periocd., On
some issues his percentage of deviation neared 100 percent,.

In November, 1940, William E. Borzh, Republican Senator from Ideho, died
after thirty-three years in the Senate and seventeen as ranking Republican
member of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, He was replaced in this
latter rocle by Hiram Johnson of California, whose voting record c» foreign
policy from 1939 to 1941 paralleled Borah's almost exsctly. Added to the
Committee 2t this time was Senator Wye, z2gain with o roli-call record almost
identical to that of Borah, Add to tris the fact that ir this session Henrik
Shipstead cf Minaesota, who for a time had worn the Farmer-Labor label, decided
to list himself among the Republicans, and it is evident that the character
of the Republican representation on the Committee was unchangzed by Borah's
death,

Teking the session as a whole, the Republican voting pattern was about
the same as in the two previocus vesrs, The large majority of Republicans
continued to cppose corsistently the Administration's measures for relaxing
nentraelity, aiding the allies, and strengthening Selective Service, while a

small but persistent minority voted down the lihe in support of these measures,
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In the Senate the majority was sugmented by the electiorn of Butler of Nebraska,
Brooks of Illinois, Willis of Indiana, and, to a sllghtly lesser extent, Burton
of Ohio 2nd Aiken of Verront. Sernstor Brewster, who replaced Hale from Malne,
was found less often with the minority than hie predecessor, but Senator Ball
from Minnesota voted regularly with Senators Austin, Gurney, and Barbour against
the majority. Senstor Thomas, who replaced Borsh from Idsho, voted as consist-
ently with the non-irtervention group as did Borah before him, aud the same uas
true of William Lenger, who replaced Frazier as a Senator from North Dakota,

Although there were numerous chenges ia the Republican membership in the
House of Representatives, few, if any, of these were significant for their
effect on the foreign policy complexion of the party in the lower chamber, Four
of the group which had dissented from the majority most often were not returned
to the 77th Congress, while two new members were addad to this group.

The lend-lease Bill was introduced on January 10 of the year-long session
which was to end with the United Stetes at wer.uo It was reported to the
House January 30 with the views of the Minority on the Foreign Affaire Committee
prerented by Mr, Hamilton Fish the next da .41 Thie report, signed by each
Minority member, begsn by stating thaty "We are for all aid to Britain short of
War and short of sacrificing our own defeanse and our own freedom, The TIritish,
in their valiant strugsle which has aroused our deepest sympethy, need planes,
gune ond war material.® Put %he Republicans were convinced that "this Dbill
does not provide dollar exchange for Britain, and is not needed to procure

coordination of our defense efforts, This bill will not provide any additional

4OCong. Record, Vol. 87, p. 121 (77th Cong., 1lst Sess., Jan, 10, 1941)
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war supplies for Britain within the 50-90 days of her crisis, unless the Presi-
dent uses the powars provided to dispose of part of our arms or our Navy, which
he and his Cabinet officers have specifically denied they could specre‘."""2

After asserting that this bill would give the President ™unlimited, un-
precedented and unprrdictabdble powers literally to seize anything in this country
and give it to any other country," the Republicans proposed thelr own seven—
point program to meet the situation,

"1, A $2,000,000,000 credit to Britain, to be used in tris country

for purchasing srms when her dollar balance for this purpose is ex-
hausted, requiring reasonable colaters] security if available.

2, Permit the sale by our Govermment of arms to Britain only when

our highest Army aund Yavy officers certify in writing such arms are
not necessary for our national deferse.

U3, A one-year time limit on all extraordinary powers.

"4, Provide that no vessels of the U, S, Navy shall be dispcsed of
without consent of Congress.,

5, Prohibit the use of our ports for renair bases for belligerents'
ships.

"6, Prohibit the use of American vessels to transfer exports to
belligerents,

W9, Prohibit the convoying of merchantmen by our Navy.“B

On February 8 a roll-call vote was taken on a motion to recommit the bill
to committee, It was defeated by the House (263-160), but the Republicans
supported it (149-11). On the same day the bill was passed in the House, but

it received the favorable votes of only 24 Republicans while 135 opposed it b

b2h, Rent. No. 18, 77th Cong., lst Ssss.. (Jan. 30, 1941)
431pia.
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In the upper chamber Senator Johnson submitted a report on behalf of "a
few of the Minority." This was a short report which offered nothing in the
way of an e2lternative program but summarized Johnson's objections to the bill
as follows:

A, There is no need now for additional aid to Britain., ZRritain
is receiving--and will continue to receive--2ll 2id necessary that can
with due regsrd to our safety be =zccorded,

"1, [The vi1l] is successful unly in concealing its purpose. It
1s not & bill for aiding Britain nor a bill for the national defense
of our country,

"2, If read realistically, it grants extraordinary mowers to
the President such as have never before been grznted to a Chief

Executive,

"3, It makes of the Chirf Ixecutive a dictator, =znd worse, a
dictator with nower to take us into war,

M, It transfers the wer making power from Congress to the
President,

"5, It leaves to the Precident (a) thre determination of sgsressor
nations and (b) what punishments shall be meted ont to them,

"6, It commits the American people permenently to support the

course he tekes, for once embarked unon a course, it will be necessary

for the people to follow through, "5

There followed, on the Senate floor, a long series of amendments to 1limit
or restrict the applicstion of tre lend-icose progiras, A few of the smendment
which received the widest Republican support were (1) a Taft proposal trat
nothing in the act should be deemed %o confer any additional authority to em-
pley military personnel beyond the limits ¢f the Western Hemisphere except in

the Territories of the United States;us (2) & Reynolds (Democrat of Worth

Carolira) amendment to prohibit use of any of the aid for the Soviet Union;*7

k55, Rept., No. 45, 77th Cong., lst Sess.. (Feb, 132, 1921), Part 2, p. &
4écong. Record, Vol, 87, p. 1971. (77th Cong., ist Sess., March 7, 1941)
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end (3) an amendment by Senator Vandenberg that would have required certifi-
cation by the Chief of Staff and the Chief of Naval Operations that articles
sent abroad were not nesded in United States defense.48 On final passage of
the bill, March 8, the Republicans divided ten for and seventeen ageinst the
bi11.49

Senator 2all, writirg in The Republican, reported that Minority members
in both houses divided roughly into three groups in their initial attitude
toward the bill, A few in both houses were ready to vote for the bill as it
stocd, A somewhat larger group, Ball felt, were strongly opovosed to the leg-
islation along the lires propdsed on the grounds that the lend-lease program
would tend to bring on war because it was essentially a war-like act, It
appeared te Ball, finally, that a wajority of Republicars in both houses
favored aid to Britain Tut wanted to wait before taking a position, and that
many of these would vonte for the bill if it were amended.5°

This may well have teen an accurate report of the private views of Repub~
lican congressmen, especislly before the voting begen. It is impossible to
tell from the "yea and nay" votes in the House whether there were three
attitudes. Republican Representatives voted (1&9-11) in favor of recommiting
the bill tc the Committee with instructions to report it out as a $2,000,000,000
credit to Great Britain. Ther voted (135-24) against the bill when it passad
the House.’l 1In the Senate, where there were eighteen roll-call votes on the
bill, three groups might have foruwed, but they did not. There were only two--2

majority of twenty=three who, with few exceptions, voted for 2ll the amendments
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and against the bill, and = minority of five who voted against most of the
amendments and for the bill,

Senztor Ball reported that there was considerasble resentment that the
President consulted only with the Majority in drafting the bili, He also
pointed out that Wendell Willkie's supnort ¢f the bill was not received with
mach enthusiasm, The titular leader's entrance cn the scene csme with z
statement issued in New York in which he urged prempt passasze of the lend-
lease measure as a step in keeping the United S3Stztre out of war.Ez Willkie
had consulted with none of the Party leaders before issuing his stztement,
Hig position raised the whole guestion of the role of a defeated presidentisl
candidate, Colonel McCormick read Willkie out of the party after the Chicago

Tribune branded him as "Mr., Roosevelt'!s fictitious opvonent...Guisling.,..fifth

columnist,..New Deal Democrat,..barefoot boy of Elwood;..barefaced fraud, "53
Senator Taft said he saw "no Justification in precedent or vrinciple for the
view thzt a defested candidate for President ies the titular leader of the
party.“54 Other observers thought ¥illkie may have had scme influence on the
Bridges—ﬂustin-Gurney group, but from an analysis of the voting it would apvear
that the pattern set on the lend-lease issue wes merely a2 continuation of the
voting records of this group since 1939, Inlother words, Willkie had no in-
fluence in Congress and did¢ not even seem to embarrass most Republican Congress—
men, He was not speaking for the Congressicnal party,

The public opinion polls of the day, however, indicate that perhaps

Willkie had more support among the "rank and file" of the party, and the results

52Newswaek, February 2k, 1941, p. 18
531pid., p. 17

541pid., p. 18
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of the polls on this issue are very interesting. On Jenuary 21, 191, this
question was asked: "If the British are unasble to pay casl for war material
bought in this country, should our government lend or lease war materials to
Britain to be paid back in the csme materials or other goods 2fter the war?"
Sixty-two percent of the Republican voters approved, thirty-two percent dis-
approved.SS In February the question was asked, "Do you think Congress should
pass the Lend-Lease Bill?" The Republicens enswered thirty-eight percent "Yes,"
forty—-one percent "No" and twerty-ocne percent gave 2 qualified ensver,5®  While
it could ve argued trat tlre provisions of the bill were in some ways different
than the conditions set forth in the first question, it seems more 1ikely that
there wes an actwal shift in opinion, 3By the time the second poll was teken,
the Congressional lines had formed, and it was €lear that mcst Repudblican Con-
gressmern would vote against the bill. Many Republicans evidently felt they
should follow thelr party leaders in Congress rather than Mr, Willkie, and
thus disapprove the bill or qualify their supwvort,

With the shift of Republican "rank and file" oovinion on the lend-leace

issue came a shift in Willkie's popular standing., By July 26, thirty-eight

percent of the Republicans polled &id wot like Willkie 25 well as at election
time.57 spparently any party leadership he had during the campaign was rapldly
passing from his hends,

As mentioned a2bove, the main thesis of Republicen oppositicu to lend-lease
was that it went far beyond all aid poscible to Britain "stort of wor," that

“it would glve President Roosevelt dictatorial powers, that it would amount to

55public Opinion Quarterly, Vol., 5, p. 321 (Jure, 1941)
561pia., p. 323

571bid., p. 666 (Fall, 1941)
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an abdication by Congress and would be & long ster towsrd interventicn in the
war, Mahy Remublicans, howover, wko were leaders in the fight azainst pessage
of the lealC~-lease bill, conceded with its enactment that Congress =znd the wnecple
hed decided on a course of action and that henceforth they would support that
course, hus the House debate on the seven billion doller apvrcuriation found
¥r, John Taber, ranking Republican on the Fouse Appropriations Committee, sup=—
porting passzge, Republican floor leader Josevh W. Mertin (iaesachusetts) took
the same position, and the Republicans in the House as a whole voted 105-45 in
faver of the apnropriation.58 Only seven Republican Senstors opposcd pascage
of the money bill.59

Another icsue coming before Congress in the spring of 1941 was the Ship
Seizure Bill in which the Administration sought authority to seize ships of
other nstions interned in our harbors, The {test of strength came on a re-
committzl motion in the House and sn amendment in the Senate which woulcd have
forbidden the transfers of the ships of one belligerent to another belligerent.
The aim of these amendments offered by Mr. Culkin (Republican, of New York)
in the House and Mr, Vandeuberg in the Senate was snother attempt to block 2id
to Britain since the ships in guestion were Frenck snd Italisn, and Republicans
felt that the effort would be made to trensfer them to the British Navy, Pro-
ponents of the ~mendmernts claimed such a transfer wonld constitute a provccative
act inviting war. The Administration disclaimed any intention of muking such
trensfers but opposed the amendment, In the House all the Re, wblicans but

thirteen sup ocrted the Pmendmentéo while in the Senate the Republican vote in

58Goug. Record, Vol. 87, p. 238 (77th Cong., 1st Sess,, Mferch 19, 1941)
591pid., p. 2509 (Msr. 24, 1901)

601‘2.1@-» p. 3727 (May 7, 1901)




favor of the amendment was 22 to 3, 61 On the final votes, fifty Republicans

ote
t
in the House and ten in the Senate voited for the Till,"~

Jear the end of {ke summer, less than fonr monthe before Perrl Hartor,

fiftasn fepublicans outside of Corgrese issusd a "bleast® at Administration

.

53

Toreign policy, calling upon Congress to stop the drift into war., It is quoted

here in part,

"The American people should insistently demand that Congress
put a stop to step~ty-~step projection of the United States into un-—
declared war,..Dxcesding its expressed purpose, the Lend-Lesase Bill
has been followed by roval action, by militsry occupation of bases
outside the Western-uemisgnere, by pronise of wnanthorized aid to
Russia ard by othsr iclligerent moves,..

s> have gone as far as 1s consisiend ocither with law, with .
sentiment or with security... It [fhe wof)is not purely & world con—
flict between tyranny and freedom, The Anglo-Russisn alliance has
dissipated that illusion,,. '

"Few people honestly telieve that the Axis is now, or will in
the future, be in a position to threaten the independerce of any
part of this Hemispkerc if our lefenses are properly prepared,

"Freedom in America does not depend o Jthe vatcome of struggle
for material power between other wations, 23

4.1

The group who prepared axnd signed this statenment was hesded by Goverror

Frank Lowden and included Herhert Hoover, Aif Landon, Robert . Hutchins, John

L, Lewis, and Charles G. Dawes among its sizners. The declaration was read
aloud to a formal caucus of the Hepublican members of the Houce, colled at the
instigation of a group of the most isolatisnist GOP Congressmen, headed by
Hamilton Fish, purportedly for two reasons: (1) to condemn Wendell Willkie

Tor his support of the Administrztion's foreign policy; and (2) to outline &

lInig., p. 8103 (May 15, 1941)
621pid., p. 4108

63New York Times, August &, 1941, n, 6
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guilding Republican policy.c”LP After a sossion of denunciations of the President
and Willkie, the caucus produced a declaration of policy on which all could
agree:
"We reatlirm the pledge of our 1940 Parts Hlatform: 'The Repub-
lican party is firmly opposed to invelving this nation in foreign
war.,' Ve epprove the restatement of this principle silseguently
written into the 1940 Democratic platform: 'We willi not participate
in foreign wars and we will not send our acay, Naval, or Air forces
to fight outside of the Americas except in cace of attack,! Ve
demand fulfillment of these pledges.
"We reaffirm the declaration of our Perty platforr as follows:
'Cur national defense must be so strong that nc unfriendly nower
shall ever set foobt con our scll., To assure this strrngth our
national economy, the true basis of America's strength, must be
free of unwarrented zovernment interferance,!
"The lend-lease policy was prese “ed to the Americcn people
as & measure short of war, r’We ineist that it be administered as
a short-cf-war measare,., ! ©2
This was certainly the most minimal statement voscible; the least comnon
denominator of opinion, It wonld seem rather remarkable thzt 2 FHouse caucus
would so restrict itself on a foreign policy statement vhen agreement among
Fouse Republicens on so many issues vas go widespread. Party regularity on
roll—=call votes had leen quite well maintained in mcst instances and it would
seem that it might have been possible to take a strong stzad agzainst certain
specific Admiristration policies., Perhars there was 2 real fear thrat Repube
lican voting had not bern with the trend of public opinion even among the
party!s own renk and file,
Late in 1941 the Administration asked for the repeal first of Section 6

and later of Sections 2 and 3 of the Nevtrality Azt of 1939, This action would

vermit the arning of Americen merchantmen and their sailing to belligerent

S4mime, August 18, 1941, pp. 13-14

851pid., p. 18
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porte and into combat areas, Republican opivion as volced in the polls tazken
by the Auerican Institute of Public Opinion was initially dlvided almost
equally for and against this further relaxation of neutrality. In a survey
made in October, forty-nine percent of Republican voters seid "yss, " and foriy-
£

four percent "no," in response to = question stating t™ e proposed change.°6
In November fifty~nine percent Tfavored repesl while caly thirty-four percent
were oppoged.67

A further development of the neutrality debate was the intrcduction of an
amendment to the bill by Senaters Warren Avstin, Styles Bridges, and Chan
Gurney for complete repeal of the Neutrality Act. This was apparently an
attempt Dby tris small interventionist group in the Senate to selze the initia-
tive not only from the rest of the party but from the Democrats as well. At
least it was so hailed by Mr. Willkie, who supported it by releasing a state-
ment, signed by leading Republicans ir Fforty states--including eix Reputlican
Governors and twenty-six members of the National Com.aittee in favor of thris
amendnent ;

"The requirement of America today is for a forthrighi, direct
international policy designed to encompass the destriction of
totalitarisniem by whatever means necessavry., This policy should be
presented to us by our elected lesder foreibly and not in doses
as if we were children...

"Millions vpon milliorns of Republicens are resolved that the
ugly smudge of obstructive isolationism shall he removed from the
face of their party...

"Congress is now considering certain modifications to an act
called the Neutrality Act, This act was not of Repnllican origin.
Whatever purpose it may heve served originally, it serves no useful
purpose now...it in effcct constitutes an aid to Hitler...proclaims

our neutrality in a struggle in wlich neither the people nor Congress
have shown themselves neutral..,and...is preventing the fulfillment

S6punlic Opinion Quarterly, Vol. 6, p. 152 (Spring, 1941)

671114,
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of a policy of aid to RBritein ag her allies which the American
people overwhelmingly andorse,"

This message waos sent to 211 Repnblicen members of Cengress, but its
effect was slight if not nil., The Republicans on the Eouse Foreign Affeirs
Committec submitted a Minority report in which they oovosed outright the whole

idea of the repeal,

", The arming of our merchantmen will not furrnish effective
protection to the crews,

¥2. The proposal is pert of an aduinistration nlan to destroy
our nautrality laws and to put us into wer Ly subterfuvge.

"3, Dxperience in this war and the last has shown that arming
merchant ships is an ineffective wey to protect tre liveg of the
crews and often does more harm than good,

My, It is difficult to see how the Wavy conld now be able to
furnish arms and gun crews for nercrantmen in view of recent state-

mente to the contrary.

"5, Under international law, %n armed merchantman is a warship,
subject to attack without warning, "©°

The original House bilil provided for repeal of Section £ (the arming of
merchantmen) only. On a roll-call vo‘e to recommii this D11l tu the Committee
for further hearings the Republicans voted favorably (114-37). VWhen the till
came back with the Senate amendments repealing Sections 2 and 2 a2s well, the
Republicans voted agasinst acceptarnce of the Senate version (137-22).

In the Senate twenty-one Republicans voted solidly for 211 the limiting
amendments, azsinst the Committee emendments, and azainst the resolution on
finel passage., Senatore Bzll, Bridges, Gurney, and Austin voted exactly the

opposite on every roll call, Senator Barbour voted once with the majority,

68Time, Yovember 3, 1941, pp. 16-17

695, Rept. No. 1267, 77th Cong., lst Sess. (Oct, 15, 1941), p. 10
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snd Brewster joined the minority on the final roll call. Senators White and
Burton, who were often fourd with the Austin group, voted solidly with the
majority.,

Senztor Ball's comment on the session as a whole seems apt: In so far
as they can do so, Republican Representatives and Senators in the Congress
have committed the GOP to the isolationist, Americe~-first cazmp, and if they
have thelr woy, the party will stand or fall with that cause in 1942 and
198k, , %70 Thet there would continue to be a division in Republican ranks
over forelgn policy apveared certain, In general those Republicans who had
consistently opposed the Administration foreipgn policy were still opposed,
while those who had supported an interventionist policy were preﬁared to support
the latest developments of that policy. The interventionist senators had really
embraced most of the Administration's program, Each from time to time attempted
to show how he was really an opponent of the Administration and thus deserved
to be considered a Republican. 3But they were not convineing, or at least it
was impossitle to ascertain a position on which they could agree that was
opposed to the Administration's policy, "hey rizht well be foes of Roosevelt
on other issues, but they were not on foreign policy. Clesrly, also, the
nincrity would have to be called "bolters" so far as the Congressional party
was concerned., The majority position of the party in both houses was too
clear to mistalre. The c¢laim of the minority to being Republicans on foreign
policy had to rest on their opinion that large numbers of Republican voters,
also, supported the President's course irn international affairs, Thet tkis

wae a valid claim was indiceated fronm the results of the nolls, & survey of

70Joseph Ball, "This Month in Congress," The Republican, Decembar, 1041,
p. 18
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Republican laaders, /L and the fact that a number of members of the National
Committee supnorted Administration measures which were being bitterly opposed
by Republican lesders in Congress, In Consress, however, leadership and con-
trol rested with those dedicated to keeping America disentangled from the wars

in Barope and Asia, (Fiszure VI) (Figure VII)

(2N poll of morc than 9,000 Republican Party leadere conducted by the

Republican showed a majority favored following the Roosevelt Administration
foreign policy.




Lengor
Johnson, Iye

Butler

Shipstead, Tobey

Wiliis, Cepper, Taft, Wiley
Denaher, Thowas, Brooks, Reed, Lodge, Holman, Aiken
Vandenberg, Davis

CH€ZTO

Purten, Melaxy

Brewster
White
Eridges
Gurney

Ball, ZBartour

$242CceeTZuZ6TRTA I ISINICTZTIIION 6 8 4 9

-
<

Austin

£2LTL0L6egZleY

,
¢

LE9ESEN

Figure VI: Republicen voting on Foreign Poligy Icsues in the Senate;
77th Cong., 1941; as compared with tre record of Sen. Willism
Langer of Torth Dakotsa.




15

16

|& (Mason)

O

5

0 1 2 3 L 5 6 7 3 9

Figure VII: Republicen voting of foreign policy issues in the House
of Representatives; 77th Congress; 1941; as compzred with the
record of Congressman Noah M, Meson of Illinois




CEAPTER 111

WAR-TIVE COOPERATION

The Republican lezdership responded withent questicn to the challenge of
Pearl Harbor, It was not necessary for them to mele politicel soundings. The

linority Leader of the Fouse of Representatives, Joseph W. lertin, said, "There
¥ E s

e

s only une party when it comes to the integrity and loncr of the country.'
Charles McHary, Republicen flocr lesder in the Senate,‘said, "The Reputlicans
will a1l go along...with whatever is done. "l Mr, Hamilton Fish, an ardent
isclationist, anncunced that he would take the floor to urge the American
people to presént a united front in support of the President, and, he centinued,
"if there is a call for troops, I expect to offer my services to a combat
division, e

Representative Charles Eaton, later ranking Repubiican on the House For—
eign Affaire Committee, called the White Fouse to say, "I am an old=-tiue
Yankee, and when people start shoving us around, I'm ready to shove back, We're
going to have a united nation now." Other comments were in a2 sinilar vein:

Senater Arthur Vandenbterg, an isolstionist Presidential aépirant in 1940:
"I have fought every trend which leads America to needless war. Dut when war
comes to us, I stand for the swiftest and most invineibdle answer."3 Senator
Warren Austin, leading pre-wasr internationzlist: "There shoﬁld be a vazcation

s s N . 13
on politics, and the vote on the war resolution should be unanimous, ™ Senator

Taft said he could see a declaration of war as the only course,

lNew York Times, Dec, 8, 1941, p. 1

21bid,
3Ivia.
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Mr, Alf Landon wrote to the President: "There is an imperative need for
courageous, unified zction by the Americen peopls., The Japanese attack leaves
no choice, Yothirg must be permitted to interrupt our victory over the foreign
foe., Please command me in any way I can be of service,"’ Wendell VWillkie: "I
have not the slightest dcubt as to what & united Americs should ard will do."6

A New York Timeg editorial on December 9 summed it up?

"Congress has svoken—-no, thundered-~its answer to the madness

of Japan, With & swiftness of action rever before acliieved in the

winole history of this country and a2 unanimity of mind and spirit

which for all prectical purposes is complete, the challenge of the

treschercus fiend that now becomes the mortal foe has been accepied,

Gone is every sign of partisanchip in the Capitol of the United

States, Gone is every trace of hesitancy snd indecision., There

are no party lines today in Congress,"

This was the situation after Pearl Harbor. It wes a high point of national
unity. There was to be 2 united and non-nartisan prosecution of the war. But,
that was as far as non-partisanship would go., There was to be no bipartisan
war csbinet and certainly no antcomatic zgreement on vhat kind of s foreign
policy should grow cut of or follow the end of the war, Senalcr Ball, who was

observing from the halls of Congress, was cerhaps most aware of this in Feb-

ruary 1942:

"Although the Japsnese attack united America in our war effort,
it has alresdy become clearly apparent that it did not by any means
settle the basic foreign policy issue that dominated the national
political scene and Congress during 1940-1941., That issue has merely
Leen shelved for the time being, and it is this writer's convicticn
that sconer or later it must be decided ty the veople acting either
in a national election or in the conventions of the gresat political
parties,..

"Perhaps so fer as the pecple were concerncd this issue was
decided against isclation by Pearl Harbor, But so far zs the political

51pid.
61bia,

7Ibid., Dec. 9, 1941, p. 30
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leaders of the people in Congress are concerned, there is plenty of

evidence that isclationicm is not z dead issue but rerely put on the

celf uatil a more opportune time to arsue it...so far as this writer

has noticed, no isolationist leader has publiely, or even vprivately,

admitted he or she was in error, and plenty of them privately argue

that the interventionist policy was responsible for Japan's ettack, "<

On December 11 Senator Tobey asked for information on Pearl Harbor losses,
for a Congressional investigatiun of what hapnened, and L'or the removel of Nr.
Fnox as Secretary of the Navy, On December 16 Senator Vandenberg wrote a lelter
to President Roosavelt asking his opinion on creating a joint Congressicnal
comnittce to advise with him on the prosecution of the war., Mr. Vandenherg
said his proposal was not to interfere with the President's wmrerogstive of
conducting the war but rather tc¢ satisfy Congrecsional responsibility.

As can be seen from the sbove statements and acticns, the Republicens were
casting about in the early days of the wer to find out what kind of 2 role an
opposition party cen play under war conditions. On Decenher 21 Representative
Martin, Houvse Minority Leader, called off indefinitely a meeting of State
Chairmen and Vice Chairmen called [cr January 12 in VWashington, In teking this
action he said:

"The new ccnditions have persuaded me that a postponement of

that meeting is desirable. A little later conditions will be clari-—

fied so that we can better determine the course to pursue,.,the

entrance of the United States into the World Wer has altered the

political question,

"The Republican Party will supvort President Roosevelt tc¢ a man

in the war effort, bui it expects Senatorial, Congressional, and

State elections to be held next year, and it will fight to win, Ve

must retsin the two=party system,"

Senantor Styles Bridges of the internationalist group declared in a radio

brosdcast that, "The function of the Repmblicen party at this time should be

support without hesitation and with all the energiesg at their command for the

8Joseph Ball, "Thig Month in Congress," The Revublican, Febt., 1942,
rp. 17=-18

9New York Times, Dec, 22, 1941, p. 10
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prosecution of this war... We should be the constructive perty of the opnosi-
tion, This should be dore in a way which will not impede the vrogress of the
war, I think it essential that wve have 2 two=party system in this country,
znd I am going to do my vart to make it a strong minority narty, 10

In srite of the -irgings of the Natlionz]l Committee Cheiramor, Joserh W,
Martin, thet Lincoln Day celebrations be turned from Republican Party rallies
into great patriotic demonstraticns, the speechees celebrating Linceln's birth-
day gazve Republican leaders of all shades of opinion an opportunity to discuss
further what they thouvght the party could dc in wuritime, iir., Landon, speaking
to Republicen members of tke House and Senate, criticized the New Desl's
handling of the war especially in matters of production.ll Fe deplored, too,
the statement of Tdward J, Flynn, Dlemocratic National Chalrman, in which he
said that "no misfortune excert a mejor defest could befall this country to
the extent involved in the election of z Congress hostile to the President."lz

Mr, Martin on thris occasion agreed with Lendon on vigorous support of the
President in prosecution of the war. 3Beth insisted that the wmajor fanction of
membere of Congress in wartime, whether they were Republicans or Democrats,
was to volce constructive criticism which would help the Bxecutlve corduct the
war effort more efficiently and effectively: "I venturc to say," Mr. Martin
sdded, "no opposition party has ever given more complete support than we have
to President Roosevelt during the wer periods While ve cooperate with the
President %¢ win the war, we must keep alive the two-party svetew of

government,.,"13

101vid,, Dee. 9, 1941, ». 39
11p33., Feb. 12, 1942, p. 21
12Rzdio sddress, Feb, 2, 1942
¥ew York Times, Feb. 12, 1942, p. 21




(n the same day lir, Willkie mede & speech in which wes contained a lengthy
analyeis of what he conceived ought to ke the role c¢f the marty, BEssentially
his advice was that the oppositicn offered by the Reputlican party ought not
to be vurely unegati-e, The purty cshould keep free to develop affirmative pro-
grawe ond cooperate vith the Administration where possible. A neeative policy,
he raintained, "permits the majority tc dictate not only itc own, but its

opcosition's course. It cen estzblish its policies with the assurance that the

il

Linority will shew up punctiliously on the other side.,.Now I vent the Repub~
lican party to be a free agent--frec to develop its own policies~~free to stand
on the side of sond thinking and right whoever may rcvouse it, or whoever may
opnose 1t..., The two-party < stem can be preserved only if the Republicen party
becomes 2:d rewains a corstructive force, Let as do nore nroposing thar opposing
Let us exerclsc onr freedom bv developiviz our own policice, MK

In the course of lce ve#r the Republicans did, ze¢ 2 matter of fact, devote
a great deel of atlentlon to developing constrictize volicies, In carly 1942,
however, their attention was turned more exclisively to the electiors coriag
up in November, In s.octher Lincoln Dav specer Mr, Clarerce Pudireton Zellend,
“xeentive Director of Publicity of the Republicas “ctirrzel Comuittee, ~rrucd
that 2 wartine veceee in politice weuld mesn "tle Jestructisn of the two-party
sysher, the erectiosr ol ire tyranny of the oie~merty ~vsten, ard the dis-
appearance of the rewnblic, 1o rane Anericsn believes that elections will be

susrended, delayed, or abolished for the duratinr of the wer. Trere will te

n.3¢, ~nd at the same ti..e

j

electiors. But to state thet {thers will le el»ct
‘o urge solitierl "uit-. i to otole an absardisv, IS Shere is moliticel unity,

en election is a farce,"5

Wpid., Feb, 13, 10L2, p, 1

15Ivia., p. 15
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AL a mreting of tha Repablican Mational Committee in Chiceagoo, A-ril 20-21,

4

2 struggle enguad over 1o resoluwll o te Ye cdopted as party policy. Seversal

m

ol the party's lesaders spoke out in advence of the meeting or what they felt

f setion should be, Goveruor Dewvey f8lt that the one

bthe comwitbtazls conves

v

thing tc be avoided wes a strugsle over the wording of a resclation sand urged

oaly oun eifort to unitethe party in support of the war -1d CJeveolop an MArericsn
& P ¥

o
joctrine for,.,.maintaising the peace thersaftierp,"1O

Alihough not present ot the mecoting, wr. Villkie, however, subnitted a

Fl

ntion which, in additiva o svvporiin~. the wer 2f7crd ~ntil an

p--

reud

and irrevocutie victory' wes gnined, would =lso pledge bhe party to "undartake

€y

now »nd in the future whatover just and reasonadble internati-nal responsibilities
may te demanded in & moderm world reduced in size and bouud torether by air-
plane, b7y radio, by mass procdnction, by all the close intor-relotions of inven-

tion and industry whrich we Americans have done so mich to creste, to the end

.

that our own liberty may be preserved, trat free inetitutions and a free way

of 1ife may te supporteld and enconregei in the rest of the world, and th: s “he
; Y

Tlighting and deastrnctive process of wer may not zzuin e Tourced on us and

free and peace-~ioving neoples of this earth by tyrennsurs acmsressors operating

not by the rule of law, but by the rule of force..."i”

~

Senator Taft's proposals were restricted to ssrong support oF the war
3 =) PI
rffort with emphrasis on the nerd for a “vigorous :inority! with a "vigorous

and independent policy."18 Taft said he did not think anyone kmew enough atonat

16Ibid.. Aoril 22, 1942, p. 19
171vid., April 20, 1942, p. 11

181pid., ». 1
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what conditions at the end of the war would be to peruit o policy statement by
the Committes on post-war policy. He also expressed his belief that the National
Comnittee could not commit the party to any policy, A platform put forward by

Serastor C. Wayland Brooks of Illineis and backed by Colonel McCormick, editor

and publisher of the Chicage Tribune, similarly pledged all te the war efforv
and to the preservation of the two=party system,19

Meanwhile, the Chicago Tribune svoke up with some sharp words about Mr,

Willkie's attempt H0o exert iz leadership:

"While custom gives the party's lact nominee for President the
privilege of offering his advice, custom does not apply to HMr,
Willkie, He is not a Republican, He deserted the principles of the
party that nominated him even before the election, snd any advice
he may offer can be considered only in the light of the betrayal
that that desertion involved, "0

Fowever, the Willkle sentiment prevalled to the rxtent that this parsgraoph

was included in the final resolution:
"We realize that after tl.ls war the responsibility of the nation will

not be circumscribed within the territorisl limite of the United
States; that our nation has on obligaticn to assist in bringing about
understanding, comity, and cooperatiun among the nations of the world
in order that our own liberty may be preserved znd the blighting and
destructive processes of war may not sgaln be forced upon the free and
peace~-loving peoples of the earth,"?l

Mr, Willkie hailed this declaration as an abardomment of isolaticnism by
the Republlican party, while Taft sald that the committee had succes«fully
eliminated the reference in t¥a Willkie proposal to responsibilities which
gsounded to him like arother Leagne of Nations, It was kncwn that Dewey had
instructed his friends on the committec to support the Willkie resolution, and

after tre meeting had adlourned, Devey sald, "I »n delighted, of course, 2%

2lipia., April 21, 1942, . 13
_ 22James Hagerty in New York Times, Aoril 22, 19.2, p. 18
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The resoiution was favorably greeted by such widely opmosed Tiguves as Repreécnt~!
ative Hamilton Fieh aund Secretery of Stzte Cordell Hnll,

In a sense, the strug~le at Chicazo maxr Te corcidered the openic - np of
the great new issue destined to dominate Republican (and rational) Soreign
policy t-inking tlhrough the war and intoc the post-var years--the role of the
United States in world politics following the end of horld Wer II, For some E

time to come every party meeting, declaration, or vote in Congress dealing

with foreign affairs would become 2 test of strength between those who would

restriet and those who woulld expend the role of the Unlted States on the lauter-

o

national scene, or later, between those who would onpose and those who would

follow the Democratic Adninistretion's lead in foreign policy. This study is

S

in the mein devoted to an analvsis of the relative strength of the two grcups

from year to year as well as to an investigation of itheir maneuvers and i

changing doctrines,

It hes previonsly been shown that the same two groups existed prior to
tlie apnearance of this great iecsue, The division which apmesred in Repvblican
renzs over intervention before Pearl Horbor was the fremework in which the new
struggle began., IV may have appeared momenterily that the war had obliterated
not only the clid issue but the 0ld enunlities, It ies true that never again would
a Hepublican claim the title of an isolationist in the szme cense as 11d
Senator lye, but this same group, nct o unwise as to oppose the war efforsy,
began immediately to resist the efforts of the irterveuit.onists to ta'e advan—-

tage of the high tide of internstionalist sentiment to commit the party to a

post-war course of broad participation in world affairs.
II
The issue of post-war participation reised at the April meeting of the

National Coumittee became immedirtely important in the chcice of Republican
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candidates to run in the Noveamber elections, 3By July of 1942 the public
opinion polls showed that seventy percent of avowad Republican voters fevored
the United Statse joiring a league of nations after the war, and in December
that sixty=nine percent Tavored taking cteps now to set up such an organization
with our allies,<3

Whether Mr, Willkie himself wielded a corresnonding'yv greater influence
in the purty or not is questionable, but "is suprorters of the internationalist
wing felt strong enougl to attempt to influence the selection of Republican
congressional candidates in certain areas, Some of these Hepublicans were
said to- feel that the test of a2 congressman's sultability to serve in vartime
should be deternmined by his pre-war attitndes on certain issues such as neutral-
ity relexetion, selective service, and 1end—1ease.2u One may wonder wiers they
proposed to find a very large number of Republican congressmen who had voted
the "Willkie line" on there issues,

The most notable attempt to unseat an isoletionrnist Reputlican was in the
26th district of New York, whare Zenilton Fish was seeking renomination, Fish's
record had been isolationist almost tc the »oirt of being pro-Axie., Further,
ne wos the ranking Republican member on the House Foreign Affairs Committee
and would be its chalrman were the Republicens to win a majority in the House.
Both Mr, Dewey and Mr, Willkie ovenly onncsad Fish'e renominailon, but he was
both nominated and elscted, As 2 result of the 1942 elections, the Republicans
gained elght Senate seats and lost none, giving them a total of thirty-eight,

Among the new Republican Senators elected, only three found their places

in the extreme groups on foreign policy. Senatore ifoore of Oklshoma and Wrerry

23public Coinion Querterly, Vol. &, pp. 491.and 661, (Winter, 1942)

24y, ¥, Lewrence,inNev York Times, April 19, 1942, IV, p. 7
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of Yebraska joined the group of Johnson, Shipstead, Lanrer, snd Butler who
steadfustly maintained the extreme non-interventicnict position in comnstant
opposition tc the Administration's efforte tc lead the United States into ever
wider particlpetion in world politics and internstional <.ganigzation, Senator
Ferzuson of Michigan, on the other hand, nearly matched the voting recora of
his colleague, Arthur Vandenbarg, in the latter's efforts to create a biparti-
san foreign nolicy in cooperation with the Administratior, The remainder of
the Class of '42 was generally found voting somewhere in the middle of the
road, although usually favoring the isolstlonist side., This group included
Serators PBack of Delaware, Wilson of Iowa, Hawkes of New Jersey, Bushfield of
Soith Dakota, Revercomb of West Virginia, and Roberteon of Wyoming, House
Republican strength was increased by the 1942 elections from 165 to 208, a
strong come—~back even for an off-yesr ballot,

The voting patterns in the 78th Congress show a shar. revercal of those
of before the war, and for this renson are probably misleading. It is true
that Pesrl Hzarbor was probably the most important single event in the conver-
s3oa of Reoublicans from isolastionism to internationalism, but it is doubtful
that there had rezlly been & chenge of the magnitude reflected in Figures I
and II, The roll-call votes of this Congress were few in number and the
sentiment of wartime was running high., Further, seven of the Senste votes
used in the compilation corcerned high~level anmnointwmente in the State Depart-
ment on which there is normally little opvoosition, and if these are excluded
from the scale, the results are trhose shewn in Figure III, wrich nrobably glves
a more accurate picture ¢f what was going on in the Congressional party,

Turning to a closer exanination of foreigr policy issues coning up in
Congress during the wer, it is evident that there were actually very few

decisions mede in Congress on immediate problems fecing the country, Our
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foreign policy was war--all the Republicans with the exception of Jeannette
Rankin (ilontsna), an ardent pecifist, votad for our glaration of wrr negalnst
Japer, Germany, Italy, Hungery, Pulgaria., and Ramenia, There were other non-
controversizl bills peassed through Concrese to which the noliticel "coneemsnus!
extended, In additicn, thare was the recivrocal trade extension in 1943 wkich
will be considered lster,25 There were r veriety of other measures touching

foreign policy in the 78th Conzress, including extension of Lend Lease on

which the Repmblicans voted as follows:

in Favor Onrosed
Senate Eouse Senute Heuse
104 2en 38 195 0 é
19k 31 156 1 2%

A major lssue on which there was ccnsiderable debate and seversl roll-call
votes was the United Nations Relief and Rehabilitation Agency, which was largely
financed by the United States and which fistrituted zid to stricken areas in

the war zones. In addition to neny Republicans' general orm-osition to the

o

istritution of Americen funds abroad, there were chearges trat £id was being
distributed in scume sreas of eastern Inrope so zs Lo serve the erds of the
Communist moverents in ce in comnbrie
Yhen the till to authorize $1,350,000,000 for UWRNA came before the
Senate in 1944, there was 2 concerted effort 1) to reduce the amount to he
autherized, and 2) to grant the funds on the ccmdition that rome would te used
for "the promotion of any educetiuvnal, religiouns, or nolitical program in any

country in whick rehavilitation is carried on." The Republicans in the Senate

255¢e Chapter IX.
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Figure I: Republican voting on foreign policy isecnes in the House
of Revresentatives; 78th Congress; 1243-19Ul; as compared with
the record of Clongrescman Nosh M, Mason of I1l*rois.
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voted (16-8) against e proposed cut of $1,000,000,000 in the amount suthorized,
but supported (23-1) placing the sforementioned corndition on the grant.26 In
the Eouse Republican voting on roll-call votes was more fovorsble then unfavor—
able toward contirued strong support of the UNRRA program, althougl tke votes
were widely scattered between complete opposition and complete support.

III

The trends of foreign nolicy opinion in the Republican party during Vorld
War II, however, cemnot, %“c & very zrest ertent, be ascertained by the varty's
roll~call voting in Congress, Contention within thre party was largely centered
or the issue of American participation in international affairs after the end
of the war, Victories and defeats for one group or the other were measured in
terms of the vording of resolutions adopted, the views of wen chosen to certain
positions, or the nominaticn and election of candidates whose leanings were
toward "isolationism" or "intermationelism", The lines were much more fluid
than before Pearl Harbor, and, as we have scen by vosirg in Congress, neither
group could claim that its view represented Republicsen foreign pelicy., TPrior
to 1942 one could at least sey with scme certazinty that the Republican Con-
zressional party stood for ncn-intervertion.

In view of the confusion snd the impossibility of predicting on which side
of an issue a majority of Republicans would be found, it is particulariyv
interesting to note the unusual efforts which were made during this period to
form a long-range, systematic policy on issues which would fsce the country
when the war ended, Xvery party gathering felt obliged to declare itsel’l on
this issue, resolutions were introduced into Congress, and speciz) study groups

were formed and submitted reports.

26Cong. Record, Vol. 90, pp. 1826-1828. (78th Cong., 2nd Sess., Feb. 17, 1944)
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It has beon nmoted above how the main problem in writing a Natiénal
Committee Resolution in the spring of 1942 was to reach ar asgreement on 2
stetement of post=wer policy, The Declaration of policy adopted by House Re-
publicans in September of the same year contalned a paragraph on the same issue
which was meaningful only in that it showed clearly the disagreement and division
within the ranks.?’ Tris statement had bren dravn up over a period of months
by a group under the leadershiy of Representative J, William Ditter (Pennsyl-
vania), Chairman of the Republican Conzressionsl Campaign Comnittee., In this
group were Clifford R. Hope (Kensas), Albert T, Carter (California), Everett
M, Dirksen (I1linois), Richard B, Wigglesworth (lizssschusetts), and JohnlM,
Robsion (¥entucky), each of whom drew up ten wvoints which he thought ought to
be inclvded. The drafts were then pooled and submlitied to the Republican
Conference which adopted i% Ty what Minority Leader Martin called an "almost
unanimous” vote,

When the Netional Committee met in St. Louis after the election (December
3), the contest for a new Chairman to succeed Joceph W, Martin was fought out
largely on foreign policy grounds, The eerly favorite for the position was
Werner W, Schroecer, Illincis Fational Committeemon, who had the backing of

the Chilcago Tribune, but there were other contenders ineluding Frank I. Gantet,

e Rochester, Mew York, newspzper publisher and ex-congressmar. John B, Follister
cf Chio, 4 late entrant in the race was Frad Baker, acting committeeman from

Washington, who showed surwrising strencth in the firal srowdown,

27%We recognize that the United States hos an obligation end responsidbility
to work wit cther nations to bring about a world vnderstanding and cooperative
spirit which will have for its objective the continued meintenance of peace.
In so doing, we must not endanger our own irdependence, weaken our Americen way
of Jife or our system of government.," Quoted from New York Times, Sept. 23,
1942, p. 2
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Alt}ough Willkie was not present 2t the meeting, tke varty's titular

leacer wvas determired to prevent the elesction of a chairmar who was s0 clearly

chroeder. Ye was cereful not tc endorss any specific candl-
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Gate for fesr that his endorsement wonld he'lv tc solidif: hie ovwnosition, but

ag the tine for the me-tinz neared, the internsticnalists appeared to be rallying

3
to Beker.

Schroeder csme to the meetling claiming to have 55 or £0 vetes, and refusing
to listen to pleas from Martin and others that he withdraw tc aveld the fight
thiat ves alioect certain to come from the Wiliie forces under the wrodding of
Willkie's assistant, Lemoyne A, Jones., Hour sfter hour was sment in an effort
to reach a compromise, but vren the vsoiing began in the efterroon of December 3,
the Committee was split wide omen. The Tirst ballot gave Schreoeder 40 votes;
Baker L0; Herrison Spangler, Iows Committeemar, 15; Gennet 3; Mettingls

Jissouri) 1; with 4 passes, On the second moll Schroeder slitped to 22 votes,
Boker increased his vote to 43, Svansler got 15, Gannet 4, and Mattingly 1.
Thie sligit shift seemed to doom Schroeder's chances, ard Carroll Recce

of Tennessee, who had voted for him, moved for a hoall-hous recess, After

esrneet cornsultation, Schroeder snd Belrer an—cunced to tre recorvened comrittice

b))

tnat they were otk wit¥drevirg in fever of Harrlson Snangler, and asled all
their friends to suprort him, Accordingly the Ioven wes unarimously elected,

and & triumnh for Willkie was proclaimed by the Chicago Tribune, althovrgh it

changed ite mind in a later adition and ridicvled any zvch idea, Others, how-
ever, continuerd to Clailm it arn such, iaciuding Willkie wio vald,

gvould ot tosst of v;ctory."za

’) A d »
280y, Tork Times, Dec. 3, 1042, p. 1

——

m——
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oubtful, however, that on forsizn ypolicy views OSnansler was
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Willkie's ideas than use Orrooler, The new chairman

- A

& Lrd had no port Lo ile lsoloiionist-interventicnist dedbate of
1941, bat ne felt that ccme who oprosed entry inte tre war wvere activatsd by
patriotic meclives, He believed that the TUniled Stzbtes would have certain
post-war obligatiors, but he aid not “tmow Juat what they would be,

te modera bember, that wve

h.,  You o lonv@r can say
meats aroucd Anericea,

" ..We hevan't the same world
Led in bhe days of the 30-knot Ttl
thet Lhe Atiuantic snd Pecifilce Cesans ar

[

My ot 1s to Taild vp an aruy
to defest the Few Deal, ard I dou't
[

T2 ;e e o By e
vinina, or wongolin, or Husz

notery in the Unlted Staotae
trera ore auy votes in
or the Republicans

The Comumittes ilself dndged a foreign volicy debate by resffirming the
esclution of the April meeting., Cnririsly, thic reaffirmetion wos woved Ly
Senator Toft who had once calle=d the April declseretina "a great mlstaxe. 'S0

In June of 193 the new chairaman announced the apveintaent of a Post-War

Advisory Council of forty-nine members to develop "a realistic pezcetime pro-

gram for American progress."Bl In malking the announcement, Spangler issued

the following statement:!
"Although the winning of the wer is our first ccacern, the
Republican Parbty is l ntensely interecsted in the ti1snerndous prcll-me,
botl foreign and derestice, which willl face us wien victory comes,
They will arire as an aftermatlhi of the wver, acceantuated by our ten—
vear cevacle under the reactionary New Deal. They will czll for
the wisest clabtesianstip ard the best and most pstriotic efforts
of all our citigens,

291bid,, p. 26

30pccoants of the St. Louis necting arve found in T. R}, B., "The GOP Starts
to Plan,", N¥ew Republie, Dec, 21, 1942, pp. 821-823; and in the Wew York Tiwmes,
Dec, 3, 1942, u». 23; Dec, 4, 1942, p. 21; Dee. 5, 1942, p. 32; Dec, 5, 192,
p. 46; Uec, 7y 1942, p. 1; Dec. 2, 1942, p. 1; Dec. 13, 1942, Secticn IV, p. 10,

HNIvig., June 1, 1923, p, 1
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"The problems of lasting world peace mist be met courasgeously and
realistically, Ve must approach this in a spirit of friendly coopera-
tion with the other nations of the world, keeping in mind the welfore
of our conmtry, "’

Spengler cril the council was organimzed with the cooperation of the con~
crossional party's leaders, Senator MeHeary and ﬁepresentative Martin, He
stressed that the group was crosen from the "elected! revnrecentatives of the
Repudblican party, but added that all Republicane would he consnlted, inclading
Willkie, Laadoh, and Hoover, In addition to six membsrs of the National

Committee and the chairmen of the Senatsrial and Congressiounal Canpaigr Conmit-

tees (Scuator John 6. Townsend of Delavarse and Reprecentative J. Wiilliam

oL

Ditter of Pennsylvania), there were twenty~four Republican goverancrs, Five

poe

Senators, and twelve Congressional represantatives.33 Some gsort of a2 middle
course had been followed in the selection of the "forty nine®, but it was
generally felt tlat tre pre-war isolatic-ists were prcdominent, IFrom the
Senate the balance was apparently guite even. Senators sicNary ond Austin
clearly represented divergent positions while Fawites and Vandenbare (now veer-
ing sbarply toward intermationalism) could be e21d to balance easch otrar,

-

Eoase of Revresenta-

o3

Senator Taft was from the middle of tls voad, From the

tives, however, none of the few pre-war interventionists was chosen, althoug

527114,

3liembers of the Nebicnal Committee were (. B, Kelland (Arigona), H.

Leonard (Colorsdo), Mrs, B, Baur (Illinois), Nrs, P. O. Hay (Michigan), D.
Yhetstone (Montana), H. A, Smith (later an internstionalist Senalor from New
Jersey). The Governors were Warren (Cal.), Vivan (Col.), Baldwir (Conn.),
Bacon (Del,), Bottolfsen (Idsho), Greern (I11,), Tickenlooper (Icwz), Schoeppel
(Kans.), Sewall (Ke.), Sultonstall (Mass.), Kelly (Mich,), Thye (Minn.),
Donnell (Mo,), Ford (Mont.), Griswold (Neb.), Blood (W.H.), Dewey (N.Y.},
Bricker (Ohio), Snell (Ore.), Martin (Pa.), Sharpe (S.D.), Langlie (Wash,),
Goodland (Wis.)
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Frances P. Bolton (Chio) and Edith Nourse Rogers (Massachusetts) later had
internatioralist records, Others appointed from the Fouse were the Minority
Leader, Joseph W. Martin, Jr. (Massachusetts), Albsrt B, Carter (Colorado),
Averett M, Dirvzeen (Illinois), Roy C. Woodruff (HicLigan), Louls B, iller
(t'issouri), Charles Hallsck (indians), Clitford R. Hope (Kancas), dugust H.
Andresen (Minnesota), Daniel A, Reed (New York), Cerroll Z. Reace (Tennessee).

The Council divided itself into sulcommitters for the studyr of variocus
segnents of poet—-war pelicy. These were supplied with reseérch and clerical
aids, and trey were to continue thelr studies over a pericd of menths, The
Council was t0 make a report to the National Committee prior to the 1944 con-
venticn, It was believed thet perhaps the uvow group ceuld keep the smoldering
intra-party controversy over most—-wor issues from brezizing intc full flames
at or before the convention.BLL Plans were meade for a meating of the Council
o Maékinac Island in September, and before that time, as well as during that
famous conference, the ears of the country were deluged (and no doubt confused)
ty a steady stream of statements, bold and hedged, on what American post-wear
forelgn policy should be,

That extreme positions would be held by some of the Council uembers at
the Haclinac meeting was taden for granted, and the chief problem was, os
always, one of reconciliation, The job of bringing tl:is about ceemed to fall
chiefly to Senators Vandenberg and Taft,

There was a wide veriety of proposals under corsideration, Senatcrs Van-
denberg and White were ths sponsore of a resolutioca in the Senste which set
three aims ¢ "(1) the prosecution of the war to conclusive vietory; (2) the

particivation of the United States in post~war cooperation between nations

HMNew York Times, June 1, 1943, v. 1
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(sovereign) tuv prevent, by any necessary means, the recurrence of militoary
eggression, snd to establish permanent peace with justice in a free world; (3)
the precent examinstion of thece aiws, so far as consistent with the united
war effort, and thelir ultimate achlevement by due constitutional process and

. . . : o 135
with faithful recogniticn of American interests, -

Ynanwhile snother resolution had be~n introduced into the Senate by Bell
(Republican, of Minnesots), Burton (Republican, of Ohio), Hill (Demoerat, of
Alabama), znd Fatch (Democrat, of New Mexiec), and from the coincidence of
these men's names it became kmown as the EZHZ Resolution, Thece senstors,
supported by, perhaps, ecight or ten others, wanted the Sencie to go one sten
farther than thet envisioned by the Venccaberg-White resolution by endorsing
an internationsl police force:

“e..an International authority...with authority to ssttle inter-
natlonal dispntes peeccfully, and witl. power, including military

force, to suppress military aggression and to preserve the peace

of the world, "3

A group known as the Republicen Post~War Policy Ascociation, with approx-
imately 300 members and Leaded by Deneen A, Watson, 2 Chicago lawyer who hed
been Speaker of the Illinois House of Representatives, favored u strong inter-
nationalist statement, Watson sent an elever-point »rogram of the essentials
of a post-war forelgn policy which in general favored the utmost degree of
post—war collaboration among nations. The program included:

"Bstablishment of a2 Council of Nations, with the United Nations

ns a muclevs, to prevent by foree the rise of new forms of aggression

and to solve by peaceful methods world-wide problems, Irn this air-

plane-shrunken world, mcst of our great economic and social problems

are world-wide,...It is obvious that the lonse interrztional relation~

ships of the past which relied upon alliences and balance-of-powar
politics are no longer adsguate., The nlain truth of the matter is

35Chicago Tribune, Sevt. 5, 1923, p. 5

36Newsweek, Nov. 8, 1943, p. 35
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that the world is a large community of nations, approaching unity,
but without any prectlcel form of government to handle world affairs.
In the creation of such a Council of Nations, we must start slowly,
with limited powers, =znd gradually develop permanent machirery....

"Bstablishment of a World Court to adjudicate international
disputes,

"Creation of an internstional police force to restrain sggression,
such force to be composed of armed forces of members of the Council

of Neticus, and subject to call of council only when needed...."37
Willie supmrortere, of course, worked constantly for a similar end, and counted
among their numbers suech Council membters ss Senator Austin and GCovernor Paldwin
of Connecticut,

On the eve of the conference Governor Dewey surprised the Council members
by proposing an ontright continuing militsry alliance between the United Stz+as
ard Creat Britain to keep the peace after the end of the war. He sz2id Le
hoped that Russia and China might be brought into & four-way arrangement.
Immediately this plan had its backers among the Dewey men and threatened, if
Dewey pressed the point, to spoil the efforis at compromise being made by Van-
denberg and Taft, Taft lost no time in expressing his opnosition to the
Dewey vwropcsal and referred to his own stsnd agzinet a British-imerican mili-
tary alliance. Dewey, however, soon indicated thst Yo wo1ld not press for
adeption of this specific suggestion into the conference declaration,

Lastly, the oxtrese neiionalist wing of the perty was represented on the
Council by several midwesterr members led by Governor Dwight H, Green of

I1linois and supnmorted by Colonel McCormick of the Chicagc Trivune., GCreen

anncunced that he hezd not come to the conference with any text of a proposal,
bt said that eny »rogram of post—war sction wonld hsve to contain safe-cuards
Tor our sovereigntv, and thet any olans wonld have to he suhmitted to the

veterans of the war:

27%ew York Times, Sevt. 5, 1943, v. 1




"Obvicusly there muct be corcvelation hetweer the United States
and other nations and their peoples, not cnly to prevent r-currence
of wer, but to assure ecouomic and social reconstruetion, I have
deliterately chosen to use the word 'correlation'! becsuse its internal
definition means the establisrient of mutual or reciproest

] . 20
relationships.,,"3%

The foreisn wolicy committee st the conference wes commisad of Vardenle:d I

¢ Crairwen, Austin, Geverxors Green of Il1linnie sud Martin cf Pernsylvanis,

and Representatives Boltun (Chio) and Baton (Wew Jersey).”? Vandenberg ves E

the mediator end negotiator among the several views vresented, and it was

cliefly his formula which was anplied to the drafting of & resciution. At omne

point in the conference a group of the goverrors on the Council, spparently

Tearing that the "Washington cabal was too much in the saddle and that some

vat vague Ceclerction would be =zdopted, issued a staterent calling

o

partisan,

for a positive and non-partisan stand., Tmis “Gov7rerrors' revoli¥ vas led by
. X 3

Ealdwin of Connecticut and was composed largely of the New Ingland group plus
Thye of liirnescta. Beldwin proposed that tle United States spursor ¢ coneil
of rations to promote peace after the war, 2 world court t- ecicde justiciable
Glsputes between rations, and internationzl amilitary collaboraticn to eunforce
the decrees of tlrese bodies,

Following this development, Senator Vandenberg srnounced that tre Comnmittec

ong al which all Couneil nembers might

o

Fe

or. Foreign Policy wonld Yold open sess
agk guestions and present their views before & final volicy =tatement was

dvafted, To VencGenberg, however, this zpparently was only a temporsry delay
in the working out of his compromise formulz., Fis aim, 28 he had stated in

Auguast of thies same year, was to find:

38chicago Tribune, Sept 7, 1943, p. 1

39A1though Faton was not spmointed tc the original Council of Forty ¥
he is listed in several accounts as having been active ot Mackinac =nd a
memter of this counittee,
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", ..a niddle ground btetween those extremiste at one end of the
line who would cheerfully give America away and those extremists at
the other end of the line whe would attveuwpi & total isclation which
kes come to be an imposeibility, U
The very great extremes represented at this conference were illustrated

by the Green statement quoted above and a staterment by Goveruar Sewall of

viaine who sald he did not iunterpret the Mackinzc Charter to mean that this
country would refuse under any and 2ll circumstarces to give up a degree of
sovereiorty in affecting an interunstional vpeace-keeping organization.“l The
aim of the isolationists seemed to be to get a declaration against any sacrifice
of sovereignty and then to define as such a sacrifice zny agreement made with
other nations to submit to jointly-made decisions, On the cther hand, nmany
internationalists felt we bad reached the point where sovereignty in certain
areas of life must be surrendered to a2 supra-national authorityv, It seemed
entirely possible that the result of these extreme wositions would be & non-
committal statement, but Vandenberg's compromise formula wss not one of uere
verbiage such as is so often sprelied in party plaiforms to satisfy all factions,
Vandenberg's was not a compromise of words, but a middle positicr in which e
himself believed, and to wrich he wanted to commit the party:

"I an surelhe wroye] wve can frankly assert our purpose to participate
in post-war cocperation to prevent bty any necessery means the re-
currence of military aggression and to establish permanent peace with
Justice in a free world so far as this is humanly obtainable. 3Bub
I am equelly sure that this has to be paralleled by equally forth-
right reassurance to cur own American people that ve intend to be...
vigilant in the preservation of our legzitimate Amorican interests...

I do rot believe that these two objectives are incompatible in any
sense 50 long as a fule of reason' is apnlied to each.... I think

we must also emphasize the fact that we intend to maintain ocur own
sovereignty in the final analysie. This does not mean thet we would

HO0arthur H, Vendenberg, Jr., ed., The Privete Papers of Senastor Vanderbers,
P 55

Myey York Times, Sept. 8, 1943, p. 1
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decline to restrict ourselves in mutuzl cooperations which zre practical
and useful.,, W2

The word "sovereignty" wes a bone of contenticn in drazfting the resoiu*ion.
The isolationists wanted it in; the interu:sitionalists wonted it out., The
final resolution stated it this vay:

“rocponsilble participaiion by the Unitec States in nost—war coopera-
tive organization among sovereign naticns to prevent awilitary aggress;on
and to attain permanent pesce with organized Justice in a free world.

Vandenberg wanted the word "sovereign! included and later explained his

position at the time:

"We yield some elcment of total covereignty (in & literal sense)
every tiume we make ary cooperztive treaty with other nations. It has
been done countless times, and it has never occurred tc anybody that
we were violatirg a comstitutional principle (and, of course, we
veren't). It was only this opractical fsct which I have sought to
emphasige in my insistence on the literal word "sovereignty" in the
Mackinac Charter.., I thought I was doing a good Constiluticral Jjob. il

Following the endorsement of an intermetionzl organization quoted sbove,

the Charter continued:

"In mel-ing this recomuendation we gronrd our judgment uvon the
belief that both the foreign policy and the domeetic policy of every
country are relatcd to ezch other =0 closely that each member of thre
United NMations ought to consider onih &3 ir_ediate and remcte con-
sequences of every proposition with careful regerd for (1) its effect
upon the vital lntercels of the natich, and (2) its tesring upon the
forseeable international developments.

WIf there should be a conflict between the two, then tre United
Stetes of America should adhere to the policy which will preseive
ite constitutionallism a2t expressed in the Declaration of Independence,
the Constitution, itself, snd the Bill of Rights, es administered
through our Republican form of Government, Constitutionalism should
be zdhered to in determining the substance of our policies and shel
be followed in vays and means of making international commitments,"™5

L2vandenberg, p. 56

b33ew York Tiues, Sent. 7, 1943, p. 8

bhyansenvers, . 60

M5Wew York T Times, Sept. 7, 1943, p.
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The idea of an international police force was imvliedly 1f not specifically

rejected:

"In zddition to these thinge this counecil advices that peace and
seenrity ougbt to be ultimately established upen other senctiors than
forca. It recommends that we wor% toward a policy w' ich will compre~
kend other means than wrr for the determinction of inlernationsl con-
troversy; and the atizinmenl of e pesce that will prevaill by virtue
of its inherent reciprocal interests and its spiritusl foundation,
reached from time to téuf with the underctanding of the pecples of the
negotiating nations, ¥

Everyone expressed plesasure al the text of the resolution as adopted,
Governor Green was plea<ed with the prsssge which stressed constitutionaliem,

He regarded this as "an svowal of asmericaniem as Americans underctand it.

jan
o

The Chicago Tribuaz clsc rejoice

"The zreest conspiracy to steupede the Republicans into the betreyel
of their country failed utterly becsuce of the firmness of Governor
Green, At Mackinac he furrished & rallving point for the gencral, il
vnorganized comwon sense of tle members of ithe party's post-wer 2d-
visory council....

"The Ceclaration for 'resnonsible participation by the United
States in vost-wvar cooperative orgenigation among sovereign nations!
visvalized the Americea of the nationslist Americans, They c<ee the
stroncest wetion in the world, and they are conscious of the obliga-
tions to humanity that flow from that powpr..."&

Governors Baldwin aud Sewall of the ianternstionalist wicg 1Titewlise ex—

sed. setisfocthi although ("2~ sought assurances From Vendenberg that

w

pres
some of the vagsue references to "cooperative organizatiorn' really meant a
definite form cof internstional council, znd that the pladre for Yorgenized
Justice" meart in fact eome form of Vorld Uourt. Vandent cre zove these assur—
andes, Deneen Watson of tre Post-Wer Policy Aescciation.voiced his approvael,

2 s

and Senstor Lustin, vlo ctpted LMy Ye had vropomel Lo file 2 mianority revort

481pig.

b70h1camo Tritune, Sept. &, 1943, p.

“81pid., Sept. 10, 1943, p. 1
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if the group hed atlempted to "dndge the guectior, ! ehated trat "wheot ve 2id

Eqnabmr"elous, chsolutelyr marveluus., Ve have giie further tlan we could

possibly heve gone had we esrtinuved the fight, Zer ore thing, v ot rid of

3
v uk© N TR \
- (9 S S T

SAdd

[T

=t
.
et
-4
»
[N
o

that » erworked word 'ccoperaiion Wendelil
the right directicn, "ol

Thus, as with so many deciaraiicrs of poliey, the Heckinae Chavter hecame
many things bto many reople, [t was, In a sense, thre fence-ctradulios: sort of
statement, tul to Vandenuerg, whai stunded Tike = siradele wes a position., The
extreies on both sldes of tUc guesticn had “esn ~Tiainated, Iaternsticinl co—
speretion, yes; world state. ao, Cozstitntionelisws, yes; Irolail-aisn, no.
In 2ddltics Lo what the antagonists of {lLe de Loa Lo wnyr 2lenl the kad ‘tac

" L. . o e . .
charter. iv Lasg beern halled Ty reny oz e m2d™ of isolationichn or & rnoal

— - . . - ‘ .
woine in Hepublicen forelign pollcy.S‘ It seems prodbable that the

fad

urring

o

4,

corners had alresdy heen turn~C prior to Macizinac, but certeisly, dackinec

o4

sg=med to settle the guestics #e& 10 whether the Repowlicans wonld suprort Tnited
States membership in an international organization. Teyond that probably
notring wves perasnantiy decided,
Iv
Farly in Octob~r the House of Representetives voled (380-29) for the
Mlbright Resolution which was slightly more vositive, bul siill quite vcozue,
on the quession of internctional orgenigzatici:

"Resolved by twe House of Reprecantatives [he ctutome- i} resd)that
the Congress hereby expresses itself as favoring t'ie creatlion of
appropriatbte internwtlion=zl machinery witl pover olegaate to establish

end to maintain a Jrrt aud lasting peace avong uvwetlons of %he verld,

Q.. - . iy -
a’l\«eu Tork Times, Sept. 7, 1043, p, 2

5C1vid., p. 29

SiIbid., p. 24
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and as favoring participztion % the Urited 3Stables tberp through
its Constitutional processes,"D

Of the twenty-nine opposing tris resolution, twenbty-six were Repntlicans,
If this could be ta¥en to mean that 211 but twenty-six Republicane in the House

L BA " 2 . .'|_ l’b, ""l- ‘z e S Ay -. i Crzlla. i & M i }] ¥
Tavored a leazue of nationms, it wonld indeed he significent It is more likely

o

however, that it must DLe touca to mean only that all but Lwerty-six favored cur
participaticn in "appropriate international machinery, " wrich might conceivably

"aporopriate,

include those who bhought that none was
Following this, the Senate worked out a compromise rescluticn along lines
somevwhat similar tc {the Vandenberg-white resolution introduced previously. The
comproemise sugeested Dy Senator Sonnally snd besring ils name incladed two
importart features of the Republican resolution at dackinac--sovereiznby and
constitutional proéess. Atteck on the compromlise caume not only froum the iso-
intionist Republicans, but also from the BoHpz group who wanted a stronger state-
ment in favor of United States participation in a supra-nationszl authority. The
Resolution was, however, finally zdopted with miner changes by a2 vote of 85 to
5» Three of there five were Republicans--Lusnger, Johnson, zand Shipstead.
In a way this resolution was a more satisfactory statewcat. Surely it
was more specific and may to tesken to irdiente cupport of almost all Repubtllcan

Senators for an international orgenizetio: of some kind., It was the most

definite commitment yet by Reoublican leaders of all shacdeg of opinion:

", ..the Senate recognizes the necessity of there being establi h d
at the earliest practicable dabte a general international orgsuizatio
based on tke principle of the sovereign equality of all peace-1o¥ in
states, and open to membershin by all such states, large znd swmall,
for the maintenance of international peace and security,!

A final paragranh, of which Senator Reymond Willis of Indiane was the author,

52Fewsweelk, Oct, L4, 1743, op. L2=hi

53Text in Vendenterg, p. 64
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stated that any treaty made in pursuance of this resolution must be made only
"by and with the advice and comsent of the Senate of the United States, pro=-
vided btwo-thirds of the Senators present concur."5“ This was aimed at scotch-
ing any attempt on the part of the Administration to seal the country's fate by
means of an executive agreement, and further, it was designed to defeat the
efforts of some few Senators to abolish the two~thirds rule for treaty ratifi-
cation, Thers had been serious proposals to substitute consent to ratification
either by a majority of the Senate alons or of both houses, What a different
climate than that of a decade later in which the Bricker amendment was proposed
and nearly carried {

One other very important development on the Congressional scene should be
briefly mentioned here-~the formation and functioning of the so-called "Committee
of Bight." This was & group of Senators from both parties who met secretly
and informally in 1944 with the Secretary of State to aid in finding a basis
on which the Administration could speak with certainty for the United States
in talks with our allies about the shape of a post-war international organiza-
tion, In March, 1944, Hull appeared before the Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee to suggest the formation of such a group, no doubt as part of the Ad-
ministration's effort to avoid the charge made against Wilson that he failed
to consult Congress.

Senator Vandenberg consulted with Senator Taft on the advisabllity of such
a step in an electlon year, Taft put his ideas into a letter on March 29,
suggesting that if the cooperation were merely to draw a blueprint for a new
league, the question was not important., But he added that, if the proposed

committee were to confer on all matters of foreign policy, Vandenberg should

S Ibia,
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express willingness to cooperate under certain conditions, These conditions
Vandenberg accepted and set out in a letter to Connally:

"None of us would decline for an instant any effective coopera-
tion... We believe there is a serious need for greater liaison,..in
respect to foreign policy... But...the creation of this special com-
mittee should be accompanied by a clear and explicit definition of its
function and jurisdiction... If it ie to deal specifically with the
application of (the committee's) studies to our actual peace settle-
ments~-and no less an effort would seem to be of much practical ad-
vantage-~1 respectfully suggest that we should have the understanding
that we shall be fully informed at all times regarding all the facte
on which foreign policy depends,..end that the request for this co-
operation should appropristely come from the President himself.

"It would, of course, be understood that we would not attempt
or presume to speak for or to bind our minority colleagues to any
course of subsequent action... If clear and irreconcilable differences
of opinion should develop,...we would reserve the right to resign."

As a matter of fact, the President did not issue the invitation, but an agree-
ment was reached, and the first meeting took place in Hull's office on April 25,
The group consisted of Comnally, Barkley, George, and Gillette (Democrats),
LaFollette (Progressive), and Vandenberg, White, and Austin (Republicans), A
rather full account of the meetings and history of this group has been given

by Vandenberg himself, and, since this is almost the sole source of information
wlth such authority, no purpose would be served in repeating here what ig told

there.56 It is necessary only to outline this committee's role to complete
the over-all plcture,
As was emphasized by Vandenberg, there was noaofficial Republican partici-~

pation in this committee. No Senate caucus selected these three Republicane

55Vandenberg, pp. 94-95

56131&.. P. 95. See also Postwar Foreign Policy Preparation 1939-1945,
(State Dept. Pub. No. 3580, Feb, 1950) pp. 258-260 ff, Shortly after the first
steps toward forming the Senate group were made, Secretary Full also met in his
office with 24 freshmen members of the House of Representatives at their request
to outline to them steps being taken toward the formation of & postwar inter-

national organization,
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to sit with Full, The group was selected by Cornnally, epparently in consulte-
tion with Vandenberg, The Republicans chosen were obviously selected for thelr
views, which were considered to be favorable to some type of international
organization, All three were members of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee,
but 211 were Junior members. Both Senator Johnson, who was the ranking Minority
member, and Senator Capper, who was next ranking, were passed over, Vandenberg
and White were next in line of seniority, but Austin, who was included on
Connally's own initiative,57 ranked last among the Republicens, below Senators
Shipstead, Nye, and Davis, Certainly, then, these men were not representative
Republican Senators, Vandenberg still was calling himself an "insulationist,"
but it has been shown that his voting record in the 78th Congress had placed
him very close to the most extreme internationalist Republicans in the Senate.

Vandenberg was pleased with the lines along which the State Department
had been planning., He found the Department's idess very conservative and much
in line with his own thinking., His major initial point of difference with Hull
was the time for launching an international organization. Vandenberg wanted
to wait until a "just peace" had been established, while Hull wanted to go
ahead immediately,

A more serious difference of opinion developed in mid-Msy when Hull wanted
to take his plan to Churchill and Stalin with an endorsement from the Committee
of Bight, This Vandenberg felt he could not give for the reason mentioned above,
and, also, because he felt further study was needed, Finally, he did not feel
he could pretend, "even by indirection," to commit the next Republican Presi-
dent if there should be one, A long series of discussions followed, and no

written endorsement was given,

571pid., Tp. 90=107
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The committee continued to meet during the weék prior to and during the
Dumbarton Oaks Conference, which was laying the groundwork for a new inter-
national organization., The major question which remained at issue in the Com—
mittee of Eight and which vas not settled at Dumbarton Oaks was concerning the
power of the representatives to the new organization to commit the United States
to war, Vandenberg would not consent to go this far in removing the power to
declare war from the hands of congress.58

As g result of the measure of agreement that had been reached in the Com-
mittee of Bight, however, and also in the Hull=Dulles conferences of the cam~
paign period.59 the issues at Dumbarton Oaks were kept out of domestic political
wrangling. Both Vandenberg and Dulles thought this was of great advantage to
the Republican party, since it would rob the Administration of its argument

that it would "break the continuity" of the peace negotiation if Roosevelt

were to be defeated,

)

With the Mackinac Charter the Republicans felt they had seized the initia-
tive on the political scene with regard to post-war planning in foreign policy.
The party had almost, if not quite, committed itself to a new league of nations
and hoped thus to quiet fears that a Republican President elected in 1944
would repeat the debacle of 1921, Yhen Frank Walker, Chairman of the Democratic
National Committee, called on all to plan now for post-war peace,éo Vandenberg
could answer that the Democrats had not gone as far as the Republicans had at

Mackinac.61 And Republican Chairman Spangler at the Fational Committee meeting

581bid., p. 117

593ce below p. 101

60New York Times, Jan, 7, 1944, p, 9

611b1d.’ Jan, 8’ 19"““’. P. 27




in Chicago in January 1944 boasted that "the Republicans might rightly claim
that at the Mackinac Conference they had taken the leadership in formilating
a foreign policy for the nation."

"The declaration [he saic_ll had received the apnroval of Republican
members of the Senate and House, won the endorsement of lesding news-
papers, made possible the adoption of the non-partisan Connally
Resolution, and influenced the terms arranged by Secretary Hull at
the Moscow conference,

"To thie time the present Administration has not offered to
the people any such declaration., The foreign policy of the Admini-
stration hss not been declared in direct and simple terms...,"

The main source of Republican pleasure over the Mackinac Charter, however

was probably that it could be used as a basis for the 1944 platform and thus

avoid a brulsing fight Just before the campaign opened. At least this was what

many hoped. The National Committee in January approved the declaration for
itself. Satisfaction with the declaration, or at least with each person's own
interpretation of the declaration, seemed universsl. As the prospective can-
didates for the Presidential nomination, however, began to fire the opening
salvos of their campaigns, it was clear that discussion within the party on
the 1lssue of post-war foreign policy had only begun, and the strugzle for con-
trol of the party was more bitter than ever between the internationalists and
the lsolationists,

Willkie was committed to a general international organization of strong
powers and openly attacked the Dewey proposal for an Anglo-American alliance
as a sure way to divide the world in two and prepare for another war., Taft
decided to support rejuvenation of the old League but declared that the first

step should be to write an international law by which the nations would agree

to be governed, Disputes over the law would be settled by a world court, whose

621114,, Jan. 11, 1944, p. 13
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decisions would be sure to create a climate of public opinion in which the law
could be enforced., He also favored (in agreement with Winston Churchill) the
establishment of regiomnal organizations and courts. He had this to say about
the surrender of sovereignty:

"We will no lomger have a free hand, because we will have agreed

to make war under circumstances found to exist by an internationel

body in which we do not have a majority voice, I see no infringe-

ment of sovereignty in undertaking that obligation, However, I think

the obligation should be carefully defined. The types of law viola-

tion constituting agression should be clear and definite, and the

method of finding the action of any mation to be aggression should

be equally clear,”

Taft felt that the formation of the new world structure should be delayed
until the war's end, This was also the position taken by some of the more
isolationist members of the party, such as Governor Bricker of Ohio, who stated
that pending the setting up of the final international organization, the United
States, Great Britain, Russia, and China would agree to keep the world under
control.64

John Foster Dulles, not & prospective candidate for the Presidential
nomination but & close advisor of Governor Dewey, favored an internationsal
organization and was the chairman of a Commission for a Just and Durable Peacs
in the Federal Council of Churches, Dulles emphasized in a speech at Atlantic
City in February the need to create a system which could accommodete peaceful
change-—~following the theme of his pre-war book, War, Peace gng_ghggggﬁ65

"To identify peace with the perpetuation of any given status
guo is wholly unrealistic, There is no force that can be amassed

sufficient to prevent change in the world, To attempt to do so is
to attempt the impossible.“66

631bid,, Feb. 6, 1944, Sec. 8, p. 6
S 1pid., April 26, 1944, p. 15

65New York, 1939

66New York Times, Feb, 9, 1944, p. 20
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The 1544 Republican convention was now approaching. Primary elections
were being held, and one of these was particularly significant, In Wisconsin
Wendell Willkie lost heavily in his opening contest to Governor Dewey, and,
following his defeat, announced his withdrawal from the race for the nomination.
There was much discussion as to just what this meant in terms of mid-western
Republican sentiment on foreign policy. Neither Dewey nor Stassen, who ran &
good second, were of the isolationist group, dbut comparatively spesking, Dewey
was less of an internationalist in foreign policy than Willkie.

A platform had now tc be written on which any of the cendidates might
stend. Everyone agreed that the Mackinac declaration would form the basis of
discussion, but each of the leading contenders for the nomination wanted to
"improve" it by making it accord more nearly with his own views. There was
much talk of writing a foreign policy plank which would ".ift that question
above any one politicel party, 67

As has recently become customery, the preliminary Committee on Resolutions
net nearly & week prior to the opening of the convention.68 Senator Taft was
chosen its chairman, Public hearings were held at which a variety of opinions
wvere presented by private organizations, Later, Senator Warren Austin, a strong
Internationalist, was chosen chairman of the Sub-committee on Foreign Policy,
and a proposed plank, developed by Austin snd Vandenberg, was already being
circulated.

A major controversy now began to develop on the gquestion of whether the
use of force to insure international peace would be written into the platform,

Governor Bricker said he was definitely opposed to it, Governor Sewall of Maine

671&.‘1&.. June 19, 1944, P. 27

68This group, chosen by the Nat'l.Committee, gives way to the regular
committee which is formally elected by the convention itself,
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said that sny declaration which closed the door on the possibillity of policing
the peace would be meaningless, The text being circulated by Vandenberg and
Austin, while more definite than the Mackinac Charter on the point of joining
& new league, was ambiguous on this matter of an international police force.
"We shall achieve [pur]aim through orgenized cooperation and not
by joining a world state. We favor responsible participation by the
United States in a post-war cooperstive organization among sovereign
nations to prevent military aggression and to attain permasnent peace

with organized justice in a free world...

"Such organizaticn should develop effective cooperative meanys
to direct peace foreces to prevent or repel military aggression,"

The remarkable fact, of course, is that any official Republican declare-~
tion could come this near to acceptance of the idea of an internationally con-
trolled militery force. It is striking evidence of how high the tide of inter-
nationalism was running, The public opinion polls showed in this periocd that
72 percent of those who voted for Willkie in 1940 favored a police force in
connection with the union of nations, which was favored by 82 percent of them,70

The Vandenberg-Austin text was adopted unanimously by the Foreign Affairs
Sub-committee on June 24, Before this action was taken, Senator Ball of
Minnesota attempted to secure the deletion of the words "and not by Jjoining a
world state," He also wanted to substitute "free nations" for "sovereign
nations,"” TFurther, Ball would have added to the statement about "veace forces"
the following:

"The surest way to achieve maximum justice in the peace settle-
ment is to have the final decisions made by a United Nations asso-
ciation organized for that purpose and applying sgreed-upon prin-

ciples. TFalling that, we should strive for the widgft degree of
consultation among nations over peace settlements,"

691bid., June 23, 1944, p. 1

7OPublic Opipion Smarterly, Vol. 7, p. 760 (Winter, 1943)
71§§E.Yo;k Times, June 25, 1944, p, 1
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On the other side, Senator Robertson of Wyoming offered & completely new

plank which read as follows:
"We pledge United States collaboration with world nations to

prevent war, We pledge to protect the interests and resources of

the United States, We pledge to maintain our position of supremacy

on the sea, on land, and in the air, believing this to be the greatest

factor for world peace. We pledge that any peace arrived at will be

in accordance with the Constitution. We oppose an international

volice force. We oppose the international New Deal with the United

States playing the role of Santa Claus, 72

None of these proposed modifications was made, but Senator Austin did not
immediately give out the exact text of the draft, On the twenty-sixth e "Gov-
ernors' bloc," comprised of some of the same governors who had made their weight
felt a2t Mackinsc, came to the forefront once more with s demend that they be
allowed to inspect the plank.73 At a conference the night before, a sub~
commnittee made up of Governors Baldwin, Sewall, and Hickenlooper had been
appointed to make known their wishes to Senator Taft., Their aim was reported
to be a statement which would include endorsement of the use by the United
Nations of "economic sanctions backed by force," and a platform closer to the
Mackinac Resolution., The governors were shown the text and apparently were
alloved to participate in the final drafting at the level of the Resolutions
Committee. However, Chairman Taft reported that no significant changes had
been made.

Also on the twenty-sixth Wendell Willkie, who had been shown the draft,

announced in a lengthy statement that he considered the proposed resolution

ambiguous snd was thus disappointed in it, It was a strong attack and came as

72Ipid,

73W1113, Vt., Saltonstell, Mass., Edge, N.J., Martin, Pa., Bacon, Del.,
Thye, Minn., Schoeppell, Kans,, Griswold, Neb., Willis, Ky., Warren, Calif.,
Donnell, Mo., (absent Bricker and Green)
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an apparent shock to Willkie backers who had supposed Willkie could accept the
platform since Austin had so highly praised it.

"A Republican Presidenthillkie said] elected under the proposed
platform in 1944 could, with equal integrity, announce that the United
States would not enter any world organization in which the nations
agreed jointly to use their soveresign power for the suppression of
aggression,

"The net result would be no international organization., No
effective international force for the suppression of aggression., No
peaceful world., Another worl& war fought in vain, And the youth of
America once more betrayed."’

Senator Austin immediately came to the defense of the platform, He said
it was not ambiguous and that Willkie was mistaken in saying that the policy
of the resolution would result in no international orgenization: "It expressly
supports such an organigzation, It does not support an international integrated
army, Its military resources are vested in & council-with power to direct them
in the right regions, to the right places, on the right occasions."75

Others of Mr., Willkie's own sympathizers were quick to defend the plank
agalnst his attack, Senator Bsll said that, on the whole, it was a strong
commitment by the party to a strong and effective international organization.
Senator Burton said, "I think we can stand on this platform.,” Senator Taft
was more caustic when he said he would be very much surprised if the planik
adopted by the Democratic Platform Committee suited Mr. Willkie any better
than that of the Republicsns.?6

So much for Willkie's ideas., Partly on the basis of Willkie's attack on

the platform, the Chicago Tribune, although noting the Y“econcessions" to the

MYew York Times, June 27, 1944, P. 1
?5Ipid., June 27, 1944, p. 13

76114,
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internationallst wing of the party, endorsed the platform as "satisfactory.“77
At any rate, all factions now awaited the interpretations of the Presidential
candidate, Governor Thomas E. Dewey of New York, AlthouzZh Dewey had been re-
garded as an isolationist in 1940, his recent statements in favor of am out-
right Anglo-American alliance had tended to place him in the internationalist
camp, or at least to incur for him the emmity of the Chicago Trjibune and the

mid-western isolationists, He was now considered the most likely heir to

Willkie's supporters.

Dewey's acceptance speech tended to confirm him as a member of the inter-
nationalist wing, but he did not satisfy in every detail the demands of the

most extreme internationalists in the party, He said in part:

" .. We are sgreed, all of us, that America will particlpate with
other sovereign nations in a cooperative effort to prevent future
wars. Let us face up boldly to the magnitude of that task, We shall
not make secure the peace of the world by mere words,

" .. We mugt have as our representatives in this task the ablest
men and women America can produce, and the structure they join in
building must rest upon the solid rock of a united American pudlic
opinion,

" .. Recently the overwhelming majesty of that broad area of
agreement has become obvious., The Republican party can take pride
in helping to define it and broaden it, There are only a few, a very
few, who really believe that America should try to remain aloof from
the world. There are only a relatively few who believe it would be
practical for America or her allies to renounce all sovereignty and
Join a superstate.

"I certainly would not deny those two extremes the right to their
opinions; but I stand firmly with the overwhelming majority of my
fellow-citizens in that wide area of agreement., That agreement was
clearly expressed by the Republican:Mackinac declaration gnd was
adopted in the foreign policy plank of this convention."?

At a press conference Dewey made one clarifying statement to supplement
his acceptence speech when @e sa2ld he opposed the esteblishment of any inter-

national police force recruited from the forces of the United Nations which

77Chicago Tribune, June 27, 1944, p. 10
78New York Times, June 29, 1944, p, 1
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would operate under international control rather than national control, He was
also, he said, against surrendering the right of the United States to make war
on its own,

The nomination of Governor John W, Bricker for Vice-President again paired
sn isolationist with an internationalist, An interesting development of the
campaign was the nomination of Bricker as the Vice-Presidential candidate on
the ticket of the America~First party headed by the Reverend Gerald L. K. Smith,
Governor Bricker said he would accept the support of that party, but Governor
Dewey denounced it,

Dewey gave out a further statement of his foreign policy views on August
16, In it he drew attention'to the forthcoming conference at Dumbarton Oaks
which would open preliminary discussions of a permanent international organiza-
tion. He sald that the objective of a world organization was a bipartisan one
and pointed out that this aim had been repeatedly urged by the Republican
party. He then went on to say:

"I have been deeply disturbed by some of the recent reports con-
cerning the forthcoming conference., These indicate that it is planned

to subject the nations of the world, great and small, permanently to

the coercive power of the four nations holding this conference...

"The fact that we four have developed overwvhelming power as

against our enemies does not give us the right to organize the world

so that we four shall always be free to do what we please, while the

rest of the world is made subject to our cooperation. That would

be the rankest form of imperialism,..

"In the kind of permanent world organization we seek, all natione,
great and small, must be assured of their full rights., For such an

organization, military force must be the servant, not the master, "77

The following day Secretary Hull denied the allegation made by Dewey,

assured him that the United States never contemplated establishing a four-power

791v1d., Aug. 17, 1944, p. 1




military aslliance to coerce the rest of the world, and invited Dewey to come

himself or send a representative to Washington "in a non-partisan spirit" to
discuss the securiti problem with him, 80 Dewey wired Hull his acceptance,
designating John Foster Dulles as his representative, Hull and Dulles held
their first meeting on August 23 and on August 25 issued a statement which said
they had agreed that the sudbjJect of future peace should be kept out of politics,
Dewey later told Arthur Vandenberg, Jr. that the only major issue between him
and the Administration was on the use of armed force by the proposed security
organization.81 Neither party had taken a position on this gquestion, and Hull
and Dulles, therefore, agreed that the issue would not be in the campaign,
Dulles emphasized, however, that these agreements did not "preclude full publie,
non-partisan discussion of the means of attaining lasting peace."82

Thus was forelgn policy disposed of in the 1944 campaign and thus was the
notion of non-partisanship in foreign policy introduced into the political
scene. Whereas the Committee of Bight had created bipartisanship between a
few Senators and the State Department with the tacit consent of Senate Repub-
lican leaders, now the party's officially chosen presidential candidate had
endorsed the idea and set up machinery to make it operate. On the other hand,
let it also be noted that such an unorthodox idea had never been endorsed by
any official body of the party--Nationsl Committee, Convention, or caucus~—and
thus Dewey's authority to commit the party was certainly open to question,

At Louisville Dewey gave a full exposition of his foreign policy views.
He said that we must learn to make peace, as we have learned to make war, &

non-partisan matter, to be aAchieved through a united effort,

801vid,, Aug. 18, 1944, p. 1

81Vandenberg, p..112
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"Only through a non-partissn approach to the shaping of a peace
structure can America achieve unity of purpose. Only with unity of
purpese can Americe influence the rest of the world in the manner
which its real strength has entitled and equipped it. I am deeply
convinced our peace efforts can and must become a non-partisan effort.

"I'm happy to say that idea is already at work, I have made a
practical beginning with Secretary Hull in a bi-partisan cooperation
to establish an international organization for peace and security.
Both parties are working together today in this great labor so it can
80 forward year after year, decade after decade, regardless of the
party in power,

", ..Experts of both parties and members of the Senate of both
parties are now conferring and will continue to confer as the work
progresses, So long as I have anything to say about it, I shall
insist on two things, TFirst, that the American people shall be fully
informed of our efforts to achieve the peace of the world. Secondly,
these matters shall never be subjects for partisan political advantage
by any individual or party either in or out of power,"S3

Dewey then outlined his program for America in the years to follow. First,

he endorsed unconditional surrender followed by punishment of the war criminals
and the disarmament and occupation of the enemy countries by the Big Four,
Finally, he said, the long-range task was to establish a world organization

"in which all nations may share as sovereign equals, to deal with future
threats to the peace of the world from whatever source, and on a permanent

basisg, "

"Upon certain aspects of the organigation we are, I think, agreed.
There will be a general assembly comprising all peace-loving nations
of the world. In this general assembly all nations will have repre-
sentation. It's generally agreed, too, that there will be a council
small enough for almost continuous meeting and prompt action., The
major nations will participate in the council and the smaller ones
through selected representatives.

"This world orgenization should develop effective cooperative
means to prevent or repel military aggression and such means should
inelude the use of force as well as the mobilization of international
opinion, of moral pressure and of economic sanctions, however and to
whatever extent they may be devised. There should be a world court
to deal with justiciable disputes,..

83§§g_¥brk Times, Sept. 8, 1944, p., 9




h. ..There'll be for each of us, not only as nations but as indi-
viduals, the daily task of getting along with our neighbors wherever
they are,

"By this I do not mean getting along by the philosophy of the
Washington wasters, They've been proposing that America should try
to buy the goodwill of the world out of the goods and labor of the
American people, They propose to buy for themselves international
power out of our pocket books,

"To hear them talk, Uncle Sam must play the role of the kindly
but senile o0ld gentleman who seecks to buy the goocdwill of his poor
relations by giving away the dwindling remains of his youthful earn-
ings. That is no lasting way to win friends or to influence
peoples. "
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Dewey could not satisfy all the elements in his party. Many isolationists

condemned him for his intermationalist views, but it was an extreme inter-

nationalist who succeeded in embarrasing Dewey in the worst manner, Senstor

Baell sald on September 29 that he had read or listened to all of the Governor's

speeches and statements, and that to date he had not been convinced "that

Dewey's own convictions on this issue are so strong that he would fight vig-

orously for a foreign policy which will offer real hope of preventing World
War III against the inevitable opposition to such a policy."85
On October 12 Ball put three gquestions to each nominee:

"l. Will you support the earliest possible formation of the
United Nations security organization and United States! entry therein
before any final peace settlements are made either in Burope or in
Asia?

#2. Will you oppose any reservations to United States' entry
which would weaken the power of the organization to maintain peace
and stop aggression?

%3, Should the vote of ghe Unites States' representatives
commit our gquota of troops?"8

841p14,
852212,. Sept. 30, 1944, p, 1
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On October 22 Ball announced that-while Dewey had answered only the first
two of his questions satisfactorily, Roosevelt had met all three squarely, and,
therefore, would receive his support.87 What damage he did to Dewey's cause
is difficult to ascertain, but Minnesota was lost once more to Roosevelt. In
addition to Ball's defection, Dewey lost the support of the New York Times,
and Willkie's support was luke warm, at best. But Dewey went as far toward
the extreme "world-state! position as he could, In retrospect it is amazing
how far he did go., VWhether a different position on foreign policy would have
gained him the victory is doubtful,

Again the Republican party had chosen as its standard bearer a represent-
ative of the sastern and internationalist wing, Again the candidate's views
were probably more internationalist than those of the congressional party,
although in the absence of specific issues this cannot be definitely determined,
Once more defeat returned the party to a minority status where it could well
afford to hold its differences strongly. Four more years of opnosition lay

ahead.

871bid., Oct. 23, 1944, p. 1




CHAPTER IV
PLANNING THE PEACE

As a newly re-elected Democratic Administration began to plan for peace
following World War II, it felt that the Republicans could not, or at least
should not, be ignored., It was determined that it would not run the risk of
a defeat such as that sustained by Wilson in 1919-1920., To be sure, Roosevelt
had a Congressiconal majority in both Houses which Wilson did not, but he was
taking no chances, The Republicans, on the other hand, were not going to sit
back and watch Roosevelt make his own kind of peace., The basis of this atti-
tude, however, was quite different for different Republicans. Those who mis-
trusted the President almost completely were determined to stay his hgnd vhere=
ever they felt he would make unwise decisions. Among other Republicans, the
primary concern was that their party should not again be held responsible for
sabotaging the peace settlement, These two attitudes, opposition and coopera-
tion, were often mixed and confused within the ssme groups and individuals, but
as before, there was & basic divergence of opinion along these lines in the
Republican party at the end of the war, More than a divergence of opinion,
it was a struggle for influence and control in the party.

At the convening of the 79th Congress in Jamusry, 1945, the Republicens
found their strength in the Senate increased by one (from 38 to 39) but reduced
in the House from 208 to 190, Two pre-war isolationist Republicans were de-
feated~—Senator Nye of North Dakota, whose isclationism had been little tempered
by events since Pearl Harbor, and Senator Davis of Pennsylvania, who in the
78th Congress voted somewhat closer to the internationalist position than pre—
viously. New arrivals on the Republican side of the Senate were H, Alexander
Smith of New Jersey, continuing the internationalist role of his predecessor,

Warren Barbour; Wayne Morse of Oregon who was to be considerably more




internationalist than Rufus C, Holman vhom he replaced; Leverett Saltonstall,
an internationalist from Massachusette; Forrest C, Donnell of Missouri, middle-
of-the-roader; Thomas C. Hert from Connecticut, who was sppointed to fill the
seat of Senator Francis Maloney and who was somewhat of an internationalist;
Homer Capehart from Indiana, isolationist; and Bourke Hickenlooper of Iowa,
middle-of-the-roader., There seems to be 1little question, then, that the inter-
nationelist wing among Senate Republicans was somewhat strengthened as a result
of the 1944 elections,

Farthermore, the two defeated isolationists--Nye and Davis—-were members
of the Foreign Relations Committee. In replacing them, the Committee on Com-
mittees faced this problem. Styles Bridges of New Hampshire had walted eight
years for a place on this committee and was clearly entitled to one of the
vacated seats, Contending for the other seat and of equal senority were Chan
Gurney, & pre-war internationalist from South Dakota, and Alexander Wiley, &
"war-modified isolationist” from Wisconsin,l In the 78th Congress Wiley voted
considerably more isolationist than did Gurney, but in the 79th, their voting
records were very close, Wiley had apparently planned to get on the.Foreign
Relations Committee by unseating Senstor LaFollette, a Progressive from his
own state.? The Republican leadership refused to go along with the unseating
but gave Wiley the second open place on the committee roster. Hiram Johnson
of California, undaunted in his isolationism, was in 1945 still the ranking
Republican member, Following his death late in that year, Senator Capper of
Kansas succeeded to his position while Gurney came on the committee as its
most Junior Republican, Thus was internationalist Republicanism strengthened

in the Foreign Relations Committee,

loThe Foreign Relations Committee, " Fortune, May, 1945, pp. 152-156

2
Ibid,
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S1ightly more difficult to assess, but perhaps to be counted as another
gain for the internationslist wing was the succession of Wallace White to the
position of Senate Minority Lezder, formerly held by Charles McNary. There is
no doubt but that White's foreign policy record placed him among the inter-
rationalists, while McNary had never completely deserted isolationism., At the
same time it i1s to be noted that Kenneth Wherry of Nebraska, whose isolationism
exceeded McNary's, became the Agsistant Floor Leader, or party whip, replacing
the internationalist, Warren Austin, Whether any great significance can be
attached to thias shift is difficult to evaluate since many issues besides
forelign policy enter into the selection of men for these posts. Similarly
difficult to assess for foreign policy significance was the membership of the
Senate Republican Steering Committee, headed by Taft., Arthur Vandenberg was
chosen Chairman of the Republican Confersnce, a post also formerly held by
McNary.

In the case of the House, it 1s more difficult to find any pattern with
regard to foreign policy among members defeated or elected in 1944, It was &
year of general Republican loss, and among the defeated were both 1solationists
and internationalists. The position of ranking Minority member on the House
Foreign Affairs Committee passed to Charles A, Baton of New Jersey, & seventy-
seven-year-old former clergyman who was definitely an internationalist, Second
in rank was Hdith Nourse Rogers of Massechusetts, 21so an internationalist,
None of the members on this committee voted regularly with the extreme isola~-
tionists in the House on foreign policy, and at least two other members, Bolton
of Ohio and Wadsworth of New York, voted with the extreme internationalists,

In genersl it may be concluded that the Republican membership on the committee

was slightly more internationalist than the House itself., (Figures I and II)
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Representative Joseph Martin of Massachusetts retained the post of Minority
Floor Leader, but Mr. Martin's voting record was much less close to the isola-
tionist position than it had been before Pearl Harbor, Whether he was leading
or following his Congressional party to & middle ground cannot here be ascer—
tained, end this is likewlse true of Charles Halleck of Indiana who became

Chairman of the Republican Steering Committee,

I1

The question before the country was how to arrange the world to keep the
peace following the war, It was generally agreed that there would be an inter-
national organization, but many questions remained unsettled, There were fears
on the part of most Republicang, varying only in degree as between isoclationists
and internationalists, that President Roosevellt was not properly looking out
for American interests in his dealings with the Allies--particularly the
Russians,

Senator Vandenberg, who had been graduelly emerging as the foreign policy
leader of Senste Republicans, if not all Republiceans, delivered at the beginning
of the new session of Congress a "speech heard round the world." In this
speech on January 10, 1945, Vandenberg gave & lengthy and carefully prepared
analysis of the problems facing America on the international scene.’ The
speech had several important aspects., First, it proposed an Allied treaty
guaranteeing future disarmeament of the Axls Powers:

"I propose that we meet this problem conclusively and at once, !

There is no reason to wait., America has this same self-interest in

permanently, conclusively, and effectively disarming Germany and

Japan,.. It should be handled as this present war is handled, There I
should be no more need to refer any such action[use of force to keep l

the Axis disarmed] back to Congress than that Congress should expect

3Arthur H, Vandenberg, Jr, ed., The Private Papers of Senator Vandenberg,
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Figure I: Republican voting on foreign poliey issues in the House of
Representatives; 79th Congress; 1945-1946; as compared with the
record of Congressman Noah M, Mason of Illinois
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second part of it was in the nature of a public confession., It was a statement
of his personz]l viewpoini that had developed slowly but positively since Pearl

Harbor:

never in quite such unmistakable terms, He wanted America to cooperate, but
this must be done in a way consistent with our traditions of constitutional
government and must be done with our own self-interest, enlightened to be sure,

primarily In mind:

110

to pass upon battle plans today, The Commender-in~Chief should have
instant power to act and he should act, I know of no reason why a
hard-and-fast treaty between the major allies should not be signed
todey to achieve this dependable end. We need not await the deter-
minstion of our other post-war relationsghips.

This proposal was probebly not the most important aspect of the speech. A

"I hasten to make my own personal viewpoint clear, I have always
been frankly one of those who have believed in our own self-reliance.
I sti1l believe that we can never again--regardless of collaborations--
allow our national defense to deteriorate to anything like a point of
impotence, But I do not believe that any nation hereafter can
"immunize® itself by its own exclusive action. Since Pearl Harbor,
World War II has ymt the gory sclence of mass murder into a new and
sinister perspective. Our oceans have ceased to be moats which auto-
matically protect our ramparts, Flesh and blood now compete unequally
with winged steel, War has become an all-consuming Juggernaut. If
World VWar III ever unhappily arrives, it will open new laboratories
of death too horrible to contemplate, I propose to do everything
within my power to keep those laboratories closed for keeps.“5

Thus did Vandenberg reject isclationism, He had done so previously but

"I want maximum American cooperation consistent with legitimate
Americen self-interest, with constitutional process, and with collat-
eral events which warrant it, to malte the basic idea of Dumbarton
Oaks succeed. I want a new dignity and a new authority for inter-
national law. '

"I think American self-interest requires it. But, Mr, Presi-
dent, thls also requires wholehearted reciprocity. In honest candor,
I think we should tell other mnations that this glorious thing which
ve contemplate is not and cannot be one-sided, I think we must say

k1bid., p. 136
SM-' P. 135
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again that unshared idealism is a menace which we c¢ould not under-
take to underwrite in the post-war world."

"I hesitate, even now, to say these things, Mr. President, because
2 great American illusion seems to have been built up--wittingly or
otherwise~-that we in the United States dare not publicly discuss
these subjects less we contribute to intermnational dissension..., But
I frankly confess that I do not know why we must be the only silent
partner in this grand allisnce, There seems to be no fear of disunity,
no hesitation in Moscow, when Moscow wants to assert unilateral war
and peace aimg which collide with ours,

"Phere seems to be no fear of disunity, no hesitation in London,
when Mr. Churchill proceeds upon his unilateral way to make decisions
often repugnant to our ideas and our ideals. Perhaps our a2llies will
Plead that thelr actions are not unilateral; that our President,
as Bevin gald, has initialed this or that at one of the famous Big
Three conferences; that our President, ss Churchill said, has been
kept constantly 'aware of everything that has happened,' in other
words, that by our silence we have acquiesced. But that hypothesis
would only mske a bad matter worse, It would be the final indict-
ment of our silence--the final obituary for open covenants,..,”

".e. Yet it cannot be denied that our government has not spoken
out-~-to our own peop%e or to our allies--in any such specific fashion
as have the others,"

Particular attention is given to this speech here for ssveral reasons,
First of all it received wide acclaim when it was delivered as the culmination
of Vandenberg's own revolution in thinking and as an expression of the thinking
of the American people, Second, it outlined Vandenberg's main concerns on the
threshold of the post-war era; and third, it stated a position which came
nearer to being acceptable to more Republicans, both in Congress and out, than
any other put forward to that time. It was a position of highly responsible
opposition at a time when many Republican leaders were still failing either
to be responsible or else forgetting to oppose. In his efforts to lead the
party away from isolationism and to defeat the efforts of those who would have

.crippled our participation in international cooperation, Vandenberg did not

blind himself or fear to call attention to the weaknesses he saw in the

6Ibid., pp. 132-133
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Administration's handling of fofeign policy. This placed him in a very strong
position with a Republican party seeking to define its foreign policy stand and
with an Administration seeking to carry the country with it into new realms of
international activity. It became increasingly certain that both his party and
the Administration would look to him for leadership in expressing the broad
consensus of American opinion which they, for various political reasons, either
could not or would not express. Perhaps both felt they were "using" him for
their own ends, but the result was to place Vandenberg in a very enviable
position indeed.

On February 13 the State Department announced that Vandenberg, among others
mentioned below, had been named a delegate to the United Nations Conference on
International Orgénization at San Francisco starting April 25, Thus was Van-
denberg to continue his role of close cooperation with the Administration in
working out the details of the post-war settlements, Vandenberg did not immedi-
ately accept. He, along with many other Republicans, was concerned with what
was happening at Yalta where the President was then meeting with Stalin end
Churchilil,

The agreements reached at Yaltza were not all made public in this country
until 1947, but the decisions with regard to Poland were announced immediately.
The three allied leaders agreed on reorganization of the provisional (Lublin)
government which the Russians had set up in liberated Poland. The government
was to be broadened to include democratic leaders of Poles abroad (such as the
exiled leaders in London) in order to form a new National Unity government which
would be pledged to hold free elections as soon as possible, But it was also
announced that "boundaries of the new Poland were discussed, and it was agreed
that the eastern frontier should follow the Curzon line except for certain

specified digressions, It was agreed that Poland was to receive substantial
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accessions of territory in the north and west." This seemed to make it clear
that the Soviet Union would retain control of Polish territory east of the
Curzon line,

The only other announcéﬁents of the Conference results were that the Atlan-
tic Charter had been reaffirmed, that certain problems of the organization of
the United Nations had been solved, and that some of the agreements reached
wvere not to be revealed at this time. The Republican reaction was necessarily,
for the moment, restricted to discussion of these subjects, and the main points
of criticism were (1) the sacrifice of Polish territory, (2) the idea that our
Executive, éitting in secret sessions with foreign leaders, could commit the
United States to arrangements of the type made for Poland, and (3) the secrecy
which gurrounded the meetings and their results,

On the first point the major concern was among those to whom Polish-Ameri-
can support was politically important, One of these, however, was Vandenberg,
and his was an lmportant voice, No official party statements were issued at
this time on the Yalta Conference, and criticism was chiefly, =2lthough not com-
pletely, restricted to speeches in Congress, It should also be noted, however,
that Republican criticism was not universal, and that not only Senator Warren
Austin, a regular administration supporter, but former President Herbert
Hoover had kind words for the Yalta meeting, Hoover said he believed that it
comprised "a strong foundation on which to build the world, "8

Another Yalta agreement was made lnown to Vandenberg as he entered into
preparation for the San Francisco Conference., That was the plan that the

U.S.S5.R. and the United States would each have three votes in the new League

7.1.}2&1.': Pe 147
BNew York Times, February 13, 1945, p. 1
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assembly. It became increasingly clear that Roosevselt had made a firm commit-
ment in this regard and that the delegates to San Francisco had 1little choice
except as to whether the United States would insist upon her three. Vandenberg
was extremely upset about this, because he felt it was another concession to the
Soviet.?

Several Republicans were to play a part in the San Francisco Conference,
In addition to Vandenbergs Representative Charles A, Eaton of New Jersey, ranking
Minority member of the House Committee on Foreign Affairs, was appointed as &
delegate, Harold Stassen, former Governor of Minnesota, was also appointed, and
among the official advisers to the delegation were Charles P. Taft, brother of
the Senator, and John Foster Dulles, whom Vandenberg thought the most valuable
man in the entire group. |

The Senate Republican Steering Committee decided that Vandenberg would not
go to San Francisco as a representative of the Senate GOP.' Vandenberg was re—
ported to have agreed with thig policy and felt it was pfoper for him tc go
only as an individnal,l0

Vandenberg continued before and during the Conference to press for the
idea of getting the word "justice! into thei Charter, At his insistence the
American delegation agreed to propose giving the Assembly Jurisdiction over
measures to establish Justice; foster observance of human rights and fundamen-
tél freedoms; encourage the development of rules of international law; and

reconmmend measures for the peaceful adjustment of situations likely to violate

the principles of the TUnited Nations as declared by them on January 1, 1942,"11

9Vandenberg, PP. 159-162

10Ney York Times, Feb, 19, 1945, p. 23

1lVvandenberg, p. 163
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One of the few times that any domestic political considerstions entered
into the San Francisco discussions was on June 4 while a solution of the dead-
lock over the veto power was still being sought, Stassen, Dulles, and Vanden—
berg met and agreed that this guestion involved a fundamental issue in the Ad-
ministration 's foreign policy and that the Republicans had no right to dictate
this for President Truman, They felt the whole thing ought to be put up to him
for decision, and that they would reserve their right to speak for themselves
as Republicans if the policy proved unsatisfactory. They also agreed, however,
that they could not go along if there were to be any surrender on this_point.lz

In the meantime Congress was pass;ng on another international agreement
which some of the Republicans had a hand in making, Three Republican members
of Congress had been part of the United States delegation to the Bfetton Woods
Conference on post-war international economic policy. Senator Charles Tobey
of New Hmmpshire, Representative Jesse P. Wolcott of Michigen, and Representa-
tive Chauncey W. Reed of Illinois were among those who created at Bretton Woods
the World Bank and the International Monetary Fund, Tobey and Wolcott were
ranking members of the Senate and House Banking Committees, respectively, and
Reed held a corresponding position on the House Coinage Committee,

The decisions of the Conference were submitted to Congress as an executive
agreement. A bi11 (H,R. 2211) was introduced (1) to authorize United States
membership in the Fund and the Bank, (2) to authorize the President to appoint
our governors and representatives, and (3) to authorize the United States' sub-
scription of funds, Hearings were held by the House Banking and Currency
Committee in March, April, and early May. In spite of the fact that Republi-
cans had helped in the drafting of the agreement, their support was by no means

assured. Representative Wolcott worked out several changes in the bill to gain

lszido. Pe 203
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wider support in his party énd cantioned against haste in House action, When
the Committee voted to report, Republicans Smith of Ohio, Sumner of Illinois,
and Buffett of Nebraska were opposed. These three representatives also led
what opposition there was on the floor of the House. They were mainly opposed
to the International Monetary Fund which was to make short term loans for re-
habilitation. An amendment proposed by Jesse Sumner, Illinois Republican, would
have stopped authorization of the Fund, but it was defeated on a division vote
(120~18), Following that, Representative Sumner moved to recommit the bill
with instructions to drop the Fund. This was defeated on 2 roll call (326-29),
with the Republicans opposed to recommittal (122-29). The bill was passed by
the House (345-18) on June 7, the Republican vote being 138 to 18 in favor of
passage, 13

The Senate Banking and Currency Committee reported the bill favorably on
July 6 by a vote of 14 to 4 with the Republicans divided evenly, four in favor
and four opposed., The latter group--Senators Taft, Butler, Millikin, and
Thomas~-filed a Minority report which gave their reasons for voting as they did.
They folt that (1) it was & great expenditure with negligible benefit to the
United States, (2) the United States would have only 27-35 percent of the
voting power while providing a much larger share of the money, (3) it would
create 111 will and lead to depression, (4) neither of the proposed plans would
handle the present emergency, and (8) the system would set up managed currencies
throughout the world,l*

Senator Taft led the opposition on the Senate floor, first by attempting
to postpone the bill until after the Conference on the United Nations Social

and Economic Council had been held or until after November 15, 1945, This

13Qgggb Record, Vol., 91, p. 5731 (79th Cong., 1lst Sess., June 7, 1945)
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proposal was rejected (52-31) with the Republicans supporting it (28 to 8).13
The Committee amendments to the bill were accepted, but all others were defeated,
including (1) an amendment providing that no currency could be bought by one
country of another from the Fund until 2ll currency restrictions were removed,
and (2) a proposal by Ball to suspend membership in the Fund for any country
still having currency restrictions after three years. The first of these was
rejected (53=-23), but supported by the Republicans (21-12); the second was
defeated (46-29), while the Republicens favored it (25-7), The Senate pasced
the bill (61-16), with Bepublicans voting favorably (19 -to 14).16

It can be seen that the Republicans were not completely satisfied with
this venture into international economic planning, The House Republicans were
quite favorasble after certain changes had been made in the bill, but the GOP
Senators were badly divided,

It was a different story with the United Nations Charter presented to the
Senate by Vandenberg and Connally, both delegates to San Francisco. On this
issue the Republicans had learned a2 lesson, They would not bear mgein the
stigma that had attached to their opvosition to the League of Nations., The
Foreign Relations Committee held hearings for just one day before reporting
the Charter favorably on June 9 (21 to 1), Hiram Johnson dissenting. The
debate was held on June 23 with only a few timid qguestions being raised about
our obligetions under the Charter. Eighty-nine Senators voted to consent to
ratification, while only two, Langer end Shipstead, voted "nay." Hiram
Johnson was unable to attend the session but was announced against the

resolution.17

15Cong. Record, Vol. 91, p. 7680. (79th Cong., lst Sess,, July 18, 1945)
161bid., po. 77797780
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This "declaration of peace! was nearly aé unanimous as the war resolutions had
been four and one~half years before,

Considerably less unity was displayed when Congress came to consider the
United Nations Implementation Bill, This was a measure to define certain
powers of the President granted by ratification of the Charter and to provide
for the appointment of United States representatives to the United Nations. In
splte of pleas for unlty by Vandenberg and Connally, controversy arose on the
floor of the Senate where some of the isolationists objected to the broad powers
to be given to the Chief Executive. Senator Donnell spoke all omne day in
opposition and offered an amendment to require a two-thirds Senate vote or all
military agreemente between the United States and the United Nations. This
was rejected (57-14), with the Republicans voting (15-13) against the
e.mendmen‘b.l8

A Democratic isolationist, Burton K., Wheeler (Montana). proposed to amend
the bill to require Congressional consent in each case where United States
troops were to be used, Rejection of this proposal was by a vote of 65 to 9,
the Republicans concurring in the rejection (21-7).19 Taft offered an amend-
ment to instruct the United States delegation to refuse to vote in any dispute
unless the decision reached by the Security Council was in accord with "inter-
nationsl Justice as well as international peace end security." This, too, was
rejected by the Senate (40-18), but supported by the Republicans (17-6).40

Other proposed amendments, all of which were rejected, were (1) a proposal
by Millikin to eliminate diplomatic status for Security Council representatives,

(Republicans: 13 "yea," 10 "nay"); (2) another Millikin amendment which would

181p1d., p. 11303 (Dec. 3, 1945)
191bid., p. 11405 (Dec. &, 1945)
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have required Senate approval for all appointments tc the United Nations, (Re-
publicens: 18 "yea," 4 'nay"); (3) another amendment by Taft which would "urge"
the Security Council to take immediate action to limit armaments and prohibit
weapons such as the atomic bomb and poison ges (Republicans: 12 Uyea," 15
Ynay")., In spite of thelr support of some of these limiting amendments, the
Republicans voted (23-6) for passage of the bill which cleared the Senate (65-7)
on December 4, 1945,21

The bill was reported to the House on December 12 with three amendments:
(1) members of Congress who serve as delegates would receive no pay nor require
Senate confirmation; (2) substitute representatives to the Feonomic and Social
Council or to the Trusteeship Council might be designated without consent of
the Senate; (3) confirmetion would be required for representatives to certain
special agencies which had been exempted by the Senate version, On the floor
the Comrittee amendments were accepted, and full bipartisan support was given
the bill, It wes passed by a vote of 344 to 15 with the Republicans concurring
(150-14).%2

Here again we have the pattern repented which was observed in the voting
on the Bretton Woods agreement, House Republicans lired up comnsistently with
the Administration, while in the Senate the GOP was divided. A majority of
Senate Republicans supported the Administretion on the final vote, but on seve
eral of the limiting amendments a majority of them opposed the bipartisan
position, The striking feature about this voting pattern is that it represents
an almost exact reversal of the situation immediately preceding Pearl Harbor

when House Republicans were almost unanimously opposed to the Administration,

2lipid,, p. 11409
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and only a minority of.the Senate GOP voted to support the Administration,

The same pattern was repeated on the bill to extend the Lend-Lease Act for
enother year from July 1. Unanimity in the House Foreign Affairs Committee was
achieved when the Administration accepted a Minority condition that nothing in
the act could be "construed to authorize the President to enter or carry out
any contract or agreement with a foreign government for post-war relief, post-
war rehabilitation, or post-war construction.”z3

On the floor of the House an amendment ty Representative Robert F. Rich,
Pennsylvania Republicen, which would have required Congressional approval of
all lend~lease settlements was rejected on the plea by Representative James W,
Wadsworth, New York Republican, that it would be impossible as & practical
matter f&r Congress to undertake this, Aside from this, there was virtuelly
no direct opposition in the debate and the bill was passed (354~28), with the
Republicans supporting it (140-27), 2%

The Senate Foreign Relations Committee retained the House compromise and
reported the bill with the following modification: UExcept that a contract or
agreement,..in which the United States undertakes to furnish to a foreign govern-—
ment defense articles...and which provides for the disposition on terms of sale
prescribed by the President...after the President determines they are no longer
necessary for use by such government in promoting the defense of the United
States, shall not be deemed to be for post-war relief, reconstruction, or re-
habilitation."25 Paft proposed an amendment to delete this modification on the

grounde that it would nullify the original compromise, This amendment was

ZBijd,, pe 2124 (March 13, 1945)
H1vid., p. 2152
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defeated (39-39), but the Republicens supported Taft (34-2).26 The Republicans
also supported (19-13) an amendment offered by William Langer to prevent sending
any farm equipment abroad, but this vas defeated (47-28),27

In addition to these measures, the Republicans strongly supported our ad-
herence to the Food and Agriculture Organization, the extension of UNRRA, and
the authorizations for this activity,

I1I

In December, 1945, after a series of meetings, the Republicans in both
houses agreed on a policy statement to be presented to the National Committee
as a tentative program on which to conduct the 1946 Congressional campaign,
Members of the two houses caucused separately to pass Judgment on the program
and then appointed a "conference committee" of three Senators and four Represent-
atives to work out 'minor changes" in the phraseology of the two drafte,28 on
this "conference committee" were Taft, Vandenberg, and Millikin from the Senate,
with Martin, Halleck, Brown, and Wigglesworth. Following a meeting of this
group, Halleck gave out the conference statement:

"Republican members of Congress, supplementing the 1944 Repub-
lican platform, present this statement of our aims and purposes...

"In foreign affairs we shall continue to strive to avoid par-
tisanship., But we shall also seek to avoid secrecy, inefficiency,
and drif¢,

"To this purpose we dedicste the following statement:

"We support the United Nations Organization for international
peace, We look with particular hope to the General Assembly as the
'town meeting of the world,' wherein the organized conscience of
mankind shall find effective expression in behalf of peace with justice,

2660ng. Record, Vol. 91, p. 3247. (79th Cong., lst Sess., April 10, 1945)
271bid., p. 3255

28§2E,Yo;k Times, Dec. 6, 1945, p. 18
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"We support the indispensable inter-American system ss & regional
part of the international organizstion,

"We will engage in essential internationel relief as a humeni-
tarian obligation and to prevent chaos through misery., We demand
sound management and protection sgainst exploitation in this connection,
We will assist other nations to rehabilitate themselves under arrange-
mente consistent with intelligent American self-interest and over-all
limitations that shall not jeopardize our own economic recovery and
stability,

"We believe in fulfilling to the greatest possible degree our
war pledges to small nations that they shall have the right to choose
the form of government under which they shell live and that sovereign
rights and self-government shall be restored to those who have been
foreibly deprived of them, We deplore any desertion of these prin-
ciples.

"We will seek to find common policies with the other great powers,
but we reject great-power domination of the world and the thesis that
world peace requires us to endorse alien doctrines or abandon efforts
to seek justice for the weaker peoples of the world.

"We advocate ultimate international agrecments to stebilize mili-
tary establishments, We demand open diplomacy, at home and abroad,
and free communication throughout the world,

"We consider that the maintenance of a strong, solvent, free
America 1s the basis of our greatest contribution to world order.”29

Three days later the National Committee, meeting in Chicago, unanimously
adopted this declaration, As a compromise with those from the middle snd far
vwest who were less ready to support such en internationalist program, the Com—
mittee authorized its Chairman, Herbert Brownell, to appoint a sub-committee
to receive suggestions from party members throughout the country to supplement
this statement,30

The significance of this highly importsnt policy statement lies not only
in 1te words, It is the only time in the period under study with the exception
of 1950, that the Republicans in both Houses adopted a Joint statement, and

that the Congressionsal party and National Committee endorsed a single declaration,

291bi4d,
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Vhile unanimity was achieved in the National Committee, it is doubtful that
this was the case in the Congressional caucuses, although the opposition could
not have been very strong,

The resolution itself not only csme nearer to expressing a unified Repub~-
lican policy than is usually achieved; it was more meaningful in terms of
current issues than most such statements, This resolution gave the first
official party endorsement of bipartisanship. It was not an endorsment of any
of the particular mechanisms by which bipartisanship was being achieved, nor of
the Republicans who were achieving it, but it did pledge the party to "avoid
partisanship,® WNeither the.Congressional party nor the National Committee can
take the place of the Convention as a formal policy-making body, but when the
only place the party can act on national policy is in Congress, certainly the
Congressional group must be given a strong voice in determining party stands.
In Jenuary, 1945, Hational Committee Chairmsn Herbert Brownell had said, in
announcing that the National Committee would not at that time make a policy
statement, that Congressional Republicans would shape Republican policy.31
Now the National Committee was confirming that position by adopting, verbatim,
the Congressional declaration.

What were the major pointe of this important pronouncement?

e

1. The United Nations organization was unqualifiedly endorsed.

2, Special importance wes attached to the General Assembly, and great-

power domination of the world was rejected,
3. International relief and rehabilitation were endorsed with certain
caution as to their administration.

4o A veiled criticism of Russian policies, and American accession to those

3NIbid., Jan. 22, 1945, p. 1




policies, toward tﬁe small nations of Bastern Burope, A reference to the
Polish settlement at Yalta was no doubt intended.

5. International arms control was advocated.

6. A further criticism of the Yalta Conference was made in the "demand"
for open diplomacy at home and abroad.

This comparatively uncritical statement stands in rather sharp contrast
to the one adopted by the Committee four months later, The Committee met omn
April 2, 1946, in Washington for the purpose of electing a new chairman to lead
the party into the 1946 Congressional elections, Herbert Brownell, Governor
Dewey's selection for Chairman in 1944, was replaced by Representative Carroll
B. Reece of Tennessee. Brownell had inevitably been associated with Dewey's
internationalist views, while Reece was a pre-war isgolationist whose selection
as National Chairman was considered a victory for Taft and Bricker., Harold
Stassen indicated his displeasure at the selection but accepted it after
saying that the issue of isolationism versus internationalism was not likely
to recur while Reece was Chairman,

The resolution endorsed by the Committee the same day was & definite change
from the sweet tones of the December statement., It deplored the "incoherence
end inefficiency of Administration hendling of foreign affairs.," It noted &
"growing tendency by the Administration to pay lip service only to the United
Nations and the inter-American organization" while pursuing its own purposes
"without consulting with other states."

It further demanded:

"That the State Department be so reorganized that it may possess
cohesion and unity of purpose that only those persons who believe in

the American way of life and are loyal to the American government shall

be employed in the Department,

"That the President and the State Department demonstrate their
trust in the UNO and in our own hemisphere orgsnization and consult




with other states before acting in matters of interest to a number of
states,

"That only Americans known for their devetion to our form of gov-
ernment be appointed to the various posts of representation in the UNO,
and that they be given time and facility for study and the preparation
of their positions, Let the United States act in the council of the
UNO in a manner commensurate with our world position and prestige and
give thereby direction, constructive purpose, and vitality to the UNO,
"That our Administration leadership demonstrate through UNO in
behalf of such nations as Poland the same zeal which is now so evident
with respect to oil-rich Iran."32
Two points of this resolution ere noteworthy, A much more critical note
is set then four months esarlier, but, interestingly emough, the major point of
criticism is of too little conmsultation with foreign powers, too much unilater-
alism, snd lack of the use of the United Nations, Is this to be regarded as a
tongue~-in~cheek type statement, or had the extreme internationalists in the
party called the tune? The second significant aspect is the first official
party questioning of the loyalty of Stéte Department employees, This attack
was 1o expand to be the overriding issue in domestic politics in the early
f‘.ft ieBo

Almost simultaneously with the Committee meeting, Harold Stassen proposed
and organized the Republican Open Forums, These meetings, held in most states
and many communities, discussed public issues of the day and were "polled" on
their opinions by the National Advisory group headed by Stassen, As a program
of national significance the idea quickly faded, but the first "poll" indicated
that three-fourths of those participating viewed the United Nations as the

proper agency for discussion of all matters concerning Soviet Russia and felt

the United States must stronkly back United Nations' decisions,33

321vi4,, April 1, 1945, p. 1

331bia,, May 8, 1946, é; 6




126
Iv

In the meantime the Administration was continuing to submit for Congression-
al approval its plans for American participation in post-war international or-
ganizations, Representative Chester E. Morrow, (Republican, of New Hampshirs)
who had served as a delegate to the preparatory meetings on the formation of
the United Nations Bducational, Secilentific, and Cultural Organization, was
chosen to present the bill for apvnroval of that organization to the House.
Committee hearings revealed almost complete unanimity as to our mdherence, and
the committee report was unanimous., OCertain minor amendments were zdopted on
the floor. An amendment proposed by Representative Wadsworth of New York and
adopted by the House limited our delegation to five, while another proposed by
L., H. Smith of Wisconsin required Senste confirmation of the delegates, The
House approved the bill on a roll call vote (264-41), The Republicans supported
passage (106-37).34 The Senate passed & slightly altered version of the bill
which was accepted by the House by a voice vote on July 4.

Following this action the Senate took up the matter of our acceptance of
compulsory Jurisdibtion of the World Court as embodied in Article 36 of the
Statute of the Court. The chief controversy arose over whether or not the
Court could decide whether an issue brought before it was or was not a domestic
one, Domestic issues were to be beyond the jurisdiction of the Court., Senator
Connally offered an amendment to specify that the United States would decide,

It was sdopted (51-12), with the Republicans supporting it (19-2).35 Senator
Millikin proposed an amendment which would have gone one step further to ex-

clude cases from the Court where the United States had not agreed to the

3409ng. Record, Vol. 92, pp. 5530-5531 (79th Cong., 2nd Sess., May 23, 1946)




[ 127

applicable International Law. This was defeated (49-11), and the Republicans
opposed Millikin (15-6).36 The Senate accepted for the United States the
Court's compulsory jurisdiction by a vote of 68 to 12, the Republicans concurring
(19-2).37 Thus what three Republican Presidente and Roosevelt had failed to
bring to pass was accomplished in a few days with virtually no opposition,

The major foreign policy issue to come before Congress in 1946, however,
was on the British Loan agreement., With Great Britain in dire financial con-

dition, the Administration proposed to lend her $3.75 billion, plus $650 »

million in settlement of Lend-Lease, The bill was introduced on January 3 and
sent to the Senate Banking and Currency Committee where hearings were held
from March 5 to March 20, The witnesses appearing were preponderantly favorable,
with some opposition, however, from certain pre-war isolationist groups. The
b1l1ll was favorably reported on April 10,

The debate was long,and there were numerous Republican attempts to defeat
or cripple the bill, It was obviously a measure to which bipartisanship did
not extend., This is not to say that many Republicans did not support the loan,
but the party in Congress was badly split with a majority in both Houses
opposed to it, Because it was an issue not covered by any sort of bipartisan
arrangement, the voting patterns were probably more revealing of the status
of the foreign policy divislion in the party then was the voting on any of the
measures (chiefly concerning international organization) where Republicans
played a2 role in the planning end pre-legislative stages.

There were eleven roll call votes in the Senate. A review of the proposed

amendments and the degree of Republican support will give some idea of the views

361pid., p. 10705
371pid., p. 10706




and tactics of'the bill's opponents. Following some opening skirmishing,
Senator McFarlend (Democrat, of Arizona) offered an amendment proposing that in
return for the loan to Britain, we get permanent possession of the British
bases we had been operating, This was defeated, (45-40), but was supported by
the Republicans (20-17).38 Taft next came forward with & proposal which was
gimilar to the one he had offered during the pre-war Lend-Lease debate., He
proposed to give (not loan) Britain $1,250 million., This went down (50-16),
with only six Republicans supporting 1%,37 Capehart proposed & loan of $1.5
billion, available only to offset the unfavorable British trade balance with
the United States from 1946-1950, He was defeated (55-25); and the Republicans
opposed his smendment (21-16),40

Senator Knowland next offered an amendment under which the United States
would loan the money only when production exceeded consumption in the United
States and Federal income exceeded expenditures, This was defeated (59-19),
and Republicans opposed it (19--15).""l Aiken wanted to delay the loan until
Bnglend could show the end of blocked sterling, but he was defeated on this
(54-19), end opposed by his GOP colleagues (19-15).%2 The Republicans, however,
supported (21-15) an amendment offered by Senator Ellender of Mississippi and
Johnston of South Carolina which would have required that 90 percent of the

money loaned be spent in the United States., This was defeated (52—--20).1‘":3
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A more polarized voting pattern than that of the Senate Republicans on this
issue can hardly be imagined. On the voting as & whole the greater strength
appears to have been with the internationalists, but on the final vote, eighteen
Republicens voted against passage and only seventeen in favor,

The House Banking and Currency Committee reported the bill favorably on
June 13 by & vote of 20 toc 5, In the committee hearings strong opposition had
been voiced by Mr. Jesse Jones and by the elder statesman, Bernard Beruch, On
the floor there were many amendments, following the same line as in the Senate,
and an unusual number of speeches on both sides, On the final day of debate
Bverett Dirksen of Illinois offered a motion to recommit the bill with instruc-
tiong to the Committee to prepare an amendment requiring security from Great
Britain for the loan. This was defeated (219-154), but the Republicans voted
in favor of recommittal (124~58), Following this, the bill was passed (219~
155), with the Republicans opposed (122-61),*%

The general picture of Republican voting as seen in Figure I (above) and
Figure III probably ought to be compared with that of the 77th Congress (1941~
1942) rather than that in the 78th Congress (1943-1944)., In the latter years,
as indicated earlier, the war spirit combined with the lack of basic forelgn
policy lssues probably gives a false picture of Republican Congressional atti-
tudes., The pattern for 1945-1946, the first post-war years, shows a marked
incresse 1n the strength of the internationalist group when compared with pre-
war voting, As seen above, the Republicans supported quite strongly the par-
ticipation of the United States in internstional organization--a mark, no doubt,
of the idealism which had seized the country on this issue. The negative
attitude on the British loan, however, indicates that Republicans thought inter-

netional organigation alone ought to keep the peace, and that there was little

441b1d., p. 8956 (July 13, 1946)




130 l

necessity to play politics outside the United Nations, especially where it
wvould involve the expenditure of billions of dollars, There was no clear sign
in 1945-1946 that the GOP might not be content with a very minimum participation
by the United States in world affalirs, support for the United Nations notwith-
sfanding.

The Republicen victory at the polls in 1946 gave the Republicans control
of Congress for the first time in sixteen years and created that rare situation,
vossible only in American government,--a legislature and executive of different
varties, The Senate in January 1947 had 51 Republicans and 45 Democrats; the

House, 245 Republicans and 188 Democrats,
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CHAPTER V
FOREIGN POLICY IN THE EIGHTIETH CONGRESS

No Republican semator was defeated in the 1946 elections, and thirteen
new party members were elected to give the GOP a majority of fifty-one to
forty-five.l The Republican "Class of '46" has been the subject of seversal
derogatory characterizations, particularly as an isolationlst group, but no
one label is adequate or fair for these widely-varying newcomers, On foreign
policy issues in the 80th Congress Senators Jenner, Kem, Dworshak, Malone, and
Williams did, to be sure, vote guite consistently with such isolationists as
Butler and Wherry. This certainly gave added strength‘to that wing of the
party which stood outside and opposed to the "bipartisan camp, and to this ex-
tent 1946 was a contrast to 1944 when the elections had so strongly bolstered
the Internationalists. Near the middle-of-the-road position were Senators
Ecton, Bricker, Cain, Watkins, and McCarthy, while Senators Ives, Martin, and
John Sherman Cooper were generally sympathetic with the Adwinistrstion and Re-
publican leaders of the ' bipartisan foreign policy. (Figure I)

There were no changes in party leadership in the Senate as the Republicans
passed from the Minority to the Majority position, Wallace White became the
Majority Leader; Kenneth Wherry, the whip; Fugene Millikin retained the Chair—
manship of the Republican Conference; and Taft, the Chairmanship of the Repub-

lican Policy Committee. The dominant Republican, however, in terms of foreigm

l1in Indiena Jenner was nominated by the Republicans in place of Senator
Willis; in Wisconsin MeCarthy defeated Senator LaFollette for the GOP nominaticn;
in Kentucky Cooper replaced Republican Senator Stanfill; the following Democrats
were replaced by Republicans: Briggs by Kem in Missouri, Gossett by Dworshak in
Ideho, Carville by Melone in Neveda, Tunnell by Williams in Deleware, Wheeler
by Ecton in Montane, Fuffman by Bricker in Ohio, Mitchell by Cain in Washington,
Murdock by Watkins in Utah, Mead by Ives in New York, Guffey by Martin in
Pennsylvania
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policy was Arthur Vandenberg., Although Arthur Capper had been the ranking Re-
| publican member of the Foreign Relstions Committee, he chose to assume the
Chairmanship of the Committee on Agriculture and leave the chalr of the former

committee to Vandenberg, Vandenberg alsc was elected President pro tempore of

the Senate, and the combined prestige and influence of fhe two positions gave
his opinions great weilght and served well to enable him to guide " Dbipartisan
foreign policy legislation through the upper house., It would appear that the
informal division of power between Taft and Vandenberg, the latter following
the former's lead in domestic policy, and vice versa, must have rendered White's
leadership more nominal than real,

The remaining members of the Committee on Foreign Relations were White
(Mainé); Wiley (Wisconsin), Smith (New Jersey), Hickenlooper (Iowa), and Lodge
(Massachusetts). There was not an isclationist in the group, although Senator

Wiley offered somewhat less support for the " bipertisan program than the others,

Henry Cabot Lodge, Jr., who had ooposed United States intervention prior to
Worid Var 11, returned after serving military duty as an ardent advocate of a
policy of American leadership in world affairs.

Regording the relative strength of the isolationist versus the inter-
nationalist wing of the party in the 80th Congress, an analysis shows that
thirty-two Senators voted with the extreme internetionalists on at least one-
half of the roll-call votes, while only seventeen voted with them on less than
one-half the votes, This is to be compared with comparsble figures of fourteen
as against twenty-two in the 78th Congress., Allowing for all the inaccuracies
of such a rough comparison, this would seem, nevertheless, to be a strong

indication that the internationalists were in a more powerful position with

ZArthur H, Vandenberg, Jr., ed., The Private Papers of Arthur Vandenberg,
pp. 318-319 :
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respect to their Senate colleagues than at any time since World War I, (Fig-
ure I)

In the House of Representatives, where the Republicans held a majority of
4L to 191, Joseph W, Martin of Massachusetts was elected Speaker, and Charles
W, Halleck of Indians was chosen as Majority Floor Leader., The latter was
elected unanimously after Clarence J. Brown (Ohio), Thomas A, Jenkins (Ohio),
and Bverett M, Dirksen (I1linois) withdrew, and after Halleck had been indorsed
for the position by Governor Dewey.3 Charles A. Eaton (New Jersey) became
Chairman of the House Committee on Foreign Affairs, which had thirteen other
Republicans on its roster. Analysis of the voting records of these Congressmen
shows that the commitiee was quite heavily weighted with internationalists who
tended to support the bipartisan foreign policy, although there is no evidence
that any influence other than the operation of seniority achieved this result,
(Figure III) Considering the House as a whole the percentaze of Republican
Congressmen voting with the extreme internationalists increased from 30 percent
in the 79th Congress to 55 percent in the 80th, (Figure II)

The Republicans had not been elected to Congress on any particular kind of
» foreign policy progrem, Aside from the National Committee resolution of
April, 1946, there was no platform, but it was repeatedly stated by individual
candidates and by the Republican leadership that the bipartissn foreign policy
would be supported. It can, in fact, be argued that the Republicans would not
have won if they had failed to convince the country that they would not desert ]
that policy. Vandenberg was the commanding figure in this respect, but Taft,

too, had voiced the opinion that foreign policy would not be an issue in the

Bft is not clear whether Dewey's endorsement had any resl effect on this
selection, If so, it would be an unusual instance of successful interventien
in Congressional affairs by a titular party leader.
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Figure I3 Republican voting on foreign policy issues in the Senate; '

80th Congress; 1947-1948; as compared with the record of Senator
William Langer of North Dakota
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campaign, and in a post-election statement had given support to  bBipertissn-
ship.4

There was criticism, of course, in various quarters and on various issues,
The Yalta declsions and the management of the State Department were subjects of
attack together with a general grumbling about appeasement of Russia, There
wags some criticism of our United Nations policy, but practically no criticism
of the United Nations itself nor suggestion of the possible dangers of full
American participation. As has been shown above, the Republicans in general
cooperated in, and approved of, the post-war settlements; thet is, the peace
treaties and the setting up of international organizations. This phase of our
foreign policy, however, was coming to a close as the 80th Congress convened,
and although grave new problems were arising, the Republicans had no immediate
goals in mind for America's role in foreign affairs.

Barly in the first session, Vandenberg reaffirmed his ideas on American
foreign policy in a speech in Cleveland., Asserting that ' bipartisenship had
been established in the United Nations work and in planning European peace,
Vandenberg said:

"Phis record cannot be misread at home or abroad. We have em-
braced the United Nations as the heart and core of united, unpartisan
American policy, We will be faithful to the letter and the spirit of
these obllgations, In my view, this will be true no matter what ad-
ministration sits in Washington, and it will remain true to whatever
extent the United Nations themselves are falthful to our common
pledge, "

But at the same time Vandenberg indicated that a permanent : bipartisan

policy covering all the world had by no means been established. He criticized

the delay in calling a conference of the Pan-American states for negotiation

bggE_York Times, June 1, 1946, p, 3

5Vandenberg. PP. 333-336
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of a hemispheric defense treaty under the Act of Chapultapec. ‘He also urged
that the United States "shift its emphasis" from a policy of seelking unity in
China between the communists and non-communists to one of affirmetively aiding
Generalissimo Chiang Kai-shek in seeking a coalition of all non-communist parties
under the new constitution of China.6

Vandenberg's views were of the greatest importance in learning what Repub-
lican foreign policy behavior would be, Taft had said that while he did not
believe that Vandenberg claimed to represent the GOP at the Big Four Foreign
Ministers! Conferences, he did feel that Vandenberg represented a majority of
Republicen opinion.7

Vandenberg's enormous prestige as well as his stratezic organizational
position in fongress cast him in a role of very great influence, His voice was
often the deciding one in determining Congressional action, and he was con-
tinuously consulted by the Administration at various, if not all, stages of
policy formation. Indeed, it often appeared as if the Administration were
utterly dependent on him to make its policy decisions effective, Only at his
own insistence was he relieved from his additional role of an American repre-
sentative to various international conferences, and even then he was sent to
the inter-American meeting at Rio de Jeneiro, which he had so long urged, Van~
denberg did not feel that he should be a "Co-Secretary of State," and he often
stated the difficulties of Congressional representation at the international
conference table:

"...] am increasingly impressed with the difficulties confronted

by 'Congressional' representatives because of their dual capacity.
Of course, 1t will always be true that a man cannot serve two masters.

61pid.
7!21 YQIK Timgg, June 1, 19’-"6o Pe 3
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Yet that is precisely what I undertake to do--for example--when I, as

a Senator, sit in the General Assembly as a delegate, I am helping to

make decislions for the United Nations which must pass in review before

the American Congress, Having participated in the United Nations in

helping to meke the decisions, I am not a 'free agent' when I return

to the Senate to function in my 'congressional' capacity. Indeed, it

could be a most embarrassing and difficult situation in the event that

I 4id not approve of some decision made by the United Nations, I

should dislike to oppose in Congress anything to which I had given Ey

consent (if only by reluctant acquiescence) in the United Nations."

The extent to which the Administration consulted Vandenberg was very great,
but even on issues such as Greek-Turkish aid, where he did not feel the consul-
tation was all that it might have been, Vandenberg saw eye-to-eye with the
State Department on a major part of the legiélation confronting the 80th
Congreas,

If Vandenberg's efforts were a factor contributing to executive-legislative
cooperation in foreign policy, there was & counteracting factor in the powerful
Republican desire for reduced spending and reduced taxes. Always in the picture
when the billion-dollar aid bills were up for consideration was this GOP cam~
paign pledge which seemed to fade further and further from fulfillment with
every new forelgn policy program, The Administration and Vandenberg had to
face a Congress committed to the idea that too meny American dollars had already
gone abroad in Lend-Lease, UNNRA, the British Loan, and & half dozen lesser
programs. When the record of the 80th Congress in this regard is read, it is
not difficult to understand why Vandenberg thought Truman might have chosen
& happier term than "do-nothing" to apply to that Congress.

11
The new Senate lost no time in unanimously confirming General George

Marshall as the new Secretary of State to succeed James F, Byrnes., Vandenberg

had grown used to working with Byrnes, but pledged continuing cooperation with

8Vandenberg. PP. 330-331
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Marshall, Two weeks later, however, in a somewhat less cooperative spirit, the
House Foreign Affairs Committee voted to make a detailed study of the State
Department's organization, personnel, and policies., The word "investigation"
was deliberately avolded, and the amnouncement was accompanied by a statement
pledging cooperation "to the fullest extent” in o “bipartisan foreign policy.9
A few days later Marshall offered his cooperation in the study of the State
Department,

On February 27, 1947, Vandenberg and certain other Congressional leaders
vere called to the White House, where Mr. Truman and Secretary Marshall laid
before them a top-secret picture of impending disaster in Greece and, in only
8lightly lesser degree, Turkey. Britain, herself in extreme economic distress,
now was forced to pull out of Greece and to end economic and military aid.
Greece was threatened by civil war with the Communists, who were supported
from Yugoslovia, Bulgaria, and Albania. Economic collapse was at hand and the
Greek army's morale was deeply shaken, Vandenberg realized immediately that
this problem was "probably symbolic of the world-wide ideological clash between
Bastern Communism and Western Democracy; and it..[@ighﬂ easily be the thing
vhich requires us to make some very fateful and far-reaching decisions, "0
Vandenborg disliked thie "crisis diplomacy"--typified by a summons to the White
House, alarming diplomatic reports, and an urgent plea by the President for
action., He believed that a continuing policy developed through continuing
consultation with Congress would largely obviate the necessity for this crisis
method, "But it must be remembered," he admitted, "that the whole thing was

precipitated on our government so suddenly that there really was very little

SNew York Times, Jan. 28, 1947, p. 15

10Vandenberg, p. 340
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opportunity for preliminary consultations and studies, "1l It was nonetheless
true that the Republican majority was placed in the position of following

Truman's leadership.

The President took his case to Congress on March 12 in an address to a

special Jjoint session., He called for American assistance ta support free

peoples who were resisting attempted subjugation. He requested $400,000,000 as
an initial grant in economic and armed aid., Vandenberg and Eaton promised their
support with certain conditions. Senators Bushfield (South Dekota) and Butler
(Nebraska) announced their opposition, Senator Taft was for the "fullest
debate™ and on April 11 announced his position as follows:

T intend to vote for the Greek and Turkish loans for the reason
that the President's announcements have committed the United States
to this policy in the eyes of the world, and to repudiate it now
would destroy his prestige in the negotiations with the Russian gov~-
i ernment, on the success of which ultimate peace depends,

"I do not regard this as a commitment to any similar policy
in any other section of the world, or to the continuation of the same
policy in Greece and Turkey when peace negotiations are completed.

"In so far as the loane are for reconstruction and rehabilitation
we are only doing in Greece what we are doing elsewhere., In so far
as they help preserve order, I think they must be Justified aos a
means of meintaining the status quo during the period while the
sound basis for peace in Furope is being worked out,

"I am in thorough accord with the Vandenberg amendment proposing
that we withdraw whenever a government representing the mejority of
the people requests us to do so, and whenever the United Nations
find that action taken or assistance furhished by them mskes the
continuance of our assistance undesirable. I believe we should,
in any event, withdraw as soon as normal economic conditions sre
restored, "2

With Vandenberg taking the Administration's point of view, Taft's position

may perhaps be talen as more representative of the GOP in Congress--or at least

111pid., p. 339

12New York Times, April 11, 1947, pe 1
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nearer to the middle of the road, The Vandenberg modification to which Taft
last referred was based in part on the Michigan Senator's feeling that the
Administration had made a mistake in'making no mention of the United Nations
in the draft bill, FHe corrected thie omission by successfully urglng the State
Department to formally notify the United Nations Securit& Council that:

"The program of economic assistance contemplated by the United

States is of an emergency and temporary character., The United States

believes that the United Nations and its related agencies should

aggume the principal responsibility, within their capabilities, for

the reconstruction of Greece...the United States is giving momentum

to the United Nations by its present policy..."13

In addition Vandenberg tied the United Nations into the program through
several references in the preamble to the fact that the United Nations had,
through 1ts various agenclies, recognized the seriousness of the situation in
Greece,

Using a somewhat unusual legislative technique, Vandenberg urged all mem-—
bers of the Senate to submit to him their questions about the program for trane-
mittel to the State Department, The 400 guestions submitted were consolidated
into 111 enquiries, and both questions and official answers were published.

When the bill came to the floor of the Senate, Vandenberg made & lengthy
epeech in its favor, and was joined in his support by Senators Ball (Mirnesota),
Morse (Oregon), Perguson (Michigan), Lodge (Massachusetts), Flanders (Vermont),
Baldwin (Connecticut), Brewster (Maine), Smith (New Jersey), Cain (Washington),
and Capehart (Indiana). The GOP opponents of the bill who felt strongly enough
to speak against it were Senators Malone (Nevada), Wherry (Nebraska), Williasms
and Buck (Delaware), Bushfield (South Dakota), Brooks (Illinois), Kem (Missouri),
Dworshsk (Idaho), Hawkes (New Jersey), Revercomb (West Virginia), and Robertson

(Wyoming). A motion by the last-mentioned Senator to table the bill was

13Vandenberg, p. 345 .
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defeated by a vote of 67 to 23, and the bill passed by the same vote on April
22, 197,14

In the House the opposition was led by Lawrence Smith (Wisconsin), who
submitted hie minority views saying that the bill was uncertain as to scope
and cost, that 1t by-passced the United Nations, and that it might lead to war.15
The bill was delayed a week in the evenly divided Rules Committee, and this was
followed by = long debate from May 6 to May 9, Charies Eaton (Republican, of
New Jersey) snd Sol Bloom (Democrat, of New York) managed the support of the
bill, and a motion to strike oﬁt all after the enacting clause was defeated
(127-37). The bill was passed (after the amount to be authorized had been
reduced) on a roll cell (287-108), with the Republicans divided 127 in favor
and 94 against.16

During the consideration of this measure the political atmosphere was fur-
ther charged when Gael Sullivan, Executive Director of the Demcecratic National
Committee, publicly called Carroll Reece, Republicen National Committee Chair-
man, to join in a two-party statement endorsing the "Trumen Policy" in Greece
and Turkey, Sulliven repeatedly used Vandenberg's name in his letter to Reece
and in a follow-up public statement, Vandenberg told the Senate that “bipartisan
foreign policy was gravely endangered when it got into the rival hands of "par-
tisan national committees” He said:

"Bi-partisan foreign policy is not'the result of politiecal coercion
but of non-political conviction., I never have even pretended to spesk

for my party in my foreign policy ectivities... I have never made any
semblance of a partisan demand for support, and I never shall. What

)luggng, Record, Vol: 93, pp. 3792-3793, (80th Cong., 1lst Sess., Apr. 22,
1947

15&, Rept., No. 314, 80th Cong., lst Sess.. (Apr. 25, 1947), pp. 21-24

1éggng, Record, Vol. 93, p. 4975. (80th Cong., lst Sess., May 9, 1947)
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I decline to do myself, I cannot permit the Executive Director of the
Democratic National Committee to attempt in my nsme."17

Almost at the same time that the Greek-Turkish Aid Bill was under con-
sideration, Congress was dealing with amother foreign ald measure in the form
of the bill for the Relief for War Devastated countries., The House Committee
on Foreign Affairs reported this bill favorably on April 15 accompanied by a
minority report which criticized the amount of aid contemplated and the plan
to include the Buropean states now considered to be Russian satellites. This
minority report, it should be noted, wes not by members of the Minority party
in the House; that is, the Democrats, but rather by three Republicans--Chiper—
field of Illinois, Jonkmsn of Michigan, and Smith of W:Lsconsin.18

In the floor debate Jonkman proposed an emendment to cut the amount in-
volved from $350,000,000 to $200,000,000, This was yassed in the House by a
vote of 225 to 165, with the Republicans voting for passage (190-36).19 A
substitute bill was then brought forward which would have prohibited the use
of any funds in the Ruamsisn satellites., Earl Mundt (South Dakota) moved to
amend this substitute to permit the use of funds for the satellites if the
governments involved would consent to having all supplies distributed by an
American mission, Both the amendment and the substitute were accepted by a
vote of 324 to 75, with 225 Republican "yeas" and two "nays," The bill in
this form passed the House April 30 (333-66), with Repudblicans supporting

passage by a vote of 181 to 45,20

17vandenberg, p.. 351
188, Rept,. No. 239, 80th Cong.,lst Sess. (April 9, 1947), pp. 6-10

19Cong, Record, Vol. 93, p. 4292. (80th Cong., 1st Sess., Apr. 30, 1947)

201bid., p. 4293
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The Senate committee reported the resolution with the full $350 million
and with no mention of Russian dominated countries as different from any others,
The Senate version. did, however, provide for administration of all aid by
American missions and stipulated that 94 percent of all goods supplied be pur-
chesed in the United States. On the Senate floor an amendment to cut the aid
to $200,000,000 was defeated (164-19), the Republicans opposing the cut (32~
12).21 This vote came after a statement by Vandenberg that this would be the
last relief measure. An "anti-Bussian" amendment was also defeated by a voice
vote, after which the Senate voted to pass its version of the bill (79-4), with
the Republicans voting 42 to 2 in its favor.Z22

A conference committee favored the Senate version, and when the bill was
returned to the House, Mr, Jonkman moved to recommit it, This motion was de-
feated (205-170), a2lthough 146 Republicans favored recommital as agzainst 72 who
opposed it, On final passage the bill received 283 favorable votes of which
127 were Republican, The most notable feature in the Congressional actiorn on
this bill was the contrast between strong Senate support and initial opposition
in the House to the program, A majority of the Republicans in the House were
prepared to condemn the bill to committee rather than pass it in its final
version, although a slim majority voted for its passage. In the Senate, how-
ever, the attempt to cut the amount suthorized was opposed by a healthy majority
of the Republicans (32-18) and final approval in that form was never in doubt.
The powerful influence of Arthur Vandenberg in the upper house is probably the
explanation for this contrast,

Another illustration of this influence was the overwhelming approval given

to the peace treaties with Italy, Rumania, Bulgaria, and Hungary, to which there

21Ibid., p. 5245 (May 14, 1947)
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had been some initial opposition, There was opposition to the treaties from
both parties during the floor debate, but the Senate gave its consent to ratifi-
cation by a vote of 79 to 10, the Republicans concurring (h2-7).23

111

The overriding foreign affairs issue in the 80th Congress was the Marshall
Plan--that 1is, the gigantie program of foreign economic assistance which became
formalized as the European Recovery Program, The manner in which thls program
was launched by our government--~politically divided against itself, as it was--
is the major foreign policy story of this chapter,

By the early summer of 1947 it seemed obvious that the economic problems
left in the weke of the war could not be solved by the kind of emergency relief
the United States had been granting up to that point, In spite of UNRRA, the
Greece-Turkey program, and the relief bill discussed above, Burope was not
recovering, Communist pressure in France, Italy, Czechoslovakias, and Finland
was increasing, Britain's supply of dollars, essential to industrial recovery,
was at the vanishing point., TFreak weather of alternate drought and storm was
paralyzing Buropean sgriculture and mining, Hunger, unemployment, economic
stagnation, and resultant despair all contributed to political unrest.

The seriousness of the situation was not at first realiged outside of the

Administration. The Republicans in Congress toock no initiative in mapping

a program to meet the danger, chiefly because they did not know of the danger
until the Administration presented them with a program to combat it, The State
Department, however, was guick to take leading Republicans into its confidence,
once it had decided something had to be done. Secretary Marshall presented the

problem and hint of a solution in a commencement address at Hsrvard University

231bid., p. 6409 (June 5, 1947)
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on June 5, 1947, After describing the grave crisis which appeared to exist,
Marshall said:
"It is already evident that before the United States Government

can proceed much further in its effort to alleviate the situation and

help the European world on its way to recovery, there must be some

agrecnent among the countries of Europe as to the requirements of the
situation and the part those countries themselves will take in order

to give proper effect to whatever action might be undertzken dy this

government, The initiative, I think, must come from Burope.

The role of this country should consist of friéndly aid in the
drafting of a Puropean program and of later support of such a program

so far as it may be practical for us to do so, The program should be

a joint og&, agreed to by a number, if not 211, of the Zuropean

nations, ™

It became now a2 matter of translating Marshall's ides into a program, which
meant the coordination of the efforts of more than a dozen governmments, the
hammering out of & program acceptable to the United States, and the steering of
wvhatever was proposed through a maze of international and domestic politics.
The urgency of the program was very great. When the State Department sent
John Foster Dulles to France to assess the danger of a communist attempt to
seize power, or the possibility of an outbreak of civil war between the leftists
and the Gaulists, he reported that prompt ecomomic help--interim aid pending
the inauvguration of a long-term program of assistance--was essential to the
French and perhaps necessary to avert armed violence,

Dulles and Marshall soon brought Vandenberg into the consultations, and
he agreed to help., He had already announced on June 13 that he endorsed the
over-all approach, In this statement, read to a meeting of the Senate Repub-
lican Policy Committee, Vandenberg also proposed that President Truman appoint

a bipartisan council of "our ablest and most experienced citizenship® to study

the abilities of the United States to support such a program as was contemplated,

Z“Vandenberg, P. 375
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UCurrent discussion, in and out of official 1life, is directed
toward new foreign programs of large post-war Americen rehabilitation--
as distinguished from direct relief--to prevent social and economic
collapse in many parts of the world, It is a good thing that these
discussions are under way in the open., But they should not be mis~
understood at home or abroad. At home, they should not invite
anxieties that we shall rush into imprudent and inadequately reasoned
plans, Abroad, they should not be taken as evidences that our foreign
friends can depend upon us as a substitute for depending on themselves...

"I endorse the importance of facing this problem on an over-all
basis instead of dealirg with anticipated crises, one by one...but
equally I recognize that intelligent American self-interest immediately
requires a sound, over-all inventory of our own resources to deter-
mine the letitude within which we may consider these foreign needs,
This comes first because if America ever sags, the world's hopes sag
with her."25

The suggestion of a review of our capabilities was approved by the Under-
secretary of State for Economic Affairs, Mr, William L, Clayton, and on June 22
President Truman announced creation of three committees to do the job. A nine-
teen-man committee, carefully balanced among industry, labor, agriculture, and
the professions, was formed under the chairmanship of W, Averell Harriman, then
the Secretary of Commerce, This was the committee to review the whole problem
of foreign aid and to determine "the limit within which the United States mey
safely and wisely plan." In addition, Secretary of the Interior Juliue A, Krug
headed & group to study the state of the nation's resources, and Edwin G. Nourse,
Chairman of the President's Council of Economic Advisers, headed a study group
on the impact of foreign assistance upon the domestic econony.

The legislative branch was not to be outdone in thoroughly studying the
problems involved before determining what course of action should be taken,

With the increasing need for dollars in large quantities to support our foreign
policy, the House reached a new ascendancy as a force in determining that policy,
The Foreign Affairs Committee of the House undertook to investigate the whole

problem, and, in addition, the House made use of a special select committee to

25&1&.0 ps 376
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g0 to Burope to see what was involved in this crisis, This committee, known

a8 the Herter Committee, was formed from certain members of several of the

committees whose field of interest would be involved in the kind of project envi-
sioned by the Marshall Plan. ©Such a committee had been proposed by Represent—
ative Christien Herter of Massachusetts as early as April to provide a wider

and larger view of our foreigm policy, but was not actually appointed until

July., It represented a cross section of House opinlon on foreign policy. This
committee made several suggestions for the improvement and implementation of

the European Recovery Program but basically approved of launching a program of
this nature.

The first issue at hand was a proposed stop~gap aid bill for France and

Italy to keep them solvent and free until the spring of 1948, by which time a
long-range recovery program could be worked out, Congressional reaction was
uncertaln in spite of the full cooperation of Senator Vandenberg and Congress-—
man BEaton, Senator Taft, without whose cooperation Vandenberg was much less
powerful, showed signs of opposition to the program, In late July he spoke

at Columbus, giving a good deal of attention to foreign policy:

In the field of foreign policy, the Congress has done its best
to cooperate with the policies of the President, We realize that
the Constitution and existing law confer upon the President almost
complete power over the foreign policy of the United States., In
general I believe Congress should hesitate to interfere unless that
policy involves us in the danger of an unnecessary war or proposes
to dralin the resources of our tax payers and our productive labor
to an unreasoneble degree,

"I believe it is a field where Congress should not, except with
great provocation, give foreign countries a picture of a divided
America, I am not happy about the country's foreign policy...

"Our German policy has wrecked the economy of Europe and now
we are called upon for cash from our taxpayers to remedy the break-
down. The whole policy has created an impossible eituation which
only a strong executive policy can hope even to alleviate, Certain-
ly it is beyond the power of Congress which cannot initiate foreign
policy. Congress went along this year with the Greek-Turkish loan
and with the relief for Europe made necessary by the stupidity of
our previous policy...
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"No country has ever been so generous as the United States in
affording aid to others, We have made dollars available to foreign
countries 1n almost unlimited amounts with little restriction of the
use to be made of them, We have thus permitted the rising of many
domestic prices. Certainly we are interested in reasonable loans to
enable foreign countries to go to work and help themselves, but I
believe these loans, hereafter, should be confined to actual goods,
machinery, and equipment necessary to enable the countries which
secure them to restore their own productive ability. Certainly we
must move very cautiously and be sure that additional loans really
furnish incentive to the foreign peoples involved to work harder to é
support themselves and are not too burdensome on our own taxpayers,"

As late as November, 1947, Vandenberg spoke of having "trouble with Bod
Taft," which he thought was due to the "presidential fever,!

The urgency of the crisis raised the possibility of a special session of
Congress late in the year, There was a good deal of initial opposition to this
idea at first among Republican members of Congress, but the session was con-
vened in mid-November, Joint hearings on the Interim Foreign Aid Act were held
with the members of the House and Senate Foreign Affairs Committees participating
The bill, Jointly sponsored by Senators Connally and Vendenbergz, was reported
by the Senate committee with little change from the Administration's proposal,
although it is to be noted that before submitting their requests, the State
Department had already cut Italian aid from $575,000,000 to $227,000,000, the
French request from $459,000,000 to $328,000,000, and the Austrisn aid from
$87,000,000 to $58,000,000, By the time the Senate floor debate began, it was
evident that there would be little opposition on the final vote., Even Taft
announced that he would vote for it, but there was still considerable opposition

to certain aspects of the program, A proposed amendment to cut the whole amount

of the bill to $400 million was supvorted by twenty Republicans, including Taft,

but Vandenberg mustered twenty-seven GOP votes against it, and it was easily

defeated,

26§gg,York Iimes, Aug. 1, 1947, p. 8
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A similar group of Senators backed a series of amendments to eliminate
local currency funds and to provide for giving away certain surplus United
States commodities, These were rejected by voice vote, as was a Democratic
nove to tie the program to the United Nations, It is to be remembered that in
the Greek-Turkish aid program it was Vandenberg and other Republicans who were
concerned about bringing the United Nations into the picture, By a voice vots,
also0, an amendment offered by Kem of Missouri to assure that the United States
got full credit for all aid was carried. The bill was passed by a vote of 83
to 6, with the Republicans supporting it (44-3).27

The House version of the bill which was reported on December 2 differed
from the Senate measure at several points, First, China was included in the
aid program; second, there was provision for more off-shore procurement; third,
there would be an FBI investigation of all employees administering the aid;
fourth, the amount was pared to $590,000,000, but the Reconstruction Finance
Corporation was authorized to advance $150,000,000 pending the asctual appro-
priation.

In the debate on the floor, opposition came from the extreme isolationists
in the Republicen party such as Noah Mason of Illinois, Clare Hoffman of Michi-
gan, and Leo B, Allen of Illinois. The inclusion of China encountered little
opposition, although there was an smendment proposed (and defeated) to limit
this aid to $100, Another amendment which was defeated would have struck out
the provision for incentive goods. This was opposed by 21l of the Herter
Committee except August H, Andresen of Minnesota and by most of the Committee

on Foreign Affairs, but was defeated by & teller vote of only 145 to 132.28

27Cong, Record, Vol. 93, p. 10980, (80th Cong., 1lst Sess., Dec, 1, 1947)
The opposing Republicans were Langer (N, D,), Moore (Okla.), and Robertson
(Wyo.); the Democrats were McEKellar (Temn.), O'Daniel (Texas), and Taylor (Idaho)

281pia., p. 11171 (Dec. 8, 1947)
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Two amendments to cut the amount of aid and one to increase it were de-
feated, and the bill was passed by a voice vote., In the conference Gommittee
Chine aid was left in, and there were numerous other modifications to the bills
of both Houses. The Senate passed this compromise by a voice vote, and the
House by a vote of 313 to 82, with the Republicans favoring passage (161 to
70).29

Work could now get under way on the long-range foreign assistance program
envisioned by the Marshall Plan, The Republican role in the passage of this
plan into law can only partislly be told by the way the GOP voted in Congress.
This was not a case of the Administration rresenting a full~blown propossl to
a walting legislature. As a matter of fact, this was seldom the case in the
80th Congress, but on this program, particularly, the Republican leadership,
as well as what was known of Republican opinion, was in large measure respon~
sible for the kind of legislation placed before the lawmakers.,

Dulles had been sent on a specisl mission to France and was present at
the Paris meeting of the Big Four in 1947. Vandenberg had been consulted from
the very beginning and hed played a large role in deciding what Congress should
be asked to do. Other Republican Congressional leaders had been consulted as
well, There was little doubt but that Vandenberg would have personslly supported
almost any steps asked for, but it was not his job merely to give vigorous
support, He had first to suggest to the Administration what he felt could be
pushed through on Capitol Hill and then to work to gain support for the proposed
program among his Congressional colleagues,

After the President's message on December 19, 1947, there was the usual
variety of comments, Senator White said, "The President's figures will be

sustained.” Xem stated, "I shsll be unsble to follow the President further

291bid., pp. 11412-11413 (Dec. 15, 1947)
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in this foreign venture." Taft asserted that the idea of committing the country
for four or five years was not possible. One year at a time was all he could
see, while McOarthy felt that we should demand military bases in return for the
aid,

From Jamary 8 to Februery 5 the Senate Foreign Relations Committee held &
seriea of hearings that must have been among the most exhaustive in Senate
history. Bvery shade of opinion had its chance for expression. Vandenberg was
anxious for just this kind of a national debate. Meanwhile, a group of twenty
Republican Senators, called the "revisionists,” were meeting in a downtown
hotel in Washington, The group was composed of Senators Ball, Breoks, Capehart,
Robertson, Jenner, Kem, MeCarthy, Knowland, Bricker, Buck, Cain, Ecton, Hawkes,
Malone, Reed, Revercomb, Williams, and Young., Although the group claimed they
were not out to kill the program, but merely to avoid a split in the party over
this issue, they were definitely the isolaticnist group. In the end nine of
this group voted for, and ten zgainst the bill, while Hawkes was announced in
opposition, Members of this group, however, offerred most of the amendments
proposed in the Senate,

Chiefly arising out of Vandenberg's soundings in Congress and his work with
the Administration, several modifications in the proéram had been agreed upon
before the bill reached the Senate floor, The administration had originally
favored a four-year suthorization of $17,000,000,000, Vandenberg first suggested
that the four-year authorization be made general and that the first approprie-
tion be made for the period from April, 1948, to July 1, 1949, snd that it be

for $6.8 billion dollars., In the Senate committee this was further modified

to make it a one~year appropriation of $5.3 billion, This was no change in the

scope of the program or the rate of expenditure., The Senate committee also
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adopted the recommendations of a Brooking Institution Study on the administra-
tion of this program, following which the bill was reported unanimously,

It hed been at Republican insistence that the Administration had proposed
setting up a2 new agency outside the State Department to carry ocut this program,
and the Brookings Institution made further suggestions for setting it up on &
"business~1ike" basis, The major conclusions reported by Brookings were (1) that
2 new sgency should be established having close relations with, but separate
from, the Department of State; (2) that the agency have a single head with
cabinet status; (3) that the agency should have a noncorporate form, but should
be exempted from certain existing legal restrictions on sslaries and personnel;
(4) that the head of the sgency should have an advisory beard appointed by the
President to aid the administrator, but not to interfere with sdministrative
aspects of the program,

The floor debate in the Senate lasted from March 1 until March 13, with &
totel of sixty~nine Senators participating. Vandenberg led the supporters of
the bill, while the main opponents were Malone, Langer, Baell, Kem, and Rever-
comb, As the debate ?roceeded. there was some evidence that events in Europe,
principally the Communist coup in Czechoslovekia, were gaining support for the
bill.

Among the more controversial amendments which were proposed were the
following:

1. An amendment sponsored by.Glen Taylor (Democrat, of Idaho) which
would have channelled all aid through the United Nations was rejected by & vote

of 74 to 13, Republicaens voting 39 to 1 in opposition,l

301he Brookings Institution, Report to the Committee of Foreign Relations,
United States Senate, pp. 15-20

3lCong, Record, Vol. 94, p. 2460. (80th Cong., 2nd Sess., March 10, 1948)
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2, A Taft amendment to reduce the amount of the authorization from
$5.3 billion to $4 billion was rejected by a vote of 56 to 31, but the Repub-
licane opposed it by only 24 to 23.32
3. Senator Capehart's substitute ©bill providing relief funds and
loans for reconstruction through the RFC was rejected (22-68), with the Repub-
licens opposed to it (29-19),33
4, An smendment by Brooks of Illinois to make the Buropean Recovery
Program's special representatives abroad more directly responsible to the Ad-
ministrator of the program and less to the Secretary of State was supported by
the Republicans (21-20), but the Senate as a whole rejected it (52-25),3%
On the last day of the debate the bill was passed by a resounding majority
of 69 to 17, and Bepublicans supported the bill by a vote of 31 to 13,57
Consideration of ERP in the House stretched from December 17 to March 31,
ond the bill which emerged had some significant sdditions, By Administration
request, the House committee added $570,000,000 for China and $275,000,000 for
Greece and Turkey. The Republican members of the committee decided that the
best way to proceed would be by an omnibus bill including the aforementioned
sums for sreas outside the scope of the main Buropean Recovery Program, The
Democrats on the committee had some fear that this would delay the program,
but the Republicans contended that there was so much sentiment for Greek-Turkish
aid among their members that the effect of the combination would assure smoother

seiling for the bill. In addition, during the hearings, sentiment developed

321pid., p. 2708. (Mar. 12, 1948)
3B1vid., p. 2775, (Mar. 13, 1948)
MIbid., p. 2541. (Mar. 11, 1948)
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for military as well as economic aid to China, The bill was reported with all
these features including an amount for the International Children's Fund.

Although there were many amendments offered on the floor, none which would
i have had a major effect on the scope of this bill was adopted against the wishes
of its sponsors. The bill was passed on the last day of March, with all the
added grants of aid included, by a vote of 329 to 74, and with the Republicans
supporting it (171-61),36

The Senate in the meantime had voted aid bills for Greece and Turkey
($275,000,000) and for China ($363,000,000 for economic and military purposes). ||
A Conference Report combining all of these bills as a compromige measure was
accepted in the Senate by voice vote, and in the House by & vote of 318 to 75,
with the Hepublicans voting in the same propertions as previously.37

There were two postlogues to this successful climax for the ERP, both of
which held possibilities for severely damaging the effectiveness of the program,
The first arose over the choice of an administrator for the new Economic Cooper- ||
ation Administration, It was understood from the early consideration of this
bill that the administration of this program would be organicslly independent
of the State Department and that it would be run on "a sound business basis."
These were strong selling points for supporters of the bill in Congress, It was
also considered important that the head of the new ageney should come from the
outside business world with strong industrial credentials snd pot "wvia the
State Department," For this<;eason, in his discussion with the Administration
over this matter, Vandenberg rejected first the Undersecretary of State for
Beonomic Affalirs, William Cleyton, and later, Dean Acheson, then outside the

government and practicing law. Vandenberg apparently then urged the appointment

36121§,- Pe 3321 (Mar., 23, 1948)
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of Paul G. Hoffman, President of Studebaker Corporation, and was successful in
obtaining his nomination and confirmation,

Another crisis for the program came in June when the House, led by John
Taber, Chalrman of the Appropriations Committee, ordered a $2,160.600.060 cut
in the first year's appropriation, Only by the most vehement appeal to the
Senate Appropriations Committee and the Senate itself was Vandenberg able to
have the greater portion of the funds restored and thus save the program,

Iv

The launching of the full-scale Buropean aid program was undoubtedly the

most noteworthy achievement of the 80th Congress, but there were ofher gsignifi-~

cant developments, not the least of which was the Vandenberg Resolution, One

cannot be certain whether even the Senators who voted on this resolution were
aware of what long-range potentialities it contained, It is likewise difficult
to be certain of the exact birthplace of the ideas involved in this generally-
worded resolution. It may have been as far back as the San Francisco Conference
when Article 51 was formulated. That article set forth that nothing in the
Charter should impair the "ipherent right of individual and collective self-
defense if an armed attack occurs," ard until the Security Council had tzken
measures t0 maintain peace. In addition Articles 52, 53, and 54 of the Charter
permitted the existence of regional arrangements for dealing with problems of
international peace and security, and the Rio de Janeiro Conference of Western
Hemisphere nations had drafted a hemispheric defense treaty under these
articles,

Now in 1948 the intransigence of the Russians was becoming more and more
apparent, and by their frequent use of the veto in the United Nations Security
Council they were frustrating the hopes for that organizstion as a peace-keeping

.device. Many solutions were being proposed for this problem, among which were

|
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suggestiones for world government and remova)l of the veto, either in whole or in

part. Vandenberg saw possibilities in the aforementioned portions of the Charter,
Working together with the Undersecretary of State, Robert A, Lovett, Van-

denberg sought to define the problem and move toward a solution. As later re-

called by Lovett, the problems were reduced primarily to: (1) formal expression

by the Senate in favor of removing the United Fations veto from all questions

involving the pacific settlement of disputes and the admission of new members

to the United Nations; and (2) a mechanism throuzh which the United States

conld proceed to the support of such regional and collective arrangements as the

Western Union Treaty signed at Brussels. Lovett and his staff of experts, with

the cooperation of the staff of the Foreign Relations Committee, produced several
draft resolutions, the preferred draft running to three or four pages.

Pollowing this, Vandenberg, first with the aid of Lovett, and finally with
Marshsll, Dulles, Congressional leaders, and the high military command, perfected
the draft., The result was 2 Senate resolution advising the President to seek
security for the free world through United States support of mutual defense
arrangements to operate within the United Nations Charter but outside the
Security Council veto. It also advised the President to attempt to strengthen
the Charter through curbs on the veto itself and by providing a United Nations
police force together with the regulation a@nd reduction of armaments under a
dependable gnaranty against violation.

The text, as finally adopted by the Senator, read as follows:

"Whereas peace with justice and the defense of human rights and
fundamental freedoms require international cooperation through more
effective use of the United Nations: therefore be it

"Resolved, that the Senate reaffirm the policy of the United
States to achieve international peace and security through the United

Nations se that armed force shall not be used except in the common
interest, and that the President be advised of the sense of the Senate




day debate was held.

gan Senator submitted to questioning.

that this government, by constitutional process, should particularly
pursue the following objectives within the United Nations Charter:

(1) Voluntary agresment to remove the veto from all questions
involving pacific settlements of international disputes and situations,
and from the admission of new members,

"(2) Progressive development of regional and other collective
arrgngenents for individual and collective self-defense in accordance
with the purposes, principles, and provisions of the Charter,

¥(3) Association of the United States by constitutional process,
with such regional and other collective arrangements as sre beséd on
continuous and effective self-help and mutual aid, and as affect its
netional security.

"(4) Contributing to the maintenance of peace by making clear its
determination to exercise the right of individual-or collective self-
defense under Article 51 should any armed attack occur affecting its
national security.

#(5) Maximum efforts to obtain agreements to provide the United
Nations with armed forces as provided by the Charter, snd to obtain
agreement among member nations upon universal regulation and reduction
of armaments under adequate and dependable guaranty agalnst violation.

"(6) If necessary, after adequate effort toward strengthening
the United Nations, review of the Charter at an appropriate time by
8 Genersl ngference called under Article 109 or by the General
Assembly. "3
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After careful examination, the Foreign Relations Committee on June 10 re-

proposed by Senator Pepper of Florida which would have deleted all reference
to the possibility of American aid.39 The Republicans opposed this amendment

by a vote of 31 to 3, and they voted (32-2) in favor of the resolution which

381bid.. pp. 6053-6054 (May 19, 1948)
391bid., p. 7846 (June 11, 1948)
4O01nig, .

ported the resolution unanimously in favor of pessage, and on June 11 the one-
After an explanatory statement by Vandenberg, the Michi-

The Senate rejected (61-6) an amendment

was adopted by the Senate (64-4).40 A few weeks later, Under-secretary Lovett
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sat down at the State Department with the Ambassadors of Canada, Britain, France,
Belgium, the Netherlands, and the Luxembourg Minister to begin discussions which
led eventually to the North Atlantic Treaty.

\

In all his efforts on behalf of " bipartisanship in foreign policy Vanden-
ﬁerg firmly believed, or at least said he firmly bellieved, that he was alding
the Republican cause more than he was helping the Democrats:

"Bi-partisan cooperation in Foreign Policy (which involves no

remote suggestion of withholding vigorous and vigilant criticism

when and where deserved) is not only 'good patr}ptism' in my book;

it is also the best kind of Republican politics, ™l

Thus Vendenberg had an_additional reason for sharing the general Republican
confidence that 1948 was their party's year to regain control of the BExecutive,
The 1946 victory was looked upon as s stepping stone to the White House, and
Vandenberg felt that the Congressional party's behavior on foreign affairs had
justified the feeling that the Republicans were well prepared to assume control
of the nation's foreign affairs in a responsible manner,

Vandenberg had the additional satisfaction of knowing that many Republicans
wanted to nominate him for President, In fact, he felt obliged to devote &
good bit of attention to keeping out of the race, He had early determined
that he did not want the nomination, but he found that "this business of not
running for President is a tough one--if you really mean it.““z In spite of
211 his efforts, his name was placed in nomination at Philadelphia, and he
received several votes on the first ballot.

The Senator's primary avowed interest, however, was in the foreign policy
plank in the Republicen platform, He prepared a rough draft of what he con~

sidered an acceptable statement on foreign affairs and sent it to Dulles with

41Vandenberg. Pe 555
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these words:

"Please give it a quick review--add or subtract--delete or ex-
pand, I think 1t is very necessary that we get something down in
'black and white'! without too much delay, because I think it is quite
obvious now that a serious effort will be made in the Resolutions
Committee at the convention to upset any sort of an enlightened for-
eign policy and return to the 'gzood old days' when it took two weeks
to cross the Atlantic, "

Vandenberg confided to friends that he could be precipitated into the race
for the nomination if (1) it wes necessary to block adoption of an isolationist
foreign policy plank; or (2) if Governor Greem's (Illinois) keynote address to

the convention presages a knockdown battle between the isolationist wing and

o

those backing the " bipartisan foreign policy apnroach:

"Philadelphia: My chief interest in this convention at all
times was the platform., 1 was prepared to fight to the finish--
on the convention floor if need be--to protect the GOP against a
reversion to ‘'isolationism' or against desertion of the peace plan,
including 'collective security' snd the European Recovery Program...

#It wasn't necessary--thanks to the superb job done by Senator
Henry Cabot Lodge, Jr., as Chairman of the Resolutions Committee--
thanks also to the fact that it was speedily evident that pobody
wae willing to do serious battle for the antediluvian McCormick,

Chicago Tribune, point of view,

"Before Lodge (Bless Him ! went to Philadelphia, he asked me
for a working paper on a foreign policy plank. I gave it to him,
He put it 21} the way through his Bub-committee and his full com-
mittee and the Convention practically intact. I think it is of
historieal importance t¢ nail down this fact,

#Thus 1t will be entirely apparent that the final platform draft
on foreign policy is in almost the verbatim pattern of the original
working paper which I gave to Chairman Lodge and also to ex-Governor
Brucker of Michigan, who was on the Resolutions Committee,

"Before he presented the working paper to his Committee, Senator
Lodge, with typical acumen, added four or five more extreme state-
ments (all in harmony with this theme) for the express purposs cof
giving the little coterie of isolationists on his Committee something
to knock out. One was & tacit condemnation of the House Republicans
for having voted for Furopean Relief and then against nécessary
appropriations for it. In due course, the ‘extras' were knocked

431pid., p. 428
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down, Jjust as Lodge had planned, and he emerged with what I consider
to be a miraculous performance,.."

Vandenberg's account of the birth of the 1948 Republican foreign policy
plank seems to be an essentially accurate as well as an "inside" report. One
interesting note added by Anne O'Hare McCormick in the New York Times is the
report that the choice of Lodge for Chairman of the Resolutions Committee was
made by Robert Taft. The very fact of Lodge's appointment seemed to indicate
that the internationalists would dictate the foreign pollicy plank to a large
extent.us

After the sub-committee had unanimously adopted the Vandenberg plank, the
scene ghifted to the full Resolutions Committee where the major attack on the
plank by the isolationists was made, Depsite this attack, however, the full
committee did not change the proposals substantially. The details of the fight
were not made public, but Lodge said that while there had been changes in the
language of the sub-committee's version, he did not feel they weakened the
stand on foreign policy, Two falrly significant changes were made: (1) a
strengthening of the statement on the protection of Isrsel's boundaries as
defined by the United Nations and favoring American aid to that new country; and
(2) deletion of any reference to efforts by the United Nations looking toward
international control of atomic energy. Only the I1linois members voted agalnst
the adoption of the revised plank, and they sald they would not carry their
fight to the floor,

In his diary Vandenberg made a paraliel-column compilation of the final
platform draft snd of his own work, Only certain portions of this are re-

printed in his Private Papers, but these are interesting as an indication of

how closely his text was followed:

We1via., pp. 428-429

45New York Times, June 23, 1948, p. 26
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PLATFORM

1 We dedlcate our foreign pelicy to the
preservation of a free America in a
free world of free men, With neither
malice nor desire for conquest, we
shall strive for a just peace with
all nations,

We shall erect our foreign policy on
the basis of friendly firmness which
welcomes cooperation but spurns appease-
ment., We shall pursue a consistent
foreign policy which invites steadi-
ness and reliance and which thus avoids
the misunderstandings from which wars
result, We shall protect the future
against the errors of the Democratice
Administration, which too often has
lacked clarity, competence or consist-
ency in our vital international rela-
tionships end has too often abandoned
Justics,

We believe in collective security
against eggression and in behalf of
Justice and freedom, We shall support
the United Nations as the world's best
hope in this direction, striving to
strengthen 1%t and promote its effective
evolution and use, The United Nationa
should progressively establish inter—
national law, be freed of any veto in
the pacific settlement of.international
disputes, and be provided with the
armed forces contemplated by the Char-
ter, We particularly commend the value
of regional arrangements as prescribed
by the Charter; snd we cite the Western
Hemispherical Defense Pact as a useful
model,

I We faithfully dedicate ourselves to
peace with justice,

“6Vandenberg. PP. 429-430
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MY TEXT:

We dedicate our foreign policy to the
preservation of free America in a
free world of free men, With neither
malice nor conquest aimed at any other
power on earth, we shall strive for
an honorable and just peace with all
nations., We shall omit no efforts to
this end,

We shel]l erect our foreign policy on
the basis of friendly firmness which
welcomes cooperation but declines
eppeasement, We shall pursue a con-
sistent foreign policy which invites
reliance and which thus avoids the
misunderstandings from which wars too
often flow, Thus we shall protect
the future against the errors of the
past when the Democratic Administra-
tion has too often compromised with
our ideals and too often lacked clar-
ity, competence, or consistency in our
vital internationzl relationships,

We believe in collective security
against aggression and in behalf of
Justice and freedom, We shall support
the United Nations as the world's best
hope in this direction, We shall
strive to strengthen the United Na-
tions and promote its effective evolu-
tion and use. The United Nations
should progressively establish inter-
national law, It should control
atomic energy. It should be freed of
any veto in the pacific settlement of
international disputes, It should be
provided with the armed forces con-
templated by the Charter. We partic-
ularly commend the utility of regional
arrangements as prescribed by the
Charter; and we point with pride to
the Western Hemispherical Defense
Pact as a useful model.

Cur faithful dedication gs to peace
with Justice and honor.a
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It was an internationslist plark from beginning to end, At no time during
the period previously covered by this study had the internationslists so easily
written in the platform so nearly what they desired. Oriticism of the Admini-~
stration was relatively mild and the following statement on ~bipartisanship was
included:

"We are proud of the part that Republicans have taken in those
limited areas of foreign policy in which they have been permitted to
participate, We shall invite the Minority party to join us under the
next Ropublicaﬁ Administration in stopping partisan politics at the
waters' edge,"™7

It is perhaps further indicative of the power of the internstionslists at the
1948 Convention that the nominations for President and Vice-President did not
result in what Vandenberg celled a "hybrid ticked." Of course the foreign
policy views of the cendidates are only one factor in their selection, but they
are nonetheless one factor, In 1940 Willkie's interventionist views had been
balanced by McNary's non-interventionist views, In 1944, Dewey, who favored
full participation by the United States in post-war international affairs, was
teamed with Bricker, who was of the isolationist camp,

The night in 1948 when Dewey was nominated the new candidate called &
conference of about twenty Republicen leaders in his hotel suite to discuss &
Vice~-Presidential candidate. Vandenberg states that he argued his view on the
matter directly with Dewey:

"I was entirely frank in urging Dewey pot to build a hybrid
ticket~-not to choose a V., P, who was not in full harmony with the
platform and with his own consistent support of international co-
operation... I argued that we could not go to the country with s
ticket which did no more than personify the gplit on this issue

among Regublicans in Congress. I recommended either Stassen or
Warren, 48

L"?Proceedingg. Rep. Nat), Conv,, 1948, p. 193
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¥hat effect this admonition had is difficult to say. Dewey later said,

'I was scrupulous not to express a preference... At Philadelphis Warren was
genuinely the unanimous choice of the group."49 In so far as he had expressed
himself on International affairs Warren was an internationalist, and on forelgn
policy, at least, there was nothing hybrid sbout the 1948 Republican ticket,

It was not expected that Dewey, who had helped to father the idea of non-

partisanship in internationsl affairs in 1944, would make foreign policy a major
issue in the 1948 campaign., Early in the campaign Dewey drew a distinction
between the phases of American foreign policy that had been the subject of bi-

partisan collaboration and those on which Republican leaders had not been con-

sulted in advance, He indiceted that those in the latter class would be the
subject of major eriticism in the Pregidential campaign., He listed the Greek-

Turkish policy, the discussions at the Potsdam conference, the "entire China

policy or lack of policy," and the handling of the Pakistan situation as falling
in the latter category. As to the Buropean Recovery Program, Dewey said that

in the form in which it was enacted it conformed very largely to the views of
Republican leaders, This statement was taken to indicate that the ERP would be

exempt from attack,

The " bipartisan policy in general, he folt, had been limited to the forma-

tion of the United Nations and American participation in it. In the same state-
ment he urged John Foster Dulles, his close adviser on foreign affairs, to

accept the part in the United Nations Genersl Assembly (meeting =t Paris) which

had been offered him by the Department of State.5°

bfgthdu P. 441
50New York Times, July 2, 1948, p, 1
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A week later a statement of a slightly different tone was issued by the
Republican National Committee, It was a twenty-six page document written by
Representative Charles Halleck on "Accomplishments of the Republican Congress,"
This statement accused the "New Dealers" of "fumbling and bungling" in our for-
eign relations, stated that thirty-two billion in foreign a2id was the root
canse of domestic high prices, and averred that most of our problems stem from
"the betrayal at Quebec, Yalta, Teheran, and Potsdam.," On most foreign policies,
| Halleck wrote, the so-called 'bipartisan foreign policy has been "a myth, because
our Republican leaders were not consulted, "5 Thig document would have to be
considered es' official Republican policy although not a forecast of what a Re-
publican Administration's foreign policy would be, A month later, however, the
National Committee refused to use a document submitted to it entitled "Demo-
cratic Duplicity and Appeasement in Foreign Policy Administration.¥5?

In September Vandenberg issued a statement on behalf of himself, Dewey,
and Dulles stating that Americs was united on foreign policy., It was a send=-off
to John Foster Dulles as he left for Paris, as well as by way of comment in the
face of the 5lockade of Berlin by the Russians in Eastern Germany:

"Regardless of political differences at home, we are serving

notice on the world that America is united to protect American rights

everywhere and through firmness in the right to seek peace with

Justice for ourselves and the other peace-loving peoples of the world.

"It is of the greatest importance that other nations which do

not understand our political system should not be misled by our

political campaign at home, We shall be in internal controversy

regarding many phases of foreign policy. But we shall not be in

controversy over the basic fact that America is united against

aggression and the foes of freedom,

"I am happy to say that Governor Dewey and I have discussed
these matters many times, and one of the reasons I confidently

Sl_m.' July 10’ 191"’8’ Pe 6
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look forward to his election as President of the United States is

the fact that he deeply belisves in this cgopcept and will stoutly

sustain it over the years that 1lie ahead.“58

Dulles later announced that he was going to the United Nations Assembly
not only in his offiecial capacity as an American representative but also as a
Republican "with the approval and support" of Mr, Dewey. He said the Government
had arranged separate communications facilities whereby he could inform Dewey
quickly of important developments end "get the guidance of his views, "%

It is apparent from such statements as these not only that the Republicans
were confident of victory, but that these Republican foreign policy leaders
were beginning to think very seriously about the problems they would face if
they became responsible for American foreign policy, So sure was Vandenberg
of victory that or several occasions during the campalgn he wrote Dulles to
counsel extreme care against prejudicing the "incoming" Republican administration
by campaign foreign policy statements resulting in commitments which would have
to be met after election day. |

Dulles agreed basically with this approach, but felt that Dewey was en-
titled to some latitude becsuse he was, after all, running for a political
office, "I hope you will be tolerant," he wrote, "of the exigencies of the
campaign and of political influence from which Mr, Truman does not divorce him-
self and from which the Governor cannot wholly divorce himself.”55

It was true that Truman made slight reference at any time in the campaign

to the part played by the Republicans in transforming his foreign policy into

working policies, He contimumously attacked the 80th Republican Congress as the

S41bid,, Sept. 18, 1948, p. 1
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worst or second worst in history. Vandenberg was much disturbed because he
felt Mr, Truman failed to draw & line between domestic issues, which might be
falr targets for political attack, and the area which he (Vandenberg) regarded
as lying within the  bipartisan foreign policy ares, To Vandenberg the accom—
plishments in foreign affairs of the 80th Congress constituted "the most amazing
record of constructive cooperation ever written in any Congress," and he thought
it was responsible for the country's substantial unity in its foreign policy
voice.56 Vandenberg later made & radio address mainly to answer the Administra-
tion's attacks, slthough he also discussed his cooperstion with the Department
of State on the Berlin blockade and other pressing matters during the campalgn.

In October the campaign-conscious nation was startled by the rumor that
Mr, Truman intended to send Chief Justice Vinson to Moscow as his personal
emissary to Stalin to talk peace, The proposal was blocked by the Secretary of
State and others, but caused a great flurry for several days. It was regarded
as & campalgn blunder on the part of the President, and soon brought a statement
from Governor Dewey. While there apparently was some division among Dewey's
advisers on whether to exploit this "colossal error," it was decided not to do
80, Instead Dewey said the following:

"The people of America wholeheartedly and vigorously support
the labors of our bi-partisan delegation at Paris and specificelly
its insistence on a prompt 1ifting of the blockade of Berlin.
"The nations of the world can rest assured that the American

people are in fact mmited in their foreign policy and will firmly

and unshakably uphold the United Nations and our friends of the

free world in every step to build and preserve the peaco."5

Other Republicans were not sc charitable, and on the day following the

Dewey statement, Taft at Nashville attacked the Truman proposal to send Vinson,

561pid., p. 448

5TMew York Timeg, Oct, 11, 1948, p. 1
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saying it had weakened our position with regard to Russia, discrediting both

the United Nations and Secretary Marshall, But Taft also was looking forward

to future responsibilities when he said in the same speech:

"Republicans in Congress under the able leadership of Senator
Vandenberg have cooperated with the President whenever they have been
alloved to do so, and they have shown their complete ability to take
over the conduct of foreign affairs even in the midst of a war,"

Certainty of success lasted up through an early morning edition of the
Chicago Tribupe on the first Wednesday after the first Monday in November, Then

the GOP faced four more years in the wilderness, and a new period opened which

would bring significant developments in foreign policy in the Republican Party,

58]:916_., Oct. 12, 1948, ». 1




CHAPTER VI

THE REPUBLICANS AND THE COLD WAR: EUROPE

It will be the purpose of this chapter and the one which follows to tracae

the record written by the Republicans on the foreign policy issues growing out
of the great conflict between Bast and West that has become known as the Cold
War, This conflict began in 1945 and was intensified during the years of the
80th Congress, The attempts of the American govermment, under divided control,
to meet the early thrusts of the Soviet have been shown in the preceding chapter,
It now remaing to study the Republican attitudes on those foreign policy measures
undertaken by the second Truman Administration, locked in a struggle with the
Rusgian world which took many varied forms., Following this narrative it will

be in order to examine the Republican record to see what it meant (1) in terms
of the rslative stremngths of the internationalist snd isolationist wings of the
party, and (2) in terms of bipartisanship in foreign policy.

American aid to Burope in variouns forms had been continuous since 1939,

although the purposes of the aid had shifted from time to time., Prior to our
entry into World War II, we were the "arsensl of democracy." From 1941 to 1945,
in addition to massing our own gigentic forces, we continued military aid to
our allies, both democratic and communist, Beginning before VJ day and con~
tinuing into 1948, Congress appropristed many millions for diresct relief aid
and rehabilitation in the wartorn areas of Burope, This aid was originally
granted without thought to politiecal considerations, but scon fell under heavy
eriticism when it was felt that the Communists were making political capital
out of our money in certain areas of eastern Zurope., In 1946 Great Britain
was the recipient of a2 $3.5 billion dollar loan designed to save her from
bankruptcy immediately following the close of hostilities, Xconomic and

military grants to Greece and Turkey were voted when it appeared as though !

Western hegemony was in danger in those states, '

—
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By 1947, when it appeared that the economies of western Burope were not '

recovering even with relief grants and that political unrest was the immediate
result, the gigantic European Recovery Program was launched to aid these coun- l

tries in developing their manufacturing and agriculture to a point where internal

needs could be met, and export markets could he developed. Once this was
accomplished, it was hoped by some that America could finally end the seemingly
endless drain of her resources in aiding Europe. The program was fairly launched
in 1948 with a $5.3 billion dollar appropriation for a period of fifteen months,
It will be remembered that Republican support in Congress for the program was

strong, and under the leadership of Senator Vandenberg and other GOP bipartisan

leaders, both House and Senate Republicans recorded sizable mejorities in favor
of the new plan.1

The 1948 Republican platform had this to say on the subject of foreign
econonmic aid:

"Within the prudent limits of our own sconomic welfare, we shall
cooperate, on a basis of self-help and mutual aid, to assist other
peace~loving nations to restore their economic independence and the
human rights and fundamental freedoms for which we fought two wars
and upon which dependable peace must build, We shall insist on
businesslike and efficient administration of all foreign aid, "2
Early in 1949 Congress began to consider the terms under which the ERP

would be extended, The Economic Cooperation Administration was eminently

successful in obtaining the funds it requested to continue the program, The

request was for $1,15 billion for the last quarter of the Government's 1949
fiscal year and $4.28 billion through fiscal 1950, The Senate Foreign Relations
Committee accepted the bill as presented with omne exception, It approved an
addition to the preamble proposed by Alexander Wiley (Republican, of Wisconsin)

which called for the rapid unification of Burope. This change was opposed by

1F1ggres A and B

2Proceedings, Rep. Natl. Conv., 1948, p. 192
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Chairman Connally, but the Committee unanimously reported the bill as amended,
For the first week the floor was held by Republican opponents of the bill,
and these opponents proposed several amendments designed to limit or defeat
the purposes of the ERP, Other Republicans, as well as the Administration
leaders, defended BCA and stressed the need to continue American aid., The
attack on the BRP came in the series of amendments mentioned above, It was a
Republican attack, and yet less than half of the Republicans in the Senate
supported this opposition. Wen SenstorWherry (Republicansof Nebraska) moved to

cut the FRP's second-year authorization by 15 percent, the Senate defeated his

amendment (68-14), and only 14 of 41 Republicans voting supported the move,3

A Taft-Russell amendment to reduce the proposed authoriéation by 10 percent
gained the support of only 18 out of 41 Republicans, and the Senate as & whole
defeated the proposed cut by a vote of 54 to 23.4 Senator Ellender (Democrat,
of Mississippi) proposed that 25 percent (instead of 5 percent) of the counter-
part funds in each Marshall Plan country be allocated to the United States for
the purchase of strategic materials, Counterpart funds were the payments by
the reciplent countries in local currencies which were made to match the dollar
allotments from the United States, and Ellender's amendments would have had
the effect of diverting one fifth of these funds from their intended purpose,

The whole Senate rejected this (22-56) as did the Republican side (14~23).5

Bllender next offered an amendment to prohibit the use of these counterpart
funds in any country for government administrative expenses or for payment of

interest on or retirement of national debt. On this proposal the Republicans

39225: Record, Vol. 95, p. 3682 (81lst Cong., 1lst Sess., Apr, 1, 1949)
41bid., p. 3699

5Ivid,, p. 30948. (Apr. 5, 1949)
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voted favorably (19-17), although the Senate as a whole rejected the amendment
(27-55).%

Among amendments from the Republican side was one by Senator Baldwin. (Re-
publican, of Connecticut) to withhold aid from any participating country which
violated a treaty with the United States, This provision was rejected (22-59),
but the Republicans supported it (21-15).7 McCarthy (Republican, of Wisconsin)
proposed an amendment to withhold assistance from any country where BCA funds
were used to discriminate against American nationals or where any racial or
religious discrimination was practiced in the distribution of funds, Rejection
of this amendment was by a vote of 45 to 33, but Republicans favored the pro-
posal by a vote of 28 to 9.8 Both of these amendments were designed to stop
certain alleged mistreatment of American nationals in French Morocco who_were
protected under a treaty of 1912, Senators Cain, Washington Republican, and
Bridges, New Hampshire Republican, cooperated to introduce an amendment to
eliminate completely the ECA suthorization for fiseal 1950 and to substitute
“such sums as the appropriestions committees,..shall recommend." Quite aware
that the program would receive much 1less friendly treatment at the hands of
the appropriations committees, the Senate overwhelmingly rejected this (15-67),
only 12 out of 36 Republicans voting favorably.9 The only other smendment on
which the Republicans voted contrary to the Senate as a whole was on one backed
by Bridges and McCarran, Nevada Democrat, which would have required that all
shipments to Europe be "appropriately labeled," presumably with some American
emblem, The Senate rejected this (26-~57), but the Republicans supported the

amendment (23-13).10

6Ibid., p. 3850
7Ivid., p. 3872

BBLE." r. 3877

91bid., p. 3989 (Apr. 6, 1949)
10Tbid,, p. 4133 (Apr. 8, 1949)
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When the extension bill came to the final vote, even the solid core of &
dozen-or-so Republicens which had led the opposition was broken up, and only
six voted against its passage, while two were paired in opposition.ll It can
thus be said that less than half the Republicans in the Senate in 1949 favored
ending or in any major way reducing the scope of the European Recovery Program,
and that only a handful were absolutely opposed to the bill in any form,

The House Committee on Foreign Affairs gave the bill no less favorable
treatment than had its Senate counterpart. The bill was unanimously reported,
although somewhat later the minority members of the committee published a
report which indicated that they had favored the "package approach! to this
problem; that is, including the aid authorizations for all areas in one bill.

It also voiced criticism of America's China policy.lz

The House version of the bill did, however, cut $50,000,000 from the 1950
funds, but this was later restored in conference committee, In the House de-
bate, three attempts were made to reduce the amount authorized for the ERP, but
all were successfully defeated on division votes with only rather minor support
fof the cuts, The House passed its version of the bill by a vote of 355 to 49, ||
with the Republicans concurring by a margin of 125 to 38.13 Republican support
in the House for the second year of ERP can be compared with 1948 in Figure B.

By 1950 the "single package' approach to foreign economic aid had returned

to favor, and the result was the Foreign Economic Assistance Act., Fivae Programg=s

111pid. s p. 4147 The twelve Senztors most consistently supporting the
limiting amendments to this bill were Bricker (Ohio), Cain (Wash.), Ecton
(Mont.), Jenner (Indiesns), Kem (Mo.), Lenger (N. D.), VWherry (Neb.), Williems
(Del.), Watkins (Utah), Young (S. D.), Butler (Neb,), and Malone (Nev,).

128, Rept. No. 223, 81st Cong., 1st Sess., (Mar. 25, 1949), pt. 2

130ong, Record, Vol. 95, p. 4422 (81st Cong., 1st Sess., Apr. 12, 1949)
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ERP, Point IV, Aid to Korea, to Chins, and to the United Nations Childrem's
Fund--were rolled into one bill authorizing $3,127,450,000 in aid., This chapter
will consider only those sections dealing with European economic aid.

Joint Senate and House committee hearings were held on this bill followed
by separste additional hearings in each House, The House committee reported
the bill on March 22, recommending $1.95 billion dollars for ECA, This was one
billion dollars less then had been requested by the Administration, but the
House Committee proposed to furnish the balance in surplus farm commodities.

The amendment which resulted in this cut was offered in committee by Vorys
(Republicarn, of Ohio) and wes adopted by a vote of 10 to 7 which cut across
party lines,

Consideration by the whole House began on March 24 after the Representatives
had aprroved six hours of general debate by a vote of 262 to 22, the Republicans
voting 96 in favor, 15 against.1* Mr., Fulton (Republicen, of Pennsylvanis)
moved to restore the one-billion dollar cut. Mr. Case (Republican of South
Dakota) amende@ this proposal to reduce the restoration by $250,000,000, This
reduction was accepted, 2nd the Fulton amendment was adopted, The result was a
restoration of $750,000,000, adopted by a standing vote of 178 to 87.15 Follow-
ing this, snother attempt to cut $500,000,000 from the program was defeated
(137-152)-16 It was then voted that one billion of the two and seven-tenths
billicn dollars granted to the Marshall-Plan countries must be used to buy

United States farm surpluses.

W1b14,, Vol., 96, p. 4053 (8Blst Cong., 2nd Sess., Mar. 4, 1950)
15Ibid. spp. 7538-7539 (May 23, 1950)

161v4d., p. 4552 (Mar. 31, 1950)




S - e
176

It must be remembered that on the roll call to pass the Foreign Hconomic
Agsigtance Act all the programs were under consideration, In view of the fact,
bowever, that funds for the ERP comprised more than three-fourths of the money
involved, 1t is fair to assume that the final vote chiefly reflected the
attitude of the House on Buropean aid, The House vote was 287 to 86 in favor
of the bill, while the Republican division was favorable by 78 to 69.17 The
sharp contrast of this Republican vote with that of the earlier years is shown
clearly in Figure B. It should be remembered, also, that the bill had been
somewhat modified along lines proposed by the Republicans before it came to
the final test,

The Senate Foreign Relations committee voted (11~0) to approve the full
$2.95 billion for ECA, and the bill was reported March 22, On the floor
Senator Kem (Republican, of Missouri) proposed an amendment to cut the amount
suthorized by the bill by one billion dollars. This was overwhelmingly defeated
by a vote of é2 to 17 and rejected by the Republicans by a vote of 24 to 12.18
Opponents of the bill as reported tried now tc shave $500,000,000 from the
total program under an emendment proposed by Taft., The vote on this was 40 to
40 which meant defeat since proffered amendments are sutomaticsally rejected on
tie votes. The Republicans, however, lined up behind this proposed cut (30-
6)+1° and on an amendment by Bridges to reduce the bill by $250,000,000, enough

Democrats Joined Bepublicans to put it across by a vote of 47 to 33 (Republicans

33-3) %0

Following their efforts to reduce the amount of money involved,

171bid., p. 4553
181p14,, p. 6442 (May 5, 1950)
191bid., p. 6445

201vid., p. 6448
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Republicans swung behind the bill on the final vote and were counted 24 to 7 in
favor of passage.21

The Republicans in both houses were unhappy about the conference committee's
version of the bill, In the House Republicans objected to the increase in the
amount over what the House had authorized and voted against adoption of the
conference report (74-63).22 In the Senate, Republicans objected to the
guarantees offered to American investors abroad and switched from support to
opposition by voting (27-9) against adoption of the conference report.23 This
last vote, however, probably cannot be taken as indicative of the Senate GOP
attitude toward the entire program,

Before Congress was once agaein called upon to dispose of Buropean economic
aid, a Congressional election had intervened to increase GOP strength in both
the House and the Senate, With this election had come a new wave of economy-
mindedness, In addition, there was a mgjor shift in American thinking on aid to
Furope. Whereas the Marshall Plan and the Turopean Recovery Programs of 1948-

1950 were desigred to strengthen the economies of western Burope and thus to

increase their political stability and improve their world economic positions,
the new emphasis was on military aid, With the birth of the North Atlantiec
Treaty Orgenization, both Congress and the Administration came to considef the
most pressing need of Burope to be military forces to resist aggressien which
might be iminent,

The =id bills of 1951 and 1952, therefore, were entitled Mutual Security

Acts and reflected the growth of military as contrasted to economic aid, In

zll_b_i_.d;ov Pe 6490
221bid.,pp. 7538-7539 (May 23, 1950)

231bid., p. 7725 (May 25, 1950)
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the first of these (1951) the Administration asked for a total of $8,5 billion
for both military and economic purposes, approximately $2.2 billion of this
being for economic assistance, The House Foreign Affairs Committee proposed
to cut $651,250,000 from the total figure, and also suggested the creation of a
new Mutual Security Agency, By & vote of 187 to 177 the full House cut another
$350,000,000 from the economic portion of the aid, the Republicans favoring
this reduction by a vote of 149 to 14, On final passage the vote was 260 to 101,
vut the Republicans were divided 81 ageinst, to 80 for the bi1l.2

During the hearings in the Senate, Taft, Chairman of the Republican Policy
Committee, said that the request for military aid could not be cut very much,
but that he felt that the economic aid could be reduced by one-half, The
Senate committee unanimously agreed on $7,535,750,000 as a total figure, but
when the debate opened, Everret Dirksen (Republican, of Illinois) immediately
pushed through an amendment cutting $250,000,000 more from the economic aid
portion of the bill, The vote was 36 to 34, and the Republicans lined up behind
the Senator from Illinois by a vote of 26 to 5.25 The Republicans supported
Dirksen again (26-7) when he attempted to increase the reduction to $560,000.000,
but this move was defeated by the Senate as & whole (41-31).26 Again, despite
these efforts to 1limit the scope of Buropeen economic aid, the Republicans were
found voting overwhelmingly (22-5) in favor of the bill on final passage when
the Senate itself carried the bill (61-5).27

The conference commlittee reached a compromise figure somewhat closer to

the final House bill and decided to retain the provision for & Mutual Security

2“’I’b.’:.oi.,. Vol. 97, p. 10954 (82nd Cong., lst Sess., Aug. 31, 1951)
25Ibid., p. 10885
261v14., p. 10928

27Ibid., p. 10954
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Agency, The conference report was accepted by the Senate (56-25) after it re-
Jected (48-30) a motion to recommit the bill, The Republicans favored recommital
(28-8), but subsequently voted (19-18) in favor of accepting the conference
report.28 The compromise version was accepted in the House by a vote of 230 to
98, but Republicans voted for rejection (78-76).29 It appears that the Repub-
licans in the Senate were very much in faver of a Mutual Security Program but
definitely opposed to continued economic as distinguished from military sid,
while at least half of the House Republicans were hostile to the entire pro-
gram, especially the economic aid portion of the bill,

In 1952 the emphasis in European aid was even more on military assistance,
The term "economic aid" had been dropped completely, and the bill spoke only
of "military aid," and "defense support." The total amount authorized for
Burope under the last category was $1,282,433,000, which represented & consid-
erable reduction from the $1,637,300,000 recommended by the Administration,

The House committee voted to cut the recommended Buropean defense support
figure by only 10 percent, but the House itself later agreed tc an additional
cut of $615,300,000 in the economic aid funds for Burope., This reduction came
on an amendment by Vorys, Ohio Republican, and was supported by House Repub-
licans by a vote of 160 to 10, On the vote for passage only 78 Republicans
voted "yes," while the "nay" vote was 89,30

In the Senate Foreign Relations Committee one billion dollars was cut from
the bill, which represented approximately & 12.6 percent reduction on each

item, Voting for the reduction were 211 the Republicans (save Lodge, who did

281pid., pp. 12479-12u84 (Oct. 2, 1951)
291bid., p. 12720 (Oct, 5, 1951)

302911,. Vol. 98, pp. 5915-5917, (82nd Cong., 2nd Sess., May 23, 1952)
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not vote) and four Democrats. Approval of the bill after the reduction, how- E
ever, was by a vote of 12-0,

The Senate took up the foreign aid bill May 5 but considered it only
briefly. On a motion by William F, Enowland (Republican, of California) the
Senate voted (40-33) to send the legislation to the Armed Services Committee for
further study.31 Knowland argued that with 70 percent of the aid for military
purposes his committee had a "direct and vital interest in the bill," He said
it should consider whether the bill should be cut beyond the one billion slash
made by the Foreign Relations Committee, The Republicans voted for Knowland's

motion (37-2), In spite of the fact that the Armed Services Committee was

congidered less friendly than Foreign Relations, the former group reported the
bill out unchanged.

The only roll-call vote taken directly on the economic or "defense support"
section of the bill was on an amendment by Ellender, Mississippi Democrat, to
cut this portion by $500,000,000, The Senate defeated this proposal, but the
Republicans supported it by a vote of 27 to 10.32 On several other votes
Republicans supported moves to reduce the over—-all aunthorization, but on the
Yote for final passage, GOP Senators voted (29-5) in favor of the bill,

Figures A and B show clearly the trend of Republican behavior in Congress
on the continuing issue of general Buropean economic assistance. During the
five years charted, the Republicen voting shifted from strong support of the
program in 1948 and 1949 to strong opposition in 1951 and 1952, In part, no
doubt, this change can be attributed to & growing opposition to all phases of

Democratic foreign policy, but there was also a distinct disenchantment with

3111’.1.@;-- P. 4774 (May S 1952)

321p1d., p. 6107 (May 28, 1952)
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the idea of economic as distinguished from purely military aid. Again there
vas the factor of economy, and the feeling that the economies of Europe (some
of them socialistic) were no longer in any more need of our dollars than were
we,

As @ part of this general question it is interesting to look at Republican
attitudes toward aid to two countries not within the scope of the Buropean
Recovery Program--Spain and Yugoslavia, Many Republicans had been critical of
our policy (undertaken in concurrence with a United Nations policy) of the
removal of our ambassador from Spain, As the tensions between ourselves and
the communists became greater after 1947, more and more Republicans saw no
reason why we should ostracize this pre-eminently anti-~Communist state from the
community of the free world, During 1949 such leading Republicans as Taft,
Wherry, Mundt, and Brewster made statements favorable to the re-establishment
of free diplomatic relations with Franco,

During comsideration of the Foreign Assistance Bill in 1950, an amendment
to include $50,000,000 in aid for Spain was sponsored by Senators Brewster,
Maine Republican, snd MeCarran, Nevada Democrat, It was defeated (42-38), but
21 Republicans supported the move while only 14 opposed it.23 In the appro-
pristion stages another amendment was introduced in the Senate to provide an
BCA grant of $100,000,000 to Spain, This was amended to make the aid in the
form of a losn from the Export-Import Bank, and in this form was agreed to,

On this roll call 31 Republicans voted for such a loan, while only four voted

against 1t.2 In conference committee this figure was reduced to $62,500,000,

331pid,, Vol. 96, p. 5855 (8lst Cong., 2nd Sess., Apr. 27, 1950)
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ard in this form it was passed, The language of the appropriation bill was such
that it issued a "directive" to the President to loan this money to Spain.
President Truman called such a "directive” unconstitutional, and said he would
consider it merely as an "authorization," and contended he already had such
authority., In each of the Military Assistance Programs of 1951 and 1952 funds
were appropriated for military, economic, end technical eld to Spain, and al-
though there were no direct roll-call votes on this issue, all indications are
that Republican support remained high for cooperation with Spain,

In 1950 the President asked that Congress provide $38,000,000 in relief
aid for Tugoslavia, The Senate epproved this request by a vote of 60 to 21
after it had rejected a motion by Senator Knowland to recommit the b111,35 On
the roll-call for recommital, 34 Republicans voted favorably and five against,
but on the vote to approve the aid to Yugoslavia, Republicans voted (24-1%4) in
favor of such aid, A significant fact here is that had the five Republicans who
voted against recomnmittelabstained or voted for recommittal, the bill would
have been defeated., Thus it would appear that Republicans were more inclined
to favor economic assistance to a non-democratic country on the Right than to
a non~democratic country on the Left, even though the latter was anti-Russian,
for the moment at least,

II

Turning now to the steps which culminated in an almost complete shift from
economic to military assistence to Burope, it is necessary to return to the
origins of the North Atlantiec Pact, It will be remembered that the Senate in
1948 overwhelmingly approved the Vandenberg Resolution which drew attention to

the possibility and, indeed, the desirability of forming regional groupings

351pid., p. 16402 (Dec. 11, 1950)
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"ineide thelUnited Nations] charter, but outside the veto" under the terms of
Article 51.36 In a short time the Administration had taken the initiative in
entering into such e grouping in Western Europe for defensive purposes. There
vas already in existence the Brussels Pact under which Great Britain, France,
Belgium, the Netherlands, and Luxembourg had sgreed to stand together if attacke
and had begun in a small way to build uwp military forces,

It was now proposed to create a larger grouping to include not only more
states of Western Burope (Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Portugal, and Italy), but
to bridge the Atlantic a2nd include Canads and the United States. This historic
pact, the first military alliance in our history, was signed in Washington on
April 4, 1949, and was subjected to scrutiny by the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee beginning April 27,

During the negotiations leading up to the treaty, the Senate Committee had
been kept informed by the new Secretary of State, Mr., Dean Acheson, On Feb-
ruary 18 and again on Merch 8 the Secretary met with the committee to review
in detail the draft language agreed upon by the negotiating parties, Both Van-
denbarg and Connally worked for modifications of the State Department's pro-
posals in two particular respects, One was in Article 5, the operating clause,
which pledged the signatories to regard an attack against one or more of them
in Burope or in North America as an attack against all, Rach nation would have
pledged itself to take action, including the use of armed force, to restore the
security of the North Atlantic area. The Senators insisted upon changing thisg
to an obligation to teke such action "as it deems necessary, including the use

of armed force,"

36566 sbove p. 159
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Secondly, Vandenberg, Connally, and other committee members urged that a
cover—all provision be added to the treaty providing that the Pact would be
ratified and its provisions "carried out by the parties in accordance with
their respective constitutional processes." The purpose of this was to make
clear that Congress should not be by-passed.

After sixteen days of hearings the committee not only recommended ratifi-
cation (13-0), but included in its report specific praise for the Executive for
1ts efforts to work closely with Congress in developing this policy., By the
time the Pact was sent to the Senate floor for debate so much discussion had
already taken place that there was 1little left to say. Vandenberg and Connally
opened the debate with impressive addresses., The ﬁajor opposition speech was
made by Senator Taft who, together with a handful'of Republicans, attacked the
obligation of arms aid and the proposed military implementation of the bill.
It will be remembered, however, that regional arranszements were specifiecally
endorsed by the Republican platform of 1948 and, therefore, the opposition was
on gsomewhat shaky ground, Three reservatiorns were introduced: In the first
place, Wherry, Taft, and Watkins wanted the Pact to state specifically that no
obligation was to be understood for the United States to furnish arms., This
was rejected by the Senate by a vote of 74 to 21, but 18 Republicans supported
the reservations, while 25 opposed.37 Secondly, . Watkins slone introduced a
reservation stating that the United States assumed no obligation to assist
another party by arms without consent of Congress, The Senate voted down this

proposal (84-11), and only 10 Republicens voted "yea," while 33 opposed it.30

370ong. Record, Vol., 95, P. 9915 (81lst Cong, lst Sess., July 21, 1949)
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Finally, Watkins tried to get the Senate to adopt a reservation limiting the
military obligations of the United States., This last proposal stated that
Congress was under no obligation, not even moral, to use armed forces under
this Pact., Only eight Senators (seven Republicans) were with Watkins on this,
while 87 Senators (36 Republican) voted to reject this proposed reservation.
The final Senate vote on the North Atlantic Treaty was (82-13) in favor of
passage, the Republicans concurring (32-11),37

Vhatever degree of bipartisanship and legislative~executive cooperation
was operative in the Senate's handling of the North Atlantic Pact was largely
lost in the debate over how to implement the Pact, Ag mentioned earlier,
Vandenberg had specifically reserved Judgement on the follow-up arms program,
becsuse he felt the early plans of the Administration indicated it was going
shead too rapidly. He was very much interested in establishing the principle
of cooperative action against aggression contained in the Pact, but he feared
that too much immediate emphasis on the arms program might touch off a renewed
armament race between the East and the West,

Then in July, 1949, without any advanced bipartisan consultation, Truman
sent to Congress a legislative request for adl.45 billion arms program to
strengthen not only the signatory nations to the North Atlantic Treaty but cer-
tain other nations as well, The mgjor objections among many legislators were
{1) that the bill ignored the machinery set up in the treaty for handling aid~--
that is, the "advisory council® and "defense comm}ttee“ which had not yet been
established; end (2) that the bill gave the President Munprecedented" powers to
run the program completely on his own, or as Vandenberg put it, "to sell, loan,

or give away the entire defense establishment to anybody &t anytime on any

391big.
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terms. "0 VWhat was wanted, Vandenberg thought, was & very brief interim bill
to demonstrate our good faith pending the development of =n integrated arms
program as directed by the Pact itself,

After a warning of rejection by both the Senate Foreign Relations and
Armed Services Committee, the proposed bill was withdrawn sand & new draft sub-
nitted which sharply curtailed the President's amthority 2nd tied the arms aid
more closely to North Atlantic defense and the United Nations, The new version
requested military aid in the amount of $1.4 billion. Consultation with Van-
denberg and Dulles (then in the Senate) continued at various stages during Con-
gressional consideration,

After extensive hearings the House Foreign Affeirs Committee made thirty-
four alterations in the bill, most of them minor, and reported the revised
neasure favorably. Four groups of members reported minority views at different
stages giving their opinions on how to meet the problem. A bipartisan group
composed of Richerds, South Carolina Democrat, Vorys, Ohio Republican, Judd,
Minnesota Republican, and Bﬁrleson, Texas Democrat, favored an interim six-
months program of only half the amount proposed. Ip the meantime these Repre-
sentatives thought the Furopeans should come up with a long-range program, They
also felt that the real deterrent to Russian aggression was less apt to come
from s program such as the one enviseged than from American air power with the
atomic bomb,

Representative Fulton, Pennsylvenia Republican, and Javits, New York Re-
publican, also favored the interim approach, while Representatives Chiperfield,
I1linois Republican, Smith, Wisconsin Republican, and Jackson, Californias Repub-

lican, criticized the "controversial nature of the bill," and the fact that

4O0grthur H, Vandenberg, Jr., ed., The Private Pepers of Arthur Vandenberg,
p. 507 '
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mach of the testimony on behalf of it came from military spokesmen, This
latter group concluded their statement by saying:
M ..We feel impelled to ~ppose bill H, R. 5895 on the basic
ground that the method of assistance proposed in the bill is not
consonant with the major objectives of United States' policy, the
security of the United States and that of friendly free nations...
", ..the mechanism of ground force defense, relied on in the
proposed legislation, is outmoded and would be grossly inadequate
in the face of vastly superior Soviet forces.

"The sssistance provided under the provisions of the legilslation
would,..impede essentlal economic recovery of that area.

", ..Western Burope can be defended only by sir power, "1

The fourth minority report was from Representatives Vorys, Judd, and John Davie
Lodge (Republican. of Connecticut) and was & criticism of the Administration
for omitting China from the proposed legislation.hz

On the floor of the House &n amendment was adopted which reduced the amount
of direct appropriations to NATO countries to $580,495,000, Republicans
favored this reduction overwhelmingly (137’--8).’“*3 and when the vote on final
passege was taken, the GOP members lined up (S%-51) against the bill.*H

In the Senate the bill was taken under consideration by a joint committee
compoged of the membership of the Committee on Foreign Relations and the Armed
Services Committee, With some Senators balking at the $1.1 billion to be fur-
nished Treaty countries, and Secretaries Acheson (State) and Johnson (Defense)

adamant that it could not be whittled, Senator Vandenberg set forth a formula

which became the compromise solution. It proposed reducing the immedimte cash

L”‘H
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outlay to nearer $500,000,000 with the remaining $600,000,000 being used to
back up contracts awarded by the government &s part of the Military Assistance
Program, This solution was accepted although the total amount involved was
somevhat reduced., The final vote on the entire bill in the Jjoint committee
was 20 to 3,with only Democrets George, Russell, and Byrd opposed.

On the fleor two major attempts were made to reduce the smount authorized
for this program, and both were rejected, The first was by Senator George,
Georgia Democrat, who proposed & reduction of $200,000,000 and the second was
an amendment introduced by Knowland, California Republican, for = cut of
$100,000,000. On both roll calls only ten Republicans opposed the reduction,
vhile 23 voted for it, but on final passage Republicans supprorted the measure
(19-14).45 The Republicans then in both houses were somewhat less than en-
thusiastic about the srms aid program, A majority of the BHouse Republicans
wvere against the bill in any proposed form even after it had been reduced in
size, ©Senate Republicans wanted the authorizations in the bill reduced, and
almost half of them voted against passage of the bill,

The change of attitude a year later on the Military Aid Program was
striking, The emount requested was $1,222,500,000 for the second year. The
111 was approved (12-0) by the two Senate committees and was reported without
amendment. The debate opened June 23, immediately following the Korean attack,
and lasted only forty-eight hours, The Administration pressed for immediate
passege in view of the deteriorating world situation, and after an initial
reluctance, the Republicans agreed to go along., The bill passed the Senate

on June 30 by a vote of 66 to 0, and twenty absent Senators said they favored

451p14., p. 13168 (Sept. 22, 1949)
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the legislation, The position of six Republicans was unlknown, but with these
exceptions, Republican approval was mua,n.’mmous.’+6

The House acted with equal dispatch, The Foreign Affairs Committee endorsed
the bill (24-0), no amendments were offered on the floor, and passege was by &
vote of 362 to 1, the sole dissenting vote being cast by Vito Marcantonie of

New York, while Robert Rich of Pennsylvania voted “present."u7 This phenomenon

can only be explained by the outbreak of fighting in Korea and the threat of
world war which was felt to be present,

The Mutual Security Acts of 1951 and 1952 have been discussed briefly in
connection with Buropean economic aid which they contained. These acts merged
the two previous programs of economic assistance and military aid into one
bill., It was noted that Republican hostility toward these acts was mainly

directed toward their economic aspects, but by 1951 the great unanimity of

support for military aid had alsoc broken up, In 1951 more Republicans in the
House voted against continuing the program than voted in favor of it. In the
Senate Republicens voted (22-5) for the bill on the final vote,*3 but earlier
voted (16-13) in favor of cutting the militery aid figure by $350,000,000,
(28-1) to reduce it by $250,000,000, and (26-3) in favor of cutting out
$37,000,000,%9

The degree of hostility thus ranged from a desire for a slight reduction
in the amount to outright opposition to the whole program, House Minority

Leader, Joseph W, Martin, stated that there was a strong GOP inclination to

461p1a., Vol. 96, p. 9546 (Blst Cong., 2nd Sess., Jume 30, 1950)
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cut up to a billion dollars from the bill, while others, such as Representative
Usher L, Burdick felt the program was not necessary at all,

In 1951 Congress suthorized approximately one billion dollars less than
the Administration had requested, while in 1952 the over-&ll reduction was
nearer to $1.5 billion. Much the same pattern was to be noted among Republi-
cens in the latter year, The degree of House Republican opposition was slightly
greater on the passage of the bill (89-78), and in the Senate larger GOP major-
ities were recorded in favor of proposed reductions in the amount authorized.

In the upper chember Republicans voted (22-8) to cut one billion dollars from
the bill, (26-10) to reduce the amount by $500,000,000, (33-10) in faver of
cutting $400,000,000 and (33-1) for a reduction of $200.000.000.50 ¥hen the
reduced authorizetion came to a final vote, however, Senate Republicans voted
(29-9) for its passage.51

In summary it can be said that while Republican support for military aild
held up somewhat better than that for economic aid, there was & perceptible
and continuing trend (with the exception of 1950) toward less support for all
Buropean foreign aid in the last four years of the Truman Administration,

There occurred during 1951 another debate on the manner in which the
North Atlantic Treaty should be implemented and how far the United States should
commit itself to the defense of Furcpe. The issue was the President's proposal
to send four divisions of American troops to be statiomed in western Europe,
and the resulting public discussion became known as the "Great Debate.® This

HGreat Debate®™ began with the "troops to Burope" issue, but before it was

5°Ib;g.. Vol. 98, pp. 6107, 6098, 6143 (82nd Cong., 2nd Sess., May 28, 1952)
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finished, it had embraced virtually every phase of American foreigﬁ policy and
the conduct of the war in Kores,

Two evente launched the "Great Debate" immediately after the convening of
the first session of the 82nd Congress, On the second day of that session
Representative Frederiec R. Coudert, Jr., New York Republican, introduced a
resolution banning the use of future appropriatione to send United States
troops overseas unless Congress gave its specific consent., The resolution was
intended to "avoid commitment of the United States by executive order in...wars
in distant partsof the world without the knowledge snd suthorization of
Congress, "52

The next day Senator Robert A, Taft, Ohio Republican, Chairman of the
Senate GOP Policy Committee, launched a vigorous attaﬁk on the Administration's
foreign policy in a 10,000 word speech in the Senate. Taft accused the Admini-
stration of formulating foreign policy from 1945 to 1951 without consulting
Congress or the people. He ran the gamut of American policy in those years and
attacked the Eorean war, the huge aid programs, and among other tkings, he said
he felt "we had better commit no American troops to the Buropean continent at
this time," Taft did not let it rest at that but stated his whole theory of
American foreign policy in almost every area, >3 Three days later (January 8)
President Truman delivered his State of the Union Message, which was chlefly
a foreign policy address. On the subject of Buropean defense he said that
"strategically, economically, and morally, the defense of Burope is part of
our own.defense.... None oflihesé]countries. including our own, has done enough

yet, but real progress is being made, "5*

520ong. Quarterly Almanac, Vol. 8, p. 220
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On the game day Senator Kenneth S. Wherry, Nebraska Republican, the
Minority Floor Leader, introduced & resolution which demanded in the name of
the Senate that no American ground troops be sent to western FBurope pending
determination by Congress of a policy on that matter., The following day (Jan-
uary 9), after conferring with John Foster Dulles in a Grand Rapids, Michigan,
hospital, Senator Vandenberg issued a press statement warning the nation against
& deadlock in foreign policy. He urged a meeting of loyal minds on this issue
as quickly as possible.

But that very evening Senator Taft continued hies debate with the Admini-
“stration in a speech before the National Press Club, Taft said he was willing
to sit down with the President or anyone elsé to try to work out & middle-of-
the-road, ten-year preparedness program within the limits of our economy. At a
press conference the following day Secretary Acheson said he would be glad to
talk with Taft or any other Republican on foreign policy. "I'm glad to know
it,¥ Taft said when informed of this comment, but he added that he was not eager
to talk with Acheson, He suggested that any forelgn policy conversations should
include the three Senate leaders: Taft, Millikin (Chairman of the Republican
Conference), and Wherry, Republican Floor Leader., However, he said he would
not decline a personal Invitation if it were extended.

On January 11 a debate arising out of the Wherry Resolution took place in
the Senate where William F. EKnowland, California Republican, and George W,
Malone, Nevada Republican, spoke for the GOP, ZKnowland suggested that the
United States provide ten American divisions for every sixty to be provided by
the other NATO nations, And Henry Cabot Lodge, Massachusetts Republican, who
also spoke, sald that the United States "should not commit one single soldier

to Burope without an ironclad agreement that the dispatch of that soldier means
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the automatic commitment of a very much larger number of Puropesn soldiers, "55

At a late afternoon press conference the same day the President said there
was no question about the authority of the Chief Executive to send troops any-
where in the world., He said, however, that the Administration always consults
with Congressional leaders before making foreign policy decisions. Truman also
said it was his intention to include some United States forces in General
Eisenhower's Furopean Command, and that if Congress tried to restrict appro-
priations, he would take the issue to the American people,

On January 15 Senator Taft said the nation was facing a "constitutional
crisis" and called upon Congress to reassert its right to pass on fundamental
principles of foreign policy. He said that unless we were prepared to set up
a dictatorship in the United States, Congress should pass on President Trumen's
authority to send American troops to Europe. It will be remembered thet
Wherry's resolution was similar to a reservation proposed to the North Atlantic
Treaty by Senator Arthur Watkins, Utah Republican, when the Senate was consider-
ing the Pact in 1949, Watkins proposed at that time that the United States
assume no obligation for the security of the North Atlantic area and that it
give armed assistance to any other party to the Pact only upon authorization of
Congress. This proposal was rejected by the Senate at that time by an 11 to 84
vallot,56

On January 24 the Wherry resolution was\sent to the Committees on Foreign
Relations and Armed Services without further debate or vote., The next day the
Senate Democratic Policy Committee agreed to urge these committees to draw up

an "affirmative" resolution supporting the President's plan to send troops to

55Ibid,, p. 222
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western Burope. All action, however, wzs delayed until after General Dwight D,
Eisenhower, newly appointed NATO Commander, had reported to Congress February 1l.
Eisenhower, in general, supported the Administration's plan for aid in arms and
men to Burope, and such Republican Senators as Wherry, Capsehart, Cain, and Kem
expressed disapvointment in the speech and testimony of the General., Senator
Taft declared t' at General Eisenhower's report to Congress made the outlook
"more hazy and indefinite and uncertain than it had[beed] vefore." He asked
Congress to set & ratio of one American division to every nine the Buropeans
could raise and reiterated his stand that Congress should ssnction further
troop commitments overseas,

On February 9 former President Herbert Hoover repeated his warning against
involvement of United States troops in a land war in the "quick sands of either
Burope or China," He called on Congress to recover its "constitutional authority
over starting war." The party's titular leader, Governor Thomas E, Dewey of
New York, however, split with these Republicans when he said on February 12 that
we should reinforce our units in Burope, and he criticized proposals to withdraw
to a Western Hemisphere defense line., The next few days saw Senator H, Alexander
Smith, New Jersey Republican, asking for a "reasonable ratio of troops," Senator
Bidward Martin, Pennsylvania Republican, giving qualified support to Hoover's
views, and Senator John Sherman Cooper, Kentucky Republican, lining up solidly
with Governor Dewey,

At this point in the "Great Debate" public hearings on the Wherry resolu~
tions were scheduled, and these hearings opened Februsry 15 with the Secretary
of Defense, General George O, Marshall, as the first Administration witness,

On February 14, 120 Republicans out of the 199 in the House of Representatives
endorsed the principles of the Wherry resolution by putting their signatures

to a "Declaration of Policy" which assailed the current Administration foreign

policy as "dangerous" and tragic, end pleaded that foreign policy be "determined

|
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with the full participation and spproval of Congress." The initiators of the
petition were Representatives Laverne Smith (Wisconsin), Frank Fellows (Maine),
Katherine St. George (New York), Joseph P, O'Hara (Minnesota), Harry L. Towe
and T, Mellet Hand (New Jersey), all Republicans, but in addition to Republi-
cans, the petition gained support from scattered members on the Democratic side,
Beyond asking for a full role for Congress in shaping foreign policy, the
"Declaration" urged further strengthening of this country and hemisphere,
reduction of Federal spending on non-defense items, greater cooperation from
western Europe, and peace treaties with Germany, Austria, and Japan.57

Stil1 other Republicans voiced their views on the troops—~to~Europe issue
before the debate resulted in any action, Representative Leon H, Gavin, Penn-
sylvania Republican, supported the troops program; Senator Wayne Morse (Oregon)
88id it was a mistake for the United States to admit it planned sending only
four more divisions to Furope; and Senator Robert C, Hendrickson (Yew Jersey)
said he would vote to provide a reasonable supply of ground troops, the number
to be determined by the best judgment of our military leaders, Knowland on
February 28 introduced a resolution recommending Congressional approval of four
divisions to Burope but setting a 1:6 ratio for divisions to be sent abroad in
the future; that is, that for every one United States unit, the Buropeans would
have to recruit six,

Also on February 28, the Foreign Relations and Armed Services Committees
released a document surveying the entire question of whether the President
might commit troops without express Congressional approval, The document said
there had been at least 125 incidents where the President had committed troops

without legislative authorization,

57Gogg. Record, Vol. 97, p. 1258 (82nd Cong., 1lst Sess., Feb, 14, 1951)
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For approximately three weeks three committees held secret and publiec
hearings a2t which Administration officials, Republican Congressional leaders,
and private groups expressed thelr views t0 the committees, On March 5 the com-
mittees began work on a simple Senate resolution. The new resolution would have
endorsed the Administration's authority to send troops abroad without express
Congressional sanction and would have signified the "sense of the Senate® that
the United States should bear a "fair share" of the defense burden of the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization, This resolution was reported on March 14,

Meanwhile, across the Capitol the Republican Policy Committee apvroved on
March 9 a party resolution which would bar consignment of troops to Europe
without explicit Congressional consent, On March 13 Representative Harry L.
Towe (New Jersey) offered this GOP resolution in the form of a rider to the
draft (Selective Service) bill being considered by the House Armed Services
Committee, He and other Republicans on the committee attempted to attach it to
that measure but were turned back by a 14 to 24 vote,58

The Senate debate on the committee's resolution began on Mareh 16, 1951,
and, after a brief Easter recess, voting began on amendments Avril 2. Wherry,
who first introduced a resolution on the subject, promptly moved to displace
the simple resolution with a joint one. Connally, Wherry's chief antagonist
throughout the debate, raised a point of order to prevent this maneuver and
was sustalned by the Vice-President. The Administration won a second victory
when the Senate defeated (27-62) the move by Case to prevent troops under
twenty years of age from being used abroad. Republicans favored this smendment

by a vote of 25 to 18.59
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An amendment by Watkins (Republican, of Utah) to 1ift peace treaty limi-
tations on Italy's military strength so she could participate in NATO yas
accepted by the Senate (67-20) and was supported by Republicens by a vote of
35 to 9.60 Herbert Lehman (Democrat, of New York) proposed an amendment calling
for full collaboration between Congress and the President, This was defeated by
the Senate (55-35) and was overwhelmingly opposed (4-41) by the Bepublicans.61

Both of these votes were considered rebuffs to the Administrastion, but
the Administration's greatest defeat came on April 2 after what had appeared to
be a victory., McClellan (Democrat, of Arkansas) offered an amendment expressing
the sense of the Senate that no troops in addition to the four divisions con-
templated for Burope "shall be sent.,.without further Senatorial approval."
Opponents of the proposal persuaded McClellan to change the word "shall' to
“should, " and then succeeded in defeating the amendment (44—#6).62 Shortly
thereafter, however, Case moved to reconsider this narrow vote, and despite
pleas by Comnally and even some GOP leaders not to clamp limitations on the
troops program, the Senate voted (M9—43) to reconsider the vote, and then
voted immediately by the same margin to pass the McClellan amendment as
modified.63 Eleven Democrats joined 38 Republicans to put this amendment
across, while only eight Republicens joined the Administration's leaders in the
attempt to defeat 1t,

Other amendments of somevhat less import followed and the Senate on April

L granted final approval to the modified resolution by a vote of 62 to 21.6”
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Nineteen of the twenty-one negative votes were cast by Republicens, but twenty-
seven Republicans voted in favor of the Resolution., 3By a vote of 59 to 29 the
Senate then agreed to a Wherry motion to incorporate the language of the simple
resolution Just passedintoaconcurrent resolution which would open the way to
possible House action. The Republicans favored this motion (40 to 5) and voted
(36 to 9) in favor of the concurrent resolution when it passed (45—#1).65

II1

Vhile the central issues in Americen foreign policy during the early years
of the Cold War were concerned with the great aid programs which were intended
to help build a strong free world, many peripheral problems came to the atten—
tion of Congress on which it may be interesting to examine Republicen attitudes.
One of these was the question of trade with Communist-dominsted states,

As early as 1948 Congress had enacted legislation designed to limit or
prohibit the export of war materials to Iron Curtain countries from countries
receiving United States assistance, Such a provision was included in the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1948 and another was added in 1950 to a supplemental
appropriation bill (Republicans in favor 32-0)., A third provision was enacted
in 1951 sponsored by Senator Kem (Republican, of Missouri), and was contained
in the Third Supplemental Appropriations Act, The Kem Amendment repealed the
earlier amendment and spelled out export limitations in grester detail, It
prohibited economic or financial (but not military) aid to any netion exporting
military equipment or materials used for military production to the Russian
orbit, The restrictions applied when United States armed forces were engaged
in hostilities while carrying out United Nations decisions. Exceptions to the

embargo could be made by the National Security Couneil,
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Using this power to make exceptions, the Council suspended operation of
thé Kem Amendment for 90 days on the grounds that it was against the best
interests of the United States, The Economic Cooperation Administration also
objected to the amendment, complaining that it was too strict to permit effective
continuation of the United States foreign aid program, On June 2, in signing
the appropriation bill which included the Kem Amendment, President Truman
called for prompt repeal of the provision and asked for separate legislation if
Congress decided some restrictions were nece;sary.

Following this suggestion, a House Foreign Affairs Subcommittee began
study of new legislation and prepared a bill (H, R, 4550), which Representative
Battle (Democrat, of Alzbama) intraduced on June 21; it was favorably reported
by the full committee on July 16; and on August'z the House considered the bill
and passed it by a voice vote., On August 21 the Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee reported the bill with amendments, The mejor modifications favored by
this group would have made the Administrator of the foreign aid program respon-
sible for carrying out the provisions of the bill, whereas the House version
called for a special Mutual Defense Assistance officer to handle the administre—
tion,

During the floor debate on August 27 and 28, Senators Xem and Wherry
attacked the bill on the grounds that its purpose was "to destroy the Kem
Amendment " and replace it with "a flexible, discretionary statute, which could
be interpreted by the State Department as it sees fit. and which would permit
the flow of strateglc materials to Red China to continue."s6 The Senate re-
Jected (29~46) Kem's motion to recommit the bill so that a committee could hold
hearings on the measure, Kem was handed a second defeat when the Senate refused

(27-44) to accept an amendment substituting a version by him which was stronger

66922g, Quarterly Almanac, Vol, VII, p., 212 (1951)
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than the original "Kem Amendment," On the first of these roll cslls Repub-
licens favored recommittal by a vote of 29 to 7, and on the second, the GOP
Senators supported the "Kem Amendment" by a vote of 25 to 8, On final passage,
however, Republicans supported the bill by an 18 to 16 vote, The Senate passed
the bill (56-16) with the committee amendments intact, and the House accepted
the Senate version by voice vote.67

A survey of many minor issues would merely repeat the pattern already
visible, This chapter has shown in some detail the behavior of Republicans in
Congress on foreilgn policy issues involving Hurope over a four-year period
(1949-1952). It has been shown that a distinct trend toward less support for
Administration policlies developed through these years. A subsequent chapter
will show some of the causes and significance of this trend in terms of intra-

party and inter-party relationships,

)675292&. Record, Vol. 97, pp. 10745-10746 (82nd Cong., 1lst Sess., Aug, 28,
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FIGURE A

EUROPEAN ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE
SENATE REFUBLICAN SUPPORT

Favor- Unfavor-
1948 Puropean Recovery Program able able
Reduce Authorization $5.3 billion to $4 billion 24 23
Passace of Act 31 13
Favor-  Unfavor-
1949 Extension of ERP able able
Cut authorization by 15 percent 27 14
Cut authorization by 10 percent 23 18
Eliminate authorization-lsave to appropriation 24 12
Pagsage of Bill 32 8
Favor-  Unfavor-
1950 Furopean Econ. Aid Portions of For. Ec. Assist, able _able
Cut one billion dollars 24 12
Cut $500,000,000 6 30
cut $250,000,000 3 33
Passage of Bill 24 7
Favor-  Unfavor-
1951 Fcon. Aid Portions of Mut. Sec. Act able able
cut_$500,000,000 7 26
Cut_$250,000,000 5 26
Pagsage of Bill 22 5
Favor-  Unfavor-
19652 Beon. Aid in Mub. Sec, Act able able
cut $500,000,000 10 27
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FIGURE B EUROPEAN ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE
HOUSE REPUBLICAN SUPPCRT
FPavor- Unfavor-
1948 Furopean Recovery Program able able
Pagsage including W. Germany, Greece, Turkey, China 171 61
Adopt Conference Report (Spain out) 167 58
Pavor- Unfavor-
1949 European Recovery Program Ext. able able
Pagsage . 125 38
Favor- Unfavor-
1950 Foreign Assistance Act able _ able
Pagsage 78 (2]
Adopt Conference Report 63 74
Favor- Unfavor-
1951 Mutual Security Act able able
Amend to send bill to Com. to cut $350 m. econ. aid EBur. 14 149
Passage 80 81
Adopt Conference Report 76 78
Pavor- Unfavor-
1952 Mutual Security Act able able
Amend to cut $615,300,000 from Bur. dcon. aid 10 160
Pagsage 78 89




FIGURE C MILITARY COOPERATION WITH EUROPE
SENATE REPUBLICAN SUPPORT
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Favor- Unfavor-
North Atlantic Pact able able
No obligation understood to furnish arms 25 18
No obligation assumed to assist another party without

Congressional consent 33 10

No obligation to use forces 36 7
Passage 32 11

Favor- Unfavor-
1949 Military Arms Program able able
George amendment to cut by $200,000,000 1.0 23
Knowland amendment to cut by $200,000,000 10 23
Passage 19 14

_ Favor-  Unfavor-

19.@ Military Aid Program able able
No amendments -~ Passage 32 0

Favor- Unfavor-
1951 Mutual Security Act able able
Amend to cut military aid by $350,000,000 13 16
Amend to cut military aid by $250,000,000 1 28
Amend to cut military aid by $37,000,000 3 26
Passare 22 5




FIGURE C - Continued
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Favor-  Unfavor-
1961 Troops to Burope able able
Limit to four divisions 8 38
Recommittal 13 30
Cut four additional divisions 14 28
First adoption (S. Res. 99) 27 19
Final adoption (S. Con. Res. 18) 36 9

Favyor— Unfavor-

1952 Mutual Security Act able able
Amend to cut one billion dollars 8 22
Amend to_cut $500,000,000 10 26
Amend to cut $400,000,000 10 o7
Amend to cut $200,000,000 1 33
Passage 29 9




FIGURE D MILITARY COOPERATION WITH EUROFE
HOUSE REPUBLICAN SUPPORT
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_ Favor-  Unfavor-
1949 Mutual Defense Asgistance Act able able
Reduce amount by $150,000,0004 8 137
Passgage 51 94
Recommit Conf. Report 45 ‘89
Adoption of Conf. Report 51 84

‘ Favor- Unfavor-
1950 Mutual Defense Assistance Act able able
151 0
Favor-  Unfavor-
195) Mutual Security Act able able
Passage of Bill 80 81
Adoption of Conf. Report 76 78
Favor- Unfavor-
1952 Mutual Security Act able able
Pagsage of Bill 89 78
Adoption of Conf., Report 89 73
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CHAPTER VII

REPUBLICANS AND THE COLD WAR: ASIA

I. China

By the beginning of the period now under consideration (1949-1952),

it had become guite apparent that the Cold War would not be limited to Eu-
rope. While making determined efforts by subversion and coup 4! etat in
that area, the Communist-led nationalist movements in Asia were waging open,
as well as covert, warfare againgt the govermments of China, Indonesia, Ma-
lsya, Indochina, and others. Taking advantage of strong popular resentment

against a century of colonialism or corrupt local regimes, the Asian Commu-

nists were making considerable headway in their revolutionary drives. The
greatest clashes came in China, Korea, and Indochina, and these explosive
conflicts posed new and difficult problems for American foreign policy.

The problems that faced the United States in China following World War

II were some of the most perplexing and controversial in the field of foreign
policy. The United States had long been deeply interested in maintaining

the integrity and independence of that country, regarding a stable CHina as
esgential to peace in the Far East. But hopes that the Chinese Republic

would serve as a stabilizing force in the post-war era were shattered by ths

impact of a long armed struggle and by the attitude of the Soviet Union.
Twelve years of fighting and eight years of Japanese occupation had weaken-
ed and divided the coumtry. Inflation steadily increased and production re-
meined low. The Nationslist government failed to hold the confilidence of the

masses and appearsed unable to solve China's many grave problems. In 2d4i-

tion, the Soviet Union, which had agreed in 1945 to support the Nationalist
government and extend it economic assistance, permitted hmuge quantities of

Japanese war material to fall into the hands of the Chinese Communists. The
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Russians also removed some $2,000,000,000 worth of industrial equipment
from factories in Manchuria after the Japanese surrender.l
The United States, on the other hand, had extended to the Nationalist
government of China substantial military and financial assistance. The
State Department estimated that this aid amounted to approximately $1,515,-
700,000 from 1937 toV-J Day. This assistance was continued after the war
in the form of lend-lease, Export-Import Bank credits, and UNRRA funds amount-
ing to an additional $2,007,700,000 by 1949.2
In the post-war period, however, the Administration decided that if
large-scale ald were to be made effective, some kind of unity had to be
achieved in China itself where the Commnists were the principal and most
threatening rivals of Chiang Kai-shek's regime. There were various propos-
als for creating some kind of coalition government, and this objective, in
fact, was advocated by the Nationalists at that time.3 President Truman
sent General Marshall to China in 1946 to try to assist the Chinese leaders
in forming a coalition =~ including Communists ==~ that would foster national
unity and stability. Not only did the Marshall mission fail in respect to
its efforts to form an effective coalition, but the General was frustrated
in his attempts to get American asgistance into what he regarded as the pro-
per hands in China. After more than a year of futile negotiations, the mis-

sion had not achieved its goal and was withdrawn. ZFollowing Marshall's re-

turn home, the Chinese civil war broke out in earnest.

lgm. 0. Bullitt, "A Report to the American People on China," Life,
Oct. 13, 1947, pp. 35 ff.

RUnited States Rolations with China (State Dept. Pubi No. 3573, July
30, 1949), p. 1042 (Annex No. 185) This publication is usually referred to
and is hereafter cited as the White Paper on China.

31bid., p. 78 ,
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It was during the course of this experlence that Administration leaders
apparently became convinced that corruption and inefficiency in the Nation-
alist government nullified American assistance to Chiang Kai-shek. Presi-
dent Truman then placed an embargo on the shipment of arms to China for a
period of about ten months,

There was intermittent Republican criticism of almost every Administra-
tion action with regard to China after the war, and there was a great deal
more after-the-fact criticism of these policies when it became apparent in
1948-1949 that China was lost to the free world. The decisions at Yalta with

regard to China were not immediately made public, but after they were, Re-

publicans were highly critical. Even Vandenberg, who was one of the milder
critics of our Asian policy, felt that at:

" ...Yalta....F.D.R. sold Chiang Kai-shek down the
river in order to get Joe Stalin into the Jap war (just
four days before the Japs surrendered)."

This Statement was made in 1949, and in 1952 the Republican National
Committee issued a document on foreign policy which put it in these terms:

", ...not withstanding the 1943 Cairo pledge to restore
the boundaries of China and to return Mancluria to the Chinese
people, the Administration leaders agreed (at Yalta) to
force the National Government of China to surrender Man-
churia, with its strategic ports of Dairen and Port Arthur
and its railroads, to the control of Communist Russia.

This was the price for Russia's promige to enter the war
against Japan after the defeat ofl{Germany -~ a promise already
delivered free of cost sixteen months before by Stalin him-
self at the Moscow conference.

"China was not invited to the Yalta Conference or
even consulted. _But Alger Hiss was there advising Presi-
dent Roosevelt."5
Farther criticism was directed at the Marshall mission and tne ag-~

companying embargo on shipments of arms to China. Former Governor Alfred

“Arthor H. Vandenberg, Jr., The Private Papers of Senator Yandenbers,
p. 535

5Repu.'blican Natl. Committee, Forelgm Policy, Democrat Record-Republi-
can Program, pp. 2-3




209

Landon of Kensas attacked the Marshall program because it tried to "force
Chiang Kal-shek to take in the Communists."6 Vandenberg said:
"I think our China policy was wrong (and always said

so0) in striving to force a Comminist coalition on China...

I think we should have taken realistic7steps long ago to

sbstain the Nationalist Government..."
Finally, the Republicans were critical of the embargo placed on arms ship-
ments to China and in addition began to push for more economic and military
aid for China,

In 1948 Congress authorized $463,000,000 for China, to be divided

$338,000,000 for economic assistance and $125,000,000 for military aid.

The Chinese aid program was approved as Title IV of the ECA legislation,

and ECA was empowered to administer the economic side of the plan.8 of
these funds some $54,000,000 remained unspent at the beginning of 1949. 1In
March 1949 the House Foreign Affairs Committee drew up and reported a bill
authorizing the President to aid non-Communist China by spending the $54,000,-
000 which would remain available to him through February 15, 1950. The only
major opposition to the blll came from certain Republicans who objected

to the fact that the President's discretion in the use of the funds had
been considerably broadened as against the 1948 bill. The committee final-
ly agreed to reinstate the 1948 restrictions and the bill was passed on
Aprii 4 by a voite of 279—70,9 with 116 Republicans favoring the pill and

only 29 0pposed.10

OVandenberg, p. 527

"1pig.

8White Paper on China, p. 996
9Cong. Record, Vol. 95, p. 3829, (B8lst Cong. 1lst Sess., Apr. 4, 1949)

10mhe 1948 Republican platform stated:

"We will foster and cherish our historic policy of friendship
with China and assert our deep interest in the maintenance of its
integrity and freedom." (Proceedines, Rep. Natl. Conv., 1948, p. 193)

The Democratic platform did not mention China.
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Ingtead of taking up the House bill as such, the Senate borrowed the

gist of it, and, in the form of a new section, appended it to the bill ex-
tending the Marshall plan. Senator William F. Knowland, California Republi-
can, submitted an amendment containing this provision. Senator Tom Connally,
Texas Democrat, offered a similar amendment but would not have restricted
the President's discretion by the words "areas which he may deem to be not
under Comminist domination." Knowland's version was adopted on a voice

vote, and the House later accepted the Senate's method of handling this
matter.

Following this action a running debate on China policy took place
through the spring and summer of 1949, As the situation worgened, the dis-
cussion of what should be done or what should have been done became more
heated. Republican criticism of the Administration's handling of the whole
Chinese affailr mounted higher and higher and more aid was called for. 1In
the House Walter Judd, Minnesota Republican, for many years a Christian
missionary to China, called for all-out aid to the Nationalist regime.
Senate debate was touched off by a bill introduced by Pat McCarran, Nevada
Democrat, which called for al$l.8%billion loan to China for military and
economic purposes. In a letter to Senator Connally, Chairman of the For-
eign Relations Committes, Secretary Acheson stated that a move such as that
suggested by McCarran would be "catastrophic," and that there was no evi-
dence that such aid would alter the pattern of current developments in
China. He said that the more than two billion dollars given to China since
V-3 Day had not stemmed the Communist forces.

Tollowing this statement of poliey, several Republican:Senators opened
fire on the State Department. Styles Bridges, New Hampshire, urged a Con-

gressional investigation of the Department's entire China policy. Bridges
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accused the Secretary of what "might be called sabotage" of the'valiant
attempt" of the Chinese Nationalists to keep at least a part of China free.
Senator Knowland charged that we were following a policy of undermining the
morsle of & former friend and ally. Wayne Morse, Oregon Republican, said
that Acheson's position appeared to be "a sad and late admisgion of a fum-
bling and bumbling China policy." 1In April Bridges and Kenneth S. Wherry,
Nebraska Republican, also an outspoken critic of the State Deparitment's China
policy, were invited to the White House for a conference on China with the
President and Acheson. Wherry reported that the situation was discussed In
considerable detail, and that it was a "most interesting conference," in
which he "learned some things he hadn't known before."

By this time outlines of the Administration's plan to arm countries
against Communist aggression were becoming known to Congress. This was the
$1,450,000,000 Military Assistance Program drawn primarily for Western
Buropean nations. It made no mention of aid to China, but Senator EKnowland
announced that a group of Republicans planned to move to add $200,000,000
to the measure for China.

Another policy question bothering the Republicans was the possible rec-
ognition of the Communist government of China by the United States., Late in
June Sensator Vandenberg expressed concern that a secret move to recognize the
Comminist regime was under study in the State Department. Senator Knowland
then released a letter that twenty-one Senatorg ~~ five Democrats and six-
teen Republicans -~ had sent to President Trumen on June 25, expressing
bitter opposition to any such move. They requested that all possidle aid

be given the Kuomintang or any other congtitutional government resisting




comminism in China, asserting that any other policy would be inconsistent
with the Truman Dootrine.ll This same group got behind Knowland in pushing
a military program for China similar to the Greek-Turkish aid plan, to be
administered by a military mission to China like the United States main-
tailned in Greece, EKnowland told the Senate that if it were necessary to

aid Greece, a nation of 15 million people, to keep it from the Communist

orbit, it was of equal importance to provide the same aid for China.

The following month, Knowland and eleven other Senators drew up an
amendment to the Military Assistance Program which they said they would offer
whenever it reached the Senate floor. Their measure called for $175,000,000
in military aid to non-Communist China. The Senators said that if this were
not incorporated into the MAP, they would press it as a separate legisla-
tive proposal. To dramatize their position they asked Secretary of Defense
Johngon to recall General Douglas MacArthur from Japan to testify before
Congress on the MAP, with special reference to China and the Far East.

The Administration's response to pressure from the Knowland group was

its release on August 6 of a White Paper on China prepared by the State

Department.lz This document said the Chinese Nationalists were on the

verge of collapse because of the military, political, and economic incapac-
ity of the Kuomintang leaders. The White Paper rejected the ldea that
greater American help could have averted successive defeats by Chiang Kail-
shek at the hands of the Red armies. The issuance of the White Paper merely
provoked a new outburst of the same arguments by the same people in Con-

gress. There were further demands for new assigtance to Chiang, and before

1lmne Republican signers of this letter were Baldwin (Conn.), Knowland
(Calif.), Bridges (New Hampshire), Brewster (Maine), Reed (Xansas), Mundt
(s. Dak.), Ferguson (Mich.), Morse (Oregon), Young (N. Dak.), Thye (Minn.),
Martin (Pa.), Butler (Neb.), Cordon (Oregon), Cain (Wash.), Taft (Ohio) and
Bricker (Ohio). L

12Referred to in footnote 2

_ _ N
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adjournment, the Senate Foreign Relations Committee called upon Secretary
Acheson to clarify his position on the recognition of the Communist Chinese
regine.

Late in the summer Congress focused its attention on the foreign arms
aid legislation, and the supporters of military aid to China had their pro-
posals at hand in the form of amendments to the MAP. When debate on this
measure got underway in the House, John D. lLodge, Connecticut Republican,
offered an amendment to the MAP to authorize a $100,000,000 grant to China
and southeast Asia, a $50,000,000 RFC loan, and a supervisory military mis-
sion in China of American troops. The amendment was rejected by a 94 to
164 teller vote on August 18.13 As it pagssed the House, the MAP made no
provision for aid to China,

Vhen the MAP ceme under considération by the Senate Foreign Relations
and Armed Services Committees, these groups compromiged on an amendment
giving $75,000,000 for use in China and the Far Bast. This was in the na-
ture of a substitute for the amendment proposed by Knowland granting $175,-

000,000 and was adopted by o 9 to 1l party-line vote.14

A few days later a
fuarther compromise on China aid was suggested by Vandenberg, who asked for
a change in the wording to read the "general area' of China, so that it
would be left up to the President to define the term "general area'" and de-
termine how the money should be spent. The Vandenberg proposal was approved
(16 - B), with the Republicans s0lidly in favor of the change.15

In a declaration on the floor Knowland presented the China feature of
the bill as a political victory for the Republicans. He said that by in-
cludiﬁg China in the program's scope, they had reversed the State Depart-

lscong. Record, Vol. 95, p. 11791, (81st Cong., 1lst Sess., Aug. 18, 1949)

140ons. guarterly, Vol. V, p. 358, (1949)

181414,
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ment's policy of writing off China. The $75,000,000 China feature was ulti-
mately accepted by the House and written into law.

By the end of the first session of the 8lst Congress, Chiang Kai-shek
had left the mainland and fled to the island of Formosa off the China coast.

Before the Congress returned in January, China was under control of the

Communists, and Formosa remained the last Nationalist outpost. Congress,
however, continued to vote funds to the Nationalist regime, partly to aid it
in defending Formosa against the Reds, and partly, perhaps, in a slight hope
that Chiang might, after all, stage a comeback on the mainland. In 1950 Con-
gress extended from February 28 to June 30 the time in which the President
could spend $103,000,000 in unused ECA-China funds. In addition a total of
$75,000,000 was anthorized to be granted for the "general areal of Ghina.l6
In 1951 a portion of the $535,250,000 for Far Eastern military aid went
to Nationalist China,and, $237,500,000 in sconomic aid was voted to the "gen~

17 Again in 1952 Formosa was voted a share of the

eral area! of China.
18

$560,516,500 military and $181,114,000 economic aid voted to Asia. In none

of the latiter three years did the aunthorization of these funds come in for

any extensive debate, nor were there any votes on which Republican- attitudes

could be measured, dbut it will be shown later, that the partisan debate on

China was by no means over.

II. Korea
An adjunct to the China policy debate was the problem of the United
States! role in Korea. After V-J Day, Korea was administered as an occupied
territory, governed north of the 38th degree parallel by the Soviet Union

and south of it by the United States. Relief sent the southern part of

+P1bid., Vol. VI, pp. 204-216, (1950)
171pid4., Vol. VII, p. 210, (1951)

181pid., Vol. VIII, p. 161, (1952)
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Koree by Congress was suthorized and paid for as part of the Army's occupa~
tion program to prevent disease and unrest. It was estimated that by 1949
some $434,000,000 in all types of aid were furnished the occupied territory.
Vhen attempts to unify northern and southern Xorea had been fruitless,
end after the United Nations had upheld an election in southern Korea by
which en autonomous Republic of Korea was established, the American Army
withdrew, terminating its military government on January 1, 1949. The army
could no longer edminister the remaining relief funds it had been granted for
Korean assistance. These funds, however, ware transferred to the ECA for
expenditure in Korea. In June, 1949, the President sent a message to Con-
gress requesting it to continue economic assistance under a separate program.
The President's request was taken up by the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee, which voted on July 12 to favorably recommend a bill authorizing
Korean economic aid. The Committee's bill authorized the appropriation of
$150,000,000 to aid Korea by providing it with essential relief, and by help-
ing it to establish a sound economy and to maintain its democratic form of
government. The Reconstruction Finance Corporation was directed to advance
$50,000,000 to Xorea at once pending approval of the appropriastion authorized.
The Committee warned against any cuts in the money which wonld only curtail
South Korea's recovery effort and would postpone the day when South Korea
could economically take care of itself without substantial outside assistance.
It was also pointed out that the question of more aid to Korea was no
longer one of relief but of economic recovery. This fact was causing & shift
away from the emphasis of previous programs and was reflected in the broader
scope of the proposed blll. The group admitted that no course of action
which the United States might pursue in South Korea could be guaranteed to

be successful, but it felt that to discontinue that aid would be interpreted
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in the Far Bast as a failure of our policy to contain Communism and bolster
South Korea against the Communist-dominated northern part of that country.19

Debate in the Senate on the proposed bill was opened and closed on
October 12, 1949. Commlttee Chairman Tom Connally explained and supported
the bill. William Enowland, California Republican, long-time critic of
many of our Far Eastern policies, stated that he “most heartily" agreed with
all that Connally had said relative to the bill's importance, and he joined
him in urging its prompt passage. The third and final Senator to spesk was
Henry/Cabot Lodge, Massachusetts Republican, member of the Committee, who re-
called that Republican members had unanimously supported the 1hill in Com-
mittee. It was passed by a roll-call vote of 48 to 13. ¥No amendments were
offered to it from the floor, and Republicans voted favorably un the measure
(21 - 6). The six, it may be interesting to note, were Senators Capehart
and Jenner (Indiana), Kem (Missouri), Langer and Young (North Dakota), and
Martin of Pennsylvania.20

The House Foreign Affairs Committee, upon receiving the President's re-
quest for Korean aid, proceeded to hold somewhat more extensive hearings
than did its Senate counterpert. The group indicated a desire to go into
the Korean aid program not only on its own merits, but also in relation to
United States! policy in the Orient as a whole. To this end, the Committee
heard a long train of witnesses and spent considerable time in drafting a
policy section to the bill it would report.

In drafting this part of the bill, the Committee encountered expres-
slons of dissatisfaction with the over-all United States approach to the Far
Bast. Two Republican members, Lawrence H. Smith (Wisconsin) and Walter Judd

(Minnesota) complained that aid to Korea just treated the symptoms of a

198, Rept. No. 748, 8lst Cong., lst Sess.. (July 22, 1949), pp. 10-11
S. Rept 248

Dgonz. Record, Vol. 95, p. 14339. (8lst Cong., lst Sess., Oct. 12, 1949)
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political, economic, and military disease being spread in China by victorious
Comminist armies. Judd summed it up:
"This is juet the first of the rat holes we will have

to start pouring money into all around China if we don't

plug up the basic rat hole in China itself."2l
There was considerable support for Judd's position, and according to John M.
Vorys, Ohio Republican, also g member of the Committee, the score was about
20 to 5 against the Korean aid plan.22

No House proposals in legislative form yet existed for the program, and
both President Truman and Secretary of State Acheson renewed their requests
for action. The Committee responded, and, after accepting an amendment by
John Davis Lodge, Connecticut Republican, to stop Korean aid should that
country form a coalition government including either Communists or collabo-
rators with the Communist-dominated government in northern Korea, the bill
was reported on July 1. The amounts amthorized in the House committee ver-
sion were the same as those in the Senate bill,

On July 26 a minority report was issued by Donald R. Jackson (California)
on behalf of himself, Robert B, Chiperfield (Illinois), Lawrence H. Smith
(Wisconsin), John Davis Lodge (Comnecticut), and John M. Vorys (Ohio), all
Republicans. The arguments advanced by these gentlemen in Committee on the
necessity of curbing aid to a coalition government were repeated, and they
also pointed to an apparent contradiction between aid to XKorea, the wartime
enemy, and no aid to China, a wartime ally being overrun by Communists.zz

The proposed bill (H. R. 5330) was never brought before the House,

which also falled to take action on the Senate bill, and the whole matter

2l0ong. Quarterly, Vol. ¥, p. 383. (1949)

221p14.

2%H. Bept. No. 962, Blst Cong. lst Sess., (July 1, 1949), pt. 2, pp. 1-3
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was deferred to the second session. In spite of the failure of Congress to
provide economic aid to Korea in 1949, sixty million dollars were voted in
military aid as part of the Military Arms Program. These funds were to keep
the Koreans in training and to equip security forces to insure their ability
to serve as a deterrent to external aggression and a guaranty of internal
order. The bill for $150,000,000 "little ECA," which had failed of passage
in the House in 1949, was given immediate consideration on the floor of that
chamber when the 8lst Congress reconvened in Janmary, 1950, Speaking in favor
of the proposal were several Democrats and four Republicans -~ Charles A.
Eaton (New Jersey), Francis P. Bolten (Ohio), Jacob K. Javits (New York), and
William Lemke (North Dakota). Most opposition came from a group of Republi-
cans who objected to sending more money "dowvm the rat hole" mentioned earlier.
Principal among these were Lawrence H. Smith (Wisconsin), A. L. Miller (Nebras-
ka), John M. Vorys (Ohio), and Fred L. Crawford (Michigan). The opposition
first succeeded in cutting the amount of aid from $150,000,000 to $60,000,000.
Vorys then moved to send the measure back to committee, but this was rejected
by a roll-call vote of 190-194. Republicans, however, went on record (131 =
21) in favor of returning the bill to committee.24 Following this action,
the House balloted on the bill itself and defeated it by a vote of 191 to 192.
On this roll call the Republicans cast 130 votes against the bill and only 21
in fa,vor.z5

‘The day after the House defeated H. R. 5330, the original Senate measure
(S. 2319) was submitted to the House Committee on Foreign Affairs. Secretary
of State Acheson went before the group January 30 to plead for continued

Korean aid, and when a Committee vote was teken the next day, the ballot was

.17 to 1 in favor of the program. Only Robert B. Chiperfield, Illinois

~%Congz. Record, Vol. 96, p. 655 (8lst Cong., 2nd Sess., Jan. 19, 1950)

291bid., p. 656




Republicen, opposed the bill, although one other Republican did not vote. |
| The form in which the committee reported S. 2319 was the form in which
the bill became law. It earmarked $60,000,000 for Korean economic help
through June 30, 1950, and anthorized the loan of ten merchant ships. In

addition a Formosan aid feature (mentioned sbove) was sdded to the measure.

This provision gained a certain amount of Republican support for the bill as
a whole, and it was approved by the House without amendment by a roll-call
vote (240 - 134). On this final ballot 42 Republicans favored the bill and
91 opposed it. The final vote came, however, only after a motion by A. L.
Miller, Nebraska Republican, to recommit the measure with instructions to cut
the Korean aid section from $60,000,000 to $20,000,000 was defeated (137 -
239). On this vote 99 Republicans voted to recommit while 30 opposed the
mm’e.z6 The Senate concurred in the House changes and approved the revised
version February 10.

Under Title I of the Foreign Economic Agsistance Act of 1950 this "little
BCA" for Korea was continued through June 30, 1951, and uwp to $100,000,000
was authorized to finance it. As a part of the big "one package" bill, this
program received little attention or debate but was passed together with the
entire bill. In addition to this, a small sum was authorized for Korea under
the Military Aid Program the same year.

As can be seen from what has been sald thus far, many Republicans -- often
a majority of them -~ had been in clear-cut disagreement with the Administra~
tion's Asian policy. A combination of historical and businegs interest fac-

tors presumably made for a great Republican concern with Chinese and Far

Bastern affalrs. In addition an opposition party is always looking for

chinks in its opponent's armor, and the GOP thought it saw one in the breast-

261p1d,, p. 1749 (Feb. 9, 1950) !
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plate of the Administration which opened wider and wider until 1950 when &
whole section of vulnerability lay exposed.

Things did not go well for the United States in Asia during the post~war
years, and the Republicans saw no reason for not laying the blame at the
Democrats! door. They perhaps felt even less hesitation, because in general
they had never been asked for their opinions on what could be done to save
the situation in the Far Bast. Whereas the President end the Secretary of
State took Vendenberg, Dulles, and a few others into their inner councils on
Burope and the United Nations, this was never the case on Asia until Dulles
helped with the Japanese Peace Treaties in 1951-~1952.

An interesting thesis has been advanced on this point by James Reston,
Chief Washington correspondent for the New York Times. Writing in April,
1951, Reston explains the Republican attack on Asian policy in this way:

"The imperative need to unify behind an effective Ameri-
can foreign policy not only broke the back of the isolationist
power, btut it created a fundamental political problem for the
Republican party. That party has been out of power since 1932.

It was blamed at the end of World War I for sabotaging the
peace...It wished to avoid that charge after World War II.

"It wanted to go along with the poliey of collective
organization and collective security, but at the same time
it naturally wanted to avoid the charge that it was merely an
echo of the party in power. The Far Hastern question provided I
the Republicans with the answer to that dilemma, They like
to complain that they weren't consulted about the Far East.
I can remember Senator Vandenberg explaining all this clearly
early in 1946. There must be one or two areas left out of
the bipartisan arrangement, he said, for otherwise we would
be left without any point of opposition in the whole realm of
foreign affalirs....

"Thus any Administration controversy or calamnity in the
Far Bast provides the Republicans with a political argument —-
indeed with almost their only foreign policy argument."27

Nowhere else has the sugcestion been made that the lack of consultation

between the Republicans and the Administration on Asian affairs was a matter

-of conscious policy on the part of the Republicans. Reston's contention is

<fJameg Reston, 'Memorandum to General MacArthur," New York Times Maza-
zine, Apr. 22, 1951, p. 5




that Vandenberg believed sincerely that Burope was the primary theatre in
the Cold War and that it was essential to collaborate there, but thought the
Republicans should emphasize for domestic political purposes the importance
of the Asian theatre and the failure of the Democrats in that area.28 The
basis for Reston's analysis is, as indicated above, private conversations he
had with Vandenberg as early as 1946.

The Republican reaction to the President's intervention in Korea (June

25, 1950) was, as one might suppose, mixed. Many Republicans immediately

supported the move. Senator Knowland {California) said, "I think... the
President of the United States today has drawn a line in the Far Fast which
was essential to be drawn at some time... I believe... he should have the
overwhelming support of all Americans, regardless of their partisan affilia-
tion."29 Senators Saltonstall and Iodge (Magsachusetts) and Smith (New
Jersey) voiced their agreement with Knowland's support. No Senator directly
attacked the wisdom of the move at the time, but several made critical, rather
than praising remarks. Kem (Missouri) asked, "Does this mean that he [the

Presidenﬁ] hag arrogated to himself the authority of declaring war?"zo Malone

(Nevada) said, "[I am] not objecting to sending material and assistance to
Korea if first the executive despartment... will fix a foreign policy... That
has never been done, #31

In a speech in the Senats, June 28, 1950, Robert Taft of Ohio pointed
specifically to the Administration's shifting position on Korea itself,
Acheson had stated, Taft charged, as late as January, 1950, that except for

Japan, Oklnawa, and the Philippines, we could not assure the rest of the Far

28Letter from James Reston to the author, March 8, 1955

29Cong. Record, Vol. 96, p. 9229. (8lst Cong., 2nd Sess., June 27, 1950)

%01pid., p. 9228

31
Ibid., p. 9239 JI
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East against attack. The Secretary, he felt, had made it clear that neither
Formosa nor Korea was included behind the line upon which the United States
would stand.

The Senator from Chio then recalled the words of the Chairman of the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee (Tom Connally) on the subject of Korea in
an interview of May 5, 1950. On this occasion Senator Connally had told re-
porters of the United States News and World Report that South Korea was not
an essential part of the defense strategy. Taft further pointed to statements
by the President which indicated thét our military aid to Xorea was going for
forces only to prevent border raids and to preserve internal security, where-
as the money had been appropriated by Congress with the intent to build de-
fengses against external aggression.

This Administration attitude, Taft contended, was a direct invitation to
the North Koreans to attack and to Soviet Russia to believe that Korea was a
soft gpot where Communism could move in without difficulty. He went on to
point out that the President's intervention in Korea and his statements con-
cerning this action indicated a complete reversal of the previous policy of
the State Department, and that he, Taft, welcomed this change. He did, how-
ever, somewhat question the timing of the action and sitrongly attacked the
President's acting without consulting Congress:

"It seems to me that the new policy is adopted at an un-
fgg::gff? time and involves a very difficult military operation

".... I have only a few words to say on the legal right
of the Pregident's act.

"Although I shonld be willing to vote to approve the
President's new policy as a policy and give support to our
forces in Korea, I think it is proper and essential that we
discugs at this time the right and the power of the President
to do what he has done....

"His action unquestionably has brought about a de facto
war with the government of northern Korea. He has brought
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that war about without consulting Congress and without Con-
gressional approval... if the President can intervene in Korea
without Congressional approval, he can go to war in Malaya

or Indonesia or Iran or South America. Presidents have at
times intervened with American forces to protect American

lives or interests, but I do not think it has been claimed that,
apart from the United Nations Cherter or other treaty oblige-
tions, the President has any right to precipitate any open
warfare .

"It is claimed that the Korean situation is changed by
the obligations into which we have entered under the charter
of the United Nations. I think this is true, but I do not
think it justifies the President's present action without
approval by Congress."32 ‘

Taft went on to assert that under Section 6 of the bill passed by Con-
gress to implement United States participation in the United Nations, the
circumstances under which the President could use armed forces in support of
a resolution of the Security Council of the United Nations had been clearly
stated. He then sald these circumstances could not be said to sven remotely
exist. He even argued that the resolution of the Security Council was not
legal in view of Article 27, which requires the affirmative vote of the five
permanent members. The Russians were not in attendance when the resolution
was passed.

These pointg brought out in June, 19850, by Senator Taft are extremely
important, becamnse they form the basis of the attack which the Republicans
launched on the Administration for its policy in Korea, an attack which was
continued felentlessly for two years and which, it can be argued, played no
small part in the defeat of the Demoerats in 1952. While much of the initial
reaction in June was not critical of the President'!s action, more and more
criticism was voiced as time went on. In August the Republican members of

the Senate Forelgn Relations Committee issued a statement which revealed

some of the events which they felt lay at the root of our problems in Korea

321p14., pp. 9319-9323, (June 28, 1950)
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and elsewhere in Asia:

"Strong bipartisan leadership and cooperation had al-
reedy resulted in 1945 in the writing and ratification of
the United Nations!'! Charter. During 1947 and 1948 this bi-
partisan spirit brought forth the program for Greek and
Turkish aid, the Marshall Plan, the Rio Pact, and in 1949
the North Atlantic Treaty. These have combined to frustrate
Communist subversion and to discourage Commuinist sggression
in Furope and in the Americas.,

"In sharp contrast, however, has been the policy in
the FPar East, where we were consistently led to believe
that Chinese Communism was only a great agrarian reform
movement. After half a century of cordial relations in the
Far East and especially with China, with all its troubles
and difficulties, in about 1945 we were suddenly faced
with a change of policy which is difficult to understand
unless we evaluate the subtle betrayals of China at the
Yalta Conference. This conference sabotaged the assurances
gilven to China at the Cairo Conference of 1943, where also
the future freedom of Korea was pledged. The Yalte agree-
ment turned over to Stalin the control of Manchuria and
outer Mongolia and the ports of Dairen and Port Arthur.
This was part of the price we paid for the unnecessary
token participation of Soviet Russia in the war against
Japan, one of the consequences of which was the division of
Korea at the 38th parallel.

"Our Far Bastern policy, growlng out of these events,
congistently temporized with and capitualted to the ruth-
less demandg of the Communists dominated by Moscow. Under
it the Kremlin was, in effect, given a green light to get
whatever it could in China, Korea, and Formosa. This was
never a bépartisan policy. It was solely an Administration
policy."3
It can be seen that the Republicans under Taft's leadership felt they
had discovered a formula for attacking the Administration at every point of
its Par Eastern policy. TFirst, they had established that they had had no
part in forming it. Second, things had gone badly for us in the Orient;
therefore, the policy must have been wrong. Third, we had betrayed China
to the Communists (1) by territorial concessions to Russia at Yalta and (2)

| by attempting to push Chiang into a coalition with the Chinese Reds.

33Statement issued Aug. 14, 1950, by Sens. Wiley, H. A. Smith, Hicken-
looper, and lLodge, with Vandenberg's office announcing that he was in "gen-
eral agreement" with the views expressed. Reprint in Rep. Natl. Com.,
Background to Korea, pp. 54-56, 1952




2256

Fourth, we had failed to take a firm positicn in defense of Formosa and
China and had then invited the attack across the 38th parallel. Fifth,
after inviting the attack, we reversed our policy by 2 military intervention
that was both unwise and unconstitutionally carried out, although this latter
charge was not made until sometime after the intervention took placs.

With the Korean war thus launched under this severe criticism, it was
not surprising that there should be criticism of its prosecution. It was a
new kind of war for the United States, and decisions had necessarily to be
made as to how much of our strength could be committed, how far into Korea
we shounld carry the war, what were our aims, and under what terms we would
terminate the fighting. Almost any decisions made on these points could be
questioned, and every decision gave the Republicans an opportunity for attack.

The greatest conflict over the conduct of the war came between the
policies announced by the President and .those favored (often publicly) by
the United States (and United Nations) Commander-in-Chief in the field, Gen-
eral of the Army Douglas A. MacArthur. MacArthur's distinguished military
career in World War II and in Korea had made him extremely popular with many
Americans, and,because of hig avowed Republican sympathies, he was a real
hero to the GOP. He had on several occasions voiced to Republican Congress-
men and others views contrary to the policy of the Administration on foreign
affairs and to the views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff on the execution of
the war in Korea.

It 1s not difficult to see then why President Truman touched off an al-
mogt unprecedented furor in Congress and the country when on April 11, 1951,
he recalled MacArthur as United Nations Military Commander in the F¥ar East
and relieved him as Supreme Allied Commander in Japan, United Nations Com-
mander-in-Chief for Korea, United States Commander-in-Chief for the Far

Bast, and Commanding General of the United States Army in the Far Bast. 1In
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a dramatic early morning statement, Truman said he was firing MacArthur be-
cause the General was "unable to give his wholehearted support to policies
of the United States government and the United Nations in matters pertaining
to his official duties."34 He said his decision reflected "specific responsi-
bilities imposed upon me by the Constitution of the United States and the
added responsibility which has been entrusted to me by the United Nations..."
"Full and vigorous debate [iruman sai@] on matters of

national policy is a vital element in the Constitutional

system of our free democracy... [but] military commanders

must be governed by the policies and directives issued to

them in the manner provided by our laws and Constitution.

In time of crisis this consideration is particularly com-

pelling.

"General MacArthur's place in history as one of our

greatest commanders is fully established. The nation owes

him a debt of gratitude... I repeat my regret at the ne-

cessitg for the action I feel compelled to take in his

case. "3

In an evening radio address the same day, the President took up some

of the points on which he was at issue with MacArthur. The five-star gen~-
eral had favored permitting the Chinese Nationalists to attack the mainland
of China since Chinese soldiers were now fighting against us in North Korea.
He also had suggested that United Wations forces be allowed to bomb China
after they had pushed their way nearly to the Korea~China border. MacArthur
felt that we could never win and hold North Korea until we were able to hit
at the base from which the Chinese were pouring troops and equipment into
Korea. The President said that by following these suggestions "we would be
running a very grave risk of starting a general war,! and he repeated that
the entire basis for United States participation in Korea was action to

avert a general war.36

34Cong. Quarterly, Vol. VII, p. 242, (1951)
351144,

361p1ga,
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On the same day of MacArthur's removal, distinct legislative proposals
emerged in Congress, all sponsored by Republicans. ZXarly that day GOP Sen-
ate and House leaders met in the office of Joseph W. Martin, Minority Leader
of the House. Amid telephone calls to MacArthur's headquarters in Tokyo
and talk of impeaching President Truman, a Republican plan was drawn up. It
took the form of a resolution terming the General's removal "a situation
fraught with danger.. a blow to the national unity...," and urging that the
General should be invited to place his "unsurpassed knowledge of political
and military conditions in Korea and Asia generally! before a joint meeting
of Gongress.37 MacArthur's headquarters advised that the General would be
"delighted and honored" to accept such an invitation. Attending the meeting
were GOP Senators Taft, Bridges, Wiley, Knowland, Wherry, and H. Alexander
Smith, together with House Minority ILeader Joseph W. Martin, Jr. and other
members of the House GOP Policy group.

As soon as the Senate convened on that day, Wherry obtained unanimous
consent to introduce the resolution and attempted to get action on it the
same day. Majority Leader Brnest W. McFarland, Arizona Democrat, however,
objected successfully to this procedure, and the resolution went to committes.
In the Housge the same resolution, introduced by Martin, was sent to the Com-
mittee on Rules.38

Following these moves, Senator Richard M. Nixon, California Republican,
introduced another resolution to express the "sense of the Senate that...
the President should reconsider his action and should restore General Mac-
Arthur" to his command. Nixon's resclution was referred to the Senate Armed

Services Committee, where Republican members were already drawing up a

B71vid.
38cons. Record, Vol. 97, p. 3708 (82nd Cong., lst Sess., Apr. 11, 1951)

—
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a plan whereby MacArthur could speak to Congress.39

In the Senate the same afternoon, many Democrats strongly defended
President Truman's action, and he was not without a number of Republican
supporters. Senator Saltonstall said he felt the President had no alterna~
tive but to take some action against the General, and both Senators Duff and

Lodge agreed. Most Republican reaction, however, ranged from the "shocked"

one of Senator Watkins to the references to Munich made by Senators Bridges
and Knowland,

The action which finally brought MacArthur before Congress was a motion
by House Majority Leader John W. McCormack, Massachusetts Democrat, to hold
a joint session to hear him. This was passed April 11 by the House and April
17 by the Senate, and the General appeared on the 19th in the House Chamber.
His speech set forth his position on the Far Bastern situation and asserted
that all his aims had been shared by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. This was
promptly denied by the Pentagon, and the way for an investigation was opened.
In commenting on his emotion-packed address, Republicans were enthusiastic
in their praise, while most Democrats were ceutious or critical.

Hearings conducted jointly by the Senate's Armed Services and Foreign
Relations Committees began May 3 following the release by the committees of
the hitherto unpublished report on China and Korea by Lieutenant Genecral
Alvert C. Wedemeyer submitted in 1947. 1In this report General Wedemeyer had
told the President of the danger of & Soviet-inspired invasion of South Korea
and urged creation of an American-South Korean force to cope with the threat.
The release of this report led to comments by some Republican Congressmen
criticizing the suppression of the report and speculating that the whole

Korean War might have been avoided had Congress been given the facts.

3 1p1d., p. 3614
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As the hearings began, Republicans on the Committee made a concerted
attempt to open them to the public; whereas the Democrats, urging the problem
of security information, fought to keep them closed, Other Senators were to
be admitted, but a motion by Bourke Hickenlooper, Iowa Republican, to open
fhe hearings beyond Senate membership was defeated (9 - 14). On the floor
Kenneth Wherry, Nebraska Republican, attempted to get the Senate as a body
to open the Committee sessions but failed also. In a series of four roll-
call votes on procedural questions, the purpose of which was to get the Sen-
ate to consider open hearings, it is significant to note that the Republicans
and Democrats voted more nearly on party lines than on most such issues. All
the GOP Senators voting supported Wherry's maneuver, while all but one of the
Democrats voted to block them,McCarran being the one dissenter.4o Almost
no Republican, it would seem, failed to see in the MacArthur firing an excel-
lent opportunity to embarrass the President.

The greatest part of the testimony at the joint hearings consisted of
the opinions of MacArthur, Secretary of Defense Marshall, and the Joint
Chiefs of Staff. Between the ousted officer and the Pentagon there.were sev-
eral basic points at issue. MacArthur definitely favored the use of Chinese
troops from Formosa, while Marshall felt the use of these troops would be
ineffective and unwise. MacArthur did not believe there was any danger of
bringing the Soviet Union into the war by bombing Chinese air bases across
the Yalu river; whereas the Administration spokesm;n thought such a move
would run a definite risk of general war. Marshall also pointed out the
seriousness of a situation where a field commander was making policy state-
ments apparently contradictory to the views of the Administration.

After Marshall had completed his testimony, Senator Hiclkenlooper, Iowa

Republican, wanted immediately to broaden the hearings by calling Secretary

4UTbid., p. 4852 (May 4, 1951)
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of State Dean Acheson , but the Committee voted (11 - 14) to hear first the
Joint Chiefs. Acheson did not appear until June 1 when he stated that he
was concerned not only that MacArthur's policy would have risked Russian
intervention in the Far East, but that it would have endangered the solidarity
of the United Nations. He disagreed with MacArthur's belief that the United
States could afford to go it alone. He said that use of Chinese Nationalist
troops would have raised very serious complications, particularly among the
United Nations participants in Korea. Acheson fﬁrther declared that Mac-
Arthur's offer to confer in the field with a Red commander on peace terms
seriously embarrassed the United States government, which was considering a
proposed Pregidential peace statement.

Both the questioning and the testimony of Acheson ranged over the
whole area of American foreign policy. The subject of the Yalta Conference
was pursued at some length. Acheson stoutly defended the concessions made
to Russia at that time and noted that Chiang Kai-shek had endorsed them. Re-
publican critics, however, continued to label Yalta as a "sell-out" and as
one of the main roots of present United States difficulties in Asia. The
Secretary stated that there was no connection between the Yalta agreements
and the Communist victory in the Civil War. He implied that the Nationalist
defeat was due partially to economic collapse despite huge credits extended
Chiang by the United States before the war.

Far from convincing any of his critics, however, Acheson's testimony
only furnished an occasion for further demands for his ouster. Senator
James P. Kem, Missouri Republican, declared June 2 that "Acheson must g0 —=--
soon," while Representative Paul W. Shafer, Michigan Republican, called the

Secretary "an admitted 1liar."?l

“lConz. Quarterly, Vol. VII, p. 250 (1951)
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Questions were raised at several points about the so-called "China
lobby," said to operate in this country on behalf of Chiang Kai-shek's Na~
tionalist regime, and Acheson, Wedemeyer, and others were questioned on what
they knew of such a group. Senator Morse, Oregon Republican, told Acheson
that it had been widely charged that the China lobby had for several years
been conducting a cempaign against policies in China and attempting to dis-
credit the State Department by charging that its policies reflected Communist
influences. Both Morse and Brian McMshon, Connecticut Democrat, asked for an
investigation, and Acheson asgreed that the public should know it if any Ameri-
can funds had been misused for this purpose. Acheson resisted any suggestions
that the State Department make the investigation, but when he returned to the
hearings on June 9, he informed the Senators that President Truman had in-
structed the heads of executive departments and agencies to compile any data
they might have on the China lobby.

At this point Senator Styles Bridges, New Hampshire Republican, declared
that any China lobby would be revealed as "a very minor thing! compared to
other pressure groups seeking American power. He, in turn, asked for an in-
vestigation into evidences of any pressures from "the Communist government of
China" or other enemies of the United States. Bridges has since been charged,
particularly in the Reporter magazine, with a close association with this
still somewhat undefined "China lobby."42 No decision to investigate was
made in Congress at this time or any time subsequently.

Considerable discussion ensued on the question of whether top American
officials tried to promote a coalition Nationalist-Communist government in
China in 1945. Acheson said on June 6 that MacArthur himself had approved

plans in 1945 for an attempt to compromise differences between the National-

42Dc>ug;1za.s.=.s Cater, "Senator Styles Bridges and His Far Flung Constituents,"
The Reporter, July 20, 1954, p. 17
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ists and Commnists in China. This was based on an endorsement by MacArthur
of a plan to use United States assistance to China as a basis for negotiation
to bring together and effect a compromise between the major opposing groups
in order to promote a united, democratic China. The General, three days later
in a telegram to Senator Knowland, denied strongly that this meant support
of any plan to use American assistance as a weapon to force the existing
(Nationalist) government into a political alliance with the Commnists.*>
The investigation closed after nearly two full months, and the Committee
began to consider what reports were to be made. On June 27 a unanimous state-
ment was issued which warned "those who threaten us! not to mistake the con-
troversy which had just been aired for any basic weakmess or change in the
"temper of our people," and on August 17 the Committee voted (20 - 3) to make
no formal report on the investigation.44 On August 20 eight of the twelve
Republican members released voluminous "conclusions" on the investigation
which they said they offered "as Americans," not as Senators. The eight were
Bridges, Wiley, H. A. Smith, Hickenlooper, Knowland, Cain, Brewster, and

Flanders.45

The eight signers concluded that the removal of Gensral MacArthur was
within the constitutional power of the President, but the circumstances were
a "shock to the National pride." They felt there was no serious disagreement
between General MacArthur and the Joint Chiefs of Staff as to military strat-
egy in Korea, and that the testimony revealed that General MacArthur's was
the only positive plan for victory there. The eight Republicans declared
that under Acheson the policy of American foreign affairs hag been primarily

<to conclliate certain of our United Nation allies rather than to advance the

“Sgong. Quarterly, Vol. VII, p. 262. (1951)
441p14., p. 253

45ew York Times, Aug. 20, 1951, pp. 10-11
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security of the United States. With regard to China the eight GOP Senators
"had not been convinced that Chiang lost China for any other reason than that
he did not receive sufficient support, both moral and material, from the
United States." This last statement goes all the way in laying the complete
responsibility for the success of the revolution in China at the door of an
American government to whom that success meant a severe setback in the struggle
with the Communist world.

Two of the Republican members who did not sign the statement issued
their own opinions. Leverett Saltonstall (Massachusetts) said he considered
"our present task and duty" to be "to deal with the present... and look
ahead... rather than look backward in anger and with recriminations."?0 Wayne
Morse (Oregon) was the only member of either committee, either Democrat or
Republican, to defend the Administration in the final analysis. He criti-
cized the report of his eight colleagues as partisan and biased and concluded
that MacArthur should have resigned his commission "to carry the issue as a
civilian to the people of the United States."%?

At the end of the period under consideration, then, the United States
was still carrying on a limited war in Xorea, which had by the end of 1952
become stalemated, with both sides unwilling to commit sufficient troops and
equipment to push the battle line very far in one direction or the other,
Peace negotiations began in mid-1951 but seemed at the close of the Truman
Administration to be as stalemated as the war itself. The Republicans (or
some of them) found in the situation grounds for two kinds of attack on the
Administration. The continued and apparently fruitless loss of American lives
led many Republicans to attack the war itself as a blunder, to call it "Tru-

man's war," and to condemn our entry into it; while the MacArthur affair led

461bid., Aug. 20, 1951, p. 1
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them to criticize the way in which the war had been executed and to declare
that carrying the war into China by air would have ended the whole affair

mach more quickly.
III. India

While the bulk of partisan controversy centered on American policy in
China and Korea, Congress was obliged in 1951 and 1952 to consider certain
aspects of our relations with two other important Asian nationg -~ India and
Japan, As is well lmown, the position of India in the Asian cold war has
been unique. While at all times standing outside the Communist orbit and
being associated with the British Commoﬁwealth of Nations, India has nonethe-
less persisted in a course of action considerably more independent of the
United States than our own govermment would wish. Indle, of courss, shares
with the rest of Asia the resentment of any policy which smacks of Western
colonialism or domination in Asia and has not been completely immune to the
Communist propagands which plays on this theme. Also, many of her leanders
have been influenced by the Ghandi approach to world problems, and her Prime
Minister, Pandit Nehru, hes been willing to go to great lengths to make a
conciliatory approach to Communist Russia and China in order to succeed in
keeping peace in Asia and the world. It is possible, too, that these leaders
regard India's position as favorable to playing the role of "holder of the
balancet in the power relations in that area of the world.

The United States, too, has considered India as a key nation in Asia
and has been anxious to have her weight thrown clearly on our side in the
battle with Commmmism. We do not want the millions who populate India to
follow China under the Communist yolk. To this end we have striven to sup-
port Nehru's democratic regime but have been frequently irked by his friend-

liness to the Communist powers and his reluctance to line up solidly with
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the West in the United Nations and in other international relations.

Baerly in 1951 the Indian govermment requested food in the form of grain
from the United States to avert a threatened famine. There was surplus grain
available in the United States under government control, and many Congress-
men from both parties voiced support for an Indian aid program. At that
 time, however, India was opposing certain United States diplomatic moves in
the United Nations, and there was considerable resentment at this expressed
on Capitol Hill.

On February 12 President Truman urged Congress t0 give two million
tons of grain to India "despite important political differences with that
country." The cost of the gift was estimated to be $190.OOO,000.48 In spite
of a somewhat unenthusiastic regponse in Congress, the House Foreign Affairs
Committee held hearings on an Indian Aid bill and formally reported the meas-
ure on March 5 as a proposed gift. This bill was sent to the Rules Committee
for clearance to the House floor, but this group held it up, despite the
strong humanitarian arguments voiced by its backers.

In the Senate the Foreign Relations Committee held its own hearings,
and on April 27 reported a bill putting the program on a half-gift, half-loan
basis. The Senate itself rejected this formula, voting (52 - 32) to put
India's aid on a straight loan basis and requiring India to repay the loan
partially in certain oriental raw materials (Republicans: 37 - 2). With
these changes the bill was passed by a voice vote on May 16.49 The addition
of the raw materlal requirement came at “the urging of some of the isolation-
ist Republicans such as Styles Bridges (New Hampshire), George W. Malone

(Nevada), and Everett Dirksen of Illinois who said, "It's high time we get

something out of thig."

480ong, Quarterly, Vol. VII, p. 233, (1951)
49¢o . Record, Vol. 97, p. 5400 (82nd Cong., lst Sess., May 16, 1951)
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After considerable prompting by President Truman, the House Rules Com-
mittee finally approved a "clean' bpill authorigzing the aid program on a
straight loan basis. The House did not open debate until May 22. Some op-
position came from Republicans such as Lawrence W. Smith (Wisconsin), Leo E.
Allen (Illinois), and Charles A. Halleck (Indiana), and the latter supported
an emendnent to predicate aid on an attempt to get India to furnish raw
materials to the United States. This amendment was accepted by a voice vote,
although a slightly stiffer version had been defeated. By a roll-call vote
the bill was then passed (293 - 94), with Republicans supporting it by a mar-
gin of 121 to 58.50 The House version of the bill, which did not make the
repayment in raw materials mandatory, was adopted by the conference committee
and passed by a vote of 286 to 82 in the House and a voice vote in the Sen-

51
ate (Republicans in the House: 110 - 51),

IV. Japan

Six years after the close of hostilities representatives of forty-sight
nations signed in San Francisco on September 8, 1951, a peace treaty for
Japan and a Japanese Security Pact. The President did not send these agree-
ments to the Senate, however, untill early in 1952, and hearings began in the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee in late January. By February 20 the Com-
mittee had unanimously recommended Senate ratification, but suggested the
adoption of a reservation which stated that the treaty should not be inter-
preted to prejudice in favor of the Soviet Union the right of Japan or the
Allied powers to the South Sakhalin, Kurile, Hakurai, and Shikotan Islands.

On the Senate floor support came from many quarters, but Senator William

.E. Jenner, Indiana Republican, proposed several additional reservations to

BOInid,, p. 5842 (Mey 24, 1951)

Sl1pi4., p. 6187 (June 6, 1951)
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the peace treaty and the security pact, and these also had the backing of
Margaret Chase Smith (Republican, of Maine). Senator Dirksen, Illinois Re-
publican, on the other hand, wanted to delsy action on the treaties pending
a "show down" on United States Asiatic policy as a whole, and to this end he
filed a motion for indefinite postponement.

This motion was withdrawn and the first Jenner-Smith reservation was
taken up. Jenner contended that certain references to the United Nations
in the peace treaty would "put American boys under the control" of the world
organization, and his reservation prov1ded that nothing in the treaty could
linit United States sovereignty or impose continuing limitations on Japen.
It was rejected by a vote of 25 to 55, although Republicans supported 1t
(22 - 17). %%

Jemner's second reservation stipulated that the treaty did not spprove
any of the Potsdam agreements affecting Russian-occupied former Jepanese is-
lands. The resolution of ratification under which the treaty was brought up
disavowed recognition of any Yalta agreements in favor of Russia, but Jenner
wanted mention of the Potsdam agreement included, contending 1t reaffirmed
Rusgsial's rights to the islands given at Yalta. This reservation was defeated
by a vote of 27 to 54, although Republicans cast 23 votes in favor and only
17 against adoption.53

The next proposed reservation brought forward by Jenner was designed to
protect certain rights of Americans in reparations claims against Japan but
was turned down (23 - 58) (Republicans: 19 - 21). Jemner's fourth proposal
was to reaffirm the United States "open door" policy and stipulate that the
only China government recognized in the treaty would be the Nationalist !

Chinese. Rejection of this reservation was by a vote of 29 to 48, bul Re-

52Congz. Record, Vol. 98, pp. 2561-2578. (82nd Cong., 2nd Sess., March
20, 1952

)
531114,
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publicans favored it (25 - 13).54 Dirksen's motion to postpone consideration
of the treaty was then defeated (11 - 64) and the peace treaty was approved
by a vote of 66 to 10, nine Republicans and one Democrat opposed.55

On' the Japanese Security Pact Jenner proposed two reservations: one
which would require Senate ratification of any administrative agreement
covering United States troops, and another declaring that United States se-
curity rights could not expire without Senate consent. The first was re-
Jected by a vote of 22 to 45 (Republicans: 12 - 22), and the second by a
vote of 26 to 41 (Republicans: 25 - 9).56 Following this the Security Pact

was approved by a vote of 58 to 9, all opponents being Repu'blicans.57

P2 Tpig

S51pid., p. 2594. Those voting "nay" were Republicans Dirksen (I11.),
Dworshak (Idaho), Ecton (Mont. ), Jenner (Ind.), Kem (Mo.), Malone (Nev.),
McCarthy (Wis.), Welker (Idsho), Young (N. Dak.), end Democrat McCarran (Nev.).

561v1d., pp. 2604-2605
57Ibid Those opposed were Bricker (Ohio), Dirksen (I1l.), Dworshak

(1daho), Ecton (Mont.), Jenner (Ind.), Kem (Mo.), Malone (Nev.), Welker
(Idaho), and Young (N. Dak.), all Republicans.




CHAPTER VIII

COOPERATORS VS. OPPOSITIONISTS, 1949-1952

I.

The 1948 elections returned the Republicans to Congress as a Minority of
42 in the Senate and 180 in the House of Representatives. From the stand-
point of their foreign policy views a number of Senate oppositionigts —-
including Senators Revercomb (West Virginia), Robertson (Wyoming), Moore
(Oklahoma), Buck (Delaware), Brooks (Illinois), and Wilson (Iowa) -- were
anong the victims of the Democratic victory. This group was considerably
larger than the number of cooperators who were defeated, the latter group
being limited to John Sherman Cooper (Kentucky) and Joseph Ball (Minnesota).l
Writing in the Christian Science Monitor, Roscoe Drummond pointed out that
of ten Republican Senators up for re-election who supported cuts in the Fu-
ropean Recovery Program, nine were defeated, and of six who voted against HRP,
five were defeated.2 Although this may have indicated that voters were
strongly behind the bipartisan policy and that the oppositionist nature of
the candidates had something to do with thelr defeat, it will soon appear
certain that whatever reduction in oppositionist ranks the election may have
caused, it did not forecast a more bipartisan attitude on the part of the
GOP Republicans remaining,

The very fact of the party's defeat was felt by many to be a repudiation
of the bipartisan or "me-toolsm" approach to foreign policy. Had not Dewey
been the one who first in 1944 committed the party to cooperation with the

Administration? Had not he and his whole "soft" approach in the 1948 cam-

LAlthough Ball was earlier an ardent internationalist, he was nearer to
the '"middle of the road" by the time of his defeat.

2Quoted in Arthur H. Vandenberg, Jr., The Private Pspers of Senator
Vandenberg, p. 466, citatlon not glven
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paign been thoroughly repudiated by the American people? Then surely it was
time to drop the whole idea and return to the policy of presenting the country
with clear-cut alternatives in the field of foreign policy. Whatever flaws
this reasoning may have had, it could hardly fail to have some effect in
party circles after the November humiliation. The selection of Kenneth Wherry
of Nebraska to replace Wallace White of Maine as GOP Senate Floor Leader prob-
ably can be interpreted as a normal succession inasmuch as Wherry had bsen
whip for five years, but this change did, nonetheless, place in that key posi-
tion an implacable foe of the Administratlon's bipartisan foreign policy.

How powerful Wherry was in the role of Floor Leader with respect to in-

fluencing the voting of fellow Senators is not easy to evaluate. On frequent
occasions he would point out that his bitter attacks on the Truman foreign
policy or on bipartisanship as a working arrangement were not made in his role
as Floor Leader but only as an individual Senator.d The selection of Wherry
came following a minor revolt in Republican Senatorial ranks on the part of

a group of younger Republicans against the leadership of Taft and Wherry.
Pointing to the results of the 1948 election noted above, these Senators, led
by Henry Cabot Lodge, Jr. of Massachusetts, demanded more liberal lsadership.
Vandenberg sympathized with Lodge and admired him, partly because of his
record of solid support on bipartisanship, and Vandenberg considered Wherry
the center of the isolationist wing of the party; whereas Taft had often
opposed Vandenberg on foreign policy. On the other hand, Vandenberg ad-
mired Taft's leadership on domestic issues, was quite sure rebellion was not
very likely to succeed, and felt that if he joined the rebellion he might
jeopardize the support he needed for his own bipartisan aims in foreign
policy. Vandenberg hoped that Taft would step aside, but when he did not,

Vandenberg supported Taft against Lodge for Chairman of the Policy Comnittee

3New York Times, Dec. 26, 1949, p. 1
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and Wherry against Knowland as Floor Leader. Taft and Wherry won (28 - 14),
tut Vandenberg felt something had been accomplished by the adoption of cer-
tain new party rules and the inclusion of some "new lookers" on the Policy
Gommittee.4

Wherry's successor as Assistent Floor Leader (whip) was Leverett Salton-
stall of Massachusetts, a firm supporter of bipartisanship, while Senator
Millikin of Colorado continued as Chairman of the Party Conference. On the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee, Vandenberg remained the ranking Republican
member, and with the retirement of Senators Capper (Kanseg) and White (Maine),
the remaining members, Senators Wiley (Wisconsin), Smith (New Jersey), Hicken-
looper (Iowa), and Lodge (Massachusetts), all favorable to the bipartisan
approach, moved up to second, third, fourth, and fifth positions respectively.
While the Republicans were preparing to name a sixth member to the Committes,
however, the Democrats made and announced a decision which caused the first
Inter-party skirmish of the new Congress. After the Committee reorganization
of 1946, the Republicans had established in the 80th Congress a 7-6 majority
on the Foreign Relations group. The Republicans had assumed, and perhaps had
been privately assured, that the Democrats would continue this practice, but
instead the Democratic leadership announced January & that the new ratio
would be 8-5. While this did not mean the actual unseating of any Republican
member, it deprived the Republicans of an opportunity to satisfy at least one
of a number of requests on the part of their own membership to be appointed to
one of the seats vacated by Capper and White,

But the implications of this decision were far greater than this, The

move was widely interpreted by those who wanted to do so as a double blow

“Vandenberg, pp. 464-468. The new rule probably referred to was that by
which the nominees to the Policy Commlttee made by the Chairman of the Confer-
ence could be rejected individually by the Conference instead of in a bloc.
The "new lookers" were probably Ives-- one of the "rebels'"-- and, perhaps,

M. C. Smith of Malne and Vandenberg himself,
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struck by the Democrats at bipartisanship and at Vandenberg's prestige.
Whether or not these were factors in making the decision is not kmown. The
Democrats probably felt they had to make places for members of their own
party, but the effect was to open the way for the Republican oppositionists

to charge that this was the kind of reward that could be expected from follow-
ing Vandenberg's leadership in support of Administration foreign policy. It

l| was clear that Vandenberg's influence within his own party would be reduced
as a result of this move, The oppositionists were quick to point out that
they felt relieved of any responsibility to support bipartisanship if that
was the way the Democrats were going to bshave.

Vandenberg himself reacted by accusing the Democrats of having struck at
the outset of the new Congress a blow against the bipartisan foreign policy
that was "implicit with hostility."® He contended that the implication before
the country would be that the Republicans were no longer trustworthy in
matters of foreign affairs.s Two days later Representative Joseph W. Martin
(Massachusetts), Republican Floor Leader in the House, was able to announce
and praise the decision of the Democratic leadership there to retain the
14-11 ratio in the House Committee on Forelgn Affeairs as it had been in the
80th Congress.

Republican leadership in the new House remained in the hands of Mr.
Martin as Floor Leader and Leslie C. Arends (Illinois) as Assistant Floor
Leader. Republican membership on the Foreign Affairs Committee remained
practically unchanged from the 80th Congress. It will be remembered that the
Republicans on this Committee were considerably more "international' or bi-
partisan minded than the Republican membership of the House as a whole,

Figure I shows the distribution of these members on a scale of votes cast

SNew York Times, Jan, 6, 1949, p. 7

61pid., p. 1
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differently than those of Noah Mason of Illinols in the 8lst Congress. Only
Lawrence A. Smith (Wisconsin), Robert B. Chiperfield (Illinois), and Donald
L. Jackson (California) cast fewer than half their foreign policy votes
differently than the oppositionist Mason, while John M. Vorys (Ohio), Francis
P. Bolton(Onio), Chester H. Merrow (New Hampshire), Walter H, Judd (Minnesota),
Jacob K. Javits (New York), end John Davis Lodge (Connecticut) were among
the 13 percent of House Republicans opposing Mason on more than half the
roll calis. (Figure II)

Following on the heels of the committee ratio flare-up came the debate
on the nomination of Dean Acheson to be Secretary of State. There was no ad-
vanced consultation with the Republicans on the Foreign Relations Committee as
to the acceptability of this nomination, and whether there should have been or
not, many Republicans were able to find in this another prop pulled from under
the bipartisan approach to foreign policy by the re-elected President. As
a result, the nomination was not very welcome among Republicans, by whom
Acheson was not particularly respected anyway. On the vote to confirm, how-
ever, there were only six negative Republican votes, those of Bridges (New
Hampshire), Capehart and Jenner (Indiana), Knowland (California), Langer
(North Dakota), and Wherry (Nebraska). TVandenberg himself was cool toward
Acheson and felt that the President might have made a wiser choice or at
least have consulted leading Republicans beforehand. The Michigan Senator
supported the appointment and asked for its confirmation, tut he left the im-
pression in his writings and speeches of the next few years that his relation-
ship with Acheson had perhaps been less satisfactory than with any of the
other four Secretaries of State during the period of bipartisanship.7 It can

perhaps be speculated that the problem grew not only out of the differences

"Vandenberg, pp. 470-472
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between Acheson and former Secretaries in personality and approach,but, also,
from the more self-confident attitude of the President himself after gaining
the Presidency in his own right,

In addition to these two disputes as the new Congress opened, there was
another factor which contributed to the conclusion that the leadership 6f
Arthur Vandenberg was somewhat weaker than previously in the ranks of the
GOP. It was probably true that during the 80th Congress some of the Republi-
cans went along with Vandenberg on the bipartisen program because there was
always the possibility at that time that he would be the 1948 Republican
Presidential nominee, and they would not want to oppose a man in that posi-
tion. This possibility wes now removed, and so was this element of his
prestige.e

The mocd of disenchantment with the bipartisan foreign policy as it was
now working (or not working), which marked the opening of the 194S session
and was soon to be reflected in the Republican voting record, burst into a
full scale attack in June. The asseault came, 2lbeit in varying degrees, from
a wider segment of the GOP than previously; and it was no longer restricted
to specific details, dollar amounts, and technicelities of administration,
btut was directed at some of the basic concepts of our foreign political
policies.

One of these was, of course, the Chinese issue, discussed in some detail
in Chapter VII. As mentioned there, this was one issue on which Senator
Vandenberg dissociated himself and his party from the Administration's record.
Although there had been scattered criticism up to this time, China had for
many years been out of the area of sharpest controversy. Now the full im-
pact of the successful Commnist revolution was being felt in Congress. Re-

publicans such as Senator Taft were leading a bitter attack on the China

8New York Times, Jan. 6, 1949, p. 7
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policy, which included charges of disloyalty in the State Department, fail-
ure to help the Nationalist Chinese, and misjudgment of the Communist aims;
and the usual GOP Administration supporters, such as Vandenberg, were not
attempting to reconcile their party to the Administration point of view, but
rather joined in the attack (in somewhat milder terms) and pointed out that
the China policy had never been a part of the bipartisan program, since the
GOP had never been consulted or advised with regard to it.g

The existence of a report by General Wedemeyer to the Administration on
the China problem and the fact that repeated demands for publication of this
report had been in valn added fuel to the rising Republican fire.lo The
frontal assault on the Administration on China, which was to continue for at
least four years, had thus begun in earnest. The precipitating issue for a
China debate at this particular time was the nomination by the President of
W. Walton Butterworth, the State Department's officer, who as Director for
Far Bastern Affairs had been in charge of the unfortunate China policy, to
be an Assistant Secretary of State in charge of Far Eastern affairs., This
promotion for Butterworth, although perhaps not the chief target of the op-
positionigts, was sufficient occasion t0 bring on the general clamor. When
the nomination reached the Senate Committee on Fo?eign Relations, Vandenberg,
feeling that a fresh point of view was needed in the State Department on Far
Eastern affairs, voted "present," thus breaking the series of recent unanimous
votes in that group.ll On the floor Vandenberg stated his criticism of the
China policy, his dissociation from it, and his disappointment with the

Butterworth nomination, but in the final analysis he and seven other Republi-

9Vandenberg, p. 532

loThis was subsequently published as Report to President Truman by
Lieutenant General Albert C. Wedemsyer, U. S. Army, reprinted as Annex No. 135

llyandenberg, p. 533
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cans voted "yea," while thirty of his GOP colleagues either voted or announced
themselves against the a.ppointment.l2

More blows at the bipartisan foreign policy were soon to come in the
debate over the North Atlantic Pact and its implementation. Although the
Republicans voted 32 to 11 in favor of the Pact, the opposition included
Senator Robert Taft of Ohio, which added, as Vandenberg put it, "a certain
respectability" to that grou.p.l3 It also meant the breaking on an important
issue of the "informal understanding" existing in the 80th Congress between
these two Republicans, whereby Vandenberg followed Taft's lead in domestic
affairs, while Taft sought to minimize conflict with Vandenberg on foreign
policy.l4

In contrast to the preparation of the Pact itself, on which there had

been a great deal of cooperation between the Administration and Capitol Hill

(Senator Vandenberg in particular), the initial proposals for the implementa-
tion of the North Atlantic Treaty came to Congress with no advance bipartisan
consultation. The bill called for a $1,450,000,000 arms program, and it met
almost immediate and overwhelming opposition at the Capitol. Vandenberg
served notice in a press statement that he would not support this request,
but favored instead only an interim measure to carry over until serious study
could produce a well-thought-out program in the next Congress. This state-
ment did the kind of thing Vandenberg had seldom done in recent years —-

flatly oppose an Administration measure on foreign policy after it was sent

from the State Department., His own view, expressed to his wife, was that:

"The old bipartisan business is certainly 'out the win-
dow! on this one, yet I don't want to be shoved into a posi-
tion of seeming hostility to the objective (in which I deeply

120ong. Record, Vol. 95, p. 12293. (8lst Cong., lst Sess., Sept. 27, 1949)
13yandenberg, p. 498

141p3i4., pp. 318-319
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believe). So it'g a pretty tight 'poker game'! between
Acheson and me."!

In the Committee on Foreign Relations he. had the support of both Re-
publicans and Democrats in his attitude, and he was also working closely
with John Foster Dulles, just appointed to the Senate from New York to fill
the vacancy left by the resignation of Senator Robert Wagner. As Vandenberg's
health began to fail in the last half of 1949, Dulles, as an early architect
of bipartisanship, became increasingly important as the leader of the Senate
group wishing to continue such an approach.
On the arms aid issue a few sharp statements by Vandenbergz and others
at a Foreign Relations Committee hearing, where Acheson and Secretary of
Defense Johnson were present, persuaded the Administration to submit a new
draft which was considerably more acceptable. The whole affair, however, was
sufficiently dramatic to lead Joseph Alsop in the New York Herald Tribune to
conclude that the era of bipartisanship had died. Continuous exchange of
information and continuous consultation on policy had made a success of bi-
partisanship in the past, Alsop said, but Republicans could not be expected
to go along blindly with Adminigtration policles after that system was dropped.
While Alsop felt that Senator Connally's sensitivity about Vandenbergl!s key
role in the 80th Congress was an obstacle to the contimuation of bipartisan-
ship, he did not see a resumption of that role as a necessity. Rather he felt:
#The need today... is only for a resumption on a rea~
sonable, modified plan, of the normal exchange of information
and prior consultation on policy without which any bipartisan-
ship is wholly impossible.... it is certainly not a bad bet
that the present situation originated, at least in part, in
the White House attitude toward bipartisanship.”l
Vandenberg quoted the Alsop analysis with approval, especially with

regard to putting the blame on Truman, but his own reaction to the arms pro-

I51p1d., p. 504

lstoted in Ibid., pp. 505-506, cltation not given




gram debacle was stated as follows:

"The episode has not been without some collateral ad- 1
vantages -- from my point of view. It has publicly demon-
strated that the Republican contribution to so-called 'bi- i
partisan foreign policy' was not on a 'me-too! basis. This
'me-too' charge has been the most successful eriticism which
the isolationist wing of the Republican Party has been able to
throw at me. I have never felt free to answer. Now events
have answered for themselves. The truth of the matter, of l
course, is that the Republican contribution to 'bipartisan
foreign policy'! has always been the exact reverse of 'me-
too.' The only difference is that heretofore the 'surren-
derg,! if you want to cai} them that, have occurred in
private and in advance."™ [a reference to the Administra-
tion's withdrawal of the original arms aid bilI]

After the "surrender" a kind of ad hoc cooperation between Vandenberg
and Dulles on one hand and the State Department on the other helped to put
a revised version of the bill through Congress. The votes, however, in both
the House and Senate indicated that there was less Republican support for this
program than for any other of similar importance since Pearl Harbor. Repub-
licans in the Senate supported (23 - 10) two moves to cut the authorizations
by $200,000,000 and divided 19 for and 14 against on final passage. In the
House a proposed $50,000,000 cut received the support of the GOP by a vote
of 137 to 8, and only 51 Republican Representatives voted to pass the bill,
while 94 voted to reject it.

Even before the compromises between the Senate and House versions of L
the bill were lroned out, Vandenberg left Washington for reasonsof health
and returned only for a few brief visits before his death in April, 1951. u
From this time on active leadership of the Republican side of the bipartisan
bloe, or the cooperators, which now became a more fitting term, passed to the

hands of John Foster Dulles (until November 1949 only), Irving Ives (New

M P S—

York), Wayne Mgrse (Oregon), Margaret Chase Smith (Maine), Alexander Wiley

(Wisconsin), and Henry Cabot Lodge, Jr. (Magsachusetts), which is to say

171p14., p. 509
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that there was no longer any one person who exercised an influence anywhere
nearly approaching that of Vandenberg. In the year and a half before his
death Vandenberg was still a member of the Senate and still a force. His
offices were maintained, he announced himself on roll-call votes in the Sen-
ate, he conferred with leaders in both parties, and he issued statements of
policy at infrequent intervals, but his potent influence was missing.

If bipartisanship could not be held together with Vandenberg present and
voting, 1t was not hard to guess that its chances for surviving his departure
were few. When he was no longer present and fighting, not only were the
chances for effective Republican~Administration consultation and cooperation
severely impaired, btut the force to rally Republican votes for such a coopera-
tive policy was missing. Taft'!s personal obligation to Vandenberg no longer
had to be fulfilled, and many Senators who, even if not respecting him, had
felt the pull of his influence, now were free to form new allegiances.

Less than three months after Vandenberg's departure, the man who had
come to be called "an effective co-commander of President Truman's foreign
policy" -- John Foster Dulles -- was also retired from the Senate as the re-
sult of a special election in November, 1949.18 In spite of Dulles! will-
ingness in the past to cooperate, the Administration was quite active in in-
suring his defeat by Herbert Lehman, Dulles tried hard to put across the
idea that on his election hung the fate of the bipartisan foreign poliey, but
Lehman argued that there had been bipartisanship for eight years without
Dulles in the Senate and that it could continue again without him.19
Vandenberg lent his support to the Dulles thesis, but when Truman was asked
whether the defeal of Dulles would mean any modification of the blpartisan

attitude on foreign policy, the Presgsident replied that it certainly would

13New York Times, Oct. 25, 1949, p. 26

191p14., Oct. 29, 1949, p. 7
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not.zo Senator Ives, on the other hand, felt that a movement against the
bipartisan foreign policy was building up and that Dulles' defeat might
bring an end to that policy.

Partly, no doubt, as a result of the Dulles defeat, partly as a reac-
tion to the year's other events, December, 1949, was a month for statements
by many leading Republicans on the issue of bipartisanship in foreign affairs.
In spite of the many obvious setbacks, many of the cooperators were not will-
ing to recognize defeat of a favorite idea. They undoubtedly felt that the
bipartisan notion had strong support in the country at large, and they wanted
to continue to work for it. Following an operation, Vandenberg returned on
December 22 to say that the "unpartisan" policy approach "should be contin-
ued in an effort to obtain, after full debate, a unified policy against those
who would divide and confuse us."2l Senator Wayne Morse (Oregon) also
called on his fellow Republicans to defend the bipartisan policy against
attack from the midwestern wiag.

On the other hand, there were for the first time since the war seweral
direct attacks on the bipartisan idea as such. Of éourse the midwestern
wing or oppositionists had often fought the whole program but usually had
done so in the name of defending "true bipartisanship." There had long besn
accusations that the Administration was destroying bipartisanship, but after
the events of 1949, Senator Wherry felt he could call for an end to the bi-
partisan foreign policy "as it is now known" and declare his unwillingness
to accept (as if he ever had) future commitments "made by bipartisan big-

wigs."zg Wherry proposed a nonpartisan foreign policy under which this

<0Ibid., Nov. 11, 1949, p. 24
2l1bid., Dec. 22, 1949, p. 22

221pid., Dec. 26, 1949, p. 1
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country could be committed to no step by the State Department until the
subject in its details had been put before the full Senate.zs A few deys
later Senator Jemner (Indiana) attacked Vandenberg by implication, and Sena~
tor George Malone (Nevada) dennounced the bipartisan foreign policy and
challenged the right of Senator Vand;nberg to commit the Republican party to
support it.2% These statements heralded significant changes in the Congres<-
sional Republican attitude on foreign affairs and in the distribution of

influence on foreign policy in the Congressional party.
II.

Two days after the opening of the second session of the 8lst Congress
new Republican views on bipartisanship were voiced. In view of the rising
challenge to Vandenberg ln the Senate and of the doubt raised by Taft's own
split with him on the North Atlantic Treaty, the Senator from Ohioc made a
comprehensive statement of his position., He said he did not intend to join
those who had challenged the Michigan Senator and the bipartisan foreign
policy. While he admitted that he differed with Vandenberg on some foreign
policy matters, he did not think they would be very far apart on questions
facing the new session.25

Taft felt that, politically speaking, the procedure of advance, secret
consultation between Republicans and the Administration had certain disad-
ventages, but recognized the need for facing the world with a united foreign
policy. He emphasized that this did not require him to go along with funda~
mental policies which he opposed, but he pointed out that the opposition in

Congress lacked both the means and the information to devise a detailed

<SThid.
241pid., Dec. 29, 1949, p. 24, and Dec. 30, 1949, p. 3

2B1pid., Jan. 5, 1950, p. 6
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foreign policy of its own.26
For the moment at least, cold water was thrown on the smoldering re~

bellion, but only four days later Taft in a debate with Senator Paul Douglag,
I1linois Democrat, denied that he had ever stated he would support a biparti-
san foreign policy. He also charged that any true bipartisanship which in-
cluded advance consultation died when Dean Acheson became Secretary of State.
In view of this Taft felt that Republicans should go along with the Admini-
stration on foreign policy until they "run up against some basic question."

n27? He said that cooperation was de-

Then they must "assert that principle.
sirable to insure that America not speak with two voices, but that such a
cooperative cause should not be called bipartisan.28

At that very time, also, the split with the Administration over the
China question was growing broader and deeper. The New York Times on Jamuary
5 reported that Representative Charles Eaton of New Jersey, ranking Republi-
can on the House Foreign Affairs Committee and faithful nonpartisan in this
field, and Mrs. Margaret Chase Smith of Maine, who also had supported most of
the Administration foreign policy moves, had broken with the State Department
over the issue of China.zg Mrs. Smith was understood to have told the Depart-
ment that its refusal to publish the Wedemeyer report was a denial of bi-
partisanship. Former President Herbert Hoover and Senator Taft recommended
that the American fleet be ordered to hold Formosa from the Commanists, but
this did not accord with Administration policy.

Of all those who openly challenged the Administration on this issue, none

was 80 outspoken as Senator William Knowland of California. In the 80th

<61bid,
271bid., Jan. 9, 1950, p. 12

281pid.

291pid., p. 18
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Congress Knowland had been a supporter of Vandenberg and bipartisanship, and
the Michigan Senator had praised him as a "magnificent" young Republican.zo
But now Knowland wanted the United States to help Chiang's fleeing govern-
ment, and he threatened a long and violent series of maneuvers in the Senate.
He pointed out that from his position on the Appropriations and Armed Forces
Committees, he could drag his feet on ERP and the Military Assistance Program.
Although he had previously supported these programs, he said he would now in-
sist upon a resurvey of all United States economic and military commitments
abroad so that more assistance could go to the Orient.3t

As this confusing welter of criticism continued, an attempt was madelin
early February to get a statement to which the three major bodies of Republi-
can policy-making could adhere. In all-day separate and closed sessions on
February 6 the National Committee and the Republican Conferences in the House
and Senate gave their approval to a "Statement of Principles and Objectives!
designed to serve as a platform for the November elections. Agreement on the
foreign policy plank was not easy to achieve. In the National Committee
Werner Schroeder of Illinois attempted to put the party on record as opposed
to the continqance of the bipartisan foreign policy, but was reported to have
been overwhelmingly defeated. In the Senate at least Henry Cabot Lodge, Jr.,
Margeret Chase Smith, George Aiken, and Irving Ives voted against the state-
ment as adopted, and Representatives Jacob Javits (New York) and James Fulton
(Pennsylvania) promptly made known their dissatisfaction. On the other hand,
both Wherry and Vandenberg declared they were pleased with the foreign policy
plank. The text of that section of the statement was as follows:

"To win lasting peace, to build a country in which every

citizen may meke the most of his skill, initiative and enter-
prise, and to hold aloft the inepiring torch of American free-

SUVandenberg, p. 467

3lNew York Times, Jan. 5, 1950, p. 18




dom, opportunity and justice, assuring a better and happier
life for all our people, we dedicate our efforts and issue this
statement of principles and objectives supplementing the Re-
publican platform of 1948.

"e shall not passively defend the principles stated
here, but shall fight for them with all the vigor with which
our forefathers fought to establish what we now seek to ad~
vance and perpetuate -~ human liberty and individual dignity.

"We pledge that in all we will advocate and in all that
we will perform the first test shall be: Does this conduct
enlarge and strengthen or does it undermine and lessen human
liberty and individual dignity?

FOREIGN POLICY

"The American people face the hard fact that though
they won the war nearly five years ago, they have not yet
won the peace. We offer them leadership in new efforts to
achieve this vital end.

"We favor a foreign policy in which all Americens, re-
gardless of party, will joln to assure peace with justice in
a free world while maintaining the independence and the rights
of the American people.

"We insist upon restoration of our foreign agreements to
their proper place inside the Constitution and we insist that
the United States shall not be bound by any course of action
unlegs the spirit and letter of our Constitutional procedure
are followed.

"fe oppose gecret commitments and we denounce the refusal
of the Administration to furnish accurate and adequate infor-
mation to the Congress.

"Undor our indispensable two-party system, we shall be
vigilant in critical exploration of Administration foreign
policy. We favor consultation between the Executive and mem-
bers of both major parties in the legislative branch of gov-
ernment in the initiation and development of a united Ameri-
can foreign policy; and we deplore the tragle consequences of
the Administrationt!s failure to pursue these objectives in
many fields, particularly in the secret agreements of Yalta,
subsequently confirmed at Potsdam which have created new in-
Justices and new dangers throughout the world,

"We favor full support of the United Nations and the im-
provement of its Charter so that it may be an effective inter-
national organization of independent states prepared to mobil-
ize public opinion and the armed forces of the world against
ageression. We favor full support of the inter-American
system as an integral part of the international organization,
and of our treaty obligation in the North Atlantic community.
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"We advocate a strong policy against the spread of com-
minism or facism at home and abroad, and we insist that Ameri-
ca's efforts toward this end be directed by those who have no
sympathy either with communism or fascism.

"e support aid to those states resisting communism, but
such aid should be given only if it is essential to our na~
tional security, if it is within the total limits which the
American economy can afford, if it will be effective, if it is
beyond the ability of the aided nation to supply for itself,
and if there is a program for progressive reduction.

"The Republican party has always believed in a strong
national defense. We must maintain our armed forces at a
strength completely adequate for the security of our people.

"We favor the promotion of world trade on the basis of
fair and reasonable competition and we assert that this can
be done within the Republican principle that foreign products
of underpaid foreign labor shall not be admitted to this
country on terms which imperil the living standards of the
American workman, of the American farmer, or threaten serious
injury to a domestic industry. A strong American economy is
a vital factor for our security.!

"iddle ground" was an apt term to describe the position of this resolu-
tion.33 It could scarcely be called highly critical of Administration foreign
policy, yet it did not, on the other hand, manifest an attitude of friendly
bipartisanship. Indeed, the famous word was not even mentioned -- a fact
which mast have represented a considerable victory for the oppositionists.

A reference was made, it will be noted, to "consultation between the Execu-
tive and members of both major parties in the legislative branch of the
government," which might be interpreted by those who so wlshed as the central
theme of bipartisanship, but it certainly was no ringing indorsement of the
principle, The statement as a whole can be contrasted with the very uncriti-
cal statement adopted by the same groups in 1545 when the Republicans had
said, "In foreign affairs we shall continue to strive to avoid partisanship."

The 1950 statement charged that the Administration had failed to "con-

sult," and in another month Republicans were complaining further about the

321bid., Feb. 7, 1950, p. 11
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failure of the President and the State Department to take the GOP into their
confidence. The occasion for this protest was the meeting of the North At-
lantic Treaty powers in The Hague March 5. No Republican had been asked to
attend in the manner that Vandenberg had so often gone to such conferences,
and both oppositionist and bipartisan Senators complained. Wherry said that
the omigsion was "just another bit of evidence that the bipartisan foreign
policy is only one of lip service," while Bridges of New Hampshire and Salton-
stall of Massachusetts also voiced protests.34

Within two days of this latest evidence of the collapse of bipartisanship,
however, there were new efforts to patch up the nonpartisan idea. These
efforts were more serious than had been made for over a year and began on the
Republican side with a suggestion by Vandenberg that an unpartisan committee
be established to study what American responsibilities in Europe would be

when the Marshall Plan ended in 1952.35

As if by prearranged signal this pro-
posal was widely commended by both Republicans and Democrats. Among GOP
Senators, Taft, Smith (New Jersey), and Knowland applauded the idea, while
Nixon jumped in with a suggestion for a broader bipartisan conference on
foreign policy to include such Republicans as Hoover, Teft, Vandenberg,
Stassen, Dewey, and Dulles.36

Mr. Truman, for his part, instructed Acheson to thank Vandenberg for
his appeal, and the State Department announced that former Republican Senator
John Sherman Cooper had been appointed as a consultant to the Secretary of
State. Vandenberg indicated his wholehearted approval of this step, btut there
was some comment on the fact that the Administration had passed over John

Foster Dulles who had formerly represented Republicans at foreign ministers!

meetings. Some Republicans regarded this as a partisan act because it seemed

541pid., March 25, 1950, p. 6

351pid., March 26, 1950, p. 1
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to carry.a spirit of revenge for Dulles! political campaign in New York in
1949. The day following the announcement of Cooper's appointment it was
also revealed that Acheson had started "a series of conversations" with Sena-
tor Vandenberg on ways and means of strengthening the bipartisan foreign
policy. It was said that Truman wanted Acheson to explore with Vandenberg
the possibilities of appointing a Republican as Ambassador-at-large to help
work out a bipartisan Asian policy.37 Within a week Dulles was appointed to
a post similar to Cooper's.

Still later in April the President announced a plan to hold White House
conferences to which Republicans would be invited for the purpose of helping
méke and carry out American foreign policy. The plan was outlined by Truman
and Acheson to Senator Styles Bridges as senior Senator in the absence of
Vandenberg. The President's formal statement was as follows:

"It will be my purpose as well as that of Secretary
Acheson not only to keep the members of the minority currently
informed, but to solicit their views and take them into serious
account in bo%g the formulation and implementation of our for-
eign policy."

The following day the Senate Republican Policy Committee endorsed this
approach to bipartisanship after Bridges had given a detailed account, and
the Chairman of the Committee, Robert Taft, said after the meeting that Re-
publicans would "be glad to see any suggestions on cooperation from the Presi-
dent and to discuss them with him and his representatives."39

Having traced these developments with the accent on the positive, it
mwst be noted that all was not sweetness and light. These moves to recreate

the idea of ending politics at the water's edge were certain to meet hesita-

- 4ion and criticism from the oppositionists. It is not hard to imagine a
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commection between the Administration!s "good willl gesturés (and perhaps
Vandenberg's, also) and the need to get the BCA authorization through Con-
gress without too serious damage being done to it. The Republicans in the
House amnounced, for example, that the Administration request for $3,372,-
450,000 would have to be substantially cut. Minority Leader Joseph Martin
said after a meeting of the GOP Policy Committee that "if we are going to
make cuts in the domestic field, we've got to make some in the foreign field,
too. 140
At this time, also, the charges of Republican Senator McCarthy (Wiscon-
sin) concerning the presence of Communigsts and Communist sympathizers in the
Department of State, hitherto regarded as a personal campaign, were beginning
to get wider support among his fellow partisans in Congress. Wherry said he
felt that Acheson himself was "a bad security risk," and Taft said he had
encouraged McCarthy to press his charge against the Department.él

At the end of March the President, in spite of his apparent moves to re-
vive bipartisanship, denounced McCarthy, Wherry, and Bridges as "saboteurs
of American foreign policy" and labeled them "the Kremlin's greatest assets."4?
This kind of an attack, of course, gave these three Senators an opportunity
to express some very unbipartisan-like views. McCarthy said he would like to
plead gullty to sabotaging our foreign policy in the Far Bast. Bridges claim-
ed he was only trying to sabotage subversives and would cooperate in a bi-
partisan foreign policy if it were truly bipartisan., For his part Wherry
stated that "the best way to know who the agents of the Kremlin are is to

make the loyalty files available to a duly authorized committee and let the

people decide who is harboring subversives and moral perverts in high
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govarnment places."43 On the same day Guy G. Gabrielson, Chairman of the
Republican National Committee, called on his party to review its position in
the bipartisan foreign policy. He Ffelt, he said. that the Administration
had violated bipartisanship and that the Republican party should now propose
an all-American policy, regardless of party, to assure peace.

After the appointments of Dulles and Cooper, the question arose among
Republicans as to who could and who could not represent the party in relation
to the Administration. In general the cooperators such as Vandenberg, Ives,
Dewey, and Hickenlooper welcomed the appointments, but Taft stated the follow-
ing: |

"Po be bipartisan there must be real consultation on
policies before they are adopted with the responsible repre-~
sentatives of the Republicans in Congress. It is not accom-
plisheq by th? appointmen? of an indivi&uz% Republican to
executive office as a roving ambassador.!

Taft said the conditions of bipartisanship existed for a while at the
time Vandenberg was in continual contact with the State Department. While
some Republicans felt that Vandenberg carried the process too far, he said,
there could be no question tut that he was a "responsible representative of
the Republicans in Congress." Taft indicated that he felt the same objectives
(of cooperation) could now better be worked out in debate in Congress.

It was the feeling of Vandenberg (discussed previously) that a Senator
could not very well perform the double role of working on foreign policy in
consultation with the State Department and carrying on his duties on Capitol
Hill. He therefore thought that Dulles and Cooper, by consulting with Repub-

licans in Congress, could work well toward bipartisanship. Just how well the

Cooper and Dulles appointments did work or what contribution they made to the
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strengthening of a bipartisan foreign policy is difficult to say. It is cer-
tain that Republican support for Buropean BEconomic Assistance dropped off
sharply in terms of votes from what it was in 1948 and 1949. Cooper said in
May that in his attempts at cooperating with Congress on foreign policy,
"the reaction from the Republicans on Capitol Hill has not been discouraging,?
and in August he and Dulles were members of the American delegation to the
United Nations General Assembly together with Republicans Austin and Lodge.
It was also in August, however, that the four active Republican members
of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee (with Vandenberg in "general agree-
ment!") issued a comprehensive statement on American foreign policy (discussed
in Chapter VII), which, while supporting the ideal of bipartisanship, spared
nothing in attacking the Administration for its errors, past and present,
which, they held, resulted in the fighting in XKorea and in other phasss of our
current predicament. The four were Wiley, Smith (New Jersey), Hickenlooper,
and. the document!s author, Henry Cabot Lodge, Jr. of Massachusetts., All of
these men were congidered internationalists, and since all of them had de-
voted many years on the committee to foreign affairs, a somewhat thoughtful

and responsible statement was to be expected, although obviously its igsuance

was timed for the opening of the 1950 election campaign. Reference has already

been made to the section dealing with Asia, which indicated severs criticism.
Certain other parts of the statement pertaining directly to the subject of

bipartisanship will bear quoting here:

IWe, minority Senators of the Foreign Relations Comnmittes,
herein expressing our individual views, pledge our full support
to the national effort to build strength for victory. We pay
tribute to the heroism and sacrifice of our fighting men in
Korea, To be worthy of them we must, above all, face the future
with faith, realism and courage. In thisg spirit and in dis-
charge of our duty under the American two-party system to
scrutinize relentlessly the basic facts of America's position
in the world, we set forth: I, an analysis of the events of
1945 which today bear so directly on America's present world




position; 1I, an analysis of the crucial events which began
in 1947; and III, our recommendations for future action.

I - 1945

"The major tragedy of our time was the faillure and re-
fusal of American leadership in 1945 to recognize the true
aims and methods of the rulers of Soviet Russia. To this
failure can be traced the disintegration of our armed forces
in 1945, which would not have occurred if the need for re-
taining adequate forces had been explained to the American
people, and the senseless destruction of billions of dollars
worth of military equipment which the United States and its
friends so desperately need today.

"To this failure also can be traced the blindness of our
leadership in ignoring the Communist attempt to capture the
minds of men. We missed the opportunity to broadcast to the
world our democratic doctrine of the dignity of man as the
spiritual rallying point for all freedom-loving peoples.

"By this failure we lost the initiative and the influ-
ence for peace which we had won by force of arms and by virtue
of our historic pioneering in the evolution of democracy.....

III - THE FUTURE

"These are all facts which must be faced. The American
people will not now excuse those responsible for these blun-
ders. The President's decision to sustain, by military ac-
tion, the stand of the United Nations against aggression in
Korea must receive united support. But the liberation of
Korea and the mere building of strength to resist aggression
are, by themselves, not enough. We shall not sleep peacefully
at night until our Government's policy is based on the full
realization that world dominion by Communism is still the goal
of the Kremlin. It will continue to be the goal until the
free nations of the world, each contributing its falr share,
realistically join together through the United Nations to es-
tablish peace in a free world.

"We must reassure the world of our constant desire and
readiness earnestly to search for and consider any and all
proposals for peace based on Justice.

"Phe United States must, therefore, regain the initiative
and the power for the organization and preservation of lasting
peace, which it threw away in 1945. This means that the pres-
ent intolerable military weakness of the free world mist be
remedied by us and our friends at top speed. Never again must
we allow ourselves to be caught, as we were when Korea was in-
vaded, in a position where our failure to foresee the possible
implications of our basic foreign policy will result in our
being inadequately prepared to carry out that policy in time
of crisis,




"In this crisis there can be no *politics as usual' or
Thusiness as usual.' This is fundamental,

"Once we regain the initiative, we can then redouble
our efforts through the United Nations (1) to establish a
reliable program of international inspection and control-of
atomic activities; (2) to halt lawless aggression of the
strong over the weak and the slavery which Communism inflicts
upon its vietims; and (3) to pursue every effective means to
glve greater strength to the United Nations as a powerful
force able to prevent aggression in the world, urging that,
if lesser means are unavailing in this effort, a special ses-
sion of the General Assembly be called to amend the United
Nations Charter, as proposed in the Vandenberg Resolution of
1948,

"These things need not mean bloodshed and war. They
ought to prevent war. They do mean, however, the powerful
unity of the free nations acting in enthusiastic concert.

In place of ineptitude, American strength and integrity must
become the major encouragement for purposeful unity among
those peoples who, possessing freedom themselves, seek to ex-
tend it to others. Then, and only then, will the military
victory and the moral leadership which we achieved in 1945 -~
and then lost in that same year -- be translated into concrete
results for humanity.

"Our aims should be thought out now and translated into
major long-range American policy consistent with our human and
material resources. Without such major aims we cannot expect
the maximum effort either from ourselves or from other peo-
Ples. Great sacrifices require great objectives. We must
not wait until the present crisis is over and then fumble
the ball of international peaca because we are not prepared
for victory. TFor the attainment of such aims we will hold
the Administration strictly responsible.

"On the basis of honest recognition of past errors, and
courageous resolve for the future, we wholeheartedly pledge
our unpartisan cooperation to final viectory."

264

The election came and went, leaving increased Republican membership in

both Houses of Congress, but the end of the campaign saw no lessening of the

anti-Administration warfare being carried on by many Republicans. In con—

trast, however, to the criticism based on high policy issues discussed in

the document issued by the Republicans in the Senate Foreign Relations Com~

nittee, post-election criticism seemed to center more directly on the person-

46Ibid., Aug. 14, 1950, p. 1 (For section on Asia see Chapter VII,
p. 224
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ality of the Secretary of State. Although begun earlier in the year, Decem-
ber saw a climax of the efforts to discredit Dean Acheson as the architect
of a tragic foreign policy the mistakes of which were costing blood and money
in Korea.

The number of Senators calling for Acheson's removal as Secretary of
State had been steadily growing until it reached the extreme in a statement
by Senator Kem threatening impeachment if Acheson did not resign. On Decem-
ber 6 Senator Taft called the Republican Policy Committee to consider the
question whether the attack on Acheson should be formalized. A paper pro-
posing that it be laid down as party dogma that Acheson must be ousted was
being prepared by Irving Ives (New York), a regular Administration supporter,
who, it was reported, had become convinced that there could be no bipartisan
foreign policy as long as Acheson was Secretary of State. The next day, how-
ever, the Committee declined to act on the proposal. Instead, Ives was
placed at the head of a sub-committee to draft a resclution for presentation
to the Republican Conference. In the face of this step, Governor Dewey of
New York issued a statement saying he would withhold criticism of this sort
in a time of crisis. TFollowlng this, Ives showed signs of a modified atti-
tude, and by December 14 his subcommittee found itself still unable to agree
upon a resolution to present to the Conference.*?

While the Senate delayed, however, the House GOP Policy Committee,
headed by Floor Leader Martin, called a Republican caucus to decide on mal-
ing the Acheson issue a party matter, and on December 15, as Acheson was
preparing to go to BEurope for a NATO Conference, the caucus adopted the
following resolution:

"In this critical hour, confidence of the American people in
their leadership is essential to our security.

#1534, , Dec. 13, 1950, p. 13
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"It is completely obvious that Secretary Acheson and the

State Department under his leadership have lost the confidence

of the Congress and the American people and cannot regain it.
"Recognizing this fact, we earnestly insist for the good

of our country that Mr. Acheson be replaced as Secretary of

State, that there be a thorough house cleaning in the State

Department, and changes in personnel and policies responsible

for this lack of confidence."%

This strong statement was opposed by only about a dozen votes in the
House caucus, and when the Senate Republican Conference passed it later the
same day, only five (Aiken, Morse, Mrs. Smith, Langer, and H. A. Smith)
voted against it, while 23 supported it. The Senate group, however, added
this paragraph:

"e pledge our fullest cooperation with the President and
the Administration in a united effort to meet by the most ef-
fective means the present national crisis. For this effort
there must be national cooperation %n substance as well as in
form, in fact as well as in name. "

¥o Senator (or Representative) offered any defense of Acheson, but it
was noted that Vandenberg, Lodge, and Wiley absented themselves from the meet-
ing. It was an unusually strong attack, but was probably an accurate indi-
cation of the extent to which the oppositionists had gained influence dur-
ing the year.

As shown in Figures II and III, a comparison of House and Senate voting
in 1949-1950 with that of 1947-1948 shows a truly significant contrast. A
glance at these is sufficient to see the shift, but the contrast is made
clearer if it is noted that in the House the percentage of Republicans voting
differently than Mason (Illinois) on more than half the foreign policy roll
calls dropped from 55 percent in the 80th Congress to 13 percent in the
8lst, and that in the Senate those voting differently than Langer dropped

from 61 percent in the 80th to 37 percent in the 8lst. Something of the
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meaning of this change will be discussed in the concluding chapter of this

study, but it is clear that the oppositionists hed greatly gained in strength.

IIY

The 19850 elections increased the number of Republicens in the Senate
by six ~- making a closely divided party situation (49 Democrats, 47 Republi-
cans). The Republican oppositionists on foreign policy could claim to have
gained four adherents -- Dirksen (Illinois), Welker (Idaho), Butler (Maryland),
and Bennett (Utah), while Nixon (California) and Duff (Pennsylvania) were
frequently to be found voting with the shrinking group which supported the
Administration. This gain was not overlooked by the dppositionist leadership,
which attempted to consolidate it in two ways. The first was by electing
several oppositionist members to the Republican Policy Committee when Vanden-—
berg, Ives, Margaret Chase Smith, Hickenlooper, Bridges, and Cordon stepped
down, and new members were chosen. These were Knowland, H. A. Smith, Ferguson,
Brewster, Thye, and Martin of Pennsylvania, and it was generally conceded
that this group was clearly more hostile to Administration foreign.policy.so
While neither Knowland nor H., A. Smith could be congldered oppositionists
In the same sense as Wherry, they were now among the bitterest critics of
the policies pursued in the Far East. Certainly, also, dropping Ives and
Margaret Chase Smith meant the loss of two devoted bipartisan supporters.

In another organization scuffle in the Senate, the issue was over filling
the new seat on the Foreign Relations Committee awarded the Republicans as a
result of their 1950 election gains., A leading contender for this seat was
Senator Wayne Morse of Oregon, a very internationalist-minded Senator. Mprse
had urged representation for the West Coast on the Committee and had the

explicit backing of Vandenberg.51 Vandenberg was, of course, not active at
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thls time and could not make his influence strongly felt. Since places on
major committees are usually alloted by senority, Morse stood high on the
list, but the foreign policy conservatives proposed Homer Capehart (Indiana),
who outranked Morse. The internationalists countered with George Aiken
(Vermont), who outranked Capehart, but the oppositionists then moved to Owen
Brewster (Maine), who was senior to Aiken. Finally the cooperators suggested
Tobey (New Hampshire), who outranked Brewster.

Under the rule preventing any Senator from holding more than two com-
nittee posts, Tobey would have had to give up his top ranking seat either on
the Banking and Currency Committee or the Interstate and Foreign Commerce Com-
nittee. Brewster did not have the top position on any committee, although he
was second in rank on the Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee. Brewster.
was, therefore, interested in getting Tobey to give up his post on this
latter group if he went to Foreign Relations. Tobey, on the other hand,
offered to renounce Foreign Relations if Brewster would do the same, thus
clearing the way for Alken. No agreement was reached, so Tobey retiréd from
Banking and Currency, got his seat on Foreign Relations, and thus assured a
continued internationalist group on that Committee.52

It was clear by January, 1951, that Vandenberg would never return to the
Senate, and as this became increasingly certain, the importance of Taft in
the area of Republican foreign policy formation grew more apparent. Some
attention has been given to the views of Taft from time to time, and in so
far as possible to do so, his position on foreign policy will be clarified
further in later pages. Several factors are important to remember. With the
1950 Congregsional elections out of the way, the 1952 presidential election

loomed increasingly larger on the political horizon, and Robert Taft was

521pi4.
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again aiming at the 1952 nominating convention. Senator Vandenberg on several
occasions explained the anti-bipartisan forelgn policy behavior of Taft in
terms of "presidential fever," and it is not unreasonable to assﬁme that
Taft!'s increasingly oppositionist actions might in part be explained on this
basis,*

Farther to be kept in mind is Taft's idea of how the Republican party
should arrive at a position on foreign policy. Taft did not feel that the
opposition party had either the information or the mechanism to formulate &
complete foreign policy program, and in spite of his general theory that the
role of the opposition is to oppose, he maintained that the Republicans should
follow the President's lead in foreign policy matters except where some "funda~
mental issue" was at stake on which the Republicans could not agree. At that
point, it seemed to Taft, the Republicans should be bound by no bipartisan
agreement to be gilent. Rather than have advance consulfation between the
Administration and one or two Republicans, Taft thought Republican positions
should be worked out in debate in Congress. Perhaps this analysis is too
simple or too coherent, for Taft's position was certainly not unchanging or
always logical, but this seemed to be the approach most often voiced through-
out the years. It was, of course, quite different from the Vandenberg program,

In spite of this doctrine Taft announced on January 9 that he was ready
to join President Truman in the preparation of a coalition foreign policy.

He said, "I should be quite prepared to sit down with the President of the
United States or anybody else on the majority side and try to work out a pro-
gram which could command the unanimous and consistent support of the people of
the United States."s3

This proposal received no direct notice from the Administration, and the

next two years were to see no strengthening btut rather a steady decline of a
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| bipartisan foreign policy. Republican positions -- many more than one on
each igssue -~ were, according to the Taft formula, worked out in Congress.
A greatly reduced number of Republicans continued to support much of the
President's program. An increasing group opposed most of that program. John
Sherman Cooper and John Foster Dulles continued in the Department of State as
consultants, but what fruits their efforts bore in terms of support in Con-
gress is difficult to determine. Certainly the isolationists neither followed
Dulles nor approved the role he was trying to play, but at least one observer
felt his voice was not without influence in Republican circles. James Reston
wrote that Dulles had influence with "that_extremely important, often deci-
sive group of Repudblicans, who are neither isolationist nor internatiomalist,
but who are often influenced on critical votes by their respect for Mr,
Dulles' experience and their confidence in his independent ,judgment."54
Yhether those Republicans in Congress supported the President's program for
these reasons or because their own political and personal situation dictated
such support cannot be definitely ascertained. What is certain is that the
number of these Republicans decreased sharply in the period from 1950-1952.
From time to time bipartisan sentiments were voiced both by Republicans and
the Administration, but no pattern was worked out such as that once prevail-
ling. In October the President offered to appoint Dulles as Ambassador to
Japan following his (Dulles') contributions in writing the Japanese Peace
Treaty. The appointment was declined, although Dulles'! work at the Japanese
Peace Conference may have had something to do with the falrly broad support
in the Senate for the treaties emerging from that Conference.

Generally, however, during the last two years of the Truman Administra-
tion, bipartisanship was paid lip service only, mogtly as an ideal that had

“died. In June, 1951, Acheson said he was doing everything he could to bring
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about a "return" to nonpartisanship, and that he knew of nothing that he
could do that he had not done. Taft said there was little possibility of
“pringing back" the bipartisan approach to foreign policy, since Secretary
Acheson would not make any concession to the Republicans. Taft and others
tended to trace the end of bipartisanship to the change in Truman's attitude
after 1948, Arthur Krock, writing in the New York Times, pointed to the
"ratio ghift" on the Senate Foreign Relations Committee as the turning point.55

James Reston and Anne O'Hare McCormick, on the other hand, felt that
Vandenberg's decline and demise were the principal factors involved.56
Reston wrote that "the so-called bipartisan United States foreign policy fell
sick and died with Senator Vandenberg, and any reincarnation before the Presi-
dential election of 1952 is highly unlikely." In further comment on the
state of affairs prevailing Reston said:

"Moreover, the lapse of the bipartisan experiment now is
taken for granted so generally by the leaders of both parties
that they no longer make much of an effort even to minimize the
conflict."57?

The details of what this situation meant in terms of Republican voting
behavior have been given in preceding chapters. The general picture was one
of sharply reduced support for European economic aid, criticism of the com-
mitting of United States troops to the Buropean continent, and decreasing
enthusiasm even for foreign military spending, although it is clear that most
Republicans were loyal to the basic policy of the defense of Western Burope.
The Far Bastern situation provided an even more fertile field for attack, and

as seen in Chapter VII, the number of Republicans willing to go along with

this attack became increasingly greater as long-time Administration supporters
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(such as Margaret Chase Smith and H. A. Smith) seized upon this issue, per~
haps partly to prove that they were not "me-too" Republicans. When the Re-~
publican members of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee -~ all internation-
alists —- issued their all-out blast at Administration Far Eastera policy,

it was clear that bipartisanship was fading fast. The outline of this attack
has been explained, and although it was not always logical, it was certainly
all-inclusive,

An analysis of voting on foreign policy issues in the Senate for the
last two years of the Truman Administration shows several things. It shows,
first of all, a mors united Republican party with fewer Senators voting at
extreme poles from one another. It clearly reveals also that this increased
unity represented agreement on a position much nearer, althouzh by no means
ldentical with, the vliews of the oppositionists such as Wherry, Malone, Kem,
and Ecton, than those of such bipartisan supporters as Wiley, Lodge, Salton-
stall, and Morse. If the percentage of members of Congress voting in agree-
ment with the extreme oppositionists on more than half the foreign policy
iggues coming before the Senate and House in 1951 and 1952 be compared with
the same figures for previous bienniums, the results are as follows: (See

Figures IV and V)

Senate House
1947 - 1948 39 percent 45 percent
1949 - 1950 63 percent 87 percent
1950 - 1952 80 percent 96 percent

The question to be answered becomes whether or not the Republicans in
Congress returned to isolationism after 1949. It must be remembered that the
scale used here is not designed to reveal the exact views of any group, but
only to measure the strength of the groups. It is clear that the Republicans,
or a majority of them, did stop supporting the economic aid program for Eu-

rope which they had strongly backed in the 80th Congress. It is also true
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that a majority of Republicans in both houses wanted to scale down the mili-
tary aid programs for Europe. On the other hand a sizable majority of Sen-~
ate Republicans always voted for the military aid bills on the final vote, and
a majority of House Republicans did so in 1950 and 1952, Further, Republican
support for Far Bastern aid and intervention was very strong, and Republicans
were often advocating 2 more active role for the United States in the Far
East than the Administration felt wise. While there were scattered Republi-
can criticisms of the United Nations, GOP support for continued American
participation there can be presumed to have been strong. The 1950 statement,
adopted by Senate and House Conferences and the National Committee, can be
cited as evidence that internationalism was not dead or dying. That declara-
tion, which was more criticized by the internationalists than the isolationists,
spoke of "full support of the United Nations," a "strong policy against the
spread of Communism or Fascism ...abroad," and "support of aid to those
states resisting communism."

In conclusion, then, it would seem reasonable to say that while Republi-
cans had less enthusiasm for spending in Burope after 1949, they by no means
returned to isolationism. It is doubtful that a majority in either house
would have favored abandoning NATO. In Asia a continued advocacy of an ac-
tive role became Republican doctrine, and to some extent the increased
strength of the oppositionists in this period can be accounted for by the
large number of Republicans who were critical of the Administration for too
little, rather than too much, American intervention there. Finally, it is
evident that the Republicans were not talking like isolationists. 1In their
efforts to attack and embarrass the Administration they did not, like their
predecessors of 1918-1941, develop a theory of nonparticipation. Rather,

they contented themselves with criticism of a more particular and less gen~

eralized nature.
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By the opening of Congress in Januery 1952 the disagreements among Re-
publicans on foreign policy were being voiced in terms of support for candi-
dates in the 1952 National Convention. There were both presidential and
foreign policy implications in the election of Styles Bridges to succeed
Kenneth Wherry as Senate Floor Leader January 8. His rival for the office was
Leverett Saltonstall who had been Wherry's assistant or party whip. The vote
in Conference was 26 for Bridges and 15 for Saltonstall, and the ballot was
not made unanimous as is usually done. Since Saltonstall was considered to
be an Eisenhower man, the result was viewed as favorable to the presidential
aspirations of Senator Teft, whom Bridges supported, although tradition, also,
favored Bridges in that he was the senior Republican in the Senate. In terms
of foreign policy Bridges was, or had been previously, mich more of an inter-
nationalist than was his predecessor (Wherry), but had been of late much more
critical of Adminigtration foreign policy, particularly in the Far Bast, than
had Saltonstall. A glance at the voting charts will show Bridges moving
gradually toward the oppositlonist position.

It soon became clear that foreign policy was to be one of the issues
which most clearly separated the two leading contenders for the 1952 presi-
dential nomination. While it is true that a platform acceptable to both Taft
and Bisenhower was written without great difficulty, foreign policy was one
of the few points on which complete agreement was not reached at the famous
Morningside Heights conference after the nomination.

The issue was first clearly drawn in May when Eisenhower addressed a
joint session of Congress on the foreign aid question. Taft and Eisenhower
sharply disagreed on how much could be cut from the program without endanger-
ing our position in Europe. In a radio address in June Taft discussed his
foreign policy views and also the Republicaen role in foreign poliey over the

past few years. He said:
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" ... in the Republican campaign of 1952 there must be
no hesitation about attacking the foreign policy of Mr. Truman
and Mr. Acheson...Some Republicans would avoid mention of the
subject in the campaign and they criticize me because I am
not being sufficiently bipartisan,

"Of course bipartisanship today is a fraud. When Mr.
Truman talks of it, he means that he will make the policy
and the Republicans must always go along with it. Since
1948 he has not bothered to consult any of the Republlcan
leadership even about the fateful step of making war in Korea.

"Mr. Truman has never extended bipartisanship to many
basic questions of policy. ZEven Senator Vandenberg was at no -
time consulted about Teheran or Yalta or Potsdam or Manchuria
or China. He indicated his wholehearted disapproval of our
policy in the Far East,

"My, John Foster Dulles was consulted about the Japanese
Peace Treaty and did a good job, but his recent speeches in-
dicate his complete disapproval of many basic features of Mr.
Acheson's foreign policy, particularly in FEurope....

"its [the Republican pa.rty's-] candidate mast not say
that he approves the Acheson foreign policy, but that he will
do it better. That was our fatal mistake in the last three
elections. We cannot afford to nominate a candidate who will
not condemn the utter failure of the Truman Administration,

nIgs this isolationism? Certainly not if we support a
poliecy which opposes Communist advances throughout the
world."
With regard to the specific foreign policy problems facing the country,
Taft's views as stated in this speech can be compared with Eisenhower's,
gtated a few days later in a letter to John Foster Dulles and in-a press

9
conference on June 25.5

Eisenhower Taft
Purposes of Foreign "American foreign policy must 1. protect the liberty
Policy be based on our own self inter- cf the United States
est, Each step in the policy 2. protect the peace of
must meet the test: Is this the people of the
good for the United States?! United States while

at the same time
protecting our lib-
erties,

B81bid,, June 2, 1952, p. 14

591pid,, June 25, 1952, p. 1




Purpoges of Foreign
Policy - continued

Fortress America

United Nations

Forelen Policy
Programsg

Bisenhower

"America: cannot live alone.
We must face facts. Any
thought of retiring within
our own borders will certain-
ly lead to digaster for the
United States of America."

"We support the United
Nations." )

"Our foreign policy programs
must protect us and the areas
in which we are concerned from
both kinds of Soviet aggres-
sion ~-that is direct mili-
tary ageression and aggres-
sion of political infiltra~
tion. M

"We support NATO. Exclu-
sive reliance on mers power
of retaliation against mili-
tary aggressors is not good
enough. We must assure our
Allies that we are standing
with them.
ful in developing collective
security measures that will
encourage each of our Allies
to develop its own economi-
cal, political, and military
strength."

We must be success-

279
Taft

3. must be conducted so
as to maintain the
solvency of the Unit-
ed States and prevent
the destruction of a
free economy.

"Those who think only of
Western Burope and of
making it impregnable
are just as blind as
those who think only of
the United States and

of making it impregnable.
Would I withdraw from
Europe? Certainly not.!

"I am in favor of remain-
ing in the United Na~
tions even though our
experience in Korea...
shows that it is a hope-
less weapon to be used
to prevent aggression."

"Certainly we should be
good. neighbors and give
economic aid in emergen-
cies. Certainly we
should arm those who de-
sire to defend themselves
against Communist attack.
But the expense of this
program must be within
our economic capacity,
and handouts of money
cannot be the key to our
foreign policy."

"It has been said that I
am an isolationist be-
cause I voted against the
Atlantic Pact, but I made
it clear at that time
that I was in favor of
definitely notifying Rus-
sia that if they attack-
ed any of the Pact na-
tions, they would find
themselves at war with
us, a Monroe Doctrine for
Burope. I do not want to
depreciate the ilmportance
of Burope or withdraw our
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Eisenhower ' Taft
NATQO - Continued aid, but I do wish to

point out that control
of the air must be
priority No. 1.

The main points of difference between the two prospective nominees would
appear to have been the following:

1. Taft spent much(2 major portion) of his time attacking the Administra—
tion and those Republicans who supported the Administration foreign policy.
Eisenhower was only "critical of the Administration for its lack of steadiness
and its failure to define its goals in terms that the American people could
understand."so |

2. Expenditures for foreign aid -- Taft continually emphasized the need
to reduce these expenditures, whereas Eisenhower, although favoring cuts, put
little emphasis on the point, but rather positively outlined the need which
gave rise to the expenditures.

3. Land forces versus air power -- Taft did not favor withdrawing from
Europe, but he felt our command of the alr was the essential ingredient to
maintaining peace. Eisenhower did not deny the need for alr power but was
devoted to the building of a North Atlantic land army.

In spite of the fact that Eisenhower had sald that he did not think it
would be possible to write a platform acceptable to both himself and Senator
Taft, little difficulty was encountered in the Convention in doing just that.
In fact, no dispute whatsoever was ever revealed to the public, such as so
often had happened in the past. Eugene Millikin, Senator from Colorado and
Chairman of the Resolutions Committee, also assumed the Chairmanship of the
Subcommittee on Foreign Affalrs. Two special advisors were appointed to aid

in the drafting of the plank on foreign policy -~ John Foster Dulles (now

having resigned from the State Department) and Clarence B. Kelland, National

®01pid.
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Committeeman from Arizona, and both Eisenhower and Taft were understood to
approve of these appointments. Dulles clearly represented the segment of the
party supporting Eisenhower and had been friendly to the Administration ,
although he had made some more critical comments since his resignation.
Kelland could be taken to represent the Taft supporters and had been aligned
with the oppositionists on foreign policy issues. Dulles was sure he could
write a platform agreeable to both major contenders for the nomination, and
came to Chicago with a draft which was in substance accepted by the subcom-
mittee, whose version was in turn approved unanimously by the full Resolutions
Committee and by the Convention itself.

This was one of the longest foreign policy planks in party history. It
discussed many phases of our foreign relations in almost every part of the
world. Many of the points made in the 1950 resolution and in the declaration
of the Republicans on the Senate Foreign Relations Committee were repeated.
"Sell out! at Yalta, bungling in Korsa, and "betrayal" of Chiang Kai-shek
were all discussed in roughly the same terms as had been used before. There
were, however, two or three new ideas or emphases.

More aitentioﬁ was given to attacking the personnel who had administsred
as well as formulated our foreign policy. There was no personal attack on
the Secretary, as one might have expected, but the criticism was broadened to
imply that large numbers of civil servants at every level were responsible
for failures in foreign policy and should be removed. No doubt this reflected
the widespread Republican acceptance of charges of disloyalty, incompetence,
et cetera, in the Department of State:

"We shall eliminate from the State Department and from
every Federal office all, wherever they may be found, who
share responsibilities for the needless predicaments and
perils in which we find ourselves. We shall also sever from
the public payroll the hordes of loafers, incompetents and un-

necessary "employees who clutter the sdministration of our
foreign affairs. The confusions, overlappings and extrave-
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gance of our agencles abroad hold us up to the ridicule of
peoples whose friendship we seek,

"We shall substitute a compact and efficient organi-
zation where men of proven loyalty and ability shall have
responsibility for reaching our objectives. They will re-
flect a dynamic initiative. Thus we can win the support
and confidence which go only to those who demonstrate a
capacity to define and get results.t

The idea of bipartisanship was mentioned only by implication:

"The good in our foreign policies has been accomplished
with Republican cooperation, such as the organization of
the United Nations, the establishment of the trusteeship
principle for dependent peoples, the making of peace with
Japan and Germany and the buillding of more solid security
in Burope. But in the main the Republican party has been
ignored and its participation has not been invited."

There was no suggestion thet there ought to be more inter-party consulta~
tion and no promise that if elected to power, the Republicans would try a
bipartisan approach to foreign affairs.

Perhaps the most interesting and important of all the new ideas Iin the
1952 Republican platform was the suggestion that the policy of the "contain-
ment" of Communism was a negative policy, and that a positive Republican
foreign policy would not be content with mere containment but would never rest
until the frontier with Communism was pushed back:

"They abandoned friendly nations such as Latvia, Lithuania,
Esthonia, Poland, and Czechoslovakia to fend for themselves
against the Commanilst aggression which soon swallowed them...

"We shall again make liberty into a beacon light of hope
that will penetrate the dark places. That program will give
the Voice of America a real function. It will mark the end
of the negative, futile and immoral policy of *containment?
which abandons countless human beings to a despotism and God-
less terrorism which in turn enables the rulers to forge the
captives into a weapon for our destruction...

"The policies we espouse will revive the contagious,
liberating influences which are inherent in freedom. They
will inevitably set up strains and stresses within the cap-
tive world which will make the rulers impotent to continue
in their monstrous ways and mark the beginning of their end.
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"Our nation will become again the dynamic, moral and
spiritual force which was the despair of despots and the hope
of the oppressed."

The Republicans, it appeared from these statements, favored seizing the
initiative, going on the offensive. They would not be satisfied with a mere
defense of the status quo.

As in every election year since 1940, the midwestern Republicans were
defeated in their support of Taft for the presidential nomination. For the
second time they failed even to strongly influence the naming of the vice-
presidential candidate, who in the person of Richard M. Nixon of California.
was both a non-midwesterner and a Republican who in Congress had supported,
with at least some regularity, the Administration's lead in foreign policy
matters. The election of the Eisenhower-Nixon ticket seemed assured almost
from the beginning. TFor the first time in twenty years the Republicans wounld
have an official and national leader for at least four years. He would be an
internationalist and could be expected to try to lead his party in that direc-
tion, For the first time in twenty years the Republicans in Congress could no
longer formulate their policies with the goal of embarrassing the Administra-
tion unless they wished to defy their own, popularly chosen, head. Republi-
cans were no ionger to oppose, but rather under Eisenhower's leadership to
formulate a systematic policy to meet American problems abroad. Whether or
not the new "team!" would be able to unite the historically divided party,
whether or not the cooperators under Eisenhower's powerful leadership could
gain new strength in Congress which had seemingly been lost since 1948,
whether or not the old division of internationalists versus isolationists or
cooperators versus oppositionists would persist or whether new issues would

bring new alignments, it could at least be said certainly in June, 1952, that

6lproceedings, Rep. Natl. Conv., 1952, pp. 310-314
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if the party won, foreign policy in the Republican party would enter a new
phase, an era which might well see changes no less important than the

changes after World War I or during World War I1I.




—_—

CHAPTER IX

REPUBLICANS AND THE TARIFF

Woodrow Wilson once characterized the tariff as the football of politics.1

Others have said it is a local issue; while it has also been pointed out that
on no issue has Congress in recent years so consistently divided along party
lines as on the tariff. The general Republican position (and also that of
their predecessors, the Whigs) has been one in favor of high tariffs; while
the Democrats have usually favored lower tariffs (a tariff for revenue only),
especially when southern influence has been greatest. There have been ex-
ceptions in the case of both parties, and at times bipartisan coalitions in
Congress have determined rates, but the generalization is valid.g

Few lssues have remained as important in our politics throughout the
last century as has the tariff. At one time the issue was largely sectional —--
southern agriculture favoring lower tarlffs, northern manufacturing wanting
protection -~ and in so far as Whig and Republican strength lay with the
latter, protection was the natural policy of these parties. Later other
groups wanted protection -- labor because it feared unemployment would result
if products made with cheap foreign labor were allowed to compete with domes-
tic goods; western agriculture to achieve parity with industry. E. E.
Schat tschneider has written:
| ", ..the dominant position of the Republican party before
1932 can be attributed largely to the successful exploitation
of the tariff by this party as a means of attaching to itself

a formidable array of interests dependgnt on the protective
system and intent upon continuing it."

1E. Pendleton Herring, "The Political Context of the Tariff Commission,"
Political Science Quarterly, Vol. XII, p. 421 (Sept., 1934)

2David Rankin Barbee, "The Tariff in American Political History," Cong.
Digest, March 1932, pp. 65-68

3g. E. Schattschneider, Politics, Pressures and the Tariff, p. 283
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Schattschneider also points out, however, that

"Partisan votes on the final passage of the bill are
not often enliihtening, and party lines break in the votes
on the items,."

Another student writes in connection with the Hawley-Smoot debates (1930):

"Despite a pretense in the debates that there was some ob-
Jective test of national welfare, the record of voting on in-
dividual items furnishes much evidence in support of the cyni-
cal proposition that sound protection was that which raised
the prices of things produced by one's constituents, and un-
sound protection that which raised the prices of things made
by someone's else constituents. Underlying this conflict was
a strong sectional clash between country and city and between
East and West. Although the lines of battle were not always
sharply drawn, the western conception of what the tariff should
be was very different from the eastern conception. In their
speeches, and even more in their votes, the representatives of
the urban East held to the view that taxes on foodstuffs and
raw materials are bad because they raise living costs and the
costs of production. A number of eastern Congressmen apparently
accepted the premises of free trade by adopting the idea of com-
parative advantage and geographical division of labor, as far
as it applied to foodstuffs and raw materials. But they re-
Jected implications of such an idea as applied to manmufacturing,
either by the tacit assumption that the foreigner pays the
tariff, or that the tariff -- in some unexplained way -~ en-
ables the domestic manufacturer to reduce his costs.

"Senatorial spokesmen for the West were very frank in
saying that their idea of a just tariff was one that gave
'tariff equality! to agriculture. Not content with this
generalization, they went on to give to the term 'tariff
equality! a meaning very different from that given to it
Mr. Hoover and eastern Republicans in the 1928 campaign."

In the first quarter of the twentieth century Republican platforms ad-
vocated the principle of basing tariff rates upon an equalization of costs of
production here and abroad. This was not included in the 1928 platform,al-
though some Republicans based their campaign arguments on it. Both in the
1928 platform and in the Report of the Ways and Means Committee of the House

on the Hawley-Smoot bill, the position on tariff was something like this:

4Ibid., p. 415

SPrank Whitson Fetter, "Congressional Tariff Theory," American Economic
Review, Vol. XXIII, pp. 418-419 (Sept. 1933)
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"Domestic producers are entitled to a ‘'preferential’
position in the American market; because of lower costs abroad --
principally labor costs -~ a tariff is necessary to insure this;
competition between American producers prevents tariffs from
raising prices; the test to apply in determining the need for
higher rates is the increase in imports; tariffs help rather
than injure our foreign trade; everyone enjoys the benefit of
the tariff; our position as a creditor nation is not to be
given ang consideration in the determination of our tariff
policy."

The last part of the passage quoted above gives an indication of the
fact that by the 1930's the tariff question had taken on new dimensions.
Tariff was becoming an important issue in American foreign policy. Despite
the Republican attitude, the actions of the United States as a leading com-
mercial power and as a creditor nation were bound to be felt abroad and have ’
profound effects on world politiecs. Add to thié the fact that the high
duties of the Hawley-Smoot bill preceded an international, as well as a domes-
tic economic depression of gigentic proportions, and the basis is seen for the
Democratic attack on Republican tariff policies when the GOP was defeated in
November, 1930. Democrats in the 73rd Congress did not press for revision
of tariff rates, but did introduce a bill to remove from the President the
anthority to revise tariff rates upon the recommendation of the Tarlff Com-
mission and to require Congress to pass upon all changes. In a statement
later to be a source of embarrassment to him as Secretary of State, Congress—
man Cordell Hull, Tennessee Democrat, said this presidential authority was
"too much power for a bad man to have, or for a good man to want."? In de-
fending the flexible provisions of the 1920 tariff act the Republicans on the
House Ways and Means Committee stated:

IThe flexible provisions of the tariff act of 1930 pro-
vide that the Tariff Comnission shall, after thorough investi-

gation, report to the President proposed changes in classifi-
cations, or the bases of value, or rates of duties, within a

©Ibid., p. 415

7"Extension of the Reciprocal Trade Treaty Act," Congressional Digest,
May, 1943, p. 132
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limit of 50 percent, above or below those provided for in

the law. This promotes promptness in the determination of

changes and affects in the least degree possible, the

stability of business, or the production of articles,"®

Democrats also called for an international conference on tariffs, and
the Democratic bill was passed successfully through Congress but was vetoed
by President Hoover. In vetoing the bill Hoover said the provisions would
create uncertainty, bresk down protection, and destroy flexibility. He
pointed out also that the bill further called upon the President to negotiate
reciprocal trade agreements with foreign nations, which is against the Ameri-
can policy of "uniform and equal treatment of all nations without preference,
concessions, or discriminations."®
Soon after the election of Franklin Roosevelt as President it became

known that an important feature of his program for the restoration of pros-
perity would be an attempt to enter into reciprocity tariff treaties with
foreign countries. This was borne out by the appointment of Cordell Hull as
Secretary of State, for the Tennessee Congressman had long been an earnest
advocate of reciprocity.lo Under his leadership,Congress in 1934 pagsed an
act, the declared purpose of which was to expand "foreign markets for the
products of the United States as a means of assisting in restoring the Am-
erican standard of living:; in overcoming domestic unemployment and the present
economic depression; in increasing the purchasing power of the American pub-
lic in the present emergency, and in establishing and maintaining a better
relationship among various branches of American agriculture, industry, min-

ing, and commerce."11

®H. Rept. No. 29, 72nd Cong., 1lst Sess. (Jan. 7, 1932), p. 7
urhe Month in Congress," Cong. Digest, June-July, 1932, p. 189
10wpmerica and Tariff Reciprocity," Cong. Digest, May, 1933, p. 10

Mgone. Record, Vol. 78, p. 5256 (73rd Cong., 2nd Sess., March 23, 1934)
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The salient features of the program were as follows:
1. Delegation by Congress to the President, acting through the
Secretary of State, of the authority for a period of three
years to adjust tariff duties within certain limits.
2. Tariff negotiations by Executive agreement, which meant that
the President might negotiate and ratify reciprocal trade
agreements without the approval of the Senate.
3. Extension of all tariff reductions (except those granted
Cuba) to the products of all countries which do not discrimi-
nate against American products.
Republicans found little difficulty in forgetting temporarily their own
differences over the tariff and in uniting in opposition to the new plan,
The Roosevelt-Hull program not only introduced reciprocity which many Republi-
cans had opposed, but failed to make the proposed reciprocal agreements sub-
ject to Congressional approval. Although the Republicans themselves (or
some of them) had long supported the flexible principle in tariff making, the
new program introduced two features which they did not like. One of these
was the idea of treaty making without Senate approval. The other was the
fact that a Democratic President would now e able to adjust tariff rates on
the recommendation of a Democratic State Department headed by an advocate of
low tariffs -- Cordell Hull -- whereas previously it had been a Republican
President who could raise or lower rates upon the recommendation of a biparti-
san Tariff Commission often manned by a majority of protectionists no matter
which party label they wore. The dangers of the new system to protection
were obvious, and Republicens voted (28 - 5) in the Senate and (99 =~ 2) in
the House against the reciprocal trade bill.lz
The 1936 GOP platform stated the case in this way:
"Nearly 60 percent of all imports into the United States
are now free of duty. The other 40 percent of imports compete

directly with the products of our industry. We would keep on
the free list all products not grown or produced in the United

12uqrade Agreements Extension," Cong. Quarterly, Vol. VII, 1951, p. 215
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States in commercial quantities. As to all commodities that
commercially compete with our farms, our forests, our mines,

our fisheries, our oil wells, our labor, and our industries,
sufficient protection should be maintained at all times to defend
the American farmer and the American wage earner from the de-
structive competition emanating from the subsidies of foreign
governnents and the imports from low-wage and depreciated-
currency countries.

"We will repeal the present reciprocal-trade-agreement
law. It is futile end dangerous., Its effect on agriculture
and industry has been destructive. Its continuation would
work to the detriment of the wage earner and the farmer.

"Wo will restore the principle of the flexible tariff in
order to meet changing conditions here and abroad and broaden
by careful definition the powers of the Tariff Commission in
order to extend this policy along nonpartisan lines.

"We will adjust tariffs with a view to promoting inter-
national trade, the stabilization of currencies, and the
attainment of a proper balance between agriculture and in-
dustry,

"Je condemn the secret negotiation of reciprocal trade
treaties without public hearing or legislative approval.!

Whereas the 1932 platform had made a strong argument in favor of leaving
adjustment asuthority in the hands of the President, the 1936 platform was
less eloquent on this point, although still supporting the flexible tariff.
The use of the Executive Agreement was condemned, but for the first time
the Republicans indicated that they felt that perhaps the United States did
have some responsibility in adopting a tariff policy to consider its effects
on_the rest of the world. The importance of tariff in foreign policy was
here first recogmized.

The Reciprocal Trade Agreement Act was extended for three more years
in 1937 without major controversy, although the Republicans continued in
solid, though somewhat weakened, opposition. All of the 14 Republicans in the

Senate voted against the bill, and the Republican vote in the House was 81 to

3 against renewal.l4

15Printed in the Cong. Record, Vol. 95, p. 12901 (8lst Cong., 1lst Sess.,
Sept. 15, 1949)

14nrrade Agreements Extension," Cong. Quarterly, Vol. VII, 1951, p. 215
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In 1940, with considerably more strength in both houses, the Republicans
put up somewhat more of a fight against extending the Reciprocal Trade Pro-
gram for another three years, After six years of the program it wasg still
difficult to assess what its effects had been in terms of trade stimulation.
Democrats noted that imports and exports had gradually increased from 1934 to
1940, but Republicans argued that trade had increased just as much with those
nations which had no agreements with the United States as with the nations
that did.

All ten Republican members of the House Ways and Means Committee issued
a Minority Report when the bill was sent to the floor. They attacked first

the common assumption that the protective tariff policy of Republican days

had brought on the depression:

"This country did not lead the way in imposing import
restrictions but merely followed the policy already adopted
by the rest of the world. The nations which had been at war
learned many bitter lessons, but no lesson struck them more
forcibly than that economic self-sufficiency is as vital to
the national defense ag great military and naval strength.
The Central Powers lost the war largely because they wers
starved out., They, and other nations seeking to profit by
their experience, were determined: not to be too dependent on
other countries in the future for essential raw materials and
manufactures.,

"Because the Tariff Act of 1930 was enacted at about the
same time the world-wide depression began, it has been unjustly
charged with largely having brought it about. However, the
fact is that the Hawley-Smoot Act was not passed until June,

h 1930, whereas the depression began in this country at least
nine months earlier, and the world price decline began five
years earlier,"15

The Republicans also condemned the act for placing too great anthority
{| in the hands of the Executive and for encourasging imports that compete with

our products on an unequal basis:

I?E. Rept. No. 1594, 76th Cong., 3rd Sess. (Feb. 16, 1940), pt. 2,

pp. 15-16
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"The inconsistency between the trade treaty and labor
bolicies is also apparent. Recently there was enacted a law
providing for minimum wages and maximum hours in industry,
the purpose of which was to increase the wage level of labor
and improve working conditions. The trade treaty program works
at cross-purposes with this act by encouraging the importation
of competitive products of foreizn lands where the wages paid
are but a fraction of those received by American workers, and
where there is no such thing as a 40-hour week or an 8-hour
day.

"The immigration law and the Asiatic exclusion law are
ailmed at restricting competition in the labor market and at
protecting our workers from having to compete for jobs against
immigrants who are used to receiving and would be satisfied
with much less than the American wage scale. The immigration
law and the Asiatic exclusion law still stand but they have
been nullified to a large extent by the Trade Treaty Act.
Foreign workers are not allowed to come here and compete against
American workers, but under reduced tariffs brought about by
the trade treaty program, the products of cheap foreign labor
are allowed to be brought in here to displace the products of
American labor,"16

A great deal of attention in the statement was given to answering the
argament that the Reciprocal Trade Program contributes to keeping peace. In

1940 this was, of course, an important issue, and the Republicans were anx-

ious to deal with it thoroughly:

"While the Trade Treaty Act makes no mention of being in-
tended as an instrument for world peace, such a secondary pur-
pose has nevertheless been ascribed to it in official quarters.
The only stated purpose of the act is the expansion of foreign
markets for the products of the United States. It was only after
the trade treaty program had failed to achieve any substantial
success in that regard that mention was first heard of the peace
aspect.

"Of course, we are all for peace. In fact, most of us are
so desirous of preserving peace that any program or policy which
is alleged to promote it attracts our interest even when the
connection is remote and difficult to see. There is no doubt
but what a great many people have been led in all sincerity to
support the trade treaty program because they have been told that
it contributes to world peace, but we believe they will find upon
reflection that the program has not been conducive to world
peace and that it has no connection with world peace."

161pi4., p. 23

1719i4., p. 30
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Finally, the authors of the minority report denied that the new tariff
program had been successful in stimulating world trade, especially our ex-
port commerce, and the summary of their position was as follows:

"Having carefully considered the trade treaty program in
all its aspects we conclude:

"1. That it has not been successful in accomplishing its
purpose of expanding foreign markets for the products of the
United States or its unstated btut officially declared secondary
purpose of promoting world peace.

2. That it has not been administered in the public na-
tional interest.

"3. That it should not be extended in its present form,
and as now being administered, particularly in the face of present
and prospective world conditions,
"That if the present act is extended, it at least should
be modified to provide for con%ressional approval of trade treaties
before they become operative."18
On the votes party lines held firm and the Democratic majority had no
difficulty in extending the act until 1943. House Republicans voted (146 -
5) against the extension and there were no Republican votes in the Senate

favorable to renewa.l.l9 One statement, not quoted, from the document dis-

1
cussed above gave some slight indication that the Republican position with

regard to the idea of reciprocity might be changing: "While not denying the
efficacy of a properly administered trade treaty program as a means of ex~
panding foreign trade. . "0

The 1940 campaign platform can be contrasted with the 1936 platform in
that the former did not promise repeal of the Reciprocal Trade Program.

While clearly affirming the principle of protection for agriculture, labor,

and industry, it had this to say about the trade-agreements feature:

181pi4., p. 36

| - 19"Trade Agreements Extension," Cong. Quarterly, Vol. VII, 1951, p. 215

29@. Rept. No. 1594, 76th Cong., 3rd Sess. (Feb. 16, 1940), pt. 2, p. 16




"We shall explore every possibility of reopening the
channels of international trade through negotiations so con-
ducted as to produce genuine reciprocity and expand our ex-
ports.

"We condemn the manner in which the so-called reciprocal
trade agreements of the New Deal have been put into effect
without adequate hearings, with undue haste, without proper
consideration of our domestic producers, and without congres-
sional approval. These defects we shall correct."

Obviously this does not imply repeal, and when the act came up in 1943

for another extension, the Republicans supported renewal with modifications.
The Administration implied that failure to repass the Reciprocal Trade Act
might result in weakening the war effort of the United Nations. While deny-
ing this contention, many Republicans were willing to go along with renewal
hfor two instead of three years. In this form it was passed, and in the Sen-
ate 18 of 32 Republicans voting supported the extension. In the House only

b2
52 Republicans opposed the bill,while 145 voted favorably on it.“z

I The 1944 platform reaffirmed protection but clearly recognized the need
to stimulate international trade:

"If the postwar world is to be properly organized, a
great extension of world trade will be necessary to repair
the wastes of war and build an enduring peace. The Republi-
can Party, always remembering that its primary obligation,
which must be fulfilled, is to our own workers, our own
farmers, and.ourown industry, pledges that it will join with
others in leadership in every cooperative effort to remove
unnecessary and destructive barriers to international trade.
We will always bear in mind that the domestic market is
Americals greatest market and that tariffs which protect it
against foreign competition should be modified only by Egcip-
rocal bilateral trade agreements approved by Congress.l

In 1945 the Administration attempted not only to extend the Reciprocal

Trade program for three more years, but to grant the President authority to

2lprinted in Cong. Record, Vol. 95, p. 12901 (8lst Cong., lst Sess.,
Sept. 15, 1949) My underscoring

22nTrede Agreements Extension," Cong. Quarterly, Vol. VII, 1951, p. 215

23pyinted in Cong. Record, Vol. 95, p. 12901 (8lst Cong., 1lst Sess.,
Sept. 15, 1949)
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make agreements resulting in rate adjustments up to 25 percent above or be-
low the rates as they stood in 1945. This wounld mean that rates which had
been lowered the maximum of 50 percent under the original authority could
now be lowered another 25 percent or a total of 75 percent from what they
were in 1934, Of course, the same would apply to increases, but few increases
had been made, and it was the lowering of rates which mainly concerned the
Republicans. The votes in Congress show somewhat of a return to the opposi-
tion on the part of the Republicans. In the Senate Republicans were still
divided, 15 for and 16 against extension of the act. In the House, however,
only 33 Republicans voted to renew the program, while 140 opposed it. The
GCP was defeated in three attempts to amend the bill before it passed.' First,
Harold Knutson of Minmesota sought to limit the extension to two years; sec—
ond, Walter F. Judd of Mjmnnesota tried to knock out the authority to adjust
tariffs by the added 25 percent; and finally, Bertrand W. Gearhart of Cali-
fornia attempted to change the bill to require Congressional approval of all
trade agreements.24
The Senate Finance Committee did cut out the provision for additional
adjustments by a 10 to 9 vote in which Robert LaFollette, Wisconsin Progres-
sive, joined the nine Republicans on the Committee. The Senate, however,
rejected the recommendation of its committee in this respect and reinstated
the Administration provision by a 47 to 33 vote. On this roll call nine
Republicans broke with their party and supported the new authority. Speaking
as one of these nine, H. Alexander Smith (New Jersey) said, "After careful
consideration...it is my conviction that the road of trade expansion is the
road the United States should teke, And that road can be most effectively

taken if we continue the use of trade agreements in our trade relations. "2

24Cong. Quarterly, Vol. I, 1945, pp. 310-316

251pid., p. 312
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In 1948 the Republicans had an opportunity to show what they really
thought of the Reciprocal Trade Program, since at that time they held a
majority in both houses of Congress. The act was extended, but only for ome
year, and it was amended to include what became known as a peril-point
clause. In spite of the fact that the Republicans had consistently contended
that the trade agreements should be made subject to Congressional approval,
the 80th Congress did not include this requirement. Instead it provided for
the Tariff Commission to survey all commodities on which the President pro-
posed to negotiate agreements and establish a peril-point -~ that is, a
specific rate of duty below which, in the opinion of the Commigsion, tariffs
could not be lowered without damaging American industry or business, If the
President dropped rates below this point, he was required to send an official
communication to Congress explaining why.26

This provision was written into the House D1ill by the Ways and Means
Committee. A motion in the Committee to extend the act for three years in-
stead of only one was defeated by a vote of 15 to 9, and by éhe same vote the
altered bill was reported to the floor, The committee incurred some criti~-
cism because it held only closed hearings on the bill in 1948, and there was
further complaint from the Democrats when the bill was brought to the floor
under a rule which prohibited amendments. The rule was adopted, however,
and the only chance the Democrats had to block action was on a motion to re-
commit the Dill to committee. This was defeated (168 - 211),and the Dill
passed (234 - 119),with the Republicans supporting it by a vote of 218 to
5.27

In the Senate Finance Committee an attempt to compromise on the peril-

2o The Reciprocal Trade Program -- I. Tracing Its History," Cong.

Digest, Apr., 1951, p. 106

27Cong. Quarterly, Vol. IV, 1948, pp. 190-192
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point clause was defeated by a vote of 7 to 6, and the bill was reported with
that provisien included. The Democrats tried in vain to get an extension of

the old act, and the revised version passed by a 70 to 18 margin. The Republi-

8
cans voted (47 - 1) for the one year, modified extension.2
The peril-point provision, however, never went into effect. It was, of
course, opposed by the President and many Democrats, and when the GOP lost

control of Congress in the 1948 elections, the extension of the Trade Agree-

v v

ments Act by the Republican Congress was repealed, the peril-point amendment
Iwas removed, and the act was extended, retroactively from 1948, for a three-
Year period.

The 1948 Republican platform statement on tariff was the shortest since
the party was founded. While not explaining what it meant in any detail, the
GOP was cagey in its reaffirmation of protection and in its support of recip-
rocal trade. 1In its entirety it stated:

"At all times safeguarding our own industry and agriculture,
and under efficient administrative procedures for the legitimate
congideration of domestic needs! we sha%l support the sggtem of
reciprocal trade and encourage international commerce, !

From this platform and from the behavior of the Republicans in the 1948
and 1949 considerations of the reciprocal trade program, there were indice~
tions of some changes and considerable dissension in the party of high
tariffs. The first break from the solid opposition had come in 1943 under
the pressures of the war and the new Republican internationalists. Although
the House GOP swang back to almost complete opposition in 1945, the Senate
continued to be split, We have noted how party statements became less dog-

matic on the matter of protection, and how the Republicans, once in control

of Congress and faced with the problem of what to do about tariffs, falled to

~STbid.

29printed in Conz. Record, Vol. 95, p. 12901. (8lst Cong., 1lst Sess.,
Sept. 15, 1949)
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carry out the threats made over the previous sixteen years.

Part of this could be attributed to the growing strength of the inter-
nationalists which has been detailed in previous chapters. As early as 1943
Republicans such as Willkie and Stassen were calling on the party to revise
its stand on reciprocal trade, and in 1944 a more "regular" Republican, Af-
fred Lendon (1936 Presidential nominee), came out solidly against the party's
ancient tariff policies:

"Let the high-tariff traditionalists in both parties re-
veal how we can expand our markets without lowered tariff rates.
Let them explain how else we can compete after the war with a
desperate Britain and shrewd, horse-trading Russia. Let them
say how the American worker, the American businessman, and the
American farmer, will be better off if we maintain our traditional
tariff policy...The Republican party wes founded on a great
truth, the immorality and economic folly of slavery. It pro-
ceeded on another great truth, that in an infant nation of
great resources infant industries could grow quickest to ma-
turity under a system of reasonable competition. Now... it
must dare enunciate a third great truth, that a free and easy
interexchange of raw materials and finished products among all
the nations of the world is the quickest way to world prosperity,
and that world prosperity is the No. 1 prerequisits not only for
American welfare, but for lasting peace as well "3

The 1944 platform, as quoted above, contained both elements of old-
fashioned protection and support of international trade in almost equal pro-
portions and stated them in such a way as to satisfy supporters of both ideas.

This is not surprising since the plank was written by a subcommittee headed

by Landon but composed of a group predominantly in favor of high tariffs,
including former Senator Grundy of Pennsylvania.Zl
After the war it was the view of the internationalists that we must

Istrengthen the economies of nations (in Europe particularly) which were out-

side the Iron Curtain and opposed to Communism. The European Recovery Pro-

gram was the chief undertaking of the United States in that regard, tut it

30Ralph Robey, "A Proposed Major About-Face for Republicans," Newsweek,
Jan. 31, 1944, p. 60

3lpalph Robey, "The Republican Platform," Newsweek, July 3, 1944, p. 56
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was quickly seen that if these nations were to recover, they must sell
abroad, and the United States furnished the largest, wealthiest market in
the world. They could not, however, afford to gell to America if tariffs
designed for protection against all foreign competition were maintained.

Another source of challenge to the principles of protection, although
often coinciding with the first in terms of personalities, was the group of
big businesses who began to swing behind the reciprocal trade program for
reasons of its own:

"Outside of active party politics the program has defi-
nitely ingtigated growing digpute between Big and Little
Business. Big Business, with its mass production methods and
need for foreign markets, has favored the program as one .
allegedly tending to make it easier to sell abroad. Small
Business, operating with only a limited domestic market, now
fights the program as one allegedly tending to force it into
competition with cheap (sometimes slave) foreign labor. This
situation is no where better evidenced than in the fact that
most CIO unions, which are organized chiefly among the big,
mass-producing industries such as steel and automobiles, favor
the current Reciprocal Trade Program -— while most AFL unions,
which are organiged horizontally among craft groups such as
carpenters, bookbinders, glass cutters, etc,, disapprove it,.

"The Big and Little Business friction also often results
in an anomalous situation on the management side, for much of
Big Business is controlled by Republican interests, while a
great segment of Small Business is run by Democrats.

"Thus it appears that the old traditional pattern of
high tariff -- Republican -- North and low tariff -- Democrat —-
South is no longer as clear-cut as in years past. It is also
doubtful if the political line-up in Congress would follow
party patterns if the main issues today involved pure economic-
trade theory rather than the administrative handling of the
program, "32
As sarly as 1943 the National Association of Manufacturers endorsed the
Reciprocal Trade Program and by 1949 not only the United States Chamber of
Commerce, but the American Farm Bureau Federation had swung behind it,
These attitudes on the part of groups from which Republicans gain a great

deal of their support were bound to cause changes in the voting behavior of

OS2l The Reciprocal Trade Program -- II. The Picture Today," Cong.
Digest, Apr., 1951, p. 110
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the GOP in Congress. In the 1949 reconsideration of the act'!s extension
Republicans were united in their fight to retain the peril-points clause
which they had inserted in the 1948 extension and were relatively closely
knit on a motion to recommit the bill to committee. On the vote for figal
! passage, however, Republicans in both houses were badly divided. 1In the
! House 84 GOP Congressmen voted for the three-year extension without the peril-
points provision, while 63 voted against it, In the Senate the vote was 15
for renewal and 18 against.33

The 1951 legislatlon gained strong Republican support because of the
reinsertion of the ‘peril-points provision, as well as three other features
which the Republicans wanted. Although GOP members of the House Ways and
Means Committee were not successful in getting the peril-points clause into
the bill as it came from committee, they wrote a strong minority report in
favor of it and were successful in having it written in on the floor. The

Republican statement called for the following modifications before the act

should be extended.:

"1l. That, with certain modifications as discussed be-
low, the peril-point report provisions established by the
Trade Agreecments Extension Act of 1948 De reecnacted:

"2. That the President be directed to prevent the
application of reduced tariffs and other concessions made
in trade sgreements with the free nations to imports from
Soviet Russia and Communist China, and to imports from
any Communist satellite country (including North Korea)
which the President finds is part of a conspiracy against
the free world:

"3. That, for the purpose of clarification and to
facilitate procedures, certain standards be established by
the Congress for the guidance of the President in determining
relief under the 'escape clause!;

W4, That the suthority of the President to make new
trade agreements be extended for a two-year period instead of
a three-year period,"34

330ong. Quarterly, Vol. V, 1949, pp. 362-369

347, Rept. No. 14, 82nd Cong., lst Sess. (Jan. 29, 1951), p. 20
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In defense of the peril-point procedure the Republicans explained:

"1, This peril-point procedure which we recommend will
in no way interfere with the President's authority to make
future trade agreements; and

2. Under the peril-point procedure, no obligation is
imposed upon the State Department to adhere to the Tariff Com-
mission's peril-point findings.

"The only objection of any substance to the peril-point
safeguard procedure in the 1948 extension act was the require-
ment that a copy of the complete report of the Tariff Commission,
including the items on which concessions did not go below the
peril-points, was to be furnished the Ways and Means Committee
and the Senate Committee on Finance. It was alleged by the
State Department that some dissatisfaction by foreign countries
might arise if they learned that their negotiators had not held
out for the maximum reduction which the Tariff Commission re-
ported could be made without serious injury, or the threat of
it, to our domestic producers. To remove this objection we
recommend a chenge in the peril-point procedure so that the in-
formation to be supplied by the Tariff Commission to the Congress
will be limited only to those items on which trade agreement
concessions go below the peril-points.

"Thus modified the only Dbasic issue arising from the peril-
point procedure is whether the State Department should have the
benefit for its guidance of a peril-point report of the bi-
partisan Tariff Commission which we recommend or whether the
State Department should conduct this program on gnly a *calcu-
lated risk' basis without adequate sai‘eguards."3

The "escape clause" first appeared in an agreement with Mexico and pro-
vided that either party could back out of the agreement if it should be found
that "unforeseen developments" were hurting domestic industry. By executive
order President Truman stipulated that this clause should be included in all
future reciprocal agreements. The Republican statement asserted:

"As the result of the patent looseness and ambiguity of
the language of the escape clause, and as a result of the
lack of any standards established by the Congress for the
President's guidance in determining when relief should be
granted, only one industry has ever been afforded relief by the

President under this clause -- and this took nearly a year to
acconmplish.

39Thid., pp. 20-21
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"In order to remedy this unfortunate situation we
recommend that Congress provide certain principles which will
guide and assist the Prgsident in the admig%stration of the
escape clause and expedite the procedure.”

The peril-point provision was included on a roll-call vote of 224 to
168,with all but four of the Republicans voting supporting it. Certain
standards for the escape clause were included by a division vote of 198 to
89, and the Russian exclusion was accepted on a voice vote.37

The Senate version of the bill also contained all the Republican ideas
including the two-year as opposed to the three-year extension. A substitute
bill introduced by Malone (Nevada) drew the support of only 15 Senators, and
on the vote for passage of the original bpill the affirmative vote was an
overwhelming 72 to 2. The Malone substitute would have taken from the Presi-
dent and the Secretary of State the power to negotiate trade treaties, and
would have given this power to a new, bipartisan Foreign Trade Authority.

In the House only five Republicans voted "nay" when the bill passed. Thus
did the Republicans come to accept and support a modified version of a pro-
gram which for many years they attempted to bring to an end.

Obviously this cannot be considered the end of the history of the tariff
policy of the Republican party, but it does show a return to party unity
in Congress after nearly ten years of division, and unity on a different
position than that of twenty years earlier. It was not a position of com-~
plete support of the President which some Republicans had previously taken,
nor was it the isolationist, anti-reciprocal trade position favored by Re-
publicans before World War II. Rather it was a stand that recognized the need

for world trade, but contained elements which could satisfy the need felt by

all Republicans to oppose the President's program on some points at least.

36Ibid., p. 23

37 rrade Agreements Extension," Cong. Quarterly, Vol. VII, 1951,
pp. 214-219




The Republican teriff story, therefore, conforms to the development of
Republican foreign policy as a whole during this period which will be sum-

marized in the concluding chapter.
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CHAPTER X
SUMMARY AND CONCIUSION: THE NEW LOOK IN
REPUBLICAN FOREIGN POLICY

A summary of Republican foreign policy, 1939 - 1952, should perhaps
consider certain general questions, the answers to which may give significance
to the preceding detailed study of votes, platforms, and politics. What
characteristics of an opposition party can be observed in Republican foreign
policy behavior under Democratic presidents? What were the trends during
this period with respect to the relative strength af the foreign policy fac-
tions within the party? Did the fundamental philosophy of Republicans on

foreign policy undergo important changes between 1939 and 19527

I

Many of the characteristics which students have observed in the ac-
tivities of American opposition parties can be seen and detailed in the rec-
ord of the Republicans during the period studied. They experienced and were
conscious of some of the difficulties of their position. Senator Taft's
conments on what he felt the role of the opposition to be have besn discussed
earlier.l One of the problems which he specifically mentioned was the
minority's lack of information:

"The opposition could not really devise a detailed foreign
policy of its own...begause it 4id not have the means or the
information to do so."

Karl Mundt, then a Representative from South Dakota, wrote:

"Critics of Republicans for failure to set forth a de-
talled foreign policy are within their rights, but all should
realize that the party of 'outs! lacks access to diplomatic
pouches, to secret communiques, to tripartite conferences,
to our counter-espionage reports, and to many other informa~

tion sogrces available to the President and his Department of
State." .

lChapter VIII, p. 253
2New York Times, Jan. 5, 1950, p. 6
SWThis Month in Congress," The Re ublican, Apr., 1944, p. 10
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When Senator Taft referred in the quotation above to "the means' to
formilate a detailed foreign policy, he may have had in mind the lack of an
agreed forum for policy formation. Although not always admitted by congres-
sional Republicans, at all timeg during the period studied important leaders
of party policy formation -- men who were influential in drafting platforms,
nonlinating presidential carndidates, and leading Republican thinking on foreign
policy -- were outside of Congress. Landon, Willkie, Dewey, Stassen, and
Dulles are examples of such important figures, and some Republlcan governors
could be included in this category.

Attempts by non-congressional leaders -~ even titular heads of the
party -- to influence congressional party action were almost always rebuffed
as being beyond the role even of a duly nominated presidential candidate.
Willkie's attempt to lead party opinion on the lend-lease bill is a notable
example of this, but at other times there were evidences of the same kind of
struggle for the right to form the party's policy.4 The so-called "Governors!
revolt! against the "Washington cabal" at the Mackinac Conference, and
another "young Republican! uprising in 1949 both point up the problem of the
opposition party in policy formation,

There is little argument over the fact that the theoretical organ of
policy formation -~ the national convention —— does not in fact perform that
role. The strugegles over clauses in the pletform have their significance as
tests of strength between factions and may play their part in policy evolu-
tion, but certalnly the final platform, in so far as it represents a policy
statement at all, can hardly be interpreted as authoritative, Members of

Congress contend that party policy when the Democcrats control the White House

“Chapter II

SChapter III
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is fixed by the votes of Republicans in the House and Senate, and that it is
up to them to decide how they shall vote on various issues. They feel they
must make these decisions in the light of what is favored by their constitu-
ents; that they are responsible to their constituents, not to the Republicans
outside their own states or districts who fail to elect spokesmen to Congress.6

On the other hand, other Republicans, especially the defeated presi-
dential nominees during this period, had the feeling that the votes of congres-
sional Republicans may have jeopardized their chances of election; that the
record being written by Republican members of Congress from safe districts
was not one which appealed to many Republicans and independents whose votes
might have captured the White House and other posts.7 This conviction was, of
course, reinforced by the nomination in every presidential year (with the
possible exception of 1948) of a candidate out of harmony with congressional
leadership on foreign policy matters.

This situation clearly illustrates the lack of a procedure within the
party for determining a platform for congressmen in off-year elections. In
1946 and 1950 joint statements were formulated by the Republican conferences
in House and Senate and by the National Committee, but even this system could
not represent all views in the party, nor represent them in any way relative
to their strength in the party electorate. It is to deal with this problem
that the Committee on Political Parties of the American Political Science
Association urges an off-year party conventioﬁ to frame a biennial pla.tform.8

In viewof the evident lack of agreement, not only on policy itself, tut

as to where policy ought to be formulated, the main Republican policy during

BWRevolt Inside Republican Party," United States News and World Report,
Jan, 14, 1949, pp. 18-19

71pi4.

8Am. Pol. Sci. Assoc., Com. on Pol, Parties, Toward a More Responsible
Two-Party System, p. 54
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this period was, more than any other single thing: attack on the President.
Bearing out the generally observed phenomenon that political parties are more
concerned with offices than with policies, mogt Republicans could agree that
whatever else, their role should be to heckle and embarrass the President.
Even the question of how far this should be carried divided the Republicans,
but during most of the period broadest agreement in Congress could be reached
in attacks on any measure which gave the President added powers, in support
of amendments which restricted the role of the President, in attacks on the
Pregident's handling of a program, or in criticisms of the President's chief
foreign policy adviser -~ the Secretary of State., This last was less true of
Secretaries other than Dean Acheson, but long before Acheson occupied that
office, Republicans had manifested a mistrust of the capabilities of the
State Department's personnel.

In 1945 an amendment proposed by Senator Taft to "remove the President's
authority" to sell lend-lease material gained wider Republican support than
other proposed changes in that program. In 1948 the Republicans, including
Senator Vandenberg, wanted to be sure that administration of the Marshall
Plan was not placed in the hands of the Secretary of State,but rather that
it should be under a gpecial agency whoge head the Senate would have a share
in selecting. Also in 1948, the GOP was successful in putting the "peril-
point" clsuse in the Reciprocal Trade Extension Act,which was designed to
restrict by means of publicity, rather than by legal restraints, the power
of the President in negotisting reciprocal trade treaties. These are illus-
trative of the general pattern., In this connection it is significant to note
that it was during the years that certain groups of Republicans were trying
to counter this tendency to criticize the President that the party was most

badly split. Before 1943 and after 1949 there was practically no attempt to
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restrain these attacks, and party unity in Congress was comparatively high.9

II

Bearing out this conclusion is the fact that the 1952 platform was
written by John Foster Dulles and was adopted by the Foreign Affeirs Subcom-
nittee of the Platform Committee, by the Platform Committee itself, and by the
National Convention virtually without modification or opposition. This could
be said of no other platform during the period under study, for even in 1948
when the foreign policy plank was essentially the work of Senator Vandenberg,
there was a considerable fight at both the committee and subcommittee stages.
Perhaps the new unity was based in part on the fact that there was no attempt
to soft-pedal criticism of the Administration. While he was active, Vanden-
berg was anxious, in order to further bipartisanship, not only that inter-
nationalism be firmly endorsed, but that criticism of the Administration be
kept to a minimum, and in this he was successful. By 1952 most pretenses of
bipartisanship had been dropped, and the Republicansg in Congress were more
united in their desire to attack the President's policies.

The increased unity of 1951-1952 was not complete even on this question.
The most obvious statement that can be made from a study of Republican foreign
policy is that there is never a single party policy. Both in 1939-1940 and
in 1951-1952, periods of comparative unity, there were Republicans in Congress
who voted against other Republicans on almost all issues of foreign policy.
And it is probably safe to say that beyond the extremes found among Republi-~
cans in Congress there were even more extreme Views held by those outside Con-~
gress who called themselves Republicans. In both 1940 and 1952 there were

Republican isolationists and Republican one-worlders. The method of vote

JSee Figure I




309
analysis used in this study has obvious limitations. There are probably ele-~
ments of inaccuracy in the attempt to compile thousands of votes over a four-
teen-year period. Certainly there are features of inexactness: the factor of
absenteeism, the question of the number of igsues on which roll-call votes are
available, the transformation of numbers into percentages all detract from
this method as a means of reaching precise conclusions with regard to indi-
vidual roll calls, iﬁ&ividual members, or even single sessions. The applica-~
tion of the same techniques, however, to fourteen legislative sessions and the
results obtained have convinced the writer that it is a method well suited %o
neasuring trends in the party:s voting patterns over a number of years.

As will be understood from the earlier discussions, the indications of
very nearly 100 percent "unity" in the 77th and 82nd Congresses (House of
Representatives) by no means indicate the kind of solidarity that might be
found, let us say, in the voting behavior of a British political\party. The
unity of these periods is a relative unity only by comparison with the inter-
vening sessions and by use of a very liberal standard, that is, votes cast in
unison on 50 percent of the issues. The purpose is not to suggest this as a
new standard, but only to find a measurement criteria which will reveal
trends. As seen in Figure I, it is well suited to that purpose.

What then are the trends? In brief summary they are as follows: Before
Pearl Harbor the isolationist elements in the Republican party clearly domi-
nated the congressional scene. The war years of 1943-1944 show a strong shift
toward the internationalist side of the scale. The reaction to the pre-war
isolationism combined with the nature of the few wartime issues of the 78th
Congress can be credited with producing this phenomenon. It seems probable

that this swing did not indicate so fundamental a change in party thinking as
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at first might be inferred. This session alone represents wartime voting,
It seems more reasonable to look upon the pattern for 1945-1946 as the first
real and solid trend away from the situation prevailing before Pearl Harbor,

although without question the "war shock' was the sina quae non of the "con-

version process" discussed below. The voting in the 80th Congress was the
culmination of a five or six year trend which resulted in a working majority
of those who favored cooperation with the Democratic Administration in a
program of support of international organization and participation in world
politics. Beginning in 1949, the number of those who favored bipartisanship
declined rapidly until in the 82nd Congress more than 90 percent of all Re-
publican Congressmen and B0 percent of all Republican Senators cast votes on
50 percent or more of the issues in agreement with those members who.were most
bitterly opposed to the Administration's handling of foreign affairs.

Ag will be more clea&ly shown below, however, this four-year phenomenon:
following 1949 can be interprsted as a victory for the "isolationists," but
not for isolationism., Those who favored close cooperation with the Democratic
Administration found themselves increasingly out of step after 1949 with a
majority of their congressional colleagues on this question, but the shift
away from them did not mean a return to a position of American non-participa-
tion in world polities. The isolationists themselves did not now favor
isolation and could more properly be called oppositionists. Although favoring
a more restricted role for the United States in some areas than did the Presi-
dent, the oppositionists favored a more expanded role in other areas, and the
general basis of most of their criticism had to do more with the manner

rather than with the extent of that participation.

10The only foreign policy roll calls in the House in 1942 were the dec-
larations of war on Bulgaria, Hungary, and Rumania. These comprised three of
the six roll calls in the Senate. Two others in the Senate dealt with our
relations with Panama., Only one, on aid to China, could be considered as in-
volving the essence of foreign policy philosophy.

—— —
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An incidental feature of the compilation of votes made for this study
is the confirmation of certain generally held ideas about the sectional varia-
tions within the Republican party. Using the sections delineated by Grass-—
muck and the same scale as that employed for the voting trends discussed
above, the patterns indicated on Figure II are revealed.ll Differences in
the constituencies, issues, and personalities no doubt partially account for
discrepancies between the House and Senate percentages. In both the House and
the Senate members from the New England and North Atlantic area cast, in this
period, the most votes on the internationalist side of the foreign policy
issues considered. In order to rank the other regions from this standpoint

the percentages may be combined with the following results:

Oppositionists Cooperators
New England and North Atlantic 53 percent 47 percent
Pacific States 65 percent 35 percent
Great Plains 70 percent 30 percent
Lake States 78 percent 22 percent
Rocky Mountains 80 percent 20 percent
Border States 84 percent 16 percent

III

It is certain that by 1939 the Republicans, with few exceptions, favored
a less active role for the United States in world affairs than d4id the Demo-
crats under Roosevelt's leadership. As compared with the period of the 1940's,
Republicans in Congress were well unified on most matters of foreign affairs
in opposition the the P&esident's interventionism. In spite of the defection

of a2 small group of Senators, the votes on the neutrality repeal, selective

1lgeorge I. Grassmuck, Sectional Biases in Coneress on Foreign Policy,
pp. 34-52. The sectional definitions are as follows:
Pacific Coast: California, ™ashington, Oregon
New England and Nyrth Atlantic: Maine, Vermont, New Hampshire, Con-
necticut, Massachusetts, Rhode Island, New York, New Jersey,
Pennsylvania, Delaware
The South: Florida, Georgia, Mississippi, Louisiana, Texas, North
Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee, Virginia, Arkensag, Alabama
Border States: Kentucky, Maryland, Missouri, Oklahoma, West Virginia
The Lake States: Illinois, Indiana, Michigan, Ohio
Great Plains: TIowa, Kansas, Minnesota, Nebraska, North Dakota, South
Dakota, Wisconsin
Rocky Mts: Arizona, Colorado, ldaho, Mont., N. Mexico, Utah, Wyoming
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service, and lend lease, as well as the compilations for the entire 77th
Congregss, make this very clear.lz The opposition to Administration measures
in this period was not based primarily on differences over how we could best
stop the spread of fascist aggression. It was not merely a question of
whether the President wanted to spend abroad too lavishly, thus endangering
our national economy. The majority congressional Republican position before
World War II wags that the United States should disengage itself completely
from any involvement in the wars or politics of Europe and Asia. The Republi-
cans did not believe that America had a responsibility to use her power to
preserve the status quo. Any financial or military help which we gave the
Allies fighting in Furope would not be for our own protection, but rather,

in the words of the 1940 platform, because "our sympathies have been profoundly
stirred..."® WFreedom in America," said fifteen Republican elder statesmen,
"does not depend on the outcome of struggles for material power between other
nations."1?% Needless to repeat, the GOP opposed our entry into the war until
the afternoon of December 7, 1941.

| Public opinion polls of the period and the nomination of Wendell Willkie
in 1940 indicate that the minority Republican view in Congress may have had
the support of a majority of the rank-and-file in the country and certainly
was espoused by strong non-congressional Republican groups. While the coming
of the war resolved the immediate question, the néw issue in the party became
whether to regard the war as one of those unfortunate conflagrations which
the United States had to help extinguish; whether the defeat of fascism would
again permit American withdrawal from world polities; or whether our position

4l as the world's greatest power would require that henceforth we must use that

125,e Chapter II

lszgpceediggg, Rep. Natl. Conv., 1940, p. 141

l4yew York Times, Aug. 6, 1941, p. 6
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power to play the game of international politics in order to protect our own
interests by malntaining stability in distant parts of the world.

The fact that Roosevelt's program of intervention and preparedness seemed
in retrospect to have been correct led millions of Americaﬁs to conclude that
Republican opposition to this program had been very wrong. It led to a gen-
eral repudiation of isolationism, to a seeming confirmation of the dire pre-
dictions made by friends of the League of Nations, and to a strengthening of
those elements in the GOP which had favored intervention before Pearl Harbor.
There wefe famous conversions from the old doctrine to the new, such as in the
cagse of Senator Vandenberg, and there was a clear recognition by others that
the tide of public opinion was strongly internationalistic. The birth of bi-
partisanism in foreign policy in 1944 was no doubt partly an attempt to re-
move from the Republican party the stigma which attached to it because of its
pre-war behavior,

The war reactions clearly carried over to assure the ratification of the
United Nztions Charter by a vote of 89 to 2, and the support of a majority of
Republicans in Congress for adherence to UNESCO, to the 0ptionai clause for
compulsory jurisdiction of the International Court of Justice, and to other
experiments in international organization. The idea of bipartisanism had
been transferred from a campaign arrangement to a legislative one with the
placing of three Republicans on the American delegation to San Francisco., It
cannot be saild with real assurance, however, that the Republicans would have
supported an active role in world politics for the United States if it had not
been for the appearance of the Russian menace even before the ink on the
Charter was dry. A majority of Republicans in both Houses voted against the
British Loan Agreement of 1946, and an analysis of Republican voting in the

House shows that opponents of internationalism were dominant there in the
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79th Congress. The Senate pattern was influenced heavily by votes on inter=-
national organization to which the Republicans were committed.

A majority of the party, however, with a majority of the people, stood
committed to the idea of world cooperation, although scarcely able to imagine
where such a commitment would lead. It seemed clear that endorsement of an
international organization was the first step, and most Republicans were willing
to go along with this. The United Nations, however, depended for its success-
ful operation on the unity of the Big Five, and it was here that Republicans
found it_difficult to follow. Before the war was over, serious differences
with the Russians began to appear, and while the initial reaction of the Ad-
ministration was to soft-pedal these disagreements, the Republicans were not
willing %o do so. In his famous speech of January 10, 1945, Vandenberg made
this clear:

, ..a great American illusion seems to have been built
up -~ wlttingly or otherwise -~ that we in the United States
dare not publicly discuss these subjects [differences among
the victors) lest we contribute to international dissension...
But I frankly confess that I do not know why we must be the
only silent partner in this grand alliance. There seems t0 be
no fear of disunity, no hesitation in Moscow, when Mpscow
wants to assert unilateral war and peace aims which collide
with ours,.."

Although it was often so charged at the time, this attitude could not be
called a retreat to isolation. It was in this same speech that Vandenberg
made his so-called confession concerning his change of heart since Pearl Har-
bor and reaffirmed his belief in the necessity for an active world role for

the United States:

"....I do not believe that any nation hereafter can
immuinize itself by its own exclusive action...

"I want meximum cooperation, conesistent with legitimate
- American self interest...

19prthur H. Vendenberg, Jr., The Private Papers of Arthur Vendenberg,
p. 132
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| "America has this same self interest in permanently, con-

clusively and effectively disarming Germany and Japan... I

know of no reason why a hard-and-fast treaty between the major

allies should not be signed today to achieve this dependable

end...

"Let me put it this way for myself: I am prepared, by

effective international cooperation, to do_our full part in

charting healthier and safer tomorrows...™
Although some declared that Vandenberg was not speaking for his party in
proposing such a program, it seems safe to say in the light of the record of
the 80th Congress that he was entitled to speak for the views of a majority of
Republicans in both chses.l7 The party did not endorse his suggestions for an
allied treaty in any formal action, but official statements of 1945 indicated
strong support for international cooperation in various ways.18 These also,

however, indicated distrust and criticism of the Russians,

It must be remembered hers that the Republicans had never been friendly

toward the Soviet Union. Three Republican presidents refused to recognize the
commnist regime during the entire period of GOP post-war rule. There had
been severe criticism of Roosevelt when recognition was finally given in 1933.
If Republican aversion to totalitarianism of any kind was great, it was partie-
-lularly so with regard to a totalitarianism based on an anti-capitalist philoso-
phy. As has been shown in the case of Republican attitudés toward Spain and
Yugoslavia, the GOP exhibited greater friendliness toward a dictatorship of
the Right than toward one of the Left.l?
Although somewhat suppressed at the time, these attitudes were expressed
off and on during the war period by Republicans who thought the "strange

alliance! was definitely & dangerous one and who were anxious to break the

101bhid., pp. 135-137
l.7See Chapter V
185tatements adopted by House and Senate Republican Conferences and by

the National Committee. New York Times, Dec. 6, 1945, p. 18; New York Times,
Apr. 1, 1946, p. 1

19599 Chapter VI
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relationship as soon as possible -- at least from the standpoint of sending
money and material to the Soviet Union. Concessions to the Soviet Union at
the conference table came increasingly to be subjected to Republican attacks.

Vandenberg's position was perhaps partially based on the fact that he
expressed the willingness of Republicans to cooperate in a general way while
at the same time sharing the anti-Russian fears of his party. Add to this
the fact that he himself once had been an isolationist, and Vandenberg looks
like the very embodiment of majority GOP sentiment at the time the Republicans
assumed control of the 80th Congress. The strong anti-communism of the party
made it natural for it to support measures designed to stop the spread of
Russian influence in wvarious parts of the world. As America's world role be-
came increasingly one designed to accomplish this end, Republicans found it
increasingly possible to support an active political role for the United
States on the international scene.

With Vandenberg in a position of lsadership, a majority of Republicans
in the 80th Congress came to support such an active role. The Marshall Plan,
the Truman Doctrine, and the Reciprocal Trade Program were adopted with strong
Republican cooperation. Criticism of Administration foreign policy did not
cease, but it was of a different nature than before the war. After 1949
criticism of the Democratic course in foreign policy became increasingly bitter
on many issues., Bipartisanship came to an end on many vital matters. The
old isolationists, now better called oppositionists, gained in influence dur-

ing the last Truman Administration, but the party did not return to isola~

tionism., It did become critical of our Allies; it did prefer military to
economic aid to Europe and often voted to restrict the scope of the former;
it did manifest interest in Asia in preference to Europei but especially in
this latter respect an expanded rather than a restricted role for the United

States was advocated. Republican suggestions, for instance, of what the
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United States could or should have done in Asia went far beyond those the Ad-
ministration thought feasible at the time. Far from criticizing the govern—
ment for dabbling in affairs which were none of our business, the Republicans
laid at the door of the State Department the responsibility for failing to
prevent a communigt victory in China and a war in Korea.

Obvious discontent with the Russians as partners in the United Nations
could have led the Republicans to a retreat from that body and a return to
their pre-war opposition to international organization. ¥No doubt some Re-
pubiicans have favored this, but in genersl the majority of them have not
been degirous of withdrawing to leave the field to the Soviet Union either
in or out of the United Nations.

The 1952 Republican platform, adopted without opposition at any stage,
clearly indicates the degree to which the transformation to intervention had
been completed. No Republican platform, even in the expansionist era at the
turn of the century, laid out so ambitious a program for American participa-
tion in world affairs. Our concern in every part of the world was recognized --
Eastern Europe, Western Burope, Latin America, Israel, and the Middle East,
Africa, and the Far East. Boldest of all, the suggestion for the liberation
of the communist satelites implied an almost aggressive role in world poli-
tics. "We shall not allow ourselves to be isolated...," the platform read,
and specific commitments were made for world trade, an international exchange

20 The full power of

of students, and ending "the neglect of the Far Bast."
the United States was to be used to "wage peace and win it."
From rejection to acceptance of an active American role in world affairs --

this was the basic change in Republican foreign policy between 1939 and 1952.

zOProceedings, Rep. Natl. Conv., 1952, p. 314
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VITA

Charles John Graham was born on May 29, 1929, in Peru, Illinois., After
graduating from LaSalle-Peru Township High School in 1946, he attended the
LaSalle~Peru~Oglesby Junior College and the University of Illinois, receiving
Bachelor of Arts and Master of Arts degrees from the latter school, As an
undergraduate he was elected to Phi Beta Kappa and Phi Kappa Phi honorary
fraternities, and while in the graduate collegze was the holder of the James VW,
Garner Fellowship in Political Science., Upon passing the Junior Management
Asgistant Examination, he entered the Navy Department's Administrative Intern
Training Program in 1953, and after completing that progrem was employed as a
Contract Negotiator for the Bureau of Ships. In October, 1954, he joined the
Social Science faculty of Wisconsin State College, River Falls, where he is now
teaching, He is married and has one child.




